Appendix H. Comments from Tribes, Elected
Officials, and Government Agencies

Table 211 displays a list of tribes, elected officials, and Federal, State, and local government
agencies that submitted comments during the 90-day draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) comment period. This appendix provides copies of these comment letters.

Table 211. List of tribes, elected officials, and government agencies that submitted
comments during the 90-day DEIS comment period

Organization ‘

Apache County Board of Supervisors Barry Weller, District 111 Supervisor

Diane Arnst, Manager

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Legal Support Section

Arizona Game And Fish Department Chris Bagnoli, Pinetop Regional Supervisor
Arizona State Land Department Victoria Carella, Project Manager
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Pascal Berlioux, Executive Director

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager

Environmental Protection Agency Environmental Review Office

Gila County Board of Supervisors Tommie Cline Martin, Supervisor, District 1
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors David Gomez, Chairman of the Board
Navajo County Board of Supervisors Jonathan M. Nez, Chairman of the Board
Town of Eagar Bryce Hamblin, Mayor

Patricia Sanderson Port, Regional Environmental

United States Fish and Wildlife Service .
Officer

Yavapai Prescott Indian Tribe Linda Ogo, Culture Research Director
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From: Dored
Tat ES-ASNF Panning
Subject: A5 LMP Commentary Submission - Apache County
Date: Thoursdyy, May 16, 1013 2:00:25 P
rtnchaments: A5 LMP Coenfrent-Aoache Countr.odf
Michelle Davalos
Forest Planner
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest
Supervisor Office
Hello Michelle,

Attached is the comment submission for Apache County concerning the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest Proposed Land Management Plan and
Programmatic DEIS.

1f the file attachment is too large for your email server, just let me
knowe and I will submit via another route.

Alsa, here is a link for the document in case you have any issue with
this attachment.

I I may be of any service to yoursell or Supervisor Zomes, please
don't hesitate to make contact.

Thanks,
Dayel Shamiley
Apache County Natural Resource Coordinater

PS5 - 1 hope yoursell and Jim can make it to our joint Apache
County-Alpine Ranger District open house on wildfire fuels reduction,

It will e held on 31May13 at 1730 Hrs. in the Alpine Community Center,
Therleo will be informational booths, presentations and a question/answer
sesslon,

Deyel
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JOF SHIRLEY, JR. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SEEMBEI GF THE BOARE
ekttt OF APACHE COUNTY
P00 o | 5, T, A7 Baso —
TN ML WHITE, JR. ST, JOHNS, ARLEONA B304
FHATHMAN OF THE BOARI
WIEVRICT 1§ TELEPIMONE: (%2§) 337-7503
s s T FACSIMILE: (928) 3372003
EARKY WELLER
VETECIUR P TIE MOA KD DELWIN P, WENGERT. MAK AGER-ULERK
DHSTRICT 111 ST, MMINS, AT 85

P Bas 424, 50 Jahms, AT 85936

May 15, 2013 ,P(%"

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests — Plan Revision Team ; 7y

PO Box 640 %@;
30'8. Chiricahua Drive ’2;? v
Springerville, AZ 85938 04/

Dear Sir/Mme:

Apache County, Arizona appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Apache-Sitgreaves Plan
and DEIS revisions. County governments and elected officials have the responsibility for
protecting the health and welfare of their citizens, including but not limited to protecting the
societal and economic impacts of Forest Service planning. We take this responsibility with the
Ulmost seriousness.

Apache County’s comments are meant to deseribe omissions, provide new information,
identifying areas needing clarification and/or offer alternatives that have not been considered in
the proposed plan and DEIS,

We appreciate your attention to our comments and look forward to reviewing a revised and
improved DEIS that will most effectively disclose the environmental and human consequences
that result from the proposed action and alternatives.

Sincerely,

BarJ'yIWeller Delwin Wengert
District 111 Supervisor County Manager

yel Shamley
Natural Resource Coordinator
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Apache County, AZ

Comment on the
Apache-Sitgreaves

Plan and DEIS revisions.

Lir#0108
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5. Anachment 2: Apache County Board of Supervisors CEQ Factors for Cooperating
Agency 81

Introduction.

The following comments are hereby submitted to the United States Forest Service, Apache-

Sitgreaves National Forest (“Agency™), to aid in the preparation of a Final Envi 1 Impact

Statement (EIS) for Land Management Planning that meets the purpose of an EIS as described in
40 CFR 1502.1. Itis the intent of these comments to provide information to the Agency that
highlights where the Agency has not followed its own rules, regulations and authorizing laws
that direct how the management of National Forest land is to take place. These comments also
point out where the National Environment Policy Act and the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations (40 CFR, Parts 1500-1508) have not been followed.

The comments presented here do not completely cover all of the information generated and used
by the Agency in their preparation of the DEIS, nor are they i led to be an exhaustive legal

review of the Draft Envi t Impact Stat (DEIS), but are rather a layman's review that
captures the easily identified and obvious places where the Agency has failed to comply with the
law and regulations. These e point out where the Agency has not been concise, clear or
to the point, as well as where the Agency has not clearly provided evidence that is meaningful to

the average person that supports the analysis or lusion that is presented. (40 CFR 1502.1)

These comment are being offered to ensure that the Agency provides a full and fair discussion of
significant environmental impacts and mforms deﬂswn makers and the public of the reasonable
alternatives which would avoid or mini and/or ent the quality of the
human environment. They have been generated by local people who live and work in the
communities that surround the Apache Sitgreaves National Forest (A-S) and who are concerned
with the future management of the Forest.

Lir#0103
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DEIS

1. General DEIS comments

Issue: Not all versions of the DEIS are identical

Discussion: Not all physical copies of the DEIS match the PDF versions of the DEIS, which
makes discussion of the issues of the DEIS difficult. It is not known where the differences might
be in each version, nor whether the differences are sufficiently substantive as to render the whole
public review process meaningless. Note that this means that some of the page references in
these comments may not agree with page numbers of the versions used by the Revision Team.

Remedy: Identify and publicize all differences to the various versions of the DEIS.

Issue: The DEIS is overly complex and confusing.
Reference: 40CFR 1502.1: “...Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point...”

Discussion: The combined total of the Proposed Land Manag Pian for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests and the Progr ic Draft Envir ! Impact St Jor
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (DEIS) is well over 900 pages,
not including reference de ts. The reference materials are not readily available to the
public. The layout ig not logical and is ily plex. Specific ples of this

problem are to be found in subsequent comments. Additionally, headings throughout so equally
weighted in font (without use of numbers or other identifiers) that it is impossible to determine
when the text is a section or a subsection.

The unnecessary complexity, poor layout and confusing formatting combine to obscure the core
data, thereby hindering the potential to understand the issues and pinpoint prohlematic areas.

Remedy: Reformat the Proposed Plan and DEIS to li tion of i ionin a
more logical flow, omitting duplication and conflicting mfonnatmn 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 intemet, put them there).

Issue: The DEIS and Plan glossaries do not contain the same definitions or fail to define
terms used throughout the documents,

Discussion: The Agency cannot assume that a reader understands Agency jargon. Certain
terminology that is used in the d ts causes confusion and thereby influences how
information in the DEIS may be understood by the public. While instances of confusing and
undefined terminology occur so frequently that identifying all examples here would be
unproductive, an example from Chapter 1.Purpose and Need for Change is provided s
representative. Page 3, first paragraph, uses the phrase 1 different p ic
strategies (or alternatives)”. 1t 1s unclear whether “programmatic strategi r.‘s” and “alternatives”

H xipuaddy
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are to be considered interchangeable for or exclusive of each other. These terms do not appear in
the glossary.

Furthermore, the Fire Specialist Report apparently uses Arizona’s ADEQ glossary. While this
may be aceidental, it is unclear if the public should use Arizona's definitions in interpreting the
Report. It is additionally unknown if the Report author is using Arizona’s or the Agency's
definitions. The public needs to be comfortable with definitions, and confident that terms will be
used and defined the same throughout all documents.

Remedy: Define terminology at first use within the text, that is intemally consistent, and also in
the glossary. Specialist Reports should have glossaries and they should match. Correct
glossaries so that identical terms are defined the same between all documents, including
Specialist Reports. Also, each glossary should include important inology for that d t

Issue: The DEIS is fails to pravide an unbiased presentation of Alternatives

Reference: NEPA Sec. 1502.2 Implementation. To achieve the purposes set ﬁ)rfk in Sec. 1502.1
agencies shall prepare envil [ impact in the f J

‘1

() Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a
[final decision

Discussion: Throughout the DEIS a bias exists towards Alternative B (the Preferred
Alternative). In order for the public to fairly assess the Altematives, they must be presented in
an even and unbiased manner, yet when Altemative B is presented (e.g. DEIS Chapter 2, page
21), that Alternative is referred to as “proposed action” and “preferred alternative”. If it were
true that because the Agency prefers an Alternative it is the best Alternative, then there would be
no point in involving the public at all.

Not only is the language of the DEIS biased towards Altemative B, but the public meetings were
aleo biased towards the Ageney's preferred alternative. For instance, Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests A the Rell of the Proposed Plan and DEIS, a flyer dated February
2013 that was handed out in public meetings lists the properties of Alternative B (“sets the
framework”, “recommends™) but includes no information about other Alternatives. Furthermore,
various stations set up at public meetings used to explain different areas of interest were also
slanted in favor of Alternative B; visitors 1o the stations were told why they needed Alternative B
but not necessarily other Alternatives. Maps for all Altematives were not displayed on the walls.

In several instances, members of the public who requested hard copies of the DEIS were offered
DEIS Plan B section rather than the full DEIS.

Remedy: Biased wording within the DEIS should be changed to present an unprejudiced
selection of Alternatives. The public should be made aware that just because the Agency prefers
an Alternative, that Alternative may not be the best one.

Lir#0108
Apache County, AZ Commenis - Page 8 of 81

Issue: The DEIS inconsistently and erroneously includes non- A-S NF lands.

References:

DEIS p 16. “dpache-Sitgreaves NFs that border the Gila NF; they are to be considered for
wilderness recommendation during the Gila NF plan revision process.”

DEIS p 38, Footnote 6 “Alternative I also recommends 2,981 acres on the Coconino NF and
3,607 acres on the Gila NF.”

DEIS p 101. “... the upper portion of the Harden Clenega watershed is located in New Mexico
on the Gila NF."

DEIS p 101. “...data and information that has been collected has primarily occurred on the
Gila NF in New Mexico.”

DEIS p 240, Foolnote 25. “.. four PACs fall partially outside the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs onto
other forests (three on the Coconing NF and ane on the Gila NF), encompassing about an
additional 568 acres.”

DEIS p 345, “The area for this analysis includes the watersheds of eligible and suitable rivers
on adjacent national forests (Gila and Coconino NFs).”

DEIS p 358-359 Potential Wildemess “includes 3,577 acres on the Gila NF”, “includes 30 acres
on the Gila NF"

Discussion: The area for analysis as presented to the public is the 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 su.ch inclusion is outside
the scope of the DEIS. Furthermore, the lands included are not y addressed
throughout the DEIS.

Remedy: Remove reference to or inclusion of lands outside the A-S from the scope, analysis,
Justification and recommendations, Or, altematively, 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,

Issue: The DEIS and Plan fail to sufficiently consider the impacts of two catastraphic
wildfires

Discussion: The Rodeo-Chediski and the Wallow Fires together burned over a million acres of
Iand mnst of which was on the A-8 NF. The A-S NF, At 2.75 million acres, these wildfires have

pacted a major p ge of A-8 NF lands, and necessarily a significant amount of private
lands in and next to the Forest. The effects of the two fires have a huge impact on the current
conditions of all management areas of the Forest, and cannot be minimized.

Remedy: All data should be reviewed to be sure it is recent enough to be placed within the
framework of wildfire impact. New data should be used to re-analyze all Agency management
planning, to determine cumulative impact on the human environment and should be included in
determining the natural and human envi tal q of each of the action
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alternatives. Once this information is available the Forest should re-release a new watershed
section of the DEIS for public consideration and comment

2. DEIS Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Change

Issue: The DEIS fails to establish a need for change hased on existing conditions.

Reference:

4O0CFR 1502.1:The primary purpose of an envir | impact stat Is to serve as an
action-forcing device to insure that the policies and goals defined in the Act are infused into the
ongoing programs and actions of the Federal Government,

It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmenial impacts and shall inform
decision makers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment.

Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the point, and shall be supported by evidence that the
agency has made the necessary environmental analyses.

Discussion: “Revision Topic”, a term that appears first on page 3 and that is not included in the
glossary, indicates that changes will be needed in the areas discussed even before a need to do so
has been established. The purpose of a DEIS is to provide a fair discussion of significant
impacts and provide alternatives, not to dictate outcomes.

It is unclear what exactly “Revision Topics” may actually be. If they are statements of need,
then they should be derived from existing conditions, however not only are existing conditions
not well or fully represented, the specialists’ reports upon which existing conditions are based
are not even referenced. Terminology used in the Revision Topics is biased (e.g. p. 4: “too many
young and small trees”; p. 5: “unsatisfactory scil conditions™) and thus influences how the public
would understand such purpose and need as actually is provided.

Remedy: The Purpose and Need chapter should be revised to represent the purpose of this DEIS
in accordance to NEPA. Existing conditions should be fully provided without prejudicial
wording, and clear statements of the need for change should be provided based on existing
conditions.

Issue: The DEIS fails to fairly address impacts on human environment.

Discussion: There is no purpose whatsoever for natural resource management planning if the
impact on human environment is not included. Humans cannot exist without interacting with the
natural environment and are fully i ted with it. H evolved with the environment
in which the species exists, and are dependent upon natural resources just as other species are.
Thus, to only focus on human impact on natural resources and ignore the impact of natural
resource management on humans is to omit a key factor in resource management and
environmental health.

Lir#0108
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Remedy: The DEIS should discuss need for change within the context of the human
environment, not outside of it.

3. DEIS Chapter 2: Alternatives, Including the Proposed Action

Issue: The DEIS fails to present the Alternatives in a format that allows them to be
adequately compared,

Discussion: The Alternatives, which are the heart of the DEIS, are not even discussed for six
pages into the chapter. Even at that point it is difficult to actually locate each of the Altemmatives,
and the Alternatives are never clearly laid out in a that enables fair ison of them.

Remedy: The Alternatives should be included in the DEIS Table of Contents so they can be
easily located. A table should be in Chapter 2 that allows for ready comparison of all
components of the Alternatives.

Issue: The tables that are provided for comparison of Management Areas do not provide
the same descriptions of management areas.

Reference: DEIS Chapter 2, pages 30-31, Tables 1 -2

Discussion: No fair comparison of the differences or similarities between Alternative A (no
action) and the other Alternatives can be made if the same information is not presented for
comparison. For instance, are “Forest Land” and “General Forest” the same in Tables 1 and 27
Why is “Blue Range Primitive Area and Additions™ (199,505 acres) in Table 1 labeled as
“Primitive Area" (199,505 acres) in Table 27 No explanation is provided for the difference in
terminology.

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

Issue: The DEIS fails to adequal rovide definition for and justification of “indicators”
of the need for change.

Discussion: Table 3 (p 32) is based on indicators of the need for change and issues for the four
alternatives, however these indicators are not discussed in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for
Change. There is no way for the public to know where these indicators came from.

Furt! the term “indicator” g lly means “a trend or fact of information on the state,
level or condition of something”, in other words, something that can be pared and
monitored. This term is not defined in the text or the glossary of the DEIS. A number of items
plmted as indicators in Table 3 cannot be quantified in order to differentiate between

ves; for instance, some Alt ves simply offer “Opportunity”. This lcaves the public
with no way to determine the differences between those indicators.
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Remedy: Discuss how and why indicators are developed in Chapter 1 in order to justify their
application to the Alternatives. Review all indicators to be sure they can yield quantifiable
results that can be compared.

Issue: The DEIS has failed to develop and present alternatives that are significantly
different from each other.

Discussion: The proposed alternalives have very similar objectives; there is insufficient specific
infi ion included to indicate how they may differ in practice. The Agency presents elements
commton to all Altematives (page 17) in a clear and easy to understand format, while obseuring
differences between Alternatives that might exist by burying any such differences in text, rather
than an equally clear and understandable format. The Altermatives arc not developed and
presented in a way to facilitate comparison, but even so, the only Allernative that stands out as
significantly different is Alternative D due to major increase in wilderness. All of the proposed
alternatives except Altemative 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 rigorous exploration and objective analysis in the evaluation of all reasonable alternatives is
called for in CEQ regulation 40 CR 1502.14 (a).

The DEIS does not bring forward the issues of current and future impacts on the human

environment of any of the Alternatives, much less Alternative D, which necessarily would have

significant impact on the socio ymics of the itics dependent on the A-S NF. The

narrow range of diffe |: the alternatives found in the DEIS means that the effects and

outcomes of implementing any of the alternative not much different other than Alternative D,

and the true effects and outcomes of implementing Alternative D are not rigorously explored and

analyzed.

Alternatives

According to the Forest Supervisor’s letter, Alternative A, the present plan, focuses on
“ecological maintenance” and Altemative B, C, and D fows on “ecological restoration — or

restoring the land to conditions which are resilient to disturt such as wildfi

activities, and climate variability.” However, we did not find any reference to ‘moluglca]

maintenance” in the current forest plan, so it is not clear what that means. A!though there are

objectives to provide for multiple use and an array of sustainabl ic and ecological
benefits to the public in the current forest plan, and similar stu.teammts were made in the Working
Draft Management Plan, they are lacking, or at least marginalized in this of

alternatives. The current forest plan provides a rational basis for managing the Forest, i.e. to
provide sustained economic and ecological benefits to forest users and the general public.
Sustained means that the long-term productivity of the land will not be diminished by
management and use. If actual management under the current plan has not done that, then it is
appropriate to change it. That does not imply that it is necessary to “restore” historic conditions
as proposed in all three of the alternatives to current management.

Lir20108
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There are concerns about the term “restoration” because it is unclear what that term means.
“Restore” means to return something to its previous condition, and that is implied in these
alternatives. One can only interpret this to mean that all three alternatives have the same goal,
and that they only differ in the type and intensity of management that will be used to achieve it.
The goal is to re-establish to the extent possible the presumed “historic condition™ that
existed before Anglo-American settl t. App tly, the ptions are: that those
conditions are known, that they can be achieved, and they are desirable given the present needs
of the people of Arizona. We think all 3 assumptions are highly questionable.

Another assumption stated in the supervisor’s letter is that such “restored” ecosystems will be
“resilient” to wildlife, management activities and climate variability. The term “resilient” is a
controversial one in ecological theory, Resilience means that vegetation {or soils, or wildlife
populations, etc) will be modified by such things as wildfire, management activities (such as
grazing, logging, thinning, hunting, etc) or “climatic variability,” but that it will retum to its
historic state when the “disturbance” is removed or diminished. However, it can be argued that
this concept is not realistic for 1 The vegelation, soils, wildlife and other factors
that existed at the time of Anglo American settlement were the result of history (climate, fire
frequency, etc), including the influences of native Americans, up to that time. This has all been
altered and the vegetation, soils and wildlife have responded to the changes that have oceurred,
not cm}y in the management ﬂpphed to it by Anglo Americans but by changes in climate, soil

of new st and extinction of some original species. In some cases the
clmnge:s have been marked (e.g. in conversion of some grasslands to shrub lands) and in some
cases they have been fairly minor (e.g. mountain prasslands or chaparral). But all have changed
to some degree and none will ever return to the historic condition.

Furthermore, there is no reason 1o supposé that the “historic” condition was the “ideal” condition
from either an ecological or economic point of view. It didn’t produce any saw timber harvest, it
didn’t produce any livestock, it did not produce as much of certain types of wildlife (e.g. elk),
and other than the fact there were no buildings, roads or power lines, it may not have been more
esthetically pleasing. It probably did produce more and better quality water than presently at the
higher elevations, and probably less sediment and flood flow at the lower elevations.

It seems curious that the Agency refers to resilience as “climatic variability.” Apparently, the
Agency is hedging its bets about global climate change and calling it variability. Climate isa
term that includes variability in weather patterns over time. Variability implies change up and
down from a mean situation. So climate characterizes the mean weather and its variability.
Climate change however implies a directional trend in the weather over and above its
characteristic variability, Geologic history has shown us that climate is always changing due to
both changes in weather variability and directional changes in overall cli and it is difficult
to identify or separate them, and even more difficult to predict their future changes. The only
thing we can be sure of is that climate and weather patterns will change to some degree and that
the ecosystem will respond to those ¢l no matter whether it is similar to the historic
condition or not. It seems a contradiction to base planning on the concept of return 10 a
condition that no longer exists while admitting that future conditions will not be the same as
either the present or the past.
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Issue: The DEIS contains errors in Ecological Restoration conditions and other areas.

Discussion: Due to the number of issues and comments, these comments are bundled together,
Overall Conditions

The statement that “12 out of 14 vegetation types are moderately to severely departed from
historic conditions™ is a good example of the criticism in the scction above, It is not clear what
difference it makes if the departure is moderate or severe (h those terms are defined)?
(The use of “departed” is rather odd — the dictionary defines this word to mean “dead”.

thing cannot be moderately or severely dead. The word “different” might be a better one).
What should be described here is not how “departed” the vegetation types are, but what are the
current levels of sediment yield, water quality, water quantity, forage output, limber output,
hahitat quality for specific wildlife species, amount and condition of recreational facilities, ete in
relation to what is ecologically or ically desirable and feasible to attain, and what types
of vegetation will provide those desired or feasible results. There is no reason to suppose that the
historic condition is the only one that could provide the desired ecological conditions and
benefits, or even that it will provide them.

Forest Conditions

It is unclear what it means to say that forest vegetation types “may not be sustainable”, Aspen
stands have heen reduced due to lack of fire. It certainly appears that alligator juniper is going to
take over some areas that were formerly ponderosa pine after fire removed the pine.

Grassiand Conditions

It is unclear what it means to say that grassland types “may not be sustainable”. “Some
grassland conditions are so departed that they may not be restorable. This includes semi-desert,
Great Basin, and montane subalpine grasslands.” Presumably this means that grasslands have
been invaded by trees (subalpine) and shrubs (semi desert and Great Basin). They are
“restorable” to the extent that the trees and shrubs can be removed and a good mixture of
perennial grass maintained. Whether such treatment is ically feasible depends on how
the costs and benefits are calculated.

Woadland Conditions

It is not clear if pinon-juniper (P-J) woodland refers only to those areas where pinyon juniper
occurred historically. If so, this would mean that the problem with P-J is in now what was the
historic grassland.

Riparian and Aquatic Habitat

It is unclear why the term “habitat” is used here. Riparian and aquatic systems or vegetation
would be more appropriate. “Habitat” is a term usually referring to wildlife food or cover — and
although riparian and aquatic areas provide habitat, so do the uplands. It is unclear what the term
degraded means; it would be better to be more specific.

Wildlife Habitat

It is unclear why fragmentation of habitat would be the major issue for wildlife as opposed to
cover and food (forage), or if fragmentation of habitat is actually an issue of “ecological
restoration?” It is possible that this should go in the next group of issues that relate to public
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demand and economics. Also, an objective to restore elk populations to their “historic” levels
would be effectively impossible since the “historic™ elk species no longer exists and elk hunters
would probably not be very happy with the “historic” population levels.

Other Issues
Recreation Demand

No data is provided for the kinds of recreation for which demand is stated to be increasing; such
data would necessarily be a factor in deciding what kind of facilities to plan for.

Wilderness/Primitive Areas
The DEIS states that “opportunity™ for additional wild [primitive areas exists; however no
justification is provided as to the purpose of designating more. Since increase in wilderness will

restrict the types of managy t that can be applied, this would potentially hamper the effort to
“restore”™ the historic conditions or to achieve other resource goals.

Research Natural Areas(RNAs)

The “need” for additional RNAs apparently is based on the flawed assumption that these will
help define historic conditions. 1f research is to be condueted it would be better to use it to

quantify and improve understanding of basic ecosy processes and how they relate to
management practices.
Contributions to Local C ities

The provision of wood products should not be a “by product of forest restoration” but should be
planned to meet local needs to the extent that it is consistent with sustainable yiclds and other
resource benefits (e.g. wildlife, grazing, recreation, water quality, etc). The same is true of
livestock grazing and game management.

Livestock Grazing/Rangeland Resources

It is not clear why this is a separate issue; either it should be included in the “ecological
restoration” issues or the community benefits section, or both, The statement that “available”™
rangeland may vary by alternative must be clarified as to its meaning and how it varies from one
alternative to another. Without that information it is impossible to select among the alternatives.

Invasive Species

It is important to have a program to control and eradicate “invasive” species, however this
staternent should be qualified to restrict it to those species which are capable of being controlled
or eradicated and that will cause significant damage to forest benefits if they are not. Thereisa
danger that any “exotic™ species will be classified as invasive and result in needless expenditure
of time and eﬁ'ort, as well as unreasonable limitations on forest users. Some species are not

ily irable or llable, e.g. Kentucky bluegrass, Bermuda grass, filaree, tumble
weeds, and Rocky Mountain elk,
Manag Indi Species(MIS)

We do not believe the MIS concept is a valid scientific concept. The use of MIS rests on the
premise that the abundance of a particular animal species is somehow related to the overall
“health” of the ecosystem. We believe the abundance of animal species is related to the quality
of the habitat for that species and to other natural or management factors that may affect the
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population (such as hunting, predation, di human interf , ete). This pt should be
abandoned entirely because it is not based on good ecological science.

Remedy: Redevelop Alternatives based upon public input, actual use and current conditions that
a.re mgmﬁca.nﬂy different from each other Present the Alternatives in a manner such that
3 may eval their comy ve merits”, as called for in 40 CFR 1502.14 (b). Comrect
errors in conditions and other areas of the A]mmanw:a

4. DEIS Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Issue: The DEIS fails to include the required analysis of the current and future impact or
benefit on the human environment.

Discussion: The agency has throughout the discussions of effects in Chapter 3 made generalized

statements about possible effects and risk rather than providing the required analysis. The
requiremnent to take a hard look at the envirenmental consequences rather than making
conclusive assertions has been included in the findings of numerous court decision that deal with
environmental analysis and decigions. Also, 40 CFR 1502.24 states: "Agencies shall insure the
pmfesstonal integrity, mcludmg smmul' ¢ integrity, of the discussion and analysis in

envire tal impact stat

Throughout the effects analysis in the DEIS resource specialists have only discussed the impacts
on the natural environment. There is not full disclosure of the amount or types of human use in
order to better address actual disturbance. The DEIS makes the base assumption that human
presence equates to disturbance, and that disturbance is bad. The DEIS conversely makes the
base assumption that no human use equates to no disturbance, and that no disturbance is good.
However there is no data and analysis to m.lpport or disprove these assumptions.

The analysis makes no diff jation b use vs, heavy use, between the
impacts of the different types of use. There is no data disclosed for measurement of actual area
of vegetative or wildlife disturbance.

Remedy: Disclose site specific data about the types and frequency of use on the different areas
of the Forest, along with acreage of actual (if any) disturbed land and impacts on wildlife.
Estimates of acres of actual impacted land area should be displayed as a percent of any given
land area such as acres of disturbance per section ete. This data should then be used to present
the current and future effect on the environment (Direct and Indirect effects) and also be used to
show a clear difference between the alternatives. (See 40 CFR 1502.16)

Issue: The DEIS fails to u rent conditions data for soils condition.

Reference: (Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Soil Condition, p. 52) The forests soils are
described in the “Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey of the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs " (TES) (Laing et
al., 1987).

Lr#0103
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Discussion: the Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey (TES) reporting is sk it it is based on
data collected during one of the wettest decades on record; the A-S has experienced drying and
drought ever since.

Remedy: Use current condition data lo rebuild TES reporting and for analysis.

Issue: The DEIS fails to adequately address retention of desired vegetative commu
characteristics through assumption that burning is a best primary vepgetative treatment.

Discussion: The last paragraph, page 205, & first paragraph page 206 of the DEIS state: “In the
analysis for this resowrce, assumptions include:

“To meet the plan’s treatment obfective for acres of burning, a combination of planned
(prescribed burning) and unplanned (wildfire) ignitions would occur. Burning could occur
across all NFS lands.

A set acreage would be burned each year. This number varies by alternative. The actual acres
burned, when the plan is implemented, may fluctuate yearly due to natural ignitions, weather,
and burning conditions "

While burning can be used as a tool to treat some vegetalive communities, burning cannot be
relied on as a primary means of achieving desired vegetative densities and dominance of fire
tolerant species. Many desired vegetative community characteristics (i.e. old growth stands of
selected tree species) can only be achieved by excluding certain ecosystems from fire especially
during periods of drought.

Remedy: Increase the use of mechanical ion freatm
and continuation of desired vegetative communities.

ts to provide for the development

Issue: The DEIS states in error that previously burned areas stop fires.

Discussion: Paragraph 6, page 208, of the DEIS states: “Fire frequency and severity has been
altered from historic condition in most vegetation types. Historically, fires could burn until they
were extinguished by precipitation, ran out of fuel, or reached a previously burned area.”

The above statement could only be true if a previously burned area has no regeneration of
vegetation and production of fuels. Recent catastrophic wildfires have shown that previously
burned areas with regrowth do, in fact burn. While it is true that freshly burned areas will not
support fire due to the lack of fuel, it is hoped that this condition is not the “natural fire regime™
condition the Agency wants to manage for. If fires are burning at such frequent intervals that
sufficient fuels are not present to support fire, it would also be true that a functioning watershed,
favorable soil conditions and a healthy ecosystem does not exist.

Remedy: Correct statement on p 208 that previously burned areas stop fires. Review all use of
the phrases “retuning natural fire regimes” and “natural fire regimes™ in light of current extreme
departure from historic conditions.
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Issue: The DEIS fails to include all values and resources of the A-S.

Reference: (paragraph 5, page 210, DEIS):. A natural fire regime is a general classification of
the role fire would play acress a landscape in the absence of modern human mechanical
intervention, but it includes the influence of aboriginal burning (Agee, 1993; Brown, 1995).
Coarse-scale definitions for natural fire regimes have been develaped by Hardy et al. (2001) and
Sehmidt et al. (2002) and interpreted for fire and fuels management by Hann and Bunnell
{2001). The five natural fire regimes are classified based on average number of years berwem
[fires (fire frequency) combined with the severity of the fire on the domi) oVerstory veg

Discussion: The role fire has historically played across the landscape in the absence of modern
human mechanical intervention, while interesting to think about and discuss, is much too
complex to define with just 5 simple “Fire Regimes". Maintenance of ecological integrity and
biodiversity must be based on well-grounded principles of disturbance ecology. However, non-
equilibrivm aspects of ecosystems, such as unpredictability, instability and stochasticity due to
various natural disturbances, have not been satisfactorily integrated into practical application.
Failure to acknowledge the d ic nature of . will inevitably lead to pected
changes and wnachieved conservation goals. (Mori, Akira 8. Ecosystem management based on
natural disturbances: hierchical context and non-equilibrium paradigm, Jowrnal of Applied
Ecology 2011, 48, 280-293)

The current desire to make all of the vegetative communities (PNVT) on the Agency resistant to
and capable of coping with fire does not take into account the many other values and resources
produced on the Forest. The values and resources produced on the Agency such as non-nutrient
and mineral laden water, abundance of non-fire tolerant species of plants and animals along with
eCcosy that have reached a listurbance climax state should not be compromised merely
because it requires the Forest to maintain an active fire prevention and suppression program.
The idea “nature conditions” and “natural fire regimes™ are superior to what has occurred over
the past century on the National Foresl is unproven and based upon emotions verses science. The
pursuit of “nature conditions” and “natural fire regimes” will most likely lead to the continuing
occurrence of large catastrophic fires such as the recent Wallow and Whitewater/Baldy Fires.
The current casual approach and lack of concern over the acres bumned is already apparent in the
currently employed fire fighting techniques.

Apache County's priorities are the health, safety and welfare of the people who live, work and
play in the county, A-5 NF management based on the human environment, that is, the values
and resources that are important to current and future generations, is not only crucial for Apache
County, but beneficial to the Forest. With proper management, production and sale of many
high value forest products can provide much of the needed vegetative treatment and pay much of
the cost of preventing and suppressing fires long before they spread and become catastrophic
events. As Forest-related jobs increase, sales tax returns improve, which allows Apache County
to improve emergency and social services. Not only is this good partnership and stewardship of
public lands, it is required by the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY) (Public
Law 86-517).

Remedy: Analyze management and develop Altematives based on values and resources that are
important to current and future generations, and that benefit the human as well as the ecological
environment.

L0108

Issue: The DEIS places too much weight on scientifically unverifiable “historic” conditions
rather than existing science and human values.

Reference: (last paragraph, page 211, DEIS): Fegetation in FRCC I is more resilient and
resistant and less likely to lose key ecosystem components (e.g., native species, large trees, soil)
after a disturbance.

Discussion: This stat t is pure conjecture and cannot be supported with science. This is only
limited, antidotal information concerning the structure of forest ecosystems and the population
levels of native species prior to the time the western United States was settled. While there is no
doubt the era of settlement in the western United States was very destructive and altered the
characteristics of many forest ecosystems, there is no definitive way to accurately document the
structure of forest ¥ and the population levels of native species prior to this era. No
accurate science based pmseu.lement dula, which is necessary to reasonably compare current

and past y [ ics is &

Health, condition, and trend are widely used terms in ecosystem management, but their use is
highly variable. Their application has been i patible with the kinds of ecosystem changes
that have occurred during the Quaternary and with our evolving under ding of ec

dynamics and present and future impacts from human activities. To manage for sustainability
into the future, our concepts, definitions, and selection of standards should be apprapriate for
what we know about the influence of past, present, and future imp To avoid cireularity in
concepls and assessments of health, they should be based on values that are distinct from the
sampled indicators and attributes applied in making the assessments. Definitions and concepts
are needed that allow for the selection of standards of health and condition that are more
appropriate for the nonlinear trajectories of ecosystem change and human alterations of those
trajectories into the future.!

A few historic photographs and written descriptions of open savanna type forest stands does not
mean a long term equilibrium between fire dlsmrbanoc and plant community succession had
been reached and these were producing an abund of native species, high quality
clean water supplies and a constant or dem.rud level of ald growth trees. The Agency can and
should be managed to provide what is important to the current population and the Ageney should
not base future management on some hypothetical superior management scenario where human
activities are considered detrimental.

Remedy: on ing natural fire regimes” and reanalyze for values and
resources that are unpcmm to current and future generations in order to comply with Multiple
Use - Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY) (Public Law 86-517)

! btepe/iwww.fi. fed us/rmipubs_int/int_gtr338/int_gtr338_007_101.pdf
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Issue: The DEIS fails to include human environment in Alternative A analysis
Reference: (4™ paragraph, page 214, DEIS): Due to the threat of fire moving into or from

developed areas, higher levels of managemen: may be needed to restore fire-adapted ecosystems,
including regular mai 1

Discussion: There is no question that higher levels of (fire suppression/p ion
and fuels reduction) are required when developed areas are present within a forest ecosystem.
The need to provide for the safety of people and their property has very little to do with an
ecosystem being “restored and fire-adapted”. There is no panacea that allows fire to play its

natural role in today’s society, especially when prolong drought conditions exist.

Whether an ecosystem is considered fire-adapted or not, when hot, dry and windy conditions
develop, as occur every spring and summer in the Southwest, the threat of fire (whether human
or natural caused, or classified as prescribed or a wildfire) should be a concern and steps to
prevent and suppress fires should be a prionity for the Agency.

Remedy: De-emphasize “restoring fire-adapt ecosystems™ and develop management altematives
that prioritize the safety of people and property. Focus on fire prevention and suppression
activities and reducing fuels in key locations as opposed to “restoring fire adapted ecosystems™
and “retumning natural fire regimes™.

Issue: The DEIS fails to include human environment in Alternative B analysis

Reference: DEIS, page 214, last paragraph: “As treatments occur within the wildland-urban
interface, the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire and the resulting threat to communities and
ecosystems would be reduced and potential losses from such fires would be mitigated.
Treatments within the wildland-urban interface would not only help protect communities, but
would also help protect the forests from fire that starts on private lands. These treatments would
also benefit firefighter and public safety.”

Discussion: While fuel treatments within the wildland-urban interface will reduce the potential
of losses and lower the threats to firefighter and the public, it needs to be made clear that
“uncharacteristic wildfire” is not the only type of fire that can consume homes and harm people.
If “natural fire regimes” are in place and fires burn through the forest at increased intervals there
will be even more opportunities for fires to burn into the wildland-urban areas and destroy
structures and harm people even though they will be burning fine fuels.

Laala an Sk

Remedy: R on cteristic fires” and develop management alternatives
that prioritize the snfcty of people and property. This would require an emphasis on fire
prevention and suppression activities even if treatments are completed in the wildland-urban
interface.

Issue: Use of FRCC to discuss consequences is confusing

Reference: DEIS page 218, paragraphs 1-4: “ds the FRCC is improved over the planning
period, there should be movement toward a natural fire regime and a reduced risk of
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uncharacteristic wildfire. Vegetation would become more resistant and resilient and less likely to
lose key ecosystem components afier a disturbance. This would benefit firefighter and public
safety. Additionally, treatments aimed to protect natural resources from uncharacteristic wildfire
would outweigh the short-term imp upon the land: during tr

“As FRCC is improved over the planning period, fire would behave more similar to reference
conditions, For example, ponderosa pine in FRCC I would have a fire regime and vegetative
Structure similar to reférence conditions where fires were low il ity and high freq
Vegetation consisting of open stands and clumps of trees would promote surface versus crown
fire behavior.

“Although this analysis examined overall FRCC by total PNVT, it is anticipated that as site-
specific profects are conducted, there would be an improvement in FRCC for those treated acres.
For example, the averall FRCC for ponderosa pine is 3, but would include areas which have had
treatment and are now rated at FRCC I and 2.

“Fire disturbances may have adverse envir c Ot SOME Fesources (e.g.,
smoke affecting communities, vegetation structure) in the short term. Over the long term,
however, these resources would benefit from fire disturbances that result in more sustainable
and productive ecosystems and reduced risk of uncharacteristic wildfire.”

Discussion: All of the above stalements are intended to describe the effects of implementing the
proposed fire management for the Agency. These descriptions are all based upon current and
desired fire regime classifications and moving FRCC ratings towards a FRCC rating of 1 for
each PNVT. If the readers of the above statements do not have a backgmund in the latest fire
jargon and philosophy associated with federal agency fire £ { these stat t are
totally meaningless.

Also there is not much research and science based data to support the theories that “natural fire
regimes™ “fire adapted ecosystems™ and a “FRCC rating of 1" provides healthier ecosystems,
less erosion, more clean water supplies for downstream users and many other conditions that
make up a healthy forest. While it is well documented that bumning forest ccosystems
periodically will reduce the intensity of fires as they repeatedly burmn tk gh an y , all of
the claims pertaining to ecosystem health are based upon spem:]alm Also it is well-

documented the species and age class of plants ining in a rep ily burned y will
be more fire tolerant, but this can’t be equated to an i in desired species of plants and
animals. In addition to the above, there is no evid that rep dly burned ecosy are
more capable of providing the and values the public desires from the National Forest.
The description of proposed fire contained in the Proposed A-S Land Management

Plan DEIS needs to be something that can be easily understood by the public and something
based on proven techniques and the best available science. The current federal fire management
policy, used as the basis for the future fire management of the Agency, is based upon tree ring
rcsaﬂmh., which shows I'ustonc ﬁre intervals coupled with much speculation about what

istics that information may be equated to. The use of PNVT
adds an nddm:ma] layer of confusion and again is something based upon speculation and
opinion, inasmuch as PVNT is "potential” based on estimate, not on ﬁ:imﬁﬁc study.

Remedy: Repl fusing | and concept with language that can be easily understood
by the non-expert reader mgaMmg the role fires play in providing a healthy forest.
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Issue: The DEIS fails to adequately address potential effects of fire.

Reference: DEIS Chapte: 3 pagc 64, second paragraph and Specialist Report page 10, second
paragraph: “The envir section provides a qualitative assessment of
Jorecasted trends in watershed wndi."mm by alternative based on the concept of concentrating
restoration treatments within priority watersheds and, in a more general sense, describing
potential effects from forest restoration activities, recreation activities and roads, grazing,
special uses, and climate change on watershed condition.”

Discussion: It is unclear why the potential effects of fire (whether natural or human caused,
unplanned or managed as a treatment tool) are not mentioned in this paragraph, and are not
theroughly addressed in the Watershed Specialist Report or watershed t section of
the DEIS as an activity or event that affects watershed health, Fire, whether low intensil

high intensity, removes ground cover and to varying degrees increases the erosion of soil”. In
fact, history and common sense demonstrate that there is no activity that can occur on forested
lands that has such a proven and d d potential to i ion over vast acres as the
bumning of vegetation in either a wildfire or planned/managed fire.

The Agency should be particularly aware of the effect of fire following the Rodeo-Chediski and
Wallow Fires that together have consumed over a million acres of the Forest since 2002.
Flooding and erosion due to these fires are an obvious threat to the safety of the local citizens,
yet are only briefly addressed in the Watershed Specialist Report or DEIS for the updated Forest
Plan. These obvious wildfire effects are identified by the Forest Service in its Wallow Fire 2011,
Large Scale Event Recovery, Watershed Report.’ The priority for treatment of degraded

heds should be coordinated with the production and sale of forest products as much as
possible in order to expedite the completion of treatments and to offset a portion of treatment
cost through the collection of receipts from the sale of forest products.

Fire, whether idered an uncharacteristic wildfire or a fire that was planned and burning
within set par has the p ial to adversely affect watershed conditions. The effects that
bumning forest vegetation has on watershed functionality and conditions cannot be overlooked
even if it is now the politically correct method of treating forest fuels.

Bemedy: Reanalyze the current watershed status and potential watershed effects for the Forest
and address fire as an activity that has and can in the future cause degradation of watershed
conditions. Watershed management emphasis for the next ten to fifteen years should be directed
mainly toward degraded watershed conditions due to catastrophic wildfires.

* bt/ fs fed feis T ICTIAY Py ional-fire-plan/wildfire-effects.pdf
* hupe/ . fs.usda. gow/Internet FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5333362.pdf
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Issue: The DEIS attempts to use the Land Management Plan to implement the failed
Travel Management Plan

Reference: (DEIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Motorized Routes, p. 332, last paragraph).
Additional travel ways exist that are not part of the NFS road network and are considered

ized routes. An i 7 has not been leted, but it is ted that there are
hundreds of miles of unauthorized routes. These horized routes includ ! g,
abandoned travel ways; user m'ea:ed routes; and roads that were once under perm(f or other
authorization and were not decommissioned upon termination of the authorization. Travel ways
in this category are awaiting t evaluation as to whether or not to include them as
part of the ransportation system or to decommission,

Discussion: The DEIS is not a replacement for a Travel Management Plan (TMP). Including
this section in the Land Management Plan appears to be an attempt to bypass the NEPA process.
Apache County is very clear about insisting that all Travel Management Plan references should
be removed for the Plan, the DEIS and all supporting documents. There is absolutely no way
that the public can pick from the Alternatives with no analysis completed and no impact
comparison provided.

Remedy: Delete this section of the DEIS and all TMP refe

5. DEIS Chapter 4: Consultation and Coordination

The DEIS has failed to in general to comply with federal regulations addressing «
requirements and has failed to comply with federal regulations addressing coordination wnh the
County including cooperating Agency status for local government.

Issue: The DEIS omits key information regarding compliance with required
interpovernmental coordination with local overnments or state governments.

Discussion: The DEIS di s public participation and tribal ¢ Itation (not coordination)
on p. 10, however dination with local gov or state governments is missing from the
DEIS. Fulfilling coordination requirements is also absent from the Decision Framework section,
p. 8. In addition, Chapter 4: List of Preparers; Consultation and Coordination p, 493 lists
Apache County Supervisors as having been consulted, in fact Apache County was not invited to
the table to be significantly involved or coordinated with.

In not addressing coordination in the DEIS, specifically, the A-5 is out of compliance with the
coordination requirements spelled out in federal, state and local statutes and regulations. (See
Attachments 1 and 2)
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Remedy: Include these laws, regulation and agency directives into the DEIS in the sections and
appendix that addresses related laws and regulations. Additionally, comply with coordination
requirements for the DEIS; specify how the Agency coordinated.

Issue: The DEIS fails to disclose coordination, fails to demonstrate compliance with the
laws and regulations related to coordination.

Reference: 36 CFR 219.7, 40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1506.2.

{a) The responsible line officer shall coordinate regional and forest planning with the equivalent
and related planning efforts of other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and Indian
tribes.

(¢) The responsible line officer shall review the planning and land use policies of other Federal
agencies, State and local governments, and Indian tribes. The resulls of this review shall be

fisplayed in the enviy ! impact Jfor the plan (40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1506.2). The
review shall include—
(1) Consideration of the ob of other Federal, State and local governments, and Indians

tribes, as expressed in their plans and policies;
(2) An assessment of the interrelated impacts of these plans and policies;

(3) A determination of how each Forest Service plan should deal with the impacts identified;
and,

(4) Where conflicts with Forest Service pl ng are identified, deration of alternatives for
their resolution.

(d) In developing land and resource 1g plans, the responsible line officer shall meet
with the designated State official (or designee) and rep ives of other Federal agencies,
local governments, and Indian tribal governments at the beginning of the planning process to
develop procedures for coordination. As a mini such conferences shall also be held after

public issues and management concerns have been identified and prior to recommending the
preferred alternative,

(e} In developing the forest plan, the responsible line officer shall seek input from other Federal,
State and local governments, and universities to help resolve management concerns in the
planning process and to identify areas where additional research is needed. This inpui should be
included in the discussion of the research needs of the designated forest planning area.

() A program of monitoring and evaluation shall be conducted that includ. ideration of the
effects of National Farest t on land, resources, and communities adfacent to or near
the National Forest being planned and the effects upon National Forest g of activities

on nearby lands managed by other Federal or other government agencies or under the
Jurisdiction of local governments.

Remedy: Agency should comply with 36 CFR 219.7 and disclose the results of their consistency
review, per 219.7(c) and (40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1506.2). Review the planning and land use

policies of local go ts; display the results of said review in the DEIS and show how the
line officer fulfilled this requirement. This should include reviewing prior Memoranda of
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Understanding and previous communications from local go garding pl
coordination and cooperation. Additionally, coordinate with local government in the
implementation of monitoring; include results of said planning in the monitoring section of the
DEIS.

Issue: The DEIS fails to demonstrate intergovernmental coordination.

Discussion: The state of Arizona has mandated intergovernmental coordination with the p
of AZ Senate Bill 1398, amending section 2. Title 11, Chapter 2, Article 4, ARS - to be read 11-
269.09: Federal and state regulati local coordinati tanding and definition:

D. (2} Coordination means the process by which the federal and state governments seeks in
good faith to reach consistency between federal or state regulation, rule, plan or policy and the
county law, regulation, plan or policy that is less restrictive than the federal or state regulation,
rule, plan or policy.

B. If the federal or state government fails to coordinate in good faith with the county, the county
shall hold public hearings, consider the evidence and vote on whether to authorize litigation to
enforee the county's coordination rights.

Remedy: Discuss how Agency has fulfilled this requirement in order for the County to comply
with Subsection B. of this State law's above requirements.

Issue: The DEIS fails to address coordination with private property owners

Discussion: The DEIS briefly addresses communities (p 587) but does not disclose potentially
affected private property owners outside of towns and communities, per 36 CFR 219.6(k)
Requirement:

Forest planning activities should be coordinated to the extent practicable with owners of lands
that are intermingled with, or dependent for access upon, National Forest System lands. The
results of this dination shall be included in the envir l impact ' for the plan
as part of the review required in Sec. 219.7(c).

Without this information and the apparent lack of compliance, stated above, and no meaningful
County coordination, the Agency cannot produce an accurate Effecis Analysis in the FEIS,
Furthermore, the Deciding officer cannot find appropriate balance between the effects of the
proposed action and/or activities vs. the benefits to society and the health, safety and welfare of
the County and its environs,

Remedy: The FEIS should describe in the DEIS how the line officer fulfilled this requirement to
coordinate with potentially effected private property owners, such as inholders and adjacent
property owners, per 36 CFR 219.6(k).
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Issue: The DEIS fails to mention the Agency’s rejection of Apache County Cooperating
Agency (CA) request.

Discussion: Cooperating Agency (CA) status is an effective way to improve coordination with
local governments for shared or overlapping jurisdictions and cooperation with on-the-ground
information, especially the human environment factors. Apache County has specialists and
experts who can provide valuable input into the Interdisciplinary Team process. This is best
achieved through CA status that allows the flexibility and timely sharing of important
information by way of the County’s legal responsibilities and its expertise in important aspects of
the proposed Forest management plan impacts disclosed in the DEIS. Asa CA, the County is
also more effectively tied into the implementation of the plan that is intertwined with County
roads and transportation plans, programs and activities as well as socio-economic activities.

The County has requested CA status for these very reasons, yet, the Agency denied the County's
request for Cooperating Agency status. The County asserts that the Agency and its NEPA
analysis misinterpreted the regulations related to CA. Specifically the Agency incorporated into
their denial their own unsupported opinions and position for turning down the County's request
for CA.

The County also instructs the A-S to include in the FEIS as to why Apache County does meet
one or more of the CEQ' Cooperating Agency. Apache County maintains that they do meet one
or more of the factors for obtaining CA. Refer to Attachment 2 for the County's Factors for
Cooperating.

It is not clear to Apache County Supervisors why the County's Cooperating Agency request was
rejected, particularly given that Navajo County was granted cooperating agency in the TMP EIS.
The County also is aware that Gila National Forest granted cooperating agency to three adjacent
New Mexico counties in their travel 12 EIS NEPA p . Apache County is no
different in jurisdiction or expertise. The County has the same intermixed transportation
systems, cost-share progp , and road o as well as other cooperative ventures that can
bei 1 by travel g rules.

The Agency is arbitrary and capricious in its rejection of the County’s CA request,

Without this information and apparent lack of compli stated above, and no meaningful input
from the County via coordination, cooperating agency and/or joint planning, the A-S cannot
produce an accurate Effects Analysis in the FEIS, Furthermore, the Deciding officer cannot find
appropriate balance between the effects of the proposed action and/or activitics vs. the benefits to
society and the health, safety and welfare of the County and its environs.

Remedy: The Agency's rejection of the Cooperating Agency (CA) request should be included in
the FEIS Chapter 4 and/or in the DEIS Appendix. The correspond for both the County's
request and the Agency denial should be in the project record, and are available at the County's
office upon request. Agency should disclose its legal reasoning for the CA denial, including
documentation of why the County's factors for CA are not sufficient for CA status to assist the
A-5in the TMP NEPA analyses. In the event that the Agency should decide to provide Apache
County with the same CA status that have been granted to other forest dependent counties, per
1502.9 (b), then the Agency should document this in the DEIS.
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Issue: The DEIS is missing important information regarding Joint Planning Requests.

Discussion: In addition to the cooperating agency rejection, the Apache Sitgreaves National
Forest has ignored Catron County and Apache County req for joint envi | impact
statements assessments and joint hearings in the NEPA process, per 40 CFR§1506.2. Both
counties have envi tal laws and policies for protecting the environment. The County
desires an explanation as to why the A-S is not complying with §1506.2 that requires cooperating
with the County Board of Supervisors "...to the maximum extent possible”. This failure to
comply with this regulation can be corrected by complying with 40 CFR. 1506.2. and 1502.9 (b).

Without this compliance by A-S, stated above, and no meaningful the County coordination,
cooperating agency and/or joint planning, the A-S cannot produce an accurate Effects Analysis
in the FEIS. Furthermore, the Deciding officer cannot find appropriate balance between the
effects of the proposed action and/or activities vs. the benefits to society and the health, safety
and welfare of the County and its environs.

Remedy: Include an explanation as to why the Agency has not complied with 40 CFR§1506.2 in

Chapter 4 and/or in the DEIS Appendix. In the event that the Agency should decide to comply
with this regulation, then the Agency should document this in the DEIS.

Issue: The DEIS is missing important information in regards to consistency requirements
analysis as it pertains to local and state polici lans, pro and activities.

Discussion: The DEIS is missing very important inf jon in regards to i y
requirements analysis as it pertains to local and state policies, plans, programs and activities, per
36 CFR 219.7. The only references to consistency in the DEIS refer to federal planning. The
section goes on to state:

For effective NEPA analysis the DEIS must meet the CEQ requi for i with
state and local plans for NEPA at 40 CFR 1502.25(a):
..directs to the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact

statements concurrently with and integrated with other environmental review laws and executive
orders,

Furthermore, CEQ states:

(d) To better integrate envis tal impact into State or local planning processes,
statements shall discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local
plan and laws (whether or not federally ioned). Where an il : exists, the

statement should describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action
with the plan or law. (40 CFR 1506.2)

Both CEQ regulations and the USFS 36 CFR 29.7 are similar in purpose and need:

(c) The responsible line afficer shall review the planning and land use policies of other Federal
agencies, State and local governments, and Indian tribes. The results of this review shall be
displayed in the envir tal impact stat for the plan (40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1506.2), as

discussed in the County’s previous section on coordii in section f (di T dies 3gl!
through 3g6), above,
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The above ist i ion ill whyi it is 50 nnportﬂnl for the A-S NEPA process to
comply with the federal agency dinati 1in the p section,

above., Consistency review ties into the mqnu‘mlcnt to mord.lmtn to ldmllfy these
mlergovemmenm] consistent and inconsistent policies to improve the environmental conditions.

emedy: The Age:lcy shou]d document ooordmahon with the County, per 36 CFR 219.7 (1982)
morﬂertom plete the p:‘.r36 CFR per 219.7 or provide discussion
asto for non li wimCFR..-.,.,.'

Issue: DEIS fails to disclose the possible consistencies and inconsistencies between the
proposed A-S TMP alternatives in the DEIS and State, Tribal and/or local government
policies.

Discussion: The FEIS consistency section must address related local policies, programs and
activities, such as county roads and transportation plans, related County environmental planning
and review process; the County Community Wildfire Prevention Plan, related law enforcement

to just name some of the related county policies. CEQ ds that consi analysis be
located in the Affects Analysis.
Furthermore, the DEIS is missing related di i i i ies with state polici

such as the Arizona Coordination Act and the Arizona D{:p( nfTrm:spmahnn (Chuplcr 28
section on coordination) the Arizona Dept. of Environmental Quality (Chapter 49), Arizona
Dept. of Water Resources to name a few.

Remedy: The Agency should address specific individual local government policy and planning,
including discussion of consistency with local and state policy and planning in the Affects
Analysis section.
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DEIS SPECIALIST REPORTS

The following are comments directed to statements made in the Specialist Reports and the DEIS.
Since the same language is found in the Reports and the analysis sections of the DEIS the
statements referenced below should be considered to be found in both documents unless it is
stated otherwise. Since comments have been solicited for the DEIS, the referenced statements
may also be identified by where they are found in the DEIS.

1. Fire

The following information is offered to clarify Apache County’s position on future fire
management on the A-5 National Forest and is adapted from information contained in the 2010
Strategic Fire Plan for California®. This information offers a different perspective to fire
manag t from that 1 by the Agency.

California wildfires have threatened people’s lives/safety and destroyed property at a magnitude
much greater than what has occurred on the Agency for many years. Wildland-urban interface
and forest/rangeland fuel management have been major concerns in California long before the
latest emphasis on “back for the future™ based wildfire and fuels management was introduced
throughout the rest of the United States. Apache County believes much can be learned from
looking at what is being done where population growth, homes and people encroaching into
remote areas and large wildfires have been dealt with for many years.

Apache County beli the Fire M t portion of the Agency Proposed Plan should meet
the basic needs as described in the following statement:

The Agency updated planning direction should be a road map for reducing the risk and adverse
impacts of all types or classifications of fire within or adjacent to the Agency. The planning
direction should be a cooperative effort between local, state and federal level land management
and public safety entities. By placing the emphasis on what needs to be done long before a fire is
ignited or starts natwrally, the planning direction looks to: 1) increase public and firefighter
safety, 2) reduce firefighting costs and property losses, and 3) contribute to ecosystem health.
The above order of emphasis should be followed in all fire management activities on and
adjacent to the Agency.

Apache County believes the foundation of the Agency updated fire planning direction should be
built upon seven goals. Collectively, these goals provide a framework to address the protection
of lives, property and natural resources from the destructive forces of wildland fire; contain cost
of fire suppression and damage; and improve environmental resilience to wildland fire.

Apache County believes the central goals that are critical to reducing and preventing the impacts
of fire revolve around both fire suppression and fire prevention efforts. The major components of
these efforts are:

Improved availability and use of information on hazard and risk assessment

i il .
hittpsicdfdata. Gre.ca.povifire_er'fpp
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Local verses national operational planning (including concept and procedural plans), local land

use plans (Community, County and State level), new development zoning requirements
(Community and County level), and current inventories of existing developments (County level)

A shared vision among federal, state, county and local community level agencies with fire
protection jurisdictions on how to implement county-based and community-based plans such as
Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWFPP)

Establishing adequate fire suppression capabilities for, and an increased fire resistance in assets
at risk such as remote communities, communication sites and other structures that serve the
public whether publicly or privately owned. This should occur at the same priority as
implementing fuels reduction projects around developed areas. Returning natural fire regimes in
remote areas should be a lower priority

A shared vision of desired vegetative characteristics, fuel conditions and emergency response
access among multiple fire protection jurisdictions and agencies

Agreed wpon levels of fire suppression responsibility, resources and related services among
mudtiple fire protection jurisdictions and agencies

Post fire recovery that emphasizes the safety of the public, protection of property and the ability
af public and private downstream water users to continue their use of water

Apache County understands the Forest Service has its own planning rules, which must be
followed. Also it is understood that a Forest Plan is not a project or site specific planning
document, but implements direction at the program level. By offering the above simple and
basic concept of fire management, Apache County believes the A-S updated Forest Plan will be a
document that offers clear direction to the critical role the Agency plays in fire management and
is not a document solely focused on returning “natural fire regimes™ to the landscape.

Apache County does not agree that future fire management on the Agency needs to concentrate
its efforts on returning “natural fire regimes™ to most of the Forest as stated in the Fire Specialist
Report and fire management analysis in the DEIS. Apache County states that it is not in the best
interest of the public for the Agency to concentrate its fire, vegetation, soils, wildlife, watershed
and other management efforts to changing the majority of the fire regime condition classes
(FRCC) ratings for the Forest to a level 1.

While it is understood thinned and well manicured forest are much more resilient and resistant to
fire, the Agency will never achieve a point in time that fire suppression and fuels management
will not be one of its major responsibilities. Also by having much of the Forest in a low seral
stage or fire induced sub-climax forest condition, many of the species of both plants and animals
that are not fire tolerant will be diminished from current levels, Currently most species listed as
threatened or endangered are not disturbance (fire) tolerant species, “Arizona has 56 federally

listed end ed or th d species, including 37 animals and 19 plants. We have more
species on the path to extinction than 41 other states in the United States. As habitat is degraded
or destrayed, many species are negatively affected and their populations decline,” *Also areas

that are routinely impacted by disturbance such as fire do not have as high of species diversity as
areas where physical disturbance is limited. “Species diversity tends to be low in physically
controlled ecosystems (subject to strong physiochemical limiting factors) and high in

¥ hitp:/farizona.si ub.org/political_action/tracker’SCR 1023 htm]
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hiologically controlled ecosystems . (Qdum, Eugene P, Fundamentals of Ecology, 3" Edition
page 148)

Upon reviewing the Fire Specialist Report and the various management analysis sections in the
DEIS, it is obvious that reducing fuel accumulations and vegetative densities makes up the A-3
current fire management planning effort. This focus on returning to “natural fire regimes™ and
getting everything into FRCC is a national trend, which has evolved to the point that many
resource managers believe the returning of “natural fire regimes” and FRCC | are the cure for
almost every problem that may oceur on a National Forest and surrounding area. If one
subseribes to this latest management philosophy then the Agency should be in relatively good
resource condition across a major portion of the Forest.

With the Rodeo-Chediski, Wallow, and multiple other fires burning over a million acres of the
Agency in the period of 1997 to 2011(Fire Specialist Report, Table, page 15), there has to be a
developing mosaic pattern of FRCC and vegetative age classes across the Forest. The necessity
to continue the emphasis on the use of fire to treat vegetation should be decreasing and the
increased use of mechanical vegetative treatments and fire suppression efforts in and around
developed areas should become ever more critical as large expanses of herbaceous fine fuels
develop. Fine herbaceous fuels, while not burning with the intensity of woody materials, do burn
in a much more flashy type of fire, which spreads more rapidly.

“The primary carrier of fire in the GR fuel models is grass. Grass fuels can vary from heavily
grazed grass stubble or sparse natural grass to dense grass more than 6 feet tall. Fire behavior
varies from moderate spread rate and low flame length in the sparse grass to extreme spread
rate and flame length in the tall grass models. " “These flashy type fires, when allowed to enter
developed areas are just as prone to ignite structures and people’s property as the uncharacteristic
fires that are talked about throughout the Fire Specialist Report and fire effects analysis in DEIS.

Issue: The DEIS and Fire Specialist Report fail to address critical wildfire management
variables,

Discussion; There is no doubt during a period prior to the western United States becoming
settled by European man that fires often bumed across the landscape, and tree densities and the
accumulation of dead materials on the forest floor was much lower than occurs today. This effort
of looking back to an idealistic vision of historic forest has evolved into the idea that in order to
have healthy Forest we must manage for and return to pre-settlement conditions. This new forest
management philosophy, as is with most trendy management philosophies, overlooks many
variables that are critical to understand in order to succeed and achieve what is desired.

Variable 1) The increase of large record setting wildfires in the last five years have made some
question the idea that the pre-European man conditions, which are now thought to be the panacea
of forest management, may well be somewhat of an enigma. First, very few “natural fire
regime” proponents realize the people who lived during the era of” natural fire regimes™ did
everything they could to move away from reoccurring wildfire. They experienced the constant

& http:/iwww.fs fed us/rm/pubsirmrs_gitrl 53,
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threat of homes being burned and people’s lives being thr d as rapidly spreading fine fuel
supported fires raced across the landscape. This was occurring when the population of the West
was much smaller than today and much of the country was heavily impacted by grazing. The
accumulation and unbroken expanses of fine fuel were much lower than they are today, but
wildfires still dramatically impacted people's lives during this era. A return to “natural fire
regimes” will increase the occurrence of flashy quick moving wildfire threatening or harming the
public.

Variable 2) The change in fire management to a highly suppression oriented philosophy made up
a large part of the conservation movement which all 1 and supported the ereation of the
Forest Service, National Park Service, and BLM. There had to be more than merely ignorance of
fire’s role in the development of healthy forest ecosystems that drove these early pioneers of
resource management to move into suppressing all wildfires. It may be that they lived through
an era of extreme drought (late 1800’s, early 1900°s) where they witnessed the destruction of
millions of acres of old growth forest by fire. Could it be we are moving into and are
experiencing a similar set of conditions and outcomes? Are we dealing with the idea that if we
have already bumned the forests up we don’t need to worry about them buming up again?

Variable 3) Another potential factor contributing to the current increase in large wildfires, which
is beginning to be questioned, is the recent change in fire suppression tactics. It was not long ago
that immediate detection and a quick resy to initiate suppression actions on all fires during
the hot dry part of the fire season is what made up wildland fire fighting. Prior to the use of
aircraft in wildland firefighting many remote lookout towers and remote fire chaser cabins were
built and used to facilitate this early detection and quick response. Most of these structures have
been torn down and all signs of their existence removed due to their location within designated
or proposed Wilderness areas. Because of the destruction of most fire fighting facilities within
remote areas of the forest, aircraft quickly started to play an increasing role in fire suppression
where they were used mainly to detect fires and to get firefighters to a fire while it was small and
could be attacked directly and contained priorto b ing a major threat. Aircraft are now
heavily used in wildland fire fighting much more to drop water and retardant than for
transportation. Aircraft retardant drops are now being used as control lines, especially in remote
rugged areas, which has led to more escaped fires.

Variable 4) More and more it is being documented that fires are not i diately initial attacked
becavse they are in terrain that is considered to be too dangerous for crews to work. These fires
are allowed to burn until they become large, quick moving crown fires or they bum to a point
that they threaten communities or other high value areas. These fires arc left to bumn naturally
for awhile, only to be manned later when they have become larger and much harder to suppress
or manage. This action is justified by calling what is done the “appropriate suppression action™.
Letting fires burn for sometime before actual suppression action is taken fits well with the
dramatic increase in the vse of burn out suppression tactics, which are more widely accepted
today than a few years ago.

Variable §) There are many documented examples where crews backed off to an existing road or
other feature, miles ahead of a progressing wildfire and lit off thousands of acres of unburned
area with the hope they can contain what they have ignited. There are many documented cases
where the bumout operations escaped control and more than doubled or tripled the size of the
fire in just one day. Also there are many documented cases where the bum out operations and
the main wildfire never burn together. The main wildfire ran out of fuels before it reached the
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burn out arca. When this occurs the burn out area is mapped and counted as part of the main fire
and no one is made aware of what took place. This change in tactics has contributed to more
small and medium size fires ending up as major multi-million dollar fires than occurred in the
past.

There is no doubt that fuels accumulations and tree densities have slowly increased over the
years due to past emphasis on fire suppression. This slow change in the characteristic of the
forest does not account for the rapid increase in large fires that has occurred in the last ten to
fifteen years. Each of the above overlooked variables, coupled with a prolonged period of
drought, in the opinion of many experienced seasoned firefighters, has as much to do with the
increase in large “uncharacteristic™ fire as does the increase in tree density and fuel
accumulations, The desire to bum as much of the Forest as possible in order to retum to “natural
fire regimes™ will most assuredly keep any action to return to an aggressive suppression policy
far from meaningful consideration until so many acres of the National Forests are burned the
public steps in and demands a change.

Remedy: Reassess Agency fire 8 perspective based on 51 ful from
other areas.

Issue: The Fire S list Report contains an incorrect statement rding hazardous
fuels reduction treatment emphasis.

Reference: “since 2001, there has been a management emphasis to treaf areas identified in the
CWPPs and WUL" (p10}

Discussion: The Agency guaranteed 5000 acres/vear to the White Mountain Stewardship
project, a ten year program (this is last year). The statement that there is management emphasis
for treatment is not the case. The actual treatment is approximately 12% by acreage, which
doesn't keep up with growth (growth is currently four times the extraction rate).

Remedy: Omit the statement or correct it to reflect the actual circumstances.

Issue: Fire Return Interval data in the Fire S list Report is not based on curren
actual or measured events.

Discussion: Table 1 Fire frequency (fire interval) by major vegetation type, page 11, Fire
Specialist Report, presents “Current Fire Return Interval” data based on the concept that fire will
occur in the different Potential Natural Vegetative Types” (PNVT} at & given interval under
current management, however the concept is the product of modeling rather than measurement.

While modeling is a tool used in scientific study, many times the result of models and the use of
various terms associated with modeling can be very misleading. “Although the concept of fire
regime seems to be well understood by contemporary ecologists, certain terms descriptive of fire
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regimes have been used in the literature in a fairly haphazard . with deg

attention given to their precise meaning.”

The recent Wallow and Whitewater/Baldy Fires should be considered when stating fire return
intervals under current management. The occurrence of these and other major wildfires during
the current prolonged drought should lead fire ecologist to rethink their theories of fire return
intervals under any management scenario.

Remedy: Review basis for “retuning natural fire regimes” and place more emphasis on fire
suppression and prevention during periods of drought and during the time of year when high and
extreme fire danger occurs. Recalculate fire interval based on most recent wildfire data and
current forest conditions,

Issue: The Fire Specialist Report misrepresents the adverse environmental effects on
affected communities.

Discussion: The last pmgraph pagc 26, of the Fire Specialist Report states "Fire disturbance
may have adverse envir q on some resotrces (e.g. smoke affecting
communities, vegetation structure) in the short term, Over the long term, however, these
resources would benefit from fire disturbances that result in more sustainable and productive
ecosystems and reduced risk of uncharacteristic wildfire .

This statement is misleading and not true. The adverse impacts of smoke on communities will
increase under a fire regime where fires burn across the landscape often. Smoke settling in a
community is a problem for many residents whether it is generated from an “uncharacteristic” or
“natural fire regime” fire. The occurrence and duration of smoke in the atmosphere will increase
and will become a yearly re-occurring problem as “natural fire regjmes‘ become more common
across the Iandscape The only way to reduce smoke related problems in communities is to

| treatment of the vegetative communities that are at risk of “uncharacteristic™

fire.

Remedy: Include realistic impact of wildfire on human environment, including but not limited to
smoke, air pollution, and short-term as well as cumulative socio-economic effects. Assess
mechanical treatment vs. bumning to reduce smoke and other negative effects. Include post-fire
long-term and cumulative effects on human environment, such as cost for post-fire flooding
damage prevention and damage reconstruction of infrastructure, the huge loss of revenue from
activities shut down by fires.

2. Watershed

The following background information concerning the Apache County Board of Supervisors
(Board of Supervisors) concept of watershed management is being offered in order to clarify the
county’s position dealing with future watershed management on the A-S National Forest. The
following definition, objectives and steps of watershed management as adapted from information
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found in “My Agriculture Information Bank™®, while being very basic, reflects what Apache
County believes is the philosophy of watershed management that needs to be followed in the
process of updating the A-S Forest Plan.

Definition:

" Watershed management is a concept which recognizes the judici, I of the three
basic resources, sofl water and vegetation on a watershed basis, for achieving particular
objectives dealing with the well being of the people. It includes the treatment of lands with the
highest biological potential using widely accepted and well tested forest restoration and
engineering practices.”

Ohjective of watershed management:

Produetion of food, fiber, fodder & fuel.

Enhancement of water quality and increase useable water quantity.

Minimizing over exploitation of resources.

Providing enhanced water storage, flood control, and reduced sedimentation.

Preserving wildlife habitat.

Implementing erosion control measures, prevention of soil degradation and conservation

of soil and water.

Generating employment through natural resource production, development and use.

* Recharging of ground water to provide a secure water supply for public consumption,
irrigation and other industrial use.

* Providing water based recreational opportunities and facility.

Steps in watershed management:

Watershed management involves the consideration, development and implementation of suitable
land treatment measures based upon information pertaining to land, soil, water and vegetation
problems within a watershed.

In order to have a practical solution to watershed management problems it is necessary to go
through four management phases for full scale watershed management:

Recognition phase.
Restoration phase.
Protection phase.
Improvement phase.

Recognition Phase involves the following steps:

« Recognition of the problem(s)
*  Analysis of the cause of the problem(s) and the effects of the problem on the local
community.

* Development of alternative solutions to resolve the problem(s).
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Necessary information is obtained from different surveys such as: soil surveys, land capability
surveys, vegetative specics composition and condition surveys, forest health surveys,
facility/infrastructure condition surveys and socio economic survey, etc. This information serves
as a basis for determining the watershed problems, priorities for land treatment, and the causes
and effects of the problems on people and the land.

Restoration Phase includes two main steps.

» Select the most practical and implementable solution to problem(s).
+ Implement the solution and monitor the results of the action.
Treatment should be applied to critical problem areas first.

Protection Phase:

This phase ensures that a watershed remains in a properly functioning condition through the
avoidance of both natural and human caused activities that would degrade the watershed.

Improvement phase:

This phase deals with the long term landscape scale improvement in watershed health through
the impl tation of adaptive t and refined forest management practices to achieve
the planned objectives for a watershed.

Apache County understands the Ageney has its own planning rules, which must be followed.
Also it is understood that a Forest Plan is not a project or site specific planning document, By
offering the above simple and basic concept of watershed management, Apache County hopes
the A-5 updated Forest Plan will be a document offering solutions to degraded watershed
conditions and not a document that focuses solely on restricting human activities.

Apache County does not agree that Agency watershed management needs to concentrate efforts
on restricting human use of the land with the hope or expectation that nature will repair degraded
watershed conditions. The County suggests that a more scientifically based and proactive
program of watershed treatments financed by and made part of timber/forage production and
subsequent sales will provide for properly functioning watersheds faster and with less
dependence upon taxing the American public.

Issue: The DEIS fails to use scientific data as indicators.

Reference (1% & 2 paragraph, page 12, Watershed Specialist Report & Chapter 3, 4%
paragraph, page 64, DEIS):

Watershed condition reflects a range of variability from natural pristine (properly fimctioning)
to degraded (severely altered state or impaired).

In general, the greater the departure from the natural pristine state, the move impaired the
watershed condition is likely to be. Properly functioning watersheds are commonly referred to as
healthy watersheds.
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Watersheds with high integrity are in an unimpaired condition in which ecosystems show liitle or
no influence from human actions.

Discussion: Apache County have great concemns over the contrived notion that a watershed has
to be “natural pristing” and “show little to no influence from human actions” to be considered as
properly functioning, Even though the above statements, which are found in both the Watershed
Specialist Report and DEIS, are copied verbatim from the Watershed Condition Classification
Technical Guide, USDA Forest Service F§-978, July 2011, Apache County believes these
statements are totally false.

There is no evidence on the Agency and any other Forest in the Southwest that “natural pristine”
areas and areas that “show little to no influence from human actions” are also superior
functioning watersheds. In fact the opposite has been the case for many years. There are many
examples where the forest has been managed using timber harvest techniques to reduce fuel
loading and to maintain diverse ive communitics, where watersheds are found to be
functioning much better than areas set aside as wildemess or other hands off designations. A
review of past timber sales conducted on the National Forest in Northern Arizona would be very
useful in determining the influence of man's activities on watersheds.

Apache County believes using the concept of “natural pristine” and “show little to no influence
Jfrom human actions™ is an attempt to further the idea that total exclusion of managed resource
production and use of the natural resources is necessary to have functioning watersheds.
Looking back at the last ten years on the Agency should be enough of a lesson to know the lack
of forest management in today's world is a prescription for disaster and degraded watersheds.
{Over a million acres of a 2.1 million acre National Forest burned.)

The following characteristics of a finctioning watershed are also found in the USDA Forest
Service, Watershed Condition Classification Technical Guide and are directly associated with
“natural pristine” and “show little to no influence from human actions” criteria. These
characteristics of a functioning watershed are loaded with non quantifiable, value driven
requirements and can only be answered by offering a value judgment, which would be based on
emotions, speculation and opinion. This new definition of a functioning watershed is not science
based where reliable and verifiable data is used. The new definition changes the meaning of “a
functioning watershed” to something altogether different from what it originally meant. Most of
the new “functioning watershed” criteria have nothing to do with the effects on the soils and the
fate of the water as precipitation falls on forest landscapes. This change in the ing of a long
accepted management concept of “functioning watersheds" appears to be part of an attempt to
further the idea that the total exclusion of man and his activities is necessary to have functioning
walersheds.

Watersheds that are functioning properly have five important characteristics (Williams et al.
1997):

1. They provide for high biotic integrity, which includes habitats that support adaptive animal
and plant communities that reflect natural processes.

2. They are resilient and recover rapidly from natural and human disturbances.

3. They exhibit a high degree of connectivity longitudinally along the stream, laterally across
the floodplain and valley bottom, and vertically between surface and subsurface flows.
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4. They provide important ecosystem services, such as high quality water, the recharge of
streams and aquifers, the mai e of riparian ¢ ies, and the moderation of
climate variability and change.

5. They maintain long-term soil productivity.

Remedy: Use time tested monitoring of ground cover, soil loss, sediment loads entering key
drainages and downstream water quality as indicators of functioning watersheds.

Issue: The DEIS erroneously provides impression that there are no direct effects

Reference: (1" paragraph, page 19, Watershed Specialist Report):

The land management plan provides a programmatic ﬁamework that guides site-specific ac:mns
but does not authorize, fund, or carrvout any profect or activity. B the land

plan does not authorize or mandate any site-specific projects or activities (including ground-
disturbing actions) there can be no direct effects.

Discussion: The concern with the above statement is that it fails to recognize the updated A-S
Forest Plan will limit or restrict many land uses and associated treatments, and will force the use
of other treatment methods such as fire. The restriction of management options, which is usually
politically motivated, will have a direct effect on many resources that make up the Agency.
While it is often said a land management plan provides a programmatic framework that guides
site-specific actions, the truth is once they are finalized they become a binding direction for the
management of a Forest due to the fear of litigation for not following the guidelines found in the
Forest Plan. The Agency needs to be up front with the public and truly display the effects that
developing and implementing an updated Forest Plan can have on their daily lives as well as the
environment.

Remedy: Remove language that provides any impression that the updated Forest Plan will have
no direct effects on the management of the Forest.

Issue: The DEIS fails to include impact of wildfires in analysis of watershed conditions.

Reference: (DEIS Chapter 3, p.635, last paragraph): Figure 7 shows the watershed condition
rating across the forests. It displays watershed conditions prior to the 2011 Wallow Fire.
Analysis of the watershed conditions within the burned area of the Wallow Fire will occur in
2012, There are 50 watersheds potentially affected. Some watersheds were heavily affected,
resulting in a probable shift to a lower class. The effects of the fire to wartershed condition in
some of these watersheds were minimal.

Discussion: The concern with the above statement is that it clearly reveals that the effects on
watershed condition and functionality of the Wallow Fire, which burned over a half million
acres, are not being considered in the analysis of the effects of the Forest Plan update. Without
displaying the accurate condition of 50, 6 code watersheds when establishing priority
watersheds, determining the actual effects of the action altematives is impossible. This lack of
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accurate information renders the information displayed in the DEIS concerning the effect of each
of the Alternatives mute.

Without having some idea of the potential for future flooding and damage due to the Wallow
Fire, the public is left uninformed and unprotected, Without l:urlxldmng the effects on the 50, 6
code watersheds due to the Wallow fire, there is no way envi of each of
the action alternatives can be accurately determined and displayed in the DEIS.

Remedy:_ Analyze the effects of the Wallow Fire in the Watershed Condition Framework

classification process and then provide a new and accurate ting of 6™ code hed
classifications for the Forest. This new information should lhen be used to resmlyz.e the future
watershed management requirements for the Forest and to d ine the envire

consequences of each of the action alternatives, Once this information is available the Forest
should re-release a new watershed section of the DEIS for public consideration and comment.

3. Wilderness

The following background information conceming the Apache County, Arizona concept of
Wilderness management is being offered in order to clarify the county’s position dealing with
future Wildemness management on the A-S National Forest.

There is no doubt the continued effort to designate more and more areas on the A-S NF as
congressionally desi grlxled Wilderness or to p]ace much of the Forest under similar restrictive

land use designations is an t to impl t a preservation philosophy of land management
across much of the Forest. This radical change from the current management of the A-8 NF is
being promoted by a few individuals who subscribe to the misconception that any human
activities or use of land is somehow detrimental to the land and the only way to maintain a

healthy environment is to remove human g and infl from the land.

It has been known for years that physical disturbance to vegetation, whether it is human caused
or natural, plays an important role in ecosystem health. The unfounded idea of p ing
ecosystems from human caused disturbance is necessary if healthy ecosystems are to exist in the
future is nothing more than an emotional driven myth. Natural and anthropogenic disturbances
play an important role in wildland ecosystem health and stability. Depending on their nature,
scale, intensity and distribution, some disturbances threaten ecosystem function, whereas others
are required to sustain ecosystem health’,

Apache County does not subscribe to this hands-off philosophy of land 2 and
believes that through the proper care and use of the A-S NF, the needs of the public can be met
and the lands of the A-5 NF can continue to support natural processes and remain in a healthy
and productive condition. The attempts to restrict or limit human activity on the A-3 NF as much
as possible are misguided and derive from a small, but vocal segment of the population.

Wwild gement, while idered by some to provide the ideal ecological conditions
and requires little to no gement is not without it problems. “When an area is designated by

Congress as Wilderness, there are myriad responsibilities to maintain and enh the
wilderness ch . Many g actions are "y simply to protect the resouree
% Bty fiwww. . fed.us! laod abochdaca d T fi /
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from degradation. Yet the essential character of Wilderness is to be “untrammeled by man, " and
many scholars and managers regard “stewardship™ as the most appropriate perspeciive for
safeguarding these unique resources in the fiture. Therefore, this report emphasizes the term
wilderness stewardship, rather than wilderness management, Stewardship implies working with
(emphasis added) nature to perpetuate w:!ﬂ'emassfor the future, and any actions to be taken
need to be considered from a diversity of philosophical, legal, and technical perspectives™.”

Apache County has no problemn with having limited designated wilderness on the A-S NF and
recognizes the intent of the Wilderness Act (Acr) where it states in Sec. 2. (a) (“fn order to

assure that an increasing population, ace | by expanding settls t and growing
mechanization, a‘ae.s' no! oceupy and maodify, “all areas {empbasrc added) within the United States
and its | 1g no lands (emphasis added) designated for preservation and

praracnon in their naa‘w‘a! condition, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Congress to
secure for the American people of present and future generation the benefits of an enduring
resource of wilderness. "’}

This statement makes it very clear that when passing the Act, Congress did not intend for vast
expanses of federal land to be designated as wildemess, but small representative areas. When
considering the emphasized words in the above statement, the intent of the Act cannot be made
clearer. It was Congress’s intent that scttlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy
and modify, all areas within the United States. There is nothing to indicate that Congress wanted
settlement and use of mechanized equipment to be removed from as much federal land as
possible. Also it was Congress’s intent that the nation would not someday find itself with “no
lands” designated for preservation and protection. The Act does not indicate that all roadless and
undisturbed areas are to be considered for wilderness or there is to be as much land as possible
designated as wilderness.

While the Wilderness Act states that mlderness qhnuid be “an area of uwdmiapedFea‘em!

land retaining its primeval character and inf e, with 1y t or human
habi wihich is profected and g so as to preserve its natural conditions...) and (may
also in ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or

historical value.} [Wilderness Act, Sec. 2, (¢), (2) & (4}] nowhere in the Act is it indicated that
all vegetative communitics or ecosystems need to be represented within a *Wilderness" area.
The Act does not indicate that wilderness areas are to be designated to provide “solitude or
primitive and unconfined type recreation™ only that a wilderness area “fas the owsstanding
opportunity for solitude or primitive and unconfined type of recreation”. [Wildemess Act, Sec.
2,(c), (2N

An additional general concern dealing with wildemness and human activity restrictive
management the A-S NF is considering, are the six additional restrictive land use categorics
(Wildlife Quite Areas, Natural Landscapes, Research Natural Areas, Recommended Research
Natural Areas, Primitive Areas, and Recommended Wilderness) found in the Proposed Plan.
‘While it will be argued by some staff of the A-8 NF and many in the “environmental
community” that all of these categories are needed and are authorized under current laws,
Apache County wonders how much of this highly restrictive land use is needed and how much of
it is an attempt to ereate pseudo wilderness.

™ btz fweww.wild fnwpsd it _report_fullpdf Executive Summary
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Itis clear when passing the Wilderness Act that Congress was withholding the authority to create
Wilderness from the agencies and intended any additional wilderness establishment to be done
by an act of Congress. (no Federal lands shall be designated as “wilderness areas " except as
provided for in this Act or by a subseg Act.j [Wild Act, Sec. 2, (a)] Also, Congress
did not intend for wilderness management to be a dominating land use when it restricted the
funding of wilderness management in the Act itself. (No appropriation shall be available for
payment of expenses or salaries for the administration of the National Wilderness Preservation
System as a separate unit nor shall any appropriations be available for additional personnel
stated as being required solely for the purpose of managing or administering areas solely
because they are included within the National Wilderness Preservation System.) [Wilderness
Act, Sec. 2, (b)].

While Apache County is not opposed to a limited amount of land being set aside as part of the
National Wilderness Preservation System as provided for in the Wildemness Act, it does not agree
with the current attempt to restrict human activities on vast areas of the A-S NF. The
implementation of various categories of land use resirictions (which are much like zoning
ordinances found in a city) will keep the people from enjoying publically owned National Forest
lands and appear to be an attempt to hide from the public the underlying preservation philosophy
weaved into almost every segment of the Proposed Plan. It appears the A-5 NF is attempting to
foree wilderness management on a major portion of the Forest without designating the newly set
aside areas as wilderness. These restrictive land use categories are a way to avoid the intent of
Congress when they withheld the authority to create wilderness from the agencies.

Issue: The DEIS uses cireular reasoning for wilderness designation parameters.

Reference: Wilderness Specialist Report, page 10, second paragraph: “In May and June of 2011,
the Wallow Fire burned over 438,000 acres on the Apache NF and adjoining ownerships. Fire is

lered u natural ecological process. The Wallow Fire affected all or portions of the
[following wilderness resources...”

DEIS page 352, paragraph 2: “Wildfire is idered a wgical process. Desig
wilderness, the Blue Range Primitive Area and presidential additions, and ! wilderness
that burned in the 2011 Wallow Fire retain their wilderness character.”

l

Discussion: This statement clearly indicates the Wallow Fire did impact many of the existing
and potential wilderness areas and the Blue Range Primitive Area. An attempt to dismiss this
tremendous impact on the ecosystems and other resources and values of these areas is made by
stating “Fire is considered a natural ecological process ", which does not excuse the fact that
these lands are now heavily impacted by man, do not exhibit primeval character and are not
preserved in their natural conditions.

Remedy: Chanpe designation of wilderness areas within the Wallow fire that were burned with
moderate and high intensity. These areas should be managed to stop further degradation caused
by erosion and be re-vegetated as quickly as possible to prevent the loss of their potential to
produce PNV Ts that will be beneficial to future generations.
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Issue: The Wilderness Report gives the impression that proposed wilderness and other
restrictive land use designations will have no direct effects.

Reference: Wilderness Specialist Report, page 11, first paragraph, page 11: “The land
management plan provides a programmatic framework that guides site-specific actions but does
not authorize, fund, or carryout any profect or activity, By the land T plan does
not authorize or mandate any site-specific projects or activities (including ground-disturbing
actions) there can be no direct effects.”

Discussion: Proposed wilderness and other restrictive Jand use designations by their very nature
will in fact limit or restrict many land use activities and associated treatments, and thus will force
the use of altemalive treatment methods such as fire. The restriction of management options on
a large area of the A-8 NF will have a direct effect on many resources, particularly where the
Wallow Fire bumed with a moderate to high intensity. Restricting ecosystem restoration efforts
due to wilderness or other special land use designations will have a direct effect on the human
environment.

Remedy: Revise documents to fairly deseribe the effects of wilderness or other restrictive land
use designations on the human as well as the natural environment.

Issue: Report erroneously presumes there is a need for additional wilderness for
recreational activities near populated areas.

Reference; Wilderness Specialist Report, page 13, first paragraph, page 13: “No lands are
recommended for wilderness in Alternative A. It does not contrituite fo mez:mg the rggwnu.’
need for additional wilderness near population centers or the addition of underrepr
landforms and types in wild in the Southwestern Region.”

Discussion: The Wildemess Act does not require that wilderness areas be created as a special
type of recreation area to be used by the people who live in population centers. Also, nowhere in
the Wilderness Act does it direct National Forests to create wilderness areas in order to have all
land forms and ecosystems in the Region 1in wild d tion

T F}

Remedy: Review analysis and remove any rec for of wilderness solely
based upon the desire to provide recreation opportunities for a select segs of the population
that enjoys hiking in “designated wilderness”. Review analysis and remove recommendations
for designation of wilderness solely based o representing all landforms and ecosystems within a
given area.

Issue: Analysis proposes to circumvent Congressional intent in designation of wilderness.

Reference: Wilderness Specialist Report, page 14, third paragraph: “Most of the areas identified
as potential wilderness, but not recommended for wilderness, would be managed under Natural
Landscape MA direction, which would help maintain wilderness characteristics. Areas not in the
Natural Landscape MA and within IRAs would be managed consistent with the 2001 Roadless
Area Conservation Rule (Roadless Rule), which would help maintain roadless characteristics”
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Discussion: It appears that the Agency proposes to develop what is for all practical purposes
wildemess by ging lands not recc led for wilderness designation as though they were,
in fact, designated wilderness. By not calling these lands wildemess but mandating many
restrictions on human activities, the Congressional intent with respect to wilderness designation
will be bypassed.

Also by managing Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under the 2001 Roadless Rule, these areas
will not be open for the public to use and enjoy with motorized vehicles. Management under the
Roadless Rule, while not as restrictive of human activities as designated wilderness is, will keep
many areas from being developed and will preserve them for future attempts to designate
wildemess. By placing large areas under restrictive land use designations the issue of wilderness
designation will never be resolved. This appears to be an attempt by the Agency to create
wildemness without authority through increasingly restrictive land use designations.

Remedy: Create proposals for managing the lands and resources of the A-S NF for the greatest
benefit to the public and not give in to the demands of a select few who believe in a highly
restrictive preservation oriented philosophy.

Issue: The DEIS erroneously assumes that all ecosystems must be represented in
wilderness.

Reference: DEIS page 363, paragraph one: “Recommending these additional acres would
maintain manageability of the BRPA and would add cight underrepresented ecosystems to
wilderness in the Southwestern Region.”

Discussion: Areas appear to be added to the Blue River Primitive Area to ensure that eight
underrep d ecosy are contained in wildemess, when this is not the intent of
designating wilderness. Rather, underrepresentation is only onc uharacwnstlc that may make up
the characteristics of a wildemess. ("...may also contai s logical, or other features
of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.”) [Wﬂdcmcm Aci, Sec. 2, (c), (9]

Remedy: Remove any wilderness area recommendations solely based on underrepresentation.

Issue: The DEIS fails to disclose that only a minority of the publie is in favor of wilderness.

Reference: DEIS page 364, paragraph one: “Alternative B would address public desire for more
wilderness by recommending 7,074 acres for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation

System.”

Discussion: This statement indicates that the public desires more wilderness areas, which is
misleading. While there may be a small segment of the public that want more lands designated
as wildemess, it is common knowledge most segments of the public do not care whether lands
are designated wilderness or not because they live in an uban selting and are not directly
impacted by the designation. Also there is a growing segment of the public who do not want
more of their federal lands locked up and rendered inaccessible to the average Forest visitor.
Local members of the public are also more inclined to not want more wilderness, which has been
recently demonstrated in many local town hall meetings.
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Rm‘lsdy Dlsclosc accurate data Tcga.l'd.lng what percentage of r.he public does or does not want
more w , and recor ions for wild i ion based upon a false
notion that the pubhc wants more wildemness.

Issue: The DEIS improperly uses Wilderness Act to bar public from A-S lands.

Reference: DEIS page 364, paragraph 3. “This recawnendurmn mciudes abou.r 380 acres that
would require additional action before designation, includi ioning 2.3 miles of
engineered timber sale roads and reducing signs of past timber treatments (appmx:ma:e.’y 278
acres).”

Discussion: This statement indicates the A-S NF is willing to mislead the public by trying to
erase the obvious signs of human presences on the land and make the 380 acres mentioned in the
above statement meet the req for w lesignation. Ifthe A-S NF is willing 1o go
to the trouble to alter the appearance of land so it can be designated wild , then it is ot

the Wilderness Act is being used as a tool to prevent average local citizens From using or
enjoying National Forest System lands, even when it is not prohibited from doing so by an
existing law.

Remedy: Review policy that enables the Wilderness Act to lock the public off of National Forest
lands, especially when the lands do not meet the requirements for wilderness designation.

Issuet The DEIS incorrectly presumes that human activity always results in negative
impact.

Reference (last paragraph, page 366, DEIS): Recommended wilderness would provide greater
protection for wildlife and wildlife habitats.

Discussion: This statement is not true. Designation as “rec ded wilderness”, while
creating the area as pseudo wild , will not My provide wildlife and wildlife

habitat greater protection. A wildemess or even a pseudo wilderness area is just as prone to
natural occurring events such as fire, disease, weather events and harm from humans as any other
area of the Forest. This statement is based upon the idea that a pseudo wildemess designation
will limit human activity within the designated area and the idea that any presence or activity of
man has negative impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat. This statement overlooks all of the
positive measure that are done by humans to create, enhance and preserve wildlife and wildlife
habitat, which will be prohibited from occurring on the “recommended wildemess” areas.

Remedy: R ive assumptions and conclusions that human activity creates
negative impacts on wildlife and w‘lldllfl: habitat; provide measurement data in cases of actual
negative impact,
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Issue: The DEIS inco; ly stat ter yield impacts are the same for all Alternatives.

Reference (1* paragraph, page 367, DEIS): There would be no effects to water availability and
use under all altematives.

Discussion: This statement is not true. All alternatives that designate areas as wildemess or
create restricted land use areas will run the risk of preventing management that could greatly

fl the production of clean ble water. Any designation of wildemness along with any
restriction thumﬂn aceess or activities will most likely reduce the ability to manage the
vegetation that occupies the land. The makeup of vegetative communities has a direct effect on

the vield of water from an area.

After conversion to grassland in these watersheds, stream discharge increased by an average of
60%. However, in pre and post treatment condition, there was a high correlation between runoff
and total precipitation. There was also a season affect that should be considered. March was the
critical month in the runoff process. During the rainy period leading up to March, the increase
of water yield in the converted watersheds was definite."!

Remedy: R incarrect refi and based on the idea that no management of
forest would have the same effect on water yield as management or human activity.

Issue: The DEIS incorrectly states that wilderness designation will not affect the use of fire
as a vegetation treatment tool.

Reference (3"’ paragraph, page 367, DEIS): Recommended wilderness would affect the ability to

ically treat vegetation to restore ecosy and reduce fuel loading. The ability to use
fire as a vegetation treatment would not be restricted under all alternatives.
Discussion; This concerning the ability to use firc as a vegetation treatment is not

true. In all the alternatives that designate wildemess or other restriction on human activities
creating pseudo wilderness, restriction on wilderness fire fighting activities will also be
implemented. The use of “light-on-the-land” fire fighting tactics due to wilderness designation
will limit the construction of fire lines and will limit camping and providing for fighters near the
area where the use of fire will occur. All of these restrictions on fire fighting tactics will limit
the ability to use fire as a vegetation treatment under certain alternatives. Burning within
designated wilderness areas carries with it many more restriction than burning outside of
wildemess. Area access, smoke concerns, camp and helicopter landing areas, use of fire lines to
contain and stop the spread of fire are all items that will be impacted by a wildemess designation
and could p the treatment of ion within a wildemess arca.

Remedy: Remove misleading statements implying that wildemess designation will not affect the
use of fire as a vegetation treatment tool,

Ilm:ﬂ canr.edu/blogs/bl . 6844
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PROPOSED LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

Issue: Not all versions of the Plan are identical.

Discussion: Not all physical copies of the Plan match the PDF versions of the Plan, which
makes discussion of the issues of the Plan difficult. It is not known where the differences might
be in each version, nor whether the differences are sufficiently substantive as to render the whole
public review process meaningless. Mote that this means that some of the page references in
these comments may not agree with page numbers of the versions used by the Revision Team,

Remedy: [dentify and publicize all differences to the various versions of the Plan.

Issue: The Plan does not match the A-S NFs® Mission and Vision statements

Discussion: According to this section (pp 12-13) the mission is to achieve quality land
management to meet the diverse needs of people under the “sustainable” multiple-use
management concept. The goal is to sustain the multiple uses of resources in perpetuity while
maintzining the long-term productivity of the land. The latter statement is redundant, since it
would not be possible to sustain multiple use unless the long-term productivity were maintained.
The emphasis throughout the plan seems to be less on meeting the diverse needs of people than
on meeting the diverse “needs™ of wildlife. It is interesting that the term “sustained yield” has
been replaced with “sustainable”, presumably because the former smacks of actually producing
an economic benefit to people. Likewise in the vision statement there iz mention of eultural
heritage and economic benefit that seems to be ot 1in the inder of the d . The
concept of “working lands™ is a good one, but the concept is not prominent in the overall plan.

Issue: The Plan erroneounsly uses “pre-European setflement” as a basis for desired
conditions.

Discussion: On page 15, the tone is set for the document by stating the outdated and pedestrian

view that prior to Eurog il "the A-S ystems were considered to be resilient” and
functioning in some Ily harmonious way that these systems no longer do. This view is
clearly bstantiated as the naturally recovering landscape burned by the Wallow Fire

this is the prevailing orthodoxy for the entire plan, to wit:
conditions need to return to some natural state from which they have departed due to human
intervention.

The Agency identifies “ranching, farming and forest use by settlers™ as the primary drivers of
ecological changes on the Forest (p. 15). Yet the Agency has been charged with the management
of the Forest for over 100 years. Certainly the Agency has some culpability in the current
conditions and “uncharacteristic responses such as the Rodeo-Chediski Fire of 2002..." Both
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ranching and farming practices have changed in the past 100 years as have Forest management
practices and policies. Placing blame on farmers and ranchers for current conditions gives the
impression that Agency personnel harbor grudges against the local community, which certainly
isn't the case.

The approach taken was to assume that ecological conditions present prior to the mid-18"
century represented “desired conditions,” Implicit in this assumption is that only those
conditions, or something close to those conditions, are capable of providing “healthy™
ecosystems with adequate “resilience”, “diversity”, and other nebulous characteristics, Any
economic goods and services will only result to the extent that they contribute to attaining the
desired conditions (e.g. timber cutting to thin forests to pre-settlement conditions) or as “by
products™ of “healthy, functioning ecosystems.” {p 16). We have no quarrel with a goal of
insuring that forest uses are compatible with the long-term productivity of the land (i.e. they are
sustainable). However, the approach taken here suffers from several deficiencies:

1. Ecological conditions prior to the 1850s are not well-documented. This includes not
only knowledge of the state of such ccosystems at that time, but the factors
responsible for such conditions, the long term trends that we occurring, etc.

2. Ecological conditions present during historical times may not be possible to restore.
Both natural factors and human influences are different today and thus the “pristine”
conditions may not be achievable. For example, climatic conditions may be different
from the early 1800s and further ch in climate may be expected

3. Ecological conditions present in historical times may not be desirable for present uses
and values. For example, the fire regime that occurred in the early 1800s was the
result of lightning and Indian bumning of the vegetation that existed then, and may not
serve present needs and concerns at all.

4. The implied theme throughout the document is; Only the ecological conditions
existing in the early 1800s are capable of sustainable and resilient ecosystems, thus
any production of timber, forage, wildlife harvest or other resources can only be
viewed as a byproduct of the ecosystem, i.e, it must not interfere with the “natural™
balance of nature.

The approach and assumptions outlined above might be acceptable for an area managed as a
nature preserve or National Park (although they may still be unrealistic to achieve), but are not
appropriate for lands managed under the misgsion and vision statements for the A-S NF. The
approach is oriented to the past, not the future. A more reasonable approach would be:

1. To establish those goods, services and values desired by people using the Forest and
the population at large,

2. To compile information on the potential of the Forest lands to provide such bencfits
in a sustainable way.

3. To document the current condition of the Forest lands with respect to production of
benefits and ecological conditions.

4. To describe the management actions required to achieve desired outputs and the costs
and benefits of doing so. Costs and benefits include not only direct economic costs
and benefits, but also positive and/or negative effects on other uses or ecological
processes.
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5. To establish desired conditions of soil, vegetation, water quality, etc. based on the
analysis above and outline management designed to reach such conditions or
maintain them where they are already met.

6. To provide a mechanism for monitoring and adaptation of management as needed.

Remedy: Change the starting point for desired conditions to a more realistic and current
condition basis, as opy d to an iated and idealistic, but probably not realistic, one,

Issuc: The Plan erroncously assumnes desired conditions for all riparian conditions are the

same

Discussion: Page 33. Desired conditions identify large coarse woody debris for riparian areas,
however obviously riparian areas throughout the A-S will not be the same; riparian areas of a
3,000 ft. desert area will not meet the same conditions as on a mountain at 10,000 fi. in a mixed
conifer forest,

Page 34, “Willows arc reproducing with all age-classes present" is not appropriate for all
riparian stretches due to site limitations for willow, as per the above paragraph.

Remedy: Remove generalizations regarding riparian conditions.

Issue: The Plan Guidelines for desired conditions fail to define terms and do not provide
sources or scientific basis for statements,

Discugsion: Desired conditions for various types of areas are presented with little to no
discussion of the basis for the statements. Some, but not all, examples include:

Guidelines for Riparian Areas, page 35 refers to herbaceous cover of 55% or greater and
herbaceous height of “6-9 inches or longer™ with no justification for these numbers.
Furthermore, the type of ground cover is not specified as to whether it canopy, foliar, or basal,
nor is species specified. There is no definition which provides understanding of whether the
height is an overall average, or when and how it would be measured.

Desired conditions for grassland cover (page 56) are stated to be 35%, with heights of 10-31
inches. No research references are cited for the basis of these numbers, and no description of the
kind of cover is provided (canopy, foliar or basal) or how and when the grassland cover will
bemeasured  Additionally, the statement that 10-18 inch grass growth from previous year to
provide adequate hiding cover for antelope fawns needs reference and explanation, including
where and how the grass will be measured, and what happens when drought or fire, for example,
make the conditions impossible. Furthermore, there may be sites that are perfectly healthy where
these heights are not obtainable due to many factors.

Guidelines for grasslands (page 57) lists 45% "Vegetative ground cover” for Great Basin
lands, 35% for semidesert grasslands and 60% of Montaine grasslands with no
accompanying description of the scientific basis for those numbers. It is not explained why this
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is vegetative ground cover as opposed to total ground cover, nor is the kind of cover, canopy,
foliar, or basal described. When, how and where measurements will oceur is not included.

Ohbjectives for livestock prazing (page 96) includes "establish at least one forage reserve on each
ranger district.” This seems an innocuous and sensible objective but it is not, since key
information is missing, such as how the reserves will be selected, who will have access to them,
who will do the maintenance on the fences and waters, It appears that livestock forage reserves
may be just another way to reduce landscape stocking rates and marginalize the permitiees.

Remedy: A better solution for pastures that are not currently in a grazing management plan for
an active allotment is to get them in one. Only in this way will they be properly managed.

Issues: The Plan contains many errors and omissions.

Discussion: Note that page numbers referenced in the following comments may not match
page numbers of versions used by the Revision Team.

Maint: and Imp t of Ecosystem Health (p15) "Ecosystem diversity provides for the
distribution, diversity, and complexity of hed and landscape scale features, including:
natural disturbance regimes of terrestrial, aquatic, and riparian ecosystems. Communities,
populations, and individual plant and animal species are uniquely adapted to and dependent

upon ecosystem diversity.

The following desired conditions describe the characteristics of the A-S NFs that provide
ecosystem diversity, Ecosystem diversity is the primary means by which this Plan contributes to
the maintenance and improvement of ecosystem health. Species diversity needs are integrated
into all aspects of this Plan, Social and economic needs are also integrated wherever possible
into ecosystem desired conditions,” (p 11).

The statement quoted above illusirates several fundamental features that underlay a considerable
part of this plan which we believe are flawed, scientifically questionable, or incorrect.
"Ecosystern diversity" is not defined, but is equated with "distribution, diversity, and
complexity” of landscapes, and these latter terms are also not defined,

"Diversity” can be expressed in many ways and at many scales, e.g. number of species, relative
abundances of species, etc. Without defining the term, it is meaningless and not capable of
measurement or interpretation. The second paragraph goes on to say that desired conditions
describe the characteristics that provide ecosystem diversity. That does not add much to the
concept, as it may be referring to species, species fanctional groups, vegetation and/or animal
"communities”, or the variability in geology, landform, soils, and history that affect the
landscape.

The statement that " nities, populations and individual plant and animal species are
uniquely adapted to and dependent upon ecosystem diversity" is another that is really
meaningless since diversity is not defined. The stat seems to imply a view of ecosystems
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{and their component ¢t ities, populations and species) as systems that have evolved a
together over very long periods and achieved a balance (or climax condition) or equilibrium
which was present in the 1850s but has since been "disturbed.”

This view is consistent with carlier ccological thinking that considered ecosystems (with their
component communities and populations) as distinet, stable entities with emergent properties
that have evolved together. Most ecologists now recognize that ecosystems and communitics
vary more or less continuously due to environmental gradients and natural or man-cansed
disturbance. Classification of communitics and somelimes even species is artificial and
arbitrary, and, although it may serve a human purpose, does not reflect the basic processes and
organization of natural systems.

The second paragraph also states that "species diversity needs” are integrated into all aspects of
the plan. Without defining species diversity needs, the concept cannot be integrated into the
plan, The statement indicates that "social and economic needs" are also integrated into the
desired conditions for the plan "whenever possible,” however it is not clear when it would not be
possible, since the mission is to "serve people” and thus social and economic needs should
always be integrated into desired conditions.

Overall Ecosystem Health

Background and Existing Conditions for Overall Ecosystem Health "Prior to the 18505, the A-S
NFs' ecosystems were resilient. The landscape was filled with a wide variety of vegetation that
provided habital for a diverse array ofplanfs and animals. Fire, di , and climatic ch

were natural comp of these functioning ecosystems. Beginning in the mid-1800s, mnchmg
Sarming, and forest uses by settlers began making substantial changes to the ecological and
species diversity of the landscape. In some cases, the disturbances and underlying ecological
processes that sustained diversity have been altered away from historic conditions4 and may not
support the same native species distribution and abundance the forests once did. Natural
disturbance processes (e.g., insects, disease, fire) are also now producing uncharacteristic
responses, such as the Rodeo-Chedisli Fire of 2002, in many ecosystems.” (P 11)

The statement above further illustrates some of the points made previously, There is no way to

demonstrate that the ecosystems were "resilient” prior to the 1850s. The implication is that they
are not now "resilient” but no evidence is provided for such an implication. We can see that the
lmdscapﬁ are filled w1th a mde vatiety of vegetation and diverse plants and animals today, and

that fire, di . and hanges are still natural components of these ecosystems, and the
ecosystems still function.
It is true that ranching, farming, and logging {and fire exclusion) changed the sp

composition and/or extent of some plant communities, which in tun impacted animal
populations. It is possible, maybe even probable, that such activities actually increased the
diversity of plant communities and species by ir ing the of "disturbance” and
introducing some new species. Other processes such as climate change, variation in species
composition, changes in wildlife populations (e.g. elk, deet, predators, ele) or other "natural”
factors are downplayed The implication is that alteration of the historic "natural” situation is
necessarily a bad thing and not sustainable. That is not true. The Rodeo-Chediski fire would not
have happened unless the Forest Service had implemented a long period of fire protection that
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allowed increased tree cover and fuel buildup compared to earlier conditions. However,
vegetation is now abundant in the burned area and, although it is different that before the fire,
there is probably an increase in species diversity of plants and animals as a result (again,
depending on how diversity is defined).

Note: The comments above were submitted (in slightly different form) to the Forest Service on
August 21, 2009, with the provision that additional, more specific comments would follow. The
rest of this section consists of those specific comments which have been added to the original
submission.

"In addition, elimate change3 is being added to the list of forces shaping the forests and
grasslands of the A-S NFs." (p 12).

This statement reveals the weakness of an approach that looks backward to “pre-settlement”
conditions as the basis for establishing desired conditions, Climate change will occur in the
future, whether it is the "global warming” scenario popular with politicians or not. We commend
the A-S NF for using caution in dealing with this hypothesis of global catastrophe.

The fact is that climate always has changed over various time scales in the past and will no doubt
continue to do so for various reasons, Therefore to dwell on a particular point in historic time as
the desired condition seems incredible. It is certainly useful to know what conditions were prior
to white settlement, but that does not mean that such conditions are desirable or achievable now.

"The needs for fish, wildlife, and rare plants are found throughout the plan, rather than in one
specific section.” (p 12) The approach described here sets fish, wildlife, and rare plants apart
from all other forest values and uses. That effectively means that no uses or management applied
should change the number or distribution of these organisms that was present in the historic
condition, i.e. the assumption is that all were al optimum levels in that condition. That may or
may not be the case. At any rate, such treatment obscures the fact that optimum conditions for all
speeies of plants and animals cannot be simultaneously achieved.

It would be more useful to analyze the needs of each species and describe how it would be
affected by future management (either positively or negatively) and how it interacts with other
species and/or forest management such as grazing, loggmg, and fire. The approach used in the
plan appears to be aimed at removing these species from d of 1 2 t alternatives.

"Landscape Scale Desired Condition” (p12) These statements are mostly questionable from an
ecological and/or management standpoint. For example, “resilient to disturbances™ is not
defined. There is no way to know if it means that conditions will recover after "disturbance" or
that they will change character and continue to function. Why (and how) can historical
disturbances could "return” to their natural role, and why that should be the desired condition is
not specified. It is unclear what it means that if natural disturbances will allow for shlﬁmg of
plant communities.. ., but the "mosaic of plant communities is resilient to disturt

Habitat quality, distribution and abundance exist to support the recovery and/or stabilization of
federally listed and other species, however there is no justification for this provided, and no
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discussion of instances when such habitat never occurred on the site or is incapable of being

produced now.

"The current soil condition rating is unsatisfactory or impaired on more than 30 percent of the
A-§ NFs, compared to the historie conditions of up to 5 percent. In addition, naturally unstable
geology (Datil soils, slow geologic landslides) in the Apache Highlands and Blue Geographic
Areas contributes to sediment loads in downstream rivers." {p14) No basis is provided for
stating that soil conditions were only 5 percent unsatisfactory or impaired in "historic
conditions." The implication is that a return to historic vegetation conditions would reduce the
30% of presently "impaired" soils to 5%, but no basis for the statement is provided. No
discussion of the significance of the reference to "in addition, naturally unstable” areas
contributing to sediment loads is provided, nor a description of what it is in addition to. Itis
unclear why naturally unstable areas did not apparently contribute sediment in the past.

“trending away from historic conditions” (p 14) This statement is symptomatic of flawed
ecological theory in that all of these communities change over time.

"Soil erosion above the floodplain minimally contributes to the impairment of stream function or
water quality."(p 15) "Minimally" needs to be defined, as does "impairment" and stream
"function.”

"Flooding does not disrupt normal stream characteristics..." (p 15) As written, this statement is
ridiculous as flooding is out of human control .Major flooding will occur and will "disrupt”
stream hydrology to varying degrees and periods of time, Management may mitigate such effects
to some extent, but cannot prevent such "disruption.”

"When compared to historic conditions, approximaiely 70 percent of inventoried streams have
reduced quality of fish habitat, Native fish populations, especm!'!y ,{padie trout, have decreased
50 to 75 percent over the last 10 years. The alteration of h i f populations, and
introduction of wative species have coniributed to the decline of fish habitat am:'
populations.” (p16) !t is not shown how the quality of fish habitat evaluated quantitatively for
historic conditions. If there are data to substantiate the statement that native fish have decreased
50-75% over the past 10 years, the cause of such a decline should be disclosed as well support
for the claim that aspects of fish habitat have changed that dramatically in only 10 years, Most
of the alleged changes since "historic times" and the factors that allegedly caused them occurred
pricr to the past decade.

"Physical barriers or habitat alterations..." {p 16) This "condition" statement is not appropriate
at the Forest level and is more appropriate on a project level, Additionally, global climate change
may influence temperatures and water levels beyond the control of management,
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"Fire is the most important natural disturbance..." (p17) This statement is not necessarily
correct and should include reference to geologic processes and climatic fluctuations.

"Ranges of values presented in desired conditions account for natural variation in the
composition and structure within a vegetation fype, Desired conditions may differ within a
vegetation type due to spatial variability in soils, elevation, aspect, or varying multiple-use
needs, Site-specific areas may be managed for different desived conditions because of particular
resource and species needs. The desired conditions do not necessarily represent historic
conditions, since it may not be possible, nor desirable, to return to that condition " (p17}

We agree fully with the above statement and suggest it be emphasized repeatedly in the plan,
rather than the exisling emphasis on "restoring historic conditions.” The statement supports our
contention elsewhere in these comments that specifics of desired conditions and guidelines do
not belong in a forest plan but should be included appropriately at a project level on a site-
specific, case by case basis,

"Natural fire regimes are restored.” (p18) There is no justification for including this as a
desired condition. There is no reason to decide @ priori whether a "natural” fire regime will
provide desired tree density, structure, etc., unless it is also decided a priori that "natural” free
density, structure, etc. is the desired condition. Also, "restoring” a natural fire regime may or
may not be possible or produce the desired forest outputs. (see preceding statement),

"Plant community attributes are within or moving closer to reference conditions," (p19) If this is
a desired condition, then "reference conditions” needs to be identified. If "reference conditions"
is the desired condition, the stalement may be ble, but if "ref: conditions" are
uneritically assumed to the same a "historic conditions”, then it is an inappropriate statement.

"The interface between riparian areas and uplands are referred to as xeroriparian which
provide important wildlife habitat and help filter sediment.” (p19) The term, xeroriparian, is not
defined. The term is sometimes used to refer to ephemeral drainages that support vegetation less
demanding of contitiuous water supply than true riparian species, but the usage here seems to
apply a new meaning to the tetm.

"High elevation willows, such as Bebb's and Arizona, are reproducing in wet meadows."” (p 21)
This statement should be modified with "Where the potential and conditions exists"

"Sedimentation and compaction ravely adversely impact riparian areas.” (p21) The
terms, "rarely” and "adversely” need to be defined.
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"The ecological condition of riparian areas is resilient to animal and hwman use " (p 21) Itis
unclear how ecological condition is defined in this context, or how the threshold is determined
for "ecological condition” that distinguishes "resilient" from "non-resilient”.

"Fioodplains and wet dows provide sufficient grass and forb cover and height (at least 6-9
inches tall) to trap sediment, mitigate flood energy, and provide wildife habitar.” (p21}

Hert vegetation heights (also stubble heights) are not resource objectives and have no
place in thiz plan, They may be used as a measure of resource use indicator in specific project
plans, and these should be specific as to when and where it will be measured, which species will
be measured, whether culm height or leaf height will be measured and so on, as well as
providing supporting studies that establish the relationship of the stubble height to the resource
objective (i.e wildlife habitat, sediment trapping, etc)

"Vegetation assaciations are similar to historic patterns.” (p 23) This statement assumes that
vegetation patterns different from "historic” patterns will not provide for desirable and
sustainable services and values for the forest. That is not necessarily correct and contradicts
statements made elsewhere that historic conditions are not necessarily possible or desirable.

"Snags are vpically 18 inches or greater DEH and average 1-2 per acre....." (p 24) Such
statements are not appropriate for a forest-level plan and should be included in site-specific,
project level plans where appropriate and where information supporting their use is available.
This comment applies to similar statement scattered through the desired conditions for most
forest types.

"Forest structure in the wildland-urban interface (WUI) may be composed of smaller, more
widely-spaced groups of trees.” (p 24) This statement, and similar ones found in desired
conditions for other vegetation types, indicates that "desired conditions" stated for the forest in
general will be modified in WUIs, presumably to protect dwellings and public safety. We do not
object to that, but it does indicate that "historic conditions” are not always the desired condition.
If desired conditions can be modified to fit the resource objectives in WUIs, they should be for
other uses in other parts of the forest.

"Openings and dvy meadows provide grass cover and height (at least 6 inches tali} to support
prey species.” (p 25) Specific height limits should not be in a Forest Plan. They may be
appropriate as management indicators for project level, site specific plans when supported by
known relationships to g t objectives and when the protocol for measurement is
specified.

"Current conditions within the pifion-juniper woodland are slightly departed from historic
conditions. There are too many medium to very large trees with closed canopies and a lack of
herbaceous species and small to medium size trees with open canopy. The current fire regime is

Lir#010&

Apache County, AZ Commenis - Page 54 of 81

similar to historic conditions.” (p 35) This statement is somewhat misleading because it seems
to imply that increase of the extent of junipers and density of juniper is a minor consideration on
the A-8, when, in fact large areas have a high and often increasing density of juniper that
contributes to reduction of forage for wildlife and livestock as well as contributing to increased
soil erosion.

We assume the statement refers to juniper stands which are considered to have been dominated
by juniper since "historic times" and not to other communities that have been invaded by juniper.
If so, it should be clarified.

All reference to "needle cast” as a proportion of ground cover should be removed. Since this is
primarily a finction of pine canopy cover it should be addressed on a project level.

“Healthy grasslands are Impoﬂanr habf.rar fora mne.t}' of wildlife species and are essential to
maintain pronghorn Ji Grassiands of the A-5 NFs have undergone dramatic
changes over the last 130 }W? Ckangm include encroachment by trees and shrubs, loss of
perennial grass cover, loss of cool season species, increase in exposed soil surface, and the
spread of non-native species. Over 65 percent of the semi-desert and Great Basin grasslands
have been invaded by woody species. Fire plavs a key role in the maintenance of the forests'
grasslands, Currently, the three grassltands all show departure from historic conditions in
s:mcrum and composition, with both semi-desert and Great Basin severely departed, and

balpine grassiands moderately departed. Fire historically occurred every 10 to 30
years in the ("rreat RBasin and 2 to 10 years in the semi-desert, In the montane/subalpi

grasslands fire occurred every 2 to 400 years (depending on the adjacent forest rype) (p38)

There is no question that species composition and cover in the grasslands has changed from
"historic conditions" and that lack of fire has been a major contributor in many cases. However,
the changes vary depending on the ecological site potential and the environmental zone (i.e.
semi-desert land, montane grassland, or Great Basin grasslands}).

This stat t gives the impression that these grasslands are all, or mostly, in a degraded state
that does not provide for sustainable production or maintenance of site stability. That is not the
case. The condition of the grasslands has generally improved greatly compared to conditions
that existed 75-100 years ago and should be recognized.

Tt should also be recognized that, while i in some cases the changes in species (especially woody
plant i ) has resulted in d erosion hazard or lower livestock forage production,
hahitat for some wildlife has benefited by such changes. Ground cover varies in density.

“Most areas provide dense grass cover while others may have little ground cover due to
presence of Gunnison's prairie dog colonies and their inted species.” (p36, and similar
statements elsewhere)

This staternent infers that dense grass cover is desirable or necessary, except where Gunnison's
prairie dog is responsible for reduction of grass cover, where it is appropriate. The effects of
inadequate ground cover on soil erosion are irrespective of cause. Thus statements such as these
contradict Desired Conditions regarding sedimentation elsewhere in the plan. The statement
tacitly admits that inadequate ground cover is acceptable under certain cases but not others.
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Further, all references to Gmu‘uson"s prairie dog reintroduction should be accompanied by

potential imp on m i in Apache trout habitat. These considerations likely
require NEPA analysis and consultation with USFWS under requirements of the Endangered
Species Act making any refe to Gunnison's prairie dog i more of a site specific,

project level consideration and not appropriate for the Forest-wide plan.

Woody (tree and shrub) canopy cover is less than 10 percent. Vegetative cover (herbaceous
ground cover and litter) is generally between 45 and 80 percent in Great Basin grasslands, 35 to
70 percent in semi-desert grasslands, and ranges from 60 to 100 percent in montane/subalpine
grasslands. These per ges may vary depending on the of surface rocki 1." (p40)

Specific levels of vegetation cover are not supportable for plan level Desired Conditions.
Statements should say something like "Ground cover is adequate to prevent excessive erosion”
and then more site- specific levels of cover designated on the project level where adequate
information is available to support such targets.

"dverage grass height varies by grassland type and yearly climatic conditions. Grass heights
genemf.l‘y rangeﬁnm 11 to 26 inches in Great Basin grasslands, 10 to 25 inches in
Ipine grasslands, and 13 to 31 inches in semi-desert grasslands.” (p41)

These figures serve no purpese and are inappropriate for a Forest level plan. If average grass
height is useful for any purpose, then it should be site specific and described in terms of
measurement protocol including season, species and location of measurement.

"dnnually, grasslands provide forage and fawning cover and height (generally 15 to 19 inches
high} for pronghorn lope during the fawning period, May through June." (p41)

g

Again, hert hts (also known as stubble heights) are not resource objectives
and have no place in th.ls plan. ']‘hey may be used as a measure of resource use indicator in
specific project plans, and these should be specific as to when and where it will be measured,
which species will be measured, will culm height or leaf height be measured and so on.

"The modified landscape of the A-5 NFs does not support, and may not be capable of supporting,
the historic patterns of native species distribution and abundance it once did. Some species are
How extinet, others have been extirpated from the forests, and many may never wme bm.k Other
specles and subspecies have been introduced and are now self- ining (wh lered
desirable or not). Basic wildlife needs such as food, water, and' shelter andxpec:es and species
groups associated with particular vegetation or with specific ecological characteristics fe.g.,
snags, logs, herbaceous understories) are addressed throughout the desired conditions for
overall ecosystem health,” (p 42)

The statement above conveys the impression that wildlife populations are drastically altered and
probably reduced pared to "historic” times. That is not the case. It is true that a few species
have become extinct, and we would agree that those very likely will not come back. Otherwise,
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|hexe have been changes in the relative abundance of other species. Predator control, water
1 t, and ¢l in vegetation characteristics have been major factors,

The impression given is similar to that discussed for grasslands on page 38 (sce above) that
wildlife diversity and abundance has been decimated, in some cases irreversibly, and would
benefit by restoring "historic condition”. That may be true for certain species, but not for wildlife
as a whole, Many wildlife species have thrived under modem wildlife and range management.
As stated previously, the consideration of wildlife needs under overall ecosystem health
confounds the reader’s ability to distinguish the two. Wildlife needs and ecosystem health are not
the same thing and should be separated in the discussion of plant objectives

'Desired Conditions for Wildlife Species’ (p 42} It scems incredible that a Plan which purports to
be heavily oriented toward wildlife would contain only two sentences describing the desired
conditions for wildlife. The fact is that desired conditions for wildlife depend heavily on the
species being considered and often the desired for two different species are contradictory. Failure
to consider the specific needs of different species or species groups supports the underlying
assumption that if "historic conditions” were restored optimum conditions for wildlife would
result - an assumption that ignores the fact that some wildlife provide more benefits than others
or have special concems.

"The A-S NFs have over 30 lakes and reservoirs and more than 1,000 miles of rivers and
streams, maore than can be found in any other southwestern national forest." (p 45) Most of
those lakes and reservoirs were built by people to provide water for irrigation or other uses. They
are not a feature of "historic conditions.”

"Desired Conditions for Invasive Species” (p 43) This entire section needs to be rethought and
rewritten. As pointed out in the background statement, not all invasive specles can be managed
to meet the desired conditions as stated. Further, the ecological or g of

different invasive species are not all the same. The desired conditions do not reflect that and are a
recipe for failure of the plan in achieving those conditions,

"Desired Conditions for Motorized Opportunities” {p 47) We support caution in proliferation of
roads and for closing roads that are redundant or poorly located. We also support control of
excessive off road travel. We would support relocation of some roads to bypass stockponds,
spring developments, corrals or other livestock and wildlife improvements as a means of
reducing vandalism and dlsmrbance ot'amma!s using these facilities. We also believe that some
roads should be designated for adn ive purposes and that such purposes should include the
periodic use by grazing permittees to check, maintain and/or construct range improvements.

"Land, ion patterns and compositions that are iy variable in

appearancz and' em.'og:cnfﬁmcﬂan and contribute to scenic values." (p49) Any link between
ecological function and "appearance” or "scenic values" has not been demonstrated.
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"The Forest Service has recognized a role and responsibility to educate people about
management and conservation of our Nation's forests and grasslands.” (p51) 'We support the
objective of the Agency to educate the public about their management - as long as it is objective
and scientifically sound. We believe there is also a need for Agency employees, and those of
other agencies, to learn more about the needs and values of local communities and economic
interests as well.

"Members of affiliated Tribes have access to gather traditional forest "(p 54)
"Traditional forest resources” is not defined. There is no way to know what it includes, or what
difference, if any, non-Tribal activities such as hunting big game, cutting timber, grazing
livestock, fishing for Apache trout that occur today might be different from Tribal.

"Livestock conflicts with wildlife rarely occur.” {p55) The terms "conflict” and "rarely” need fo
be defined.

"Livestock grazing water developments provide safe access to water by wildlife. Livestock fences
allow for wildlife passage.” (p55) We agree that these are good concepts bul should be qualified
by the statement "where practical and economical to do so." For example, if the design or
operation of a water development is expensive to install or difficult to keep functional, and
especially where alternative water sources exist, this objective should not be a rigid requirement.
Likewise, some fences (e.g. traps or corrals) may not require wildlife passage.

"Grass reserves are available on each Ranger District to provide, ﬁamge during restoration
activities and/or after natural disturbances,” (p 55) "Grass reserves” should be developed on an
allotment by allotment basis through proper range managcmmt Dcs@mhng grass rmves on
a distriet by district basis will require additional fi i for impr

maintenance.

"Livestock grazing is in bal with available forage.” (p 55) This statement only addresses
stocking rate and may lead to continuation of the Agency's misguided efforts to establish proper
stocking rates based on modcling approaches. We would prefer and statement that "Intensity,
frequency, season and duration of livestock grazing is appropriate to accomplish resource
management objectives.”

"Geographic Area Desired Conditions” (p 59-74) Reason for these desired conditions not
making any reference to grazing, hunting or logging should be supplied.

"Vegetation conditions support a healthy population of M Quail in suitable habitat."
(p66) Define "healthy" and “suitable”. More appropriate on a project by project level.

Lir20108

"Prairie dog colonies oceur in appropriate habitat and support the wide array of species
associated with them."” (p 66) It is not stated how "appropriate” will be d ined or how many
prairie dogs will be enough

"dbundant grassy openings for prey species,” (p66) "Abundant” is not defined and should be
determined on a project level basis. Furthermore, some prey species may prefer dense brush or
trees.

“highly erasive geologic formations are stable within their natural capability."(p70} This
statement defies a rational response. Get rid of it so you don't embarrass yourself.

“In order to ackleve ommh’ ecoxysrem .&ea.'rh and provide for species diversity, the A-S NF's
Jfocus on achi ¥ ditions and restoring ecological functions,
especially mrum." fire regimes." (p77) l'hls statement equates the nebul pt of sp

diversity (without a definition) and ecosystem health, another term which is not easy to define
with "watershed condition" (also undefined) and restored ecological functions (also not defined).
The example, "natural fire regime” again points to the basic assumption that only "natural” or
"historic" conditions will provide these characteristics. We reject that assumption,

"The A-8 NF's plan a concerted effort to restore .. heds by reducing degrading factors...
Degrading factors include, but are not limited to, .Fugk vegetation d'eparfn're from historic

ditions, impaired or isfactory soil condmorx, fum‘!‘:omng—a: -risk or non-functioning
riparian areas, occurrence of i fve Sp d grazing, and sedimentation from
roads or trails.” (p 77) This fuses "d g factors” with the results of
degradation. For example, unmanaged grazing, m\raswe spemes, or improper road construction
may or may not contribute to degradation, Departure from historic conditions is not & degrading
factor unless only "historic conditions” are considered to be undegraded

Impaired soil condition, non-functioning riparian areas and sedimentation are not degrading
factors; they are the effects of degrading factors. The confusion of this paragraph seems to reveal
that the authors lack a clear grasp of the difference between historic conditions, natural
processes, and management effects.

Additionally, there should be no "unmanaged grazing" on the A-S if the Agency is doing its job.

"Annually, enhance or restore 200 to 500 zmres within high risk watersheds, including
watersheds with state designated impaired or threatened waters14, to improve watershed
condition and water quality.

Annually, enhance or restore 5 to 15 miles of stream habitat in order to restore structure,
composition, and function of physical habitat for native fisheries.
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Annually, treat 200 to 500 acres to restore desired composition, structure, and function of
streams, floodplains, and riparian vegetation.

Within the planning period, enhance or restore 5 to 25 wet meadows or cienegas to proper
hvdrologic function and plant and animal species composition. Annually, work with the AGFD to
reduce animal damage on native willows and other riparian species on an average of 5 miles of
riparian habitat, " (p 78-79)

The A-S h has no way to know whether or not this or any of the other objectives that specify
numbers or amounts can be accomplished. These stat are just setting up the Agency to be
sued.

"Annually, resolve an average of five trespass cases.” (p 88) That would be a good objective if
there were five trespass cases per year, but not very good if there were 500, This is therefore a
meaningless objective as stated, and should be reworded (e.g. Agency will control illegal use of
the Forest),

"Affected Tribes are consulted when excavation projects and activities are planned in sites or
areas of known religious or cultural importance. Tribes are invited to help identify
archaeological sites that are the footprint of past occupations, and verify ancestral migrations
and traditional use. Agreements are in place for repatriation of human remains and artifacts.” (p
90) This provision should extend to other people as well some of whom may have important
ancestral links to places and artifacts.

"Forest products are primarily a byproduct of moving towards vegetation desired conditions.
Timber harvesting is used to help achi getation desired conditions, as well as contribute to
the local and regional economy.” (p 90) Forest products should be a legitimate and planned use
of the Forest in their own right, not just a "by product” of managing for historic conditions. By
this stalement the plan reveals clearly that its objective is to manage resources for nature's sake
and not for human benefit. We reject that approach.

"Objectives” (p 91, Livestock grazing) These are not appropriate for Forest Plan level objectives
and should be at the project level.

"Background for Heber Wild Horse Territory The Heber Wild Horse Territory includes
approximately 19,700 acres in the Mogollon Geographic Area. The terrvitory was established
under the Wild Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971(Public Law 92-195) with the
purpose of providing use by and for the protection of wild horses. The Heber Wild Horse
Territory Management Plan is under devel t to include detailed Ty direction for
the territory. Desired Conditions for Heber Wild Horse Territory The Heber Wild Horse
Territory meets management objectives as outlined in the Heber Wild Horse Territory
Management Plan.” (p 105)
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These horses may appear to be wild, but they are actually feral. That is common knowledge in
the local community. The Heber Wild Horse Territory should be abolished.

“Livestock Grazing Suitability” - (p 112 Table 5) All of the areas designated as "generally not
suitable” are merely desipnated for no livestock grazing. There is no inherent resource attribute
that makes them not suitable for grazing except for these designations. Destocking an allotment
due to trades for vacant allotment grazing capacity do not signify unsuitability for livestock
grazing.

"In grasslands, maximum achievable cover height should be present in pastures with known
antelope fawning areas each spring/summer. " (p 119) This stat t effectively any
known antelope fawning area from all livestock grazing without any evidence that properly
managed grazing influences antelope fawning success. If other than only anecdotal evidence
exists, then data should be provided.

"In grasslands, a moderate to high similarity index to reference conditions23 should be
achieved, " (p 119-120). This statement is meaningless unless the attribute used (e.g. cover or
production) and method of calculating similarity are defined. Also, the type and source of
"reference conditions” must be identified. Finally, the relevance of the similarity index to
management objectives must be established, and evidence that the desired level of similarity is
achievable presented.

"Livestock Grazing" (p 125) This long list of "guidelines” is composed of statements that are
either unnecessary, inappropriate for a Forest level plan, or contrary to other parts of the plan,
Most of these guidelines could be d by simply stating that livestock grazing will be carried
out based on scientific principles of range management regarding the timing and intensity of
grazing and with consideration for the needs of other forest uses. Specific references should be
put in site-specific plans (allotment management plans or annual operating instructions), e.g.
placement of salt, location of water developments or fences, etc.

The statements on "vacant allotments” are apparently included to ge the closing of such
allotrnents. Vacant allotments should be restocked unless livestock grazing on the allotment can
be shown to be incompatible with resource needs or other uses.

Issue: Glossary terms are incorrect, misleading or incomplete.

Unigue - The term "unique” is used repeatedly in this document, for example: "unique 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, populations, and individual plant and animal species are uniquely
adapted to and dependent on ecosystem diversity.", implying a high degree of evolutionary
organization (pl11)
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Unique means "one and only", "different from all others", "having no like or equal”. Its root is
the Latin unicus (single) or unus (one). (Webster's New World Dictionary of the American
Language). The word ti is used to mean rare or unusual, although the dictionary

indicates that some object to this usage.

The first three ¢xamples 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 atiributes 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.

Ecotone - Ecotone was a term used by Clements and other ecologists who espoused the concept
that plant cc ities were comparable to organisms or quasi organisms with emergent
properties. The transitions from one community to another were called ecotones. If one adopls
the "conti or "individualistic" pt (e.g Gleason) plant species abundance is seen to
vary in resp to envir tal lients, thus " " arc only zones of rapid change as

pposed 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.

Herbivory is defined as "loss of vegetation due to ounsumphun by another organism." It could
Jjust as well be called the "gain" of vegetation by organism. Herbivory actual]ymeansthe
act of consumption of vegetation by an herbivore, or an animal that eats plants.

Livestock grazing -is defined as "foraging by permitted livestock™ which implies that foraging
that is not "permitied” is not grazing,

Restliency - 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
hat confused in this d

Scenic integrity - This definition is confusing. In cme plnc.e it says high scenic integrity is the
"state of naturalness” or "without disturb " In another, it says the highest
scenic integrity ratings are given 1o 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”,
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1. Fire

The following comments address specific lJanguage found in the Agency Proposed Plan that are
of concern to Apache County, There are nus us 1 to “natural conditions, natural fire
“fire adapted " and “uncharacteristic fires” scattered throughout the
Prnposed Plan. These references will not be addressed individually, but are dealt with in
the assorted comments. The following comments are provided with the intention of being
constructive in nature and are being offered to make the updated A-S Forest Plan a more realistic

and implementable document.

Issue: The Plan implies that more is known about pre-Furopean conditions than is in fact known,
Reference (last two paragraphs, page 15, first paragraph page 16, Proposed Plan):

Prior to the 1850s, the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs ) were idered to be resilient. The
landscape was filled with a wide variety of vegetation that provided habitat for a diverse array of
plants and animals. Fire, di. and climatic changes were natural components of these
Junctioning ecosystems.

Begmnmg in the mid-1800s, ranching, farming, and forest uses by settlers began making

tal changes to the ecological and species diversity of the landscape. In some cases, the
underlying ecological processes that sustained diversity have been altered from historic patterns
(Forest Service, 2008b) and may nar support .lh'z same native species distribution and
abundance. Under current condii logical processes (e.g., insects, disease, fire)
are producing uncharacteristic outcomes fe.g., Rodeo-Chediski Fire of 2002, Wallow Fire of
2011) in many ecosystems.

Discussion: This description of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest prior to 1850 is pure
conjecture and cannot be supported with science. There is limited antidotal information
concerning the structure of forest ecosy and the pop levels of native species prior to
the 1850's for the area that makes up the Agency. While there is no doubt the settlement of the
western United States was destructive and altered the characteristics of many forest ecosystems,
there is no way to now accurately document the structure of forest ecosystems and the population
levels of native species prior to this era. No accurate science based pre-settlement data, which is
necessary to reasonably compare current and past ecosystem characteristics is available. There
isn't enough science based information about pre-1850 conditions to set this speculative
condition as the desired future condition. The Agency should not mislead the public into
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believing that some type of natural utopia existed on the lands that make up the Agency prior to
the 1850"s.

Remedy Reassess the description of the Agency prior to 1850 and disclose that while some data

has been collected concerning fire intervals, not much is known about ecosystem and watershed
health prior to the occupation of this area by European seftlers,

Issue: The Plan improperly uses mislcading language

Reference: (ﬁ'h paragraph, page 16, Proposed Plan): Natural ecological processes (e.g., fire,
drought, wind, insects, disease, and pathogens) return to their innate role within the ecosystem.
Fire, in particular, is restored to a more natural function.

{2nd paragraph, page 19, Proposed Plan): Smoke and visibility impairment from wildland fire
that closely mimics what would occur naturally is generally acceptable.

Discussion: This stat t is very misleading since fire, drought, wind, insects, disease and

thogens are natural p and have pIayed the same role in ecosystems ﬂJr millions of
y::ars Just because emsystems have changed due to human activities and influence, does not
mean fire, drought, wind, insects, disease and pathogens do not destroy vegetation and consume
biomass as has occurred since the beginning of time. The “unck istic fire” (not desired) of
today is just as natural when burning under current climatic and fuel conditions as a low intensity
fire (desired) would be burning under different climatic and fuel conditions. By assigning the
term “Natural ecological processes " to low intensity burns and alluding to high intensity fast
moving crown fires as “wncharacteristic” is an attempt to assign pood and evil emotional values
to a natural process in hope of infl ing people’s opini

The idea that smoke which “occurs naturally is generally acceptable” is an attempt to make the
value of being “natural” superior to smoke coming from a wildfire. Wildfires are natural
occurring events and the smoke produced from a wildfire is no different than smoke from a fire
that is allowed to burn to accomplish certain objectives.

Remedy: Replace biased language with neutral language and concentrate efforts on providing
the public with simple and clear descriptions of the desired condition of the Forest in the future.

Issue: The Plan provides conflicting recommendations.

Reference (3rd paragraph, page 21, Proposed Plan): Coarse woody debris retention and/or
creation should be used as needed to help retain long term soil productivity.

Discussion: The guideline for soil 2 conflicts directly with the idea presmtod
throughout the plan that fire will create healthy 1 and heds by g
accumulations of coarse woody debris. Clear non-conflicting guidelines conceming the creation
and retention of coarse woody material is needed in order to reduce any confusion as to what
needs to be plished when dealing with coarse woody debris on the Agency in the future.

This comment is one example of many where conflicting statements are being presented in this
Pmposed Plan. 'I'hroughnut the 9r0posed Plan desired condition and guideline statements that
pertain to ecosys ti 1 to only be foll 1 by P 1g to fire
management ﬂm would not allow thc desired ecosystem function to take place. As shown
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above, accumulations of coarse woody material is desired to maintain soil productivity, but as
stated in other portions of the Proposed Plan it is also desired to burn many areas at increasing
intervals,

Remedy: Provide clear and understandable guidelines and remove/correct conflicting direction

in the Proposed Plan.

Issue: The Plan overstates the role fire plays in shaping PNVT,

Reference: (6™ pamgraph page 27, Proposed Plan): AH of these PNVTs vary, to some degree, in
structure, comp ion, and natural ecological pr Srom what they were
historically. Five is umm!g the most important natural ecological p that shaped these
vegelation communities.

Discusgion: In this background description of all PNVT: 5, the idea that ﬁrc is among the most

impaortant natural ecological processes that shapes vegetative o is s
misleading. Fire does play a key role in the stand density and age class of plants located within a
vegetative community and to a lesser degree does infl the sp composition of a plant

community, However climatic factors, elevation, aspect, length of growing scason, soil nutrent
levels, soil moisture levels and a host of other factors drive the potential nature vegetation type
found at any particular location much more than fire. Fire may maintain a site at a lower
secessional stage by burning at a high interval tate, but the secessional path sel by many other
factors is continually repeated no matter how often the area burns. It takes a change in soil
characteristics or climatic conditions or one of the other key factors to definitively change the
PNVT.

Remedy: Correct overstatements regarding the role fire plays in shaping PNVT that are used to
justify the use of fire as a treatment and to justify letting fires burn in order to reduce fuel loads.

Issue: The Plan provides unclear, confusing descriptions of expected ecological functions
Reference: Desired condition statements, pages 28, 29 & 30 Proposed Plan

Discussion: As stated above, the desired conditions conflict with each other and many of them
will not fit well with a policy that allows fire to establish the makeup and structure of plant
communities. Many of the above desired conditions that deal with specific vegetative conditions
such as plant density, species composition and herbaceous ground cover will degrade as fire
intervals are increased across the forest. Also soil, watershed, and in some cases wildlife habitat
conditions all depend upon an accumulation of litter and decaying plant material remaining on
the soil surface, These important ecological functions will be adversely impacted and remain
depraded as fire intervals increase,

The above desired condition statements all depend upon fire intervals being limited or distinet
based upon PNVTs, which was not the case for the recent large wildfires that have occurred.
There is no reasen to expect that future fires will stop at vegetative community boundaries. This
is especially true when the forested stands are more open and contain a well-established
understory of herbaceous plants that late and i the p ial for a fast flashy type
wildfire.
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Many of the statements are based upon speculation and value judgments and there is no way to
measure whether they are bcmg achlcvud It 19 unelear if the Agency will be managed so fire is
the dominant factor establishing ecosy teristics or will the Forest continue to manage
for a well-described set ol'resnmce conditions that meet the needs of the public. Fire driven
resource conditions do not produce properly functioning soils and watersheds and is not in line
with what the public desires.

Eemedy: Provide a clear and understandable description of the expected ecological functions of
by the various vegetative communities. Remove conflicting program direction {fire program
direction verses program direction for soil, watershed, wildlife and other resource programs) in
the Proposed Plan.

Issue: The Plan management guidelines are unclear and confusing.
Reference; (Guidelines for All PNVTSs, page 30, Proposed Plan):

During project design and impl tion, pr ions should be taken to reduce the potential
Jor damage 1o residual ion in order to prevent premature or excessive mortality.

Landscape .mafe restoration prajects shau.fa’ he designed to spread out treatments spatially
andior temy ly 1o reduce impl 1p and allow reestablishment of vegetati
and soil cover.

Restoration methods, such as thinning or burning, should leave a mosaic of undisturbed areas

within the larger treated project area, especially within ! ings, and swales, to
retain or allow recolonization of small Is and insects (e, g Iong~:axfed voles, fritillary
buitterflies),

Planned ignitions mmmbed il re) a.ud' unplanned ignitions (wildfires) may be used to meet
desired resource condi desired species, and enable natural fires to
return to their historie role.

Discussion: Again, the above management guidelines conflict with each other and will not fit
well with a policy that lets fire establish the makeup and structure of plant communities. The
above management guidelines that deal with vepetation mortality, along with the spacing and
preservation of specific vegetative patterns will degrade as fire intervals are increased across the
forest.

The above guideline that deals with the uses of fire to meet desired r conditions,

desired vegetation species, while enabling natural fires to return to their natural role makes the
assumption that fires will always provide the favorable resource conditions and vegetation
species desired by the public. There is no science based research that shows fires burning across
the wildland landscape will provide what is desired by the public; in fact the opposite is usually
the case, many of the resource conditions and vegetative species desires by the public are
destroyed by fire.

Remedy: Provide clear and understandable puidelines. Remove conflicting program direction in
the Proposed Plan,
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Issue: The Plan fails to provide predetermined burning conditions to establish suppression
thresholds.

Reference: (4" paragraph, page 31, Proposed Plan): Wildfires (unplanned ignitions) are
evaluated to determine if resource objectives can be achieved. If resource objectives can be
achieved, appropriate strategies are determined at the time of the fire. When managing ignitions
to achieve resource objectives, forest gers ider the needs and values of all resources
(e.g., cultural resources, vegetation, recreation, public safety).

Discussion: This Management Approach for all PNVTs appears to assume all wildfires have the
pnlcntlai to achieve desirable resource conditions. Also the management approach leaves the
deter ion of potential beneficial effects of a wildfire to “the time of the fire.” It has been
shown in the past that during drought or seasonal hot/dry/windy conditions fire is going to have
more severe impacts on resources than when the forest vegetation is not as prone to high
intensity burning conditions.

The question needs to be asked as to why there are not predetermined burning conditions that can
be shared with the public which establish when wildfires will be suppressed automatically. These
predetermined parameters would allow for a decision on whether or not to allow a fire to burn
without a bunch of people having to come together in a meeting to determine what action to take.
A narrowing of the window where wildfires will be used to achieve resource conditions should
be part of the Agency fire gement progr pecially during this period of prolonged
drought.

Many things such as fuel moisture reading from various locations on the Forest could be used as
criteria for determining when wildfires will be automatically suppressed. The Forest needs to
take a proactive ap h to fire nt and not wait for the National Weather Service or

another agency to tell them when it is not appropriate to bum.

Remedy: Establish clear fire management parameters for the use of fire as a tool to meet
resource objectives.

Issug: The Plan incorrectly assumes protection of people, property and infrastructure is
discretionary.

Reference: (5 paragraph, page 31, Proposed Pian) Apr ion objective or a bil of
P ion and 1 are assigned to all wildfires, The protection objective(s) may
include the protection of pwp.!'e. [private property, manmade infrastructure, or narumx’ resources.
Uncharacteristic or undesirable fire behavior due to al fuel buildup,

environmental conditions, or proximity te infrastructure or sensitive natural resources may
dictate a need for a protection objective(s) for wildfires.

Discussion: This Management Approach for all PNVTs appears to leave the protection of
people, private property and manmade infrastructure as something discretionary during the
suppression of a wildfire. “The protection objective(s) may include the protection of people,
private property, and manmade infrastructure”. This statement goes on to also indicate that only
under certain cir will protection objective be needed "Unchamc:er.fmc or
undesirable fire behavior due to al fuel build or
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proximity to infrastructure or sensitive natural resources may dictate a need for a protection
abjective(s) for wildfires.”

It is unclear why there are not permanent established objectives that deal with the health, safety
and welfare of the public, which mandate suppressing wildfires. It is often said that firefighter
safely is priority number one, but the Agency is proposing that there is di when dealing
with the protection of people, private property and manmade infrastructure.

Remedy: Reprioritize the protection of people, their property and their infrastructure as non-
discretionary when suppressing wildfires.

Issue: The Plan’s Standard for timber and fire are needlessly different.

Reference: (last paragraph, page 36, Proposed Plan): On lands suitable for timber prod
timber harvest activifies shall enly be used when there is reasonable assurance of restocking within 5
years after final regencration harvest. Restocking level tsprescnbm'm a .me .sper.'(fc sitviculture

iption for a project unit and is di ined to be e ng on the oby
ﬂmi desived conditions for the plan area, In some instances, such as when lands are fm.rvw&ed fo create
openings for firebreaks and vistas or to prevent encroaching trees, il is appropriate not to restock.

Discussion: While this Standard pertains to timber 8 t activities, Apache County is
concerned the same standard is not in effect for the use of fire to treat lands classified as suitable
for timber production. Suitable timber production lands should be managed for timber
production and the appropriate level of stocking of trees should be maintained regardless of
whether the land is treated through mechanical timber harvest techniques or with fire.

Remedy: Apply the Standard found on the bottom of page 36 to the use of fire as well as timber
harvest through mechanical means.

Issue: Landscape Desired Conditions are confusing and conflicting.

Reference: (Landscape Scale Desired Conditions and Mid-Scale Desired Conditions, page 56,

Proposed Plan): Litter provides for and maintains the natural fire regime (fire regime I), In

semi-desert grasslands, the natural fire return interval is approximately every 2 to 10 years. In

Great Basin grasslands the natural fire return interval is approximately every 10 to 30 years. In
(subalpi lands it ranges from approximately 2 to 400 years, depending on the

LpIne g
adfacent forested PNVT.

Vegetative cover (herbaceous ground cover and litter) is between 45 and 80 percent in Great
Basin grasslands, 35 o 70 percent in semi-desert grasslands, and 60 to 100 percent in

A

ds. These per ges may vary depending on the of surface
rock as described in mck ecological mapping unit.

Discussion: Again, the above desired condition statements conflict with each other. In the semi-
desert grasslands a vegetative cover of 30 to 70 percent can't be maintained with a fire return
interval of 2 to 10 years.

Fire may decrease plant cover in the short-term as the above ground portions of individual
plants are killed... The impact of fire on grassiands is much more dependent on when and how
often the fire occurs than on individual plant adaptations to fire (McPherson 1995). Fires that
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occur during the growing season (which varies depending on g d type and location in the
state) are ;nuch more damaging and the impacts last longer than fires that occur when plants are
dormant.

Remedy; Provide clear and understandable guidelines. Remove conflicting program direction in
the Proposed Plan.

Issue: The Plan incorrectly relies on outdated data regarding past conditions.

Reference: (3"t paragraph, page 66, Proposed Plan): Landscape scale (generally over 10,000
acres) disturbance events are recurring natural ecological processes with characteristic
autcomes, However, given current (2011) dquarmreﬁam reference mud'i.fmm outcomes can be
uncharacteristic where there are drastic ¢l in soil and veg These can
lead to ecological succession away from desired conditions, which can be cumpbmred by other
faetors like climate change and invasive species. When uncharacteristic outcomes accur, the
landscape can take hundreds of years or more to recover to some level of stability. Where
oulcomes are uncharacteristic and there are needs to accelerate recovery, additional direction is
provided to protect existing resources and facilitate recovery of soil and vegetation components
and improve ecosystem health,

Discussion: The above statement concerning the “current (2011) departure from reference
mrxdumm, outcomes can be uncharacteristic where there are drastic changes in soil and

" is a reft to the Wallow Fire and the “uncharacteristic” or undesired
effect of this fire. The statements “When uncharacteristic outcomes occur, the landscape can
take hundreds of years or more to recover to some level of stability. Where outcomes are
uncharacteristic and there are needs to accelerate recovery, additional direction is provided to
protect existing resources and facilitate recovery of soil and vegetation components and improve
ecosystem health. " highlights the impacts of the Wallow Fire and the vears it is going to take to
have stable ecosystems return,

There is a concern the Agency, while gnizing the tr lous impacts from an event such as
the Wallow Fire, continues to proceed down the same path of d.ownpla)qng fire prevention and
suppression in favor of achieving speculation based conditions that up to this point in time have
not shown m exist. Over the last 10 to lS years “uncharacieristic fires” have replaced “natural
Jire regimes " and “fire adapted veg € ities " have been reduced to charred trees and
totally denuded eroding soils.

While looking at the past can ti aid in understanding what has led to current conditions,
attempting to return to the past seldom will provide the desired conditions for the future. There
are too many natural and human caused changes effecting today's ecosystems to ever hope to
return to the ecosystems that may have once occurred over one hundred years ago.

Remedy: Plan and implement management based on actual current conditions that will achieve
the desired conditions.

Issue: The Plan provides conflicting information about ignited fires in wilderness.

2 byttpsfwww. wildfirelessons. net/documents/Living_With_Wildfire_in AZ Chapter 5.pdf
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Reference: (Guidelines for Wildemness, page 121, Proposed Plan):

1y ooy

Planned ignitions should be idered to create fa that enable naturally
occurring fires to return to their histovic role or to achieve wilderness desired conditions.

Fire camps, helispots, and other temporary facilities should be located outside the wilderness
boundary to protect wilderness character.

Firelines and spike camps (i.e., a remote camp usually near a fireling) should not be constructed
adjacent to trails or camp areas to protect wilderness values.

Discussion: Again, the above Wildemness guideline statements send a conflicting message to the
public. The first statement calls for planned ignitions in the Wildemess, while the last two
statements sel management restriction to preserve Wilderness character and Wilderness values.
This sends the message to the public that the Agency is going to ignite fires in the Wildemess
then limit suppression activities so it doesn’t look like man was involved. This idea that the
Agency has to deceive the public so they will support Wilderness Management is what is
destroying the credibility of the agency.

If the true intent of wilderness management could ever be realized, fires would ignite and bum
without any interference from man. However, this ideal wilderness situation will never be
achieved because fires do not naturally stop at wild b laries, but inue to burn the
outside non wilderness lands managed under different laws where they destroy resources that are
valued by the public.

Remedy: Correct conflicting guidelines. Fires should be ignited and managed within designated

wildemess with utmost care so “natural fires” do not escape the wildermess and destroy valuable
resources that provide benefits to the public.

Issue: The Plan establishes ¥ Standards and Guidelines for fire T:L t

Reference: (Standard for Recommended Wilderness, page 124 and Guidelines for Rec ded
Wilderness page 125, Proposed Plan): Fire management activities shall be conducted in a
tible with maintaining wilderness characteristics (minimum impaci suppression

tactics).

Planned ignitions should be idered to create fe bl fitions that enable naturally
accurring fires to return o their historic role or to achieve desired conditions.

Fire camps, helispots, and other temporary facilities should be located outside the rec ded
wilderness to protect wilderness values.

Discussion: Establishing fire t Standards and Guidelines for ded
wilderness areas will require these areas to be managed as pseudo wilderness areas.
Implementing a different fire management prescription due to a desire to implement an idealist
condition on the land should also consider the risk to surrounding lands and the potential
increase in costs that will be associated with implementing this arbitrary land and fire
management. There is no reason for the Agency to assume the risk of a wildfire burning out of
the recommended wilderness arcas and to take on the potential increase in costs to manage these
areas until the areas are designated actual wild
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Remedy: Revise Guidelines so that ded wilderness areas are managed as multiple use
lands. Remove the extra burden of implementing arbitrary and potential costly fire management
for these lands when nothing requires the change in fire gement to take place.

2. Watershed

The “Proposed Land M Flan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest” (Proposed
Plan) add watershed t in multiple places throughout the draft plan. Since there
are ferences to hed management, which are often repeated, comments for each

reference to watershed management will not be provided. When reading the Proposed Plan it is
clear that watershed t is not thing given high priority in the plan. It is obvious
that “returning natural fire regimes™ is the one management objective that takes precedence over
all other management activities.

Where watershed management direction is found in the Proposed Plan, it calls for following
national direction for watershed management as found in the (Watershed Condition
Classification Technical Guide, USDA Forest Service FS-978, July 2011, and Watershed
Condition Frame Work, USDA Forest Service FS-977, May 2011). While it is understood the
various National Forest should follow national direction, the Proposed Plan offers very little
information beyond what is found in the above mentioned documents.

While it is understood the Proposed Plan offers broad guidance and not specific on-the-ground
project decisions, the Proposed Plan should provide enough National Forest specific information
so the public has a valuable understanding of expected related 28 activities
and outcomes of implementing a planned level of management. Tt is felt that the proposed plan,
while thoroughly defining the desired conditions in the terms of emotion driven opinions, does
not meet the expectation of adequately informing the public of what level of management and
the expected outcomes are when addressing watershed management of the Forest in the next 10
1o 15 years.

A desire for “natural conditions, natural regimes, high biotic integrity, resilient watersheds, high
degree of connectivity or providing important ecosystem services " while sounding very noble
does not offer any tangible cutcomes that can be measured to determine success or failure of
implemented watershed management activities; or used to adjust future management of the
Forest. What may be “natural, resilient, connected or important” to one group of individuals,
most likely will not meet the same criteria for other people. There is a dire to provide science-
based management and measurable science based cutcomes if the Proposed Plan istobe a
meaningful and implementable document.

The following ddress specific language found in the A-S Forest Proposed Plan that is
of concern to Apache County. The following comments are provided with the intention of being
constructive in nature and are being offered to make the updated A-S Forest Plan a more realistic
and implementable document.

Issue: The Plan fails to provide scientific parameters for “natural disturbance regime".
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Reference: (3™ paragraph, page 15, Proposed Plan): Ecosystem diversity provides for the
distribution, diversity, and complexity of hed and landscape seale features, including
natural disturbance regimes of terrestrial, aguatic, and riparian ecosystems.

Discussion: How much soil erosion, sediments deposited into the stream, stream banks being
eroded and new gullies being formed arc considered to be within the “natural disturbance
regime”. Watersheds that are degraded due to natural ignitions (e.g. lighting strike) are
considered to be within the “natural disturbance regime” and ptable, whereas
degraded due to human ignition (¢.g. an abandoned campfire) are considered to be not within the
“patural disturbance regime” and unacceptable, There is no discussion of the scientific basis of
the impacts of different ignition starts on subseguent fire events, although conclusions are
derived from the premise (being within the “natural disturbance regime” and outside the “natural
disturbance regime”). There is no discussion of the impacts of thc effects of different ignition
types on priority watersheds or the implementation of } activities.

Remedy: Establish tangible science-based criteria that can be measured using proven
monitoring techniques so the public can understand and relate to what is taking place on their
National Forest.

T ad

Issue: The Plan uses terms which are not defined and for which no measurements are provided.

Reference: (mid page, page 17, Proposed Plan): Watersheds exhibit high geomorphic,
hydrologic, and biotic integrity relative to their natural potential condition,

Discussion: High geomorphic, hydrologic, biotic integrity and natural potential condition are not
defined. Parameters for it for these terms are not provided.

The public needs simple, tangible and quantifiable infi ion in order to und d and
determine how their Forest is being cared for.

Remedy: Establish tangible science-based criteria that can be measured using proven monitoring
techniques so the public can understand and relate to what is taking place on their National
Forest.

Issue: The Plan fails to specify which watersheds are at issue and fails to provide proactive
mitigation measures.

Reference: (mid page, page 17, Proposed Plany: During the p.'a.nm’ng pen‘ad improve me
condition class on at least 10 priority 6th level HUC ds by r g or mit]
degrading facrors Degrading factors include, but are not .fmu.rzd' to: high departure _ﬁ'am
historic veg diti poor sail condition, ¢ riparian areas, impaired
species habitat, occurrence of i fve species, 'g?uzmg, and sedimentation from
roads or trails.

Discussion: This objective for overall ecosystem health, while stating the condition ¢lass of 10,
6th code watershed will be improved, gives no indication as to which watersheds are currently
severely degraded and determined to be priority. Also the Proposed Plan gives no indication
where these watersheds are located, With the recent Wallow Fire (spring of 2011) there must be
multiple watersheds that were heavily impacted and contain large severely impacted areas. The
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Proposed Plan should at least present the assessments of watershed degradation that was done
through the BAER planning,

Also removing or mitigating degrading factors does not ily mean hed conditions
and functionality will improve. Once a disturbance (fire, excessive grazing, flooding ete.) has
removed vegetation and ground cover, it will be necessary to deal with degraded watershed
conditions for years. Even afler the removal of the degrading factors, soils will continue to erode
and sediments will continue to be transported down the stream channels. This prolonged erosion
and sediment transport process is much more evident in the arid Southwest where the most

are epl al and precipitation events are few and sporadic. Things like eroding
headcuts a.nd steep channel 'IJanks, as well as sheet erosion due to the lack of ground cover once
started can take up to a hundred years or more to naturally stabilize. If all the A-S NF is
planning to do is to remove or mitigate degrading factors without taking direct action to stop
erosion, contain sediments and restore ground cover, it well be years before degraded walersheds
improve in condition class.

The requirements of the Multiple Use - Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY) (Public Law 86-
517) means that coordination of the recovery of degraded watersheds with the production and
sale of forest products, which once oceurred on most western National Forest that sold timber, is
the logical approach to watershed management. Use of timber sale receipts could again provide
for a substantial watershed management program where thousands of acres are treated and
returned to a stable watershed condition with very little investment coming from taxes paid by
American citizens. This coordinated effort would also provide a significant number of jobs that
would help support local communities,

Remedy: Coordinate the recovery of degraded heds with the production and sale of forest
products. Use timber sale receipts to provide for watershed management programs, and employ
local workforce when possible.

Issue: The Plan fails to realistically address 1
catastrophic wildfire,

Reference: (mid page 17 through to mid page 18, Proposed Plan):

In order to achieve overall ecosystem health and provide for 5] i ity,

focus is on achieving satisfactory watershed conditions and restoring ecological ﬁmcuom
especially natural fire reg:mes...‘

ion of hed degradation due to

o

Forest gers utilize p d and unpli 1 ignitions to help reintroduce fire into the
ecosystems, restore mmra." fire regxmes, and remove excessive fuels. Fire may be used alone or
in bi with other tt L

Discussion: This 2 approach is little more than a reproduction of national

direction and contains very little if any pertinent information concerning the A-S NF. While
many buzzwords are mcluded (emys!cm heaith, species diversity, satisfactory watershed
conditions, restoring ecolog ions and [ fire regimes) no information concemning
watershed conditions and the need to implement future watershed management action on the A-8
NF are presented. Again, with the recent Wallow Fire (spring of 2011) there must be multiple
watersheds that were heavily impacted and contain large severely impacted areas. The Proposed
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plan needs to acknowledge the degraded conditions from this record setting wildfire and set the
stage (program direction) for dealing with these degraded watershed conditions. It will take
longer than the life of this plan (10-15 years) to deal with the adverse impacts to watershed
conditions from the Wallow Fire.

As stated above, removing or mitigating degrading factors does not necessarily mean watershed
conditions and functionality will improve. Once a disturt (fire, ive grazing, flooding
etc.) has removed vegetation and ground cover, it will be y to deal with d led
watershed conditions for years. Even after the removal of the degrading factor(s) (Wallow Fire),
soils will continue to erode, sedi ts will continue to be transported down the stream channels,
stream banks will be eroded, riparian areas will be 1or ped with sedi and
water quality will continue to be degraded.

The Proposed Plan appears to he more concerned with retuming natural fire regimes across the
Faorest than dealing with the adverse effects of the largest recorded wildfire in Arizona’s history.
If all the A-§ NF is planning to do is to develop Watershed Restoration Action Plans (WRAP)
for the priority watersheds and remove or mitigate degrading factors, it well be many years
before the Wallow Fire created degraded walersheds will improve in condition class.

Remedy: Coordinate very of degraded heds due to the Wallow Fire with the
production and sale of forest products. Use timber sale receipts to provide for a watershed
management program lo treat watersheds heavily impacted by the Wallow Fire. Use local
workforce to coordinated support local communities.

Issue: The Plan fails to accurately address the effects of the Wallow Fire on soils conditions.
Reference: (2 paragraph, page 20, Proposed Plan):
Apache-Sitereaves NFs have areas with unsatisfactory soil condition, The curvent (2008) soil

condition rating is satisfactory on 70 percent of the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs, compared to
reference condition of at least 95 percent.

Discussion: The statement indicates that the current soils ratings were collected in 2008. This
was prior to the 2011 Wallow Fire, which impacted and degraded soil conditions on hundreds of
thousands of acres.

Remedy: Evaluate the effects of the Wallow Fire on soils conditions and provide a new and
accurate accounting of soil ratings for the Forest. Use the new information to re-analyze the
future watershed management requirements for the Forest and to determine the environmental
consequences of each of the action alternatives, Once this information is available the Forest
should re-release a new watershed management direction in the Proposed Plan.

Issue: The Plan fails to properly assess current soils conditions,
Reference; (mid page, page 20, & first paragraph, page 21, Proposed Plan):

Soils are stable within their natural capability4. Vegetation and litter limit accelerated erosion
(e.g., rills, gullies, root exposure, topsoil loss) and contribute to soil deposition and devel
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Soils provide for diverse native plant species5. Vegetative ground cover is well distributed
across the soil surface to promote nutrient cycling and water infiltration.

Vegetation and litter is sufficientS to maintain and improve water infiltration, nutrient cycling,
and sail stability.

Discusgion: The above three statements of desired soil condition are in conflict with periodic
burning as called for throughout the Proposed Plan. (Natural Fire Regime) Periodic fires burning
across the landscape as proposed will limit the growth of not only undesired, but also desired
vegetation, and will make the accumulation of litter and organic material very difficult the
achieve.

Fires have significant effects on infiltration, evapotranspiration, soil moisture storage, and
overland flow of water. Fire can substantially reduce interception by destroying both the
vegetation canopy and the organic litter on the soil surface, thereby exposing the soil to raindrop
impact and subsequent runoff and erosion. Fire can reduce infiltration into the soil by forming a
water-repellent soil layer or plugging soil pores with fine ashy material. Percolation through the
soil ean also be reduced this way. Reduced infiltration and percolation in turn can increase
surface runoff and sedimentation. Increases instream flow also may occur following fire because
the removal of vegetation reduces transpiration losses by plants.”

The management concept of returning to “natural fire regimes” has been developed based upon
the need to treat forest fuels in order to reduce the severity of large wildfires, Somehow this
concept has evolved to indicate that “natural fire regimes™ fix almost all of the resource problems
encountered in a forest. There needs to be more research done before the idea that periodic
burning provides the level of vegetation, litter and nutrient cycling necessary to sustain
satisfactory soil conditions.

FParker p d oul several implications that revegetation processes have for prescribed fire
management. Fire inlensity, frequency, season, and diversity of fire-free intervals all affect the
rate of establish and composition of the postfire community. He also noted the importance

of fully accomplishing the objectives of a prescribed burn: partial burning may invite a
subsequent fire far more destructive than the preseribed burn, or may fail to stimulate
germination of desired species.™

There is no doubt tree ring research shows periodic fires once occurred across the West prior to
the settlement of the western forested lands, What is not clear is whether the Westem Forests,
during this era of periodic burning, were as healthy and functioning as what is being presented in
the current thinking concerning forest t. It is highly probable that ecosystem health,
watershed conditions and functionality, water quality and soil conditions were constantly
changing and not always providing high quality water, vast expanses of diverse wildlife habitat
and all other values that are important to forest managers today.

(Mori, Akira 5., Ecosystem management based on natural disturbance: hierarchical context and
non-equilibrium paradigm, Journal of Applied Ecology 2011, 48, 280-292)

“Imp'.ﬂ’ww Fvdro arizona ed hive/V! _um- T

 hiep:ffwrwew. fs.fedus/p icati psw_gtrl09/psw _girl09 92.pdf
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Remedy: Utilize actual current conditions on the Forest as a basis for implementing programs to
achieve desired future conditions.

Issue: The Proposed Plan does not address Wallow fire effects (beneficial or adverse) on
watershed.

Reference; (Chapter 3 Management Area Direction)

Discussion: When reading the guidelines for each of the M. t Areas p d1in the
Proposed Plan it is obvious that watershed management direction or guidelines were not
included. While the selection of 10 priority watersheds and develop t of a WRAP for each of
these watersheds is planned, it is evident this future effort will not address the current and

tential future degraded hed conditions that have (and will continue to) occur due to the
Wullow Fire. There is a growing concern that much of the flooding, erosion and deposition of
sediments that are, and will be, a result of the Wallow Fire will not be monitored and dealt with

in & timely manner.

Apache County states that the current and future adverse impacts resulting from the Wallow Fire
are and will continue to be of a significant magnitude to warrant emphasis in the Updated Forest
Plan, Futurc management of the A-S NF (LMP direction/guidelines) should focus on dealing
with these resource problems. Again the public should be informed of the current and potential
future situations and made aware of what the A-S NF is planning to do to deal with the Wallow
Fire adverse impacts that can severely affect their safety, health and welfare.

Remedy: Amend watershed management guidelines to address current and potential future
conditions that may result from Wallow Fire,

. Wilderness

The “Proposed Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest" (Prop
Plan) addresses wilderness management in multiple places throughout the draft plan. Since there
are numerous references to wilderness management, which are often repeated, comments for
each reference to wilderness management will not be pmwdui When reading the Pmposod Plan
it is clear that wilderness and other ictive land use
human activities are given high priority in the plan.

It is obvious that while it is difficult to add Congressional designated areas to the current
National Wilderness Preservation System, the A-S NF is attempting to include as many acres as
possible into one of the many special management designations (Wildlife Quite Areas, Natural
Landscapes, Research Natural Areas, R nended R h Natural Areas, Primitive Areas,
and Recommended Wilderness) contained in the Proposed Plan to “in effect” create pseudo
wilderness. Restricting human activities and protecting the land and forest resources from the
public appears to be the one management objective that takes precedence over all other
management objectives in this proposed plan. Throughout the Proposed Plan there is an
underlying objective to keep as many people as possible from entering and being present on the
Forest. This is especially evident for the lands the Forest has identified as not impacted by past
human activities.

Ltr#0102
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While there is some mention of the recent Wallow Fire in the Wildemess Specialist Report, the
impacts of this very destructive wildfire and its long lasting changes to the ecosystems and
“wilderness” characteristics of thousands of acres on the Forest are not mention in the Proposed
Plan, The Proposed Plan, while providing a detailed description of the desired conditions for
each of the various wilderness and related land use designations, fails to mention anything
concerning the current condition, When reading the Proposed Plan, the public has no baseline
(current conditions) to compare the desired conditions to. The desired conditions all appear to be
the panacea of no human presence on the land. This disdain for human activities on National
Forest lands has over run the reality of on-the-ground resource management and manifests itself
in wilderness Management.

Issue: The Plan fails to use actua) data for wildlife populations.

Reference: (last paragraph, page 112, Proposed Plan):

Wildlife quiet areas (WQAs) were first identified in the 19805 by the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs in
cooperation with the AZGFD to provide relatively undisturbed habitat where big game and other
wildlife could reside without disturbance from motorized vehicle use. Other reasons they were
set aside include the need to address road-related erosion, provide for more effective use of the
habitat, and provide the non-motorized hunter a high quality hunt experience without motorized
impacts. These areas are recognized as key wildlife habitats. WQAs may also provide relatively
undisturbed habitat and wildlife populations for research purposes.

Discussion: The concern with this statement is it gives the impression that the A-S NF is trying
to impl it “Travel M; 1ent” regulations by disguising their actions as a means to protect
wlldhfe from disturbance caused by motorized vehicle use, The additional need for wildlife
quite areas to address road-related erosion is an indication that the purpose of this questionable
land use designation is to impl t vehicle use restrictions, As is common with most
controversial use restrictions, the ional co d with saving poor wildlife iz uged
as a ploy to win over the publm for an action that is based more on emotion and policy than
actual science. This is an attempt to toy with the public’s emotions to achieve emotionally
driven resource management objectives.

Remedy: Base Standards on actual on-the-ground situations. Provide actual data concerning
wildlife populations on the Forest and wildlife interaction with motorized vehicles.

Issue: The Plan misleads the public through the use of non-Wild landscape designations to
achieve de facto Wilderness designations..

Reference: (4" paragraph, page 114, Proposed Plan):

These are generally undeveloped areas that ave natural appearing and provide primitive and
semiprimitive recreation experiences. Management activities are allowed but are primarily
Jfocused on ecosystem restoration. This management area includes most of the imventoried
roadless areas (TRAs) that were identified in the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. IRAs
are managed to protect and conserve their roadless character.

Discussion: The concern with this statement is it gives the impression the A-8 NF is trying to
implement pseudo wilderness status to large blocks of land on the Forest through the “Natural

H xipuaddy



8€6

ue|d Juawabeue|y pue S4N sanealbis-ayodedy ay) 1o} S|34 dnewwelbold

Lt 108
dpache County, AZ Comments - Page 77 of 81

Landscape” land use d Since the land involved “includes most of the inventoried
roadless areas (IRAs) that were identified in the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule”, itis
obvious the agency is attempting to manage these lands as wilderness by calling them “Natural
Landscapes”. Even though the effort to make these roadless areas wilderness failed some years
ago, the A-5 NF and a few pro-wildemess supporters are willing to side step the law (™...no
Federal lands shall be designated as wilderness except as provided for in this Act or by a
subsequence Act”) [Wilderness Act, Sec.2, last sentence] and implement wildemess
management for these lands in the updated A-8 NF Land Management Plan.

Apache County sees this as an additional attempt to add wilderness areas to the National
Wilderness Preservation System or implement wilderness management disguised under some
other name on large blocks of the Forest. The Forest does not need to be protected from the
public. The National Forests were created for the benefit of the people, not to become an
ecosystem and wildlife preserve where humans are not welcome.

Remedy: Remove wording and change guidelines that lead to de facto wilderness management
di d as other designations.

Issue: The Plan misleads the public through the use of non-Wildermess RNA designations o
achigve de facto Wilderness designations.

Reference (last two paragraph, page 117, Proposed Plan):

The recommended Corduroy RNA is approximately 3,350 acres. It provides a representation of
high elevation vegetation types including aspen. This area may help researchers and foresters
learn more about the multiple causes of sudden aspen decline (SAD), which is widespread across
the Apache-Sitgreaves NFs and other Arizana national forests, SAD results in the death of aspen
root systems, thus causing tatal loss of aspen clones from affected sites.

The recommended Corduroy RNA is approximately 3,350 acres. This area provides a
representation of montane willow riparian PNVT, fens, and wetlands unigue to the Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs; it also provides habitat for several rare aquatic species: California floater,
Three Forks springsnail, loach minnow, and Chiricahua leopard frog. This area provides
research opporiunities and serves as a reference for studying effects of fire, climate change, and
other management activities. It may also serve as a research area for control of invasive species
while maintaining native species.

Discussion: Apache County is concerned that these two proposed Research Natural Areas
(RNA's) seem to be very large and represent a broad range of ecosystems. Again due to their
rather large size it appears the A-S NF is not only proposing to create arcas that will be protected
and preserved for research and educational purposes, but is also establishing more acres of
pseudo wilderness in order to protect these areas from the public. RNA’s are not intended to
serve as pseudo wildemess areas and should only pass the lands y to serve as
“baseline reference areas.”

RNAs that are repr ve of ¢ e in natural condition serve as baseline or
reference areas. To help answer resource { quest the baseline areas of RNAs
can be compared with similar ecosystems undergoing silviewltural or other land management
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preseriptions. In this way, RNAs make an important contribution to ecosystem management,
http://www.fs.fed us/rmrs/research-natural-areas/

The other concern dealing with these proposed RNA's is the lack of information provided
concerning the current condition of these and the other areas being proposed as RNA's, How
much of the area being proposed as RNA’s in the Proposed Plan was burnt in the Wallow Fire?
Were any of the lands being proposed as RNA's severely impacted by high intensity fire or the
erosion and flooding that was a result of the Wallow Fire? These and other questions should be
answered in a current condition description in the Proposed Plan,

While Apache County is not opposed to setting aside areas as RNA’s, it is not willing to accept
the A-S NF using this authority to create pseudo wilderness.

Remedy: Remove wording and change guidelines that lead to de facto wilderness management
disguised as other designations

Issue: The Plan misleads the public through the use of non-Wilderness primitive designations to
achieve de facto Wilderness designations.

Reference (3" and 5" paragraphs, page 123, Proposed Plan):

All wilderness standards and guidelines apply to the entive Blue Range Primitive Area and
presidential recommended additions until congressional action has been taken.

The Apache-Sitgreaves NFs continue to manage the Blue Range Primitive Area and the
presidential rec ded additions as a primitive area until Congress acts on the 1971
wilderness recommendation. Should Congress not designate any portion of this management
area as wilderness and release lands from primitive area status, the released lands would be
managed as a part of the Natural Landscape Management Area.

Discussion: How long is the A-S NF going to wait for Congress to act on the Blue Range
Primitive Area wilderness proposal? Forty-two years of no action by the Congress should be an
indication that perhaps Congress does not believe the Blue Range Primitive Area is worthy of
wilderness designation, or that this area becoming wilderness is not the best use of the land.

Again the A-8 NF has managed this area as pseudo wilderness in violation of the Wilderness Act
for many years. (*...ne Federal lands shall be designated as “wilderness areas "' except as
provided for in this Act or by a subsequent Act. ') [Wilderness Act, Sec. 2, (a)] While the A-S
NF has not called the Blue Range Primitive Area a wildemess area, managing it as such for 42
years could easily construe the area as a designated wilderness area.

Remedy: Remove wording and change guidelines that lead to de facto wildemess management
disguised as other designations. Withdraw its recommendation to designate the Blue Range
Primitive Area as wilderness and move forward managing the lands for the various resources
values they contain.
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CONCLUSIONS

With the lack of DEIS consistency information and compliance, and absent County
coordination, cooperating agency and joint planning, the Agency cannot produce an accurate
FEIS. Furthermore, the Deciding officer cannot find appropriate balance between the effects of
the proposed action and/or activities vs. the benefits to society and the health, safety and welfare
of the County and its environs. The County finds that the DEIS is incomplete, missing
information, and is out of compliance with CEQ, and other related laws and regulations. In
conclusion, the A-S NEPA process and DEIS for public full disclosure is fundamentally flawed,
and thus the DEIS should be redone.

The Agency must correct the errors identified in these comments by issuing a Supplemental
DEIS (SDEIS). A SDEIS must correct the many flaws that have been identified in the DEIS and
provide the analyses that have identified as being missing from the DEIS. The SDEIS must
accurately bring forward the key issues identified in Scoping and formulate sufficiently
differentiated alternatives that are responsive to the Scoping issues that were identified, The
DEIS must address the social factors that were omitted. It must clearly display an accurate "No
Action" alternative which included all of the actual roads and trails located on the Forest and
must include a full analysis of the impacts of the cross country travel closure, particularly in
regards to the cumulative effects on the human environment; for example a reduced quality of
experience.

The SDEIS cannot evade the necessity of qualitative discussions of effects and social factors by
narrowing the range of the alternatives and reducing the scope of the analysis. There should not
be an effort to pre-select the outcome of the analysis by altering or limiting the data that will be

used in the formation of alternative and conducting the analysis. The analysis must address the

effects of the different alternatives clearly and not depend on broad assertions of opinion.
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4. Attachment 1: Federal, State and Local Coordination Requirements
NMational Forest Management Act (16 USC §1604)

Forest and Rangeland Renewable R Planning Act § 6 (16 USC 1604(a))
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, §3 (16 USC §530)

1.8 Forest Service 219 Planning Rule: Coordination with Other Public Planning Efforts (36 CFR
§219.7);

US Forest Service Manual (FSM) 1921.63(a);
US Forest Service Manual (FSM 1950.2)
US Forest Service Manual (FMS 1970) cconomic and social evaluation,

Integrated Resource Management Process—the Road to Ecosystem Management (USFS Region
3, 4" edition, appendix A)

National Environmental Policy Act §101(a), 102(c), (42 USC §4331(b)(5) & §4332(2))
Joint Planning (40 CFR §1506.2 (b)); Cooperaling Agencies (40 CFR§1501.6)

President’s Council on Environmental Quality Directive to Federal Agencies regarding
Cooperating Agency, Feb, 2002

40 CFR §1501.7; 40 CFR §1503.1
Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 USC §601-612)

Proper Consideration of Small Entities in Agency Rulemaking - Presidential E ive Order
13272

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (§401 and 3 USC §301)

Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs - Presidential Executive Order 12372
Facilitation of Cooperative Conservation - Presidential Executive Order 13352
Environmental Justice - Presidential Executive Order 12898 §302(d)

Outdoor Recreation Act (16 USC §4601)

National Trails System Act (16 U.S.C, 1241

Presidential Executive Order 13195: Trails for America in the 21%. Century

Arizona Coordination Act

Apache County Board of Supervisors Resolution in Feb. 2010 notified Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forest: The need to coordinate the Agency Forest Plan process

Catron County Ordinance 002-93: Catron County Environmental Planning & Review Process;
and, Catron County Resolution 002-2010: County Board of Supervisors Asserting Legal
Standing and Formally Invoking Coordination with All Federal and State Agencies Maintaining
Jurisdiction Over Lands And/Or Resources Located Within The County of Catron, New Mexico
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5. Attachment 2: Apache County Board of Supervisors CEQ Factors for
Cooperating Agency
The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) spells out the requirements for

cooperating agency status in the NEPA process in its 12 factors for determining CA acceptance
or rejection. It is Apache County ‘s opinion is that it meets several of the factors,

1f the US Forest Service needs more detailed information all they have to do is ask for more
detail and clarification. The points below summarize but do not include all factors.

Jurisdiction by law (40 C.F.R. § 1508.15):

Does the agency have the authority to veto a praposal or a portion of a proposal? What
about County roads including RS2477 roads that may be inadvertently closed? Would it not be
helpful to have counties as Cooperating Agencies to avoid such problems?

Does the agency have the authority to finance a proposal or a portion of a proposal?
Again, CA counties do provide cost-share for forest systems roads and other related financing.

Special expertise (40 C.F.R. § 1508.26]:

Does the cooperating agency have the expertise needed to help the lead agency meet a
statutory responsibility? Given the intermix of County and USFS roads; the county had the
expertise to assist the Forest Service, and meet this factor,

Does the cooperating agency have the expertise developed to carry out an agency
mission? The Apache County has provided such expertise for years. Agency/USFS should seek
Apache County expertise regarding the existing roads.

Does the cooperating agency have the related program expertise or experience? Given
the County roads on the Agency as well as the USFS roads contracted by the County, it would
meet this factor. In addition, the County has expertise through it's Cooperative Extension branch
as well as specialized expertise to assist in socioeconomics, Wildland Urban interface, watershed
management to name a few, With open and honest dialogue, the County can bring a variety of
resources to assist the Forest Service especially given the time crunch and the shortage of
manpower to complete the EIS.

. Does the cooperating agency have the expertise regarding the proposed actions’
relationship to the objectives of regional, State and local land use plans, policies and controls
(1502.16(c})? Given the above as well as further discussion, it would be a factor for Apache
County.

Lir# 004

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT

OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1110 West Washington Street * Phoenix, Arizona 85007
{602) 771-2300 » www.azdeq.gov

Janice K. Brewer Henry R, Darwin

Gaovernor Director

February 20, 2013

Ms. Michelle Davalos, Forest Planner
Plan Revision Team
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
PO Box 640

30 8. Chiricahua Drive

Springerville, AZ 85938

RE: Apache Sitgreaves National Forests: Scoping Letter for Proposed Land Management
Plan, Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Ms. Davalos:

The ADEQ Air Quality Division has reviewed your letter dated February 4, 2013, requesting a
Scoping Letter for the Proposed Land Management Plan, Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). The paris of your project that are located within the TO3S-R28E,
TO35-R29E, TO3S-R30E and T045-R30E sections are part of a sulfur dioxide (SOz) maintenance
plan area. As deseribed, it may have a de minimis impact on air quality. Disturbance of
particulate matter from off highway vehicles and vehicles traveling over unpaved roads as well
as smoke from fires is anticipated. Considering prevailing winds. to comply with other
applicable air pollution control requirements and minimize adverse impacts on public health and
welfare. the following information is provided for consideration:

PRESCRIBED FIRE ACTIVITIES

Fire creates smoke that includes a complex mix of air pollutants. Prescribed fire planning should
minimize the effects of smoke on public health, public nuisance, and visibility in Federal Class [
Areas, Prescribed fire activities must also comply with the requirements of Title 18, Chapter 2,
Article 15 of the Arizona Administrative Code entitled “Forest and Range Manapgement Bumns.”
For further information regarding requirements for prescribed burns, please contact the
Environmental Program Specialist at (602) 771-2363.

worthern Regionad OfTice Southern Regional Office
1801 W. Route 66 = Suite 117 « Flagsiaff, AZ 86001 400 West Congress Street * Suite 433 « Tucson, AZ 85701
(928) 7790313 (520) 628-6733

Primed an recycled paper
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From: Cims Doaum
To: ESAGHF Blarcirg
o Chos Baorell: s M Fearcis: | s Caara
Subject: Ppache -Sigreaves Mational Forests Proposed Land Maregemert Plan and DEIS
Date: Wecheschy, May 15, 2013
Attachments: Eronosed ancMananementPlarCELS AFTCommentefter 201305150
David Dorum

Arizona Game and Fish Department
Habitat Program Manager, Region 1
2878 E. White Mountain Blvd.
Pinetop, Arizona 85935

Off. (3928) 367-4281

Cell (828) 245-2781

FAX (928) 367-1268

E-Mail: ddorum@azgfd.gav

Advocating for the needs of wildlife on behalf of the citizens of Arizona.

A sociely grows great when old men plant trees whose chade they know they shall revee <b i Grok

proverd,

LtrE101

| GovERNOR
BanL K, GHEWER

THE STATE OF ARIZONA  commscioncrs

CHEEMAN, LW FARIIS, iesos

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT | rowent sess wicase

WR™ 3 BaNIE. FFRLS
5000 W, CARZFRTE HIGHWAY | Ermsin-#4r Maocen, FLasstar
Friomax, A7 B5086-5000 | pirtcror
(6UZ) 42-3000 « WWW AZSFDGoy | RRTD e

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
REGIIN I, 288 E WiHITE MOUNTAIN BIYD. PINETOR, AZ 85035 | v san

May 15,2013

Apuche-Sitgreaves National Forests
Plan Revision Team

PO Box 640

Springerville, AZ 85938

Re: Proposed [Land M, 1 Plan and Prog; ic DEIS

Diear Plan Revision Team:

The Arizoma Game and Fish Department (Department) has reviewed the Proposed Land
Management Plan (Plan) and Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (DEIS) dated January 2013, The
Department understands thal the Plan is strategic in nature, providing broad guidance and
information for fiture project and activity decision making on the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests (A-8). Once completed, it will replace the current plan, written in 1987, and serve to
guide management on the A-S for the next 10 10 15 years. The Department further understands
that decisions for specific land managemenl activities will be made later with additional
opportunily for Department and public involvement.

Lands administered by the A-S play a vital role in providing wildlife habitat as well as
opportunities for wildlife related recreation in north-castern Arizona. Public lands, managed
under the principle of muttiple use, lorm the comerstone of wildlife habitat and are essentizl for
maintaining Arizona’s wildlife heritage and wildlifc recreational oppormumities into the future. As
Arizona’s human population continues to grow throughout the lifc of this Plan and adjacent lands
bocome increasingly impacted by development it is anticipated that wildlife and the public will
hecome inercasingly dependent on lands administered by the A-S. Tt is therefore essential that
the next forest plan not only adequately address current wildlife habitat and recreational nceds,
but alse provide for the high quality habitat and the maintenance of wildlife connectivity both
within and across the A-S that will be essential for sustaining heulthy populations of wildlife
within a more fragmented Arizona landscape.

The Depariment is therefore pleased with the Plan’s stated emphasis on the mainienance and
improvement of ccosystem health, We apree that sustainuble supplies of resources, recreation.
and wildlife habitat are byproducts of healthy lunctioning ecosystems. Based on the overall
benefits to wildlife and their habitats, the balanced mix of public recreational and access
opportunities {see attached Arizona Game and Fish Comunission Pulicy relared to access), the

A E3uas OFPURTUNILT REASONABL © SEOOMMOTATIONS AGENCY
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Arizona Game and Fish Department Comments — A-S Plan and DLIS
May 15, 2013

Depurtment gencrally supports the Proposed Aliernative with consideration of our comments
below.

For your consideration the Department offers the lollowing comments;

Wildlife Quiet Areas

In the summer ol 1984, Department and A-S personnel initiated the idemtification of Wildlife
Quict Areas (WQASs) for public motarized vehicle aceess closures, The aceumulation of past
activities on forest lands had resulted in a vast network of roads, with extensive portions of
the A-S having three or more miles of roud per square mile of forest land. Studies had shown
that vehicular traffic on forest roads evokes un avoidance response by elk, resulting in
reduced habitat effoetiveness (Hershey and Leege 1976, Lyon 1979, 1983, Marcum 1976,
Perry and Overly 1976, Rost and Bailey 1979, Thomas, et al 1979, Witmer and deCalesta
1985) Studies With such an extensive road network and increasing use of recreational
vehicles on the A-S, Depariment biologists identified the opportunity ro designate quiet arcas
as un appreach o mitigate impacts of vehicular traffic on wildlife while still allowing
necessary wildlife and habitat management activities.

Resulling from these efforts are the eight cument WQAs (Beaver Turkey Ridge. Hulsey
Bench, Middle Mountain, Open Draw, St. Peters Dome, Upper Coyote, Willow Springs-
Horse Trap, and Woolhouse), and two additional arcas (Palomine and Carr Lake) that have
been managed as WQAs but that have aot been officially designated as such. The
Department considers the WOQAs to have succeeded in addressing the initial purposes for
which they were developed, with no additional impediments w the Depariment’s ability to
manage wildlife in these areas. The Department supports these areas for their benefits to
wildlife as well as the hunting and wildlife viewing public.

1t hus been nored by Department wildlife biologists familiar with these areas that the amount
and proximity of vehicular traffic to big game species iniluences their activity levels and
behaviors (M. Godwin and B. Rirkcland, personal communication), During times when all
forest use is reduced, such as in late winter; elk, deer and pronghorn are conunonly seen in
mare open areas in clear view of roads, and are not as commonly observed in these arpas
during higher forest use periods. During higher forest usc times, elk. deer and prongharn can
be ohserved more often in open spaces away ltom roads within the WQAs, and it is not
uncomimon 0 encounter these animals loafing and feeding in the open during daylight hours,

Current observations and field contacts by Department personnel confirm that a specilic
segment of the hunting public scek out these WQAs (M. Godwin, B. Birkeland, and D,
Cagle. personal communication). In the early through late-1990's, elk hunter check stations
were operated during most Game Management Unit (GMU) 4A clk hunts. Over those vears
several hundred hunters were contacted. The check station operators noted hunters that used
these WQASs encountered more bull ¢lk and bears than hunters who bunted areas outside the
WQAs (D, Cagle, personal communication). Hunters also ofien noted increased elk rutting
hehavior observed within these WQAs than in areas more acuessible v motarized ravel (M,
Godwin and D, Cagle, persanal communication).

-

LtrE101

Arizona Game and Fish Deparrment Comments — A-8 Plan and DEIS
May 15, 2013

A specific example is the Weolhonse WQA located in GMU 3B adjacent the towns of Show
Low and Pinetop-l.akeside. It is 2 popular hunting arca for late bull and cow elk hunters,
This area is known as a consistent elk wintering Jocation, and 30 to 40 vehicles may be
porked along the area’s perimeter on opening weekend mormings.

In addition to the eight desipnated WQAs proposed for retention in the Plan, the Department
requests that the Camr Lake and Palomino areas be officially desipnated as WQAs as well.
Although nor designated as such, these areas have been closed to public motorized usc and
have been managed as WQAs for at least the past 20 years. Located within the kigh use Rim
Lakes Recreation corridor, they provide significam benefits to wildlife and the public,
including a nearby place for wildlife to retrcat from the high levels of vehicular raffic and
recreational use which oceur throughout most of the summer and fall months. They also
provide an easily accessible location for visitors 1o the Rim Lakes Recreational Arca 1o EO
who desire (0 experience a less crowded and noisy environmenl where there is a high
probability of observing wildlife, In addition, officially designating these arcas as WOAs
would preserve a popular hunting area for hunters who scek out and have growm accustomaed
to a hunting experience away from motorized vehicles. The Department supports the
inclusion of these areas as WiQAs given the current management of these areus and given this
designation would not impede the Department’s ability to actively manage wildlife in the
area.

The Pian also includes designation of two additional WQAs {Cottonwood and Rear Springs).
In the interest of improving the hunting experience in tuse areas, the Department supports
such designation. These portions of the Biack Mesa Ranger District are located in GMU 3C
alony the Mogollon Rim and border the Fort Apache Indian Reservation (FAIR). This area is
heavily roaded, and also experiences significant utilization by woodeutiers in the fall,
Hunters in the field contacted by Department personnel have routinely brought up the issug
of too many OHV's and roads in these arcas negatively impacting the quality of their hunts
(B. Birkeland, personal communication). Most hunters also reported that shartly after
sunrise there were woodcutters scatiered throughoul the wonds and in densities so high that it
was often difficult to be in an area and not henr, or have wildlife disturhed by the sound of’
chainsaws. [ is also not uncommon for huniers to state that due to all of the disturbance
oceurring in GMU 3¢ in the fall, game animals are being pushed and staying on the FAIR
during this time period where they remained inaccessible to these hunters. Tt should be noted
that this portion of the FAIR has fewer roads and OHVs are not allowed. Having two small
WQA's wtaling 5,799 acres in this portion of GMU 3C would belp meel the needs of these
hunters who are seeking a quicier and more secluded hunting cxperience. Due to the size and
configuration of these areas, they would remain easily accessible by foot 1o hunt, with the
majority ol the area within a mile from the nearest road. In addition to the benefit 1o an
important segment of hunters, yume species including deer. turkey, elk, bear, and mountain
lion will benetit by having an area of less disturbance,

The Department thanks the A-S for working with our Regional Staff throughout the Forest
Plan Revision process o identify these areas. The Department looks forward to working
with the A-S to emphasize the importance of these crifical areas through the creation and
installation of additional interpretive and regulatory signage.

3
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Arizona Game and Fish Department Comments — A-S Plan and DEIS EZD]I’? gzlll::c and Tish Department Comments — A-S Plan and DEIS
May 15, 2013 v 15, 2013

Wildernats e angling/boating recreation on this lake would be adversely impacted.  Standard lake
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‘The Department recognizes the long-term value to wildlifc and the public that wilderness
designations may provide, as long as the ability to actively manage wildlife is maintained in
these areas. Impacts from the continued and irreversible loss of habitar resulting from
development and fransportation infrastructure is o majer concern (o the Department, and is
the leading challenge facing the Department in maintaining Arizona's wildlite heritage and
wildlife recreational opportunities into the futurc, The Department is not opposed to
wilderness designations that do not affect our ability to manage wildlife, the public’s ability
to access public lands, or limits multiple use on public lands.

Also of concern, however, is the continued abilily of the Department o adequatcly manage
Arizona’s wildlifc.  As wildlife habitat hecomes more restricted and fragmented. the
Department will need to provide a more proactive approach to wildlife management in an
effort to maintain and improve declining populations of game and nongame species. A
strictly hands-off approach to maintenance of biological diversity and long-term species
viability is no longer a feasible option.

Although a wildemess designation offers much value, the Department has expericnced
significant restrictions in its ability to fulfill its public trust responsibilities resulting from:
such special land use designations. The Department therefore requosts that full consideration
he given to, and provisions provided, that ensure the ability ol the Department to fulfill its
public trust responsibilities through active wildlife management within wilderness arcas.
Specilic management actions which may be necessary, and may necessitate the use of
motorized equipment include, bul are not restricted to: periodic fish surveys and non-native
fish removal utilizing nets or battery and gas powered clecirolishing equipment, construction
or maintenance of fish barriers, chomical stream renovations, fish stocking, low-level serial
wildlife surveys, research, and law enforcement flights, wildlife capture, conswuction of
lemporary release pens, construction and muintenance of wildlife waters, providing salt and
mineral supplements, depredation, and wildlife mortality investigations.

Currently, there are three dosignuted wilderness areas within the A-S (Moumt Baldy,
Fscudilla, and Bear Wallow) twtaling 23,234 acres.  The Plan includes prefiminary
administrative recommendations for two additions to existing wilderness arcas. These are
the 6,813 acre Escudilla Wilderness addition, and the 261 acre Bear Wallow Wilderness
addition, which would, if designated by Congress, increase total acres of designated
wilderness to 30,308,

Site Specific Comments
Chevelon Lake: Although not included in the Proposed Allernative, the Department does
not support the inclusion of Chevelon Lake as a recommended wilderness.  As discussed
in the DEIS, this inclusion would pose significant impacts on current public recreational
opportunities as well as the Department”s ability to manage this important sportfish area
and assure public safety. Chevelon Lake oflers boating and fishing recreation, where gas
motors up to 10hp arc allowed. A Chevelon Lake wilderness designation would
compramizse the public’s ability 1o continue these boating uses and would farther limit the
Department’s ability to invest in associated boating facilities. In addition W the
recreational impacts, the ability of the Department 1 manage sportfish populations and
4

population surveys are completed anmually to inform mansgcment of lake fish
populations, with these surveys requiring the use of motorized boats, Additionally, the
Department must maintain motorized aceess 1o and around the dam o adequately monitor
and maintain this structurc. [nadequate maintensnce of this dam can creaic a safety issue
to those using the lake and those downstream of the lake, and presents liabilities thar the
Department is not willing to assume.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

Although there are no designated wild and scenic rivers on the A-8, approximately 339 miles
of 23 rivers are cligible to be included in the National Wild and Scenie Rivers System. The
Department requests that the A-S coordinate closely with the Department regarding any
development of munagement dircction for these areas to ensure that full consideration is
gven to the potential impacts on the ability of the Department to continue to manage fish and
wildlife resources, and thus maintain and enhance those identified valuss. Specilic
management actions which may be necessary to maintain and enhunce fisheries valucs
including such activities as periodic fish surveys and non-native fish remaval ulilizing nets or
baticry and gas powered clecirofishing equipment, construction or mainlenance of fish
barriers. and chemical renovations,

These areus also possess outstandingly remarkable wildlife retated recreational values. The
Department believes that hunling, fishing, and watchable wildlife opportunities are key
components of these values, and that futre management of these arcas should allow for the
continued use of these areas by the public for wildlife related recreational activitics.

Fish Barrier Maintenance: The Deparument is concerncd, however, about how certain rivers
weee analyzed and classified in the 2009 Eligibility Report for the National Wild and Scenic
River System. Apache-Sitgreaves Nutional Forests, which cxcluded partions of several rivers
around man-made fish barriers. Those portions were classified as not eligible because they
were described as no longer flowing in a natural condition due to the existence of structures
which had modified the waterway. This approach was requested and supported by A-8 and
Department fish biologists at the time, with these barriers being identified as necessary for
native fish recovery efforts undertaken on A-S.

For the 2009 analysis, two scgments of two stremns, 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 Department is concerned that the eligibility und suitahility of these sepments and
the associated management that is required to maintain and possibly mudify barriers will
canfliet with and hinder the ability to secure the mujor investmem and accompanying
biological objectives represented in these man-made structures as watershed conditions
change. For cxample, hydrologic changes in some heds following the Wallow Fire
have triggered a need to modify several Apache trout fish barriers 1o handle the increased
flood flows. Mainmining the Fish Habital outstanding remarkable value (ORV) of these
streams can only happen by ensuring that those barriers do not fail.
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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. Thal barrier did include an original boulder drop, but was
significantly modified with a wall of gabions. This burrier has since been significantly
damaged by extreme food flows immediately following the Wallow Fire in 2011, impairing
:jl;e Apache trout Fish Habitat ORV in Fish Creek. Long term plans are to replace this
TTier.

Thc East Fork LCR, included an excluded segment for two gabion fish barricrs, but did not

lude an exclusion for another fish barrier upstream at Colier Dam. Colter Dam wits
c-‘rigina.lll\r built for irrigation storage and consists of a moderately large carthen dam. Tt has
since been abandoned for irrigation use. Currently all streamilow in the East Fork LCR at
this poit must drop through an 18-20 inch outlet pipe, which has 1 5-6 foot vertical drop
before coming out the bottom side of Colter Dam.  This vertical drop through the pipe
currently acts as a fish bamier even though it was not designed nor built for that purpose.
This is a positive feature for Apache trout above Colter Dam because the two gabion fish
barriers further downstream are currcally not effective.  Waork is in progress to seal these
gabion barriers, but they may always be suspect becanse of their flawed design. Colter Dam
would be a positive [eature to maintain on the East Fork LCR for Apache trout recovery, as it
has functioned as a very effvctive fish barrier. Ihe classification of the East Furk LOR is
Seenic, which by definition is free of impoundments. The Drepartment contends that Colter
Dam is un impoundment, and that the 2009 analysis overlooked this foature

Aspen

Aspen is an important component of forest vegetation communities due to its role in
providing for greater wildlife diversily, The Department has noted its concerns relative 1o
the decline of aspen oa the A-S and supports a holistic approach to address this issue. Such
an approach must principally focus on forest health and restoration on a landscape scalc (e.g.
mechanical vegetation treatments and planned and unplanned fire), while also addressing the
multiple factors which can lead to cxcessive unpulate browsing. Recent large firc cvenls,
such as the Three Forks, Chitty, K-P Thomas Complex, and most recently the Wallow Fire.
demanstrate the utility of landscape scale mreatments in prc ing aspen reg; ion. In
thesc burn areas, the Department has observed considerable aspen regeneration with
cm‘respor?din_g minimal impacts lrom herbivory. The Department supports further research
and ing to imp d ding of the complex relationship among aspen and
other biotic and abiotic factors. and 1o support the development of management responses
that adequately consider and address these factors over time..

The Department does net support the general representation made in the DEIS (pages 138
and 139} that, in the wet mixed conifer and spruce-fir community, there is an
averrepresentation of vegetation structural states that are lacking aspen regeneration due to
elk browsing. There is no question that, absent areas impacted by Targe fire events, aspen
regeneration is lacking in these areas. This condition, however, is likely duc w numerous
and interrelated factors bevond a single factor such as elk browsing. The representation ol
low/lacking aspen regeneration being solely attributable to a single wildlife species is
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unsubstantiated by data and fails to acknowledge and consider multiple factors impacting
aspen regeneration.

Motorized Cpportunities

The Department appreciales the immense challenge faced by the A-S in reaching an
appropriate halance between public motorized travel, resource and wildlife protoction, and
nun-motorized recreational wses of A-S lands. The Department recognizes the negative
impacts on wildlife and wildlile habitat from unrestricted cross-conntry motorized travel, and
therefore supports the proposed prohibition of motorized cross-country travel, except where
authorized. The Department looks forward to continued coordination with the A-S on the
Travel Management Plan. A crilical component of which will be the continued availability
of the varicty ol vutdoor activities currently found on the A-S, including mototized big game
retrieval.

Gieneral Comments

= Although collectively, many of the desired conditions, punidelines, standards. and
objectives included in the Plan would help support and improve wildlife habitat and
wildlite recreational opportunities on the A-S, the Department is concerned that the Plan
relies too heavily on desired conditions. As defined in the Plan, desired conditions are
normally expressed in broad, general terms, have ao specitic date by which they are 1o be
completed, and are aspirations and not commitments.  As such, the Department questions
how these desired conditions will translatc into the necessary implemenlable e
actions that are vilal to making significant progress toward realizing the Plan’s emphasis
of ecological restoration. The Department therefore recommends translation of these
desired conditions into more actionable standards or guidelines, where doing so, would
better ennhle achievement of the ceological restoration identified in the plan.

* The Department strongly supports Plan objectives of treating on average up fo 35,000
acres of forest per year, up to 15,000 acres of woodlands per vear, and up to 23,000 acres
of grasslands per year. The Plan should, however more cleorly stress the need and intent
to focus mechanical thinning efforts on the overabundant small diameter trees within the
lorested vegetation types.

= The Department understands the uitigque and vilal role that [ire plays in the maintenance
ol wildlife habitat within fire adapted ecosystems, and acknowledges the need to restore
natural fire regimes on the A-S. The Department therefore supports the proposed desired
canditions, dard ideli and approaches that enhance the ability of
lire (both planmed «nd unplanned ignitions) to function in its natural ecological role.

+ The Depariment supports the objective of establishing forage reserves as opportunities
arise.  Swch reserves can significamly aid in the facilitation of forest and prassland
restoration activities, such as the application of prescribed fire, by providing lorage w
livestock and wildlife where such activitias would impact localized. short-term forage
availability. The A-S should alsv consider allowing for ihe utilization of forage reserves
by permittees conducting habitat restoration on their Arizona Slate Land Depuriment
leases amd private grazing lands when conducted as part of a landseape scale restoration
pruject,
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Monitoring is mentioned numerous times throughout the DEIS and Plan, thus
highlighting its importance, The Department agrees that monitoring is eritical to future
adaptive management, and without which the A-S will not know if movement loward
desired conditions is needed or buing achieved. Unfortmately, insulficient detail is
provided in the Plan, including Chapter 5 - Monitoring Strategy, and the DEIS for the
reader 10 evaluate the sufficiency of the proposed monitoring.  The Department
recommends that additivnal detail be provided on monitoring implementation.

Page Speeific Comments (sugpested edits are indicated in italics and strikethrough)

Plan, 6" Level HUC Watershed Scale Desired Conditions, page 23: “Streamflow provide
connectivity among fish populations and provide unobstructed rouis critical for fulfilling
needs of aquatic, riparian dependent, and many upland spevies of plants and animals
except as needed for narive species recovery and management.” Recovery of native
fishes would not be possible in most locations on the A-S without the use of man-made
fish barriers (in the absence of a natural emigration harricr}.

Plan, 6" Level HUC Watershd Scale Desired Conditions, page 23: “Water qualily meets
the needs of alf desirable aquatic species. fncluding sueh as the California floater.
northern and Chiricahia leopard frog, and invertebrates (hat support fish pupulations.™

Plan, Background for Aquatic Iabitt and Species, page 25: The Deparument is only
aware of 23 nonnative fishes that are currently found on the A-S, not 25. There have
been others thar were stocked many years aga, but did not establish and do not persist on
the A-S today. The Dopartment also recommends characterizing the lower elevation
warm waler habitat as “cyprinid and carostomid (minnow and sucker familics) streams™
instead of only cyprinid, Mineral Cresk should be added 1o the list of streams that are
totally diverted.

Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Habitat and Species, 4" and 5 Level HLC
Watershed Scale Desired Conditions, page 25: “Swreamflows. habitat, and water quality

support native and desirable  nonnative aquatic and riparian-dependent species and
habitat

Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Habitat und Species, 6" Level HUC Watershed
Scale Desired Conditions, page 25 “Hubitat and ceological conditions are capable of
providing for self-sustuining populations of native armd desirable nonnative, riparian
dependent plant and animial species.™

Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Hubitat and Specics, 6" Level HUIC Watershed
Scale Desired Conditions, page 26: “Desirable nonnarive fish species, and nutive fish
species (ie. Apache tront Gila trout, rowndiail chib) provide recreational lishing in
waters where those opportunities are not in conflict with recovery of native fish species

Plan, Cuidelines for Aquatic Habitat and Species, page 26: “To prevent degradation of

native species habital and the incidental or aceidenial introduction of disenses or

nonnative specics, when fransferring aquatic spucies should—tor-be-transferrad |

Inanagement activities from one 6™ code walershed (o another, Measures should be uken
8
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to prevent the spread of nen-target fish species. invasive species, pavasites, or diseases.”
As wrilten, this did not allow eritical management actions ta recover rare species such as
T&E fish and candidate specics. Preventing the introduction of diseases and undesirable
nonnative species is important, but it should not preclude necessary conservilion actions,
or even desired recreational wildlife management actions, when these actions are
supported by recovery, conservation, or management plans,

Plan, Guidelines for Aquatic Habitat and Specics, page 26: “Projects and aclivities should
avoid damming or impounding lree-flowing waters 10 provide streamflows needed for
aquatic and riparian-dependent specics, except as needed for naiive species recovery and
Imanagement. or instream siructures that improve stream functionality and seahility or
improve aguatic hahtat conditions for aquatic species.”

Plan, Management Approaches for Aquatic Habitat and Specics, page 27: “The Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs cooperate with (he Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD), the
state wildlife agency with authority over wildlife management in Arizona o protect and
reintroduce malive agquatic species where appropriate and control or eradicate normative
species where appropriate.” The Department recommends the proceeding edits ro clarify
the Department’s wildlife management authority. and that control or eradiation of
nonmative species on the A-S is not an appropriate management action in all
CITCNMmStanees,

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scule, page 29: “Herbivory is in
bulance with available forage (i.e., grazing and brawsing by authorized and wnawthorized
livestock. wild horses, feral horses and hogs, and wildlife do not exceed available forage
production within established use levels)”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTSs, Landscape Scale, page 29: Add “The 4-8 is free
of wnawihorized, feral, and irespass lvestock”™ The Department has becume increasingly
concerned over the negative impacts of unauthorized, foral, and trespass livestock on
wildlife habitat. Department personnel have noled significant increascs in the numbers of
these animals over recent years, and expects this nearly exponential growth to continue.
Lhe Department urges the A-S 1o inclide the above Desired Condition and to take
prompi, sub ive action Lo address this prowing threat to ecosystem health on the A-S.

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Fine Scale Desired Conditions, page 30:
“Herbaceous vegeration smount and structure (v plamt density, height. liter, seed
heads) provides habitat to support wildlie, including prey specics.” Plan, page 30, All
PNVTSs, Fine scalc,

Plan, Mid-Scale Desired Conditions for Riparian Areas, page 34, “Willows (e.g. Bebb,
Guoyer, Arizona) are free of disease, and reproducing with all age classes present.” The
Departinent believes that the A-S has failed to acknowledge the significant role that
disease has played in the loss of willows across the A-S.

Plap, Mid-Scale Desired Conditions, page 34; Within the Plan it states that ireated

wastewater may be used (o provide wetland habituls. ITowever the value of treated

wastewater is nol mentioned as a desired condition for ripurian values, The Departrmeni

recompieikls that the following desired condition be incorporated into the Plan,
9
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“Wetlands created with treated wastewater from municipalities provide additionai
critical wildlife habia™

Plan, Objectives for Riparian Areas, page 34: “Within the planning period, relocated,
repair, improve, or decommission a minimum ol 4 miles of National Forest Systems
roads or trails that add sediment W streams, damage riparian vegetation, erode
streambanks, cause gullies, and/or compact floodplain soils. These activities should
promote adequate frail access that addresses public recreational access needs fe.m
Jishing and hiking) and minimizes creation of additional unautharized trails.™

Plan, Management Approaches for Riparian Areas, page 33: In the last paragraph the
word “clk™ should be replaced with “ungulaw™. In addition. the preceding paragraph
should more strongly emphasize the need for landscape scale restoration treatments
within the contexe of riparian arca management.

Plan, Pinon-Juniper Savanna, Landscape scale. page 54: Scatiered shrubs and a
continuous herbaccous understory, including native grasses, forbs, and annuals, are
presenl to support a natural five regime and provide fir wildlife needs.

Plan, Pinon-Tuniper — Persistent Woodland, Mid-scale, page 54: “Grass and forb cover is
maximized, bused on site capability. to protect and enrich soils and provide for wildlite
neges,

Plan, Desired Conditions for Grasslands, Landscape seale, page 56 “ilerbacecus
vegetation and litter provides lor and maintaing the natural fire regime (fire regime I)...",

Tlan, Background for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 59: In the last paragraph it states
that “Other species have been introduced. such as Rocky Mountain clk and crayfish.” The
Department considers elk to be a native Arivona species. Although it is likely that
Merriant’s clk, which were present in Arizona prior v the Yellowstone introductions ol
Rocky Mountain etk had been extirpated from the state, the genelic differences, and the
signiticance of these differences between the two populations (based on very limited
samples} is uncertain al this time.  Accordingly, the Dopartment views it wholly
inappropriate (o present elk, a desired native species that provides significant economie
and social henefits to the forest and local communilics, in [he same context as crayfish,
which is a clearly undesirable and destructive nonnative specics.

Plan, Background for Wildlift and Rare Plants, page 59: Although the Plan briefly
discusses and makes mention of the economie importance of forest products, including
fimber and livestock, the signilicant economic contribution 1o the local communities and
eounties provided by wildlife residing on the A-8 is lacking. The Department
recommends that the A-S acknowledge the economic contribution of wildlife (hunting,
fishing, wildlife viewing) and provide such information within the Background for
Wildlile and Rare Plants seetion, The Depariment looks forward to working with the A-S
to provide additional detailed information regarding the economic benefits of wildlife.

Man, Background for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 60: The reference to “Mexican
woll™ should be changed to “Mexican gray woll™.

10
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Plan, Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 60: Add “Right-nfoway fencing where
prongharn antelope may he present should be placed and constructed in a manner that
considery mavimizing fence and road permeability for pronghorn antelope while
addressing public safety concerns. "

Plan, Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 61: “Praitie dog controls should not
be authorized except when consistent wilth approved State of Arizona Gunnison’s prairia
dog conservation strategies, or as authorized by the Arizong Game nd Fish
Commission.” It should be clear that this puideline does not apply to hunling sclivities as
authorized by the Arizona Game and Fish Comunission,

Plan, Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 61: “The needs of localized specics
(¢.g. New Mexico meadow jumping mouse, Bebb willow, White Mowntsin paintbrush)
shauld be considered and provided for during project activities to ensure their limited or
specialized hahitats are not lost or degraded.

Plan, Management Approaches for Willlife and Rare Plants, page 62: Reference is made
1o the Arizona Wildlifc and Fisheries Comprehensive Plan. This is an outdated plan. A
more appropriate reference would be the State Wildlife Action Plan as well as the
Wildlife 20/20 Arizona Game and Fish Department’s Stratepic Plan,

Plan, Management Approaches for Wildlife and Rare lunts, page 63: Promoting healthy
population of predators while, reducing lvestock conflicts with wild!ife is discussed. It
should be noted that predaror contral may also be required to reduce conflice and meet
management objectives fur wildlile prey species such as pronghom, especially where
degraded habitat conditions or other factors influence the natural predator prey
relationship,

Plan, Objectives for Invasive Species, page 64: Fradication of cowbirds is included as an
objective in this section. Please note that such actions need w be coordinated with the
Departnent und appropriate permitting obtained.

Plan, Guidelines for Invasive Species, page 64: “Projects and activitics, eveepy ay needed
Jor wildlife conservativn and manggement projects (Le. native species recovery and
managemend, and sporifish stocking), should not transfer water between drainages or
between unconnected wator bodies within the same drainage to avoid spreading disease
and ayuatic invasive species. For projects and acrivities where waler transfors will oceur,
measures should be token fo preveal the sprecd of non-target fish species, invasive
species, parasites, or diveases ™

Plan, Guidelines for Landscape Scale Disturbance Events, page 66: “Crosion control
mitigation features should be implemented to proteet sipnificant resource values and
infrastructure such as stream channels, roads, strucnires, threatenad and endangered
species, and cultural resources. The wve of nemnative grass seed for aervial seeding should
be discowraged.” The Department is concorncd with the use by the A-8 of “non-
persistent” nomative grass seed to mitigate wildfire impacts. Although the Department
acknowladges the need for erosion contral mitigation following a large fire cvent, the use
of nonnative seed, as vecurrad (ollowing the Wallow Tire, has resulted in unintendad
conseyuences. These include concentrating elk within seeded locations, discouraging
11
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normal daily and seasonal movement patterns, outcompeting native forbs and masses,
and impacring aspen regeneration.

Plan, Background for Overall Reereational Opportunities, page 68: Add boating to the list
of primary recreational activities. Kayaking and canceing ure becoming very popular
activities on some lakes such as Fool ITellow. Bear Canyon, and Woods Canyon, in
addilion to some motorized hoating recreation.

Plan, Background for Developed Recreation, puge 72: In addition to the A-S and State
Parks. Fool Hollow Lake Recreation Arca is operated through a partnership with the
Arizana Game and Fish Department and the City of Show Tow,

Plan, Background for Motorized Opportunities, page 73: The final sentence in this
paragraph states “These roads and trails arc also needed for forest management.” Tt is
unclear if the A-5 is alse considering unauthorized roads (user-created) as being needed
lur forest management. The Department recommends clarifcation.

Plan, Desired Condilions for Moterized Opportunities, page 73: “Open NES roads and
motorized trails are easily identificd on the ground (e.g., well marked. and marked open
unless elosed).

Plan, Standards for Motorized Opportunities, page 74: “Motorized vehicle travel shall be
managed to occur only on the designated system of NFS roads and motorized trails and
designated motorized areas.” It should be made clear in this standard that (here will be
authorized exemptions, incloding motorized big game retrieval.

Plan, Standards for Motorized Opportunities, page 74: *Unless specifically authorized,
motorized cross-country travel shall be mamaged to occor only in designared moterized
arens.” It should be made clear in this standard, that motorized big game retricval is
included in rhe activities that arc specifically authorized.

Plan, Management Approaches for Motorized Opportunities, page76: “The Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs coordinate with Federal Highways Administration. Arizona Game and
Fish Department, and ADOT to facilitate transportation needs, planned improvements.,
and transportation conditions. Apache-Sitgreaves NFs work with ADOT and Arizong
Game and [ish Deparoment to alleviate concerns with secnic resources; maintenance
activities; use of herbicides; usc ol deicing agents; and creation of furnouts, parking Ints,
and wildlile crossings ™

Plan, Desired Conditions for lLivestock Grazing, page 95: “Livestock grazing is in
halance with available forage {i.e. grazing and browsing by authorized and nnauthorized
livestock, wild horses, feral Aorses and hugs, and wildlife do not exceed available forage
production within established use levels)”

Plan, Desired Conditions for Livestock (nazing, page 95: Add “Livestock Grazing does
not negatively aftect wildlife habitat und populations.” This mirrors a desired condition
under Managed Recreation on page 69,

Plan, Standards for Livestock Grazing, page 96; “New or revonstructed fencing shall
allow lor wildlife passage, except where specifically intended to exclude wildlife (e.g.
elk). Comstruction of new fonces parallel ta existing fences shall not be allowed uniess
there is concurrent removal of the existing unneeded fence,”

Plan, Guidelines for Livestock Grazing, page 96: “New livestock watering facilities shall
be designed to allow wildlifc access and escape. Existing livestock watering facilities
shall he modified as opporamities arise to allow for wildlife access and escape.”

Plan. Guidelines for Livestock Grazing, page 96: “Efforts (e.p. lemporary fencing,
increased herding, herding degs) should be made to prevent transfor of disease from
domestic sheep and goats to bighom sheep wherever bighom sheep occur. Permit
conversions to domestic sheep or goats should not be allowed in arcas adjacent to or
inhabited by bighomn sheep or areas identified by the Arizona Game and Fish
Department for highorn sheep reinroductions.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for Community-Foresi Inlermix, page 106: “Native prasscs,
forhs, shrubs, and liner (ie., tine fuels) are abundant enough lo maintain and support
natural lire regimes, protect soils, provide for wildlife needs, and support water
infiitration.”

Plan, Guidelines for Encrgy Corridors. page 110: “Eneroy cornidors should be managed
as nonmotorized areas to-sweid where conflicts with corridor maintenance needs exist-
absngh activities-thuy-tse motorized-equip " 'Lhe Department believes
that utilizing energy corridors for motorized use, where these uses can be compalible, can
limit additional habitat degradaiion by helping to meet motorized recreslional demands
while redueing the need for additional NFS motorized roads and trails in less disturbed
areas.

Plan, Desired Conditions for Wild Horse Territory, page 111: “Crazing is in balance with
available forage (i.e. grazing and browsing by suthovized and wnawhorized livestock,
wild horses. feral horses and hogs, and wildlife do not exceed the available forage
production within established use levels).”

Plan, Background for Recommended Rescarch Natural Areas, page 118: The
recommended Sardrock Research Natural Area is described as baving been excluded
from domeslic grazing for 25 years. Though the inlenl was to exclude livestock grazing
for the perind described, livestock were present on Sandrock throughout the entire period.

Plan, Desired Conditions for Recommended Rescarch Natural Areas, page 118 “{he
Three Forks Closure Area (30 acres) of the recommended Three Forks RNA is free from
human trampling and other disturbances to protect very sensitive and unique species,
such us the Three Forks springsnail, California floater, New Mexico meadow jumping
mouse, and Chirivahua leopard frog—and loaekssinnow.” Loach minnow have never
been documented within the actual closure area. Loach minnow have been documented
within the mainstem of the Cast Fork Black River, which nms paraliel 1o but not within
or through the closure area. Designated Critica] TTabitat for Joach minnow also exisis on
the Fast Fork Black River but not within the closurc arcu.
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Plan, Background for Wilderness, page 120: Add 1o the first paragraph regarding Mt.
Baldy wilderncss. “The bast Fork Little Colorado River and West Fork Little Colorado
River originatc on Mt. Baldy and flow throughont the year through this wilderness,
providing habitat for the threatened Apache trout.” This 1 mirrors |
provided for the Bear Wallow Wilderness and Dear Wallow Creek.

Plan, Standards for Wildernoss, page 121: “Party size of 12 persons and’or 12 head of
stock for recregtional hiking and riding groups in Mount Baldy Wilderness shall not be
exceeded. A party size of 6 persons lor overnight recreational camping shall not be
execoded.” This standard should not apply to wildlife and Gsheries management activites
(e.g. stream renovation und (ish restocking activities).

Plan, Standards for Wilderness, page 121: “Party siwc of 12 persons andior 15 head of
stock for recreational hiking and riding groups in Escudilla and Bear Wallow Wilderness
and the Blue Range Primilive Area shall nat be exceeded.” This standard should net
apply 1o wildlife and fishenies management activities (e.g. stream renovation and fish
restocking activities).

Plan, Motorized Use Suitability. page 131: The footnote for table § describes exemptions
per the Travel Management Rule. The Department requests the allowances for motorized
big game retrieval be included within this footnote,

Plan, Motarized Use Svitability, puage 132: Table 9 indicares that NFS motorized trails
<507 arc not suitable within energy cormidors. The Department believes that utilizing
energy cortidors for motorized uss, where these uses can be compatible, can Limit
additional habitat degradation by helping to meet motorized reereational demands while
reducing the need for additional NFS mutorized roads and trails in less disturbed areas.

Man. Programmatic Agreements, page 255: Add w the list of agreements: Memorandum
of Understanding between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Arizona (iame and
Fish Commission, 1.5, Fish and Wildiite Service, Arizona Trout Unlimited, Federation
of Fly Fishers, and Wildlife Conservation Council for the restoration of nalive trout on
the Apache National Forest,

DFEIS, Tmpacts Associaled with Nonnative Tish Species, pages 132-133: [he wording
used Lo deseribe impacts of nonmative fish on page 132 and of fish stocking on page 133
is inappropriate and disproportionate (o the descriprions given to other impacts on native
lish species. The statement that the Department continues W impact native fish
throughout the A-8 through stocking and manzgement of nonnative fish is misleading
and unnecessarily confrontational.  The Department does not dispute thal nonnative fish
are a major cause of the current status of many native fishes on the A-8. However, the
impact is not at the level that it used (o be decades ago. There are numerous processes in
place to minimize additional impacts of nonnative fishes, especially fish stocking. The
Department gocs through intensive consultation with the .S, Fish and Wildlife Service
on all stocking activities (o delermine impacts on native wildlife and to pain sssociated
clearances for those stocking activitics. In most cases, there are no impacts or it is
minimal, and in those few cases where an impact to native wildlife has been identified,
the Department actively mitigates those impacts. The Department therefore asks that a
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more pragmalic and balanced discussion of nonnative fish and fish stocking exist by
replacing current narrative with language similar to that within the Livestock Grazing
impacts seelion on page 130, which states that livestock grazing activities can have
numerous impacts..., and that livestock also have the potential w introduce nonnative
specics.

TIETS, Pronghorn Antelope, page 24%: “Scmi-deser. grasslands which on the forests
oceurs helow the Mogollon Rim is isolated by topography and dense woodlands, supparts
limiled numbers of pronghorn, and is not currently managed for the species by (he
AYZGFD.” This is not correct, Although pronghom numbers may be limited, this arca is
currently manuged for pronghorn. Tn fact, the Department has worked with the A-S and
NGOS to fund habitat Lmprovement projects in the semi-desert prasslands with
promghorn as one of the locus species for the work,

In addition to the comments above, the Department would like to highlight its suppart for the
inclusion vf the following desired conditions, guidelines, and standards.

Plan. Standards for Water Resources. page 23: “Consisienl with cxisting water rights,
waler diversions or obstructions shall al all times allow sufficient wator w pass
dowunstream W preserve minimum levels of water(low that maintain aquatic life and other
purposes ol national forest establishment. ™

Plan, Guidelives for Water Resources. Page 24: “Short-term impacts in walersheds
comaining Ouistanding Arizona Waters may be allowed when long-term benefits to
water quality, riparian areas, and aquatic resources would oveur,”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Fire (planned and unplanned ignitions) maimains and enhances resources and, as nearly
as possible, is allowed o function in its natural ecological role.”

Plan. Desired Conditions for Ali PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Vegetative connectivity provides for species dispersal, genetic exchange. and daily and
seasonal movements across multiple spatial scales.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Diversc vegelation structure, species composition, densities, and seral states provide
quality habilal for native and desirable nonnative plant and animal species throughout
their lite cycle and at multiple spatial scales. Landscapes provide for the full range of
ccosystem diversity al muitiple scales, including habitats for those species associnted
with late seral states and old growih lorests.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNV 1's, Landscape Svale Desired Conditions. page 29:
“0ld or large trees, multistoried canopies, large coarse woody debris, and snags provide
the structure, function, and associated vegetation composition as appropriate for each
forested and woodland PNVT.”

Plan, Desired Comditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Seale Desired Conditions, page 29:
“Vegetation provides products such as wood fiber or forage 1o help mest local and

L
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regional needs in 2 manner that is consistent with other desired condifions on susluinable
basis within the cupacity of the land.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Mid-Seale Desired Conditions, page 29:
“Vegelalion conditions provide hiding and tharmal cover in contigunus hlocks for
wildlife. Native plant species are present in all age classes and arc heulthy, reproducing.
and persisting.”

Plan, Guidelines for Cirasslands, page 37: “New fence construction or reconstruction
where pronghom antclupe may be present should have  barbless hottom wire which is
18 inches from the ground to facilitete movement hetween pastures and other fenced
areas. Pole and other type of fences should also provide for pronghom antelope passage
where they are present.”

Plan, Guidetines for Wildlifc and Rare Plarts. page 61: “Modifications. mitigations, or
other measures should be incorporated to roduce negative impacts to plants, animals, and

* Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs. Mid-Scale Desired Conditions, page 29: their habitats and to help provide for species needs, consistent with project or activily
“(irasses, forbs, shrubs, and litter are abundant and continuous to maintain and support objectives.”
atural firc rogimes.”
i e *  Plan. Standards for Developed Recreation, page 72: “Where trash facilities are provided,
*  DPlan, Desired Conditions for Riparian Areas, Tine Scale Desired Conditions, page 34: they shall be bear resistant.”
“Floodplains and wet meadows provide suflicient herbaceous cover (35 ent of . - . : o = ] ;
grcalcr? and height (9 inches ar lfmgcr} 1o trap sediment, mitigate flood ef::;y‘ did * Plan, Desired Cpndiljnns for Matorized Opportunities, page 74: “The location and design
provide wildlife cover.” of roads and trails does not impede wildlife and fish movement.”
= Plan, Guidelines for Riparian Areas, page 35: “Wel meadows and active floodplains with * Pln, Guidelines for Motorized OPp?ﬂUnili?-S_. page 75: “Roads and moterized irails
riparian-ohligate specics should provide sufficient herbacecus cover (55 poreenl of ShD‘}ld be designed and lﬂ__‘__:att’d S0 25 t0 not impede terrestrial and aquatic species
areater) and height (6 to 9 inches or Tonger) to irap sediment, mitigate flood energy, movement and connectivity.
stabilize banks, and provide for wildlife and plant needs. *  Plan, Standards for Tivestock Grazing, page 96: “New or reconstructed fencing shall
* Plan. Desired Conditions for Forests: Ponderosa Pinc, Landscape Scale Desired allow for wildlife passage, except where spocifivally intended to exclude wildiile (e, elk
Conditions, page 40: “Grasses, lorbs, shrubs, needles, leaves, and small troes support the femcing).’
natural fire regime. The greuter proportion (60 10 85 percent or greaiee) of soil cover is * Plan, Guidelines for Special Uses, page 101: “Tarpel ranges may be appropriate in the
composed of grasses and forbs as opposed to needles and leaves, General Forest or Community-Forest Intermix M VAt Mrens b of the wide
¢ Plan, Desired Conditions for Forests: Ponderosa Pine, Landscape Scale Desired spectrum of I:ﬁcmlsjnn opportunities that can he provided in these areas. Other areas
Conditions, page 40: “Frequent, low 1o mixed severity fires (fire regime [), eccurring should be avoided.
approximately every 2 tn 17 years, arc characleristic in this PNVT. * Plan, Guidelines for Wild Horse lerritory. page 112: “When wild horse populations
s Plan, Desired Conditions for Forests: Ponderosa Pine, Fine Scale Desired Conditions, exceed the appropriate menagement levcl. horses should be removed in HEcardance e
page 41 “Trees typically occur in ircgularly shaped groups and are variably spaced with the “Heber Wild ”f’“fe Tufntlu.ry Maﬂiﬂsﬂﬂiﬂ)l Pl.nn (when j;umpk.'le:_i)..“ IThe
some tight clumps. Crowns in the mid- to old-aged groups are inlerlocking or nearly Department urges the A‘-.‘a o privritize the cu:lnmpleuun ol the [leber _\Vlld Harse !-:rn_lury
interlocking providing for species such as Abert's squirrel.” * Management Plan, us it will be an essertial component in helping the A-S achieve
ecological restoration and meel Desired Conditions,
*  Plan. Desires Conditions for Grasslands, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 56: <

“Praivie dogs are prosent amid support healthy grassland soil development and the
diversity of other specics associated with them such as western burrowing owl,”

Plan, Desires Conditions for Grasslands, Fine Seale Desired Conditions, page 57:

Plan, Guidelines for Wilderness. page 121: “Planned ignitions shuuld be considered 1o
create favorable conditions that enable narurally oceurring fires to return to their historic
role or Lo achieve wilderness conditions.”

156

“During the critical pronghorn fawning period (May through June), cool scason grasses
and forbs provide nutritional forage; while shrubs and standing grass growth from the
previous year provide adequale hiding cover {10 to 18 inches) to protect tawns [rum
predation.” Please see attached white paper for further detail.

I Department would like to thank the A-S for this opportunity to provide comment, as well as
your efforts (hroughout the planning process to engage the Department and the public. In
addition to the comments provided above, the Department has provided written comment to the
A-8 regarding various aspects of the forcst plan revision in letters dated Tuly 8, 2007; October
16, ZO08; February 18, 2009: August 31, 2009; January 29, 2010; and May 5, 2010, We request
that thase previous comments be incorporated here by reference. We look forward to continued
eooperalion and coordination with the A-S. 1f vou have wny questions concerning, this letler,

® Plan, Guidelines for Grasslands, page 57: “Crassland and openings should provide for
sufficient vegetative cover [...] w prevent accelerated erosion, dissipate rainfall, Facilitate
the natural firc repime, and provide wildlife and insect habitat.”

16 17
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plense eontact Dave Dorum, 1labitat Program Manager for the Pinetop Region at 928-367-4281
or ddorumigazeid.gov.

Thank you,
e ﬂff—;z:azyz-z&-ﬁ

Chrig Bagnoli
Pinetop Regional Supervisor

ec:  Juyce Francis, Habitat Branch Chief
Laura Canaca, Projects Lvatuation Program Supervisor
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Approved Commission Policy

A 1.38. Travel Management and Access upon Arizona’s Public Lands for the Enjoyment of Arizana'’s
Wildlife Resources and Outdoor Recreation

Fffective: 03/06/2073
Policy Process Owner: Habitar Branch Chief

The Arizona Game and Tish Department is rasponsible for management of all wildlife on pubiic

lands. Wildlife is beld in trusr for the public and access should not be denied or restricted
without cause,

The Arizona Game and Fish Commission recognizes and promotes multiple use on public lands
managed by the US Forest Service and the Burcau of Land Management. Fvery citizen should
have access to their multiple use public fands unless there are reasons L demy access founded in
sound science and alfirmative analysis, and not a presumption of harm.

It is the policy ol the Arizona Game and Fish Commission to place a high priority on conserving
existing access and modes of access for hunting, fishing, trapping, shooting, wildlile watching,
OV use, dispersed camping and other responsible forms of outdoor recreation; and to place a
high priority on improving aceess upon sich lands in areas of the State where aceess is curvently
difficult or noncxistent,

It is unacceptable for a federal multiple use land management ageney Lo establish repulations that
the public cannot understand; that the federal land manager cannot cifectively enforce; or that the
land manager imposed upon statc and local enforcement authoritics an unreasonable and
uncnforeeable mandate that denies reasonable and sufficient aceess fo citizens. The Department
will actively advovate for access issucs and seek to maintain the Commission’s legal standing 1o
seek remedies for decisions that injure the Depurtment’s ability (o meet the Commission's
strategic objectives for wildlife management or management of recreational activities under the
Commission’s jurisdiction.
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Forest Plan Preferred Alternative proposed desired condition on grasslands and pronghorn
fawning cover

The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest has released the draft Fnvironmentul Impact Statement
(DEIS) and the Proposed Land Management Plan.  AGFD’s Pinetop Region has received
comments of concern relative to the hebitar parameters stated within the proposed lorest plan
referring to “desired condition” of grassland hubitats, Specifically the comments related to the
content of Chapier 2, Forest Direction, pages 53-57. and werc specific to vepetative heights
described within the “Fine-Scaled Desired Condition” (less thun 10 acres). The “desired
condition” described in this subsection was stated as follows;

“During the critizal pronghorn fawning period ( Muy through June), cool season grasses and
Sorly provide nutritional foragze; white shruhs and stamding yrass growth from e previous vear
provide adequare hiding cover (10 1o 18 inches) v protect fawns from predation”

‘This specific reference is made o fine scale fless than 10 acres) and, again, describes the
“deired condition”. This desired condition {erm is used throughout the plan as a goal without a
timeline, and withoul defined plan objectives in place to attempt to achieve the desired condition.
The proposed Forest Plan Chaprer 1, “Hackground™ on page 6 defines desired conditions as:
“Desired Conditions”

Deyired conditions set forth the desired social, economic, and ecological attributes of the
Apache-Sitgreaves NFs. They atiempt o paint a picture af what we (the public and
Forest Service) desire the fovests tw look like or the wouds and services we desire them io
provide. Desived conditions are normally expressed in Broad general terms and are
timeless in that there is no specific date by which they are to be compleed. Desired
conditions may only be achievable over a long timeframe (in some cases, several hundred
vears). In some cases, u desired condition matches the current condition, so 1he goal is tn
mainidin the existing condition. Desired conditions are cespirations und arve not
comimilments or final decisions approving projects.

Tor be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, « project or activiiy, when
assessed at the appropriate spatial scale described in the plun fe.g, landveape scale),
must be designed o meet one or more of the foliowing conditions-

*  Maintain or make progress toward one or mare uf the desived conditions of a
plem without adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of other
desired conditions; or

* Be newrral with regard fo progress toward plan desired conditions: or

*  Muintain or make progress toward one or more af the desired conditions aver the

long term, even if the project or activity wouid adversely affect progress toward

v mainlenance of one or more desired conditions in the short term; or

Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desived conditions over the

long term, even if the project or activity weuld adversely affect progress tward

other desired conditions in a ne gligible way over the long term,

*  The project ducumentation should explain how the profect is consistent with
desived conditions and deseribe any short-term or negligible long-term acverse

20
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effects the project may have concerning the maimtenance or attainment of any
desired condition. ™

Pinetop Regional Discussion:

Two publicalions (listed below) were reviewed in the Pinetop Region’s discussion of pronghom
grasslands habitat. There arc a number of research and habitat investigations that are cited
within these two wildlife publications with substantial data supporting characteristics described
within many pronghom habitats.

Pronghorn: Ecology and Management, Bart W. ’Gara and Jim D. Yoakum, 2004,

A Field Guide to Pronghorn Manag Biological and 2 principles and
practices designed to sustain pronghorn populations from Canada to Mexien, Compiled
by E.I. Anthonise, R.£. Autenri D.E. Brown, J. Cancino. R.M. Lee, R.A. Ockenfels,
B.W. 0°Gara, T.M. Pojar, and J.D. Yoakum. 2006

The information found within the reference materials seem to support al Teast three subsiantial
influences on pronghorn lawn survival which include; quality of forage avuilable to pronghom
does during lale gestation through eurly lactation, vegelative cover availablc to fawns for
concealment, and predation.  These [aclors are not independent of each other and are
interconnected in terms of the survivability of pronghorn fawns. Other habitat and landscape
characreristics beyond vegetation can be attributed to hiding or concealment cover and include:
rocks, natural and manmade depressions. and the general characteristics of the terrain fow and
slope.

Vugetation characteristics for higher elevation grassland habitats that pronghorn use and that
exist on the Springerville Ranger District of the Apache-Silgreaves National Forest in east
central Avizona arc generally providing fawning cover under current management approaches.
Fawn survival and pronghom recruitment arc belter on these areas ol (he A-S Forest pronghorn
habitats than ail other pronghom habitats found within Game Management Unit 1 of the Pinetop
Region. This is evidenced by the recruitment documented by wildlife manager surveys across
the last several years.

The Region supports a desired condition in the forest plan that indicates the important factors in

fawn survival including:
1. Quality of forage avuilable to pronghorn does during late gestation through early lactation
2. Vegetative cover available to fawns for concealment

3. Predation

4. Thar critical period for fanms being trom birth to 14 days when they are more dependent
on hiding cover than their ability to flee [rom predators { this relerence was first found in
work conducted in central Arizona pronghorn habitats by Ockenfls et al., 1992 as cited
in [ome Ranges, Movement Patterns. and Tlabitat Selection of Pronghorn in Central
Arizona, March 1994)

5. Thai fawning on the A-S Forest generally takes place from Jate April through early June
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The desired condition should include adequate forage to meet nutritional needs of does and
residual and current year's growth of new lorage to provide for fawning cover.

The Management direction for the grasslands habitat should be erafied to consider:

L. The Arizona Gume and Fish Department will be working toward identifying fawning
areas over the life of the Forest Plan

2. AZGID will be cvaluating affinity to fawning areas within the pronghom habimats of the
castemn half of the A-S forest south to Black River throughout the life of the Forest Plan,

3. Habitat characteristics of fawning areas that pronghorn does have demonstrated at least
some affinity by repeated selection for during the fawning period should begin 1o be
quantitatively and qualitatively described for future management considerations,

‘Lhe Pinetop Region did reference habitar characteristics for fawning areas measured over many
habitats and two general habitat types as listed in the table below taken from the Habirar

Characteristics and Reguirements chapler of Pronghorn: Ecology and Management literature
referenced above,

Chargcteristics of Aatiatt i g omighors fin bedding aneas o shrihstspee and grasstand b v
i Y [l Tercent of cuver Lype Height i inchss

Riome © Locariom Sheub Cirass Furht invgh Sourcs

Shaubsicpne hiceiland. 21 32 14 (] Tyrah ¢1974)
dabr: 1] - 18¥ [3 Auigncth (1976)

SRR n S 1 E__ |15 Towner 1 al [1963)

Grassiand Albera 3 i ] i Bamel (1983) i

Texns | & 3 T2z Cuwn 80 Brvant {1997}
2T Arizonm | ) Fr] T |1 | Ticer and Miller
*Cimasses sl forks dots comaned

The original comments provided 1o the A-S biologists supported a fawning area cover guideline
of 10-18", This guideline was based on the best available scientific information, much ol which
was derived from the above referenced research materials and the supporting rescarch referenced
within those documents.

In addition, after discussions relative to these guidelines ook Place the region initiated an inguiry
statewide with pronghorn managers. game specialists and Habitat I'rogram Managers. There was
a unanimous support for the fores: plan desired conditions currently stated with specific
supporting information forwarded by three individuals and agreed upon and supported by all
other comments from all that returned comments. It was clear there is statewide suppori for
those general guidelines. The information provided included previously refercnce materials and
specific information not proviously referenced from the 22™ Annual Pronghorn Proceedings
relative to work condueted by Dana Warnecke,

Other information provided indicated that similar guidelines are being currently used in other
forests including the Kaibab National Forest,

There is no direct comparison between these habituls and those that cxist on the A-S Foresl,
However, one can generally surmise fawning eover is a quantifiable characteristic of pronghorn

LtrE101
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habitats. Management dircetion should lead the lorest to evaluating these habitats across the life
o the plan in conjunction with A¥GED data on fawning arcus.

The best advice may have been found in the Pronghom; Eeolugy and Management,
koo little or too much of anv environmental component can be a limiting factor affecting a
species” survival or occupancy of @ habitat ... However, pronghorn fawaing areas with limited
herbaveous plants or shrub cover afford insuff effectively from

dficient cover 1o /
predation.  Comversely, an overabundance of shrubs can pravide more stalking cover for
predators, thereby increasing fuwn losses 1o predutors (Bodie 1978) Security cover
requirements for pronghors on grasslands are wor the same on shrubsteppes. Care should be
exercised in applying cover standards in one area to ather babilats.

Tt is clear that cover for fawn concealment is critical but exactly what that looks like or what the
composition of that concealment has not been evaluated lor the variery of pronghorn hahitnts
found on the A-8 Forest. Whal does not seem to be in question is thal ndequate fawn recruitment
is essential for maintaining healtly pronghorn populations, and that nutrition and fawn hiding
cover are crucial factors in promoting fawn survival and recruitment,

23
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From: rwis Care
Tai ESOSMF Plarging
o Feblrar; Lard Crew: T Briten
Subject: sview Comments: The fpache-Streaves Natioral Forests Froposed Lard Management Plan ard DEIS
Date: ‘edneschy, May 08, 2013 12:20:45 FM
Artachments: [CELS Becrestion Ooportunity Specinum Apache Sitoreaves Matioral Porests Review Comments.odf
Importance: Hgh

Mr. James E, Zornes,

Attached please find the Arizona State Land Department’s [“Department”) review comments on

the above-mentioned project which the Department submits as part of the official public record.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions, feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Victoria Carella
Project Manager
602-542-2677
ycarella@azland gov

Lird034
APACHE SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS — FOREST PLAN DEIS JANUARY 2013

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM

ARIZONA STATE LAND DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS

Apache Forest Area— Apache and Greenlee Counties

1.

State Trust land abuts the full length of the northem border of this area. The proposed designations along this
border impact approximately 45 sections of State Trust land.

The majenty of the proposed designalions 1s Semi-Primitive Motorized (SPM). Molonzed use is generally
permitted.

Access and motorized use through State Trust land is allowed only on designated routes permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department .

Another dezignation shown that impacts State Trust land is Roaded Natural (RN}, Conventional motorized nse is
provided for in this designation. Although this designation is shown around various types of roads, the swath of
the designation on either side of the roads is quite extensive.

Access and motorized use through State Trust land is allowed only on designated routes permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department.

The last designation shown that impacts State Trust land is Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM).  In this
designation motorized use is generally not permitted.

Non-motorized access through State Trust land is allowed only on designated toues permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department.

Apache Sit; ves Area — Navajo Count

1.

State Trust land abuts, in a checker-board fashion. the full length of the nohem border of this area. The
proposed designations along this border impact approximately 20 sections of State Trust land.

In the proposed designation Semi-Primitive Motorized {SPM), motorized use iz generally permitted.

Access and motorized use through State Trust land is allowed only on designated rontes permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department.

Another designation shown that impacts State Trust land is Roaded Natural (RN). Conventional motorized nse is
provided for in this designation. Although this designation is shown around various types of roads and utility
coridors, the swath of the designation on either side of these is quite extensive.

Access and motorized use through State Trust land is allowed only on designated routes permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department.

The last designation shown that impacts State Trust land is Semi-Primitive Non-Motorzed (SPNM)  In this
designation motorized use is generally not permitted.

Non-motorized access through State Trust land is allowed only on designated routes permitted by the Arizona
State Land Department .
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Froem:
T

Date: Friclay, May 17, 1013 114651 M

Subiject: PEPLACS AD SUPERSEDES - Esstem Arizona Courdies Organization comments on the A5 Forest Plan POEIS

macel0l org
ELD commerts on the -5 Land Menaoemert Plan PLETS 5-15-130dF

Dear Responsible Official;

Please find attached for your consideration AN UPDATED VERSION of the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization comments on the A/S Forest Plan PDEIS, including PAGE NUMBERING AND VARIOUS

EDITS.

This document REPLACES AND SUPERSEDES the document sent previously,

Sincerely

Pascal Berlioux, Ph.D. MBA
Executive Director

Eastern Ari Counties O
550 N. 9" Place
Show Low, AZ 85901

Cell:

= Eastern Arizona Counties Organization

| 9 Economy - Ecology
o Land - People - Future
From: Pascal Berlioux [mailto:pberi ounties.us]

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2013 7:12 PM
To: "asnf.planning@fs.fed. us'

Subject: Eastern Arizona Counties Organization comments on the AfS Forest Plan PDEIS

Dear Responsible Official;

Please find attached for your consideration the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization comments

on the A/S Forest Plan PDEIS.
Sincerely

Pascal Berlioux, Ph.D. MBA
Executive Director

Eastern Ari Counties Org
550 N. 9* Place

Show Low, AZ 85901

Cell: (928) 637 3037

= Eastern Arizona Counties Organization

Economy - Ecology

(o) Land - People - Future

L0040
| ||Eastern Arizona Counties Organization|
Economy - Ecology
Land - People - Future
T T
May 15, 2013

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team
P.0. Box 640
Springerville, AZ 85938

Electronic filing: asnf.planning@fs.fed.us

File Code: Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests Land Management Plan

Re: Eastern Arizona Counties Organization comments on the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Flan

Dear Responsible Official,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization would like to offer comments on the above referenced
proposed project.

PART 1 - EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN ITS
PLANS, POLICIES AND FOUNDING DOCUMENTS

EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is a local government organization created in 1993 by joint
resolutions of the Boards of Supervisors and an Intergovernmental Agreement {IGA} between the
Counties of Apache, Gila, Graham, Greenlee and Mavajo to implement Presidential Executive Grder
12372 (P.E.0. 12372) Intergovernmental Review of Federal Progroms related to the clearinghouse
process for review of Federal programs which affect the custom, cultures and economic well-being of
the Counties, Following the Arizona Governor Executive Orders 90-21 and 83-6 the Policies ond
Procedures for Arizona’s Review Process in Complionce with Presidentiol Executive Order 12372 were
established, and Apache, Gila, Graham, Greenlee and Navajo Counties regrouped in the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization were designated as County Official Reviewers (COR] for the explicate review of
direct federal projects for the U.5 . Department of Agriculture and its respective agencies which include
the Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service and Farmers Home Administration, U.5. Department of the

Arizona Counties Organization 550 N. 9" Place Show Low, AZ 85901 (928) 637 3037
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Interior and its respective agencies which include the Bureau of Land Management, National Park
Service and U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service affecting their areas. For 20 years since its creation, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization has been representing the custom, culture, health, safety and
economic well-being needs of its county members’ residents and visitors with Federal and State
agencies engaging in Federal and State projects addressing a broad range of issues, with an emphasis on
natural resources management issues.

The five counties of the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization: Apache, Gila, Graham, Greenlee and
Navajo Counties {the Counties), are located in eastern Arizona along and beneath the Mogolion Rim that
marks the southern edge of the Colorado plateau. Seven characteristics of the five counties of the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization are particularly relevant to the Programmatic Draft
Envirc tal Impact St for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan:

1) The large number of National Forests located in the Counties: Coconino National Forest, Apache
National Forest, Sitgreaves National Forest, Tonto National Forest, Prescott National Forest and
Coronado National Forest.

2

The overwhelmingly large proportion of the land area of the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization being designated as national forests, federal, state or tribal land, and/or under
federal or state management.

- In Apache County the Federal agencies control 11% of the land; Tribal Autharities and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs 67%; the State of Arizona 9%; and, individual or corporate
ownership only 13%.

— In Gila County the Federal agencies control 55% of the land; Tribal Authorities and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs 40%; the State of Arizona 1%; and, individual or corporate
ownership only 4%,

— In Graham County Federal agencies control 38% of the land; Tribal Authorities and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs 36%; the State of Arizona 16%; and, individual or corporate
ownership only 10%.

= In Greenlee County Federal agencies control 77% of the land; the State of Arizona 15%;
and, individual or corporate ownership only 8%.

— In Navajo County Federal agencies control 9% of the land; Tribal Authorities and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs 67%; the State of Arizona 6%; and, individual or corporate
ownership only 18%.

3

The disproportionately large impact that landscape scale catastrophic wildfires in the national
forests of the Southwest have had on the ecological, social and economic life of the Counties
and neighboring eastern Arizana counties, Four of the five largest wildfires in Arizona, including
two of the largest wildfires in the nation, have occurred within the five counties of the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization in the last decade: the Rodeo Chediski Fire of 2002 that
consumed 460,000 acres; the Willow Fire of 2004 that burned 120,000 acre; the Cave Creek
Complex Fire of 2005 that blazed through 244,000 acres and the Wallow Fire of 2011 that
charred 538,000 acres.

The dispropertionately large impact that outdoor recreational activities conducted on national
forests lands, such as, but not limited to, dispersed camping cross-country motorized travel, big
game hunting, dispersed shooting, dispersed fishing or hiking, etc. by local residents of and
visitors to the Counties recreating from metro Arizona to the Rim Country, have on the
economic well-being and the economic development of the Counties,
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5] The steady reliance of the Counties residents on firewood cutting and gathering permits, and
dispersed firewood access in the local national forests for meeting their energy needs.

[

The outstanding and continued requirement for and commitment by the Counties to proactively
participate, and assume leadership roles, in forest and watershed restoration and wildfire
prevention and mitigation efforts at local and landscape scales, such as the White Mountain
Stewardship Project and the Four Forest Restoration Initiative that the Counties have been
instrumental in creating and fostering.

As such, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization has a special interest in the Programmatic Draft
Envire | Impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan,

‘While the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes that it is only one of the many constituents
of the U.S. Forest Service, and does not seek special consideration in the current comments and review
process, we urge the Responsible Official to pay careful attention and give due consideration to the
following comments in view of the uncommonly large effect that Forest Service land management
decisions regularly have directly, or may occasionally have indirectly, on the Counties residents or
visitors enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety and economic well-being.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is actively involved, and a ip role, in several
forest restoration efforts directly involving the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, and has gained
considerable experience working with the Forest Service, The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization,
therefore, understands particularly well the issues at hand, the t processes engaged, the
desired future conditions, and the difficulties and challenges involved. The Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization appreciates fully the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests' intent to ensure an adaptive land
management planning process that is inclusive, efficient, collaborative and science-based to promote
healthy, resilient, diverse and productive national forests and grasslands; to support natural resources-
based rural economic development and employment; and, to ensure the enjoyment of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests by current and future generations in a balanced approach of preservation,
conservation and sustainable exploitation of the natural resources,

In a spirit of continuous improvement, and based on direct practitioner knowledge and experience
gained through a uniquely long, diverse, often productive and sometimes difficult participation in the
Forest Service planning and imph tation processes, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
would like to share its comments, its appreciation for the obvious work put into the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan and its Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
and its concerns and suggestions as follows.

PRELIMINARY COMMENT

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization would like to preface any subsequent comment by the
observation that the quality and thoroughness of the work exhibited in both the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
and the Proposed Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is outstanding. The
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is fully conscious of the fact that an enormous commitment was
made and delivered upon by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team, and
that a legitimate pride of ownership must rest with the authors of the above mentioned documents, as
well as the Specialist Reports and other documents not published with the Programmatic Draft
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Envirc tal Impact t or the Land Management Plan but nonetheless part of the project
record.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization urges the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land
IManagement Plan team to consider the Counties comments NOT as a critic of their work, but ratherasa
goodwill effort toward continuous improvement of baoth the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Staternent and the Land Management Plan, and a proactive effart by the Counties to disclose its
objectives, plans and policies AND THE RATIONALES THAT SUPPORT THEM, and to facilitate the
statutorily required consi Y review, jination action and conflict reduction regarding potential
discrepancies between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Counties
objectives as expressed in its plans and policles and as discussed in this document,

ASSESSMENT & LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
ROLE OF THE EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes that the A t and Land M nent Plan
development are Forest Service-driven technical pro:esses, and the Eastern Arizona Counties
Qrganization generally supports the lysis mech jeployed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National

Forests to complete the assessment and the technical part of the management planning.

Although the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization and the Counties retain and employ many talented
individuals at the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization does not generally define its role in the public lands management process as a role of
science provider or resources technical specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and
local expression of democratic government at the individual district or national forest level, the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization more generally defines its role at the policy-making level as it relates to
public lands management processes.

Therefore, although several of the following c organized under the g headers do apply
tothe and land t plan develop it processes, they purposefully do not address
specific technical mechanisms thereof, and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is generally
satisfied that the USFS methodology is generally satisfactory, and that the studies that the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests, in their expertise deem reliable, are adequate to support the Apache-

Sitgreaves National Forests technical conclusions {Lands Council v. McNair 537 F.3d 981 - 9th Cir. 2008}.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization will, therefore, focus its engagement in the Programmatic
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan process, and its comments and suggestions, at the policy-making level and on whether the
proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan serves the Counties residents’ or
visitor's enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety and economic well-being. The Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization will further focus its engagement on whether the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan contributes to the objectives of the Counties as expressed in its
plans and policies; on how the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
impacts related planning efforts by the Counties; and on the compatibility with and interrelated impacts
of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties
QOrganization plans and policies.
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COORDINATION BETWEEN THE APACHE-SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND THE EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION OBIECTIVES, PLANS AND POLICIES

Per the requirements contained in the 2012 Planning Rule, Title 36 — Porks, Forests, And Public
Property, Part 219 — Planning, Subpart A — Notiono! Forest System Lond Monagement Planning,
Section 4 - Requirements for public participation, sub section {b) Coordination with other public planning
efforts, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization expects that: “The responsible official shall
coordi land r gement pl g with the eguivalent and related planning efforts of federally
recognized Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, other Federal agencies, and State and local
governments” (36 CFR 219.4 (b){1)).

The Eas'rem Arizona Counties Drg;nlzatlon further expects that: “The results of this review shall be

displayed in the envir | impact stat (EIS) for the plan”, and that "this review shall include
consideration of: (i} The abjectives of federally recognized Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations,
other Federal agencies, and State and local governments, as expressed in their plans and policies; {ii]
The compatibility and interrelated impacts of these plans and pelicies; {iii) Opportunities for the plan to
address the impacts identified or to contribute to joint objectives; and, {iv) Opportunities to resolve or
reduce conflicts, within the context of developing the plan's desired conditions or objectives” {36 CFR
219.4 {B){2)).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization posits that these statutory requirements are meant by the
US Congress to imply more than a perfunctory review process resulting in a check mark in a
‘coordination box’ and imply a sincere and proactive resolution effort to reduce and resolve potential
conflicts between aspects of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and
objectives expressed in the Counties plans and policies such as, but net limited to, those relevant to
motarized big game retrieval, dispersed motorized camping and the reasonable allowance of moterized
travel in and motorized access to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, or those relevant to the
unique rural economic development and employment role resting on natural resources such timber,
grazing or mineral resources located within the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION REQUEST FOR COOPERATING AGENCY STATUS

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is committed to resolve or reduce potential conflicts
between the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization plans and policies, and understands that such resolution must take place within
the context of developing the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan's desired
conditions or objectives,

To this effect, it is the intent of the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization to avail itself of the
opportunity contained in the 2012 Planning Rule that specifies that "Where appropriate, the
responsible official shall encourage States, counties, and other local governments to seek cooperating
agency status in the NEPA process for development, amendment, or revision of a plan” {36 CFR 219.4
(@) {1}(1v)).
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EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN ITS PLANS AND POLICIES
EASTERN ARIZOMA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION PLAN

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization policy making decisions and management actions are guided
by the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization long term plan. This plan guides the actions of the Board
of Directors and staff toward meeting the present and future enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety
and economic well-being needs of the Counties residents or visitors, The Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization planning effort integrates the principles of:

1) Monitoring the effects and impacts of the implementation of the Counties policies, as well as
the direct, indirect, individual and cumulative effects and impacts on the Counties and its
residents and visitors of the policy decisions and management actions taken by state and federal
agency partners;

Manitoring all relevant demographic, social, economic, cultural and other variables, whether
internal or external, which are relevant to the County policy making decisions and management
actions; and,

3} Dynamic and generally informal adaptive management.

2

As such, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization plan isan ever evolving dynamic plan that constantly
adapts, often informally, in response to the evolving ecclogical, economic, social and cultural
environment, and it is formulated as much through the regular deliberations of the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization Board of Supervisors and the resulting resolutions of the Board as it is in the
formal planning documents,
For the pury of compliance with the y requi its of dination bety the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization’s
ob]ecﬁves as -cpressed In its plans and policies (36 CFR 219.4 (b)), the Eastern Arizona Counties
plan, di d as the acc I of the formal Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
plannllng documents AND the Easty Ari Counties O public record of Board of
Directors deliberations and decisions, is hereby entered into the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan NEPA record.

EASTERN ARIZONA COUNTIES ORGANIZATION OBIECTIVES RELATING TO THE APACHE-SITGREAVES
NATIONAL FORESTS LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciztes and supports the extensive and thorough
analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land Management Plan team for this
P ic Draft Envi | Impact 5t and the discussion of the effects of the no action
alternative and the three action alternatives on the following resources: air; soil; watershed; water
resources; riparian; fisheries; vegetation; forest health; fire; wildlife and rare plants; nonnative species;
recreation; infrastructure; wild and scenic rivers; inventoried roadless areas; wilderness resources;
research natural areas; scenic resources; lands and special uses; cultural resources; Indian rights and
interests; forest products; livestock grazing; minerals and energy; and, socioeconomic resources.

In the interest of conciseness, and considering that multiple resources analyzed individually by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land Management Plan team in the Programmatic Draft
Envirc tal Impact are regrouped in @ smaller number of overarching natural resources
management policy objectives for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization, the Counties analysis and
comments will be focused on seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to the
Counties and relevant to these comments.
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In no particular order, the seven sets of natural resources management objectives relevant to these
comments are;

1) R lands Resources M t Objectives
R: land Resuurces t Objectives address issues such as, but are not limited to,
grazing availability bili inability; ecological, economic and social carrying capacity;
access; contribution to rural economic development; and, contribution to local Western custom
and culture,

2

Forest Products Resources Management Objectives

Forest Products Management Resources Objectives address issues such as, but are not limited
to, logging availability, suitability, sustainability, productivity, access; contribution to rural
economic development; and, contribution to rural Western custom and culture,

3

Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives

Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives address issues such as, but are not
limited to, the availability, suitabili inability, productivity, access, and contribution to
rural economic development of {a) solid, liquid or gaseous mineral resources and (b} solar, wind,
hydropower, geothermal and other natural renewable energy resources.

4]

Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

Motorized Travel And Recreation Management Objectives address issues such as, but are not
limited to, motorized access; motorized travel; motorized big game retrieval; motorized
dispersed camping; motorized gathering of firewood; motorized access to dispersed fishing
motorized recreation opportunities; inventoried roadless areas; wilderness area designation;
motorized access to grazing and logging opportunities; contribution of motorized access,
recreation and travel to rural economic development; and, contribution to local Western
custom and culture.

5)

Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives address issues
such as, but are not limited to, protection of Counties residents and visitors; protection of
collective and individual real properties; protection of transportation, energy and water
collection and distribution infrastructures; ecological restoration of forested ecosystems; local
scale restoration projects; landscape scale restoration projects; social license required for the
non-conflictual and non-litigious impl ion of r efforts {such as the one
] d in public st: by former USFS Southwestern Regional Farester Corbin Newman
for the Four Forest Restoration Initiative); industry development required to implement and
fund restoration efforts through economically viable utilization of the wood products; and, long
term guarantees of wood supply necessary to attract private investments in a small diameter
utilization infrastructure in northeastern Arizona.

6]

Watersheds Restoration Objectives

Watershed Restoration Objectives address issues such as, but are not limited to, ecological
restoration of watersheds; protection and development of water collection and distribution
infrastructures; monetization of watershed ecosystem services; downstream consumption
contribution to upstream production investments and maintenance; and, interactions between
watershed functions and multiple use functions.
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7 M nent Areas Desi ion Objectives
Management Areas Designation Objectives address issues such as, but are not limited to, the
nomination, designation, and manag t of {a) inventoried roadless areas {which are

technically not management areas per se but are an administrative designation) and (b)
wilderness areas, primitive areas, research natural areas, wildlife quiet areas, and wild and
scenic rivers; and, effects on socioeconomic resources and impacts on the other County
objectives,

These seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization and the Counties and rel to these ¢ ts overlap iderably with the five
“issues that served as the basis for alternatives development strategy” (PDEIS, page 11) in the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan:

1) Strategy for Restoring Vegetation »»»>  Forests & watersheds restoration

2] Amount of Wildlife Quiet Areas =men)l M t areas designation &

3] Amount of Wilderness =25}  multiple objectives

4) Type and Amount of Recreation Opportunities >>>>  Motorized recreation and travel

5 Availability of Wood Products =»2»  Forest products / rangelands / minerals
(PDEIS, page 11) {Counties objectives)

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization will, therefore, format comments articulated around the
seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to the Counties and relevant to these
C ts, with the understanding that the seven sets of objectives match closely the five issues that
served for the development of alternatives in the Programmatic Draft Envirc | Impact 5t

for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

For the purp of ¢ | e with the ¥ req its of coordi bety the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
objectives as expressed in its plans and polides (36 CFR 219.4 (b)), this document: Eastern Arizona
Counties O G On The Progr Draft Envir { Impact Stat: t For
The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan Is hereby incorporated in the
Counties expressed plans and policies.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization, therefore, expects that: i} the Responsible Official shall
coordi land gement planning with the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization’s equivalent and
related planning efforts (36 CFR 219.4 (b}(1)); ii) the consistency review and coordination action shall
include consideration of the objectives of the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization as expressed in its
plans and policies {including the formal Eastern Arizona Counties Organization planning decuments, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization public record of Board of Directors deliberations and decisions,
and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Comments On The Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan); and, iii} the
Responsible Official shall consider opportunities to resolve or reduce conflicts, should some arise
between the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization plans (36 CFR 219.4 {b}(2}}.

REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE OF CONSISTENCY REVIEW AND COORDINATION ACTIONS

Par the requirements of 36 CFR 219.4 (b}(2), 40 CFR 1502,16(c) and 40 CFR 1506.2 the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization hereby requests that the results of the consistency review and coordination
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actions between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land Management Plan and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization objectives as expressed in its plans and policies shall be displayed in the
P tic Envire | Impact St t For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan,

PART 2 — GAP ANALYSIS AND SUGGESTED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR THE PROGRAMMATIC
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

As previously noted, although the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization and the Counties retain and
employ many talented individuals at the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization does not g Ily define its role in the public lands management
process as a role of science provider or resources technical specialist. Rather, as a body representing the
most direct and local expression of democratic government at the individual district or national forest
level, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization more generally defines its role at the policy-making
level as it relates to public lands management processes. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
certainly intends to produce very action-specific comments when NEPA analyses of specific

t actions impl ting the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan are
subsequently offered for public comments, but in its current comments on the Programmatic
Envire tal Impact For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan,
the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that it is appropriate to comment at the
programmatic level, from a Forest Service perspective, and at the objectives level, from a Counties
policy perspective.

RANGELANDS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands that the 1982 and 2012 Planning Rules require
that the capability and suitability for producing forage for grazing animals on national forests lands be
determined, and that the capability for producing farage for grazing animals is defined as the potential
of an area of land to produce forage depending upon current conditions and site conditions such as
climate, slope, landform, soil chemistry, physics and biology, geclogy, disturbances such as natural fire,
etc., as well as the application of management practices. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
therefore understands and appreciates that the FUNDAMENTAL capability of the lands on the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to produce forage for grazing animals, as determined in the 1980s during the
first round of forest planning, has not changed significantly since this first evaluation.

Land suitability analysis

In view of the above, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands why: “the criteria for
suitability for livestock grazing would be the same in all action alternatives,” why such criteria are "very
similar to the existing direction (Alternative A)] under the 1987 plan,” and why “the acres suitable for
livestock grazing in the action alternatives would be very similar” (PDEIS, page 451).

Simultaneously, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that rangelands resources in the
West in general, in the Southwest in particular, and in the national forests of Arizona specifically, are
under unprecedented stress as a function of landscape scale uncharacteristic disturbances such as
catastrophic wildfires, the cumulative effects of decades of management practices on lands classified as
rangelands, forestlands and timberlands, and other stressors, as well as a possible climate warming
trend, whether caused by human activities or by cyclical natural variations as have occurred naturally
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and repeatedly in the historical, pre-historical and geological record for millenniums predating the
industrial age and even the existence of the human species. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
therefore supports the designation of appropriate size Recommended Research Natural Areas,
considered not suitable for grazing, in order to improve rangeland resources manag t science and
practice.

Consequently, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization supports the minimal reduction of the acreage
deemed suitable as rangelands from 1.93 million acres in the current classification {Alternative A = the
no action alternative) to 1.2 million acres in all action alternatives (Alternatives B, C and D) (PDEIS p.
451}, provided that the research conducted on the Research MNatural Areas removed from suitable
grazing lands is designed to quantify and improve the understanding of the ecosystem processes

Faldi I

g on these rangelands and how they relate to improved management practices.

Eastern Ar Counties Or R Jands R es Management Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Rangelands Resources Objectives for the upcoming planning
cycle include, among others:

1) Restore encroached grasslands, including the most departed semi-desert, Great Basin, and

montane subalpine grasslands that have been invaded by trees (subalpine grasslands) and
shrubs (semi desert and Great Basin grasslands) by removing trees and shrubs where
ecanomically feasible, promoting a mixture of native perennial grass species, implementing the
periodic prescriptive use of mixed classes of livestock matching animal feeding habits with
specific plant material, and reintroducing a regime of cool surface fires in order to reduce trees
and shrubs colonization and erosion hazards, and to increase livestock forage production.

2) Adopt management practices that discourage the establishment of nonnative species and
eradicate invasive weed species that have little to no forage value, recognizing the fact that the
ecological or economic consequences of different exotic species are not all the same, and that
the persistence of some nonnative species that are not necessarily undesirable or controllable,
such as Kentucky bluegrass or Bermuda grass, may be beneficial from a socioeconomic
perspective and a balanced management for multiple resource objectives.

3

Allocate grass reserves on an allotment-by-allotment basis through proper range management,
rather than on a district-by-district basis, which requires additional financial considerations for
improvement maintenance.

Shift the grassland management process from the concept of balancing livestack grazing with
available forage {PDEIS p. 451) — which only addresses stocking rate, toward the concept of
managing the intensity, frequency, seasonality, duration and classes of livestock grazing to
accomplish the lands resources r it objectives.

Emphasize ptive r gament of the gelands using a three tier rangelands resources
management monitoring approach of quantitative monitoring using standard measurements
such as stocking rate, ground cover, etc.; qualitative manitoring using measurements such as
species composition, age, nutritional value, etc,; and, effectiveness monitoring using outcome
measurements such as range health, soil water holding capacity, soil organic content, livestock
weight gain, presence of wildlife indicator species, etc., in order to measure whether the
management actions produce the site specific and cumulative direct and indirect effects
expected,

5)
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6] Integrate the scientific research and implement the science-based recommendations developed
by rangelands resources management peer-reviewed expert scientists such as Allan Savory of
the Savory Institute; Steve Rich of the Rangeland Restoration Academy; Eric Schwennesen of
Resource Management International; Dr. Lamar Smith, Associate Professor Emeritus at the
University of Arizona; Dr. Jerry Holechek, Professor at New Mexico State University; and Dr. J.
Wayne Burkhardt, Professor Emeritus at University of Nevada, Reno.

7) Support the efforts and the agenda of the Arizona Grazing Lands Conservation Association as
follows:
- Promoting voluntary approaches for the management of grazing lands;
- Promoting respect of private property rights;
- Strengthening partnerships between grazing lands managers and others who support
the purposes of the Association;
- Increasing economic, environmental, and social stability on grazing lands;
- Increasing the information base from which to make sound policy and management
decisions on grazing lands;
- Closing the gap between availability of knowled ge and application of said knowledge an
grazing lands;
- Enhancing the rancher’s ability to achieve greater profitability on an ecologically sound
and sustainable basis; and,
- Educating the public through the dissemination of scientific knowledge on the
conservation and management of grazing lands in Arizona.
8) Prasarve the contributions of the rangelands resources to the rural economic development of

the Arizona counties at a minimum at the current level of approximately 66 jobs and $713,000 in
labor income annually, and double this contribution to the approximately 120 jobs and $1.3
million in labor income annually that can be supported by the full utilization of the available
animal unit months (AUMs).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

All Afternatives = rangelands restoration

Because very few grassland areas would be treated in Alternative A, the no action alternative, and in
Alternative C, averaging around 500 acres per year (PDEIS p. 19 & 23), and, conversely, up to 25,000
acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) would be treated in
Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative D, to remove encroaching woody species (PDEIS
p. 21 & 25), the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is supportive of Alternative B relating to
rangelands restoration.

All Alternatives - rangelands resources g

However, because in essence all the alternatives (Alternative A — no action, and all the action
alternatives — Alternatives B, C and D) are substantially the same relating to rangelands resources
management, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that there is no real benefit in
comparingthe alternatives in detailed comments.
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Rather, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that it may be more productive to address

what are, in the Eastern Arizona Counties O

5 is, short i in all three action

I

alternatives (Alternatives B, Cand D) relating to lands resource & t, as follows:

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is substantially more concerned with the
underpinning of the rangelands management guiding principles than with the technical specifics
of individual management actions. As expressed in the writing of Dr. Smith (2010} on behalf of
the Arizona Grazing lands Conservation Association, the “vegetation, soils, wildlife and other
factors that existed at the time of Anglo American settlement were the result of i history
[climate, fire frequency, etc.), including the influences of native Americans, up to that time, This
has all been altered and the vegetation, soils and wildlife have responded to the changes that
have occurred, not only in the management applied to it by Anglo Americans but by changes in
climate, soil erosion, introductions of new species, and extinction of some original species. In
some cases the changes have been marked {e.g. in conversion of some grasslands to shrublands)
and in some cases they have been fairly minor {e.g. mountain grasslands or chaparral). All the
action alternatives share a common goal of ‘restoration’ of ‘histarical’ conditions, which are
considered the only condition which is ‘sustainable,” and an approach which considers any
economic production from the forest as incidental to that goal. We believe that this goal is
based on questionable scientific assumptions and, in any case, does not provide due
consideration for sustainable multiple uses and economic benefits from the forest.”

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the concepts of ecological maintenance
guiding Alternative A, and the ecological restoration concepts guiding Alternatives B, C and D,
relating to rangelands resources management, are not sufficiently specific for establishing
scientific principles of rangelands resources management in a Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement, even though some specifics may be considered in the Range Specialist
Report. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the rangelands resources
management process needs to be modified to include:

. Maximum management flexibility in terms of seasonal use, any use at all, numbers of
livestock, classes of livestock, mixed combination of classes of livestock, intensity of
grazing, duration of grazing, use of livestock as a prescription management tool through
herding, attracting, temporary fencing, etc., matching livestock classes with desired
outcome, etc.;

Il.  Real time three tier resources r t quantitative monitoring using
standard measurements such as stocking rate, ground cover, etc.; qualitative monitoring
using measurements such as species composition, age, nutritional value, etc; and,
effectiveness monitoring using outcome measurements such as range health, soil water
holding capacity, soil organic content, livestock weight gain, presence of wildlife
indicator species, etc.;

Il Dynamic real time adaptive management allowing the permittees to make required
management adjustments on their own initiative in response to short-term variables
such as seasonable precipitations, temperature, unexpected events, or any combination
thereof.

T

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization observes that the entire discussion on monitoring
strategy, aside from the incidental use of the word ‘monitoring’ in various other contexts, in the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational
Forests Land Management Plan occupies the whale of 2 lines: “All action alternatives include the
same monitoring strategy as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan” (PDEIS p. 28) in the
681 page document. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further observes that the
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Monitoring Strategy in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan is only a
brief 1 page discussion of monitoring in general terms along with a 3 page table of planned
maonitaring questions, monitoring methads, units of measure, and frequency of measurements
{p. 135-139) in a 283 page document,

The Eastern Arizona Counties QOrganization further observes that there are only 14 instances of
the use of the words ‘adaptive management’ in the entire Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, and that
there are a grand total of 17 lines dedicated to the discussion in very general terms, of adaptive
management in the 681 page document (PDEIS p. 43-44), The Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization further observes that are only 7 instances of the use of the words ‘adaptive
management’ in the 283 page Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan itself.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned that the scarce mentions of monitoring
and adaptive management in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for
monitoring and adaptive management in the current planning process. This would be in
contradiction with the requirement of the 2012 national Planning Rule and its proposed
implementation directives.

Conversely, in the absence of true adaptive management, the Eastern Arizana Counties
Organization believes that specific guidelines regarding the timing, intensity, classes and
duration of grazing, with consideration for the needs of other forest resources management,
should be included in the Prog ic Final Envirc tal Impact 5t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, as well as a restocking plan for all vacant
allotments, unless livestock grazing on such allotments can be shown to be incompatible with
lands resources manag purposes and needs,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully appreciates the rich socio-economic
presentation provided in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 468 — 485), the brief
economic impact analysis (PDEIS p. 485 — 489}, and social consequences analysis (PDEIS p, 489 —
491} also provided. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the
economic impact analysis provided by the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan team is heavily biased toward demanstrating the favorable economic impact
of grazing on public land allotments on the permittees’ profitability, While focusing on the
benefits provided is laudable, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization also believes that a
more complete analysis needs to include a calculation of the economic costs of the constraints
imposed on the permittees by the rigidity of the current lands resources gement
agency administrative processes that considerably limit the ability of the permittees to optimally
manage the land and the livestock.

Finally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned that, in the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan team'’s own analysis, the current level of economic
contribution of appreximately 66 jobs and $713,000 in labor income annually is only
approximately half of the estimated 120 jobs and $1.3 million in labor income annually that can
be supported by the full utilization of the available animal unit months (AUMs) (PDEIS p. 491).
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Requested and Suggested Corrective Actions for the Prog tic Final Envi I Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization therefore respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative
for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan designate the new proposed Research Matural Areas removed from suitable
rangelands for the specific purpose of quantifying and improving the understanding of the rangelands
resources ecosystem processes and how they relate to improved management practices,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for
the Progr ic Final Enviro tal Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include up to 25000 acres per year of grasslands restoration {primarily the
Great Basin and semi-desert types) to remove encroaching woody species as identified in Alternative B.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization also respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for
the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full utilization
of the available animal unit months and to realize the full economic impact of approximately 120 jobs
and 51.3 million in labor income annually.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization likewise respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative
for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adaptive management
plan that provides clear quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements, and a more
balanced approach between the goal of restoration and the goal of economic preduction, as the need
for restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and present benefits as restoration in
forestlands.

FOREST PRODUCTS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the extensive and thorough
analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team on forest
products, when addressing affected environment, lands tentatively suitable for timber preduction,
allowable sale guantity (A5Q), long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), wood and tree products
availability, forested / overgrown lands, deforested / early development lands, climate change
considerations, and cumulative environmental consequences,

Circumstantial constraints and challenges for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization AND the
Apache-Sitgi d | Forests pl efforts

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes that the issues of forested ecosystem restoration
and forest products management are fundamentally different, and are typically not discussed
simultaneously in ecosystems non-departed or little departed from characteristic historical conditions.
However, as the Forest Service and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization both generally
acknowledge, current conditions in the forested ecosystems, and especially in the ponderosa pine and
dry or wet mixed conifers dominated forests of eastern Arizona, are considerably departed from
historical conditions and at risk of continued uncharacteristic disturbances such as landscape scale
catastrophic crown fires or insect infestations,
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The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the efforts endeavored by the
Forest Service, and particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, to pioneer larger scale
restoration efforts such as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. The Eastern Arizona Counties
Qrganization has been and continues to be supportive of the White Mountain Stewardship Project and
of its funding as a practical tool to initiate larger scale treatments and to incentivize the creation of a
small diameter trees utilization infrastructure. Simultaneously, the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization acknowledges that the model of subsidized ion treat ts is not scalable at
landscape scale, as is required to restore the forests of Arizona, for lack of agency funding, As proposed
in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, an initiative that the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization was
instrumental in creating fostering and developing, landscape scale forest ecological restoration appears
currently feasible anly if it is funded by the economically viable utilization of the forested byproducts of
restoration by private industry, While relatively new to the discussion of ecological restoration funding,
the concept of ecosystem service monetization is actually not a novation when it comes to forest
products, as timber sales have for centuries been an established form of natural resaurces valuation and
have funded the management of the resources.

As a consequence, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization proposes that both the Counties and the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes
to forest products resources management, inasmuch as the forest products industry in Arizona is
simultanecusly an economic growth and a rural employment engine desperately, AND the funding
mechanism for landscape scale restoration in eastern Arizona - BOTH of which are critical objectives for
the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization, as well as stated priorities for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests.

The inherent circumstantial challenge faced by the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization and the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is that the priorities typically considered when managing forest
products, such as a sustained yield of harvest volumes on a regulated non-declining even-flow basis for
the long term, uneven age structures, long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), non-declining
allowable sale quantity (ASQ), etc. are augmented and complicated by the overwhelming priority to
complete landscape scale restoration as rapidly as possible for fear of massively disruptive landscape
scale catastrophic crown fires and/or landscape scale insect infestations.

Owing to the fact that for the foreseeable future and for the next five decades of the planning cycle,
green forest products will likely be byproducts of restoration treatments, and green forest products will
likely continue to be at risk of destruction by catastrophic fires if landscape scale restoration is not
expeditiously implemented, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that forest products
management actions for the upcoming planning cycle must be dictated not only by traditional
silviculture science and best practices, but primarily by the absolute priority of implementing landscape
scale restoration as expeditiously as possible using mechanical treatments that produce the forest
products necessary to not only sustain the existing forest industry in the White Mountains, but to allow
robust natural resources-based rural economic development through the creation of an entirely new
infrastructure of small diameter trees utilization at industrial scale.

Eastern Ari Counties Or jon Forest Products Resources Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forest Products Resources Objectives for the upcoming
planning cycle therefore include, among others:

1) Create in eastern Arizona the wood supply conditions necessary for private industry investmants
in a new economically viable small diameter trees and residual biomass utilization infrastructure
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capable of funding the initial ecological restoration thinning of at least 50,000 acres of
pondercsa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the next 20 years, and
then the maintenance of the desired future conditions in subsequent decades,

3

Sustain in the White Mountains the wood supply conditions necessary for the continued
development and growth of the existing local industry, with expanded economically viable small
diameter trees and residual biomass utilization facilities capable of funding the initial ecological
restoration thinning of at least 15,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated
forests annually for the next 20 years, then the maintenance of the desired future conditions in
subsequent decades.

3} Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts treatments {mechanical treatments) funded by
economically viable utilization, over non-byproducts treatments (fire as first entry thinning
treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new era of forest
products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona with multiple
industrial scale new investments.

4

Subordinate for as long as required in the upcoming planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for sustained yield of harvest
volumes on a regulated non-declining even-flow basis for the long term, to the overriding
priority of implementing as expeditiously as possible landscape scale restoration based primarily
on mechanical treatments producing forest products (see Forested Fcosystems Restoration and
Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives).

Land suitability analysis

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands and appreciates the fact that the criteria for
designation of suitable timberiands must incorporate ecological and economic realities that have
evolved since the previous planning cycle. Specifically, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
supports the removal from the suitability analysis of lands that have suffered irreversible soil resource
d during high intensity fires such as the Rodeo Chediski and Wallow fires (24,000 acres); lands
that have experienced inadequate restocking post high intensity fires such as the Rodeo Chediski and
Wallow fires {57,000 acres); and lands located on steep slopes (40% and more) where cable logging
would be required but could not be made economically feasible owing to the limited harvestable forest
products {up to 80,000 acres) (PDEIS p. 426 & 431).

Consequently, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization supports the reduction of the acreage deemed
suitable as timberlands from 765,000 acres in the current classification [Alternative A, the no action
alternative) to approximately 600,000 acres [Alternatives B and C} (PDEIS p. 431).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

Per the above remarks, considerable overlap currently exists and will continue to exist for the upcoming
planning cycle between the issues of forest products resources management and forested ecosystems
restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, For the
purpose of adhering to the classification of issues identified in the seven sets of natural resources
management objectives critical to the Counties, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization comments
will address separately these two issues, with the understanding that a haolistic approach to both the
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Counties objectives and the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan needs to
integrate and interweave these two, and other, issues.

Alternatives D and A

Based on the above, the Eastern Arizona Counties O ization wants to ¢ icate unambiguously
to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the existence of constituencies favering
alternatives such as Alternative D. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support
an alternative that would result in, among others, the unavailability of ANY suitable timberland
whatsoever in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS p. 430). This alternative is so departed
from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future custom, culture and
economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forest Products
Resources Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the Counties perspective,

Similarly, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support an alternative that would result in,
among others, taking a 42 year gamble on the completion of the thinning of all forested overgrown
lands (PDEIS p. 444} before another catastrophic forest fire on the scale of the Rodeo Chediski Fire or
Wallow Fire hits the White Mountains again and renders all discussions of restoration moot. Alternative
A, the no action alternative, is therefore so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current,
and foreseeable future health, security and economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the Counties perspective,

Alternative B

Because the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the forests of eastern Arizona are in a
state of clear and present danger that must be addressed as an emergency by federal, state and local
governments and their agencies, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization does not favar Alternative
B, the preferred alternative, relating to Forest Products, in the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

Specifically, in the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests’ own analysis, under Alternative B it would
require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444), and it would not even be possible to
reduce the backlog of overgrowth to the desired level of long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC) in
the five decades of the planning cycle [PDEIS p. 440). This is clearly in contradiction with the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization overriding priority of implementing landscape scale restoration as
expeditiously as possible.

Additionally, under Alternative B green forest products volume would be significantly reduced due to
the extensive use of moderate and/or high severity fire to thin trees on forested lands during the
planning period, including on some suitable timberlands {PDEIS p. 438). The maximum allowable sale
quantity (ASQ) volume for Alternative B would be 122,000 CCF per year, barely exceeding the total
harvest of 103,000 CCF in 2011 {PDEIS p. 438) and, therefore clearly insufficient to support the growth of
the existing small local wood industry, and blatantly insufficient to support the expected requirements
of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative second analysis area associated contract{s), Admittedly, under
Alternative Bthe first decade could provide high volumes of non-ASQ wood products from treatments of
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non-suitable timberlands in addition to the allowable sale quantity [ASQ) volume, but this could only
happen as a function of focusing on restoring grasslands and other non-suitable timberlands (PDEIS p.
443}], which may be a debatable priarity.

This is clearly in contradiction with the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization objective of creating the
wood supply conditions for private industry investments in a new economically viable small diameter
trees and residual biomass utilization infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological restoration
thinning of at least 50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for
the next 20 years. This is also clearly in contradiction with the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
objective of, wherever possible, prioritizing forest byproducts treatments (mechanical treatments)
funded by economically viable utilization, over non-byproducts treatments (fire as first entry thinning
treatments] in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new era of forest products
industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona with multiple industrial scale new
investments,

Alternative C

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the realism of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team when stating: “the alternatives were
realistically designed to reflect anticipated budgets and workforce capabilities” (DEIS p. 440). It is
therefore not a criticism of the work produced by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team but a simple reality for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization to observe
that, as stated in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’ own analysis: “none of the alternatives would
actually treat enough acres fast enough to fully reach desired conditions within the first 5 decades”
(DEIS p. 440},

Alternative C clearly addresses more closely the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forest Products
Resources Management Objectives. Under Alternative C it would require ‘only’ 23 years to thin all
forested overgrown lands, as compared to 34 for Alternative B (PDEIS p. 444), and the maximum
allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume would be 268,000 CCF per year, more than twice the 122,000 CCF
authorized under Alernative B [PDEIS p. 438). Under Alternative C, average annual mechanical
treatments acres would rise to 24,000 acres as opposed to 20,000 acres in Alternative B, and burning as
a thinning tool treatments would be reduced from 29,000 acres in Alternative B to 13,000 acres in
Alternative C (PDEIS p. 430).

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned by the prospective industry annual
requirements expressed at the Bridge the Gap meeting held in Eagar on November 17, 2012 as follows:

- Existing pellet plant in Show Low: 40,000 CCF
- Existing saw mill in Heber: 15,000 CCF
- Existing sawmill in Eagar: 25,000 CCF
- New sawmill in Eagar: 65,000 CCF
- Pawer plant in Snowflake: 75,000 CCF
- Other small industries: 10,000 CCF
- Total existing industries: 230,000 CCF
In addition:

= Second analysis area of 4FR|

associated contract(s): 215,000 CCF
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Clearly, under Alternative C the requirements of EITHER the existing and developing industry OR the
expected appropriate scale industry recently contracted and to be implemented under the Four Forest
Restoration Initiative (4FRI) can be met, but NOT BOTH.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully understands and appreciates that a healthy amount of
optimism is reflected in the requirements expressed by the existing and developing industry in the
White Mountains, and that a healthy amount of skepticism can be logically derived from the difficulties
of the 4FRI contractor to raise the capital necessary to execute their business plan. Nonetheless,
consideration must be given to the steady growth of the existing industry and the possibility that the
AFR| contract may be executed by entities other than the current contractor, provided the Forast Service
deems it to be in the best interest of the government to re-assign the contract at the reguest of the
current contractor as the a result of a merger or acquisition.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization also fully understands and appreciates that trees cut from
naon suitable lands can also provide wood and tree products for local markets, However, as identified in
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests analysis: “Cuts from non suitable lands may be a one-time entry,
such as removing encroaching trees from grassland. Subsequent cuts may not be needed if desired
conditions can be maintained with fire” (PDEIS p. 441), Therefore, even though the estimated annual
wood product volumes potentially available to offer in the first decade from all lands, suitable
timberlands and non-suitable lands, could be as high as 730,000 CCF, including non-industrial sizes and
species (PDEIS p. 442}, it is unrealistic to expect long term sustained contributions from non suitable
lands to the availability of steady volumes of industrial forest products,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is, therefore, concerned that the maximum legally allowable
sale guantity {ASQ) volume identified in Alternative C may/will prove inadequate iffwhen the 4FRI
contract is executed IN ADDITION to the requirements of the existing industry. Similarly, but at a lesser
degree, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is also concerned that the maximum allowable sale
quantity {ASQ) volume identified in Alternative C may prove a limiting factor for the continued long term
growth of the existing industry, even without considering the 4FRI contract. This concern is increased by
the projections that the Alternative C estimated annual ASQ volume will steadily decrease from 268,000
CCFin the first decade down to 178,000 CCF by the fifth decade of the planning cycle (PDEIS p. 439).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization realizes that the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests team
always has the option to initiate an Amendment to its Forest Land Management Plan, but guestions
whether it would not be more strategic to include in the up ing Progr tic Final Emviro tal
Impact Statement the analysis and subsequent legal authority for the Responsible Official to meet
multiple resources objectives including a maximum allowable sale quantity (A5Q) volume of 450,000 CCF
annually.

Requested and Suggested Corrective Actions for the Prog atic Final E I Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the
P ic Draft Envi tal Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan be rejected relating to Forest Products. Specifically, under Alternative B:
1) Not enough acres are logged annually for the implementation of ecological restoration at the
required pace;
2) Valuable forest products resources are wasted owing to the unnecessary treatment with fire as
a thinning tool of acres that can be treated with mechanical thinning;
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3} The maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume of 122,000 CCF per year provides only
approximately half the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing or currently
developing industry in the White Mountains.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization therefore respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative
for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan at a minimum include the provisions of current Alternative C relating to Forest
Products in order to:
1} Increase the number of acres logged annually in order to accelerate the pace of ecological
restoration;

2} Increase the amount of forest byproducts resources by prioritizing, wherever possible,
mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatments; and,
3) Increase the maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per year to meet

the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing and currently developing industry in the
White Mountains.

Further, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative
for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include the necessary analysis, and the resulting authority for the Responsible
Official to SIMULTANEOUSLY implement a restoration program designed to support the existing and
currently developing industry in the White Mountains AND the contract(s) expected to result from the
second analysis of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a maximum allowable sale quantity
(450} volume of 450,000 CCF annually.

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team on minerals and energy when
addressing leasable mi Is, locatable mi Is, salable mi Is and energy.

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that in the interest of relevance and
conciseness, detailed comments on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests mineral and energy
resources management plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Mineral and Energy
Resources Management Objectives RELATING TO the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Flan, are not warranted due to
the facts that:
- There are no known |eases on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the following leasable
mineral resources: oll, gas, oil shale, coal, or geothermal (PDEIS p. 462);
- The potential for locatable minerals on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is low because of
the existing geology (PDEIS p. 464);
= There are no known oil and gas resources on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS p.
465);
- Potential for geothermal development is limited as only small areas are underlain by thermal
waters (PDEIS p. 465);
- Wind energy potential is low on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests because of sporadic
winds and the terrain (PDEIS p. 466);
- The guantities of stone, sand, and gravel removed from the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
are not expected to differ between all the alternatives (PDEIS p. 491);
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- Owingto the fact that most of the firms that extract stone, sand, and gravel exist outside of the
economic impact study area, the extraction of minerals from the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests is not expected to support employment and income in the lacal economy (PDEIS p. 491).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is satisfied that under all alternatives, decisions regarding
mineral activities on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would align with law, regulation, and policy
and would be consistent with plan decisions for ather resource areas (PDEIS p. 466).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

Alternative D

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its oppesition to Alternative D.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the NEPA requirerment for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring
alternatives such as Alternative D. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support
an alternative that would result in, among others, the withdrawing from mineral entry in the future of
approximately 34% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National (PDEIS p. 467). This alternative is so departed
from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future custom, culture and
economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Mineral and Energy
Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the Counties
perspective,

MOTORIZED TRAVEL AND RECREATION MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully understands and appreciates that an opportunity to
comment on the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan is not the appropriate forum to comment on the Draft
Envirc tal Impact St for Public Motorized Travel Management Plan, and that no specific
management decision will be made and no specific management action will result from the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Il t Plan. Nonethel since the P ic Final Envi tal Impact Statement will
establish the framework for future management decisions and actions, such as the Public Motorized
Travel Management Plan, it is appropriate for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization to
communicate its motorized travel and recreation management objectives, to comment on the
Alternatives listed in the P tic Draft Envirc tal Impact St t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan relating to motorized travel and recreation, and to
request that the Responsible Official for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
conduct the ily required consi: cy review, coordination action and conflict resolution between
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization Motorized Travel And Recreation Management Objectives as expressed in the Counties
plans and policies and as contained in this document.
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Importance of dispersed motorized travel and recreation for the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization

As identified in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests analysis, the number of off-highway vehicles
[OHVs) used in Arizona has risen dramatically, Almost 500,000 households within the State have at least
one OHV, and as many as 30,000 new ATVs and motorcycles are purchased annually [Arizona State
Parks, 2009), While the use of OHVs is increasing statewide, OHV recreation is disproportionally
important to the economy of rural counties such as the Counties of the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization. A survey conducted in 2003 by the Arizona State Parks identified the recreation impact of
OHV recreation on the Counties as follows:

Apache County

OHV use:
- 34% of households are OHV users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 6% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Apache County.
- 896,479 OHV Recreation Days occur annually in Apache County, of which:
- 153,125 OHV Recreation Days {17%) are from Apache County residents; and,
- 743354 OHV days (83%) are from other Arizona residents visiting the County,
- 70% of Apache County OHV households are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

OHV economic impact:
- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: $11.8 M
- Lodging/Campgrounds: 58.6 M
- Restaurants/Bars: 581 M
- Groceries/Liquor: $9.4 M
- Dther (event fees, souvenirs, etc.): 59.7 M
- Total OHV recreation trips expenditures; 547.6 M
- Expenditures on off-highway vehicles: 513.3 M
- Expenditures on tow-vehicles and trailers: 5106 M
- Expenditures on OHV equipment: 522.6 M
- Total OHV expenditures: 594.1 M
- Total impact, including the multiplier effect: $101.9 M
- Salaries and wages: 512.8 M
- Full-time and part-time jobs: 842

Gilg County

OHV use:
- 36% of households are OHY users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 8% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Gila County.
- 1,262,607 OHV Recreation Days occur annually in Gila County, of which:
- 228,071 OHV Recreation Days (18%) are from Gila County residents; and,
- 1,034,536 OHV days (82%) are from other Arizona residents visiting the County.
- B0% of Gila County OHV households are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

QHVY economic impact:
- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: $16.7 M
- Lodging/Campgrounds: 512 M
- Restaurants/Bars: $11.5 M
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- Groceries/Liquor: 513.3 M

- Other (event fees, souvenirs, etc.): 513.6 M

- Total OHV recreation trips expenditures: 567.1 M

- Expenditures on off-highway vehicles: 516.9 M

- Expenditures on tow-vehicles and trailers: 59.4 M

- Expenditures on OHV equipment: 271 M

- Total OHV expenditures: 5120,5 M

- Total impact, including the multiplier effect: 5137.6 M
- Salariesand wages: 522.3 M

- Full-time and part-time jobs: 1,322

Groham County

OHV use:
- 34% of households are OHV users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 5% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Graham County.
- 209,712 OHV Recreation Days occur annually in Graham County, of which:
- 66,020 OHV Recreation Days {31%) are from Graham County residents; and,
- 143,694 OHV days (69%) are from other Arizona residents visiting the County,
- B2% of Graham County OHV households are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

OHV economic impact:
- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: $3.4 M
- Lodging/Campgrounds: 51.8 M
- Restaurants/Bars: 52.2 M
- Grocerles/Liquor: 52.7 M
- Dther (event fees, souvenirs, etc): 52.3 M
- Total OHV recreation trips expenditures: 512.4 M
- Expenditures on off-highway vehicles: 56.7 M
- Expenditures on tow-vehicles and trailers: 52.6 M
- Expenditures on OHV equipment: 510.6 M
- Total OHV expenditures: 532.3 M
- Total impact, including the multiplier effect: $37.5M
- Salaries and wages: 562 M
- Full-time and part-time jobs: 348

Greenfee County

OHV use:
- 48% of households are OHY users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 5% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Greenlee County.
- 88,926 OHV Recreation Days occur annually in Greenlee County, of which:
- 32,787 OHV Recreation Days (37%) are from Greenlee County residents; and,
- 56,139 OHV days (63%) are from other Arizona residents visiting the County.
- 79%of G lee County OHV h holds are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

QHVY economic impact:
- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: 51.5 M
- Lodging/Campgrounds: 50.7 M
- Restaurants/Bars: 50.9 M
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- Groceries/Liquor: 512 M

- Other (event fees, souvenirs, etc.): 50.97 M

- Total OHV recreation trips expenditures: 553 M

- Expenditures on off-highway vehicles: 52.2 M

- Expenditures on tow-vehicles and trailers: 50.1 M
- Expenditures on OHV equipment: S41M

- Total OHV expenditures: 511.7 M

- Totalimpact, including the multiplier effect: 512 M
- Salaries and wages: 50.8 M

- Full-time and part-time jobs: 50

Navajo County

OHV use:
- 36% of households are OHV users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 7% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Navajo County.
- 744,6300HV Recreation Days occur annually in Navajo County, of which:
- 438,831 OHV Recreation Days (59%) are from Mavajo County residents; and,
- 305,798 OHV days {41%) are from other Arizona residents visiting the County,
- 73% of Navajo County OHV households are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

OHV economic impact:
- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: 5153 M
- Lodging/Campgrounds: 54.9 M
- Restaurants/Bars: 589 M
- Groceries/Liquor: $11.5 M
- Dther (event fees, souvenirs, etc.): S8.1 M
- Total OHV recreation trips expenditures: 548.7 M
- Expenditures on off-highway vehicles: 525.9 M
- Expenditures on tow-vehicles and trailers: 57.4 M
- Expenditures on OHV equipment: 532.9 M
- Total OHV expenditures: 51149 M
- Total impact, including the multiplier effect: $128.5 M
- Salaries and wages: 5201 M
- Full-time and part-time jobs: 1,099

‘While the study is aging (2003}, the trends that it represents are constant, and the growing importance
of motorized trave| and recreation in Arizena, and in the Eastern Arizona Counties is obvious. Further,
the economic growth for the 5 years after the study was conducted {2003 to 2008), and its positive
influence on recreation activities, has been offset by the economic slump over the last 5 years (2008 to
2013), and its negative influence on recreation activities. For all practical purposes, the 2003 data may
reflect fairly accurately the 2013 situation. Certainly, all the jobs sustained by motorized travel and
recreation in Arizona are not located in the Counties, as many OHV days occurring in the Counties are
enjoyed by other Arizona residents or visitors, but regardless of their distribution between the Counties
and metro Arizona, in any economy 3,661 jobs are significant, and in the current economy they are
critical,

It must also be noted over 65% of the motorized recreational activities involved some level of dispersed

access to the lands:
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Apoche County

64% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access to the lands:

Camping: 19%
- Fishing 15%
- Sightseeing: 12%
- Hunting: 11%
= Driving back roads: 7%

Gilg County

64% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access to the lands:

-  Sightseeing 15%
- Hunting 14%
Driving back roads 13%
- Camping12%
- Fishing 10%

Groham County

64% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access to the lands:

- Camping 14%
~  Sightseeing: 11%
—  Driving back roads: 10%
- Fishing 10%
Picnicking: 10%
—  Hunting: 9%

Greenlee County

5% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access to the lands:

= Camping13%

= Fishing14%

- Sightseeing 11%
- Hunting 11%

- Picnicking 10%:

Navajo County

79% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access to the lands:

- Camping: 22%

~  Trail riding: 12%

- Hunting: 12%

- Driving back roads: 11%
- Sightseeing: 9%

- Fishing &%

- Picnicking: 5%
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The fact that over 65% of the motorized recreational activities involved some level of dispersed access
to the lands is relevant to the implementation of the upcoming Travel Management Rule as it illustrates
the need to maintain some level of authorized cross-country travel for reasonably dispersed activities.

Circ ial © and challenges for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization AND the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests planning efforts

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands that in December 2005, the Forest Service
issued a regulation at the national level known as the Travel Management Rule {TMR} and developed in
response to the increasing effects of OHV recreation and the potential for OHV use to adversely affect
forest and grassland resource. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates that the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team is under direct instructions to implement a
public motorized travel management plan that will designate roads, trails, and areas where motorized
vehicle use can occur and eliminate most motarized cross-country travel (PDEIS p. 321).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further understands and appreciates the fact that
irresponsible OHV use can indeed adversely affect forest and grassland resources, and that the
popularity of this new mode of recreation may require reasonable regulations in order to maintain a
well-considered balance between the enjoyment of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests' visitors, and
the need to preserve and conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
for the enjoyment of future generations.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is therefore NOT advocating for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests team to disregard the Travel Management Rule or for the continuation of unregulated
and ever increasing motorized cross-country travel and the continued proliferation of unauthorized
user-created routes, However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization |15 advocating for a SENSIBLE
APPROACH to imple ting the Travel M. t Rule requirements in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
that address the preservation and conservation needs of the resources, complies with the national
Travel Management Rule, and still allows the Counties residents and visitors to recreate sensibly using
motorized transportation.

Land suitability analysis

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the difference that exists between {a) motorized
cross-country travel, to which approximately 80% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands are
currently open (PDEIS p. 321) and to which most of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land will be
closed (aside from specially designed OHV areas) as the result of the implementation of the national
Travel Management Rule (PDEIS p. 329), and (b), motorized on-trail travel, to which 60% to 80% of the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands will remain suitable for future consideration under Alternative
B (63%) or Alternative C (80%),

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned by the creeping trend that
characterizes public land management in the West in general, in the national forests of the West in
particular and specifically in the Arizona national forests, toward an ever increasing limitation of
motorized access to and motorized travel in (NOT including cross-country travel) the public lands under
management by federal agencies, Specifically, under Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, only 63%
of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands would remain open for future consideration of new
maotorized areas and trails. This is a drastic reduction from the current level and the level considered
under Alternative C (80%).
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Based on the merit of the action alternatives presented, and in further ideration of the r tal
change that the elimination of indiscriminate cross-country travel will represent for the culture and
custom of the residents of and visitors to the Counties, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants
to register its objection to further restrictions on future consideration of new motorized areas and trails
in Alternative B.

Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives for
the upcoming planning cycle therefore include, among others:

1

Authorize di d and safe r ized ing consistent with the reasonable enjoyment of
safety, privacy, comfort, custom and culture,

The authorized dispersed and safe motorized camping allows the parking of motorized vehicles
and/or trailers at the distance from the closest legally open road or trail necessary for the
dispersed camping site defined as a 300 feet radius around the motorized vehicle or trailer to be
safe from traffic, to not be directly exposed to dust or projections caused by traffic, and to be
distant from adjacent dispersed camping site by at least 300 feet if such is the desire of the
camper(s]. Access to dispersed camping sites previously used and established in the local
custom and culture as demonstrated by tangibles evidences of previous use such as fire pits,
improvements, etc. is allowed,

2]

Authorize motorized big game retrieval for all species of game meeting the definition of 'big
game' in the Arizona Game and Fish Department hunting regulations or, alternatively, for all ‘big
game’ animals requiringa hunting tag, with the exception of turkeys.

The authorized motorized big game retrieval consists of one trip each way from the downed
animal to the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, by the most direct route
compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such as riparian areas, archeclogical
sites, etc.

3

Authorize dispersed motorized collection of firewood.

The authorized motorized collection of firewood consists of the minimum number of trips each
way, as defined based on the transport capacity of the vehicle and the trailer, from the downed
tree to the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, in the authorized firewood
collection area, by the most direct route compatible with safety and the preservation of other
values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

&

Authorize dispersed recreational shooting.

The authorized motorized dispersed recreational shooting consists of one trip each way from
the natural or artificial obvious terrain feature used as a backstop, such as pit, berth or features
similar in their functionality relating to safe dispersed shooting, to the closest legally open road
or trail, regardless of distance but not more than one mile, by the most direct route compatible
with safety and the preservation of other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

5]

Implement sensible restrictions on indiscriminate cross-country travel in order to preserve and
conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the enjoyment
of future generations.

Indiscriminate cross-country travel consists of traveling eross-country in a motorized vehicle not
intended to reach a specific dispersed camp site, downed animal, downed tree in an authorized
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firewood collection area, or terrain feature used as a shooting backstop, or not required for an
emergency response to a specific justifiable circumstance such as danger to limb or life.
Motarized scouting for a site is considered different from reaching a specific site and is not
authorized,

3

Retain the suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails of at least 75%
of the Apache-Sitgreaves Nationa| Forests.

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

Alternatives Dand A

Based on the above, the Eastern Arizona Counties Org wants to o icate unambiguously
to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring
alternatives such as Alternative D. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support
an alternative that would result in, among others, the closing of approximately 50% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to future consideration of new motarized areas and trails (PDEIS p. 328). This
alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future
custom, cufture and economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
Motarized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the Counties perspective.

Also, because the implementation of the national Travel Management Rule is not an option but a
requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Responsible Official, Alternative A, the no action
alternative that would continue to allow cross-country travel in most areas (PDEIS p. 334), is not a
realistic alternative. Even under Alternative &, the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests will be required
by the national authorities to promptly implement the Travel Management Rule. Therefore, discussing
the merits of Alternative A based on the fact that it would assumedly continue to allow cross-country
travel in most areas is not warranted from the Counties perspective, inasmuch as the upcoming
implementation of the national Travel Management Rule will eliminate most cross country motorized
travel. Setting the framework in the Forest Plan for the continuation of SOME cross country motorized
travel as outlined in the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Motorized Travel and Recreation
Management Objectives seems to be a more productive perspective,

Alternatives B ond €

Because all of the action alternatives would prohibit motorized cress-country travel, except where
authorized (PDEIS p. 334), and because the major difference between Alternative B and Alternative C is
the amount of land that would remain suitable for future consideration of new motorized areas and
trails, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization would like to focus its comments on Alternatives B and
C relating to motorized travel and recreation, specifically on the issue of authorized cross-country travel
and suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails.
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Authorized cross-country travel

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan misses an
opportunity to identify the criteria to be used by the Responsible Official for the upcoming
implementation of the national Travel Management Rule, and for the upcoming decision making
process regarding the authorization of cross-country travel,

iohb

Based on the recent implementation of the national Travel M. it Rule in ing
national forests (Coconino National Forest and Kaibab Mational Forest), or on the ongoing NEPA
processes for the implementation of the national Travel Management Rule (Tanto National
Forest and Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests), the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
would like to share the following concerns with the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team regarding the lack of specificity in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan relating to motorized cross-country travel:

- The travel management plans generally limit the species of big game allowed for
motorized big gome retrieval to elk, beor and deer,
The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the limitation of motorized big
game retrieval to only a few species is arbitrary and does not meet the intent of the
maotorized big game retrieval exemption mechanism, Specifically, other big game
species such as, but not limited to, sheep, antelopes, mountain lions, javeling, etc., may
inthe present and/or in the future be hunted within the confines of the Arizona national
forests and should gualify for motorized big garme retrieval.

- The trovel manogement plons generally limit motorized big gome retrieval to a one mile
corridor off either side of allowoble roads.
The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that corridor width is only one of
two criteria that must be considered in order to meet the intent of the motorized big
game retrieval exemption mechanism. Specifically, the intent of the exemption
mechanism is not to define corridor width, but land coverage. Therefore, the intent can
only be met and the analysis can only be completed if the density of the allowed road
network is taken into consideration. For example, road networks such as the ones
present in the Williams or Tusayan districts of the Kaibab National Forest allow fora one
mile corridor off either side of allowable roads to cover the vast majority of the acreage
of the districts and do not, therefore, unduly limit the ability of hunters to retrieve big
game with motorized vehicles, Simply said, if roads exist every two miles, a one mile
corrider on each side of each road makes a one mile corridor rule viable. If roads only
exist every 10 miles, the same one mile corridor becomes unviable. Therefore, the width
of the corridor off either side of allowable roads allowed for motorized big game
retrieval should not be constant from one forest to the next or one district to the next,
given possible variation in allowed road network density. The Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization theref: quests that an lysis of land coverage resulting from the
combined values of corridor width AND road network density be performed and that, if
necessary, districts featuring a lower density of roads be managed with either no
corridor, or wider corridors as required in order to allow motorized big game retrieval to
happen on at least 95% of the hunting areas in each district.
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The travel gement plans g fly fimit dispersed camping to o 300 feet corridor
off either side of the edge of designated roads or troils.

The Eastern Arizana Counties Organization believes that the limitation to a 300 feet
corridor off either side of the edge of designated roads or trails is inadequate because it
restricts access to numerous camping sites in the Arizona national forests that have
become deeply ingrained in the custom and culture of the residents of and visitors to
the White Mountains. It is widely recognized that the legislators' intent was for the
Mational Environmental Policy Act {NEPA) processes to clearly integrate an assessment
of the social impacts of a proposed action or project. Further, it is widely recognized
that the Council on Environmental Quality {CEQ) has made unambiguous interpretations
of the law in its implementation guidance, te the effect that Forest Service
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) must integrate the impact of proposed actions
on the custom and culture of the Counties. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
therefare believes that the implementation of the Travel Management Rule would fail
to meet the requirements to reasonably accommodate the culture and custom of the
residents of and visitors to the Counties if such historically popular moterized camping
sites were artificially outlawed due to their inaccessibility in a new travel management
plan. Additionally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the 300 feet
distance must be managed with flexibility so that the authorized dispersed and safe
motorized camping allows the parking of motorized vehicles and/or trailers at the
distance from the closest legally open road or trail necessary for the dispersed camping
site defined as a 300 feet radius around the motorized vehicle or trailer to be safe from
traffic, to not be directly exposed to dust or projections caused by traffic, and to be
distant from adjacent dispersed camping site by at least 300 feet if such is the desire of
the camper(s).

The trovel management plans generally do not specifically oddress firewood gathering.
Firewood gathered in the Arizona national forests is an important and necessary energy
resource ta many residents of rural counties. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
therefore recommends that motorized access be allowed for the purpose of firewood
gathering in areas specifically designated for motorized firewood gathering, or that the
authorized motorized collection of firewood consist of the minimum number of trips
each way, as defined based an the transport capacity of the vehicle and the trailer, from
the downed tree to the closest legally open road or trail in the authorized firewood
collection area, by the most direct route compatible with safety and the preservation of
other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

The travel management plans generally do not specifically address dispersed shooting.

‘fet, the Forest Service in its own analysis states: “Ceasing or limiting off-road vehicle use
of the ASNFs would limit or restrict most dispersed recreational shooting to areas along
roads open for public use, increasing the risk to human health and safety” {Draft
Environmental Assessment Second Knoll Shooting Range p. 27). The Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization believes that not every recreational shooter will use the
developed shooting facilities, such as the upcoming Second Knoll Shooting Range,
especially when using such facilities would necessitate more than one-half to one full
hour of travel. Therefore, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that for
safety reasons dispersed shooting should be included in the provisions of authorized
cross-country travel with the following restrictions: authorized motorized dispersed
recreational shooting shall consist of one trip each way from the natural or artificial
obvious terrain feature used as a backstop, such as pit, berth or terrain feature similar in
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their functionality relating to safe dispersed shooting, to the closest legally open road or
trail, not more than one mile away by the most direct route compatible with safety and
the preservation of other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc,

Suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails

- The travel management plons generally do not oddress the economic impact on the
Counties of implementing the notionol Travel Manocgement Rule,
Yet, it is widely recognized that the legislators’ intent was for the MNational
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} processes to clearly integrate an assessment of the
economic impacts of a proposed action or project. Further, it is widely recognized that
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has made unambiguous interpretations of
the law in its implementation guidance to the effect that Forest Service Environmental
Impact Statements must integrate the impact of proposed actions on the economic
well-being needs of the Counties, The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes
and understands the importance of protecting the national forests natural resources
while providing access and opportunities to the public, as well as to those whose
livelihoods depend on the national forest lands. Simultaneously, the Counties must
operate under the economic constraint of an overwhelming majority of the land area in
the Counties being designated as federal land or under federal management, and,
therefore, exempt from local taxation: 78% in Apache County; 95% in Gila County; 74%
in Graham County; 77% in Greenlee County; and 76% in Navajo County. Historically, the
Counties economy and the Counties residents have depended heavily on both natural
resources-based industries and recreation opportunities. The ability of the Counties to
maintain a robust and diverse economy has been eroded over the last forty years, in
large part due to the restrictions of access to and use of the lands under federal
management. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is keenly aware of the
detrimental effects caused by national forests rules and management plans restricting
business and outdoors recreational opportunities, Additional roadless areas
designations, roads closure, limitation of suitability for future consideration of new
motorized areas and trails, and indiscriminate cross-country motorized travel
restrictions would further decrease the recreational opportunities that the Counties are
able to offer to their residents and visitors, further constraining an already difficult
economic outlook.

Requested and Suggested Corrective Actions for the Progr ic Final Envi I Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizana Counties Organization respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Staterment for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan be rejected with respect to motorized travel and recreation. Specifically, under
Alternative B:
1) Almost 40% of the lands in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would not be suitable for
future consideration of new motorized areas and trails.
2} No guidance is included for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule and for authorized cross-country travel,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization therefore respectfully requests that, at a_minimum, the
Selected Alternative for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan:
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1

Include the provisions of current Alternative C relating to motorized travel and recreation in
order to retain suitability of 80% of the lands of Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for future
consideration of new motorized areas and trails.

Include guidance for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Management Rule
and for authorized cross-country travel in order to simultanecusly achieve the required
preservation and conservation objectives AND allow reasonable motorized access, travel and
recreation for dispersed camping, big game retrieval, firewood collection, and dispersed
shooting as outlined in the above comments and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
Motorized Travel and Recreation Manage ment Objectives.

2

FORESTED ECOSYSTEMS RESTORATION AND CATASTROPHIC WILDFIRE PREVENTION OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the fact that Alternative B, the
Preferred Alternative, includes a clear priority for restoration treatments (PDEIS p. 21), as does
Alternative C [PDEIS p. 23}, as does Alternative D (PDEIS p. 25), and as also does Alternative A, the no
action alternative (PDEIS p. 19), despite the fact that restoration treatments were not emphasized in the
1987 Plan,

Circ I ¢ and chall for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization AND the
Apache-Sitg National Forests planning efforts

As previously noted, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes that the issues of forested
ecosystemn restoration and forest products management are fundamentally different, and are typically
not discussed simultaneously in ecosy non-departed or little departed from characteristic
historical conditions. However, as the Forest Service and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization both
generally acknowledge, current conditions in the forested ecosystems, and especially in the ponderosa
pine and dry or wet mixed conifers dominated forests of eastern Arizona, are considerably departed
from historical conditions and at risk of continued uncharacteristic disturbances such as landscape scale
catastrophic crown fires or insect infestations,

Also as previously noted, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the
efforts endeavored by the Forest Service, and particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, to
pioneer larger scale restoration efforts such as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. The Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization has been and continues to be supportive of the White Mountain
Stewardship Project and of its funding as a practical tool to initiate larger scale treatments and to
incentivize the creation of a small diameter trees utilization infrastructure. Simultaneously, the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges that the model of subsidized restoration treatrents is not
scalable at landscape scale, as is required to restore the forests of Arizona, for lack of agency funding, As
proposed in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, an initiative that the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization was instrumental in creating, fostering and developing, landscape scale forest ecological
rastoration appears currently feasible only if it is funded by the economically viable utilization of the
forested byproducts of restoration by private industry, While it is actually not a novation when it comes
to forest products, as timber sales have been for centuries an established form of natural resources
valuation and have funded the management of the resources, the concept of ecosystem service
monetization is relatively new to the discussion of ecological restoration funding, and its full implications
are still being tested.

As a consequence, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization proposes that both the Counties and the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes
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to forest restoration, inasmuch as the forest products industry in Arizona is the funding mechanism for
landscape scale restoration in eastern Arizona, which imposes the concept of social acceptability or
‘social license’ for the re-introduction of appropriate scale industry logging activities at the landscape
scale on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Eastern Arizona Counties Or F ted Ec Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire
Prevention Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire
Prevention Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle therefore include, among others:

1) Design and implement landscape-scale, « based, industry-supported accelerated
community protection and forested ecosystems restoration in the 2.4 million acre ponderosa
pine and mixed conifer dominated forest of the Mogollen Rim.

2

Develop and sustain the social license required by Southwestern Regional Forester Corbin

Newman as a prer isite to the impl tation of industry-supported landscape scale
restoration.

3

Create in eastern Arizona the wood supply conditions for private industry investments in a new
economically viable small diameter trees and residual biomass utilization infrastructure capable
of funding the initial ecological restoration thinning of at least 50,000 acres of ponderosa pine
and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the next 20 years, then the maintenance of
the desired future conditions in subsequent decades.

4

Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts treatments {mechanical treatments) funded by
economically viable utilization, over non-byproducts treatments (fire as first entry thinning
treatments] in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new era of forest
products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona with multiple
industrial scale new investments,

5)

Subordinate for as long as required in the upcoming planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for sustained yield of harvest
volumes on a regulated non-declining even-flow basis for the long term, to the overriding
priority of implementing as expeditiously as possible landscape scale restoration based primarily
on mechanical treatments producing forest products,

B|

Subordinate for as long as reguired in the upcoming planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for uneven age management to
the overriding necessity of sustaining the social license required to implement landscape scale
restoration expeditiously and in a non-conflictual and non-litigious manner, relating to the
protection of old growth and the retention of large trees {upcoming old growth where
vegetative structural stages (V55) 5 and 6 are deficient].

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

As also previously noted, aithough the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization and the Counties retain
and employ many talented individuals at the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization does not ge Ily define its role in the public lands management
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process as a role of science provider or resources technical specialist. Rather, as a body representing the
most direct and local expression of democratic government at the individual district or national forest
level, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization more generally defines its role at the policy-making
level as it relates to public lands management processes,

Further, for clarification, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants to emphasize that although it
generally supports the use of Best Available Scientific Information (BASI) for management decision, the
Counties do not support the exclusive use of technical sciences to formulate policies or to make
strategic decisions that have an important impact on, and therefore must integrate, social sciences in
the decision making process. For example, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that while
there is no science in the long debated issue of a diameter cap for restoration treatments, that question
is nevertheless irrelevant as the issue of large trees retention is not a technical issue but rather a social
issue that cannot be adequately addressed by an exclusively scientific approach.

Therefore, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization comments relating to forested ecosystems
restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention will purposefully not address technical issues of
silviculture, such as uneven aged composition, regeneration openings, sustained yield timber
production, etc., but be focused instead on what the Counties believe to be the crux of the successful
and timely implementation of the overriding priority of landscape scale scientifically AND socially
acceptable = if admittedly imperfect = ecological restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention, as
follows:

= Social acc of proposed

- Speed of completion of landscape scale restoration; and,

- Prioritization of treatments.

As previously stated, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the realism of
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team when stating: "the alternatives
were realistically designed to reflect anticipated budgets and workforce capabilities” (DEIS p. 440). It is
therefore not a criticism of the work produced by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team, but rather a simple reality for the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization to
observe, as stated in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests' own analysis, that: “none of the
alternatives would actually treat enough acres fast enough to fully reach desired conditions within the
first 5 decades” (DEIS p. 440).

Alfternative A

Alternative A uses both mechanical and burning treatments for timber management and to reduce
threats to communities from wildfire. On average, approximately 17,000 acres per year would be
treated in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs), primarily in ponderosa pine (PDEIS p.
19), Alternative A would require 42 years to thin all forested overgrown lands {PDEIS p. 444), and would
emphasize mechanical treatments around communities and in the Community Forest Intermix
Management Area (CFIMA], a subset of the Community Wildfire Protection Plans {CWPPs), many of
which have already been treated and now only require follow up maintenance thinning (PDEIS p. 445).
Alternative & would use diameter caps for some projects (PDEIS p. 444},

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the pace and priorities of Alternative A do not
meet the ecological needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests, nor the safety, health and
economic well-being needs of the White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives.
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Alfternative B

Alternative B uses both mechanical and burning treatments for timber management and to reduce
threats to communities from wildfire, The majority of treatments, from 5,000 to 35,000 acres per year,
in the forested potential natural vegetation types [PNVTs) would occur in ponderosa pine, although
there would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 21), and up to 25,000 acres per year of
grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) would be treated to remove encroaching
woody species (PDEIS p. 21). However, Alternative B would produce harvest volumes below the long
term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC) and would, therefore, continue to result in overgrown forests that
would be more susceptible to uncharacteristic disturbances such as severe wildfire or insect/disease
outbreaks (DEIS p. 440). Further, Alternative B would require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown
lands {PDEIS p. 444). Alternative B would not use 16-inch diameter caps {DEIS p. 443). In Alternative B,
cutting would be prioritized in areas identified in community wildfire protection plans (CWPPs) and
priority watersheds which include large acreages of untreated pine and dry mixed conifer forests (PDEIS
p. 444).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization beli that an intelligent impl ion of the exception
mechanisms identified in the Four Forest R ion Initiati takehold pp i document Ofd
Growth Protection and Large Tree Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) would allow Alternative B to proceed
without using 16-inch diameter caps.

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that even though the priorities of
Alternative B are adequate, the pace of restoration under Alternative B does not meet the ecological
needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the safety, health and economic well-being needs
of the White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forested
Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Alternative C

Alternative C primarily uses mechanical treatment methods, The majority of treatments, from 5,500 to
55,000 acres per year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in
ponderosa pine, although there would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p.23). Under
Alternative C the reduction of the most amount of overgrowth backlog would take place in the first 3
decades, and it would continue to remove more backlog in decade 4 until it levels off at decade 5 (DEIS
p. 440}, Multiple resource objectives would be best met by balancing forest wood volume growth rates
with removal of forest wood volumes. This would reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfires and other
extreme or long-lasting disturbances (DEIS p. 440). Alternatives C would not use 16-inch diameter caps
[DEIS p, 443). Alternative C would require 23 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444).
Alternative C would emphasize treatments on suitable timberlands, the Community Forest Intermix
Management Area, and other lands that can contribute wood products (PDEIS p. 444).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that an intelligent implementation of the exception
mechanisms identified in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative stakeholders-approved document Qid
Growth Protection and Large Tree Retention Strotegy (OGPLTRS) would allow Alternative C to proceed
without using 16-inch diameter caps.

Despite the fact that Alternative C does not include significant grassland restoration as currently
planned, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the priorities and pace of restoration
under Alternative C provide the closest match to the ecological needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National
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Forests, the safety, health and economic well-being needs of the White Mountains residents and
visitors, and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Forested Ecosystems Restoration and
Catastrophic Wildfire Pravention Objectives.

Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes natural processes, primarily burning (planned and unplanned ignitions), with
limited mechanical treatments. The majority of treatments, from 7,500 to 50,000 acres per year in the
forested potential natural vegetation types [PNVTs), would occur in ponderosa pine, although there
would be emphasis to treat all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 25). It would produce the least wood product
volumes, due to its emphasis on using fire as the primary treatment method, as well as a 16-inch
diameter cap imposed on these few acres that are mechanically thinned or cut (FDEIS p. 443).
Alternative D would require 24 years to thin all forested overgrown lands {PDEIS p. 444). Alternatives D
would emphasize mechanical t around communities and in the Community Forest Intermix
Management Area (CFIMA), a subset of the community wildfire protection plans {CWPPs), many of
which have already been treated and now only require follow up maintenance thinning (PDEIS p. 445),
and burning treatments in the forested potential natural vegetation types {PNVTs) would occur in
ponderosa pine, although there would be emphasis to treat all forested PNVTs,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that even though the pace of restoration under
Alternative D is adequate, the priorities and types of treatment under Alternative D do not meet the
ecological needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the custom, culture and econamic well-
being needs of the White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Requested and Suggested Corrective Actions for the Prog tic Final Envi I Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizana Counties Organization respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include the provisions of Alternative C relating to forested ecosystems restoration
and catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and prioritization.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative in
the Progr ic Final Envi tal Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include the provisions of Alternative B relating to the restoration of 25,000 acres
per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types).

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization also respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include specific guidelines to integrate the provisions of the Four Forest Restoration
Initiative stakeholders-approved document Old Growth Protection ond Large Tree Retention Strategy
[OGPLTRS) to allow treatments to proceed without using 16-inch di caps while retaining the
social license necessary for an expeditious, non-conflictual and non-litigious implementation of
landscape scale restoration.
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WATERSHED RESTORATION OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the analysis parformed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team using the Watershed Condition
Framework (WCF) and assessment tool when addressing Class 1 (Functioning), Class 2 {Functioning-At-
Risk) and Class 3 (Impaired) watersheds; Watershed Condition Framewark {WCF) for 6th level Hydrologic
Unit Code {HUC) watersheds {sub watersheds) condition; and, priority watershed treatment objectives.

‘While the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization agrees with the technical definition provided by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team: “Watershed condition is the state of
the physical and biological characteristics and processes within a watershed that affect the hydrologic
and soil functions that support aquatic ecosystems” (PDEIS p. 63), the Counties also believe that a
critical social consequence of the physical and biclogical characteristics and processes should be added
to the definition to read: “ ... that support aguatic ecosystems AND THE PRODUCTION OF WATER FOR
DOWNSTREAM CONSUMPTION.”

Critical role of the Mogollon Rim watersheds for Arizona

Uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona have a demonstrated negative
impact on the conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place. In addition to the
d caused to ¢ ities and ecosy by the fires themselves, the most common negative
effects on watersheds documented after the Rodeo-Chediski Fire, some areas of the Wallow Fire, and
the Schultz Fire, among others, are: uncharacteristic runoffs, catastrophic flooding accelerated and
aggravated soil erosion, streams and reservoirs sedimentation, and long term severe disturbance of the
watershed functions.

The Rim Country constitutes a large portion of the watersheds that contribute significantly to the water
supply of the metro Arizona and greater Phoenix area. The threat of additional uncharacteristic
landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona, especially on the south slopes of the Mogollan
Rim, raises serious concern about the conservation and operation of the eastern Arizona watersheds.
Additionally, the specific threat to the East Clear Creek watershed poses an existential threat to the
town of Payson water supply.

With the growing realization that uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires affect the
conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place, efforts to protect watersheds
have been recently initiated in the Southwest. Several of these efforts focus on the monetization of the
ecosystem services provided by the watersheds, and on an attempt to enroll the financial contribution
of the downstream beneficiaries of the services {water consumers in this case) to the financial costs of
protecting the upstream provider areas and the utility corridors delivering the services {forests,
watersheds, and water collection and distribution infrastructures at risk of catastrophic fires in this
case), Such efforts were pioneered by the Denver Forest to Faucet project in Colorado, or the Santa Fe
Municipal Watershed Protection project in New Mexico, among others, In Arizona, with the active
contribution of the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization, an effort to create the Arizona Watersheds
Investment Fund (AWIF} is underway, and in Flagstaff, Ballot Question #405 received electors’ approval
in Movember 2012 for the issuance of a 510 million municipal bond to finance the restoration
treatments of high threat areas in the Rio de Flag and Lake Mary watersheds to provide greater
protection to the community from the impacts of fires and floods.

Three watershed issues are of particular concern to the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization:
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1) After years of collaborative debate, the model of industry supported restoration is recognized
by most stakeholders as the only model that has the economic capability to be scaled up to
landscape scale. However, the sole implementation of this madel is insufficient, inasmuch as
industry supported restoration is not applicable in areas where;

- the merchantable material yield is insufficient for mechanical treatments to be
economically viable;
- access by mechanical harvesting equipment is restricted, such as in steep slopes, high
erosion areas, riparian areas, etc.
Mechanical treatments implemented in low productivity areas, and non-mechanical treatments
such as fire as a thinning tool, or hand thinning are therefore viable candidates for ecosystem
services funding. Systematized ecosystem services monetization s required in order to
participate to the overall funding of landscape scale restoration,

2

Conversely, despite the logic of its concept, the keen interest of some stakeholders weary of a
potentially dominant role of the wood industry in the relationship with the Forest Service, and
the momentum that the monetization of ecosystem services in general - and watershed
services in particular - is expected to gain, the monetization of watershed services is unlikely to
be able to bear the full cost of restoration which is estimated to be approximately 51,000 per
acre in eastern Arizona, resulting in an estimated total cost of approximately 51 billion for the 1
million acres requiring thinning restoration treatments. Continued education is required to
simultaneocusly ensure that:
- the model of ecosystem services monetization funding is not viewed as an alternative to
the model of industry supported funding;
- the model of industry supported funding is not viewed as an alternative to the model of
ecosystem services monetization funding and,
- both models, and possibly others, are viewed as complementary to each other.

3} The restoration of forested ecosystems, ponderosa pine and mixed conifer dominated, in the
watersheds of the slopes of the Mogollon Rim in general, and specifically in the East Clear Creek
watershed, Is an objective priority, after the direct protection of communities and
infrastructures, among other areas in eastern Arizona also in need of restoration treatments.

Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Watersheds Restoration Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Watersheds Restoration Objectives for the upcoming
planning cycle therefore include, among others:

1) Prioritize restoration and catastrophic fire prevention treatments in the watersheds, after the
direct protection of communities and infrastructures, on the slopes of the Mogollen Rim in
general, and specifically in the East Clear Creek watersheds, the Verde River watersheds, the
Little Colorado River watersheds, the Upper Gila River watersheds and the Upper Salt River
watersheds.

2

Develop the Arizona Watersheds Investment Fund {AWIF), and/or similar initiatives in order to
fund restoration treatments that cannot be funded by the wood industry utilization of the forest
byproducts of restoration in areas where the merchantable material yield is insufficient for
mechanical treatments to be economically viable, and/or access by mechanical harvesting
equipment is restricted, such as in steep slopes, high erosion areas, riparian areas, etc.
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3} Develop in parallel and in a complementary manner zll models of watershed restoration funding
such as industry funding, ecosystem services funding, municipal bonds funding, etc.

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and polides

Degroding facters and selection of priority wotersheds

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that a clear distinction must be made between
degrading factors and the effects of degrading factors, and between natural processes and management
effects. The Programmatic Draft Envirc I Impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan lists as common degrading factors: high road density, poor aguatic
habitat conditions, poor fire regime conditions, poor aquatic biota conditions, and impaired soil
conditions (PDEIS p. 65). High road density and poor fire regime conditions may contribute to watershed
degradation, but impaired soil condition, non-functioning riparian or aquatic areas, and sedimentation
are not degrading factors; rather, these are the effects of degrading factors. The Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization is concerned that a proper causality analysis is required to design effective
restoration actions.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization agrees with the prioritization methodology used to designate
watersheds, but is concerned that “the selection of these watersheds is ongoing; and, once selected, will
be a major consideration for implementation of projects in some alternatives” (PDEIS p, 64). Considering
the fact that according to the Watershed Condition Framework [WCF), only 32% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests 176 6th level Hydrologic Unit Code watersheds (HUCs) are currently
considered to be functioning properly (Class 1), and a full 8% are functioning-at-risk (Class 2) {PDEIS p.
&65), and considering the critical importance and scarcity of water resources in metro Arzona, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the watershed treatments prioritization effort must
be given a higher priority and potentially larger resources so that the preservation treatments of Class 1
watersheds and the restoration treatments of Class 2 watersheds can be appropriately prioritized.
Similarly, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that it is critical to complete expeditiously
the lysis of the 50 watersheds potentially affected by the recent Wallow Fire as some - but not all -
watersheds were heavily affected, resulting in a probable shift to a lower class {(PDEIS p. 65).

Alternative A

Based on the above, the Eastern Arizona Counties O ization wants to icate unambiguously
to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative A, the no action alternative,
relating to watershed rastoration objectives.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands that watershed restoration was not an objective
of actuality when the 1987 Plan was developed. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
cannot support an alternative that would result in, among others, the designation of zero priority
watersheds to be treated during the upcoming planning cycle in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
[PDEIS p. 67). This alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and
foreseeable future safety, health and economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization Watersheds Restoration Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the Counties perspective,
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Alternatives B, Cand D

Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative D both concentrate treatments in priority
watersheds and allow a better opportunity for restoring or maintaining watersheds across the forests
{PDEIS p. 67). Under both Alternatives B and D, 10 watersheds are designated as priority watersheds to
be treated in the 15 year planning period (PDEIS p. 67). Alternative C also has an objective to treat 10
priority watersheds in the potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) that can contribute to economic
sustainability (PDEIS p, 67).

Since it is unclear to the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization whether the 10 priority watersheds
designated under ARternatives, B, C and D have higher or lower priority levels as compared to each
other, the Counties favor Alternative C relating to watershed restoration objectives due to the fact that,
in general, Alternative C more closely meets the various Eastern Arizona Counties Organization and
Counties objectives.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Envir I Impact Stats it for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land M, Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include a revised analysis differentiating more clearly between degrading factors and
the effects of degrading factors on physical and biological watershed characteristics and processes that
affect the hydrologic and soil functions, and ¢ natural processes and 2 t effects, so
that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of effective restoration and management
actions.

MANAGEMENT AREAS DESIGNATION OBJECTIVES

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Flan team for gement areas desi ion
when addressing community forest intermix, high use developed recreation areas, energy corridors, the
Heber Wild Horse Territory, natural landscape, inventoried roadless areas (which are technically not
management areas per se but an ad ded and current wilderness
areas, the Blue Range Primitive Area, recommended and current research natural areas, wildlife quiet
areas, and wild and scenic rivers.

rative designation), recc

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the fact that certain characteristics
of landscapes, viewscapes or bioscapes are unique and deserve protection, preservation and
conservation; that a balanced approach to the enjoyment of all requires a spectrum of management
areas extending from high use developed recreation areas to pristine wildernesses; that the enjoyment
of future generations may require protection, preservation and conservation management actions that
may constrain current generations; that areas of wildlife undisturbed habitats are necessary for big
game and other wildlife to reside with minimal disturbance from motorized vehicle use; that preserving
the natural character of the national forest landscape is important to any of these goals; that scientific
research in ecosystems characteristics and functions are necessary for the continuous improvement of
management decisions; and, that designations by Congress and/or Presidential Order must be
implemented.
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Eastern Ari G ies Organization M. Areas Designation Objectives

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Management Areas Designation Objectives for the upcoming
planning cycle therefore include, among others:

1) Maintain a balanced approach in the designation of management areas including general forest
area, community forest intermix, high use developed recreation areas, energy corridors, the
Heber Wild Horse Territory, natural landscape, inventoried roadless areas {(which are technically
not management areas per se but an admini ive desi i rec ded and current
wilderness areas, the Blue Range Primitive Area, recommended and current research natural
areas, wildlife quiet areas and wild and scenic rivers, that meets (a) the requirements of
management for multiple resource objectives and (b) the safety, health, economic well-being,
custom and culture needs of the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization residents and visitors,

2

Prevent the departure from the current condition of balanced management for multiple
resource objectives by the designation of inappropriately large management areas of more than
10% of the land area individually or 25% collectively, characterized by the restriction of most
multiple resource objectives management or enjoyment activities such as, but not restricted to,
wilderness areas or primitive areas,

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization objectives, plans and policies

Alfternative D

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring
alternatives such as Alternative D. However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support
an alternative that would result in, among others, the recommendation for the designation of 25% of
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests as Wilderness Areas [PDEIS p. 26), in addition to the existing 10%
of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests already managed as a Primitive Area. This alternative is so
departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future custom, culture,
safety and economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
Management Areas Designation Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the
Counties perspective,

Alfternatives B

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned that 20% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests would be designated as Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative.
While the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates the need for retaining the natural
landscape characteristics of the Arizona national forests, and understands that Natural Landscape Areas
provide primitive and semi-primitive recreation opportunities, both non-motorized and motorized, and
that management activities for ecological restoration purposes may occur in them (PDEIS p. 608), the
Counties are concerned that such management activities for ecological restoration purposes are limited
{PDEIS p. 608), and that such MNatural Landscape Areas may, therefore, remain at high risk of

Eastemn Arizona Counties Organization 550 N. 9" Place Show Low, AZ 85901 (928) B37 3037

41

H xipuaddy



ue|d Juswabeuepy pue s4N saAealbls-aydedy ay) Joj S134 onewwesbold

116

LirE0oan

uncharacteristic landscape scale disturbances such as non-natural high severity crown fires or insect
infestation.

Conversely, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization realizes that such Natural Landscape Areas may
be designated in areas where management activities for ecological restoration purposes may already be
limited by physical characteristics such as terrain inaccessibility and/or economic unviability of industry
supported mechanical treatments. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization therefore requests
further information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape Areas
under Alternative B.

Alternative C

It is unclear to the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization why the 322,000 acres currently designated as
Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs), which are technically not management areas per se but an
administrative designation [Alternative A, the no action alternative), and that are maintained under
Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative D, would be eliminated under Alternative C
(PDEIS p. 349). Considering that the 17 Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests include rough, broken terrain with steep-sided canyons and are located in low
population areas {PDEIS p. 346) and are generally not easily accessible by motorized vehicles, and
considering that the | toried Roadless Areas (IRAs) are not technically management areas but do
overlay a variety of management areas, including management areas already prohibiting motorized
travel, the benefits of this proposed elimination is not immediately obvious to the Counties,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization therefore requests further information on the rationale
supporting the proposed elimination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs)
under Alternative C,

Other manogement oreo designations under all action olternatives {Alternatives B, C and D}

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization observes the continued creeping trend toward ever
increasing restrictive t area desi ions in the action alternatives of the Programmatic
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan, such as increasing wilderness areas from 23,000 acres to 30,000 acres (PDEIS p. 362-363);
increasing research natural areas from 2,500 acres to 8,000 acres {PDEIS p. 372); and, increasing wildlife
quiet areas from 59,000 acres to 65,000 acres (PDEIS p. 254). However, the Counties remain satisfied
that the acreage increase of these areas is essentially insignificant in relation to the 2.1 million acre total
land area of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Therefore with the exceptions of (2} the recommendation for the designation of 25% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests as Wilderness Areas under Alternative D; (b) the request for further
information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape Areas under
Alternative B; and, (c) the request for further information on the rationale supporting the proposed
elimination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alternative C, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization supports the management area designations under all action
alternatives [Alternatives B, C and D) as follows:
Community Forest Intermix: “61,000 acres (3%);
- High Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres {1%);
- Energy Corridor: ~2,500 acres (<1%};
- Wild Horse Territory: ~19,000 acres (1%);
‘Wildlife Quiet Area: ~30,000 acres {2%];
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- Research Natural Area: ~8,000 acres (<1%);
—  Primitive Area: 200,000 acres (10%); and,
- Existing Wilderness: ~23,000 (1%).

Suggested corrective actions for the Prog ic Final Envi tal Impact Stat t for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include specific infarmation on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres
of Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in
the Progr ic Final Envi | Impact St for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan include infarmation on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of the
existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alternative C.

PART 3 -~ PLANNING ISSUES

In its review of the proposed directives revising the Forest Service handbook (FSH 1909.12) and the
Forest Service manual (FSM 1920) and establishing prooedures and responsibilities for implementing the
2012 national forest system land gement pl gulation set out at 36 CFR part 219, the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization identified issues and shortcomings that are of a nature to affect
the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests
Land Management Plan.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully understands that the opportunity to comment on the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan is neither an opportunity to comment on the 2012 Planning Rule or its
implementation directives, nor an opportunity to comment on a specific proposed management action,
such as a travel management plan or a restoration project. Monetheless, precisely because the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan will establish the parameters for all subsequent management actions in the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests in the upcoming planning cycle, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
believes that it is critical for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan to specifically set forth, in order to become part of
any subseq r g t action, guideli on how to conduct the monitoring, adaptive
management framework, use of best available scientific information to inform the land management
planning process, public participation and the role of collaboration, and the objection process.

MONITORING

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization observes that the entire discussion on monitoring strategy,
aside from the incidental use of the word ‘monitoring’ in various other contexts, in the Programmatic
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management
Plan occupies, in a 681 page document, the whole of 2 lines: “All action alternatives include the same
monitoring strategy as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan” (PDEIS p. 28). The Eastern Arizona
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Counties Organization further observes that the Monitoring Strategy referred to in the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan is only an approximately 1 page long very brief
discussion of monitoring in the most general terms, and a 3 page table of planned monitoring questions,
monitoring methods, units of measure, and frequency of measurements (p. 135 — 139} in a 283 page
document.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned that the scarce mention of manitoring in the
P Draft Envi tal Impact Statement and the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan and the very cursory ‘Monitoring Strategy’ included in the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for monitering in the current
planning process. This would be in contradiction with the requirement of the 2012 national Planning
Rule and its proposed implementation directives.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the important role given to
monitoring in the proposed directives. We believe that the content of the proposed directives is
adequate, although sometimes wery succinct, when addressing 31.1 - Best Available Scientific
Information for Monitoring; 31.2 - Public Participation for Monitoring; 32.1 - Developing the Plan
Menitering Program; 32,11 - Salecting Manitoring Questions; 32.12 - Selecting Monitoring Indicators;
3213 - Content of the Plan Monitoring Program; 32.13a - Select Watershed Conditions; 32.13b -
Ecological Conditions for Terrestrial, Riparian and Aquatic Ecosystems, and At Risk Species; 32.13c -
Focal Species; 32.13d - Visitor Use, Visitor Satisfaction, and Recreation Objectives; 32.13e - Climate
Change and Other Stressors; 32.13f - Desired Conditions and Objectives; 32.13g - Productivity of the
Land; 32.2 - Documenting the Plan Monitoring Program; 32.3 - Transitioning to the Plan Monitoring
Program; and 32.4 - Changing the Plan Monitoring Program.

Issue

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the proposed directives miss a critical
opportunity to address and correct what is arguably the Achilles’ heel of many, if nat most, monitaring
efforts endeavored by national forests staff. Specifically, however well planned, monitoring is often not
implemented or superficially or partially implemented for lack of resources or funding.

Additionally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization also believes that the proposed directives do
not address a critical weakness in the concept of 31.2 - Public Porticipation for Monitaring, in particular
the multi-party monitoring section thereof. Specifically, while the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
applauds the Forest Service for including in the proposed directives the concept of public participation in
monitoring, and specifically multi-party monitoring, we believe that the Forest Service misses a critical
opportunity to build robustness in the systern by failing ta make the findings of multi-party monitaring
boards binding on the Forest Service Responsible Official.

Suggested corrective actions for the Pr Final tal Impact Stat t for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Manag Plan

Menitoring implementation plan

The Eastern Arizana Counties Organization suggests that the Programmatic Draft Enviranmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan be expanded to include in
very specific terms the requirements for guantitative, gualitative and effectiveness monitoring
processes, and the resources allocation and funding necessary to implement them - somewhat akin to
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the structured guality control plans and budgets common in the business world - to ensure that
strategic monitoring plans are quantifiably and qualitatively implemented.

Specifically, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that a very specific monitoring
implementation plan and budget be added to the planning and NEPA review process of all projects, be
submitted to public review and comments in the Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS), be
included in the Records of Decisions (ROD), and be included in the Final Environmental Impact
Statements (FEIS) for all projects, so as to ensure that monitoring will actually be implemented and
funded.

Practically, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests a three tier monitoring plan be
articulated as follows:
1) Quantitative impl tion compliance monitering.
The purpose of the guantitative implementation compliance monitoring is to answer the
question "Was the job done? While generally this assessment is made by the Forest Service
contract management team when a contractor is involved, it is suggested that this step becomes
the beginning of the process rather than what is often the end of it.

Specific quantitative implementation compliance monitoring measures can be defined at the
planning stage and specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning stage. The
plan must include, disclose and commit the responsible official to provide the resources and
budget required.

2]

Qualitative implementation compliance monitoring.

The purpose of the qualitative implementation compliance monitoring is to answer the question
"Was the job done correctly?™ The need for qualitative implementation monitoring increases
rapidly with the complexity of the actions undertaken. For example, complex forest restoration
prescriptions impl d using designation by description (DxD) or designation by prescription
[DxP) create substantial room for interpretation by the operators and may result in outcomes
substantially different on the ground from those intended by the resources specialists who write
the prescriptions. Verifying that implementation complies not only guantitatively but also
qualitatively with the management decision is especially important when the third tier of
monitoring is intended, as effectiveness can only be meaningfully analyzed if the actual
treatments outcomes are aligned with the intended outcomes,

Specific qualitative implementation e ing can be defined at the
planning stage and specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning stage. The
plan must include, disclose and commit the Responsible Official to provide the resources and
budget required.

3

Effectiveness monitoring.

The purpose of the effectiveness monitoring is to answer the question “Do the outcomes of the
management decision produce the intended effects?” The need for effectiveness monitoring
increases rapidly with the complexity and spatial and temporal scopes of the actions
undertaken, especially in projects where cumulative effects analysis assumes a speculative
nature owing to the scale and duration of the management action. For example, landscape scale
forest restoration over 2 million acres in 20 years, as endeavored in the Four Forest Restoration
Initiative - an initiative that the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization was instrumental in
creating and fostering - is largely inconceivable without the concept of adaptive management,
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as we know the Forest Service realizes. However, adaptive management is but an empty
rhetoric, and any management action and the NEPA analysis thereof is flawed, if robust three
tier monitoring as described here herein is not implemented.

Specific effectiveness monitoring processes can be defined at the planning stage and specific
resources requirements can be calculated at the planning stage. The plan must include, disclose
and commit the Respensible Official to provide the resources and budget required.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further suggests that in addition to the requirement for three
functionally different and complementary tiers, the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan specifically direct the
responsible officials to include robust qualitative and effectiveness indicators since easy to collect and
process guantitative indicators, such as acres treated, tons of biomass removed or forage utilization,
often yield very little meaningful information on the resulting health and resilience of a forest stand/or
the health and productivity of a grazing range for example,

Multi-party monitoring

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that the Progr tic Final Enviro | Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land M nent Plan be ded to include in
very specific terms the requirements for the responsible officials to be bound by the findings of multi-
party monitoring boards.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully appreciates and understands that there are concerns
that such dispositions could violate the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA), or that federal line
officials are not authorized to share their decision making authority, However, it is not suggested here
that responsible officials surrender their decision making authority to a multi-party monitoring board,
but be required to act upon the findings of a multi-party monitoring board in a manner that
appropriately addresses the issues raised by the multi-party monitoring board.

Please refer to the Public Participation and the Role of Collaboration section of this letter, here under,
for further discussion of this substantial issue.

ADAPTIWE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization observes that there are only 14 instances of the use of the
words ‘adaptive management’ in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, and that there are a grand total of 17 lines
dedicated to the discussion of adaptive management in the 681 page Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 43-44).
The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further observes that are only 7 instances of the use of the
words ‘adaptive management’ in the 283 page Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan itself.

Although there is an approximately 1 page very brief discussion of monitoring and a 3 page table of
planned monitoring questions, monitoring methods, units of measure, and frequency of measurements
in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (p. 135 = 139), the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization is concerned that the scarce mention of monitoring and adaptive management in
the Programmatic Draft Envirc | Impact Stat t and the Apache-5itgreaves National Forests
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Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for adaptive management in the current
planning process. This would be in contradiction with the regui of the 2012 national Planning
Rule and its proposed implementation directives,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the important role given to the
adaptive management framework in the proposed directives, We believe that the key features of
adaptive management included in the proposed directives are adequate when addressing: 1.
Characterizing explicitly uncertainty and assumptions; 2. Testing assumptions and collecting data using
appropriate temporal and spatial scales; 3. Analyzing new information obtained through menitoring and
project experience; 4. Learning from feedback between monitoring and decisions; 5. Adapting
assumptions and strategies to design better plans and management direction; 6. Making iterative and
responsive decisions, evaluating results, and adjusting actions on the basis of what has been learned;
and 7. Creating an open and transparent process that shares learning internally and with the public.

Issue

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the proposed directives miss a critical
opportunity to provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials in actually implementing
adaptive management, by limiting recommendations to a one and a half page general description of the
three phases of planning (assessment, planning, and monitoring) in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part 219). Specifically, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
acknowledges that the Forest Service includes some measure of action in paragraph d of its third step
[monitoring): “d. Adapt planning and monagement activities baosed on learning from the resufts of the
analysis. This adaptation tokes the form of modifying ossumptions, models, doto, and understanding of
the system. This knowledge is then used to inform the planning process that leads to adjustment of plans
and projects.” Nonetheless, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that an entire fourth
step of what is generally accepted by academia and the professional world as the adaptive management
framework is missing from the proposed directive, namely: corrective action in the implementation of a
large scale and long duration management action,

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization does not fault the Forest Service or the Code of Federal
Regulations (36 CFR part 219} for a truncated fr rk, as many actions, especially in
national forests over the last quarter century, have been implemented at a scale and scope sufficiently
limited such that what had been learned from the execution of a given project could only be applied to
other projects, considering the rapid completion of small projects. However, as large, long and
extremely complex management actions such as landscape scale forest restoration are endeavored, the
likes of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative include more than 2 million acres over 20 years, the need
for adaptive and very probably corrective action within the existing project and within the existing NEPA
Record of Decision is clearly emerging.

Suggested corrective actions for the Programmatic Final Envir tal Impact for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that the three phases of planning {assessment,
planning and monitoring) in Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part 219) designed
to support a framework for adaptive management that will facilitate learning and continuous
improvement in plans and agency decision making be augmented in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
with a fourth phase that outlines clearly the responsibility and authority of respensible officials to
implement adaptive and, if necessary, corrective action during the implementation of large scale, long
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duration specific projects as a response to quantitative, qualitative, and effectiveness monitoring of the
project.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further suggests that in order to avoid the difficulty and
complexity of having to complete new and different NEPA analyses prior to implementing adaptive or
corrective action during the implementation of a given project, the NEPA analysis of complex, large
scale, long term projects be specifically designed from inception to formalize the inclusion of a four
phase adaptive management framework, and to include the possibility for and the responsibility of the
line officers to implement a range of actions as may be necessary to adapt to the emergence of data
from effectiveness monitoring, and to meet the purpose and need of the proposed action and preferred
alternative,

USE OF BEST AVAILABLE SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION TO INFORM THE LAND MANAGEMENT PLANNING
PROCESS

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the important role given to the use
of best available scientific information to inform the land management planning process in the proposed
directives when addressing: 42.1 - Use of Best Available Scientific Information; 42.11 - Integration of the
BASI in the Planning Process; 42.11a - Assessment Phase; 42.11b - Planning Phase; 42.11c — Monitoring;
42,12 - Characteristics of Quality Scientific Information; 42.13 - BAS| Determination Process; 42.14 -
Attributes of the BASE: Uncertainties, Risks, and Assumptions; 42,15 - Sources of Scientific Information;
4216 - Data Quality; 42.17 - Documentation of the BASI in the Planning Process; 42.17a -
Documentation of the BASI in the Assessment Report; 42.17b - Documentation of the BASI in the Plan
Decision Document; and 42.2 - Optional Science Revi inthe Land M; t Planning Process.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further appreciates and supports the important role given to
assessing social and economic sustainability and multiple uses in the assessment process when
addressing: 13.1 - Assessing Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13,11 - Social, Cultural, and
Economic Context; 13.12 - Important Social, Cultural, and Economic Influences on the Plan Area; 13.13 -
How the Plan Area Influences Key Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.14 - Sources of Relevant
Existing Information for Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.2 - Assessing Benefits People
Obtain from the NFS Plan Area; 133 - Assessing Multiple Uses; 13.31 - Outdoor Recreation; 13.32 —
Range; 13.33 — Timber; 13.34 - Watershed; 13.35 - Fish and Wildlife; 13.4 - Assessing Recreation
Settings, Opportunities and Access, and Scenic Character; 13.5 - Assessing Renewable and
Nonrenewable Energy and Mineral Resources; 13.6 - Assessing Infrastructure; 13.7 - Assessing Areas of
Tribal Importance; 13.8 - Assessing Cultural and Historic Resources and Uses; and 13.9 - Assessing Land
Status and Ownership, Use, and Access Patterns,

Issue

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the proposed directives miss a critical
opportunity to provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials in actually integrating social
and economic sustainability and multiple uses, and in integrating social and economic science into the
framework of best available scientific infc ion to inform their land management planning process
and their management decision making process, Specifically, the assessment of the social, cultural and
economic values becomes essentially an exercise in futility if these values are not reflected in the
management decisions and do not balance other values.
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The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization clearly supports robust science and the full integration of
ecological, biclogical diversity, restoration and conservation values in the management process, and the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is on record for participating and often leading efforts designed
to reintroduce to the ecosystems of eastern Arizona such natural ecologically sustainable processes asa
frequent surface fire regime. Nevertheless, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is observing, and
when necessary is committed to mitigate, a probably natural temptation by some scientists to develop
and implement pure uncompromised and uncompromising science, or the currently accepted state of
best science - which often proves to be a temporary state - to the detriment of the enjoyment, custom,
culture, health, safety and economic well-being of the people. An example would be the forcible and
inflexible implementation of rigid travel management rules in the national forests of Arizona in apparent
disregard of not only the characteristics of individual forests, but also of people's long established
custom, culture, need and right to recreate, hunt or procure firewood in these forests. Such rules may
make sense when protecting relatively limited acreages of national forests in states comprising mosthy
private land, but they create an unreasonable burden when regulating access to upward of 50% of the
land in a County. Additionally, blind application of out of context science promulgated at national level
may trigger fundamentally unscientific decisions when, for example, identical travel management rules
are being impl d across fund. Ity different ecosystems in ponderosa pine dominated
forests, pinion juniper dominated farests, wet or dry mixed conifer forests, and across multiple national
forests characterized by fundamentally different densities of road systems.

Additionally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is also observing, and when necessary is also
committed to mitigate, the fact that the same temptation to develop and implement pure
uncompromised and uncomp ising science as discussed in the above paragraph, also often causes
the weakening of the social consensus with stakeholders who would support the implementation of
management decisions based on a balanced approach, but are unwilling to suppert the invasive
implementation of a monolithic and intransigent interpretation of science. An would be the current
reluctance of many stakeholders to support the Four Forest Restoration Initiative NEPA DEIS, owing to
the science-based decision to cut some of the last remaining old growth or old and large trees in the
Southwest in order to create regenaration openings in the name of scientifically driven silviculture. Such
decisions may make sense in forests featuring well balanced classes of vegetative structural stages {VSS),
but are difficult to accept in forests where older VS5 classes (V55 5 and 6) are in recognized drastic
deficit while younger V5SS classes (VSS 2, 3 and 4} are overabundant and choke the landscape,
transforming it into a ticking fire bomb.

Suggested corrective actions for the Prog Final E tal Impact Stat t for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that the P ic Final Envir | Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan provide clear and
unambiguous guidelines to r officials to integrate social and economic sustainability and social

and economic science into the framework of best available scientific information to inform their land
management planning process and their management decision making process,

Specifically, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
instruct responsible officials to implement substantive - even though possibly scientifically imperfect -
management actions that move the ecosystems significantly toward the desired future conditions when
such actions are supported by social consensus, rather than spend years attempting to forcibly impose,
and possibly trigger litigation of, management actions that may be deemed scientifically more perfect
but that do not benefit from the support of the social consensus. In other terms, the Eastern Arizona
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Counties Organization suggests that the Programmatic Final Envi | Impact Stats it for the
Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land M nent Plan emphasize executing well the less than

perfect projects now, over developing scientifically parfect projects that are never implemented.

To quote a famous Arizonan: “Extremism in the defense of liberty is no vice” (Barry Goldwater), but the
Eastern Arizona Counties Organization would like to propose to the Forest Service that extremism in the
pursuit of best available scientific information {BASI} may become counterproductive when it results in
paralysis by analysis, or inaction by litigation,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE ROLE OF COLLABORATION

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates and supports the important role given to public
participation and the role of collaboration in the proposed directives. We believe that the content of the
proposed directives is adequate, although sometimes succinct, when addressing 43.02 - Principles of
Public Participation; 43.1 - Guidance for Public Participation; 43.11 - Guidance for Collaboration; 43.12 -
Developing a Public Participation Strategy; 43.13 - Federal Advisory Committee Act Committees; 43.14 -
Engaging a Diverse Set of Stakeholders; 43.15 - Opportunities for American Indians and Alaska Natives;
43,16 - Participation and Coordination with Other Related Planning Efforts; 43.17 - Participation during
Phases of Planning 43.17a - Participation during Assessments; 43.17b - Participation during
Development, Revision, or Amendment of Plan Components; 43.17c - Participation during Menitoring
Program Development; 43.17d - Participation during Monitoring Evaluation Report Reviews; 43.18 -
Substantive Formal Comment; and 43.19 - Participation during Pre-decisional Administrative Review.

Issue

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the proposed directives miss a critical
opportunity to provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials on the two fundamental and
overlapping aspects of public participation and the role of collaboration. Specifically, sustained and
meaningful public participation and engagement require that the public's input actually influence
substantially the decision making process, and sustained meaningful collaboration requires that the
products of collaboration be honored by the Forest Service.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization has acquired a long ineffective, inefficient, unproductive and
oftentimes frustrating experience of responsible officials paying lip service to public participation and to
the role of collaboration, and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that the Programmatic
Final Enviro | Impact 5t; t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan must refocus the concept of public participation and collaboration away from complying with a
process and managing the problem, toward developing executable products and resolving the problem,

Suggested corrective actions for the Pr Final E tal Impact Stat t for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land M. Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization recognizes that, under current federal statutes, Forest
Service line officers are not allowed to share their decision making authority. Nonetheless, the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization believes that a statutory monopoly of decision making authority does not
necessarily imply an operational monopoly on decision content. Therefore, the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization suggests that the Programmatic Final Enviro tal Impact Stat t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan emphasize that while the line officers retain their
sole legal ability to make the decision, they are also required by law and regulation “to meet the needs
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of present and future generations” (Forest Service Mission Statement), as expressed through public
participation and collaboration among other channels.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan direct responsible
officials allow the public to participate meaningfully in, influence substantially, and when appropriate
alter the content of their decision, while they retain their statutory decision making autherity.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further suggests that a special role and a special forum be
organized in the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan, for local elected officials such as County Supervisors to
represent the socio economic interests of local populations in the decision making process of the Forest
Service responsible officials. As the most local and often the most directly involved elected
representatives in the democratic constitutional process, local elected officials can play a tremendously
significant role in representing their constituents with line officers and ensure that federal employees
temporarily assigned to a national forest are given the best possible opportunity to integrate local
custom, culture and economic well-being into their decision making process.

OBJECTION PROCESS

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization appreciates the attempt made by the Forest Service to give
the public more effective involvement, support their collaborative processes and result in better
decision-making {U.5. Forest Service Chief Tom Tidwell) by replacing the previous appeal process with
the new pre-decisional administrative review, or objection process, to be applied under federal

regulation to all projects and activities that img land gement plans and that are
documented in an environmental assessment or environmental impact statement.

The Eastern Arizena Counties Organization acknowledges that the U.S. Forest Service announced on
March 26, 2013 the final rule governing the objection process for projects and activities implementing
land-management plans, and that the final rule was published in the Federal Register on March 27, 2013
after a review of public comments submitted in response to the publication of the proposed rule in
2012. Consequently, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization fully acknowledges that this comment
letter is not an opportunity to comment on the objection process,

Issue

However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that specific commants on the application
of the objection process as implemented in the proposed directives, and presumably in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan DOES provide an opportunity to address concerns about the objection process
implementation, as follows:

Among other significant differences, a critical difference between the previous appeal process and the
new objection process is that an objection must be filed prior to an actual decision being made and
published. This creates a potentially difficult situation inasmuch as there is a possibility, and in certain
cases a probability, that several objections may be filed by several different parties. The resolutions of
these objections may result in a final decision significantly different from the one disclosed in the
document published with the notice of a plan subject to objection. Although the list of objections will be
public, the timing of filing of potential objections within the objections filing period may result in the
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requirement for the public to decide to file or abstain to file an objection based on the speculation of
what other parties may decide to file, and what the resolutions to such objections might be.
Additionally, since a final decision may be influenced significantly by the resolution of an objection that,
by definition, happens only after the comments period is closed, parties may be unwillingly put in a
situation where pursuant to 51.52 - lssues Not Bosed on | iously Submitted Sub ive Formal
Comments, their potential objection may be ineligible.

Additionally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization is concerned that Chapter 50 Objection Process
in generzal, paragraph 51.66 - Reviewing Officer Response to Objections and paragraph 51.6 - Resolution
of Dbjections in particular, and specifically paragraph 51.6 section 4: “The reviewing officer respands to
the outstanding issues in the objection; The reviewing officer's response may include instructions to the
responsible official as part of the disposition of the objection. The response must be sent to the
objecting party{ies} by certified mail, return receipt requested, and posted online” (36 CFR 219.57(b)
and sec. 51.64) are focused on the administrative process of disposing of an objection rather than on the
substantial process of actually resolving it.

Suggested corrective actions for the Pr Final E tal Impact Stat t for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Manag Plan

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization suggests that the P tic Final Envi tal Impact
Staternent for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan guide and direct the
reviewing officers to exercise careful judgment in their resclution or rejection of objections, in relation
to the true material importance of the objections = as opposed to their symbolic or emotional
importance, and the potential effect of litigation on the implementation of the project.

In so suggesting, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants to emphasize that it does not
promote indiscriminate and aberrant acceptance of any and all parties’ whims or irrational demands,
but suggests instead a well-considered costs and benefits analysis by Forest Service responsible officials,
line officers and reviewing officers of public input into their decision process in view of the relative
actual significance or lack thereof of such input or demands, and the overwhelming urgency to act, even
if imperfectly, in some specific cases such as the protection of the Southwest forests against
catastrophic landscape scale wildfires.

SUMMARY
Alternative D

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and the Eastern
Arizona Counties Organization acknowledges and appreciates the existence of constituencies favaring
alternatives such as Alternative D, However, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization cannot support
an alternative that would result in, among others,:

. The withdrawing from mineral entry in the future of approximately 34% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National (PDEIS p. 467);

Eastemn Arizona Counties Organization 550 N. 9" Place Show Low, AZ 85901 (928) B37 3037

52

LirE0oan

Il.  The wnavailability of any suitable timberland whatsoever in the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests {PDEIS p. 430);

l.  The closing of approximately 50% of the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests to future
consideration of new motorized areas and trails (PDEIS p. 328);

IV.  The recor dation for the desi ion of 25% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests as
Wilderness Areas (PDEIS p. 26).

Alternative D is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ and visitors’ past, current, and
foreseeable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Eastern Arizona
Counties Organization Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant
any further discussion from the Counties perspective.

Selected Alternative

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization believes that neither Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative
nor Alternative C, as discussed in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, are fully satisfactory as they stand.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include elements from both Alternative B and Alternative C, as follows:

* Include the provisions of Alternative B relating to the restoration treatment of up to 25,000
acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) to remove
encroaching woody species,

* Include the provisions of Alternative C relating to Forest Products in arder to:

- Increase the number of acres logged annually in order to accelerate the pace of
ecological restoration;

- Increase the amount of forest byproducts resources by prioritizing, wherever possible,
mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatment;

- Increase the maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per year to
meet the foreseeable requirements of the existing and currently developing industry in
the White Mountains.

* Include the provisions of current Alternative C relating to motorized travel and recreation in
order to retain the suitability of 80% of the lands of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for
future consideration of new motorized areas and trails.

* Include the provisions of Alternative C relating to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and prioritization.

* Include the provisions of Alternative C relating to watershed restoration objectives.

» Include the provisions of Alternatives B and C relating to the designation of management areas
as follows:

- Community Forest Intermix: ~61,000 acres (3%});

- High Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres (1%);

- Energy Corridor: ~2,500 acres (<1%);

- Wild Horse Territory: ~19,000 acres (1%};

- Wildlife Quiet Area: ~50,000 acres {2%);

— Research Natural Area: ~8,000 acres (<1%);

—  Primitive Area: 200,000 acres {10%}; and,

—  Existing Wilderness: ~23,000 {1%).
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In addition, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully suggests that the Selected
Alternative in the Prog ic Final Envir | Impact Stat t for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan include the following:

Designate the new proposed Research Natural Areas removed from suitable rangelands for the
specific purpose of quantifying and improving the understanding of the rangelands resources
ecosystem processes and how they relate to improved management practices.

Include specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adaptive r t plan that p

clear quantitative, gualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements, and a more balanced
approach | the goal of and the goal of economic production, as the need for
restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and present benefits as restoration in
forestlands.

Alternatively, include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full utilization of
the available animal unit months to result in the full economic impact of approximately 120 jobs
and 51.3 million in labor income annually,

Include the necessary analysis, and the resulting authority, for the Responsible Official to
simultaneously implement a restoration program designed to support the existing and currently
developing industry in the White Mountains, and the contract{s) expected to result from the
second analysis of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a maximum allowable sale
quantity (AS0) volume of 450,000 CCF annually.

Include guidance for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Managament Rule and
for authorized cross-country travel, in order to simultaneously achieve the required
preservation and conservation objectives and allow reasonable motorized access, travel and
recreation for dispersed camping, big game retrieval, firewood collection and dispersed shooting
as outlined in the above comments and in the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization Maotorized
Travel and Recreation Management QObjectives,

Include specific guidelines to integrate the provisions of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative
stakeholders-approved document Ofd Growth Protection ond lorge Tree Retention Strategy
[OGPLTRS) to allow mechanical treatments to proceed without using 16-inch diameter caps,
while retaining the social license necessary for an expeditious, non-conflictual and non-litigious
implementation of landscape scale restoration.

Include a comparative analysis of prioritization of the 10 priority watersheds designated under
Alternatives, B, C and D, if they are different and have higher or lower priority levels as
compared to each other,

Include a revised analysis differentiating more clearly between degrading factors and the effects
of degrading factors on the physical and biological characteristics and processes of watersheds
that affect the hydrologic and soil functions, and between natural processes and management
effects, so that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of effective restoration and
management actions.

Include specific information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural
Landscape Areas under Alternative B.

Include specific information on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of the existing
322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas {IRAs) under Alternative C,

Include in very specific tarms the requirements for a quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness
monitoring strategy, a very specific monitoring implementation plan, and a specific monitoring
budget with required resources allocation and funding, to the planning and MNEPA review
process of all management projects, to be submitted to public review and comments in (a) the
Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS), (b) the Records of Decisions (ROD) and (c} the
Final Environmental Impact Statements {FEIS) of all management projects, in order to ensure
that monitoring will actually be implemented and funded.
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Include in very specific terms the requirements for the responsible officials to be bound by the
findings of multi-party monitoring boards and to act upon the findings of multi-party monitoring
boards in a manner that appropriately addresses the issues raised by the multi-party menitoring
boards.

Include in very specific terms a fourth phase that outlines clearly the responsibility and authority
of responsible officials to implement adaptive and, if necessary, corrective management action
during the implementation of large scale, long duration specific projects as a response to the
quantitative, qualitative, and effectiveness monitoring of the project, in addition to the three
phases of planning | t, planning, and monitoring) identified in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part 219) and designed to support a framework for adaptive
management.

Include clear and biguous guideli to ponsible officials to integrate social and
economic sustainability and social and economic science into the framework of best available
scientific information to inform their land management planning process and their management
decision making process,

Include clear and unambiguous guidelines to responsible officials to implement substantive -
even though possibly scientifically imperfect - management actions that move the ecosystems
significantly toward the desired future conditions, when such actions are supported by social
consensus, rather than spend years attempting to forcibly impase, and possibly trigger |itigation
of, management actions that may be deemed scientifically more perfect but that do not benefit
from the support of the social consensus.

Include an emphasis on executing well the less than perfect projects now, over developing
scientifically perfect projects that are never implemented.

Include an emphasis on allowing the public to meaningfully participate in, influence
substantially, and, when appropriate, alter the content of the decision of responsible officials
while they retain their statutory decision making autherity.

Include a special farum for local government elected officials such as County Supervisors to
represent the socio economic interests of the local residents in the decision making process of
the Forest Service responsible officials.

Include clear and unambiguous guidelines for reviewing officers to exercise careful judgment in
their resolution or rejection of objections, in relation to the true material importance of the
objections — as opposed to their symbolic or emotional importance, and the potential effect of
litigation on the implamentation of the project.

Finally, the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization respectfully requests that the Responsible Official

conduct:

1) An extensive and exhaustive consi cy review bet the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan and the Counties’ seven sets of natural resources objectives rel t to these
comments, as follows:

. R lands Resources M t Objectives
Il.  Forest Products Resources Management Objectives
. Mineraland Energy Resources Management Objectives
IV,  Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives
V.  Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
VI,  Watersheds Restoration Objectives
Vil M nent Areas Designation Objectives
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2] A comprehensi dination action b the Apache-Sitgresves Nationzl Forests Land
Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization objectives, plans and policies
as expressed in the Counties planning documents, the Counties Board of Supervisors public
reooﬂ.l of deliberations and decisions, and the Counties ¢ on the Progr ic Draft

I Impact 5t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan as expressed in this document.

3} An effective conflict resolution and conflict reduction process amed NOT AT MANAGING
potential discrepancies but at RESOLVING potential di i the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Eastern Arizona Counties
Organization objectives, plans and policies, their compatibility and their interrelated impacts,
and emphasizing their joint objectives.

The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization further req to be kept inf d as the Pi

Draft Environmr | impact 5 for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan project progresses. The Eastern Arizona Counties Organization hereby reserves its right to provide
fm.hs comments as the process unfolds, and requests that the Forest Service commit to receiving and

further ¢ from the Eastern Arizona Counties Organization as provided,
Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully submitted,

i

On behalf and with the approval of the Board of Directors,

Pascal Berlioux, Ph.D. MBA

Exacutive Director

Eastern Arizona Counties Organization
rlioux@easternarizonacounties.us
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
k REGION IX
& 75 Hawthome Street
San Francisco, CA 84105

May 14, 2013
Ms, Michelle Davalos RECEIVED
Forest Planner
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests MAY 20 2013
P.O. Box 640

30 South Chiricahua Drive MAILROOM

Springerville, Arizona 85938

Subject: Prog ic Draft Envi | Impact S for the Apache-Sitgreaves Nutional
Forests Land Management Plan, Apache, Coconine, Greenlee, and Navajo Counties, Arizona
(CEQy# 20130028)

Dear Ms, Davalos:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the Progr ic Draft Envi | Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Manag Plan to the N
Environmental Policy Act, Council on Envire 1 Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508),

and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

The EPA commends the Forest Service for the commitment to ecological restoration and adaptive
management demonstrated in the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
(Plan) revision. The revised Plan includes important new information and land management strategies
on topics, such as invasive species and climate change, that have b central gement
challenges since the Plan was first implemented. We strongly support the ongoing collaboration between
the Kaibab, Coconino, and Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (o sustainably manage Arizona's federal
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests, both through revisions of your respective land management
plans, as well as through the Four Forest Restoration Initiative (4FRI), which is also undergoing NEPA
review. We will submit comments on the 4FRI DEIS later this month.

Based on our review ol the subject DEIS, we have tated the Prefermed Alternative and the document as
LO-1, Lack of Objections — Adequate (see enclosed EPA Rating Definitions). The EPA recognizes the
need for the use of mechanical thinning and prescribed fire and wildfire to achieve long-term restoration
objectives. We commend the Forest Service for committing, in the Preferred Altemative, to strong best
management practices und soil and water conservation measures (o protect sensitive resources during
mechanical harvest and lire treatments. We would also like to acknowledge the thorough description, in
the DEIS, of the possible effects of climate change on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, and for
including Appendix A: “Climate Change Trends and Apache-Sitgreaves NFs Land Management
Planning™ in the Plan, Appendix A, with its comprehensive analysis of climate change (rends, possible
effects, and management strategies to avoid or mitigate these effects, is an excellent supplement to the
DEIS and one of the linest treatments of climate change that my office has seen in & NEPA document.
We recommend that the Final EIS and Record of Decision include a commitment to implement these
mitigation sirategies.
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We recognize the challenge the Forest Service faces by imp_lcmm}ing a mun;agcmcm plan that wil.l rely
heavily on prescribed burns and wildfire to achieve restoration objectives, We (_‘.Omnlcml the Forest
Service for preparing an “Air Quality Specialist Report” for this Plan lhu{l cxpl‘:ims [hle.*;e challenges.
Though the planning area has good air quality, and meets all federal ambient air quality standards, the
fine particulate matter generated during wildland fire does present a human health risk. We recommend
that the Forest Service implement BMPs and work with the interagency S_moke Management Group to
reduce emissions from prescribed burns and wildfires 1o the greatest possible extcnl.IWc also -
recommend that the Forest Service analyze and include a description, in the FEIS, of ll'llt pu}cnlm! l‘nr
further reductions in air emissions, in future forest treatments, by lessening or eliminating pile burning
of residual fuels in favor of hiomass energy production.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS, and are available to discuss our comments. thn
the Final EIS is released, please send one CD copy to this office, If you have any questions, please
contact me at 415-972-3521, or contact Jason Gerdes, the lead reviewer for this project. Jason can be
reached at 415-947-4221 or gerdes jason @epa.gov,

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure: Summary of the EPA Rating System

ra
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

‘This rating system was developed as a means to ize the U.S, Envi Protection Agency's (EPA)
B fi

level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categ fo
the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the
Eavi | Impact S (EIS).

NT. A

"LO" (Lack of Objections)
ial envi | impacts requiring substantive changes to the

of mitigati that eould be

The EPA review has not identified any p
proposal. The review may have discl pp ities for apy
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
i C i may require changes to the preferred al ive or applicati itigati

of
meastires that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

"EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
dequate p ion for the envi G i may require suk tal changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action aliernative or a new
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EL" (Envis lly Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are

¥ from the standpeint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the p ially i yimpacts are not d at the final EIS
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

AD Al FT PA ATE

"Category 1" {Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the cnvi | imp of the pref I ive and those of
the al i ly available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is Y, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information,

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be

avoided in arder to fully protect the envi or the EPA has identified new reasonably available
alternatives that are within the sp of al tives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action, The identified additional inf ion, data, anal or di ion should be

included in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS ad quately assesses ially significant envi impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional inf ion, data, analyses, or di ions are of
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA docs not believe that the draft ElSis
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made
ilable for public inasuppl L or revised draft EIS, On the basis of the potential significant impacts
Ived, this proposal could be a candid for referral to the CEQ,

*From EPA Manual 1640, Polic
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From: Shptef, (o]
Tos ES=AShE Blapning
Ce: Ddartin Tomere
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 505:57 PM
Aetachments: Statemert for fpache Storeaves odf

Please find attached the Gila County Coments on the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest Land Management Plan.

Thank you

Cheryl Sluyter

Assitant to Tommie Martin
Supervisor District 1

Gila County

Tommie C. MEFH! District 1

Dan E. McDaniel, Jr.

610 E. Hwy 260, Payson, 85547 County Manager
(928) 474-2029 (928) 4024344
marin@gilacountyar gov dmedaniclfigilacountyar. gov
Michael A. Pastor, District I
(928) 402-8753 Marian Sheppard
pipastordrgilacountvaz gov Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
(928) 402-8757
John D. Marcanti, District 1T msheppardi@igilacountyaz. gov
(928) 402-8726 GILA COUNTY
Imarcanti@gilacountyaz. gov BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
1400 E. Ash Street
Globe, Arizona 85501

May 15, 2013

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team

P.0. Box 640

Springerville, AZ 85938

Electronic filing: asnf.planning@fs fed.us

File Code: Progr ic Draft Envir | Impact § for the Apache-Sitgreaves

National Forests Land Management Plan
Re: Gila County ¢ on the F ic Draft Envir | Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Dear Responsible Official:

Gila County would like to offer comments an the above referenced proposed project:

GILA COUNTY COMMENTS IN SUMMARY

Alternative D

Gila County wants to cc icate i to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its

opposition to Alternative D.

Gila County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to
analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Gila County acknowledges and appreciates
the exi e of ¢ i ies favoring alternatives such as Alternative D. However, Gila County
cannot support an alternative that would result in, among ather things:

L. The withdrawing from mineral entry in the future of approximately 34% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National (PDEIS p. 467);

. The ilability of any suitable timberland whatsoever in the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests (PDEIS p. 430);
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.

The closing of approximately 50% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to future
consideration of new motorized areas and trails (PDEIS p. 328);

The rec dation for the desig of 25% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
as Wilderness Areas (PDEIS p. 26).

Alternative D is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ and visitors’ past, current, and
foreseeable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County
Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the County’s perspective.

Selected Alternative

Gila County believes thal neither Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative nor Alternative C, as
discussed in the Programmatic Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan, are fully satisfactory as they stand.

Gila County respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final

Environ

mental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management

Plan Include elements from both Alternative B and Alternative C, as follows:

Include the provisions of Alternative B relating to the restoration treatment of up to 25,000
acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) to remove
encroaching woody species.
Include the provisions of Alternative C refating to Forest Products in order to:
- Increase the number of acres logged annually to accelerate the pace of ecological
restoration;
- Increase the amount of forest byproducts resources by prioritizing, wherever
possible, mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatment;
~ Increase the maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per
year to meet the foreseeable requirements of the existing and currently developing
industry in the White Mountains.
Include the provisions of current Alternative C relating to motorized travel and recreation in
order to retain the suitability of 80% of the lands of the Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests
for future consid ion of new ized areas and trails.
Include the provisions of Ahernative C relating to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and prioritization.
Include the provisions of Alternative C relating to watershed restoration objectives.
Include the provisions of Alternatives B and C relating to the designation of management
areas, as follows:

Community Farest Intermix: ~61,000 acres (3%)

High Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres (1%)
Energy Corridor: ~2,500 acres (<1%)
Wild Horse Territory: ~19,000 acres {1%)
Wildlife Quiet Area: ~50,000 acres {2%)

Research Natural Area: ~8,000 acres (<1%}
Primitive Area: ~200,000 acres (10%)
Existing Wilderness: ~23,000 (1%)

L0144

In addition, Gila County respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include the following:

Designate the new proposed Research Natural Areas removed from suitable rangelands for
the specific purpose of quantifying and improving the und ding of the rangeland
resources ecosystem processes and how they relate to improved management practices.
Include specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adaptive management plan that
provides clear quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements, and a
more balanced approach between the goal of restoration and the goal of economic
production, as the need for restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and
present benefits as restoration in forestlands.
Alternatively, include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full
utilization of the available animal unit months to result in the full economic impact of
approximately 120 jobs and $1.3 million in labor income annually.
Indude the ne:essary analysis, and the resulting autharity, for the Responsible Official to
pl a prog; designed to support the existing and
currently de'uelnplng industry fn the White Mountains, and the contract{s) expected to
result from the second analysls of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a
maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume of 450,000 CCF annually.
Include guidance for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule and for authorized cross-country travel, in order to simultaneously achieve the
required preservation and conservation objectives and allow reasonable motorized access,
travel and recreation for dispersed camping, big game retrieval, firewood collection and
dispersed shooting as outlined in the above comments and in the Gila County Motorized
Travel and Recreation Management Objectives.
Include spElelc guidelines to integrate the provisions of the Four Forest Restoration
Initiati kehold | document Old Growth Protection ond Large Tree
Retention Strategy [DGPLTRS] to allow mechanical treatmants to proceed without using 18-
inch diameter caps, while retaining the social license necessary for an expeditious, non-
conflictual and non-litigious implementation of landscape scale restoration.
Include a comparative analysis of prioritization of the 10 priority watersheds designated
under Alternatives, B, C and D, if they are different and have higher or lower priority levels
as compared to each other.
Include a revised analysis differentiating more clearly between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors on the physical and biological characteristics and processes of
watersheds that affect the hydrologic and soll functions, and between natural processes
and management effects, so that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of
effective restoration and management actions.
Include specific information on the potentlal location of the proposed 405,000 acres of
Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B.

Include specific infi ion on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of the
existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alhernatlve C
Include in very specific terms the requirements for a g i ive and

effectiveness monitoring strategy, a very specific monitoring implementatlon plan, and a
specific monitaring budget with required resources allocation and funding, to the planning
and NEPA review process of all management projects, to be submitted to public review and
comments in {a) the Draft Envi ital Impact 1ts (DEIS), {2} in the Records of
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Decisions {ROD) and (3} in the Final Environmental Impact Statements (FEIS) of all
management projects, in order to ensure that monitering will actually be implemented and
funded.

+ Include in very specific terms the requirements for the Responsible Officials to be bound by
the findings of multi-party monitoring boards and to act upon the findings of multi-party
monitoring boards in @ manner that appropriately addresses the issues raised by the multi-
party monitoring boards.

* Include in very specific terms a fourth phase that outlines clearly the responsibllity and
authority of Responsible Officlals to Implement adaptive and, If necessary, corrective
management action during the implementation of large scale, long duration specific
projects as a response to the quantitative, qualilative, and eﬁectweness monitoring of the
project, in addition to the three phases of planning ( ent, | and
identified in Title 36, Code of Federal Reguiatlons, part 219 (36 CFR part 219] and demgned
to support a framework for adaptive management.

= Include clear and unambig idefines to R ible Officlals to integrate social and
economic sustainability and social and economic science into the framework of best
available scientific information to inform their land management planning process and their
management decision maklng process.

® Include clear and u! to ponsil Officials to implement
substantive - even though possibly sclentlﬁcalhf imperfect - management actions that move
the ecosystems significantly toward the desired future conditions, when such actions ara
supported by social consensus, rather than spend years attempting to forcibly impese, and
possibly trigger litigation of, management actions that may be deemed scientifically more
perfect but that do not benefit fram the support of the social consensus.

* Include an emphasis on executing well the lass than perfect projects now, over developing
sclentifically perfect projects that are never implemented,

+ [nclude an emphasis on allowing the public to meaningfully participate in, influence
substantially and, when appropriate, to alter the content of the decision of Respensible
Officials while they retain their statutory decision making authority.

e Include a special forum for local government elected officials such as County Supervisors to
represent the socio economic interests of the local residents in the decision making process
of the Forest Service Responsible Officials.

. Inr:lude clear and unambrsuous guidelines for reviewing officers to exercise careful

d in their r 1 ar of objections, in relation to the true material
impﬂrtan:e of the objections - as opposed to their symbolic or tional imp e, and
the potential effect of litigation on the implementation of the praject.

Finally, Gila County respectfully requests that the Responsible Official conduct:

1) An extensive and exhaustive consistency review between the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan and Gila County’s seven sets of natural resources management
objectives relevant to these comments, as fallows:

I Rangeland M it Objectives
Il.  Forest Products Resources Management Objectives
Il Mineral and Fnergy Resources Management Objectives
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V. Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives
. Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
VI.  Watersheds Restoration Objectives

ViR Areas Designation Obj

2} A compr ive coordination action b the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan and the Glla County objectives, plans and policies as expressed in
the County planning documents, the County Board of Supervisors public record of
deliberations and decisions, and the County comments on the Programmatic Draft

Enwir | Impact Stat t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
R B Plan as exp 1 in this document,
3) An effective conflict resolution and conflict reduction process almed NOT AT MANAGING

potential discrepancies but at RESOLVING potential discrepancies between the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County objectives, plans
and policies, their compatibility and their interrelated impacts, and emphasizing their joint
objectives.

Gila County further requests to be kept informed as the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Staterment for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan project progresses.
Gila County hereby reserves its right to provide further comments as the process unfolds, and
requests that the Forest Service commit to receiving and integrating further comments from Gila
County as provided.

GILA COUNTY COMMENTS IN DETAIL

PART 1 - GILA COUNTY OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN ITS PLANS AND POLICIES

GILA COUNTY

Gila County is located in central Arizona beneath the Mogollon Rim that marks the southemn edge
of the Colorado plateau. Seven characteristics of Gila County are particularly relevant to the

£ ic Draft Envi tal Impact 5 for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan:

1) The large number of National Forests located In the County and its neighboring Arizona
counties: Tonto National Forest, Prescott National Forest, Coconino National Forest,
Apache National Forest, Sitgreaves National Forest and Coronadeo National Forest.

2

The averwhelmingly large proportion of the land area of Gila County being designated as
national forests, federal, state or tribal land, and/or under federal or state management. In
Gila County the Forest Service controls 55% of the land; Tribal Authorities and the Bureau
of Indian Affairs 40%; the State of Arizona 1%; and, individual or corporate ownership only
4%,

H xipuaddy



ue|d Juswabeue|y pue S4N Sanealbis-ayoedy ay) 1o) S|34 onewwelbold

686

L0144

3} The disproportionately large impact that landscape scale catastrophic wildfires in the
national forests of the Southwest have had on the ecological, social and economic life of
the County and neighboring eastern Arizona counties. Four of the five largest wildfires in
Arfzona, which includes two of the largest wildfires in the nation, have ccourred within Gila
County and its neighboring counties in the last decade: the Rodeo Chediski fire of 2002 that
consumed 460,000 acres; the Willow Fire of 2004 that burned 120,000 acres; the Cave
Creek Complex fire of 2005 that blazed through 244,000 acres; and, the Wallow fire of 2011
that charred 538,000 acres, Prior to these recent fires, the deadly Dude Fire of 1990, while
burning ‘only’ 24,000 acres, was the largest forest fire in modern Arizona times. It
destroyed 60 homes, caused the evacuation of 1,100 people, and — worst of all — killed &
firefighters.

4

The disproportionately large impact that outdoor recreational activities conducted on
national forests lands — such as, but not limited to, dispersed camping, cross-country
maotorized travel, big game hunting, dispersed shaoting, dispersed fishing or hiking, etc., by
lacal residents of and visitors to the County recreating from metro Arizona 1o the Rim
Country - have on the economic well-baing and the economic develupment of the County.

5

The steady reliance of Gila County residents on firewood cutting and gathering permits, and
dispersed firewood access in the local national forests for meeting their energy needs.

6) The out ding and continued requi for and commitment by the County to
proactively participate, and assume leadership roles, in forest and watershed restoration
and wildfire prevention and mitigation efforts at local and landscape scales. Gila County
has, for example, been instrumental in creating and fostering both the White Mountain
Stewardship Project and the Four Forest Restoration Initiative.

As such, Gila County has a special interest in the Programmatic Draft Envirenmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan,

While Gila County recognizes that it is only one of the many constituents of the U.S. Forest Service,
and does not seek special consideration in the current comments and review prucess, we urge the
Responsible Official to pay careful attention and give due consi ion 1o the following comments
in view of the uncommonly large impact that Forest Service land management decisions regularly
have directly, or may occasionally have indirectly, on the enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety
and economic well-being of County residents or visitors.

Gila County Is actively involved, and a leadership role, in several forest restoration efforts
directly involving the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, and has gained considerable experience
waorking with the Forest Service. Gila County, therefore, understands particularly well the issues at
hand, the management processes engaged, the desired future conditions, and the difficulties and
challenges involved. Gila County appreciates fully the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’ intent: to
ensure an adaptive land management planning process that is inclusive, efficient, collat ive and
science-based to promote healthy, resilient, diverse and productive national forests and grasslands;
to support natural resources-based rural economic development and employment; and, to ensure
the enjoyment of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests by current and future generations in a
balanced approach of preservation, conservation and sustainable exploitation of the natural
resources,
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tn a spirit of continuous improvement, and based on direct practitioner knowledge and experience
gained through a uniquely long, diverse, often productive and sometimes difficult participation in
the Forest Service planning and implementation processes, Gila County would like to share its
comments, its appreciation for the obvious work put into the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan and its Prog natic Draft Envirg | Impact and its
concerns and suggestions as follows.

PRELIMINARY COMMENT

Gila County would like to preface any subsequent comment by the observation that the quality and
thoroughness of the work exhibited in both the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Proposed
Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is outstanding. Gila County Is
fully consclous of the fact that an enormous commitment was made and delivered upon by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team, and that a legitimate pride of
ownership must rest with the authors of the above mentioned documents, as well as the Specialist
Reports and other documents not published with the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Stat t or the Land M: ent Plan but heless part of the project record.

Gila County urges the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team to consider
the County comments as NOT critical of their work, but rather as a goodwill effort toward
continuous improvement of both the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
Land Management Plan, and a proactive effort by the County to disclose its objectives, plans and
policies AND THE RATIONALES THAT SUPPORT THEM, and to facilltate the statutorily reguired
consistency review, coordination action and conflict reduction regarding potential discrepancies
between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the County objectives
as expressed in its plans and policies and as discussed in this document.

ASSESSMENT & LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN ROLE OF GILA COUNTY

Service-driven technical processes, and Gila County generally supports the analysis mechanisms
deployed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to complete the assessment and the technical
part of the management planning.

Gila County recognizes that the A and Land Manag Plan development are Forest

Although Gila County retains and employs many talented individuals at the peak of the knowledge
curve in their respective fields, Gila County does not generally define its role in the public lands
management process as a role of science provider or resources technical specialist. Rather, as a
body representing the most direct and local expression of democratic government at the individual
district or national forest level, Gila County more generally defines its role at the policy-making
level as it relates to public lands management processes.

Therefore, although several of the following comments organized under the following headers do
apply to the assessment and land r 4 plan develop processes, they purposefylly do
not address specific technical mechanisms thereof, and Gila County Is generally satisfied that the
USFS methodology is generally satisfactory, and that the studies that the Apache-Sitgreaves

T
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National Forests, in their expertise deem reliable, are adequate to support the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests technical conclusions (Lands Council v. McNair 537 F.3d 981 - 9th Cir. 2008).

Gila County will, therefore, focus its er in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan process, and its
comments and suggestions, at the policy-making level and on whether the proposed Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan serves the County residents’ or visitors'
enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety and economic well-being.

Gila County will further focus its engagement on whether the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan contributes to the objectives of the County as expressed in its plans
and policies; on how the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
impacts related planning efforts by the County; and, on the compatibility with and interrelated
impacts of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and Gila County plans
and policies.

COORDINATION BETWEEN THE APACHE-SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS LAND MANAGEMENT
PLAN AND THE GILA COUNTY QBJECTIVES, PLANS AND POLICIES

Per the requirements contained in the 2012 Planning Rule, Title 36 — Parks, Forests, And Public
Property, Part 219 — Planning, Subpart A — Notional Forest System Land Management Planning,
Section 4 - Requirements for public participation, sub section (b) Coordination with other public
planning efforts, Gila County expects that: “The responsible official shall coordinate land
management planning with the egquivalent and related planning efforts of federally recognized
Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, other Federal agencies, and State and local
governments” (36 CFR 219.4 [b){1)}.

Gila County further expects that: “The resuits of this review shall be displayed in the envi I
impact statement (EIS) for the plan®, and that “this review shall include consideration of: (i) The
objectives of federally recognized Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, other Federal agencies,
and State and local governments, as expressed in their plans and policies; {if) The compatibility and
interrelated impacts of these plans and policies; Opportunities for the plan to address the
impacts identified or to contribute to joint objectives; and, {iv) Opportunities to resolve or reduce
conflicts, within the context of developing the plan's desired conditions or objectives” (36 CFR
219.4 (bj(2)).

Gila County posits that these statutory requirements are meant by the US Congraess to imply mare
than a perfunctory review process resulting in a check mark in a ‘coordination box' and imply a
sincere and proactive resolution effort to reduce and resolve potential conflicts between aspects of
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and objectives expressed in the
County plans and policies such as, but not limited to, those relevant to motorized big game
retrieval, dispersed motorized camping and the reasonable allowance of motorized travel in and
motorized access to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, or those relevant to the unique rural
economic development and employment role resting on natural resources such timber, grazing or
minerzal resources located within the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,
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GILA COUNTY REQUEST FOR COOPERATING AGENCY STATUS

Gila County is committed to resolve or reduce potential conflicts between the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County plans and policies, and understands
that such resolution must take place within the context of d ping the Apache-Sitg
National Forests Land Management Plan's desired conditions or objectives.

To this effect, it is the Intent of Glla County to avail itself of the opportunity contained in the 2012
Planning Rule that specifies that: “Where appropriate, the responsible official shall encourage
States, counties, and other local governments to seek cooperating agency status in the NEPA
process for develop : dment, or revision of a plan” (36 CFR 219.4 [a){1)(iv)).

GILA COUNTY OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN TS PLANS AND POLICIES
GILA COUNTY PLAN

Gila County policy making decisions and management actions are guided by the Gila County long
term plan. This plan guides the actions of the County Board of Supervisors and the County
Management staff toward meeting the present and future enjoyment, custom, culture, health,
safety and economic well-being needs of the County residents or visitors. The Gila County planning
effort integrates the principles of:

1} Monitoring the effects and impacts of the Implementation of the County policies, as well as
the direct, indiract, individual and cumulative effects and impacts on the County and its
residents and visitors of the policy decisions and management actions taken by state and
federal agency partners;

Monitoring all demographic, social, economic, cullural and other variables, whether
internal or exlernal, which are relevant to the County policy making decisions and
management actions; and,

3) Dynamic and generally informal adaptive management.

2

As such, the Glla County plan is an ever evolving dynamic plan that constantly adapts, often
informally, in response to the evolving ecological, economic, social and cultural envirenment, and it
is formulated as much through the regular deliberations of the Gila County Board of Supervisors
and the resulting resolutions of the Board as it is In the formal planning documents.

For the purpose of compliance with the statutory requirements of coordination between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and Glla County's objectives as
expressed in its plans and policies (36 CFR 219.4 (b)), the Gila County plan, defined as the
accumulation of the formal Gila County planning documents AND the Gila County public record of
Board of Supervisors deliberations and decisions, is hereby entered into the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan NEPA record.
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GILA COUNTY OBJECTIVES RLCLATING TO THE APACHE-SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS LAND
MANAGEMENT PLAN

Gila Counly appreciates and supports the extensive and th: h ysis performed by the
Apach&Sdtgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan tearn far this Programmatic Draft
E | Impact St and the discussion of the effects of the no action alternative and
the three action alt | an the fc g resources: air; soil, watershed; water resources;
riparian; fisheries; vegetation; forest health; fire, wildlifc and rare plants; nonnative species;
recreation; infrastructure; wild and scenic rivers; inventoried roadless areas; wilderness resources;
research natural areas; scenic resources; lands and special uses; cultural resources; Indian rights
and interests; forest products; livestock grazing; minerals and energy; and, socloeconomic
resources.

In the interest of conciseness, and considering that multiple resources analyzed individually by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team in the Programmatic Draft
Ervvir 1 Impact are regrouped in @ smaller number of overarching natural
resources management policy objectives for Gila County, the County analysis and comments will be
focused on seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to the County and
relevant to these comments.

In no particular order, the seven sets of natural resources objectives rel t to these
comments are:
1) lands Resources B nt Objectives

lands B, Y

Objectives address issues such as, but are not limited
to, grazing availability, suitability, sustainability; ecological, economic and social carrying
capacity; access; contribution to rural economic development; and, contribution to local
Western custom and culture.

2

Forest Products Resourcas Management Objectives

Forest Products Management Resources Objectives address issues such as, but are not
limited to, logging availability, suitability, sustainability, preductivity, access; contribution to
rural economic development; and, contribution to rural Western custom and culture.

3

Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives
Mineral And Energy Resources Management Db]ectlves address issues such as, but are not
limited to, the availability, suitabili inability, productivity, access, and contribution

to rural economic development of {a'_i solid, liquid or gaseous mineral resources and (b}
solar, wind, hydropower, geothermal and other natural renewable energy resources,

4

Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

Motorized Travel And Recreation Management Ohjectives address Issues such as, but are
not limited to, motorized access; motorized Lravel; motorized big game retrieval; motorized
dispersed camping; motorized gathering of firewood; ized access to disy d fishing;
motorized recreation opportunities; inventoried roadless areas; wilderness area
designation; motorized access to grazing and logging opportunities; contribution of
motorized access, recreation and travel to rural economic development; and, contribution
to local Western custom and culture.

10
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5) Forested Ecosyst ion and C ophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives address
issues such as, bul are not limited to, protection of County residents and wisitors:

protection of collective and individual real properties; protection of transportation, energy

and water collection and distribution infrastructures; ecological restoration of forested
ecosystems; local scale restoration projects; landscape scale restoration projects; social
license required for the non-conflictual and non-litigious implementation of restoration
efforts (such as the one requested in public statements by former USFS Southwestem

Regional Forester Corbin Newman for the Four Forest Restoration Initiative); industry

deveiopment required to implement and fund restoration efforts through economically

viable utilization of the wood products; and, long term puarantees of wood supply
necessary to attract private | ts in a small di utilization Infrastructure in
northeastern Arizona.

6) Watersheds Restoration Objectives
Watershed R ion Objectives add issues such as, but are not limited to, ecological
restoration of watersheds; protection and development of water collection and distribution
infrastructures; monetization of watershed ecosystem services; downstream Cnnsump‘tlorl
contribution to upstream production | and ce; and,
between watershed functions and multiple use functions.

7) Manag Areas Designation Objectives

I Areas Designation Objectives add issues such as, but are not limited to,
the nomination, designation, and mar it of (a) inventoried roadless areas {which are
technically not management areas per se but are an administrative designation} and {b)
wilderness areas, primitive areas, research natural areas, wildlife quiet areas, and wild and
scenic rivers. Also addressed are affects on socioeconomic resources and impacts on the
other County objectives.

These seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to Gila County and relevant to
these comments overlap considerably with the five "issues that served as the basis for alternative
development strategy” (PDEIS, page 11} in the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan:

1) Strategy for Restoring Vegetation »»»>  Forests & watersheds restoration

2) amount of Wildlife Quiet Areas =»»>}  Management areas designation &

3) Amount of Wilderness ##2=} multiple objectives

4) Type and Amount of Recreation Opportunities >»>>  Motorized recreation and travel

S} Availability of Wood Products »»»»  Forest products / rangelands / minerals
(PDEIS, page 11) (County objectives)

Gila County will, therefore, format comments articulated around the seven sets of natural resources
management objectives critical to the County and relevant to these comments, with the
understanding that the scven sets of objectives match closely the five issues that served for the
development of alternatives in the Progr ic Draft Envire | Impact St for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

11
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For the purpose of compliance with the ¥ requi of ¢ lination bet the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the Gila County objectives as
expressed in its plans and pohms {36 CFR 219.4 (b)), this document: Gila County Comments On
The Prog Draft | Impact For The Apoche-Sitgreaves Naotional
Forests Land Management Plan is hereby incorporated in the County expressed plans and
policies.

Gila County, therefore, expects that: ) the Responsible Official shall coordinate land management
planning with Gila County's equivalent and related planning efforts (36 CFR 215.4 (b){1)}; ii} the
consistency review and coordination action shall include consideration of the objectives of Gila
County as expressed in its plans and policies {Including the formal Gila County planning documents,
the Gila County public record of Board of Supervisors deliberations and decisions, and the Gila

County Ce On The Prog ic Draft Envi al Impact For The Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land i B t Plan); and, iii} the Responsible Official shall consider
opportunities to resolve or reduce conflicts, should some arise | the Apache-Sitg

National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County plans (36 CFR 219.4 (b){2)).
REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE OF CONSISTENCY REVIEW AND COORDINATION ACTIONS

Per the requirements of 36 CFR 219.4 (b)(2}, 40 CFR 1502.16(c) and 40 CFR 1506.2 Gila County
hereby reguests that the results of the consistency review and coordination actions between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the GlIa Csurlty abjectives as

expressed in its plans and policies shall be displayed in the Prog Ei al Impact
Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

PART 2 - GAP ANALYSIS AND SUGGESTED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR THE
PROGRAMMATIC FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

As previously noted, although Gila County retains and employs many talented individuals at the
peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, Gila County does not generally define its role
in the public lands management process as a role of science provider or resources technical
specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and local expression of democratic
at the individual district or national forest level, Gila County mare generally defines jts
role at the policy-making level as it relates to public lands management processes. Gila County
certainly intends to produce very action-specific comments when MEPA analyses of specific
12 actions impl '8 the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
are subsequently offered for public comments, but in its current comments on the Programmatic
Envire tal Impact Stat For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan, Gila County belleves that it is appropriate to comment at the programmatic level, from a
Forest Service perspective, and at the objectives level, from a County policy perspective.

RANGELANDS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Gila County understands that the 1982 and 2012 Planning Rules require that the capability and
suitability for producing forage for grazing animals on national forests lands be determined, and

12
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that the capability for producing forage for grazing animals Is defined as the potential of an area of
land to produce forage depending upon current conditions and site conditions such as climate,
slope, landform, soil chemistry, physics and biology, geology, disturbances such as natural fire, etc.,
as well as the application of management practices. Therefore, Gila County understands and
appreciates that the FUNDAMENTAL capability of the lands on the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests to produce forage for grazing animals, as determined in the 1980s during the first round of
forest planning, has not changed significantly since this first evaluation.

Land sultability analysis

In view of the above, Gila County understands why: “the criteria for suitability for livestock grazing
would be the same In all action alternatives,” why such criterla are "very similar to the existing
direction (alternative A) under the 1987 plan,” and why “the acres suitable for livestock grazing in
the action alternatives would be very similar” (PDFIS, page 451).

Simultaneously, Gila County believes that rangelands resources in the West in general, in the
Southwest in particular, and In the national forests of Arizona specifically, are under unprecedented
stress as a function of landscape scale uncharacteristic disturbances such as catastrophic wildfires,
the cumulative {?) effects of decades of management practices on lands classified as rangefands,
forestlands and ti ds, and other , as well as a possible climate warming trend,
whether caused by human activities or by cyclical natural variations. These natural variations haue
occurred repeatedly in the historical, pre-historical and geological record for millenniums predating
the industrial age and even the existence of the human species. Therefore, Gila County supports
the designation of appropriately sized (?) Recommended Research Natural Areas, considered not
suitable Tor grazing, in order to improve land resources science and practica,

Consequently, Gila County supports the minimal reduction of the acreage deemed sultable as

rangelands from 1.93 millipn acres in the current classification {Alternative A — the no action

alernative) to 1.9 million acres in all action alternatives {Alternatives B, C and D) (PDEIS p. 451),

provided that the research conducted on the Research Natural Areas removed from sultable

grazing lands is designed to quantlfy and improve the understanding of the ecosystem processes
folding on these rangelands and how they relate to impraved management practices.

Gila County lands R M Objectives

The Gila County Rangefands Resources Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle include, among
others:

1} Restore encroached grasslands, including the most departed semi-desert, Great Basin, and
montane subalpine grasslands that have been invaded by trees (subalpine grasslands) and
shrubs (semi desert and Great Basin grasslands) by removing trees and shrubs where
economically feasible, promoling a mixture of native perennial grass species, Implementing
the periodic prescriptive use of mixed classes of livestock matching animal feeding habits
with specific plant material, and reintroducing a regime of cool surface fires in order to
reduce trees and shrubs colonization and erosion hazards, and to increase livestock forage
production.

13
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2} Adopt management practices that discourage the establishment of nonnative specles and

3

4

5

)

B}

T

eradicate invasive weed species that have little to no forage value, recognizing the fact that
the ecological or economic consequences of different exotic species are not all the same,
and that the persi of some r species that are not necessarily undesirable or
contrallable, such as Kentucky bluegrass or Bermuda grass, may be beneficial from a
sotiveconomic perspective and a balanced for multipl objectives.

Allocate grass reserves on an allotment-by-allotment basis through proper range
management, rather than on a district-by-district basis, which requires additional financial

[ for

1CE.

Shift the grassland management process from the concept of balancing livestock grazing
with available forage (PDEIS p. 451) ~ which only addresses stocking rate — toward the
concept of managing the intensity, frequency, seasonality, duration and classes of livestock

grazing to accomplish the resources objectives,

Emphasize adaptive manags it of the rangelands using a three tier rangelands resources
management monitoring  2pproach  of guantitative monitoring  using  standard
measurements such as stocking rate, ground cover, etc.; qualitative monitoring using
measurements such as spacies composition, age, nutritional value, etc.; and, effectiveness
maonitering using outcome measurements such as range health, soil water holding capacity,
<oil organic content, livestock welght gain, presence of wildlife indicator species, ete., in
order to measure whether the management actions produce the site specific and
cumulative direct and indirect effects expectad.

Integrate the scientific research and Implement the science-based recommendations
developed by rangelands resources management expert scientists such as Allan Savory of
the Savory Institute; Steve Rich of the Rangeland Restoration Academy; Eric Schwennesen
of Resource Management International; Dr. Lamar Smith, Associate Professor Emeritus at
the University of Arizona; Dr. Jerry Holechek, Professor at New Mexico State University; and
Dr. J. Wayne Burkhardt, Professor Emeritus at University of Nevada, Reno.

Support the efforts and the agenda of the Arizona Grazing Lands Conservation Association
as follows:
- Promoting voluntary approaches for the management of grazing lands;
- Promoting respect of private property rights;
- Strengthening partnerships between grazing lands managers and others who
support the purposes of the Association;
- Increasing economic, environmental, and social stability on grazing lands;
= Increasing the information base from which to make sound policy and management
decisions on grazing lands;
- Closing the gap between availability of knowledge and application of said
knowledge on grazing lands;
- Enhancing the rancher's ability to achieve greater profitability on an ecologically
sound and sustainable basis; and,
- Educating the public through the dissemination of scientific knowledge on the
conservation and management of grazing lands in Arizona.

14
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8) Preserve the contributions of the rangelands resources to the rural economic development
of the Arizona counties at a minimum at the turrent level of approximately 66 jobs and
$713,000 in labor income annually, and double this contribution to the approximately 120
jobs and 1.3 million in labor income annually that can be supported by the full utilization
of the available animal unit months {AUMs).

Gap bet the Apache-Sitg
Objectives, Plans and Palicies

Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County

All Afternatives — rangelands restoration

Because very fow grassland areas would be treated in Alternative A, the no action alternative, and
in Alternative C, averaging around 500 acres per year (PDEIS p. 19 & 23), and, conversely, up to
25,000 acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) would be
treated in Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Al ive D, to encr i
woody species (PDEIS p. 21 & 25), Glla County s supportive of Alternative B as relates to rangelands
restoration.

All Alternatives - 1 lands resources 1

However, because in essence all the alternatives {Alternative A — no action, and all the action
alternatives — Alternatives B, C and D) are substantially the same as relates to rangelands rasources
management, Gila County believes that there is no real benefit in comparing the alternatives in
detailed comments.

Rather, Gila County believes that it may be more productive to address what are, in Gila County's
analysis, shortcomings in all three action alternatives [Alternatives B, C and D) as relates to

f resource as fallows:

= Gila County is substantially more concerned with the underpinning of the rangelands
management guiding principles than with the technical specifics of individual management
actions. As expressed In the writing of Dr. Smith (2010) on behalf of the Arizona Grazing
Lands Conservation Association, the [“vegetation, soils, wildlife and other factors that
existed at the time of Anglo American settlement were the result of Is history {climate, fire
frequency, etc.}, including the influences of native Americans, up to that time.

This has all been altered and the vegetation, soils and wildlife have responded to the
changes that have occurred, not only in the management applied to it by Anglo Americans
but by changes in climate, soil erosion, introductions of new species, and extinction of
some original species, In some cases the changes have been marked (c.g. in conversion of
some grasslands to shrublands) and in some cases they have been fairly minor (e.g.
mountain grassiands or chaparral).

All the action alternatives share a common goal of ‘restoration’ of ‘historical’ conditions,
which are considered the only condition which is ‘sustainable,” and an approach which
considers any economic production from the forest as incidental to that goal. We believe

that this goal is based on lonable scientific ptions and, in any case, does not
provide due consideration for inable multiple uses and economic benefits from the
15
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forest.”] 1s all of this a direct quote? If so, it should be exactly repraduced; if not, there are
some lssues which need repair.

Gila County believes that the concepts of ecological maintenance guiding Alternative A, and
the ecological restoration concepts guiding Alternatives B, C and D, as relates to rangelands
resources management, are net sufficiently specific for establishing scientific principles of

ds resources in a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement,
even though some specifics may be considered in the Range Specialist Report. Gila County
beli that the rangel resources g process needs to be modified to

include:

I, Maximum management flexibility in terms of scasonal use, any use at all, numhers
of livestock, classes of livestock, mixed combination of classes of livestoch
of grazing, duration of grazing, use of livestock as a prescription management tocl
through herding, attracting, temporary fencing, etc., matching livestock classes
with desired outcome, etc.;

il Real time three tier rangelands resources gement guantitative monitoring
using standard measurements such as stocking rate, ground cover, etc.; qualitative
monitoring using measurements such as species composition, age, nutritional
value, etc.; and, effectiveness monitoring using outcome measurements such as
range health, soil water holding capacity, soil organic content, livestock weight
gain, presence of wildlife indicator species, ete.;

lil.  Dynamic real time adaptive management allowing the permittees to make required
management adjustments on their own initiative in response to short-term
variables such as seasonable precipitati p ire, pected events, as
well as combinations of all of these.

Gila County observes that the entire discussion on monitoring strategy, aside from the
incidental use of the word ‘monitoring” in various other contexts, In the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Maragement Plan occupies the whole of 2 lines: “All action alternatives include the same
maonitoring strategy as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan® (PDEIS p. 28) in the 681
page document. Gila County further observes that the Manitoring Strategy In the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan is a brief 4 page drscussmn of
monitoring in general terms, along with a 3 page table of pl d i

monitoring methods, units of measure, and frequency of measurements (p. 135 139] ina
283 page document,

Gila County further observes that there are only 14 instances of the use of the words
‘adaptive management’ In the entire Prog ic Draft Envi Impact Stat it
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan. Specifically, only 17
lines of text are dedicated to the discussion, in very general terms, of adaptive
management in the 681 page document (PDEIS p. 43-44). Gila County further observes that
are only 7 instances of the use of the words ‘adaptive management’ in the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan itself -- a 283 page document.

Gila County is concerned that the scarce mentlons of monitoring and adaptive
in the Progr ic Draft Envir | Impact and the Apache-
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Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for
manitoring and adaptive management in the current planning process. This would be in
contradiction with the requirement of the 2012 National Planning Rule and its proposed
implementation directives.
= Conversely, in the absence of true adaptive Gila County beli that specific
guidelines regarding the timing, intensity, classes and duration of grazing, with
consideration for the needs of other forest resources management, should be included in
the Programmatic Final E I Impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan, as well 2s a restocking plan for all vacant
allotments, unless livestock grazing on such allotments can be shown to be incompatible
with rangelands resources management purposes and needs.

® Gila County fully appreciates the rich socio-economic presentation provided in the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 468 — 485), the brief economic impact analysis
(PDEIS p. 485 — 489), and social consequences analysis (PDEIS p. 489 — 491) also provided.
However, Gila County believes that the economic impact analysis provided by the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team Is heavily biased toward
demaonstrating the favorable economic impact of grazing an public land allotments on the
permittees’ profitability.

While focusing on the benefits provided is laudable, Gila County also believes that a more
complete analysis would include a calculation of the economic costs of the constraints
imposed on the permittees by the rigidity of the current rangelands resources

agency administrative processes that o ¥ limit the ability of the permittess to
optimally manage the land and the livestock.

= Finally, Gila County is concerned that, in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team’s own analysis, the current level of economic contribution of
approximately 66 jobs and $713,000 in labor income annually is only approximately half of
tha estimated 120 jobs and $1.3 million in labor income annually that can be supported by
the full utilization of the available animal unit months {AUMs) (PDEIS p. 491).

Requested and suggested corrective action for the P Final Enwir Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Therefore, Gila County respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic

Final Envi | Impact Sta for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land
M Plan desi the new proposed Research Natural Areas removed from sultable
rangelands for the specific purpose of guantifying and improving the under ding of the
rangelands resources ecosyst processes and how they relate to improved management
practices.

Gila County further respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management

17
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Plan include up to 25,000 acres per year of grasslands restoration (primarily the Great Basin and
semi-desert types) to remove encroaching woody species as ldentified in Alternative B,

Gila County also respectfully req that the Selected Al ive for the Progr ic Final
Envir | Impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management
Plan include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full utilization of the available
animal unit months and to realize the full economic impact of approximately 120 jobs and $1.3
million in labor income annually.

Gila County likewise respectfully suggests that the Sclected Al ive for the Progr ic Final
Enwirc | Impact for the Apache-Sigreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adapti plan that provid

clear quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements, and a more balanced
approach between the goal of restoration and the goal of economic production, as the need for
restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and p benefits as ion in
forestlands.

FOREST PRODUCTS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Gila County appreciates and supports the extensive and thorough analysis performed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team on forest products, when

idressing affected i lands ively suitable for timber production, allowable sale
quantity {ASQ), long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), wood and tree products availabifity,

forested / overgrown lands, defi d / early devel lands, climate change considerations,
and cumulative envir I C
Ci i and challenges for the Gila County AND the Apache-Sitgreaves

Natlonal Forests planning efforts

Gila County recognizes that the issues of forested ecosystem restoration and forest products

are f itally different, and are typically not discussed simultaneously in
ecosystems non-departed or little departed from characteristic historical conditions. However, as
the Forest Service and Gila County both generally acknowledge, current conditions in the forested
ecosystems, and especially in the ponderosa pine and dry or wet mixed conifers dominated forests
of eastern Arlzona, are considerably departed from historical conditions and at risk of continued
uncharacteristic disturbances such as landscape scale catastrophic crown fires or insect
infestations.

Gila County acknowledges and appreciates the efforts endeavored by the Forest Service, and
particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, to pioneer larger scale restoration efforts such
as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. Gila County has been and continues to be supportive
of the White Mountain Stewardship Project and of its funding, a5 a practical tool to initiate larger
scale treatments and to incentivize the creation of a small diameter trees utilization infrastructure.
Simultaneously, Gila County acknowledges that the model of subsidized restoration treatments is
not scalable at landscape scale, as is required to restore the forests of Arizana, for lack of agency
funding. As proposed in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, an Initlative that Gila County was
instrumental in creating, fostering and developing, landscape scale forest ecological restoration
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appears currently feasible only if it is funded by the economically viable utilization of the forested
byproducts of restoration by private industry. While relatively new to the discussion of ecalogical
restoration funding, the concept of ecosystem service monetization is actually not a novation when
it comes to forest products, as timber sales have for centuries been an established form of natural
resources valuation and have funded the management of the resources.

Asac e, Gila County that both the County and the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes to forest products
resources management, inasmuch as the forest products industry Is simultanecusly an economic
growth and a rural employment engine desp Iy ded in eastern Arizona, AND the funding
mechanism for landscape scale restoratlon in eastern Arizona — BOTH of which are critical

abjectives for Gila County, as well as stated priorities for the Apache Sitgreaves National Forests.

The inherent circumstantial challenge faced by Gila County and the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests is that the priorities typically considered when managing forest products — such as a
sustained yield of harvest volumes on a regulated non-declining even-flow hasts for the lung term,
uneven age structures, long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), non-declining allowable sale
quantity (A5Q), etc. - are augmented and complicated by the overwhelming priority to complete
landscape scale restoration as rapidly as ible for fear of ively disruptive landscape scale
catastrophic crown fires and/or landscape scale insect infestations.

Owing Lo the fact that for the foreseeable future and for the next five decades of the planning
cycle, green forest products will likely be byproducts of restoration treatments, and green forest
products will fikely continue to be at risk of destruction by catastrophic fires if landscape scale
restoration is not expeditiously implemented, Glla County suggests that forest products
management actions for the upcoming planning cycle must be dictated not only by traditional
silviculture science and best practices, but primarily by the absolute priority of implementing
landscape scale restoration as expeditiously as possible using mechanical treatments that produce
the forest products necessary to not only sustain the existing forest industry in the White
Mauntains, but to allow robust natural resources-based rural economic development through the
creation of an entirely new infrastructure of small diameter trees utilization at industrial scale,

Gila County Forest Prod Ri Ohjecti

The Gila County Forest Products Resources Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle should,
among other things, include the following:

1} Creation in eastern Arizona of the wood supply conditions necessary for private industry
investments in 3 new economically viable small diameter trees and residual biomass
ulilization infrastructure capable of funding the Initial ecological restoration thinning of at
least 50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/ar mixed conifer dominated forests annually for a
pericd of 20 years, and then the maintenance of the desired future conditions in
subsequent decades.

2

Sustain in the White Mountains the wood supply conditions necessary for the continued
development and growth of the existing local industry, with expanded econamically viable
small diameter trees and residual biomass utilization facilities capable of funding the initial
ecological restoration thinning of at least 15,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed
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conifer dominated forests annually for the next 20 years, then the maintenance of the
desired future conditions in subsequent decades.

3

Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts treatments {mechanical treatments) funded
by econcmically viable utilization, over non-byproducts treatments (fire as first entry
thinning treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new
era of forest products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona
with multiple industrial scale new investments.

4

Subordinate for as long as required In the upcoming planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for sustained yield of
harvest volumes on a regulated non-declining even-flow basis for the long term, to the
overriding priority of implementing as expeditiously as passible landscape scale restoration
based primarily on mechanical treatments producing forest products (see Forested
Ecosystems Restoration and Ci hic Wildlfire ! ion Qbjectives).

Land suitability analysis

Gila County understands and appreciates the fact that the criteria for designation of suilable
timberfands must incorporate ecological and economic realities that have evolved since the
previous planning cycle. Specifically, Gila County supports the removal from the suitability analysis
of lands that have suffered irreversible soll resource damages during high intensity fires such as the
Rodeo Chediski and Wallow fires (24,000 acres); lands that have experienced inadequate restocking
post high intensity fires such as the Rodeo Chediski and Wallow fires (57,000 acres); and, lands
located on steep slopes (40% and more) where cable logging would be required but could not be
made economically feasible owing to the limited harvestable forest products {up to 80,000 acres)
(PDEIS p. 426 & 431).

Consequently, Gila County supports the reduction of the acreage deemed suitable as timberlands
from 765,000 acres in the current classification [Alternative A, the no action alternative} to
approximately 600,000 acres (Alternatives B and C} (PDEIS p. 431).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Objectives, Plans and Policies

Per the above remarks, considerable overlap currently exists and will continue to exist for the
upcoming planning cycle between the issues of forest products resources management and
forested ecosystems restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention in the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests, For the purpose of adhering to the classification of issues identified in the seven
sets of natural resources management objectives critical to the County, the Gila County comments
will address separately these two issues, with the understanding that a holistic approach to both
the County objectives and the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan needs to
integrate and interweave these two, and other, issues.

Alternative O ond A

Based on the above, Gila County wants to communicate unambiguously Lo the Apache-Sitgreaves
Forests its ition to ive D.
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Gila County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to
analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Gila County acknowledges and appreciates
the existence of constituencies favering alternatives such as Alternative D. However, Gila County
cannot support an alternative that would result in, among others things, the unavailability of ANY

timberland wh in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS p. 430). This
alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable
future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County Forest Products
Resources Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the County's
perspective.

Similarly, Gila County cannot support an alternative that would result in, among others things,
taking a 42 year gamble on the completion of the thinning of all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p.
444} before another catastrophic forest fire on the scale of the Rodeo Chediski or Wallow hits the
White Mountains again and renders all discussion of restoration moot. Therefore, Alternative A, the
no action alternative, is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and
foreseeable future health, security and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County
Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives, that it does not
warrant 2ny further discussion from the County's perspective.

Alternative B

Because Gila County believes that the forests of eastern Arizona are in a state of clear and present
danger that must be addressed as an emergency by federal, state and local governments and their
agencies, Gila County does not favor Alternative B, the preferred alternative, as relates to Forest
Products, in the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
Natlonal Forests Land Management Plan.

Specifically, in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’ own analysis, under Alternative 8 it would
require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444), and it would not even be
possible to reduce the backlog of overgrowth to the desired level of long term sustained yield
capacity (LTSYC) in the five decades of the planning cycle {PDEIS p. 440). This is clearly in
contradiction with Gila County’s overriding priority of implementing landscape scale restoration as
expeditiously as possible.

Additionally, under Alternative B green forest products volume would be significantly reduced due
to the extensive use of moderate and,/or high severity fire to thin trees on forested lands during Lhe
planning period, including on some suitable timberlands (PDEIS p. 438). The maximum allowable
sale quantity (ASQ) volume for Alternative B would be 122,000 CCF per year, barely exceeding the
total harvest of 103,000 CCF in 2011 {PDEIS p. 438) and, therefare, clearly insufficient to support
the growth of the existing small local wood industry, and Blatantly Insufficient to support the
expected requirements of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative second analysis area associated
contract(s). Admittedly, under Alternative b the first decade could provide high volumes of non-
ASQ wood products from treatments of non-suitable timberlands in addition to the allowable sale
quantity [ASQ) volume, but this could only happen as a function of focusing on restoring grasslands
and other non-suitable timberlands (PDEIS p. 443}, which may be a debatable priority.
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This s clearly in cantradiction with the Gila County objective of creating the wood supply conditions
for private industry investments in a new economically viable small diameter trees and residual
biomass utilization infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological restoration thinning of at
least 50,000 acres of panderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the next
20 years. This is also clearly in contradiction with the Glla County objective of, wherever possible,
prioritizing forest byproducts treatments (mechanical treatments) funded by economically viable
utilization, over non- byproducts treatments (fire as first entry thinning treatments) in order to
create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new era of forest products industry-based
economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona with multiple industrial scale new
investments.

Alternative €

Gila County appreciates and supports the realism of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team when stating: “the alternatives were realistically designed to reflect
anticipated budgets and workforce capabilities” (DEIS p. 440). Therefore, it is not a criticism of the
work produced by the Apache-Silgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team but a
simple reality for Gila County to observe that, as stated in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’
own analysls: “none of the alternatives would actually treat enough acres fast enough to fully reach
desired conditions within the first S decades” (DEIS p. 440).

Alternative C dlearly addresses more closely the Gila County Forest Products Resources
Management Objectives, Under Alternative C it would require ‘only’ 23 years to thin all forested
overgrown |ands, as compared to 34 for Alternative B (PDEIS p. 444), and the maximum allowable
sale quantity (ASQ) volume would be 268,000 CCF per year, more than twice the 122,000 CCF
authorized under Alternative B (PDEIS p. 438). Under Alternative C, average annual mechanical
treatments acres would rise to 24,000 acres as opposed to 20,000 acres in Alternative B, and
burning as a thinning tool treatments would be reduced from 29,000 acres in Alternative B to
13,000 acres In Alternative C (PDEIS p. 430)

However, Gila County is concerned by the prospective industry annual requirements expressed at
the Bridge the Gop meating held in Eagar on November 17, 2012 as follows:

- Fxisting pellet plant in Show Low: 40,000 CCF
- kxisting saw mill in Heber: 15,000 CCF
- Existing sawmill in Fagar: 25,000 CCF
- New sawmill in Eagar: 65,000 CCF
- Power plant in Snowflake: 75,000 CCF
- Other small industries: 10,000 CCF
- Total existing industries: 230,000 CCF
In addition:

- Second anzlysis area of 4FRI

associated contract{s): 215,000 CCF

Clearly, under Alternative C the requirements of EITHER the existing and developing industry OR
the expected appropriate scale industry recently contracted and to be implemented under the Four
Forest Restoration Initiative (4FR|} can be met, but NOT BOTH.
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Gila County fully understands and appreciates that a healthy amount of optimism is reflected in the
requirements expressed by the existing and developing industry in the White Mountains, and that a
healthy amount of skepticism can be logically derived fram the difficulties of the 4FRI contractor to
raise the capital necessary to execute their busi plan. Nonetheless, consideration must be given
to the steady growth of the existing industry and the possibility that the 4FR| contract may be
executed by entities other than the current contractor, provided the Forest Service deems it to be
in the best interest of the government to re-assign the contract at the request of the current
contractor as a result of a merger or acquisition,

Gila County also fully understands and appreciates that trees cut from non-suitable lands can also
provide wood and tree products for local markets. However, as identified in the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests analysis: “Cuts from non suitable lands may be a one-time entry, such as removing
encroaching trees from grassland. Subsequent cuts may not be needed if desired conditions can be
maintained with fire" (PDFIS p. 441). Therefore, even though the estimated annual wood product
volumes potentially available to offer in the first decade from all lands, suitable timberlands and
non-suitable lands, could be as high as 730,000 CCF, including non-industrial sizes and specias
{PDEIS p. 442}, it is unrealistic to expect long term sustained contributions from non-suitable lands
to the availability of steady volumes of industrial forest products.

Gila County is, therefore, concerned that the i legally aliowable sale quantity (ASQ)
volume identified in Alternative C may/will prove inadequate if/when the 4FRI contract is executed
IN ADDITION to the requirements of the existing industry. Similarly, but at a lesser degree, Glla
County is also concerned that the maximum zllowable sale quantity (45Q) volume identified in
Alternative C may prove a limiting factor for the continued long term growth of the existing
industry, even without considering the 4FRI contract. This concern is increased by the projections
that the Alternative C estimated annual ASQ velume will steadily decrease from 268,000 CCF in the
first decade down to 178,000 CCF by the fifth decade of the planning cycle (PDEIS p. 439).

Gila County realizes that the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests team always has the option to
initiate an Amendment to its Forest Land it Plan, but tlans whether it would not be
more strategic to include in the upcoming Programmatic Final Enviranmental Impact Statement the
lysis and sub it legal y for the R Official to meet multiple resources
objectives including a maximum aliowable sale guantity (ASQ) volume of 450,000 CCF annually.

i o

Requested and Suggested Corrective Action for the Prog ic Final il | Impact
5 for the Apache-Sii Natlonal Forests Land Management Plan

Glla County respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land Management
Plan be rejected as relates to Forest Products. Specifically, under Alternative B:
1} Not enough acres are logged Ily far the impl tion of ecological restoration at
the required pace;
2} Valuable forest products resources are wasted owing to the unnecessary treatment with
fire as a thinning tool of acres that van be treated with mechanical thinning;
3) The i llowable sale ity (ASQ) volume of 122,000 CCF per year provides anly
approximately half the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing or currently
developing industry in the White Mountains.
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Therefore, Gila County respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic
Final Erwi | Impact Stat t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan at a minimum include the provisions of current Alternative C relating to Forest

Products in order to:

1} Increase the number of acres logged annually which will accelerate the pace of ecological
restoration;

Increase the amount of forest byproducts resources by prioritizing, wherever possible,
mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatment; and,

Increase the maximum allowable sale quantity {ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per year to
meet the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing and currently developing
industry in the White Mountains.

2

3

Further, Gila County respectfully suggests that the Selected Al Ive for the Progr ic Final
Ef tal Impact Stat t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include the necessary analysis, arld the resultlng authority for the Responsible Official, to
SIMULTANEQUSLY implement a d to support the existing and currently
developing industry in the White Mountalns AND the contract(s) expected to result from the
secand analysis of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a maximum allowable sale
quantity (ASQ) volume of 450,000 CCF annually.

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Gila County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache- Silgreaves National

Forests Land Management Plan team on minerals and energy when E
locatable minerals, salable minerals and energy.

However, Gila County believes that in the interest of relevance and conciseness, detailed
comments on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests mineral and energy resources management
plan and the Gila County Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives AS RELATES TO
the Prog ic Draft Envi ital Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan, are not warranted due to the facts that:

- There are no known leases on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the following
leasable mineral resources: oil, gas, oil shale, coal, or geothermal (PDEIS p. 462);

- The potential for locatable minerals on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is low
because of the existing geology (PDEIS p. 464);

- There are no known oil and gas resources on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS
p. 465);

- Potential for geothermal development Is limited as only small areas are underlain by
thermal waters (PDEIS p. 465);

=  Wind energy potential is low on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests because of
sporadic winds and the terrain (PDEIS p. 466);

- The guantities of stone, sand, and gravel removed from the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational
Forests are not expected to differ between all the alternatives [PDEIS p. 491); and,

= Owing to the fact that most of the firms that extract stone, sand, and gravel exist outside of
the economic impact study area, the extraction of minerals from the Apache-Sitgreaves
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National Forests is not expected to support employment and income In the focal economy
(PDEIS p. 491).

Gila County is satisfied that under all alternatives, decisions regarding mineral activities on the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would align with law, regulation, and peolicy and would be
consistent with plan decisions for other resource areas (PDEIS p. 466).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Objectives, Plans and Policies

Alternative D

Gila County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its
strenuous opposition to Alternative D,

Gila County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to
analvze several significantly different alternatives, and Gila County acknowledges and appreciates
the e of constit ies favoring al ves such as Alternative D. However, Gila County
cannot support an alternative that would result in, among other things, the withdrawing from
mineral entry in the future of approximately 34% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National (PDEIS p. 467).
This alternative |s so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable
future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County Mineral and
Energy Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the
County’s perspective.

MOTORIZED TRAVEL AND RECREATION MANAGEMENT OBIECTIVES

Gila County fully understands and appreclates that an opportunity to comment on the
Programmatic Draft Envi ental Impact § for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan is not the appropriate forum to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for Public Motorized Travel Management Plan, and that no specific management
decision will be made and no specific management action will result from the Programmatic Final

Ervvir | Impact S for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan.
Nonetheless, since the Progr ic Final Enwirc | Impact 1t will 1 the

framework for future management decisions and actions, such as the Public Motarized Travel
Management Pian, it is appropriate for Gila County to communicate its motorized travel and
recreation management objectives, to comment on the Alternatives listed in the Programmatic
Draft Envi Impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan relating to motorized travel and recreation, and to request that the Responsible
Official for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan conduct the statutorily
required consistency review, coordination action and conflict resolution between the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County Motorized Travel And
Recreation Management Objectives as expressed in the County plans and policies and as contained
in this document.
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Importance of di i ized travel and for Gila County

As identified in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests analysls, the number of off-highway vehicles
{OHVs) used In Arizona has risen dramatically. Almost 500,000 households within the State have at
least one OHV, and as many as 30,000 new ATVs and motorcycles are purchased annually (Arizona
State Parks, 2009). while the use of OHVs is increasing statewide, OHV recreation is
disproportionally important to the cconomy of rural counties such as Gila County, A survey
conducted in 2003 by the Arizona State Parks identified the recreation impact of OHV recreation on
Gila County as follows:

- 36% of households in Gila County are OHV users, compared to the state percentage of 21%.
- 8% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Gila County.
- 1,262,607 OHV Recreation Days occur annually in Gila County, of which:
* 228,071 OHV Recreation Days (37%}) are from Gila County residents; and,
+ 1,034,536 OHV days (63%) are from other Arizona residents traveling to Gila
County,
- 60% of Gila County OHV households are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

Additionally, the 2003 Arizona State Parks survey identified a major direct annual economic impact
of motorized travel and recreation and OHV related annual expenditures in Gila County, as follows:

- OHV Trips - Fuel/Gasoline: $16.7 M

- Lodging/Campgrounds: $12 M

- Restaurants/Bars: 511.5 M

- Groceries/Liquor: $13.3 M

- Other (event fees, souvenlrs, etc.): $13.6 M

The total OHV recreation trips expenditures in Gila County total $67.1 M annually, to which must be
added expenditures on off-highway vehicles: $16.9 M; tow-vehicles and trailers: $9.4 M; and, OHV
equipment: $27.1 M, for a total of OHV expenditures of $120.5 M and a total impact, including the
multiplier effect, of $137.6 M in Gila County annually.

The economic impact of an annual OHY expenditure of $120.5 million in Gila County translates in
the injection of $22.3 million in salaries and wages annually, resulting in the sustaining of 1,322 full

time and part-time jobs in Gila County. In any economy, 1,322 jobs are significant in Gila County; in
the current economy, they are critical.

It must be noted that 77% of the vehicles used in the OHV trips reported in Gila County on the 2003
Arizona State Parks survey were four wheel drive pickup trucks (50%) and sport utility vehicles or
Jeeps (27%). The remaining 23% of all vehicles report in the survey consisted of specialized cross-
country all-terrain vehicles [ATV) or motocross motorcycles. Also notable is the fact that almost
64% of the recreational activities invelved some level of dispersed access to the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests lands, as follows:

- Sightseeing 15%

- Hunting 14%

- Driving back roads 13%

- Camping 12%

- Fishing 10%
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Circumstantial constraints and challenges for the Gila County AND the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests planning efforts

Gila County understands and appreciates that In December 2005, the Forest Service issued a
regulation at the national level known as the Travel Management Rule (TMR). TMR was developed
in response to the increasing effects of OHV recreation and the potential for OHV use to adversely
affect forest and grassland resources. The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan team is under direct instructions to implement a public motorized travel management plan
that will designate roads, trails, and areas where motorized vehicle use can occur and eliminate
maost motorized cross-country travel (PDEIS p. 321).

Gila County further understands and appreciates the fact that irresponsible OHV use can indeed
adversely affect forest and grassland resources, and that the popularity of this new mode of
recreation may require bl gulations in order to intain a well-considered balance
between the enjoyment of the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests' visitars, and the need to
preserve and conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the

enjoyment of future generations.

Therefore, Gila County is NOT advocating for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests team to
disregard the Travel Management Rule or for the continuation of unregulated and ever increasing
motorized cross-country travel and the continued proliferation of unauthorized user-created
routes. However, Gila County IS advocating for a SENSIBLE APPROACH to implementing the Travel
M Rule requi in the Progs ic Final Environmental Impact Statement for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land M ent Plan that add the preservation and
conservation needs of the resources, complies with the national Travel Management Rule, and still
allows Gila County residents and visitars to recreate sensibly using motorized transportation.

Land suitability analysis

Gila County understands the difference that exists between (a) motorized cross-country travel, to
which approximately 80% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands are currently open
(PDEIS p. 321) and to which most of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land will be closed
(aside from speclally designed OHV areas) as the result of the implementation of the national Travel
Management Rule {PDEIS p. 329) and (b} molorized on-trail travel, to which 60% to 80% of the
Apache-5Sitgreaves National Forests lands will remain suitable for future consideration under
Alternative B (63%) or Alternative C (80%).

However, Gila County is concerned by the creeping trend that characterizes public land
management in the West in general, in the national forests of the West in particular and specifically
In the Arizona national forests, toward an ever increasing limitation of motorized access to and
motorized travel in (NOT including cross-country travel) the public lands under management by
federal agencies. Specifically, under Altemative B, the Preferred Alternative, only 63% of the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests |ands would remain open for future consideration of new
motorized areas and trails. This is a drastic reduction from the current level and the level
considered under Alternative C {BO%).
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Based on the merit of the action alternatives presented, and in further consideration of the
monumental change that the elimination of indiscriminate cross-country travel will represent for
the culture and custom of the residents of and visitars to the County, Gila County wants to register
its objection to further restrictions on future consideration of new motorized areas and trails in
Alternative B.

Gila County Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

The Gila County Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives for the upcoming
planning cycle include, ameng other things:

1) Authorization for dispersed and safe motorized ping consi with the r bl

enjoyment of safety, privacy, comfort, custom and culture.

The authorized dispersed and safe motorized camping objective allows the parking of
motorized vehicles and/or trailers at the distance from the closest legally open road or trail
necessary for the dispersed camping site defined as a 300 feet radius around the motorized
vehicle or trailer to be safe from traffic, to not be directly exposed to dust or projections
caused by traffic, and to be distant from adjacent dispersed camping site by at least 300
feet if such is the desire of the camper(s). Access to dispersed camping sites previously
used and established in the local custom and culture as demonstrated by tangibles
evidences of previous use such as fire pits, impr etc. is allowed

2

Authorization of motorized big game retrieval for all species of game meeting the definition
of ‘big game’ in the Arizona Game and Fish Department hunting regulations or,
alternatively, for all ‘big game’ animals requiring a hunting tag, with the exception of
turkeys.

The authorized metorized big game retrieval ebjective consists of one trip each way from
the downed animal to the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, by the
mast direct route which s compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such
as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

3

Authorization of dispersed motorized collection of firawood. The authorized motorized
collection of firewood objection consists of the minimum number of trips each way, as
defined based on the transport capacity of the vehicle and the trailer, from the downed
tree to the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, [n_the authorized
firewood collection area, by the most direct route which is compatible with safety and the
preservation of other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

4

Autharization for dispersed recreational shooting.

The authorized motorized dispersed recreational shooting objective consists of one trip
each way from the natural or artificial obvious terrain feature used as a backstop, such as
pit, berth or features similar in their functionality as relates to safe dispersed shooting, to
the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance but not more than one mile, by
the most direct route which Is compatible with safety and the preservation of other values
such as riparian areas, archeological sites, atc.
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5] Implementation of sensible restrictions on indiscriminate cross-country travel in order to
preserve and conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
for the enjoyment of future generatlons.

Indiscriminate cross-country travel consists of traveling cross-country in a motorized
vehicle not intended to reach a specific dispersed camp site, downed animal, downed tree
in an authorized firewood collection area, or terrain feature used as a shooting backstop, or
not required for an emergency response to a specific justifiable circumstance such as
danger to limb or life. Motorized scouting for a site is considered different from reaching a
specific site and is not authorized.

3

Retention of the sultability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails of at
least 75% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.

Gap the Apache-Sitgr National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Objectives, Plans and Policies

Alternatives D and A

Based on the foregoing, Gila County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D.

Gila County understands the NEPA reguirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to
analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Gila County acknowledges and apprecistes
the existence of constit: favoring alternatives such as Alternative D. However, Gila County
cannot suppert an alternative that would result in, among others, the clesing of approximately 50%
of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to future consideration of new motorized areas and trails
(PDEIS p. 328}, This alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current,
and foreseeable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County
Metorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the County's perspective.

Also, because the implementation of the national Travel Management Rule is not an option but a
requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Responsible Official, Alternative A, the no
action alternative that would continue to allow cross-country travel in most areas (PDEIS p. 334), is
not really a viable alternative and does not, therefore, warrant any further discussion from the
County's perspectiva.

Alternatives 8 and C

Because all of the action alternatives would prohibit motorized cross-country travel, except where
authorized (PDEIS p. 334), and because the major difference between Alternative B and Allernative
C is the amount of land that would remain ble for future consideration of new motorized areas
and trails, Gila County would like to focus its comments on Alternatives B and C relating to
motorized travel and recreation, specifically on the issue of authorized cross-country travel and
suitabllity for future consid ion of new m ized areas and trails.
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Authorized cross-country travel

Gila County believes that the Programmatic Draft Env I Impact § far the
Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests Land Management Plan misses an opportunity to
identify the criteria 1o be used by the Responsible Official for the upcoming Implementation
of the national Travel Management Rule, and for the upcoming declsion making process
regarding the authorization of cross-country travel.

Based on the recent impl ion of the national Travel M Rule in
neighboring national forests {Coconino National Forest and Kalbab National Forest), or on
the engoing NEPA processes for the implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule {Tonto National Forest and Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests), Gila County would
like to share the following concerns with the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan team regarding the lack of specificity in the Programmatic Draft
Envi tal Impact Staty for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan relating to motorized cross-country travel:

- The trovel manogement plans generaily limit the species of blg gome allowed for
matorized big game retrieval to elk, bear and deer.
Gila County believes that the limitation of motorized big game retrieval to only a
few species is arbitrary and does not meet the intent of the motorized big game
retrieval exemption mechanism. Specifically, other big game species such as, but
not limited to, sheep, antelopes, mountain lions, javeling, etc., may in the present
and/or in the future be hunted within the confines of the Arizana national forests
and should qualify for motarized big game retrieval.

= The trovel management plans generplly limit motorized big gome retrievol to o one
mile corridor off either side of allowable roads.
Gila County believes that corridor width is only one of two criteria that must be
considered in order to meet the intent of the motorized big game retrieval
exemption mechanism. Specifically, the intent of the exemption mechanism is not
to define corridor width, but rather land coverage. Therefore, the intent can only
be met and the analysis can only be completed if the density of the allowed road
network is taken into consideration. For example, road networks such as the ones
present in the Williams or Tusayan districts of the Kaibab National Forest allow for
a one mile corridor off either side of allowable roads to cover the vast majority of
the acreage of the districts and do not, therefore, unduly limit the ability of hunters
to retrieve big game with motorized vehicles.

Simply said, if roads exist every two miles, a one mile corridor an each side of each
road makes a one mile corridor rule viable. If roads only exist every 10 miles, the
same one mile corrider becomes unviable, Therefore, the width of the corridor off
either side of allowable roads allowed for motorized big game retrieval should not
be constant from one forest to the next or one district to the next, given possible
variation in allowed road network density.

Glla County, therefore, req that an ysis of land o ag ulting from
the combined values of corridor width AND road network density be performed
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and that, if necessary, districts featuring a lower density of roads be managed with
either no corridor or wider corridors as required in order to allow motorized big
game retrieval 10 happen on at least 95% of the hunting areas in each district.

The travel management plans generolly limit dispersed comping to o 300 feet
corridar off either side of the edge of designated roads or trails.

Gila County believes that the limitation to a 300 feet corridor off either side of the
edge of designated roads or trails Is inadequate because it restricts access to
numerous camping sites in the Arizona national forests that have become deeply
ingrained in the custom and culture of the residents of and visitors to the White
Mountains. It is widely recognized that the legisiators’ intent was for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)} processes to clearly integrate an assessment of
the social impacts of a proposed action or project.

Further, it is widely recognized that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has
made unambiguous interpretations of the law In [ts implementation guidance, to
the effect that Forest Service Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) must
integrate the impact of proposed actions on the custem and culture of the
counties, Gila County, therefore, beli that the impl ion of the Travel
Management Rule would fail to meet the requirements to reasonably
accommodate the culture and custom of the residents of and visitors to Gila
County if such historically popular motorized camping sites were artificially
outlawed due to their inaccessibility in a new travel management plan.

Additionally, Gila County believes that the 300 feet distance must be managed with
flexibility so that the autherized dispersed and safe motaorized camping allows the
parking of motorized vehicles and/or trailers at the distance from the closest legally
open road or trail necessary for the dispersed camping site defined as a 300 feet
radius around the motorized vehicle or trailer to be safe from traffic, to not be
directly exposed to dust or projections caused by traffic, and to be distant from
adjacent dispersed camping site by at least 300 feet if such is the desire of the
camper({s).

The travel monagement plons generally do not specificolly oddress firewood
gathering,

Firewood gathered in the Arizona natienal forests is an important and necessary
energy resource 1o many residents of rural counties. Glla County, therefore,
recommends that motorized access be allowed for the purpose of firewood
gathering in areas specifically designated for motorized firewood gathering, or that
the authorized motorized collection of firewood consist of the minimum number of
trips each way, as defined based on the transport capacity of the vehicle and the
trailer, from the downed tree to the closest legally open road or trail in the
authorized firewood collection area, by the maost direct route which is compatible
with safety and the preservation of other values such as riparian areas,
archeological sites, ete.
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The travel monagement plans generally do not specifically oddress dispersed
shooting.

Yet, the Forest Service in its own analysis states: "Ceasing or limiting off-road
vehicle use of the ASNFs would imit or restrict most dispersed recreational
shooting to areas along roads open for public use, increasing the risk to human
health and safety” (Draft Environmental Assessment Second Knoll Shooting Range
p. 27). Gila County believes that not every recreational shooter will use the
developed shooting facilities, such as the Second Knoll Shooting Range, especially
when such facilities would necessitate more than one-half to one full hour of travel.

Therefore, Gila County believes that for safety reasons dispersed shooting should
be included in the provisions of authorized cross-country travel with the following
restrictions: authorized motorized dispersed recreational shaaoting shall consist of
one trip each way from the natural or arntificial obvious terrain feature used as a
backstop, such as pit, berth or terrain feature similar in their functionality relating
to safe dispersed shooting, to the closest legally apen road or trail, not more than
one mile away by the most direct route which is compalible with safety and the
preservation of other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, etc.

Suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails

The trovel g plans g fy do not the economic impact on
counties of imph ting the notional Travel M) Rule.

Yet, it is widely recognized that the legislators’ intent was for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes to clearly Integrate an assessment of
the economic Impacts of proposed actions or profects. Further, it is widely
recognized that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has made
unambiguous interpretations of the law in its implementation guidance to the
effect that Forest Service Envi | Impact 5 must integrate the
impact of proposed actions on the economic well-being needs of the counties.

Gila County recognizes and understands the impartance of protecting the national
forests’ natural resources while providing access and opportunities to the public, as
well as to those whose livellhoods depend on the national forest lands.
Simultaneously, Gila County must operate under the economic constraint of 95% of
the land in the County being designated as federal land or under federal
management and, therefore, exempt from local taxation,

Histerically, the Gila County economy and the Gila County residents have depended
heavily on both natural resources-based industries and recreation opportunities,
The abllity of Gila County to maintain a robust and diverse economy has been
eroded over the last forty years, in large part due to the restrictions of access to
and use of the lands under federal management. Gila County is keenly aware of the
detrimental effects caused by national forests rules and management plans
restricting business and outdoor recreational opportunities.

Additional roadless area designations, road closures, limitations of suitability for
future consideration of new motorized areas and trails, and indiscriminate cross-
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country motorized travel restrictions would further decrease the recreational
oppertunities that Gila County is able to offer to its residents and visitors, as well as
further constraining an already difficult economic cutlook.

Requested and Suggested corrective action for the Pr lc Final Envi | Impact

St for the Apache-Sitg National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan be rejected with respact to motorized travel and recreation. Specifically, under Alternative B:
1) Almost 40% of the lands in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would not be suitable
far fiture consideration of new motorized areas and trails.
2) No guidance is included for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel
Management Rule or for authorized cross-country travel.

Therefore, Gila County respectfully requests that, at a_minimum, the Selected Alternative for the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan;

1) Include the provisions of current Alternative € relating to motorized travel and recreation
in order to retain suitability of 80% of the lands of Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests far
future consideration of new moterized areas and trails.

Include guidance for the upcoming impl ion of the ional Travel M

Rule and for authorized cross-country travel In order to simultaneously achieve the
required preservation and conservation objectives AND allow reasonable motorized
access, travel and recreation for dispersed camping, big game retrieval, firewood
collection, and dispersed shooting as outlined in the above comments and the Gila County
Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives.

2

FORESTED ECOSYSTEMS RESTORATION AND CATASTROPHIC WILDFIRE PREVENTION OBJECTIVES

Gila County appreciates and suppaorts the fact that Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, includes
a clear priority for restoratlon treatments (PDEIS p. 21), as does Alternative C (PDEIS p. 23), as does
Alternative D {PDEIS p, 25}, and as also does Alternative A, the no action alternative (PDEIS p. 15},
despite the fact that restoration treatm were not ized in the 1987 Plan.

Ci [ and chall for the Gila County AND the Apache-Sitgreaves
MNational Forests planning efforts

As previously noted, Glla County recognizes that the issues of forested ecosystem restoration and
forest products mar are fund. Iy different, and are typically not discussed

imul ly in ec non-dep i or little departed from characteristic historical
conditions. However, as the Forast Service and Gila County both generally acknowledge, current
conditions in the forested ecosystems, and especially in the ponderosa pine and dry or wet mixed
conifers dominated forests of eastern Arizona, are considerably departed from historical conditions
and at risk of continued uncharacteristic disturbances such as landscape scale catastrophic crown
fires or insect infestations.
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Also as previously noted, Gila County acknowledges and appreciates the efforts endeavored by the
Forest Service, and particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, to pioneer larger scale
restoration efforts such as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. Gila County has been and
continues to be supportive of the White Mountain Stewardship Project and of its funding as a
practical tool to initiate larger scale treatments and to incentivize the creation of a small diameter
trees utllization infrastructure.

Simultaneously, Gila County acknowledges that the model of subsidized restoration treatments s
not scalable at landscape scale, as is required to restore the forests of Arizona, for lack of agency

funding. As proposed in the Four Forest ion Ini , an initiative that Gila County was
instrumental in creating, fostering and developing, landscape scale forest ecological restoration
appears currently feasible only if it is funded by the ec ically viable utilization of the fi i

byproducts of resloration by private industry.

While it is actually not a novation when it comes to forest products, as timber sales have been for
centuries an established form of natural resources valuation and have funded the management of
the resources, the concept of ecosystem service monetization is relatively new to the discussion of
ecological restoration funding, and its full implications are still being tested.

As a consequence, Gila County proposes that both the County and the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes to forest restoration,
in as much as the forest products industry in Arizona is the funding mechanism for landscape scale
restoration in eastern Arizona, which imposes the concapt of sacial acceptability or ‘social license’
for the re-Introduction of appropriate scale industry logging activities at the landscape scale on the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Gila County Forested E t R lon and C phic Wildfire F lon Objectives

Therefure, the Gila County Forested Ecosy R lon and Cat: phic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle include, among other things:

1) Design and impl
community protection and forested ecosystems restoration in the 2.4 million acre
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer dominated forest of the Mogollon Rim.

landscape-scale, based, industry-supparted accelerated

2) Develop and sustain the social license required by Southwestern Regional Forester Corbin
Newman as a p isite to the impl of Industry-supported landscape scale
restoration,

3

Create in eastern Arizona the woed supply conditions for private industry investments in a
new economically wiable small diameter trees and residual biomass utilization
Infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological restoration thinning of at least
50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the
next 20 years, then the maintenance of the desired future conditions in subsequent
decades.

L0144

4) Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts treatments (mechanical treatments) funded
by economically viable utilization, over non-byproducts treatments (fire as first entry
thinning treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a new
era of forest products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona
with multiple industrial scale new i

5

Subordinate for as long as required in the upcoming planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for sustalned vyield of
harvest volumes on a regulated nen-declining even-flow basis for the long term, to the
overriding priority of impl ing as exy wusly as possible landscape scale restoration
based primarily on mechanical treatments producing forest products.

6

Subordinate for as long as required in the uf ing planning cycle the scientific silviculture
priorities and traditional forest products management methods for uneven age
management to the overriding necessity of sustaining the social license required to
implement landscape scale restoration expeditiously and in 2 non-conflictual and non-
litiglous manner, as relates to the protection of old growth and the retention of large trees

{upcoming old growth where vegetative structural stages (V5S) S and 6 are deficient).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Objectives, Plans and Policies

As also previously nuted, although Gila County retains and employs many tal i individuals at
the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, Gila County does not generally define its
role in the public lands management process as a role of science provider or resources technical
specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and local expression of democratic
government at the individual district or national forest level, Gila County more generally defines its
rale at the policy-making level as it relates to public lands management processes.

Further, for clarification, Gila County wants to emphasize that although it generally supparts the
use of Best Available Scientific Information (BASI) for management decision, the County does not
support the exclusive use of technical sciences to fi late policies or to make strategic decisions,
Gila County suggests instead that policles and decisions be based on an integration of technical
AND social sciences.

For example, Gila County believes that while there is no science in the long debated issue of a
diameter cap for restoration treatments, that guestion is nevertheless irrelevant as the issue of
large trees retention is not a technical issue but rather a social issue that cannot be adequately
addressed by an exclusively scientific approach.

Therefore, the Gila County ce relating to forested ec restoration and catastrophic
wildfire prevention will purposefully not address technical issues of silviculture, such as uneven
aged compaosition, regeneration openings, sustained yield timber production, etc., but be focused
instead on what the County believes to be the crux of the successful and timely implementation of
the overriding priority of landscape scale scientifically AND socially acceptable — if admittedly
imperfect — ecological restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention, as follows:
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- Social accep ity of proposed its;
- Speed of completion of landscape scale restoration; and,
= Prioritization of treatments,

As previously stated, Gila County appreciates and supports the realism of the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan team when stating: “the alternatives were realistically
designed to reflect anticipated budg and kforce capabiliti [DFIS p. 440). It is not,
therefore, a criticism of the work produced by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team, but rather a simple reality for Gila County to observe, as stated in the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests' own analysis, that: “none of the alternatives would actually
treat enough acres fast enough te fully reach desired conditions within the first 5 decades” (DEIS p.
440).

Alternative A

Alternative A uses both mechanical and burning tr for timber B and to reduce
threats to communities from wildfire. On average, approximately 17,000 acres per year would be
treated in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs), primarily in pondercsa pine
(PDEIS p. 18). Alternative A would require 42 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p.
444), and would emphasize mechanical treatments around communities and in the Community
Forest Intermix Management Area (CFIMA), a subsel of the Community Wildfire Protection Plans
{CWPPs), many of which have already been treated and now only require follow up maintenance
thinning (PDEIS p. 445). Alternative A would use diameter caps for some projects (PDEIS p. 444).

Gila County believes that the pace and priorities of Alternative A do not meet the ecological needs
of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the safety, health and economic well-being needs of
the White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Gila County Forested Ecosystems Restoration
and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Alternative 8

Alternative B uses both mechanical and burning tr for timber and to reduce
threats to communities from wildfire. The majority of treatments, from 5,000 to 35,000 acres per
year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in ponderosa pine,
although there would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 21}, and up to 25,000 acres per
year of grasslands {primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types} would be treated to remove
encroaching woody species (PDEIS p. 21).

However, Alternative B would produce harvest volumes below the long term sustained yield
capacity {LTSYC) and would, therefore, conti 1o result in Bl forests that would be more
susceptible to uncharacteristic disturbances such as severe wildfire or insect/disease outbreaks
(DEIS p. 440). Further, Alternative B would require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown lands
(PDEIS p. 444). Ahernative B would not use 16-Inch diameter caps {DEIS p. 443). In Alternative B,
cutting would be prioritized in areas identified in community wildfire protection plans {CWPPs) and
priority watersheds which include large acreages of untreated pine and dry mixed conifer forests
(PDEIS p. 444).
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Gila County believes that an intelligent implementation of the exception mechanisms identified in
the Four Forest n Initlative stak pp d document Old Growth Protection and
Large Tree Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) would allow Alternative B to proceed without using 16-
inch dlameter caps.

However, Gila County believes that even though the priorities of Alternative B are adequate, the
pace of restoration under Alternative B does not meet the ecological needs of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the safety, health and economic well-being needs of the White
Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Gila County F d Ecosy ion and
Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Afternative C

Alternative C primarily uses mechanical treatment methods. The majority of treatments, from
5,500 to 55,000 acres per year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would
occur In ponderasa pine, although there would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p.23).
Under Alternative C the reduction of the most amount of overgrowth backlog would take place in
the first 3 decades, and it would continue to remove more backlog in decade 4 until it levels off at
decade 5 {DEIS p. 440). Multiple resource objectives would be best met by balancing forest wood
volume growth rates with removal of forest wood volumes.

This would reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfires and other extreme or long-lasting
disturbances [DEIS p. 440). Alternatives C would not use 16-inch diameter caps (DEIS p. 443).
Alternative C would require 23 years to thin all lonested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444). Alternative
C would emphasize treatments on suitabl berlands, the C ity Forest Intermix
Management Area, and other lands that can contribute wood products (PDEIS p. 444).

Gila County beli that an intellig I ion of the exception mechanisms identified in
the Four Forest Restaration Initiative sl.akehofders -approved document Old Growth Protection and
Lorge Tree Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) would allow Alternative C to preceed without using 16-
inch diameter caps.

Despite the fact that Altemative C does not include significant grassland restoration as currently
planned, Gila County believes that the priorities and pace of restoration under Alternative €
provide the closest match to the ecological needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, the
sufety, health and economic well-being needs of the White Mountains residents and visitors, and
the Gila County Forested Foosyslems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes natural processes, primarily burning (planned and unplanned ignitions),
with limited mechanical treatments. The majority of treatments, from 7,500 to 50,000 acres per
year in the fi d p ial natural ion types, would occur in ponderosa ping, although
there would be emphasis to treat all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 25). It would produce the least wood
product volumes, due to its emphasis on using fire as the primary treatment method, as well as a
16-inch diameter cap imposed on these few acres that are mechanically thinned or cut (PDEIS p.
443),
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Alternative D would require 24 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444).
Alternatives D would emphasize mechanical treatments around communities and in the
Community Forest Intermix Management Area (CFIMA), a subset of the community wildfire
protection plans (CWPPs), many of which have already been treated and now only require follow
up maintenance thinning {PDEIS p. 445), and burning treati ts in the fi ted ial natural
vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in ponderosa pine, although there would be emphasis to
treat all forested PNVTs.

Gila County believes that even though the pace of restoration under Alternative D is adequate, the
priorities and types of treatment under Alternative D do not meet the ecological needs of the
Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests, nor the custom, culture and economic well-being needs of the
White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Gila County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and
Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Requested and suggested corrective action for the Prog: ic Final i | Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

GIIa County respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final

i | Impact St it for the Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests Land Management
Plan include the provisions of Alternative C relating to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and prioritization.

Gila County further respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include the provisions of Alternative & relating to the restoration of 25,000 acres per year of
grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types].

Gila County also respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final
Envil | Impact Stat t for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include spacific guideiinas to integrate the provisions of the Four Foresl Restoralion Initiative
stakeholders-approved document Oid Growth Protection and Laorge Tree Retention Strotegy
{OGPLTRS) to allow treat ts to p 1 with using 16-inch diameter caps while retaining the
social license necessary for an expeditious, non-conflictual and non-litiglous implementation of
landscape scale restoration.

WATERSHED RESTORATION OBJECTIVES

Glla County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan team using the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) and

tool when ing Class 1 (Functioning}, Class 2 (Functioning-At-Risk) and Class 3
{Impalred) watersheds; Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) for 6th level Hydrologic Unit Code
{HUC) watersheds {sub watersheds) condition; and, priority watershed treatment objectives.

‘While Gila County agrees with the technical definition provided by the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan team: “Watershed condition is the state of the physical and
biologlcal characteristics and processes within a watershed that affect the hydrologic and soil
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functions that support aguatic ecosystems” [PDEIS p. 63), the County also believes that a critical
social consequence of the physical and biological characteristics and processes should be added to
the definition to read: * ... that support aguatic ecosystems AND THE PRODUCTION OF WATER FOR
DOWNSTREAM CONSUMPTION."

Critical role of the Mogallen Rim watersheds for Arizona

Uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona have a demonstrated
negative impact on the conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place. In
addition to the damages caused to comr and ec t by the fires themselves, the most
commaon negative effacts on watersheds documented after the Rodeo-Chediski Fire, some areas of
the Wallow Fire, and the Schultz Fire, among others, are: uncharacteristic runoffs, catastrophic
flooding, accelerated and aggravated soil erosion, streams and reservoirs sedimentation, and long
term severe disturbance of the watershed functions.

The Rim Country constitutes a large portion of the watersheds that contribute significantly to the
water supply of the metro Arizona and greater Phoenlx area. The threat of additional
uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona, especially on the south
slopes of the Mogollon Rim, raises serious concern about the conservation and operation of the
eastern Arizona watersheds. Additionally, the specific threat to the East Clear Creek watershed
poses an existential threat to the town of Payson water supply.

With the growing reallzation that uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires affect the
conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place, efforts to protect
watersheds have been recently initiated in the Southwest, Several of these efforts focus on the
monetization of the ecosystem services provided by the watersheds, and on an attempt to enrall
the financial contribution of the downstream beneficiaries of the services (water consumers in this
case) to the financial costs of protecting the upstream provider areas and the utility corridors
delivering the services {forests, watersheds, and water collection and distribution infrastructures at
risk of catastrophic fires in this case).

Such efforts were pioneered by the Denver Forest to Faucet project In Colorado, or the Santa Fe
Municipal Watershed Protection project in New Mexica, among others. In Arizona, with the active
contribution of Gila County, an efforl 1o create the Arizona Watersheds Investment Fund {AWIF) Is
underway, and in Flagstaff, Ballot Question #405 received electors” approval in November 2012 for
the issuance of a $10 million municipal bond to finance the restoration treatments of high threat
areas in the Rio de Flag and Lake Mary watersheds to provide greater protection to the community
from the impacts of fires and floods.

Three watershed issues are of particular concern to Gila County:

1) After years of collaborative debate, the model of industry supported restoration s
recognized by most stakeholders as the only model that has the economic capability to be
scaled up to landscape scale. However, the sole Implementation of this model is
insufficlent, inasmuch as industry supported restoration is not applicable in areas where:

- the merchantable material yield is insufficient for mechanical treatments to be
economically viable;
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- access by mechanical harvesting equipment Is restricted, such as in steep slopes,
high erosion arcas, riparian areas, etc,

Mechanical treatments implemented in low productivity areas, and non-mechanical
treatments such as fire as a thinning tool or hand thinning, are viable candidates for
ecosystem services funding. Sy ion i ired in

BLOSY services moneti; is
order to participate in the overall funding of landscape scale restoration.

2

Conversely, despite the logic of its concept, the keen interest of some stakeholders weary
of a potentially dominant role of the wood Industry in the relationship with the Forest
Service, and the momentum that the monetization of ecosystem services in general - and
watershed services in particular - is expected to gain, the monetization of watershed
services is unlikely to be able to bear the full cost of restoration which is estimated to be
approximately $1,000 per acre In eastern Arizona, resulting in an estimated total cost of
approximately $1 billion for the 1 million acres requiring thinning restoration treatments.
Continued education is required to simultaneously ensure that:

- the model of ecosystem services monetization funding is not viewed as an
alternative to the madel of industry supported funding;

- the model of industry supported funding is not viewed as an alternative to the
model of ecosystem services monetization funding; and,

- both models, and possibly others, are viewed as complementary to each other,

3

Among the areas n eastern Arizona in need of ion tr are the fi |
ecosystems, ponderosa pine and mixed conifer dominated, in the watersheds of the slopes
of the Mogollon Rim in general, and specifically in the East Clear Creek watershed. This
area is an objective prigrity after the direct protection of communities and infrastructures.

Gila County hed ion Ok

The Gila County Watersheds Restoration Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle Include,
among other things:

1) Prioritize restoration and catastrophic fire prevention treatments in the watersheds, after
the direct protection of communities and infi ., on the slopes of the Mogollon
Rim in general, and specifically in the East Clear Creek watersheds, the Verde River

tersheds, the Little Colorado River watersheds, the Upper Gila River watersheds and the
Upper Sait River watersheds.

2

Develop the Arizona Watersheds Investment Fund (AWIF), and/or similar initiatives in order
to fund restoration treatments that cannot be funded by the wood industry utilization of
the forest byproducts of restoration in areas where the merchantable material yield is
insufficient for mechanical treatments to be economically viable, andfor access by
mechanical harvesting equipment is restricted, such as in steep slopes, high erosion areas,
riparian areas, etc.

3) Develop in parallel and in a complementary manner all models of watershed restoration
funding such as industry funding, ecosystem services funding, municipal bonds funding, etc.

40

L0144

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Oblectlves, Plans and Paolicies

Degrading factors and selection of priority watersheds

Gila County believes that a clear distinction must be made between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors, and between natural processes and management effects. The
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan lists as common degrading factors: high road density, poor aquatic habitat
conditions, poor fire regime conditions, poor aquatic biota conditions, and impaired soil conditions
(PDEIS p. 65). High road density and poor fire regime conditions may contribute to watershed
degradation, but impaired scil condition, non-functioning rparian or aquatic areas, and
edi lon are not d ding factors; rather, these are the effects of degrading factors. Gila
County is concerned that a proper causality analysis is required to design effective restoration
actions.

Gila County agrees with the prioritization methodology used to designate watersheds, but 5
concerned that “the selection of these watersheds is ongoing; and, once selected, will be a major
consideration for ion of projects in some alternatives” (PDFIS p. 64). Considering the
fact that, according to the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF), only 32% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests’ 176 6th level Hydrologle Unit Code watersheds (HUCS) are currently
considered to be functioning properly (Class 1), and a full 68% are functioning-at-risk (Class 2)
{PDEIS p. 65), and considering the critical importance and scarcity of water resources in metro
Arizona, Gila County believes it is critical that a higher priority (and potentially larger resources) be
given to the preservation treatments of Class 1 watersheds and the resteration treatments of Class
2 watersheds.

Similarly, Gila County believes that it Is critical to expeditiously complete the analysis of the 50
watersheds potentially affected by the recent Wallow Fire as some - but not all - watersheds were
heavily affected, resulting in a probable shift to a lower class (PDEIS p. 65).

Alternative A
Based on the above, Gila County wants to ¢ icate unambi ly to the Apache-Sitgreaves
Forests its ition to Alt ive A, the no action alternative, relating to watershed

restoration objectives.

Gila County understands that watershed restoration was nol an objective of actuality when the
1987 Plan was developed. However, Gila County cannot support an alternative that would result in,
amnong other things, the designation of zero priority watersheds to be treated during the upcoming
planning cycle in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS p. 67). This alternative is so
departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future safaty, health
and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila County Watersheds Restoration Objectives, that
it does not warrant any further discussion from the County’s perspective.

Afternatives 8, Cand D
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Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternative D both concentrate treatments in priority
watersheds and allow a better opportunity for restoring or maintaining watersheds across the
forests (PDEIS p. 67). Under both Altematives B and D, 10 watersheds are designated as priority
watersheds to be treated in the 15 year planning period {PDEIS p. 67). Alternative C also has an
objective to treat 10 priority watersheds in the potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) that can
contribute to economic sustainability (PDEIS p. 67).

Since it is unclear to Gila County whether the 10 priority watersheds designated under Alternatives,
B, C and D have higher or lower priority levels as compared to each other, the County favors
Alternative C relsting to watershed restoration objectives due to the fact that, in general,
Alternative C more closely meets the various Gila County Objectives.

Suggested corrective action for the P le Final Envi I Impact & for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County respectfully suggests that the Selected Allernative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land Management
Plan include a revised analysis differentiating mare clearly between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors on physical and biological watershed characteristics and processes that
affect the hydrologic and soil functions, and between natural processes and management effects,
so that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of effective restoration and management
actions.

MANAGEMENT AREAS DESIGNATION OBIECTIVES

Gila County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan team for areas designation when T
community forest Intermix, high use developed recreation areas, energy corridors, the Heber Wild
Horse Territory, natural landscape, inventoried roadiess areas (which are technically not
management areas per se but an administrative designation), recommended and current
wilderness areas, the Blue Range Primitive Area, recommended and current research natural areas,
‘wildlife quiet areas, and wild and scenic rivers.

Gila County appreciates and supports the fact that certain characteristics of landscapes, viewscapes
or bioscapes are unique and deserve protection, preservation and conservation; that a balanced
approach to the enjoyment of all requires a spectrum of management areas extending from high
use developed recreation areas to pristine wildernesses; that the enjoyment of future generations
may require protection, preservation and conservation management actions that may constrain
current generations; that areas of wildlife undisturbed habitats are necessary for big game and
other wildlife to reside with minimal disturbance from motorized vehicle use; that preserving the
natural character of the national forest landscape Is important to any of these goals; that scientific
research in ecosystems characteristics and functions are necessary for the continuous improvement
of management decisions; and, that designati by Congress and/or Presid | Order must be
Implemented.
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Gila County Areas Designation Objectives
The Gila County g Areas Designation Objectives for the upcoming planning cycle

include, among other things:

1) Maintain a balanced approach in the designation of management areas including general
forest area, y forest i ix, high use ped recreation areas, energy
corridors, the Heber Wild Horse Territory, natural landscape, inventoried roadless areas
{which are technically not management areas per se but an administrative designation),
recommended and current wilderness areas, the Blue Range Primitive Area, recommended
and current research natural areas, wildlife quiet areas, and wild and scenlc rivers, that
meets (a) the requirements of for multiple resource ohjectives and (b) the
safety, health, economic well-being, custom and culture needs of Gila County residents and
visitors.

2

Prevent the departure from the current condition of balanced management for multiple
resource objectives by the designation of inappropriately large management areas of more
than 10% of the land area individually or 25% collectively, characterized by the restriction
of most multiple resource objectives management or enjoyment activities such as, but not
restricted 1o, wilderness areas or primitive areas.

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Gila County
Objectives, Plans and Policies

Alternative D

Gila County wants ta ¢ icate bij ly to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests its
opposition to Alternative D.

Gila County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to
analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Gila County acknowledges and appreciates
the existence of constituencies favoring alternatives such as Alternative D. However, Gila County
cannot support an alternative that would result in, among other things, the recommendation for
the designation of 25% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests as Wilderness Areas (PDEIS p. 26),
in addition to the existing 10% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests already managed as a
Primitive Area, This alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current,
and foreseeable future custom, culture, safety and economic well-being needs, and from the Gila
County Management Areas Designation Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion
from the County’s perspective.

Alternatives B

Gila County is concerned that 20% of the Apache-Silgreaves National Forests would be designated
as Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative. While Gila County
appreciates the need for retaining the natural landscape characteristics of the Arizona national
forests, and understands that Natural Landscape Areas provide primitive and semi-primitive
recreation opportunities, both non-motorized and motorized, and that management activities for
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ecological restoration purposes may occur in them (PDEIS p. 608), the County Is concerned that
such management activities for ecological restoration purposes are limited (PDEIS p. 608), and that
such Natural landscape Areas may, therefore, remain at high risk of uncharacteristic landscape
scale disturbances such as non-natural high severity crown fires or insect infestation.

Conversely, Gila County realizes that such Matural Landscape Areas may be designated in areas
where management activities for ecclogical restoration purposes may already be limited by
physical characteristics such as terrain inaccessibility andfor economic unviability of industry
supported mechanical treatments. Therefore, Gila County requests further information on the
potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B.

Alternative C

It is unclear to Gila County why Alternative C includes efimination of the 322,000 acres currently
designated as Inventoried Roadless Arcas {which are technically not management areas per se but
an administrative desj ion) but are maintained under Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative,
and Alternative D (PDEIS p. 349). Considering that the 17 Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests include rough, broken terrain with steep-sided canyons and are
located in low population areas (PDEIS p. 346) and are generally not easily accessible by motorized
vehicles, and considering that the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) are not technically
management areas but do overiay a variety of management areas, including management areas
already prohibiting motorized travel, the benefits of this proposed eliminatian is not i diately
obvious to the County.

Therefore, Gila County requests further information on the rationale supporting the proposed
elimination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alternative C.

Other area desi ions under all action alternatives {Afternatives B, C and D}

Gila County observes the continued creeping trend toward ever Increasing restrictive management
area designations in the action alternatives of the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, such as Increasing
wilderness areas from 23,000 acres to 30,000 acres (PDEIS p. 352-363); increasing research natural
areas from 2,500 acres to 8,000 acres (PDEIS p. 372); and, fncreasing wildlife quiet areas from
59,000 acres to 65,000 acres (PDEIS p. 254), | . the County i tisfied that the
acreage increase of these areas is essentially insignificant in relation to the 2.1 million acre total
land area of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Therefore, with the exceptions of (a) the rec jation for the designation of 25% of the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests as Wilderness Areas under Alternative D; (b) the request for
further information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape
Areas under Alternative B; and, (c) the request for further Information on the rationale supporting
the proposed elimination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under
Alternative C, Gila County supp the B t area designations under all action altarnatives
{Alternatives B, C and D), as follows:

Community Forest Intermix: ~61,000 acres (3%}
High Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres (1%}

Ltriin 141
Energy Corridor: ~2,500 acres  [<1%)
Wild Horse Territory: ~19,000 acres [1%)
Wildlife Quiet Area: ~50,000 acres (2%}
Research Natural Area: ~8,000 acres  {<1%)
Primitive Area: ~200,000 acres {10%)
Existing Wilderness: ~23,000 {1%)

Suggested corrective action for the P ic Final Envi, I Impact § for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Glla County respectfulh,r suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final

i | impact for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include specific information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural
Landscape Areas under Alternative B.

Gila County further respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests Land Management
Plan include information on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of the existing
322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs} under Alternative C.

PART 3 — PLANNING ISSUES

In Its review of the proposed directives revising the Forest Service handbook (FSH 1909.12) and the
Forest Service manual (FSM 1920} and establishing procedures and responsibilities for
implementing the 2012 national forest system land management planning regulation set out at 36
CFR part 219, Gila County identified issues and shortcomings that are of a nature to affect the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan.

Glla County fully understands that the opportunity to c on the Progr ic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan is neither an opportunity to comment on the 2012 Planning Rule or its implementation
directives, nor an opportunity to comment on 2 specific proposed management actlon, such as a
travel management plan or a restoration project. Nonetheless, precisely because the Programmatic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Lland
Management Plan will establish the p. s for all sut ag actions in the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests in lhe upcoming planning cycle, GIR& County believes that it is
critical for the Progi ic Final Envi | Impact St t for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan to specifically set forth, in order to become part of any

g t action, guidell on how to conduct the monitoring, adaptive
managemenl framework, use of best available scientific information to Inform the land

Tl it planning p ;, public participation and the role of collaboration, and the objecti

process.
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MONITORING

Gila County observes that the entire discussion on moniloring strategy, aside from the incidental
use of the word ‘monitoring’ in various other contexts, in the Prog Draft Envi |
Impact for the Apache-Sitg Mational Forests Land Management Plan occupies, in a
681 page document, the whole of 2 lines: "All action alternatives include the same monitoring
strategy as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan” (PDEIS p. 28). Gila County further observes
that the Monitoring Strategy referred to in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan Is only an approximately 4 page long very brief discussion of monlitoring in the
most general of terms, Including a 3 page table of pl | itoring q i ing
methods, units of measure, and frequency of measurements (p. 135 - 139) in a 283 page
document.

Gila County is concernad that the scarce tion of itoring in the Progr ic Draft
Envi al Impact it and the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan and the very cursory ‘Monitoring Strategy’ included in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for monitaring in the current planning
process. This would be in contradiction with the requirement of the 2012 Nalional Planning Rule
and Its proposed implementation directives.

Gila County appreciates and supperts the Important role given to monitoring in the proposed
directives. We believe that the content of the proposed directives is adeg although

very succinct, when addressing 31.1 - Best Available Scientific Infarmation for Monitoring; 31.2 -
Public Participation for Monitoring; 32.1 - Developing the Plan Monitoring Program; 32.11 -
Selecting Monitoring Questions; 32.12 - Selecting Manitoring Indicators; 32.13 - Content of the Plan
Monitoring Program; 32.13a - Select Watershed Conditions; 32.13b - Ecological Conditions far
Terrestrial, Riparian and Aquatic Ecosystems, and At Risk Species; 32.13c - Focal Species; 32.13d -
Visitor Use, Visitor Satisfaction, and Recreation Objectives; 32.13e - Climate Change and Other
Stressors; 32,13f - Desired Conditions and Objectives; 32.13g - Productivity of the Land; 32.2 -
Documenting the Plan Monitoring Program; 32.3 - Transitioning to the Plan Maonitoring Program;
and 32.4 - Changing the Plan Monitoring Program.

Issue

However, Gila County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunily to address
and correct what Is arguably the Achilles’ heel of many, if not most, monitoring efforts endeavored
by natinnal farests staff. Specifically, however well planned, monitoring is often not implemented
or superficially or partially implemented for lack of resources or funding.

Additionally, Gila County also believes that the proposed directives do not address a critical
weakness in the concept of 31.2 - Public Participation for Monitaring, in particular the multi-party
monitoring section thereof. Specifically, while Gila County applauds the Forest Service for including
in the proposed directives the concept of public participation in menitoring, and specifically multi-
party monitoring, we belleve that the Forest Service misses a eritical opportunity to build
robustness in the system by failing to make the findings of multi-party monitoring boards binding
on the Forest Service Responsible Official.
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Suggested corrective action for the Prog) Final i | Impact § for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Monitoring implementation plan

Gila County suggests that the Programmatic Draft Enwirc Impact § for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land M Plan be ded to include in very specific terms
the requirements for guantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring processes, and the
resources allocation and funding necessary to Implement them — somewhat akin to the structured
quality control plans and budgets common in the business world -- to ensure that strategic
manitoring plans are quantifiably and qualitatively implemented.

Gila County expressly suggests that a very specific monitoring implementation plan and budget be
added to the planning and NEPA review process of all projects, be submitted to public review and
comments in the Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS), be included in the Records of
Decisions (ROD), and be Included in the Final Enwvis | Impact & {FEIS} for all
projects so as to ensure that menitoring will actually be implemented and funded.

Practically, Glla County suggests a three tier monitoring plan be articulated as follows:

. Quantitative imph ion compliance monitoring.
The purpose of the quantitative implementation compliance monitoring is to answer the
question “Was the job done?” While generally this assassment Is made by the Forest
Service contract management team when a contractor is involved, it is suggested that this
step becomes the beginning of the process rather than what is often the end of it.

Specific quantitative impler ion © liance itoring can be defined at
the planning stage and specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning
stage. The plan must include, disclose and commit the Responsible Official to provide the
resources and budget required.

Il Qualitative implementation compliance monitoring.

The purpose of the gualitative impl ion compliance itoring is to answer the
question “Was the job done correctly?” The need for qualitative implementation
monitoring increases rapidly with the complexity of the actions undertaken. For example,
complex forest restoration prescriptions impl ted using designation by description
(DxD) or designation by prescription (DxP) create substantial room for interpretation by the
operators and may result in outcomes substantially different an the ground from those
intended by the resources specialists who write the prescriptions. Verifying that
implementation complies not only guantitatively but also qualitatively with the
management decision is especially impertant when the third tier of monitoring is intended,
as effectiveness can only be meaningfully analyzed if the actual treatments outcomes are
aligned with the intended outcomes.
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Specific itative impl ation compliance monitoring measures can be defined at the
planining stage and specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning stage.
The plan must include, disciose and commit the Responsible Official to provide the
resources and budget required.

. Effectiveness monitoring.
The purpose of the effectiveness monitoring is to answer the question "Do the outcomes of
the management decision produce the intended effects?” The need for effectiveness
monitoring increases rapidly with the complexity and spatial and temporal scopes of the
actions undertaken, especlally in projects where cumulative effects analysis assumes a
speculative nature owing to the scale and duration of the management action.

For example, landscape scale forest restoration over 2 million acres in 20 years, as
endeavored in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative - an initiative that Gila County was
instrumental in creating and fostering - is largely inconceivable without the concept of
adaptive management, as we know the Forest Service realizes. However, adaptive
management is but an empty rhetorle, and any management action and the NEPA analysis
thereof is flawed, if robust three tier monitoring as described herein is not implemanted.

Specific effectiveness manitoring processes can be defined at the planning stage and
specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning stage. The plan must
include, disclose and commit the Respansible Official to provide the resources and budget
required.

Gila County further suggests that in addition to the requirement for three functionally different and
complementary tiers, the Progr ic Final Envir | Impact Stat t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan specifically direct the Responsible Officlals to
include robust gualitative and effectiveness indicators. For example, easy to collect and process
quantitative indicators, such as acres treated, tons of biomass removed or forage utilization, often
yield very little meaningful information on the resulting health and resilience of a forest stand or
the health and productivity of a grazing range.

Multi-party monitoring

Gila County suggests that the Py ic Final Fnvir al Impact Staterment for the Apache-
Silgreaves National Forests Land M Plan be led to include in very specific terms
the requirements for the Responsible Officials to be bound by the findings of multi-party
manitoring boards.

Anticipating a quick reminder that such dispositions would violate the Federal Advisory Commitiee
Act (FACA} and that federal line officials are not authorized to share their decision making
authority, Gila County does not herein suggest that Responsible Officials surrender their decision
making authority to a multi-party monitoring beard; rather, they should be required to act upon
the findings of a multi-party monitoring board in a manner that appropriately addresses the issues
raised by the multi-party menitoring board.

L0144

Please refer to the Public Porticipation and the Role of Colioboration section of this letter, here
under, for further discussion of this substantial issue.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

Gila County observes that there are only 14 instances of the use of the words ‘adaptive

r 1t" in the Prc ic Draft Envir | Impact 5t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan, and that there are a grand total of 17 lines
dedicated to the discussion of adapti in the Progr ic Draft Envire 1

Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 43-
44), a 681 page document. Gila County further observes that are only 7 instances of the use of the
words ‘adaptive management’ in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
itself, a 283 page document.

Although there is an approximately 4 page long very brief discussion of monitoring which includes a
3 page table of planned monitoring guestions, menitoring methods, units of measure, and
frequency of measurements in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (p.
135 - 139), Gila County is concerned that the scarce mention of monitoring and adaptive
management in the Programmatic Draft Envirc | Impact S and the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for adaptive
management in the current planning process. This would be in contradiction with the reguirement
of the 2012 National Planning Rule and its proposed implementation directives.

Gila County appreciates and supports the important role given to the adaptive management
framework in the proposed directives. We believe that the key fi aof adapti
included in the proposed directives are adequate when addressing:

1. Explicitly characterizing uncertainty and assumptions

2. Testing assumptions and collecting data using appropriate temporal and spatial scales

3. Analyzing new information obtained through monitoring and project experience

4. Learning from feedback between monitoring and decisions

5. Adapting assumptions and strategies to design better plans and management direction

6. Making iterative and responsive decisions, evaluating results, and adjusting actions on

the basis of what has been learned

7. Creating an open and transparent process that shares learning internally and with the

public

Issue

However, Gila County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunity to provide
substantially clear directives to Responsible Officials in actually Implementing adaptive
management, by limiting recommendations to a one and a half page general description of the
three phases of planning {assessment, planning, and monitoring) in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 219 {36 CFR part 219}, Specifically, Gila County acknowledges thal the Forest
Service includes some measure of action in paragraph d of its third step (monitoring): “d. Adopt
planning ond management octivities based on learning from the results of the analysis. This
odaptation tokes the form of modifying assumptions, models, dota, ond understonding of the
systen. This knowledge is then used to inform the planning process that leads to adjustment of
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plans and profects.” Nonetheless, Gila County believes that an entire fourth step of what is
generally accepted by academia and the professional world as the adaptive management
framewaork is missing from the proposed directive, namely: corrective action in the implementation
of a large scale and leng duration management action.

Gila County daes not fault the Forest Service or the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR part 219)
for a truncated fr rk, as many actlons, especially in national forests over the
last quarter century, have been implemented at a scale and scope sufficiently limited such that
what had been learned from the execution of a given project could be applied te other projects,
considering the rapid I of small projects. However, as large, long and extremely complex
management actions such as landscape scale forest restoration are endeavored - Four Forest
R Initiative includes, for ple, more than 2 million acres over 20 years -- the need for
adaptive and very probably corrective action within the existing project and within the existing
NEPA Record of Decision is clearly emerging.

Did these changes alter the meaning?

Suggested corrective action for the Prog ic Final Envir I Impact for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County suggests that the three phases of planning (assessment, planning, and monitoring) in
Title 35, Code of Federal Regulations, part 219 {36 CFR part 219) designed to support a framework
for adaptive management that will facllitate learning and continuous improvement in plans and
agency decision making, be augmented in the Programmatic Final Envi Impact &

for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan with a fourth phase that
outlines clearly the respensibility and authority of Responsible Officials ta implement adaptive and,
if necessary, corrective action during the implementation of large scale, long duration specific
projects as a response to quantitative, qualitative, and effectiveness monitoring of the project.

Gila County further suggests that in order to avoid the difficulty and complexity of having to
complete new and different NEPA Iy prior to impl ing adaptive or corrective action
during the implementation of a given praject, the NEPA analysis of complex, large scale, long term
projects be specifically designed from inception to formalize the inclusion of a four phase adaptive
management framework, and to include the possibllity for and the responsibility of the line officers
to implement a range of actions as may be necessary to adapt to the emergence of data from
effectiveness monitoring, and to meet the purpose and need of the proposed action and preferred
alternative.

USE OF BEST AVAILABLE SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION TO INFORM THE LAND MANAGEMENT
PLANNING PROCESS

Gila County appreciates and supports the important role given to the usc of best available scientific
information to inform the land management planning process in the proposed directives when
addressing: 42.1 - Use of Best Available Scientific Information; 42.11 - Integration of the BASI in the
Planning Process; 42.11a - Assessment Phase; 42.11k - Planning Phase; 42.11c — Monitoring; 42.12 -
Characteristics of Quality Scientific Information; 42.13 - BASI Determination Process; 42.14 -
Attributes of the BASI: Uncertainties, Risks, and Assumptions; 42.15 - Sources of Scientific
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Information; 42.16 - Data Quality; 42.17 - Documentation of the BASI in the Planning Process;
42.17a - Documentation of the BASI in the Assessment Report; 42,17b - Documentation of the BASI
in the Plan Decision Document; and 42.2 - Optional Science Reviews In the Land Management
Planning Process.

Gila County further appreciates and supports the important role given to assessing social and
economic sustzinability and multiple uses in the assessment process when addressing: 13.1 -
Assessing Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.11 - Social, Cultural, and Economic Context;
13.12 - Important Social, Cultural, and Economic Influences on the Plan Area; 13.13 - How the Plan
Area Influences Key Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.14 - Sources of Relevant Existing
Information for Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.2 - Assessing Benefits People Obtain
from the NFS Plan Area; 13.3 - Assessing Multiple Uses; 13.31 - Outdoor Recreation; 13,32 — Range;
13.33 - Timber; 13.34 — Watershed; 13.35 - Fish and Wildlife; 13.4 - Assessing Recreation Settings,
Opportunities and Access, and Scenic Character; 13.5 - Assessing Renewable and Nonrenewable
Energy and Mineral Resources; 13.6 - Assessing [nfrastructure; 13.7 - Assessing Areas of Tribal
Importance; 13.8 - Assessing Cultural and Historic Resources and Uses; and 13.9 - Assessing Land
Status and Ownership, Use, and Access Patterns.

Issue

However, Gila County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunity to provide
substantially clear directives to Responsible Officlals in actually integrating social and economic
sustainability and multiple uses, and in integrating social and economic science inta the framework
of best available scientific information to inform their land management planning process and their
management decision making process. Specifically, the assessment of the social, cultural and
economic values becomes essentially an exercise in futility if these values are not reflected in the
management decisions and do not balance other values,

Gila County clearly supports robust science and the full integration of ecological, blodiversity,
restoration and conservation values in the management process, and Gila County is on record for
participating and often leading efforts designed to r duce to the ecosy of eastern
Arizona such natural ecologically sustainable processes as a frequent surface fire regime.
Nevertheless, Gila County is observing, and when necessary is committed to mitigate, a probably
natural temptation by some scientists to develop and imp pure uncomg d and
uncompromising science, or the currently accepted state of best sclence - which often proves to be
a P y state and a detriment to the enjoyment, custam, cuiture, health, safety and economic
well-being of the people.

An example would be the forcible and inflexible implementation of rigid travel management rules
in the national forests of Arizona in apparent disregard of not only the characteristics of Individual
forests, but also of people’s long established custom, culture, and need and right to recreate, hunt
or procure firewood in these forests. Such rules may make sense when protecting relatively limited
acreages of national forests in states comprising mostly private land, but they create an
unreasonable burden when regulating access to upward of 50% of the land In 2 County.
Additionally, blind application of out of context science promulgated at a national lavel may trigger
fundamentally unscientific decisions when, for example, identical travel management rules are
being implemented across fundamentally different ecosystems in ponderosa pine dominated
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forests, pinfon juniper dominated forests, wet or dry mixed conifer forests, and across multiple
national forests characterized by fundamentally different densities of road systems.

Additionally, Gila County is also observing, and when necessary is also committed to mitigate, the
fact that the same temptation to develop and implement pure uncompromised and
uncompromising science as discussed in the above paragraph, also often causes the weakening of
the social consensus with stakeholders who would support the impl ion of mar it
decisions based on a balanced approach, but are unwilling to suppert the invasive implementation
of a monolithic and intransigent interpretation of science,

An example would be the current reluctance of many stakeholders to support the Four Forest
Restoration Initiative NEPA DEIS, owing to the science-based decision to cut some of the [ast
remaining old growth or old and large trees in the Southwest in order to create regeneration
openings In the name of scientifically driven silviculture. Such decisions may make sense in forests
featuring well balanced classes of vegetative structural stages (VSS), but are difficult to aceept in
farests where older VSS classes (VSS 5 and 6) are in recognized drastic deficit while younger vss
classes (VS 2, 3 and 4) are overabundant and choke the landscape, transforming it into a ticking
fire bamb.

Suggested corrective action for the Prog) ic Final Envi | Impact for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County suggests that the Prog ic Final Envi tal Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan provide clear and unambiguous guidelines to
Responsible Officials to integrate sacial and economic sustainability and social and economic
sclence into the framework of best available sclentific information to inform their land
management planning process and their management decision making process.

Specifically, Gila County suggests that the Programmatic Final Envi I Impact Stat for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan instruct Responsible OFficials to
implement substantive - even though possibly scientifically imperfect - management actions that
maove the ecosystems significantly toward the desired future conditions when such actions are
supported by social consensus, rather than spend years attempting to forcibly impose, and possibly
trigger litigation of, management actions that may be deemed scientifically more perfect but that
do not benetit from the support of the soclal consensus. In other terms, Gila County suggests that
the Programmatic Final Crwirc Impact Stat It for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land N Plan hasize executing well the less than perfect projects now, over
developing scientifically parfect projects that are never implemented.

To guote a famous Arizonan: “Extremism in the defense of liberty Is no vice” {Barry Goldwater), but
Gila County would like to propose to the Forest Service that extremism in the pursuit of best
available scientific information {BASI) may become counterproductive when it results in paralysis by
analysis, or inaction by litigation.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE ROLE OF COLLABORATION

Gila County appreciates and supports the important role given to public participation and the rale
of collaboration in the proposed directives. We believe that the content of the proposed directives
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is adequate, although sometimes succinct, when addressing 43.02 - Principles of Public
Participation; 43.1 - Guidance for Public Participation; 43.11 - Guidance for Collaboration; 43.12 -
Developing a Public Participation Strategy; 43.13 - Federal Advisory Committee Act Committees;
43.14 - Engaging a Diverse Set of Stakeholders; 43.15 - Opportunities for American Indians and
Alaska Natives; 43.16 - Participation and Coordination with Other Related Planning Efforts; 43.17 -
Participation during Phases of Planning; 43.17a - Participation during Assessments; 43.17b -
Participation during Develop Revision, or A iment of Plan Comy 43.17c -
Participation during Monitoring Program Development; 43.17d - Participation during Monitoring
Evaluation Report Reviews; 43.18 - Substantive Formal Comment; and 43.19 - Participation during
Pre-decisional Administrative Review.

Issue

H , Gila County beli that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunity to provide
substantially clear directives to Responsible Officials on the two fundamental and overlapping
aspects of public participation and the role of collaboration. Specifically, sustained and meaningful
public participation and engagement require that the public’s input actually influence substantially

the decision making process, and sustai giul collaboration requires that the products of
collaboration be honored by the Forest Service,

Gila County has acquired a long, ineffective, inefficient, unproductive and ¢ i frustrating
experience of Responsible Officials paying lip service to public participation and to the role of
collaboration, and Gila County believes that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests Land Management Plan must refocus the
concept of public participation and collaboration away from complying with a process and
I ging the p , toward developing executable preducts and resolving the problem,

Suggested corrective action for the Prog ic Final | Impact for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County recognizes that, under current federal statutes, Forest Service line officers are not
allowed to share their decision making authority. Nonetheless, Gila County believes that a statutory
monopoly of decision making authority does not necessarlly imply an operational monopoly on
decision content. Therefore, Gila County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan emphasize
that while the line officers retain their sole legal ability to make the decision, thay are also required
by law and regulation “to meet the needs of present and future generations” (Forest Service
Mission Statement), as expressed through public participation and collaboration among other
channels.

Gila County further suggests that the Prog ic Final Envi | Impact Stat for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, while directing Responsible Officials to
retain their legal decision making authority, include directives that allow the public to meaningfully
participate in, substantially influence and, when appropriate, alter, the content of decisions.

Gila County further suggests that a special role and a special forum be organized In the
Programmatic Final Envirg [ Impact Stat it for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
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Land Management Plan, for local elected officials such as County Supervisars to represent the soclo
economic interests of local populations in the decision making process of the Forest Service
Responsible Officials. As the most local and often the most directly involved elected representatives
in the democratic constitutional process, local elected officials can play a tremendously significant
role in representing thelr constituents with line officers to ensure that federal employees
temporarily assigned to a national forest are given the best possible opportunity to integrate local
custom, culture and economic well-being into their decision making process.

OBJECTION PROCESS

Gila County appreciates the attempt made by the Forest Service to give the public more effective
involvement, support their collaborative processes and result in better decision-making {U.5. Forest
Service Chief Tom Tidwell) by replacing the previous appeal process with the new pre-decisional
administrative review, or objection process, to be applied under federal regulation to all projects
and activities that impl t land- plans and that are documented in an
enviro or envir Iimpact

Gila County acknowledges that the LS. Forest Service announced on March 26, 2013 the final rule
governing the objection process for projects and activities impl ing land plans,
and that the final rule was published in the Federal Register on March 27, 2013 after a review of
public comments submitted in response to the publication of the proposed rule in 2012,
Censequently, Gila County fully acknowledges that this comment letter is not an opportunity to
comment on the objection process.

Issue

However, Gila County believes that specific comments on the application of the objection process
as implemented in the proposed directives, and pr bly in the Progr ic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Natlonal Forests Land Management
Plan, does provide an opportunity to address concerns about the objection process
implementation, as follows:

Amang other significant differences, a critical difference between the previous appeal process and
the new objection process is that an objection must be filed prior to an actual decision being made
and published. This creates a po ially difficult situati h as there is a ibility, and in
certain cases a probability, that several objections may be filed by several different parties. The
resclutions of these objections may result in a final decision significantly different from the one
disclosed in the document published with the notice of a plan subject to objection.

Although the list of objections will be public, the timing of filing of potential objections within the
objections filing period may result in the requirement for the public to decide to file or abstain to
file an objection based on the speculation of what other parties may decide to file, and what the
resolutions to such objections might be. Additionally, since a final decision may be influenced
significantly by the resolution of an objection that, by definition, happens only after the comments
period is closed, parties may be unwillingly put In a situation where pursuant to 51.52 - Jssues Not
Based on Previeusly Submitted Suk ive Formal Ci ts, thelr potential objection may be
ineligible.
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Additionally, Gila County is concerned that Chapter 50 Objection Process in general, paragraph
51.66 - Reviewing Officer Response to Objections and paragraph 51.6 - Resoiution of Objections in
particular, and specifically paragraph 51.6 section 4: "The reviewing officer responds to the
outstanding issues in the objection; The reviewing officer’s response may include instructions to
the responsible official as part of the disposition of the objection. The response must be sent to the
objecting party(ies) by certified mail, return receipt requested, and posted online” (36 CFR
219.57(b) and sec. 51.64} are focused on the administrative process of disposing of an objection
rather than on the substantial process of actually resolving it.

Suggested corrective action for the Progr i¢ Final Envir | Impact § for the
Apache-5itgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Gila County suggests that the Progr ic Final Envi Impact § for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan guide and direct the reviewing officers to
exercise careful judgment in their resolution or rejection of objections, In relation to the true
materlal importance of the objections — as opposed to their symbolic or emotional importance, and
the potential effect of litigation on the implementation of the project.

In so suggesting, Gila County wants to emphasize that it does not promote indiscriminate and
aberrant acceptance of any and all parties’ whims or irrational demands, but suggests instead a
well-considerad costs and benefits analysis by Forest Service Responsible Officials, line officers and
reviewing officers of public input into their decision process in view of the relative actual
significance or lack thereof of such input or d 5, and the overwhelming urgency to act, even if
imperfectly, in some specific cases such as the protection of the Southwest forests against
catastrophic landscape scale wildfires.

Thank you for your consideration,

Respectfully submitted,

d”?f”ﬂ “S‘f{g'fgj
Tommie Cline Martin Date
Supervisor, District 1
Gila County Board of Supervisors
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From: Bt Cocbel
To: EScAShE Planning
oo crrhell ey rot
Subject: Comments to Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Maragement Plan
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:39:32FM
To: Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team

P.O. Box 640
Springerville, AZ 85938

Electronic filing: asnf.planning@fs fed.us

From: Supervisor Robert Corbell
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors District 3
562 Lemons Lane
Duncan, Arizona 85534
(928) 215-0118
rcorbell@aznex.net or rcorbell@co.greenlee az.us

This is in reference to Prog tic Draft Envi al Impact 5t t 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:

Jurisdiction

Affidavit Pertaining to Federal Jurisdiction Over Areas
Acquired
By the United States in the county of
Greenlee, state of Arizona

The undersigned Affiant Wray ] Shildneck, is of majonty age and of
sound mind, and has researched the laws and actions of the state of
Arizona to determine if all the requirements of the law had been met
by the state of Arizona to (1) give consent to the United States to
acquire areas within the county of Greenlee, state of Arizona for Federal
purposes; and (2) cede to the United States any exclusive legislative
jurisdiction, concurrent legislative jurisdiction, or partial legislative
jurisdiction over such areas. Affiant is competent to testify as to His
personal knowledge and belief of the truth of all the following:

1. That Affiant has read and understands the Congressional Report
generated during the Eisenhower Administration entitled Report of the
Interdepartmental  Committee for the Studyv of Jwisdiction Over

Ltri0116

Federal Aveas Within the States, Part 1 and Part 2, April 1956

and 1957 (40 USC 255 and 50 USC 175 amended to 40 US.C.

3111 and 3112). This report, which is often referred to as the

Eisenhower Report, outhned four basic  areas of federal

Junisdiction  within the states: (1)  exclusive legislative

jurisdiction, (2) concurrent jurisdiction, (3) partial jurisdiction, and

{4) proprietorial jurisdiction.

2. That the Eisenhower Report defines the four types of federal
jurisdiction possible within the states as follows:

1. lusive Legislative sion:  This term 1s applied when
the Federal Government possesses. by whichever method acquired,
all of the authonty of the State. and in which the State concermned
has not reserved to itself the right to exercise any of the
authority concurrently with the United States except the right to
serve civil or cniminal process in the area for activities which
occurred outside the area.

=

sdiction:  This term is applied in those

mstances wherein in granting to the United States authority which

would otherwise amount to exclusive legislative junsdichion over an
arca, the State concerned has reserved to itself the right to exercise.
concurrently  with the Umted States, all of the same authority.

3. Partial Legislative Jurisdiction: This term 1s applied in those
mnstances wherein the Federal Government has been granted for
exercise by it over an area in a State certain of the State's authority,
but where the State concerned has reserved to itself the right to
exercise, by itself or concurrently with the United States, other
authority constituting more than merely the right to serve civil or
criminal process in the area (eg., the nght to tax private
property).

4. Proprietorial Interest Only: This term is applied to those instances
wherein the Federal Government has acquired some right or title to an
area in a State, but has not obtained any measure of the States authority
over the area. In applying this definition, recogmition should be
given to the fact that the United States, by virtue of its functions and
authority of the Constitution, has many powers and immunities not
possessed by ordinary landholders with respect to areas in which 1t
acquires an interest, and of the further fact that all its properties and
functions are held or performed in a governmental rather than a
proprietary capacity.

3. That Affiant has read and understands Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17
of the US Constitution which places limits on the exercise of exclusive
jurisdiction over lands acquired by the US within the boundaries of a
state. In this clause. the United States is allowed "To exercise exclusive
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4.

Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding
ten Miles square) as may, by Cession of particular States, and the
Acceptance of Congress, become the Seat of the Government of the
United States, and to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by
the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be,
for the Erection ofForts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other
needful Buildings.”

That Affiant has read and understands the following Arizona Revised

Statutes

{ARS) that establish the requirements and authority for the state of
Arizona to

give consent for the acquisition of areas within the state of Arizona for
Federal purposes, and to grant exclusive legislative jurisdiction to the
United States over such areas:

Title 26 - Military Affairs and Emergency Management

Chapter 1 - Emergency and Military Affairs

Article 6 - Acquisition of Lands by United States for Military Purposes
26-251. Acquisition of lands by United States for military purposes

The consent of the state may be given pursuant to section 37-620.02 1n
accordance with the seventeenth clause. eighth section, of the first article
of the Constitution of the United States to the acquisition by the United
States by purchase, lease, condemnation or otherwise of any land in the
state required for the erection of forts, magazines, arsenals, dockyards
and other needful buildings, or for any other military installations of the
government of the United States.
26-252. Exclusive jurisdiction of United States over lands acquired
for military purposes; termination of jurisdiction
Exclusive jurisdiction over any land in the state acquired for any of the
purposes set forth in section 26-251, and over any public domain in the
state reserved or used for military purposes is ceded to the United States,
but such jurisdiction shall continue no longer than the United States
owns or leases the land or continues to reserve or use such public
domain for military purposes.
26-253. Power of state to serve process upon land ceded United
States for military purposes
The state retains concurrent jurisdiction with the United States for
serving process, civil or eriminal, 1ssumng under the authonty of the state,
or any courls, or judicial officers thereof, upon any person amenable
thereto within the limits of any land over which exclusive jurisdiction
has been ceded by the state to the United States for military purposes in
like manner as if no cession had taken place.
Title 37- Public Lands
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Chapter 2 - Administration of State and Other Public Lands

Article 17- Concurrent Jurisdiction With United States Owver Certain
Lands and Areas

37-620.02. State consent to acquisition of land by the United States

for exclusive jurisdiction

Pursuant to article L section 8, clause 17 of the Constitution of the
United States. 1 ] 1sit]
of any other privately owned real property within this state by the
Umnted States only upon the governor's signng a joint  resolution
adopted by the legislature to that effect. The joint resolution shall
recite the legal description of the land and the purposes to which the state
consents that the property may be used.

Affant affirms that the state of Arzona Legislature and Govemnor did,
via the following statute, cede concurrent criminal jurisdiction to the
United States over specified areas in the state of Arizona which did not
include the county of Greenlee:

Title 37- Public Lands

Chapter 2 - Administration of State and Other Public Lands

Article 17- Concurrent Jurisdiction With United States Over Certain
Lands and Areas

37-620. Vesting of concurrent criminal jurisdictionin the United

States over certain lands and areas

A, Concurrent criminal jurisdiction over any lands in the state heretofore
reserved from public domain or acquired by the United States as
identified in subsection D, and any additions made to such lands, is
hereby vested in the United States upon completion of the conditions set
forth in subsection B, except that the jurisdiction of the state over such
lands shall continue.

B. Concurrent eriminal jurisdiction shall vest as to the lands in each area
identified n subsection ) when the United States submils to the
governor of the state a formal written request for concurrent criminal
Jurisdiction accompanied by a satisfactory legal description and plat of
such area, and upon approval by the governor granting concurrent
jurisdiction such legal deseription and plat shall be filed by the governor
with the county recorder of each county in which the land is situated.
The state may withdraw jurisdiction over any land or area three years
after written notification by the governor to the secretary of the interior.
C. The concurrent ¢riminal jurisdiction hereby vested shall continue only
as long as the United States continues to own or control the lands within
such areas. In the case of any lands included within the boundaries of
the areas set forth in subsection T which are not owned or controlled by
the United States,
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the jurisdiction shall not change by operation of this section,

D. The lands subject to this section are all those lands which are
owned or controlled by the Umted States and which are now or
hereafter included within the exterior boundaries ol

1. The national park service lands

consisting of: (a) Canyon de Chelly

national monument.

{b) Casa Grande Ruins national

monument. {c) Chiricahua national

monument.

(d) Coronado national memaorial.

(e) Fort Bowie national historic site.

{f) Glen Canyon national recreation
area. (g) Grand Canyon national

park.

(h) Hohokam Pima national monument.
(i) Hubbell Trading Post national historic site.
(5) Lake Mead national recreation area.
(k) Montezuma Castle national
monument. (1) Navajo national
monument.

{m) Organ Pipe Cactus national
monument. (n) Petrified Forest national
park.

(0) Pipe Spring national

monument. (p) Saguaro

national monument.

{q) Sunset Crater national monument.
{r) Tonto national monument.

(s) Tumacacori national

monument. (t) Tuzigoot

national monument,

{u) Walnut Canyon national

monument. (v) Wupatki national

monument.
2. Those lands admimistered by the bureau of reclamation or its

Ltri0116

6. That in order to determine if all the requirements of ARS sections 37-620,

37-

successor agency of the department of the interior, consisting of;
(a) Davis dam.

(b) Glen Canyon
dam. (¢) Hoover
dam.

(d) Imperial
dam. ()

Laguna

dam. ()

Parker dam.

37-620.01 Concurrent jurisdiction over veterans
administration properties; acceptance

A. If the admnistrator of the veterans administration of the United
States desires, on behalf of the United States, to relinguish to this state
any legislative jurisdiction over lands or interests in lands under the
administrator's supervision or control in order to establish concurrent
Jjurisdiction between the United States and this state pursuant to title
38, section 1004(g) or 5007, United States code, the administrator may
file with the governor a written notice to that effect. The notice shall
state the nature

and extent of such jurisdiction to be relinquished to the state by
specifying the subjects upon which the state may legislate and the lands
or interests in lands affected.

B. This state may accept such jurisdiction upon the governor's signing a
joint resolution adopted by the legislature. The joint resolution shall state
the nature and extent of the jurisdiction to be accepted by this state by
specifying the subjects upon which the state may legislate and the lands
or interests in lands affected.

62001, or 37-62002 for transfer of any degree of legslative
jurisdiction to the Umted States over areas acquired by the
United States for Federal purposes within the state of Arizona,
Affiant personally conducted a diligent search in each of the bound
volumes of the Session Laws of Arizona from

1912 to 2006. The search was limited to Joint Resclutions of the
Legislature

that were signed by the Governor which (1) granted consent to the
Unted States to acquire specified areas in the state of Anzona, and
(2) ceded any degree of legislative junsdiction over such areas.
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Affiant conducted this search on June 13 and 14, 2007, in the state

capitol of Arizona Law Library.

7. That, as a result of the diligent search of the Session Laws of the
Arizona Legislature, Affiant affirms that he did not find any Joint
Resolutions of the Arizona Legislature that ceded any degree of excusive,
concurrent, or partial legislative jurisdiction to the United States, as shown

in Table 1.

Table 1. Resulis of Affiant's Search for Joint Resolutions Ceding
Jurisdiction to the Uniled States in the Arizona Legislative

Sessions Laws 1912 to 2006

Year Legislature Bession Resolutions*
1912 First First Regular None
1913 First First Regular None
1915 Second First Regular None
First Special
Second Special
1917 Third First Regular Nane
191% Third First Special !
1919 Fourth Firat Regular
1921 Fourth First Special None
1922 Filth First Regular MNone
First Special
1923 Sinth First Regular MNone
1923 Seventh First Regular Maone
1927 Eighth Firsl Regular Waone
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special
Sixth Special
1929 MNinth First Regular None
1931 Tenth First Regular None
First Special
1933 Eleventh First Regular HWone
First Special
Second Sp
1935 Twrelfth First Regular None
1936 Twelfih First Special Nome.
1837 Thirteenth First Regular Nome
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
193% Thirteenth Fourth Special None
1939 Fourteenth Farst Regular None
1940 Fourteenth First Special None

Ltri0 118

1 1941 Fifteenth First Regular None
Fifieenth First Special None
Sixteenth First Regular None
Sixteenth First Special MNone
Second Special
Seventeenth First Regular MNone
First Special
1946 Seventeenth Second Special Wone
Third Special
Eighteenth First Regular Waone
First Special
Second Special
Eighteenth Third Special Wone
Fourth Special
Fifth Special
Sixth Special
Seventh Special
Mineleenth Fird Regular MNone
Nineteenth Fird Speeial None
Second Special
1951 Twentieth First Regular None
First Special
852 Twentieth Second Regular None
Second Special
1853 Twenty -First First Regular Nane
First Special
Twenty-First Second Regular None
Twenty-Second Fira Regular MNone
1556 Twenty-Second Second Regulur None
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
1557 | Twenty-Third Tirst Regular Nuome
Twenty-Third Second Regular MNone
First Special
Twenty-Fourih Fird Regular None
Twenty-Fourth Second Regular None
Twenty-Fiilh First Regular None
First Special
Twenty-Fifth Second Regular NWone
Twenty-Sixth First Regular Mone
First Special
Second Special
Tweniy-Sixth Second Fegular None
Twenty-Seventh First Regular None
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
1966 Twenty-Seventh Second Regular None

Fourth Special
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1967

Twenty -Eighth

First Kegular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special

None

Twenty -Eighth

Second Fegular

None

Twenty -Ninth

Firsl Regular

None

Tweniy -MNimnth

Hecond Regular
First Special

None

Thirtieth

First Regular

None

Thirticth

Second Regular
First Special

None

Thirty -First

First Regular

None

Thirty -First

Second Regular
First $pecial
Second Special

None

Thirty -Second

First Regular

None

Thirty -Second

Second Regular
First Special

None

Thirty -Third

First Regolar

None

Thirty - Third

Second Regular
First Special
Second Special

None

Thiriy -Fourth

First Regular
First Special

None

1980

Thirty -Fourth

Second Fegular
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special

None

1981

Thirty-Fifth

First Begular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special

None

1982

Thirty -Fifth

Second Regular
Fifth Special
Smxth Special
Seventh Special

None

1983

Thirty -Sixth

First Regular

None

1984

Thirty -Sixth

Second Regalar
First Special
Second Special
Third Special

Mone

1985

Thirty -Seventh

First Regular

None

1966

Thirty -Seventh

Second Fegular

None

19e7

Thirty Fighth

First Begular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special

None

‘Thirty-Eighth

Second Regular

None

Thirty Ninth

First Regolar
First Special

Second Special

None

15950

Thirty -Ninth

Second Regular

None

Ltri0 118

Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special

1551

Fortieth

First Kegular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special

None

1552

Fortieth

Second Fegular
Fifih Special
Sisth Special
Seventh Special
Eighth Special
Winth Special

None

Forty -Firs

First Regular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special

Sixth Special
Seventh Special

None

Forty -First

Second Fegular
Eighth Special
MWinth Special

None

Forty -Second

First Regular
First Special
Second Special
Third Special
Fourth Special

None

Forty -Second

Second Regular
Fifth Special
Sth Special
Seventh Special

Nome

Forty -Third

Frrsl Regular
First Special
Second Special

Wone

Forty -Third

Second Regular
Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special
Sith Special

Naone

Forty -Fourth

First Regular
First Speeial
Second Special

Forty -Fourth

Second Regular
Third Special
Fourth Special
Fifth Special
Sixth Special
Seventh Special

None

z001

Forty -Fifth

First Regular
First Special

None

Forty-Fifth

Second Regnlar
Second Special
Third Special

None
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8.

1

Fourth Special
Fifth Special
Sixth Special

2003 Forty -Sixth First Regular Hone
First Special
Second Special

2004 Forty -Sixth Second Regolar None

2005 | Forty -Seventh
2006 | Forty-Seventh

First Regular None

Second Regular | None

*loint resolutions that cede any degree of legislative jurisdiction to the United States.

Affiant  affirms  that ARS  section 37-620(B) states that any
transfer of concurrent jurisdiction over Federal areas within the state
of Arizona " shall be filed by the governor with the county recorder of
each county in which the land is situated.” Therefore, on June 16, 2007,
Affiant personally conducted a diligent search in the records located
in the county of Greenlee Recorders Office for Joint Resolutions
of the Arnzona Legislature that ceded any concurrent legislative
jurisdiction to the United States that had been recorded in the county in
accordance with ARS section 37-620(B) ARS. Affiant found that since
statehood, the Arizona Legislature and Governor have not ceded any level
of legislative jurisdiction to the United States over any Federal areas
within the county of Greenlee.

Affiant affirms that, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and belief, the
results of these diligent searches provides evidence that the Arizona
Legislature and the Governor have not ceded exclusive, concurrent,
or partial legislative jurisdiction to the United States since statehood
over any areas acquired by the United States in the county of Greenlee,
state of Arizona, in accordance with ARS sections 26-251,26-252,26-
253,37-620, 37-620.01, and 37-620.02, or in accordance with Article 1,
Section 8, Clause 17 of the Constitution of the United States of
America.

. Affiant affirms that, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and belief,

after searching the applicable laws, court cases, and the US Attorneys

Manual, Title

9, Criminal Resource Manual, Section 664 Territorial Jurisdiction, the
United States may hold or acquire property within the borders of a
state without acquiring jurisdiction. The United States may acqure title
to land necessary for the performance of its functions by purchase or
eminent domain without the state's consent (See Kohl v. United States,
91 U.8. 367, 371, 372 (1976)), but it does not thereby acquire legislative
jurisdiction by virtue of its proprietorship. The acquisition of jurisdiction
i5 dependent on the consent of, or cession of, jurisdiction by the state,
{See Mason Co. v. Tax Commission, 302 US. 97 (1937), James v
Drave Contracting Co., 302 TS at 141-42) and acceptance by the

Ltri0116

13.

United States (See Adams v. United States, 319 1.8, 312 (1943))

. Affiant has read and affirms that, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and

belief, the United States required, upon the statechood of Arizona, that the
Constitution of Arizona include the following statement relative to the
public domain lying within the boundaries of the new state:

"Article 20, Section 4, Public Lands. The people inhabiting this

state do agree and declare that they forever disclaim all right and title

to the unappropriated and ungranted public lands lving within the
boundaries thereof, ..."

. Afhant has read and affirms that, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and

belief, the above stipulation in Article 20, Section 4 of the Constitution of
Arizona did not reserve to the United States any exclusive, concurrent, or
partial legislative jurisdiction over the unappropnated and ungranted
public lands as is evidenced by the following cases:
In Pollard vs. Hagan, 3 How. 212 (1845) 11 Law Ed. 570 - 571, the
Court held that if such stipulation * ..had been inserted in the
agreement, granting the municipal right of sovereignty and eminent
domain fo the United States, such stipulation would have been void
and inoperative, because the United States have no constitutional
capacity to exvercise municipal jurisdiction, sovereignty or eminent
domain, within the hmits of a State or elsewhere, except in the case
in which it is expressly granfed "

" the United States never held anv municipal sovereignty,
Jurisdiction or vight of soil in and to the tervitory of which Alabama
or any of the new states were formed, except for temporary purposes,
and to execute the trusts created by the acts of Virginia and Georgia
Legislatures, and the deeds of cession executed by them io the United

States, and the trust created by the Treaty with the French Republic of

the 30th of April 1803 ceding Louisiana. "

"The right of dlabama and every other new stale to exercise all the
powers of government, which belong fo and may be exercived by the
original states of the Union must be admilted - and remain wnguestioned,
except so far as they are temporarily deprived of control over the
public lands. .. The object of all the parties to these contracts of cession
was to convert the land into money for the payment of the debt, and to
erect new states over the territory thus ceded and as soon as these
puiposes could be accomplished, the power of the United States over
these lands as property was to cease. "

Affiant, after reading and understanding the following cases, affirms
that, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and belief, the U.S. Supreme
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Court held that the reservation of the public lands by the United States
upon statehood did not grant to the United States any degree of
legislative jurisdiction over these lands, but that the United States only
retained a proprietorial interest:

In Fort Leavenworth K. Co. v. Lowe, 114 US. 525, 531, 5 5.Ct 995
(1885), the Court carefully explained federal jurisdiction within the
States as follows: "The consent of the states to the purchase of lands
within them for the special puiposes named, is, however, essential, under
the constitution, to the transfer to the general government, with the title,
of political jurisdiction and dominion. Where lands are acquired without
such consent, the possession of the United States, unless political
Jurisdiction be ceded to them in some other way, is simply that of an
ordinary proprietor. The property in that case, unless used as a means to
carry out the purposes of the government, is subject fo the
legislative authority and control of the states equally with the
property of private individuals. "

In Pollard v. Hagan, 44 U.5. (3 How.) 212 (1845), the Court held: "We
think a proper examination of this subject will show that the United
States never held any municipal sovereignty, jurisdiction, or right of soil
in and to the territory, of which Alabama or anv of the new States
were formed " 44 1.5, at 221,

" ..[Blecause, the United States have no consfitutional capacily to
exercise municipal jurisdiction, sovereignty, or eminent domain, within
the limits of a State or elsewhere, except in the cases in which it is
expressly granted” 44

u.s,

at 223,

Affiant also searched the General Service Administration's Inventory
Report on Jurisdictional Status of Federal Areas Within the States
(Published June 30,

1962), and affirms that, to the best of Afflant's knowledge and
belief, this report shows that there are no Federal areas within the
county of Greenlee, state of Arizona, to which any exclusive. concurrent,
or partial legislative jurisdiction has been ceded to the United States by the
state of Arizona.

Therefore, as a result of Affiant's searches relative to the status of
Federal jurisdiction over Federal areas within the county of Greenlee,
state of Arizona, Affiant affirms, to the best of Affiant's knowledge
and belief, that there appears to be no evidence., m accordance with
the Article 1, Section 8, Clause

17 of the Constitution of the United States and the ARS sections 26-
251, 26-

L0116

252, 26-253, 37-620, 37-620.01, and 37-62002, that the State of
Arizona has ever ceded any exclusive, concurrent, or partial legislative
jurisdiction to the United States over any lands acquired by the
United States within the boundaries of the county of Greenlee since
statechood. Also, Affiant affirms, to the best of Affiant's knowledge and
belief, that the GSA Inventory Report does not list the so-called public
lands of the United States as having any degree of legislative jurisdiction.

16. As a result of Affiant's research, Affiant 1s not in possession of any
documents that lead Affiant to believe that the state of Arizona has
ceded to the United States any exclusive, concurrent, or partial
legislative  jurisdiction over any land area within the county of
Greenlee, state of Anzona, and Affiant believes that no other cession of
any degree of legislative jurisdiction by the state of Arizona to the
UniteStates exists.

16 U.S.C. § 480. Civil and criminal jurisdiction

The ] WEr Persons W ational forests sha
or changed by reason of their existence, except so far as the punishment of offenses against the
United States therein is concerned; the intent and meaning of this provision being that the State
wherein any such national forest is situated shall not, by reason of the establishment thereof, lose
its jurisdiction, nor the inhabitants thereof their rights and privileges as citizens, or be absolved
from their duties as citizens of the State.

U.S. Supreme Court
United States v. County of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977)

United States v. County of Fresno

No. 75-1262

(a) Definitions.— In this section—

(1) Executive agency.— The term “executive agency” means an executive department or
independent establishment in the executive branch of the Federal Government, including a wholly
owned Government corporation.

(2) Real property of the government.— The term “real property of the Government” excludes—
{A} public land {including minerals, vegetative, and other resources] in the United States, including
{i) land reserved or dedicated for national forest purposes;

(i) land the Secretary of the Interior administers or supervises in accordance with the Act of August
25,1916 {16 US.C. 1, 2. 3, 4) (known as the National Park Service Organic Act);
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{iii} Indian-owned trust and restricted land; and

{iv) land the Government acquires primarily for fish and wildlife conservation purposes and the
Secretary administers;

{B) land withdrawn from the public domain primarily under the jurisdiction of the Secretary; and
{C) land acquired for national forest purposes.

Robert Corbell

Greenlee County Supervisor District 3
(928)215-0118

{office} (928)865-2072  ext. 105
Office: rcorbell@co.greenlee.az.us
Personal: rcorbell@aznex.net

L0117

From:
Tai
o
Subject: reaves Mational Forests Land Maragement Plan
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:38:23 P

To: Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team
P.O. Box 640
Springerville, AZ 85938

Electronic filing: asnf.planning@fs fed.us

From: Supervisor Robert Corbell
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors District 3
562 Lemons Lane
Duncan, Arizona 85534
(928) 215-0118
rcorbell@aznex.net or rcorbell@co.greenlee az.us

This is in reference to Prog tic Draft Envi al Impact St t 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 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.

Grazing and Ranching

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 upan the pre existing right of property.
Danny

Union Pacific R. Co. v, Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231 1LS. 190 (1913)
The first rule of construction of statutes is that legislation is addressed to the future, and not to the

past. This rule is one of obvious justice.

Unless its terms unequivocally import that it was the manifest intent of the legislature enacting it,
a retrospective operation will not be given to a statute which interferes with aptecedent rights or
by which human action is regulated.
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45-141. 1 r 1 2 g

A The waters of all sources, flowing in streams, canyons, ravines or other natural channels,
or in definite underground channels, whether perennial or intermittent. flood, waste or surplus
water, and of lakes, ponds and springs on the surface, belong to the public and are subject to
appropriation and beneficial use as provided in this chapter,

B. Beneficial use shall be the basis, measure and limit to the use of water. An appropriator of
water is entitled to beneficially use all of the water appropriated on less than all of the land to
which the water right is appurtenant, and this beneficial use of the water appropriated does
not result in the abandonment or forfeiture of all or any portion of the right.

C. Except as otherwise provided in this title or in title 48, when the owner of a right to the
use of water ceases or fails to use the water appropriated for five successive years, the right
to the use shall cease, and the water shall revert to the public and shall again be subject to
appropriation. This subsection or any other statutory forfeiture by nonuse shall not apply to a
water right initiated before June 12, 1919,

D. Underground water storage, pursuant to chapter 3.1 of this title, for future beneficial use
of waters appropriated pursuant to this chapter does not constitute an abandonment or
forfeiture.

E. The following water exchange arrangements or substitutions do not constitute an
abandonment or forfeiture of all or any portion of a right to use surface water:

1. Exchanging surface water for groundwater, effluent, Colorado river water, including water
delivered through the central Arizona project, or another source of surface water pursuant to
chapter 4 of this fitle.

2, Substituting groundwater, effluent, Colorado river water, including water delivered through the
central Arizona project, or another source of surface water for surface water
FLPMA reserved all these rights that were on the ground prior to 1976. 16 USC 472 Act of 1891 did

not grand them authority to regulate entry, prior appropriation etc. FLPMA specifically in replacing
this Act reserved these rights in Section 7 . See below,

16 USC § 472 - Laws affecting national
forest lands

USCPrelim 15 a preliminary release and may be subject to further revision before it is
released again as a final version.

L0117

Current through Pub. L. 112-283 (See Public Laws for the current Congress )

The Secretary of the Department of Agriculture shall execute or cause to be executed all laws
affecting public lands reserved under the provisions of section 471 ,u;_nfthis title, or sections

ppl altoand datory thereof, after such lands have been so reserved, excepting such
laws as affect the surveying, prospecting, locating, appropriating, entering, relinquishing,
reconveying, certifying, or patenting of any of such lands.

Executive Order 12988( Civil Justice Reform hitp./fwww . epa.gov/adr/civiliystice pdf) as pointed
out in the Federal Registry at 61 page 4729. If legislation is to conform why not their mere rules
and regulations,

61 Fed. Reg, 4729 (February 5, 1996},

reprinted in 28 U.5.C. § 519, The Order directs agancies to “make every reasonable effort to
ensure” that proposed legislation, “as appropriate . . . specifies in clear language

" — (&) whether causes of action arising under the law are subject to statutes of limitations; (B} the
preemptive effect; (C) the effect on existing Federal law; (D} a clear legal standard for affected
conduct; (E) whether arbitration and other forms of dispute resolution are appropriate; {F) whether
the provisions of the law

are severable if one ar more is held unconstitutional; {G) the retroactive effect, if any; (Hjthe
applicable burdens of proof; {I) whether private parties are granted a right to sue, and, if so, what
relief is available and whether attorney’s fees are available; {J) whether state courts have
Jurisdiction; (K} whether administrative remedies must be pursued prior to initiating court actions;
{L} standards governing personal jurisdiction; {M) definitions of key statutory terms; (N)
applicability to the Federal Government; (O} applicability to states, territories, the District of
Columbia, and the Commonwealths of Puerto Rico and the Northern Mariana Islands; and (P} what
remedies are available, “such as money damages, civil penalties, injunctive relief, and attorney’s
fees.

Section 701 of Pub. L. 94-579 provided that:

“(a) Nothing in this Act, or in any amendment made by this Act [see Short Title note
above), shall be construed as terminating any valid lease, permit, patent, right-of-
way, or other land use right or authorization existing on the date of approval of
this Act [Oct. 21, 1976].

“[b) Notwithstanding any provision of this Act, in the event of conflict with or
inconsistency between this Act and the Acts of August 28,1937 (50 Stat, 874: 43
US.C. 1181a-1181j} and May 24, 1939 , insofar as they relate to
management of timber resources, and disposition of revenues from lands and
resources, the latter Acts shall prevail.

“(c) ANl withdrawals, reservations, classifications, and designations in effect as of
the date of approval of this Act shall remain in full force and effect until modified
under the provisions of this Act or other applicable law.

“(d) Nothing in this Act, or in any amendments made by this Act, shall be construed
as permitting any person to place, or allow to be placed, spent oil shale,
overburden, or byproducts from the recovery of other minerals found with oil
shale, on any Federal land other than Federal land which has been leased for the
recovery of shale oil under the Act of February 25, 1920 (41 Stat, 437, as amended;
30 US.C. 181 et seq.).

“{e} Nothing in this Act shall be construed as modifying, revoking, or changing any
provision of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (85 Stat. 688, as amended; 43
U.5.C. 1601 et seq.).
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“{f} Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to repeal any existing law by implication.

“(g) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as limiting or restricting the power and
authority of the United States or— "{1) as affecting in any way any law governing
appropriation or use of, or Federal right to, water on publiclands; “(2) as
expanding or diminishing Federal or State jurisdiction, responsibility, interests, or
rights in water resources development or control; “{3] as displacing, superseding,
limiting, or modifying any interstate compact or the jurisdiction or responsibility of
any legally established joint or common agency of two or more States or of two or
more States and the Federal Government; “{4) as superseding, modifying, or
repealing, except as specifically set forth in this Act, existing laws applicable to
the various Federal agencies which are authorized to develop or participate in the
development of water resources or to exercise licensing or regulatory functions in
relation thereto; "{5) as modifying the terms of any interstate compact; "(6)as a

Al L d nindg dIULE

b th

“{i} The adequacy of reports required by this Act to be submitted to the Congress or
its committees shall not be subject to judicial review.

“{i} Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the distribution of livestock
grazing revenues to local governments under the Granger-Thye Act (84 Stat. 85, 16
U.5.C. 580h), under the Act of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260, as amended; 16 U.S.C.
500), under the Act of March 4, 1913 (37 Stat, 843, as amended; 16 U.5.C. 501},
and under the Act of June 20, 1910 (36 Stat. 557)." [emphasis added]

37-708, Water rights appurtenant to lands: lien: foreclosure and redemption

A, The water rights shall attach and become appurtenant to the land when the title passes from the
United States to the state. Any person furnishing water for any tract of land so acquired shall be
entitled to receive directly, when due under the water contracts, all payments upon the land, and
shall have a first lien on the water rights, which shall be prior to other liens created or attempted
to be created by the owner or possessor of the land. The lien shall remain in force and effect until
the last deferred payment for the water rights is fully paid and settled according to the terms of
the contract under which the water rights were acquired. The contract for the water rights upon
which the lien is founded shall be recorded in the office of the county recorder.

B. Upon default of any deferred payment secured by lien, the lien holder may foreclose the lien as
mortgages are foreclosed, and the settler may within one year from the date of foreclosure redeem
by paying the deferred payments, with interast at not to exceed ten per cent per annum, accrued
interest and cost of maintenance.

C. The contractor shall have a like lien on and against the separate legal subdivisions of land
reclaimed upon the interest therein of the settler for the actual cost and necessary expenses of
reclamation, and interest thereon at the rate of six per cent per annum, from the date of
reclamation.

: RANGE USE RIGHTS ON FEDERAL LAND FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING

This is an interesting case because Arizona recognizes the use of the surface estate for livestock
grazing . The Organic Act of 1897 that created the Forest reserves recognized these right as it says

L0117

that the reservation did not include lands more valuable for mineral or agriculture and also
recognized these pre existing unperfected claims,

Lake Mead Land and Water Co. v. Phoenix Title and Trust Co., 533 P.2d 711, 23 Ariz. App. 403
{Ariz.App.Div.1 04/10/1975)

[1]

2]

3]

14]

[5]

8]

[71

[8]

[9]

Arizona Court of Appeals

No.1CA-CIV 2227

533 P.2d 711, 23 Ariz. App. 403, 1975.A7.40504 <http:/ /www versuslaw com>
April 10,1975

LAKE MEAD LAND AND WATER COMPANY, AN ARIZONA CORPORATION, MARVIN
LUSTIGER AND THELMA LUSTIGER, HIS WIFE, APPELLANTS,

v.
PHOENIX TITLE AND TRUST COMPANY, A CORPORATION, AND TRANSAMERICA TITLE
INSURANCE COMPANY, A CALIFORNIA CORPORATION, APPELLEES

Dushoff & Sacks by Jay Dushoff, Phoenix, for appellants.
Powers, Boutell, Fannin & Kurn, P. A. by James P, Powers, Phoenix, for appellees.
Donofrio, Judge. Ogg, P. 1., and Stevens, 1., concur.

Donofrio

[23 ArizApp Page 404]

[10]

[11]

OPINION

This is an appeal from an order and judgment entered in favor of the appellees
{hereinafter referred to as the Title Co.) on a motion for summary judgment in the trial
court. The issues involved in the present action and related issues arising from the
same factual background have been the subject of litigation for several years,
Appellants (hereinafter referred to as Lustiger) were the purchasers of some land in
northwestern Arizona, and the Title Co, was involved in the transaction as escrow
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[12]

agent, title insurer, and mortgage collection trustee. Lustiger is now suing the Title Co.
for breach of fiduciary duty, breach of contract, and certain theories of fraud arising
out of its relationship with Lustiger. The issue before this Court is whether there were
genuine issues as to any material facts; i. e., whether the trial court erred in awarding
summary judgment to the Title Co,

The underlying facts in this case are the same as those involved in the case of Phoenix
Title and Trust Company et al. v. Smith, 101 Ariz, 101, 416 P.2d 425 (1966), We will
abbreviate the factsas they apply in the case at bar, Lustiger was the sixth or seventh
purchaser in the chain of title of a portion of the land that is the basis of this action
and of the Phoenix Title case, supra. In all of the transactions involving the subject land
that are material to this case the Title Co. was involved in some way. Usually the Title
Co. was the title insurer, escrow agent, and sometimes acted as a subdivision trustee
for the buyer and seller. When the Smith family (see Phoenix Title case, supra)
originally sold a certain interest in the subject land they reserved unto themsehves,
their heirs and assigns "all range use rights" to the land. It seems that the original sale
had as its purpose the conveying of only the right to exchange the subject land {under
the Taylor Grazing Act, 43 U.5.C. § 315 et seq.) for other federally owned land in
Arlzona. The original escrow instructions and their amendments in the original sale
stated that the Smiths reserved the range use rights "forever', and that the
conveyance was only of the "exchange rights" to the land. The Title Co. acted as
escrow agent and title insurer in that transaction. Somehow the above restrictions
were never properly recorded, and the reservation of "all range use rights” (omitting
the word "forever") was the terminology picked up in subsequent deeds to the
property. Eventually some of the proparty was sold in a subdivision trust and the Title
Co. acted as the trustee. In a series of transactions in 1960 and 1961 Lustiger and his
wife bought 13,240 acres of the subject land through the Lake Mead Land and Water
Co. which Lustiger and his wife controlled. At about that same time Lustiger and others
sued the Smiths in a quiet title action to determine the effect of the reservation of
range use rights held by the Smiths. That suit was the Phoenix Title v. Smith case,
supra, The outcome of the suit was that the reservation of "all range use rights" meant
that all purchasers in the chain of title to the original Smith sale were charged with

[23 ArizApp Page 405]

(23]

notice that the reservation meant that Smith retained the surface use of the lands for
cattle grazing forever. Thus, the lands could not be subdivided and developed, nar
could they be fenced, nor anything done to interfere with the surface rights of the
Smiths, However, prior to this final decision by the Arizona Supreme Court, Lustiger
had subdivided portions of his property and sold various lots. After this decision he
had to pay substantial sums of money to the Smiths to purchase the range use rights
on the land he had already sold, as well as to purchase the range use rights on his
other praperty so that he could continue with his |ot sales program. This amounted to
approximately 5270,000 paid to the Smiths. Following the Supreme Court's decision
Lustiger cross-claimed against the Title Co. for its alleged part in causing the loss which
he sustained,

In his action against the Title Co. Lustiger alleged that the Title Co. was involved
throughout all the transactions concerning the subject property and had certain

L0117
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[15]

[16]
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information in its possession that it was under a duty to disclose to Lustiger; also that
the Title Co., through its employees, made certain representations to Lustiger and his
attorney, on which he relied, all to his subsegquent loss. He alleges that if he had known
of the original purpose of the Smith sale to the first purchaser {exchange rights only],
and had known of the omitted word “forever”, as well as other information known to
the Title Co., he would not have entered into the agreement to purchase the land. The
Title Co. alleges that it owed no duty to Lustiger that was not fulfilled, and that in any
event the decision in the Phoenix Title Co. v. Smith case, supra, would act to bar
Lustiger's claim against it.

Before we discuss the reasons why we think the trial court was in error in finding the
existence of no material factual issues, we think that the effect of the decision in the
Phoenix Title case, supra, as it relates to this action, deserves our attention. As we
noted earlier, that case did hold that subsequent purchasers were charged with notice
of the intent and purpose of the reservation, and that the vendors were entitled to
exclusive use of the land for cattle grazing which right could not be interfered with by
subsequent purchasers, But the instant case is between Lustiger and the Title Co.,
whereas they were on the same side in the other action. Here Lustiger is suing the Title
Co. for breach of contract and breach of duties owed to him, and is alleging that were it
not for representations made to him by the employees of the Title Co., and their
failure to inform him and his attarney of vital facts invalved, he would never have been
a purchaser of the land and would never have found himself in the position of having
to abide by the Supreme Court's decision in the Phoenix Tithe v. Smith case, supra.
Therefore we hold that the decision in the case of Phoenix Title and Trust Company v.
Srith, supra, in no way precludes Lustiger from pursuing this action against the Title
Co.

‘We next address the issue of the propriety of the summary judgment award in the trial
court. It is our opinion that there were many material factual issues involved in this
case that should have been resolved by the trier of fact, and that the award of
summary judgment in favor of the Title Co. under Rule 56, Arizona Rules of Civil
Procedure, 16 A R.S., was error. We do not mean to rule on the merits of this case, but
only to hold that there exists a genuine issue as to material facts which precludes the
granting of summary judgment,

In reviewing an award of summary judgment we are guided by the principle that the
evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable to the losing party, and that he is
to receive the benefit of all favorable inferences that may reasonably be drawn there
from. Livingston v. Citizen's Utility, Inc., 107 Ariz. 62, 481 P.2d 855 (1971).

The complicated issues of fact in the instant case need to be more fully developed

[23 ArizApp Page 406]

before a decision is made on the merits of the case. Invalved here were seventeen
letters, eight escrow instructions, ten trust agreements, eleven depositions, and
various other docurents. No oral testimony was taken, but the intent of both Lustiger
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and the Title Co. in engaging in this transaction was at issue. Lustiger hasalleged that
Phoenix Title was negligent in its rep ions {or misrep tations) to him as to
the meaning and effect of the range use reservation; that it negligently or fraudulently
omitted the word "forever” from certain recorded instruments, as well as reference to
the fact that the transactions were for federal exchange purposes only. The Title Co.
alleges, among other things, that it was not acting as a subdivision trustee for Lustiger,
but he alleges that it was so acting, The parties also disagree as to whether the Title
Co. agreed to deed out "sub dividable and marketable" land from the trust of the
Lustiger land purchase. Another material factual issue is whether Lustiger in fact did
rely on any representations made to him by the Title Co., if such representations were
made. We think that these are all material factual issues which should be determined
by the trier of fact,

[18] The Title Co. agrees in its brief that had Lustiger and his attorney known of the omitted
word "forever” he would have acted differently toward the purchase of the land. We
think that Lustiger should be given the opportunity to present his factual issues to the
trier of fact to determine his charges of negligence, fraud, and breach of contract
against the Title Co. By our holding in this case we express no opinion concerning the
breach of any duty by the Title Co. that might be owed to Lustiger, but simply hold that
this was a highly complex case invelving many material factual issues and that the
award by summary judgment was error.

[19] Reversed and remanded,

19750410

U.S. Supreme Court

Wilcox v. Jackson, 38 11.8. 13 Pet 498 498 (1839)
Whensoever's a tract of land shall have once been legally appropriated to any purpose, from that

moment the land thus appropriated becomes severed from the mass of public lands, and no
subsequent law or proclamation or sale would be construed to embrace it or to operate upon it,
although no other reservation were made of it.

The right of preemption was a bo e X 5 3 ants s
This bounty it cannot be supposed was designed to be extended to the sacrifice of public
establishments or of great public interests.

Nothing passes a perfect title to public lands, with the exception of a few cases, but a patent. The
exceptions are where Congress grants lands in words of present grant. The general rule applies as
well to preemptions as to other purchases of public lands,

This is why all acts of Congress and sales are subject to pre existing rights. Organic Act, Taylor
Grazing, FLPMA the Roosevelt Withdrawal Executive Order 6910 have this exceptions.

“(i} Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the distribution of livestock
grazing revenues to local governments under the Granger-Thye Act 16
U S.C. 580h), under the Act of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260, as amended; 16 U.S.C.
500}, under the Act of March 4, 1913 (37 Stat, 843, as amended; 16 U.5.C. 501},
and under the Act of June 20, 1910 (26 Stat, 557)." [emphasis added]

Ltr0117

Robert Corbell

Greenlee County Supervisor District 3
(928)215-0118

(office) (928)865-2072  ext. 105
Office: rcorbell@co.greenles.az.us
Personal: rcorbell@aznex.net
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From: Bbert Coxbeld
Tai Eﬂ.‘l""al'_ﬂ.u.l.r.l' i
[v'e] el Teroes rpt s Sarre
Subject: Ccm'ne'\ls fior the Apache -Sitoreaves Mational Forests Land Maragement Plan
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2012 10:38:26PM
To: Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team
P.O. Box 640

Springerville, AZ 85938
Electronic filing: asnf.planning@fs fed.us

From: Supervisor Robert Corbell
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors District 3
562 Lemons Lane
Duncan, Arizona 85534
(928) 215-0118
rcorbell@aznex.net or rcorbell@co.greenlee az.us

This is in reference to Programmatic Draft Envi al Impact 5t t 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 Agriculture or any Federal Agency has no
delegation of authority, jurisdiction or police powers in relation to Rights of Way or R52477
roads in Greenlee County, Arizona.

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.

Rights of Way and RS2477 roads
16 USC § 534 - Termination and cancellation
of easements; notice; hearing

USCPrelim is a preliminary release and may be subject to further revision before it is released again
as a final version.

Current through Pub. L. 112-143, except 112-141. (See Public laws for the current Congress.}

An easement granted under sections 532 to 538 of this title may be terminated by consent of the
owner of the easement, by condemnation, or after a five-year period of nonuse the Secretary may,

Lri0118

if he finds the owner has abandoned the easement, make a determination to cancel it. Before the
Secretary may cancel an easement for nonuse the owner of such easement must be notified of the
determination to cancel and be given, upon his request made within sixty days after receipt of the
notice, a hearing in accordance with such rules and regulations as may be issued by the Secretary

Subject: STATE LAV DETERMINES THE EXTENT OF A RS 2477 RIGHT OF WAY NOT THE BLM OR THE
F&

The issue of the roads within the county are to be determined by the State and the County has
Jurisdiction over them. The Federal Government waived its jurisdiction over them as a grant
that recognized these rights of way under the July 26, 1866 (14Stat. 253) Act.

Congress and the agencies have historically recognized the authonity of the State "police
powers" in determining what constitutes an acceptance of the federal offer to grant the right
of way. Whether a right of way has been exlablidmd is held to be a quesdhm of state law.
(Standard Ventures, Ine. v, Arizona; Fi ' E 658 P.2d,
Alaska; 1983 - citing Uniled States v Oklahoma Gas & Elec, Co 328 ULS.; 1943}

Several cases have affirmed the State's proprietary jurisdiction over rights-of-way: In
Colorado v, Toll, 268 1.8, 278, 1925 - The Park Service tried to assart exclusive control over
the roads within the Park. The Supreme Court held that the creation of Rocky Mountain
Mational Park did not take jurisdiction away from the State of Colorado over existing roads
within the Park. ITn Wilkinsen v, Department of the Interior, 634 F. Supp. 1265, D. Colo,
1986, the case involved a road that enterad and then exited the Colorado National Monmnent.
The Court held that the Park Service could not charge an entrance fee for those using the road
through the Monument because this was an invalid restriction on the right-of-way. An
attempt to prohibit all commereial traffic was also determined to be contrary to the right-of-
way. In LLS. v Jenks 804 F. Supp. 232 - D.N.M., 1992 - The court again found that the
issue of whether an R.S, 2477 right-of-way has been established is a question of State
law.

In additicn, the grant of a right of way is self-cxecuting An RS 2477 right of way comes
into existence automatically when a public highway is established across public lands in
accordance with the law of the State, { Standard Ventures, Ine. v. Arizona, 499 F.2d , 9th
Cir. 1974; Sierma Club v, Hodel, 848 F.2dL 10th Cir.; 1988.)

In California, State law recognizes both informal creation and customary use by the
public and formal action by public authority as sufficient to constitute the dedication of
a "public highway." In Ball v, Stephens, 158 P. 2d 207 (Cal. Ct. App. 1945) citing Pol. Code
Section 2618 as reenacted in 1883 and in force until 1935) established "Acceptance of the
offer of the government could be manifested and dedication could be effected by selection of
a route and 1ts establishment as a highway by public authority, Dedication could also be
effected without action by the state or county, by the laying out of a road and its use by the
public sufficient in law to constitute acceptance by the public of an offer of dedication. In
order that a road should become a public highway, it must be established in accordance with
the law of the state in which it is located.”

(SEE also: McRose v, Bottver, 22 P. 393, Cal. 1989; Bequette v, Patterson, 37 P.917, Cal.
1894; Schwerdtle v. Placer County, 41 P.448, Cal, 1895 - citing St. 1870, p.457; Sutton v.
Nicholaisen, 44 P. 805, Cal. 1896 - citing Pol. Code Section 2619, enacted 1873, amendad by
Act of March 30, 18?4 repealed 1883; Town of Red Bluff'v Walbndgg, 116 P. 77, Cal. Ct.

App. IQILLQ_QQLQ_!,:M_._M 127 P, 1052, Cal. Ct. App. 1912 - citing Pol. Code Seetion
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2619; Central Pacific Ry, Co. v, Alameda, 299 P. 77, Cal. 1931; Ball v. Stephens, 158 P.2d
207, Cal. C1. App. 1945 - citing Pol. Code Section 2618 as rcc‘nm..h_d in 1883 and in force
until 1935.)]

Public prescriptive easements involve the public use, not possession of the land (Jesse
Dukeminier & James Krier, Property 850 2d ed. 1988: See also Dillingham for a discussion
of the distinetion between use and posession.) To assert a public easement by preseription,
the public need only act as if it were claiming a permanent right to the easement { Swift
v Kniffen, 706 P.2d 296, Alaska 1985.)

In the mid-1980s, while the US Fish and Wildlife Service and National Park Service under
the Department of Interior { DOI) were preparing land plans, the State of Alaska began to
identify listoric access roules across faderally administerad lands and identified them under
state law. These included seasonal trails, footpaths and traditional roads and trails used by
wheeled and tracked vehicles.

Subsequently, the DOI policy (1988) was that the construction must have oceurred while the
lands were in public domain and involve the physical act of readying the highway for
intended method of transportation. The intended use could be by fool, horse, pack animal or
vehicle. The construction could consist of removal of vegetation. rocks, road maintenance
over several years or the mere passage of vehicles.

The DOI, later, took the stance that establishment of a "public highway" required preparation
of a durable, observable modification of the land for vehicle passage. It would not consider
foot paths, horse trails, wagon or vehicle ruts, or vegetation removal and removal of rocks,
Further, the highway must connect from one legitimate public destination to another. Claims
of an RS 2477 were to be formally filed within a certain period of time and designation of
Wilderness Areas or Wildemess Study Areas would automatically extinguish all claims not
already fled.

The Courts have historically ruled that the standard for conditions that establish a right of
way include trails that have been frequented by public users for such a peried of time
and under such conditions as to prove that a public right of way has come into
existence. (Hamerly: Dillingham 705 P.2d; Alaska Land Title 667 P.2d; Girves 536 P.2d.)

Continuous use is not a requirement. "Infrequent and sporadic™ use is insufficient.
"Regular™ and "common" use by the public is necessary. (McGill v, Wahl, 839 P.2d,
Alaska 1992; Hamerly; Kirtk v. Schultz, 110 P.2d. Idaho 1941.) In addition, the purpose of
travel is irrelevant to RS 2477 ( Ball. Dillingham.)

The Cowrt in Ball v, Stephens, 258 P.2d, Cal. 1945, stated that the Courts must look to the
circumstances as they existed at the time of establish for a determi of
whether the public has made "substantial use" of the claimed easement. The court noted
that travel over a claimed RS 2477 right of way was irregular, but that was the nature of the
counfry and only a limited number of people had occasion to go that way.

In addition, the Courts have also recognized that new routes may evolve, but that there is no
requirement that the historic route and its current location coincide exactly. Where
parts of an historic road or trail are obliterated by another more modern highway, or
are destroyed by natural forces, the right of way is not obliterated or destroyed. (Ballv.

L0118

The Act was repealed with FLPMA on October 21 1976, but under 43 U.S.C. s 1769, all
rights of way existing on the date of repeal were expressly preserved. This means that
highways established between 1866 and October 21, 1976 on public lands not withdrawn
from public disposal were grandfathered, or protected, as valid existing rights-of-way,

Subject; STATE LAW AS RULES OF DECISION-Preemption of state law

1 have searched title 43 and title 16 to see if I could find any authority of "Preemption” of
state law and could not find any such preemption. So under 18 USC 1652 the rule of decision
is gom,g to be <tz|te law and not federal hw (or their plethora of regulations) .

The laws of me several srn'.res. except mrm-e the Constitution or treafies of the United States
or Acts af Congress otherwise require or provide, shall be regarded as rules of decision in
civil actions in the courts of the United States, in cases where they apply.

We know that state law under the range laws and water laws allow us the rights to avail of
these pre-existing rights that vested under the "Customs, Court decisions and Laws" at the
time of appropnation for livestock raising.

See CR 18-CR 19 of Corlgreﬁslmdi Report Service 97-589

./fas 7.
Departure from C Law or Established Interpretation
There 15 a presumption favoring continuation of judge-made law. “The normal
rule of statutory construction is that if Congress intends for legislation to change the
interpretation of a judicially created concept, it makes that intent specific.”90 In
another case the Court declared that “{w]e will not read the Bankmptey Code to
erode past bankruptey practice absent a clear indication that Congress intended such
a departure. ™91 This principle is thus elosely akin to the principle noted above that,
when Congress employs legal terms of art, it normally adopts the meanings
associated with those terms,
Displacing State Law, Impinging on State Operations
The Supremacy Clause of the Constitution, Article V1, ¢l. 2, provides that valid
federal law supersedes inconsistent state law, Courts encounter difficulty in applying
this simple principle, however, especially when federal law is silent as to preemptive
effect. The Court usually begins preemption analysis “with the assumption that the
historic police powers of the States were not to be superseded by [a federal law]
unless that was the clear and manifest purpose of Congress. ™02 If the statute in
question contains an explicit statement of preemptive scope, therefore, either
preempting state law or disclaiming intent to do so, that is usually the end of the
matter.93 The Court also. however, recognizes several categories of implied CRS-19
an out-of-state source.” Id. at 484.
94 Gregory v, Asheroft, 501 U.S. 452 (1991},
95 Id. at 461. See also Nixon v, Missouri Municipal League, 541 U.S, 125 (2004) (indicating
that the plain statement rule is also appropriate for laws “interposing federal authority
between a State and its municipal subdivisions™).
96 Hoffiman v. Connectieut Income Maint. Dep’t, 492 U_S. %6, 101 {1989} {quoting
Atascadero State Hosp. v, Scanlon, 473 1.8, 234, 242 (1985)).
97 51TULE. 44, 73 (1996).
98 See, e.g.. the Assimilative Crimes Statute, 18 U.S.C. § 13, governing crimes within the
special maritime and territerial jurisdiction of the United States.
99 Jerome v, United States, 318 U.S. 101, 104 (1943). Arguably, the Jerome Court actually
overstated the case, citing United States v. Pelzer, 312 U.S, 399, 402 (1941), for the
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proposition that “the application of federal legislation 1s natiomwide.” Pelzer was far less
sweeping, holding only that “in light of their general purpose to establish a nationwide
scheme of taxation uniform in its application.” provisions of the revenue laws “should not
preemption of state law, various formulations of which are that state law must give

way to federal law if there is a direct conflict between them, if implementation of

state law would “frustrate congressional purpose,” or if federal law has “occupied the
field” of regulation. These latter two categories lack precision, and, almost always,

the surer course of legislative dratting is to spell out intended presmptive effect,

In the same vein, the Court will not lightly infer that Congress has enacted

legislation that restricts how states may constitute their own govenments. In ruling

that state judges are not “employees™ for purposes of the Age Discrimination in
Employment Act, the Court required a plain statement muile applicable to laws

limiting the authority of the States to determine the qualifications of their most

important government officials — an authority protected by the Tenth Amendment

and by the Guarantee Clause.94 “This plain statement rule is nothing more than an
acknowledgment that the States retain substantial sovereign powers under our
constitutional scheme, powers with which Congress does not readily interfere. ™35 Gregory v.
Asheroft, 501 1.8, 452 (1991).

The Doctrine of Retroactivity and Prospectivity is being violated by the DOJ in attempting to enforce
the Organic Act of 1897, Taylor Grazing and FLFMA upon the pre existing right of property.

Union Pacific R. Co. v. Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231 11.S. 190 (1913)
The first rule of construction of statutes is that legislation is addressed to the future, and not to the

past. This rule is one of obvious justice.
Unless its terms unequivocally import that it was the manifest intent of the legislature enacting it,
a retrospective operation will not be given toa statute which interferes with aptecedent rights or

FLPMA reserved all these rights that were on the ground prior to 1976. 16 USC 472 Act of 1891 did
Iat

not grand them authority to regs entry, prior appi iation etc. FLPMA specifically in replacing
this Act reserved these rights in Section 7 . See below,

“(h) A
existing rights.

“(i) The adequacy of reports required by this Act to be submitted to the Congress or
its committees shall not be subject to judicial review.

“{i} Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the distribution of livestock
grazing revenues to local governments under the Granger-Thye Act 16
U.5.C. 580h), under the Act of May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260, as amended; 16 U.S.C.
500}, under the Act of March 4, 1913 (37 Stat, 843, as amended; 16 U.5.C. 501},
and under the Act of June 20, 1910 (26 Stat, 557)." [emphasis added)

L0118

: RIGHTS OF WAY, PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES: RIGHTS OF WAY UNDER THE FLPMA AND THE
MINERAL LEASING ACT

Here is what the Secretaries final ruling was in regards to these rights of way that had vested prior to

1976. Page 20879 of the Report 3rd column “We added new paragraph (b)(6) to clarify that the right of

way regulations do not apply to existing rights for private reservoirs, ditches, and canals established

prior to FLPMA under the Mining Act of July 26, 1866 We think this clarification will be helpful in

Sh with the previous regulatory language found in former section
14"

In the 1866 Act, Congress granted Federal protection for vested state law. based water rights and
rights of way for ditches, canals and other structures necessary for the use of water. (Sounds like
range improvements to me) Under the Act, a private party could acquire a right of way across Federal
lands without any action by the gcwernmant---no application or filing with the govemment was

y, and no g pp | was required. (Sounds like a permit or filing of application
was not requlredj T‘he right of way vested once a ditch or canal was constructed and a water right
acquired. {Under Nevada Law livestock grazing did not require an arificial diversion. See Amended
Amicus Brief in USA v Hage) Once the right of way was created, it existed in perpetuity and included
the right to operate and maintain the ditch, canal or conduit within the right of way, See Utah Power &
Light v. United Stales, 243 US. 389, 405 (1917).....c..o.........

Cther statutes enacted after the 1866 Act also allowed private parties to acquire rights of way across
Federal lands, Unlike 1866 Act rights of way however, these other statutes required government action
before rights of way vested. For example the Act of March 3, 1881 required an applicant to file and get

ovemment approval of a map before the right of wa vested. The 1891 Act differed from the 1B66 Act
n several ways, too. Unlike the 1866 Act, the 1891 Act defined the physical extent of the right of way.
In addition, the 1881 Act allowed for establishment of rights of way for irigation purposes on reserved
lands; the 1866 Act did not apply te reserved lands. (This is very important to understand, if not it is
fatal to the case. It is imperative that the chain of title go back before the establishment of the forest
reservations or the creation of grazing districts. Without this fact it creates a strong presumption that
those rights are regulateable under their rules and regulations){See Amended Amicus brief in regards
to Utah Power and Light)

Page 20980 First Column

This final rule therefore reflects long-standing law and BELM's historical practice of clarifying that 1866
Act rights of way are not subject to regulation so long as a right of way is being operated and
maintained in accordance with the scope of the original rights granted. Because rights of way under the
1866 Act are perpetual and do not require renewal, no authorization under FLPMA exists or is required
in the future. Therefore, unless a right of way holder undertakes admnes that will resultin a
substantial deviation in the location of the ditch or canal or a sub ion in the authorized
use, no opportunity exists for ELM to step in and regulate a right of way by imposing terms and
conditions on the right of way's operation and maintenance. Simply stated, there is no current ELM
authorization to which such terms and conditions could be attached. Therefore, Title V of FLPMA and
BLM's right of way regulations do not apply to these rights of way.

It further goes on to state that if the use is not consistent with the grant then and only then could they
impose their regulatory authority. VWhat the agencies are attempting to do is to entice you into a
conversion of your 1866 vested rights into a Title V regulateable nght of way. Keep in mind that all
range improvements are tied to the 1866 vested rights to water and the water's beneficial use.

I did not see anywhere where it estimated the amount of these rights of way. This may be difficult to
estimate due to the nature of these vested rights that did not require recording or application.

Arizona Revised Statue

13-2906. Obstructing a highway or other public thoroughfare: classification

A, A person commits obstructing a highway or other public thoroughfare if, having no legal
privilege to do so, such person, alone or with other persons, recklessly interferes with the passage
of any highway or public tharoughfare by creating an unreasonable inconvenience or hazard,

B. Obstructing a highway or other public thoroughfare is a class 3 misdemeanor.
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USC » Title 40 > Subtitle 1 » Chapter 13 » § 1314

. prey
e next

40 USC § 1314 - Easements

USCPrelim 1s a preliminary release and may be subject to further revision before it is
released again as a final version.

Current through Pub. L. 112-238 (See Public Laws for the current Congress )

() Definitions.— In this section—

(1} Executive agency.— The term “executive agency” means an executive department or
independent establishment in the executive branch of the Federal Govermment, including a
wholly owned Government corporation.

(2) Real property of the government— The term “real property of the Government™
excludes—

(A) public land (including rminerals, vegetative, and other resources) in the United States,
including—

(i) land reserved or dedicated for national forest purposes:

(i1} land the Secretary of the Interior administers or supervises in accordance with the Act of
August 25, 1916 (1o US.C. L 2. 3, 4) (known as the National Park Service Organic Aet):
(11} Indian-owned trust and restricted land; and

(i} land the Government acquires primanly for fish and wildlife conservation purposes and
the Secretary administers:

(B) land withdrawn from the public domain primarily under the jurisdiction of the Secretary,
and

() land acquired for national forest purposes.

U.S. Supreme Court

Wilcox v. Jackson, 38 11.8. 13 Pet 498 498 (1839)
Whensoever's a tract of land shall have once been legally appropriated to any purpose, from that

maoment the land thus appropriated becomes severed from the mass of public lands, and no
subsequent law or proclamation or sale would be construed to embrace it or to operate upon it,
although no other reservation were made of it.

The right of preemption was a bot a 3 I
This bounty it cannot be supposed was deswned to be axtended to the sacrvﬂce of public
establishments or of great public interests.

Nothing passes a perfect title to public lands, with the exception of a few cases, but a patent. The
exceptions are where Congress grants lands in words of present grant. The general rule applies as
well to preemptions as to other purchases of public lands,

L0118

This is why all acts of Congress and sales are subject to pre existing rights. Organic Act, Taylor
Grazing, FLPMA the Roosevelt Withdrawal Executive Qrder 68910 have this exceptions,

This memarandum out of the Government Office of Accounting basically what it says is that it is
state law that determines what is a RS 2477 right of way and that Congress has barred the
Agencies fram any authority to determine the status of these roads.

hifid ecisions /other 400912

Robert Corbell

Greenlee County Supervisor District 3
{928)215-0118

(office) (928)865-2072 ext. 105
Office: rcorbell@co.greenlee.az.us
Personal: reorbell@aznex.net
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Ltr#0119
From: Bt Cocbel
To: 2 i
s T Les Sarves
Subject: Comments for the Apache -Sitgreaves Mabional Forests Land Maragement Plan
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:36:25FM
To: Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team
P.O. Box 640

Springerville, AZ 85938

Electronic filing: asnf.planning®fs fed.us

From: Supervisor Robert Corbell
Greenlee County Board of Supervisors District 3
562 Lemons Lane
Duncan, Arizona 85534
(928) 215-0118
rcorbell@aznex.net or rcorbell@co.greenlee az.us

This is in reference to Prog tic Draft Envi al Impact St 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,
supperting court cases and referances that are included:

Police Powers

My commaent is the as per the 10™ amandment 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.

U.S. Constitution - Amendment 10

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the
States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.

FLPMA's savings clause at Section 701 (Codified at 43 USC 1701 notes) makes clear that police
powers are reserved to the states (as well as civil and criminal jurisdiction) Here is what the
Supreme Court has said in Wilkersonv. U.5. 140 U.5. 545 (Found in Ramona's 122 questions # 88-
91)

The power of the state to impose restraints and burdens upon persons and property in
conservation and promotion of the public health, good order, and prosperity is a power
oniginally and always belonging to the states, not surrendered to them by the general
government, nor directly restrained by the Constitution of the United States, and essentially
exclusive.

And this Court has uniformly recognized state legislation, legitimately for police purposes, as
nol, in the sense of the Constitution, necessarily infringing upon any right which has been
confided expressly or by implication to the national government.

Lir#0 113

In short, it is not to be doubted that the power to make the ordinary regulations of police remains
with the individual states, and cannot be assumed by the national government, and that in this
respect it is not interfered with by the Fourteenth Amendment, Borbier v. Connolly, 113 U, 5. 27,
113U.5.31.

Mugler v. Kansas, 123U, § 613 and cases cited. "These cases.” in the language of the
opinion in Mugler v. Kansas (page 12311 8 659.)

“rest upon the acknowledged right of the states of the union to control their purely internal affairs,
and, In so doing, to protect the health, morals, and safety of their people by regulations that do not
interfere with the execution of the powers of the general government or viclate rights secured by
the Constitution of the United States, The power to establish such regulations, as was said in @ 22
U, 5,203, reaches everything within the territory of a state not surrendered to the national
government.”

Robert Corbell

Greenlee County Supervisor District 3
(928)215-0118

(cffice) (928)865-2072  ext, 105
Office: rcorbell@co.greenlee.az.us
Personal: rcorbell@aznex.net
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TEOT

- NAVAJO COUNTY
Board of Supervisors

Jonathan M. Nez * Jesse Thompson * Sylvia Allen * David Tenney * Dawnafe Whitesinger
“Proudly Serving, Continuously Improving”

Linwa161
From: bt Moors
Tot i
Jare. Moliss i Qi Torrey: Subiy Mleey Cabryi fop
Subjex Mg County Comments on tha Progrsmmatc Dralt Ervronments [mpact Statement for the: Apache:
Shgreeves. Mistioral Forests Lard Management Plan
Diaser: Saburday, May 18, X013 1218:344M
Attachments: el oea
ENAKD COLNTY COMMENT A5 Land Manaoeasnl
DEMAND) COLNTY. COMMENT A5 Land Morsoement. Plat 517-13cocy.
To the Responsible Official:

Please see the attached comment from Navajo County for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest
Land Management Plan.

Respectfully submitted,

Hunter Moore | Navajo County

Governmental Affairs Director

P.O. Box 668

Holbrook, AZ 86025

Cell: (480) 254-2387 | Office: (928) 524-4044 | Fax: (928) 524-4239
hunter.moore®navaiocountyaz.eow | W NAVAIOCOUNLYAZ. B0V

Kl 1acebook comiNavajoCounty

Please consider the environment before printing this email or any attachments.
This electronic tr ission contains confidential infs ion belonging to the sender and is only
for the use of the individual or entity named above. Such Information may also be legally
privileged. Any unauthorized copying, disclosure, distribution or taking of any action in reliance on
the contents of this information is strictly prohibited, If you are not the intended reciplent, or an
authorized agent acting on behalf of the intended recipient, please immediately notify the sender
and destroy this electronic transmission,

May 15,2013

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Plan Revision Team
P.O. Box 640
Springerville, A7 85938

Electronic filing: asnfplanning(@fs fed us

File Code: Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests Land Management Plan

Re: Navajo County comments on the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Dear Responsible Official:

Navajo County would like to offer comments on the above referenced proposed project.

PART 1 - NAVAJO COUNTY OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN ITS PLANS AND
POLICIES

NAVAJO COUNTY

Navajo County is located in eastem Anzona along the Mogollon Rim that marks the southern
edge of the Colorado platean. Seven characteristics of Navajo County are particularly relevant to
the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan:

1) The large number of national forest acreage located in the County and its neighboring
Arizona counties: Cocomno National Forest, Apache National Forest, Sitgreaves
MNational Forest, Tonto National Forest, Prescott National Forest and Coronado National
Forest.

2) The proportion of the land area of Navajo County being designated as national forests,
federal, state or tribal land. and/or under fedzral or state management. In Navajo County
the U.S. Forest Service confrols 9% of the land; the Tribal Authonties and the Bursau of
Indian Affairs 67%; the State of Anzona 6%. Individual or corporate ownership is only
18%.

* 928.524.4000 » Fax: 928.524.4239 « P.O, Box 668 * Holbrook, AZ 86025 =
* www.navajocountyaz gov *
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3) The disproportionately large impact that landscape scale catastrophic wildfires in the
national forests of the Southwest have had on the ecological, social and economic life of
Navajo County and our nsighboring eastern Arizona counties. Four of the five largest
wildfires in Anzona, including two of the largest wildfires in the nation, have occurred
within the five counties of the Eastern Arzona Counties Organization (Apache, Greenlee,
Graham, Gila and Navajo) in the last decads: the Rodeo Chediski Fire of 2002 that
consumed 460,000 acres; the Willow Fire of 2004 that burned 120,000 acre; the Cave
Creek Complex Fire of 2005 that blazed through 244,000 acres and the Wallow Fire of
2011 that charred 538,000 acres.

4) The dispropertionately large impact that outdoor recreational activities condueted on
national forest lands, such as, but not limited to, dispersed camping, cross-country
motorized travel, big game hunting, dispersed shooting, dispersed fishing or hiking, etc..
by local residents of. and visitors to, Navajo County recreating from mefro-Anzona to the
Rim Country, have on the economic well-being and the economic development of Navajo

County.

5) The steady reliance of Navajo County residents on firewood cutting and gathering
permits, and dispersed firewood access in the local national forests for meeting their
energy needs,

&

o]

The ocutstanding and continued requirement for and commitment by Navajo County to
proactively participate in and assume leadership roles in forest and watershed restoration
and wildfire prevention and mitigation efforts at local and landscape scales, such as the
White Mountain Stewardship Project and the Four Forest Restoration Initiative that
Navajo County has been instrumental in creating and fostering,

As such, Navajo County has a special interest in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

While Navajo County recognizes that it is only one of the many constituents of the U.S. Forest
Service, and does not seek special consideration in the current comments and review process, we
urge the Responsible Official to pay careful attention and give due consideration to the following
comments in view of the uncommonly large effect that U.S. Forest Service land management
decisions regularly have directly, or may occasionally have indirectly, on Navajo County
residents or visitors enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safely and economic well-being.

MNavajo County is actively involved in and assumes a leadership role in several forest restoration
efforts directly involving the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, and has gained considerable
experience working with the U.S. Forest Service. Navajo County, therefore, understands
particularly well the issues at hand. the management processes engaged, the desired future
conditions, and the difficulties and challenges involved. Navajo County appreciates fully the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests™ infent to ensure an adaptive land management planning

2|Page
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process that 15 inclusive, efficient, collaborative and science-based to promote healthy, resilient,
diverse and productive national forests and grasslands; to support natural resources-based rural
economic development and employment; and, to insure the enjoyment of the Apachs-Sitgreaves
National Forests by the current and future generations in a balanced approach of preservation,
conservation and sustainable exploitation of the natural resources.

In a spint of continuous improvement, and based on the direct practiioner knowledge and
experience gained through a uniquely long, diverse, often productive and sometimes difficult
participation in the U.S. Forest Service planning and implementation processes, Navajo County
would like to share its comments, its appreciation for the obvious work put into the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan and its Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, and its coneerns and suggestions as follows.

PRELIMINARY COMMENT

Navajo County would like to preface any subsequent comment by the observation that the
quality and thoroughness of the work exhibited in both the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, and the
Proposed Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is oulstanding.
Navajo County is fully conscious of the fact that an enormous commitment was made and
delivered upen by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team, and
that a legitimate pride of ownership must rest with the authors of the above mentioned
documents as well as the Specialist Reports and other documents not published with the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the Land Management Plan but
nonetheless part of the project record.

Mavajo County urges the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team to
consider the Navajo County comments NOT as a eritic of their work, but as a goodwill effort
toward continuous improvement of both the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and the Land Management Plan, and a proactive effort by the County to disclose its
objectives, plans and policies and the rationales that support them, and to facilitate the stahutonly
required consistency review, coordination action and conflict reduction regarding potential
discrepancies between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the
objectives of Navajo County as expressed in its plans and policies and as discussed in this
document.

ASSESSMENT & LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN
ROLE OF NAVAJO COUNTY

Navajo County recognizes that the Assessment and Land Management Plan development are
U.5. Forest Service-driven technical processes, and MNavajo County generally supports the
analysis mechanisins deployed by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to complete the
assessment and the technical part of the management planning.

J|Page
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Although Navajo County retains and employs many talented individuals at the peak of the
knowledge curve in their respective fields, Navajo County does not generally define its role in
the public lands management process as a role of science provider or resources techmical
specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and local expression of democratic
government at the individual district or national forest level, Navajo County more generally
defines its role at the policy-making level as it relates to public lands management processes,

Therefore, although several of the following comments organized under the following headers do
apply to the and land it plan development processes, they purposefully do
not address specific technical mechanisms thereof, and Navajo County is generally satisfied that
the USFS methodology is generally satisfactory, and that the studies that the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests, in their expertise, desm reliable, are adequate to support the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests technical conclusions { Lands Council v. McNair 537 F.3d 981 - 9th Cir. 2008).

Navajo County will, therefore, focus its engagement in the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan process,
and its comments and suggestions, at the policy-making level and on whether the proposed
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan serves Navajo County residents or
visitor’s enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety and economic well-being, Navajo County will
further focus its engagement on whether the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan contributes to the objectives of Navajo County as expressed in its plans and
policies; on how the proposed Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
impacts related planning efforts by Navajo County. and on the compatibility with and
interrelated impacts of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and
Mavajo County plans and policies.

COORDINATION BETWEEN THE APACHE-SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS
LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN AND THE NAVAJO COUNTY OBJECTIVES, PLANS
AND POLICIES

Per the requirements contained in the 2012 Planning Rule, Title 36 — Parks, Forests, And
Fublic Property, Part 219 — Planning, Subpart A — National Forest System Land Management
FPlanming, Section 4 - Requirements for public participation, sub section (b} Coordination with
other public planning efforts, Navajo County expects that; “The responsible official shall
coordinate land management planning with the equivalent and related planning efforts of
federally recognized Indian Tribes, Alaska Native Corporations, other Federal agencies, and
State and local governments™ (36 CFR 212.4 (b)(1)).

MNavajo County further expects that: “The results of this review shall be displayed in the
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the plan”, and that “this review shall include
consideration of: (i) The objectives of federally recognized Indian Tribes, Alaska Native
Corporations, other Federal agencies, and State and local governments, as expressed in their
plans and policies; (ii) The compatibility and interrelated impacts of these plans and policies; (1)
Opportunities for the plan to address the impacts identified or to contribute to joint objectives;
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and (iv) Opportunities to resolve or reduce conflicts, within the context of developing the plan's
desired conditions or objectives™ (36 CFR 219.4 (b)(2)).

Navajo County posits that these statutory requiremnents are meant by the U.S, Congress to imply
more than a perfunctory review process resulting in a check mark in a “coordination box™ and
imply a sincere and proactive resolution effort to reduce and resolve potential conflicts between

pects of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and objectives
expressed in the Navajo County plans and policies; such as, but not limited to, those relevant to
motorized big game retrieval, dispersed motorized camping and the reasonable allowance of
motorized travel in and motorized access to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, or those
relevant to the unique nural economic development and employment role resting on natural
resources such timber, grazing or mineral resources located within the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests.

NAVAJO COUNTY REQUEST FOR COOPERATING AGENCY STATUS

Navajo County is committed to resolve or reduce potential conflicts between the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Navajo County plans and policies,
and understands that such resolution must take place within the context of developing the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan's desired conditions or objectives.

To this effeet, it 15 the intent of Navajo County to avail itself of the opportunity contained in the
2012 Planning Rule that specifies that: “Where appropriate, the responsible official shall
encourage States, counties, and other local governments to seek cooperating ageney status in the
NEPA process for development, amendment, or revision of a plan™ (36 CFR 219.4 {(a)(1){iv)).

NAVAJO COUNTY OBJECTIVES AS EXPRESSED IN ITS PLANS AND POLICIES
NAVAJO COUNTY PLAN

Navajo County policy making decisions and management actions are guided by the Navajo
County long term plan. This plan guides the actions of the Navajo County Board of Supervisors
and the Navajo County Management stafl’ toward meeting the present and future enjoyment,
custom, culture. health, safety and economic well-being needs of Navajo County residents or
visitors. The Navajo County planning effort integrates the principles of

1) Monitoring the effects and impacts of the implementation of Navajo County policies, as
well as the direct, indirect, individual and cumulative effects and impacts on Mavajo
County and its residents and visitors of the policy decisions and management actions
taken by state and federal agency partners;

2) Monitoring all relevant demographic, social, economic, cultural, ete. internal and external
variables relevant to Navajo County policy making decisions and management actions:
and

3) Dynarme and generally informal adaptive management.
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As such, the Navajo County plan is an ever evolving dynamic plan that constantly adapts, often
informally, in response to the evolving ecological, economic, social and cultural environment,
and it 15 formulated as much through the regular deliberations of the Navajo County Board of
Supervisors and the resulting resolutions of the Board, as it is in the formal planning documents.

For the purpose of compliance with the statutory requirements of coordination between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and Navajo County's
objectives as expressed in its plans and policies (36 CFR 219.4 (1)), the Navajo County plan
defined as the accumulation of the formal Navajo County planning documents AND the
Navajo County public record of Board of Supervisors deliberations and decisions, is hereby
entered into the Apache-Sitgreaves Natiomal Forests Land Management Plan NEPA
record.

NAVAJO COUNTY OBJECTIVES AS RELATES TO THE APACHE-SITGREAVES
NATIONAL FORESTS LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN

Navajo County appreciates and supports the extensive and thorough analysis performed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team for this Programmatic Draft
Environmental Tmpact St and the di ion of the effects of the no action alternative
and the three action alternatives on the following resources: air; soil;, watershed; water resources;
riparian; fisheries, vegetation; forest health: fire; wildlife and rare plants; nonnative species;
recreation; infrastructure; wild and scenic rivers; inventoried roadless areas; wilderness
resourees, research natural areas; scenie resources; lands and special nses; cultural resources;
Indian rights and interests; forest products; livestock grazing: minerals and energy and
S0C10ECONOMIC Tesources.

In the interest of conciseness, and considering that multiple resources analyzed individually by
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement are regrouped in a smaller number of overarching natural
resourees management policy objectives for Mavajo County, the County analysis and comments
will be focused on seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to Navajo
County and relevant to these comments.

In no particular order, these seven sets of natural resources management objectives relevant to
these comments are:

1) Rangelands Resources Management Objectives
Rangelands Resources Management Objectives address issues such as, but not limited to,
grazing availability, suitability. sustainability, ecological, economic and social carrving
capacity, access. contribution to rural economic development, contribution to local
Western custom and culture; etc.

2

—

Forest Products Resources Management Objectives
Forest Products Management Resources Objectives address issues such as. but not
limited to, logging availability, switability, sustainability, productivity, access,
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contribution to rural economic development; contribution to rural Westen custom and
culture; etc,

Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives

Mineral And Energy Resources Management Objectives address issues such as, but not
limited to, the availability, suitability, sustainatality, productivity, access, contnbution to
rural economic development of solid, liquid or gaseous mineral resources; as well as
solar, wind, hydropower, geothermal and other natural renewable energy resources; etc.

Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

Motorized Travel And Recreation Management Objectives address issues such as, but not
limited to, motorized access; motorized travel: motorized big game retrieval; motorized
dispersed camping; motorized gathering of firewood; motorized access to dispersed
fishing. motorized recreation opportunities; inventoried roadless areas: wildemess area
designation; motorized access to grazing and logging opportunities: contribution of
motonized access, recreation and travel to rural economic development; contribution to
local Western custom and culture; ete.

Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives
address issues such as, but not limited to, protection of County residents and wvisitors,
protections of collective and individual real properties; protection of transportation,
energy and water collection and distribution infrastructures; ecological restoration of
forested ecosystems: local scale restoration projects: landscape scale restoration projects;
social license required for the non-conflictual and non-litigious implementation of
restoration efforts (such as the one requested in public statements by former USFS
Southwestern Regional Forester Corbin Mewman for the Four Forest Restoration
Initiative). industry development required to implement and fund restoration efforts
through economically viable utilization of the wood products; long term guarantess of
wood supply necessary to attract private investments in a small diameter utilization
infrastructure in northeastermn Anzona; ete.

Watersheds Restoration Objectives

Watershed Restoration Objectives address issuss such as, but not limuted to, scological
restoration of watersheds; protection and development of water collection and
distribution infrastructures. monetization of watershed ecosystem services, downstream
consumption contribution to upstream  production investments and mainfenance:
interactions between watershed functions and multiple use functions; ete.

Management Areas Designation Objectives

Management Areas Designation Objectives address issues such as, but not limited to,
nomination. designation, management, effect on socioeconomic resources, impacts on the
other County objectives, ete. of inventoried roadless areas (which are technically not
management areas per se but an administrative designation), wilderness areas. primitive
areas, research natural areas, wildlife quiet areas, wild and scenic rivers, ete.
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These seven sets of natural resources management objectives critical to Navajo County and
relevant to these comments overlap considerably with the five “issues that served as the basis for
alternative development strategy™ (PDEIS, page 11} in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Flan;

=>>> Forests & watersheds restoration
»>>>) Management areas

1) Strategy for Restoring Vegetation

2) Amount of Wildlife Chuet Areas
designation &

3) Amount of Wilderness ===>} multiple objectives

4) Type and Amount of Recreation Opportunities ===> Motorized recreation  and

travel

5) Availability of Wood Products =>>> Forest products / rangelands /
minerals
(PDEIS, page 11) {County objectives)

Navajo County will, therefore, format comments articulated around the seven sets of natural
resolrces management objectives critical to the County and relevant to these comments, with the
understanding that the seven sets of objectives match closely the five issues that served for the
development of alternatives in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

For the purpose of compliance with the statutory requirements of coordination between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the Navajo County
objectives as expressed in its plans and policies (36 CFR 219.4 (1)), this document: Navajo
County Ci ts On The Prog ic Draft Envir { Impact Statement For The
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan is hereby incorporated in the
County expressed plans and policies.

Navajo County, therefore, expects that: 1) the Responsible Official shall coordinate land
management planning with Navajo County’s equivalent and related planning efforts (36 CFR
219.4 (b 1)); i) the consistency review and coordination action shall includs consideration of
the olyectives of Navajo County as expressed in its plans and policies (including the formal
Navajo County planning documents, the Navajo County public record of Board of Supervisors
deliberations and decisions, and the Navajo County Comments on the Programmatic Draft
Environmental TImpact Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan); and i) the Responsible Official shall consider opportunities to resolve or
reduce conflicts, should some arise between the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan and the Navajo County plans (36 CFR 219.4 (b 2)).

REQUEST FOR DISCLOSURE OF CONSISTENCY REVIEW AND COORDINATION
ACTIONS

Per the requirements of 36 CFR 219.4 (b)(2), 40 CFR 1502.16(c) and 40 CFR 1506.2 Navajo
County hereby requests that the results of the consistency review and coordination actions
between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan and the Navajo County
objectives as expressed in its plans and policies shall be displayed in the Programmatic
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Environmental Tmpact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan.

PART 2 — GAP ANALYSIS AND SUGGESTED CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR THE
PROGRAMMATIC FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

As previously noted, although Navajo County retains and employs many talented individuals at
the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, Navajo County does not generally
define its role in the public lands management process as a role of science provider or resources
technical specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and local expression of
democratic government at the individual district or national forest level, Navajo County more
generally defines its role at the policy-making level as it relates to public lands management
processes. Mavajo County certainly intends to produce very action-specific comments when
NEPA analyses of specific management actions implementing the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan are subsequently offered for public comments, but in its current
comments on the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan, Navajo County believes that it is appropmate to
comment at the programmatic level, from a U, 8. Forest Service perspective, and at the objectives
level, from a Navajo County policy perspective.

RANGELANDS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Mavajo County understands that the 1982 and 2012 Flanning Rules require that the capability
and suitability for producing forage for grazing animals on national forests lands be determined,
and that the capability for producing forage for grazing animals is defined as the potential of an
area of land to produce forage depending upon current conditions and site conditions such as
climate, slope, landform, soil chermstry, physics and biology, geclogy. disturbances such as
natural firs, ete. as well as the application of management practices. Navajo County therefore
understands and appreciates that the fundamental capability of the lands on the Apache-
Sitgreaves MNational Forests to produce forage for grazing amimals, as determined in the 1980s
during the first round of forest planning, has not changed significantly since this first evaluation.

Land suitability analysis

In light of the above, Navajo County understands why: “the criteria for suitability for livestock
grazing would be the same in all action alternatives.” why such criteria are “very similar to the
existing direction {alternative A) under the 1987 plan.” and why “the acres suitable for livestock
grazing in the action alternatives would be very similar™ (PDEIS, page 451).

Simultansously, Navajo County believes that rangelands resources in the West in general. in the
Southwest in particular, and in the national forests of Anzona specifically. are under
unprecedented stress as a function of landscape scale uncharacteristic disturbances such as
catastrophic wildfires, the cumulated effects of decades of management practices on lands
classified as rangelands, forestlands and timberlands. other stressors. ete., and a possible climate
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warming trend, whether it be caused by human activities or cyclical natural variations as
oceurred naturally and repeatedly in the historical, pre-historical and geological record for
millenmums predating the industrial age and even the existence of the human species. Navajo
County therefore supports the designation of appropriate size Recommended Research Natural
Areas, considered not suitable for grazing, in order to improve rangelands resources management
seience and practice.

Consequently, Navajo County supports the minimal reduction of the acreage deemed suitable as
rangelands from 1.93 million acres in the cumrent classification (Alternative A — the no action
alternative) to 1.9 million acres in all action alternatives {Altematives B, C and 1)) (PDEIS p.
451}, provided that the research conducted on the Research Natural Areas removed from suitable
grazing lands is designed to quantify and improve the understanding of the ecosystem processes
unfolding on these rangelands and how they relate to improved management practices.

Navajo County Rangelands Resources Management Objectives

The Mavajo County Rangelands Resources Objectives for the upcoming planning cyele include,
among others:

1) Restore encroached grasslands, including the most departed semi-desert, Great Basin, and
montane subalpine grasslands that have been invaded by trees (subalpine grasslands) and
shrubs (serm desert and Great Basin grasslands) by removing trees and shrubs where
economically feasible, promoting a mixture of native perenmial grass species,
implementing the periodic preseriptive use of mixed classes of livestock matching animal
feeding habits with specific plant material. and reintroducing a regime of cocl surface
fires in order to reduce trees and shrbs colonization and erosion hazards, and to increase
livestock forage production.

2) Adopt management practices that discourage the establishment of nonnative species and
eradicate invasive weed species of little to no forage value, recognizing the fact that the
ecological or economic consequences of different exotic species are not all the same, and
that the persistence of some nonnative species that are not necessanly undesirable or
controllable such as Kentucky bluegrass or Bermuda grass. may be beneficial from a
socioeconomic perspective and a balanced management for multiple resource objectives.

3) Allocate grass reserves on an allotment by allotment basis through proper range
management, rather than on a district by district basis, which requires additional financial
considerations for improvement maintenance,

4y Shift the grassland management process from the concept of balancing livestock grazing
with available forage (PDEIS p. 451) — which only addresses stocking rate, toward the
concept of managing the intensity, frequency, seasonality, duration and classes of
livestock grazing to accomplish the rangelands resources management objectives.

5

s

Emphasize adaptive t of the rangelands using a three tier rangelands
resources management monitoring approach of quantitative monitoring using standard
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measurements such as stocking rate, ground cover, ete; qualitative monitoring using
measurements such as species compaosition, age, nutritional valug, ete.; and effectivensss
monitoring using outcome measurements such as tange health, soil water holding
capacity, soil organic content, livestock weight gain, presence of wildlife indicator
species, ete, in order to measure whether the management actions produce the site
specific and cumulative direct and indirect effects expected.

5

Rt

Integrate the scientific research and implement the science-based recommendations
developed by rangelands resources management peer-reviewed expert scientists such as
Dr. Lamar Smith, Associate Professor Emeritus at the University of Arizona.

7y Support the efforts and the agenda of the Arizona Grazing Lands Conservation
Association as follows:

- Promoting voluntary approaches for the management of grazing lands,

- Promoting respect of private property rights;

- Strengtheming partnerships between grazing lands managers and others who
support the purposes of the Association;

- Inereasing economic, environmental, and social stability on grazing lands,

- Inecreasing the information base from which to make sound policy and
management decisions on grazing lands;

- Closing the gap between availability of knowledge and application of said
knowledge on grazing lands;

- Enhancing the rancher’s ability to achieve greater profitability on an ecologically
sound and sustainable basis; and

- Educating the public through the dissemination of scientific knowledge on the
conservation and management of grazing lands in Anizona.

8) Preserve the contributions of the rangelands resources to the rural economic development
of the Anizona counties at a rmmmum at the current level of approximately 66 jobs and
$713,000 in labor income annually, and double this contnbution to the approximately 120
jobs and $1.3 million in labor income annually that can be supported by the full
utilization of the available animal unit months (AUMSs).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

All Alternatives — rangelands restoration

Because very few grassland areas would be treated in Altemative A, the no action altemative,
and in Altermative C, averaging around 500 acres per year (PDEIS p. 19 & 23), and, conversely,
up to 25,000 acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types)
would be treated in Altemative B, the Preferred Alternative, and Altemative D, to remove
encroaching woody species (PDEIS p. 21 & 25), Navajo County is supportive of Alternative B
as relates to rangelands restoration.

All Alternatives - rangelands resources
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However, because in essence all the altematives (Altemative A — no action, and all the action
alternatives — Altematives B, C and D) are substantially the same as relates to rangelands
resourees management, Navajo County believes that there is no real benefit in companng the
alternatives in detailed comments.

Rather, Navajo County believes that it may be more productive to address what are, in Navajo
County’s analysis, shorteomings in all three action altematives {Altematives B, C and D) as
relates to rangelands resource management, as follows:

Navajo County is substantially more concerned with the underpinning of the rangelands
management guiding principles than with the technical specifics of individual
management actions. As expressed in the writing of Dr. Smith (2010) on behalf of the
Arizona Grazing Lands Conservation Association, the “vegetation, soils, wildlife and
other factors that existed at the ime of Anglo American settlement were the result of is
history {climate. fire frequency, ete.). including the influences of native Americans, up to
that time. This has all been altered and the vegetation, soils and wildlife have responded
to the changes that have occurred, not only in the management applied to it by Anglo
Americans but by changes in climate, soil erosion, introductions of new species, and
extinction of some original species. In some cases the changes have been marked (e.g. in
conversion of some grasslands to shrublands) and in some cases they have been fairly
minor (e.g mountain grasslands or chaparral), All the action altematives share a commeon
goal of ‘restoration’ of *historical” conditions, which are considerad the only condition
which 1s ‘sustainable,” and an approach which consiclers any economic production from
the forest as incidental to that goal. We believe that this goal is based on questionable
scientific assumptions and, in any case, does not provide due consideration for
sustainable multiple uses and economic benefits from the forest.™

MNavajo County believes that the concepts of ecological maintenance guiding Alternative
A, and ecological restoration guiding Alternatives B, C and D, as relates to rangelands
resolrces management, are not specific enough for establishing scientific principles of
rangelands resources management in a Prog tic Envire tal Impact Statement.
even though some specifics may be considered in the Range Specialist Report. Navajo
County believes that the rangelands resources management process needs to be modified
to includs:

I, Maximum management flexibility in terms of seasonal use, any use at all,
numbers of livestock. classes of livestock, mixed combination of classes of
livestock, intensity of grazing, duration of grazing, use of livestock as a
preseription management tool through herding, attracting, temporary fencing, ete.,
matching livestock classes with desired outcome, ete.;

1. Real time three tier rangelands resources management quanfitative momitoring
using standard measurements such as stocking rate, ground cover, ete,; qualitative
monitoring using measurements such as species composition, age, nutritional
value, ete.; and effectivencss monitoring wsing outcomns measurements such as
range health, soil water holding capacity, soil organic content, livestock weight
gain, presence of wildlife indicator species, ete..
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M. Dynarmme real time adaptive management allowing the permittees to make
required management adjustments on their own initiative in response to short-
term variables such as vanous combination of seasonmable precipitations,
temnperature, ete. or unexpected events,

Navajo County observes that the entire discussion on monitoring strategy, aside from the
incidental use of the word ‘monitoring” in various other contexts, in the Programmatic
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan occupies the whole of 2 lines: “All action alternatives include the same
monitoring strategy as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan™ (PDEIS p. 28) in the
681 page document. Navajo County further observes that the referred Monitoring
Strategy in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan is only an
approximately 4 page long very brief discussion of monitoring in general tertns including
a 3 page table of planned monitoring questions, monitoring methods, units of measure,
and frequency of measurements (p. 135 — 139) in a 283 page document,

Navajo County further observes that there are only 14 instances of the use of the words
‘adaptive management’ in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, and that there ars a
grand total of 17 lines dedicated to the discussion in very general terms of adaptive
management in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 43-44) in the 681 page
document. Navajo County further observes that are only 7 instances of the use of the
words ‘adaptive management’ in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan itself, in a 283 page document.

While sheer volume does not guarantee adequate attention to a given fopic, Navajo
County 1s concerned that the searce mentions of monitoring and adaptive management in
the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Apache-Sitgreaves
MNational Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for monitoring
and adaptive management in the current planning process. This would be in contradiction
with the requirement of the 2012 national Planning Rule and its proposed implementation
directives.

Conversely, in the absence of true adaptive management, Navajo County believes that
specific guidelines regarding the timing, intensity, classes and duration of grazing, with
consideration for the needs of other forest resources management, should be includad in
the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan, as well as a restocking plan for all vacant
allotments, unless livestock grazing on such allotments can be shown to be incompatible
with rangelands resources management purposes and needs.

Navajo County fully appreciates the rich socio-economic presentation providad in the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan (PDEIS p. 468 — 485) and the brief economic impact
analysis (PDEIS p. 485 — 489) and social consequences analysis (PDEIS p. 489 — 491)
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also provided. However, Navajo County believes that the economic impact analysis
provided by the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Flan team is
heavily biased toward demonstrating the favorable economic impact of grazing on public
land allotments on the permittees” profitability, While focusing on the benefits provided
is landable, Navajo County also believes that a more complete analysis needs to include a
caleulation of the economie costs of the constraints imposed on the permittess by the
current rangelands resources management ageney processes that limits considerably the
ability of the permittees to manage optimally the land and the livestock due to the rigidity
of the administrative processes.

e Finally, Navajo County is concerned that, in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan team’s own analysis, the current level of economic contribution
of approximately 66 jobs and $713.,000 in labor income anmally is only approximately
half of the approximately 120 jobs and $1.3 million in labor income anmually that can be
supported by the full ufilization of the available animal unit months (AUMSs) (PDEIS p.
491).

Requested and suggested corrective action for the Progr ic Final Envir 1|
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County therefore respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic
Final Envirommental Tmpact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan designate the new proposed Research Natural Areas removed from suitable
rangelands for the specific purpose of quantifying and improving the understanding of the
rangelands resources ecosystem processes and how they relate to improved management
practices,

Mavajo County further requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Staternent for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include up to 25,000 acres per year of grasslands restoration (primarily the Great Basin and
semi-desert types) to remove encroaching woody species as identified in Altemative B.

MNavajo County also requests that the Selected Altemative for the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full utilization of the
available animal unit months and to result in the full economic impact of approximately 120 jobs
and $1.3 million in labor income anmmually,

Navajo County suggests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan include
specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adaptive management plan that provides elear
quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements. and a more balanced
approach between the goal of restoration and the goal of economic production, as the need for
restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and present benefits as restoration in
forestlands.
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FOREST PRODUCTS RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Navajo County appreciates and supports the extensive and therough analysis performed by the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team on forest products, when
addressing affected environment, lands tentatively suitable for imber production, allowable sale
quantity (ASQ), long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), wood and tree products
availability, forested / overgrown lands, deforested / early development lands, climate change
considerations, and cumulative environmental consequences.

Circumstantial constraints and challenges for the Navajo County AND the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests planning efforts

Navajo County recognizes that the issues of forested ecosystem restoration and forest products
management are fundamentally different, and are typically not discussed simultaneously in
ecosystems non-departed or little departed from characteristic historical conditions. However, as
the U.8. Forest Service and Navajo County both generally acknowledge, current conditions in
the forested ecosystems and especially in the ponderosa pine and dry or wet mixed conifers
dominated forests of eastem Arizona, are considerably departed from historical conditions and at
nisk of continued uncharactenistic disturbances such as landscape scale catastrophic crown fires
or insect infestations.

Navajo County acknowledges and appreciates the efforts endeavored by the U5, Forest Service
and particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to pioneer larger scale restoration efforts
such as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. Navajo County has been and continues to be
supportive of the White Mountain Stewardship Project and of its funding, as a practical tool to
initiate larger scale treatments and to incentivize the creation of a small diameter trees utilization
infrastructure. Simultansously, Mavajo County acknowledges that the model of subsidized
restoration treatments is not scalable at landscape scale, as is required to restore the forests of
Arnizona, for lack of agency funding. As proposed in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, an
initiative that Navajo County was instrumental in creating, fostering and developing. landscape
scale forest ecological restoration appears currently feasible only if it is funded by the
econommically viable utilization of the forested byproducts of restoration by private industry.
While relatively new to the discussion of ecological restoration funding, the concept of
ecosystern service monetization is actually not a novation when it comes to forest products, as
timber sales have been for cenfuries an established form of natural resources valuation and have
funded the management of the resources.

As a consequence, Navajo County proposes that both the County and the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes to forest
products resources management, in as much as the forest products industry in Arizona is
simultansously an economic growth and a rural employment engine desperately needed in
eastern Arizona, AND the finding mechanism for landscape scale restoration in eastern Arizona,
BOTH of which are critical objectives for Navajo County, and are stated priorities for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.
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The inherent circumstantial challenge therefore faced by Navajo County and the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests is that the prionties typically considered when managing forest
products, such as a sustained yield of harvest volumes on a regulated non declining even-flow
basis for the long term, uneven age structures, long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC), non
declining allowable sale quantity (ASQ), ete. are angmented and complicated by the
overwhelming prionty to complete landscape scale restoration as rapidly as possible for fear of
massively disruptive landscape scale catastrophic crown fires and/or landscape scale insect
infestations.

Owing to the fact that for the foreseeable future and for the next five decades of the planning
cyele, green forest products will likely be byproducts of restoration treatments, and green forest
products will likely continue to be at risk of destruction by catastrophic fires if landscape scale
restoration is not expeditiously implemented, Navajo County suggests that forest products
management actions for the upcoming planning cyele must be dictated not only by traditional
silviculture science and best practices, but primarily by the absolute pricrity of implementing
landscape scale restoration as expeditiously as possible using mechanical treatments that produce
the forest products necessary to not only sustain the existing forest industry in the White
Mountains, but to allow robust natural resources-based nral economic development through the
creation of an entirely new infrastructure of small diameter trees utilization at industrial scale,

Navajo County Forest Products Resources Objectives

The Navajo County Forest Produets Resources Objectives for the upcoming planning cyele
therefore include, among others:

1) Create in eastern Arizona the wood supply conditions necessary for private industry
investments in a new economically viable small diameter trees and residual biomass
utilization infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological restoration thinning of
at least 50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests anmually
for the next 20 years, then the maintenance of the desired future conditions in subsequent
decadss.

2) Sustain in the White Mountains the wood supply conditions necessary for the continued
development and growth of the exasting local industry, with expanded economically
viable small diameter trees and residual biomass utilization facilities capable of funding
the initial ecological restoration thinning of at least 15,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or
mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the next 20 years, then the maintenance of
the desired future conditions in subsequent decades,

3) Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts tr ts (mechanical treatments)
funded by economically viable utilization, over non byproducts treatments (fire as first
entry thinning treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a
new era of forest products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern
Arizona with multiple industrial scale new investments,

16|Page

L0161

4y Subordinate for as long as required m the upcoming planming cvele the scientific
silviculture prionties and traditional forest products management methods for sustained
vield of harvest volumes on a regulated non declimng even-flow basis for the long term,
to the overniding prionity of implementing as expeditiously as possible landscape scale
restoration based primarily on mechanical treatments producing forest products (see
Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives).

Land suitability analy sis

Navajo County understands and appreciates the fact that the criteria for designation of suitable
timberlands must incorporate ecological and economic realities that have evolved since the
previous planning cycle. Specifically, Navajo County supports the removal from the suitability
analysis of lands that have suffered irreversible soil resource damages during high intensity fires
such as the Rodeo Chediski and Wallow fires (24,000 acres), lands that have experienced
inadequate restocking post high intensity fires such as the Rodeo Chediski and Wallow fires
{57.000 acres): and lands located on steep slopes (40% and more} where cable logging would be
required but could not be made economically feasible owing to the himited harvestable forest
products (up to 80,000 acres) (PDEIS p, 426 & 431),

Consequently, Navajo County supports the reduction of the acreage deemed suitable as
timberlands from 7635000 acres in the current classification (Alternative A, the no action
alternative) to approximately 600,000 acres (Allernatives B and C) (PDEIS p. 431).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

Per the above remarks, considerable overlap currently exists and will continue to exist for the
upcoming planning cycle between the issues of forest products resources management and
forested ecosystems restoration and catastrophic wildfire prevention in the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests. For the purpose of adhering to the classification of issues identified in the
seven sets of natural resources management cbjectives critical to the County, the Navajo County
comments will address separately these two issues, with the understanding that a holistic
approach to both the County objectives and the Apache-Silgreaves National Forests land
management plan needs to integrate and interwove these two, and other, 1ssues.

Alternative D and 4

Based on the above, Navajo County wants to commumeate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D.

Navajo County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
to analyze several significantly different alternatives. and Navajo County acknowledges and
appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring altermnatives such as Alternative D. However,
Mavajo County cannot support an altenative that would result, among others, in the
unavailability of ANY suitable timberland whatsoever in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
{PDEIS p. 430). This alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents™ past,
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current, and foresseable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the
MNavajo County Forest Products Resources Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the County’s perspective,

Similarly, Navajo County cannot support an alternative that would result, among others, in
taking a 42 year gamble on the completion of the thinning of all forested overgrown lands
(PDEIS p. 444), before another catastrophic forest fire on the scale of the Rodeo Chediski Fire or
Wallow Fire hit the White Mountains again and render all talks of restoration moot. Alternative
A, the no action alternative, is therefore so departed from the White Mountains residents” past,
current, and foreseeable future health, security and economic well-being needs, and from the
Navajo County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the County’s perspective.

Alternative B

Because Navajo County believes that the forests of eastern Arizona are in a state of clear and
present danger that must be addressed as an emergency by federal, state and local governments
and their agencies, Navajo County does not favor Altemative B, the preferred alternative, as
relates to Forest Products, in the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan.

Specifically, in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’ own analysis, under Altemative B it
would require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444). and it would not
even be possible to reduce the backlog of overgrowth to the desired level of long term sustained
vield capacity (LTSYC) in the five decades of the planning cycle (PDEIS p. 440). This is clearly
in contradiction with Navajo County overriding priority of implementing as expeditiously as
possible landscape scale restoration.

Additionally, under Alternative B green forest products volume would be significantly reduced
due to the extensive use of moderate and/or high severity fire to thin trees on forested lands
during the planning period, including on some suitable timberlands (PDEIS p. 438). The
maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume for alternative B would be 122,000 CCF per
year, barely exceeding the total harvest of 103,000 CCF in 2011 (PDEIS p. 438), and therefore
clearly imnsufficient to support the growth of the existing small local wood industry, and blatantly
insufficient to support the expeeted requirements of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative second
analysis area associated contract(s). Admittedly, under Alternative B the first decade could
provide high voelumes of non-ASQ wood products from treatments of non-suitable timberlands in
addition to the allowable sale quantity {ASQ) volume, but this could only happen as a function of
focusing on restoring grasslands and other non-suitable timberlands (PDELS p. 443), which may
be a debatable priority,

This is clearly in contradiction with the Navajo County objective of creating the wood supply
conditions for private industry investments in a new economically viable small diameter trees
and residual biomass utilization infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological
restoration thinning of at least 50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated
forests annually for the next 20 years. This is also clearly in confradiction with the Navajo
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County objective of wherever possible, priontizing forest byproducts treatments (mechanical
treatments) funded by economically viable utilization, over non byproducts treatments (fire as
first entry thinming treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a
new era of forest products industry-based economic growth and employment in eastern Arizona
with multiple industrial scale new investments.

Alternative C

Mavajo County appreciates and supports the realism of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan team when stating: “the alternatives were realistically designed to reflect
anticipated budgets and workforce capabilities™ (DEIS p. 440). It is therefore not a criticism of
the work produced by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan tzam but
a simple reality for Navajo County to observe that, as stated in the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests” own analysis: “none of the alternatives would actually treat enough acres fast enough to
fully reach desired conditions within the first 5 decades™ (DEIS p. 440).

Altemative C clearly addresses more closely the Navajo County Forest Products Resources
Management Objectives. Under Altemative C it would require ‘only’ 23 years to thin all forested
overgrown lands, as compared to 34 for Alternative B (PDEIS p. 444), and the maximum
allowable sale quantity (ASQ} volume would be 268,000 CCF per year, more than twice the
122,000 CCF authorized under Alternative B (PDEIS p. 438). Under Alternative C, average
annual mechanical treatments acres would rise to 24,000 acres as opposed to 20,000 acres in
Alternative B, and burning as a thinning tool treatments would be reduced from 22,000 acres in
Altermnative B to 13,000 acres in Alternative C (PDEIS p. 430).

However, Navajo County is concerned by the prospective industry anmual requirements
expressed at the Bridge the Gap meeting held in Eagar on November 17, 2012 as follows:
- Existing pellet plant in Show Low: 40,000 CCF

- Existing saw mill in Heber; 15,000 CCF
- Existing sawmill in Eagar: 25,000 CCF
- New sawmill in Eagar: 65,000 CCF
- Power plant in Snowflake; 75,000 CCF
- Other small industries: 10,000 CCF
- Total existing industries: 230,000 CCF
In addition:
- Second analysis area of 4FR1
associated contract(s): 215,000 CCF

Clearly, under Alternative C the requirements of EITHER the existing and developing industry
OR the expected appropriate scale industry recently 1 and to be impl ted under the
Four Forest Restoration Initiative (4FRI) can be met, but NOT BOTH.

Navajo County fully understands and appreciates that a healthy amount of optimism is reflected
in the requirements expressed by the existing and developing industry in the White Mountains,
and that a healthy amowunt of skepticism can be logically derived from the difficulties of the 4FRI
contractor to raise the capital necessary to execute their business plan. Nonetheless,
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consideration must be given to the steady growth of the existing industry and the possibility that
the 4FRI contract may be executed by other entities than the current contractor, provided the
Forest Service desms in the best interest of the government to re-assign the contract at the
request of the current contractor as the result of a merger or acquisition.

Navajo County also fully understands and appreciates that trees cut from non suitable lands can
also provide wood and tree products for local markets. However, as identified in the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests analysis: “Cuts from non suitable lands may be a one-time entry,
such as removing encroaching trees from grassland. Subsequent cuts may not be needed if
desired conditions can be maintained with fire™ (PDEIS p. 441). Therefore, even though the
estimated annual wood product volumes potentially available to offer in the first decade from all
lands, suitable timberlands and non-suitable lands, could be as high as 730,000 CCF, including
non-industrial sizes and species (PDEIS p. 442), it is unrealistic to expect long term sustained
contributions from non suitable lands to the availability of steady volumes of industrial forest
products,

Navajo County is therefore concerned that the maximum legally allowable sale quantity (ASQ)
volume identified in Alternative C may/'will prove inadequate iffwhen the 4FRI contract is
executed IN ADDITION to the requirements of the existing industry, Stmilarly, but at a lesser
level, Navajo County is also concemned that the maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume
identified in Alternative C may prove a limiting factor for the continued long term growth of the
existing industry, even without considering the 4FRI contract. This concem is increased by the
projections that the Alternative C estimated annual ASQ volume will steadily decrease from
268,000 CCF in the first decade down to 178,000 CCF by the fifth decade of the planning cvele
{PDEIS p. 439).

Mavajo County realizes that the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests team always has the
possibility to initiate an Amendment to its Forest Land Management Plan, but questions whether
it would not be more strategic to include in the upcoming Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement the analysis and subsequent legal authority for the Responsible Official to
meet multiple resources objectives including a maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume
of 450,000 CCF anmually.

Requested and Suggested corrective action for the Prog tic Final Envir 1
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statermnent for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan be rejected as relates to Forest Produets. Specifically, under Alternative B:
13 Mot enough acres are logged annually for the implementation of ecological restoration at
the required pace;
2) Valuable forest products resources are wasted owing to the unnecessary treatment with
fire as a thinning tool of acres that can be treated with mechanical thinning:
3) The maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume of 122,000 CCF per year provides
only approximately half the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing or
currently developing industry in the White Mountains,
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Navajo County therefore respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan at a minimum include the provisions of current Alternative C as relatess to
Forest Products in order to:
1) Increase the number of acres logged anmally in order to accelerate the pace of ecological
restoration;
2) Inecrease the amount of forest byproducts resources by prioritizing wherever possible
mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatments;
3) Increase the maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per year to
meet the short term foreseeable requirements of the existing and cwrrently developing
industry in the White Mountains.

Further, Navajo County respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include the necessary analysis, and the resulting authority for the Responsible
Official to SIMULTANEQUSLY implement a restoration program designed to support the
existing and currently developing industry in the White Mountains AND the contract(s) expected
to result from the second analysis of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a maximum
allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume of 450,000 CCF annually.

MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Navajo County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests Land Management Plan team on minerals and ensrgy when addressing leasable
minerals, locatable minerals, salable minerals and energy.

However, Navajo County believes that in the interest of relevance and conciseness, detailed
comments on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests mineral and energy resources management
plan and the Navajo County Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives AS
RELATES TO the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, are not warranted due to the facts that:
- There are no known leases on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the following
leasable mineral resources: oil, gas, oil shale, coal, or geothermal (PDEIS p. 462);
- The potential for locatable minerals on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests is low
because of the existing geology (PDEIS p. 464},
- There are no known oil and gas resources on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
(PDEIS p. 465);
- Potential for geothermal development is limited as only small areas are underlain by
thermal waters (PDELS p. 465},
- Wind energy potential is low on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests because of
sporadic winds and the terrain {PDEIS p. 466);
- The quantities of stone, sand, and gravel removed from the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests are not expected to differ between all the alternatives (PDEIS p. 491);
- Owing to the fact that most of the firms that extract stone, sand, and gravel exist outside
of the economie impact study area, the extraction of minerals from the Apache-Sitgreaves
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MNational Forests is not expected to support employment and income in the local economy
(PDEIS p. 491).

Navajo County is satisfied that under all alternatives, decisions regarding mineral activities on
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would align with law, regulation, and peliey and would
be consistent with plan decisions for other resource areas (PDEIS p. 466).

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

Alternative D

Mavajo County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
its opposition to Alternative D.

Navajo County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Navajo County acknowledges and
appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring altematives such as Alternative D, However,
Navajo County canmot support an alternative that would result, among others, in the withdrawing
from mineral entry in the future of approximately 34% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National
(PDEIS p. 467). This alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past,
current, and foreseeable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the
Navajo County Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant
any further discussion from the County’s perspective.

MOTORIZED TRAVEL AND RECREATION MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

Navajo County fully understands and appreciates that an opportunity to comment on the
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan is not the approprate forum to comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Public Motorized Travel Management Plan, and that no
specific management decision will be made and no specific management action will result from
the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan. Nonetheless, since the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement will establish the framework for future management decisions and actions such
as the Public Motorized Travel Management Plan, it is appropriate for Navajo County to
communicate its motorzed travel and recreation management objectives, to comments on the
Alternatives listed in the Programmatic Draft Envirommental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan as relates to motorized travel and recreation,
and to request that the Responsible Official for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan conduct the statutorily required consistency review. coordination action and
conflict resclution between the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan and
the Navajo County Motorized Travel And Recreation Management Objectives as expressad in
the County plans and policies and as contained in this document.
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Importance of dispersed motorized travel and recreation for Navajo County

As identified in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests analysis, the number of off-highway
vehicles (OHVs) used in Arizona has risen dramatically. Almost 500,000 households within the
State have at least one OHV, and as many as 30,000 new ATVs and motoreyeles are purchased
anmually (Anzona State Parks, 2009). While the use of OHVs is increasing statewide, OHV
recreation is disproportionally important to the economy of rural counties such as Navajo
County. A survey conducted in 2003 by the Arizona State Parks identified the recreation impact
of OHV recreation on Navajo County as follows:

- 36% of households in Navajo County are OHV users, compared to the state percentage of
21%.
- 7% of all Arizona OHV trip destinations for past 12 months were to Navajo County.
- 744,630 OHV Recreation Days oceur annually in Navajo County, of which;
- 438,831 OHV Recreation Days (59%] are from Navajo County residents;
- 305,798 OHV days (41%) are from other Arzona residents traveling to Navajo
C A
- 73% of Navajo County OHV houscholds are satisfied with their overall OHV experience.

Additionally, the 2003 Arizona State Parks survey identified a major direct annual economic
impact of motorized travel and recreation and OHV related annual expenditures in Navajo
County as follows:

- OHV Trps - Fuel/Gascline: $15.3 M

- Lodging/Campgrounds: $4.9 M

- Restawants'Bars: 389 M

- Groceries/Liquor: $11.5 M

- Other (event fees, souvenirs, ete.): §8.1 M

The total OHV recreation trips expenditures in Navajo County total $48.7 M annually, to which
must be added expenditures on off-highway vehicles: $25.9 M, tow-vehicles and trailers: $7.4
M., OHV equipment: $32.9 M, for a total OHV expenditures of $114.9 million in Navajo County
annually, for a total impact, including the multiplier effect of 128.5 million annually in Navajo
County.

The economic impact of an anmual OHV expenditure of $114.9 million in Navajo County
translates in the injection of $20.1 million in salaries and wages annually, resulting in the
sustaiming of 1,099 full-time and part-time jobs in Navajo County. In any economy, 1,099 jobs
are significant in Navajo County, and in the current economy they are critical.

It must be noted that 76% of the vehicles used in the OHV trips reported in Navajo County on
the 2003 Arizona State Parks survey are four wheel drive pickup truck (49%) and sport utility
vehicle or Jeep (27%), besides specialized cross-country all-terrain vehicles (ATV) or motocross
motoreyeles, and that almost 80% of the recreational activities involved some level of dispersed
aceess to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands:

- Camping: 22%

- Trail riding: 12%
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- Hunting: 12%

- Driving back roads: 11%
- Sightsesing; 9%

- Fishing: 8%

- Picnicking: 5%

Circumstantial constraints and challenges for the Navajo County AND the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests planning efforts

Navajo County understands and appreciates that in December 2005, the Forest Setvice issued a
regulation at the national level, known as the Travel Management Rule (TMR), developed in
response to the increasing effects of OHV recreation and the potential for OHV use to adversely
affect forest and grassland resources, and that the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team is under direct instructions to implement a public motorized travel
management plan that will designate roads, trails, and areas where motorized vehicle use can
occur and eliminate most motonzed cross-country travel (PDEIS p, 321).

Navajo County further und Is and appreciates the fact that imesponsible OHV use can
indeed adversely affect forest and grassland resources, and that the popularity of this new mode
of recrealion may require reasonable regulations in order to maintain a well-considered balance
between the enjoyment of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests visitors, and the need to
preserve and conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the
enjoyment of future generations.

Mavajo County is therefore NOT advocating for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests team to
disregard the Travel Management Rule or for the continuation of unregulated and ever increasing
motorized cross-country travel and the continued proliferation of unauthorized user-created
routes. However, Navajo County is advocating for a SENSIELE APPROACH to implementing
the Travel Management Rule requirements in the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, that address the
preservation and conservation needs of the resowrces, comply with the national Travel
Management Rule and still allow the Navajo County residents and visitors to recreate sensibly
using motorized transportation.

Land suitability analysis

Navajo County understands the difference that exists between motorized cross-country travel, to
which approximately 80% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands are currently open
(PDEIS p. 321} and to which most of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land will be closed
{aside from specially designed OHV areas) as the result of the implementation of the national
Travel Management Rule (PDEIS p. 329), and motorized on-trail travel, to which 60% to 80% of
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands will remain suitable for future consideration under
Altemative B (63%) or Alternative C (80%).

However, Navajo County is concerned by the creeping trend that characterizes public land
management in the West in general, in the national forests of the West in particular and
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specifically in the Arzona national forests toward an ever inereasing limitation of motonzed
access to and motorized travel in (NOT including cross-country travel) the public lands under
management by federal agencies, Specifically, under Altemmative B, the Preferred Altemative,
only 63% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests lands would remain open for future
consideration of new motorized areas and trails. This is a drastic reduction from the current level
and the level considered under Alternative C (80%).

Based on the merit of the action alternatives presented, and in further consideration of the
monumental change that the elimination of indiscriminate cross-country travel will represent for
the culture and custom of the residents of and visitors to the County, Navajo County wants to
register its objection to further restrictions on future consideration of new motorized areas and
trails in Alternative B,

Navajo County Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives

The Navajo County Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives for the upcorming
planning eyele therefore inelude, among others:

1) Authonze dispersed and safe motorized camping consistent with the reasonable
enjoyment of safety, privacy, comfort, custom and culture,
The authorized dispersed and safe motorized camping allows the parking of motorized
vehicles and/or trailers at the distance from the closest legally open road or trail necessary
for the dispersed camping site defined as a 300 feet radius around the motorized vehicle
or trailer to be safe from traffic, to not be directly exposed to dust or projections caused
by traffic and to be distant from adjacent dispersed camping site by at least 300 feet if
such is the desire of the camper(s). Access to dispersed camping sites previously used
and established in the local custom and culture as demonstrated by tangibles evidences of
previous use such as fire pits, improvements, etc. is allowed.

2) Authorize motorized big game retrigval for all species of game meeting the definition of

‘big game’ in the Arzona Game and Fish Department hunting regulations, or
alternatively for all *big game’ animals requiring a hunting tag, with the exception of
turkeys.
The authorized motorized big game retrieval consists of one trp each way from the
downed animal to the closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, by the
most direct route compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such as
riparian areas, archeological sites, ete.

3) Authorize dispersed motorized collection of firewood The authorized motorized
collection of firewood consists of the minimum mumber of trips each way, as defined
based on the transport capacity of the vehicle and the trailer, from the downed tree to the
closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance, in the authorized firewood
collection area, by the most direct route compatible with safety and the preservation of
other values such as riparian areas, archeological sites, ste.

4) Authonze dispersed recreational shooting,
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The authorized motorized dispersed recreational shooting consists of one trip each way
from the natural or artificial obvious terrain featurs used as a backstop. such as pit, berth
or features similar mn their functionality as relates to safe dispersed shooting, to the
closest legally open road or trail, regardless of distance but not more than one mile, by
the most direct route compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such as
ripanan areas, archeological sites, ete,

5

ot

Implement sensible restrictions on indiscriminate cross-country travel in order to preserve
and conserve the resources contained in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests for the
enjoyment of future generations.

Indiscriminate cross-country travel consists of traveling cross-country in a motorized
vehicle not intended to reach a specific dispersed camp site, downed animal, downed tree
in an authorized firewood collection area, or terrain feature used as a shooting backstop,
or not required for an emergency response to a specific justifiable circumstance such as
danger to limb or life, Motorized scouting for a site is considered different from reaching
a specific site and is not authonized,

6) Retain the suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails of at lsast
75% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and polici

Alternative D and 4

Based on the above, Navajo County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Alternative D.

Navajo County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Navajo County acknowledges and
appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring altematives such as Alternative D. However,
Navajo County cannot support an alternative that would result, among others, in the closing of
approximately 50% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to future consideration of new
motonzed arsas and trails (PDEIS p. 328). This altemative is so departed from the White
Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable future custom, culture and economic well-
being needs, and from the Navajo County Motorized Travel and Recreation Management
Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the County’s perspective.

Also, becanse the implementation of the national Travel Management Rule is not an option but a
requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Responsible Official, Alternative A, the
no action alternative that would continue to allow cross-country travel in most area (PDEIS p.
334) is not really a viable alternative. It therefore does not warrant any further discussion from
the County’s perspective,

Alternative B and C
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Because all of the action alternatives would prohibit motorized cross-coumtry travel, except
where authorized (PDEIS p. 334), and because the major difference between Alternative B and
Altemative C is the amount of land that would remain suitable for future consideration of new
motonzed areas and trails, Navajo County would like to focus its comments on Altemnatives B
and C as relates to motorized travel and recreation, on the issue of authorized cross-country
travel and switability for fuhure consideration of new motorized areas and trails.

Authorized cross-country travel

Navajo County believes that the Programmatic Draft Envirommental Impact Statement for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan misses an opportunity to
identify the criteria to be used by the Responsible Official for the upcoming
implementation of the national Travel Management Rule, and for the upcoming decision
making process regarding the anthorization of cress-country travel.

Based on the recent implementation of the national Travel Management Rule in
neighboring national forests (Coconino National Forest, Kaibab National Forest), or on
the ongoing NEPA processes for the implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule (Tonte Mational Forest, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests), Navajo County would
like to share the following concerns with the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team regarding the lack of specificity in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan as relates to motorized cross-country travel:

- The travel management plans generally limit the species of big game allowed for
motorized big game retrieval to elk, bear and deer only.
Navajo County belisves that the limitation of motorized big game retrieval to only
a few species is arbitrary and does not meet the intent of the motorized big game
retrieval exemption mechanism. Specifically, other big game species such as, but
not limited to, sheep, antelopes, mountain lions, javelina, etc. may in the present
and/or in the future be hunted within the confine of the Arizona national forests
and should qualify for motorized big game retrieval.

- The travel management plans generally limit motorized big game retrieval to a
one mile corvidor off either side of allowable roads.
Navajo County believes that corridor width is only one of two criteria that must
be considered in order to meet the intent of the motorized big game retrieval
exemption mechanism. Specifically. the intent of the exemption mechanism is not
to define corridor width, but land coverage, therefore the intent can only be met
and the analysis can only be completed if the density of the allowed road network
is taken into consideration. For example, road networks such as the ones present
in the Williams or Tusayan districts of the Kaibab National Forest allow for a one
mile corridor off sither side of allowable roads to cover the vast majority of the
acreage of the districts and therefore do not in effect limit unduly the ability of
hunters to retrieve big game with motorized vehicles. Simply said, if roads exist
every two miles, a one mile corridor on each side of each road makes a ong mile
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cornidor rule viable, If roads only exist every 10 miles, the same one mile corridor
becomes unviable, Therefore, the width of the corridor off sither side of allowable
roads allowed for motonized big game retnieval should not be constant from one
forest to the next or one district to the next, given possible vanation in allowed
road network density. Navajo County therefore requests that an analysis of land
coverage Tesulting from the combined values of comidor width AND road
network density be performed, and that if necessary districts featuring a lower
density of roads be managed with either no comidor, or wider corridors as
required in order to allow motorized big game retrieval to happen on at least 95%
of the hunting areas in each districts.

The travel management plans generally limit dispersed camping to a 300 feet
corvidor off either side of the edge of designated roads or trails.

Navajo County believes that the limitation to a 300 feet comidor off either side of
the edge of designated roads or trails is inadequate because it restricts access to
numerous camping sites in the Arizona national forests that have become deeply
mgrained in the custom and culture of the residents of and visitors to the White
Mountains. It is widely recognized that the legislators® intent was for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes to clearly integrate an assessment of
the social impacts of a proposed action or project. Further, it is widely recognized
that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has made unambiguous
interpretations of the law in its implementation guidance, to the effect that Forest
Service Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) must integrate the impact of
proposed actions on the custom and culture of the counties. Navajo County
therefore believes that the implementation of the Travel Management Rule would
fail to meet the requirements to reasonably accommodate the culture and custom
of the residents of and visitors to Navajo County if such histerically popular
motorized camping sites were artificially outlawed dug to their inaccessibility in a
new travel management plan. Additionally, Navajo County believes that the 300
feet distance must be managed with flexibility so that the authorized dispersed
and safe motorized camping allows the parking of motorized vehicles and/or
trailers at the distance from the closest legally open road or trail necessary for the
dispersed camping site defined as a 300 feet radius around the motorized vehicle
or trailer to be safe from traffic, to not be directly exposed to dust or projections
caused by traffic and to be distant from adjacent dispersed camping site by at least
300 feet if such is the desire of the camper(s).

The travel management plans generally do not address specifically firewood
gathering.

Firewood gathered in the Arizona national forests is an important and necessary
energy resource to many residents of rural counties. Navajo County therefore
recommends that motorized access be allowed for the purpose of firewood
gathering in areas specifically designated for motorized firewood gathering, or
that the authorized motorized collection of firewood consist of the minimum
number of tnps each way, as defined based on the transport capacity of the
vehicle and the trailer, from the downed tree to the closest legally open road or
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trail in the authorzed firewood collection area, by the most direct route
compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such as riparian areas,
archeological sites, ete.

The travel management plans generally do not address specifically dispersed
shooting,

Yet, the Forest Service in its own analysis states: “Ceasing or limiting off-road
vehicle use of the ASNFs would limit or restrict most dispersed recreational
shooting to areas along roads open for public use, increasing the risk to human
health and safety” {Draft Environmental Assessment Second Knoll Shooting
Range p. 27). Navajo County believes that not every recreational shooter will use
the developed shooting facilities such as the Second Knoll Shooting Range,
especially when such facilities are located more than half an hour to an hour or
more travelling distance. Therefors, Navajo County believes that for safsty
reasons dispersed shooting should be included in the provisions of authorized
cross-country travel with the following restrictions: the authorized motonzed
dispersed recreational shooting consists of one trip each way from the natural or
artificial obvious terrain feature used as a backstop, such as pit, berth or terrain
feature similar in their functionality as relates to safe dispersed shooting, to the
closest legally open road or trail, not more than one mile away, by the most direct
route compatible with safety and the preservation of other values such as riparian
areas, archeological sites, ete.

Suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails

The travel management plans generally do not address the economic impact of
il ting the national Travel M, Rule on rural counties.

Yet, it is widely recognized that the legislators’ intent was for the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processes to clearly integrate an assessment of
the economic impacts of a proposed actions or projects. Further, it 15 widely
recognized that the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has made
unambiguous interpretations of the law in its implementation guidance to the
effect that Forest Service Environmental Impact Statements must integrate the
impact of proposed actions on the economic well-being needs of the counties.
MNavajo County recogmzes and understands the importance of protecting the
national forests natural resources while providing access and opportunities to the
public as well as to those whose livelihoods depend on the national forest lands.
Historically, the Navajo County economy and the Navajo County residents have
depended heavily on both natural resources-based industries and recreation
opportunities. The ability of Navajo County to maintain a robust and diverse
economy has been eroded over the last forty years, in large part due to the
restrictions of access to and use of the lands under federal management. Navajo
County is keenly aware of the detrimental effects caused by national forests rules
and management plans restricting business and outdoors  recreational
opportunities. Additional roadless arsas designations and/or roads closure and/or
limitation of suitability for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails
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and/or indiscriminate cross-country motorized travel restricions would further
decrease the recreational opportunities that Navajo County is able to offer to its
residents and visitors, further constraimng an already difficult economic outlook.

Requested and Suggested corrective action for the Progr tic Final Envir 1

Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

MNavajo County respectfully requests that the current Alternative B in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan be rejected as relates to motorized travel and recreation. Specifically, under Alternative B:
1) Almost 40% of the lands in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would not be suitable
for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails.
2) No guidance is included for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel
Management Rule and for authorized cross-country travel.

Navajo County therefore respectfully requests that the Selected Alternative for the Programmatic
Final Envirommental Tmpact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan at a minimum:

1} Include the provisions of current Alternative € as relates to motonzed travel and
recreation in order to retain suitability of 80% of the lands of Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests for fiture consideration of new motorized areas and trails.

2} Inelude guidance for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule and for authorized cross-country travel, in order to simultaneously achieve the
required preservation and conservation objectives AND allow reasonable motorized
access, travel and recreation for dispersed camping. big game retreval, firewood
collection, dispersed shooting as outlined in the above comments and the Navajo County
Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives.

FORESTED ECOSYSTEMS RESTORATION AND CATASTROPHIC WILDFIRE
PREVENTION OBJECTIVES

Navajo County appreciates and supports the fact that Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative,
ineludes a clear prionty for restoration treatments (PDEIS p. 21), as does Alternative C (PDEIS
p. 23), as does Altemmative D (PDEIS p. 25), and as also does Altemative A, the no action
alternative (PDELS p. 19), despite the fact that restoration treatments were not emphasized in the
1987 Plan.

Circumstantial constraints and challenges for the Navajo County AND the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests planning efforts

As previously noted, Navajo County recognizes that the issues of forested ecosystem restoration
and forest products management are fundamentally different, and are typically not discussed
simultaneously in ecosystems non-departed or little departed from charactenistic historical
conditions. However, as the Forest Service and Navajo County both generally acknowledge,
current conditions in the forested ecosystems and especially in the ponderosa pine and dry or wet
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mixed comfers dominated forests of eastern Arizona, are considerably departed from historical
conditions and at risk of continued uncharacteristic disturbances such as landscape scale
catastrophic crown fires or insect infestations,

Also as previously noted, Navajo County acknowledges and appreciates the efforts endeavored
by the Forest Service and particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to pioneer larger
scale restoration efforts such as the White Mountains Stewardship Project. Navajo County has
been and continues to be supportive of the White Mountain Stewardship Project and of its
funding, as a practical tool to initiate larger scale treatments and to incentivize the creation of a
small diameter trees utilization infrastructure. Simultancously, Navajo County acknowledges that
the model of subsidized restoration treatments is not scalable at landscape scale, as is required to
restore the forests of Arizona. for lack of agency funding. As proposed in the Four Forest
Restoration Initiative, an imitiative that Navajo County was instrumental in creating, fostenng
and developing. landscape scale forest ecological restoration appears currently feasible only if it
is finded by the economically viable utilization of the forested byproducts of restoration by
private industry. While it is actually not a novation when it comes to forest products as timber
sales have been for centuries an established form of natural resources valuation and have funded
the management of the resources. the concept of ecosystem service monetization is relatively
new to the discussion of ecological restoration funding, and its full implications are still being
tested

As a consequence, Navajo Counly proposes that both the County and the Apache-Sitgreaves
MNational Forests operate under very specific circumstantial constraints when it comes to forest
restoration, in as much as the forest products industry in Arizona is the funding mechanism for
landscape scale restoration in eastem Arizona, which imposes the concept of social acceptability
or “social license” for the re-introduction of appropriate scale industry logging activities at the
landscape scale on the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.

Navajo County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives

The Navajo County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives for the upeoming planning cyele therefore include, among others:
1) Design and implement landscape-scale, o based, industry-supported, accelerated
community protection and forested ecosystems restoration in the 2.4 million acre
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer deminated forest of the Mogollon Rim.

2) Develop and sustain the social license required by Southwestern Regional Forester
Corbin Newman as a prerequisite to the implementation of industry-supported landscape
scale restoration.

3

el

Create in eastern Arzona the wood supply conditions for private industry investments in
a new economically viable small diameter frees and residual biomass utilization
infrastructure capable of funding the initial ecological restoration thinming of at least
50,000 acres of ponderosa pine and/or mixed conifer dominated forests annually for the
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next 20 years, then the mair of the desired future condiions in subsequent
decades.

4) Wherever possible, prioritize forest byproducts treatments (mechamical treatments)

funded by economically viable utilization, over non byproducts treatments (fire as first
enfry thinming treatments) in order to create and sustain the wood supply necessary for a
new era of forest produets industry-based econorme growth and employvment in eastern
Arizona with multiple industiial scale new investments.

5) Subordinate for as long as required in the upeoming planning cyele the scientific
silvieulture priorities and traditional forest products management methods for sustained
vield of harvest volumes on a regulated non declining even-flow basis for the long term,
to the overriding priority of implementing as expeditiously as possible landscape scale
restoration based primarily on mechanical treatments producing forest products.

6) Subordinate for as long as required in the upcoming planning cycle the scientific

silviculture prionties and traditional forest products management methods for uneven age

management to the overriding necessity of sustaining the social license required to
implement landscape scale restoration expeditiously and in a non conflictual and non-
litigions manner, as relates to the protection of old growth and the retention of large trees

(upcoming old growth where vegetative structural stages (VS8S) 5 and 6 are deficient).

=

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

As also previously noted although Navajo County retains and employs many talented
individuals at the peak of the knowledge curve in their respective fields, Navajo County does not
generally define its role in the public lands management process as a role of science provider or
resourees technical specialist. Rather, as a body representing the most direct and local expression
of democratic government at the individual district or national forest level. Navajo County more
generally defines its role at the policy-making level as it relates to public lands management
processes.

Further, for clarification, Navajo County wants to emphasize that although it generally supports
the use of Best Available Scientific Information (BASI) for management decision, the County
does not support the exclusive use of technical sciences to formulate policies or to make strategic
decisions that have an important impact on, and therefore must integrate, social sciences in the
decision making process. For example, Navajo County believes that while there is no scienee in
the long debated issue of a diameter cap for restoration treatments, that question is nevertheless
irrelevant as the issue of large trees retention is not a technical issue but a social issue that cannot
be adequately addressed by an exclusively scientific approach.

Therefore, the Mavajo County comments as relates to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention will purposefully not address technical issues of silviculture,
such as uneven aged composition, regeneration openings, sustained yield timber production, stc.
but be focused on what the County believes to be the cnux of the successful and timely
implementation of the overriding prority of landscape scale scientifically AND socially
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acceptable — if admittedly imperfect — ecological restoration and catastrophic wildfire
prevention, as follows:

- Social acceptability of proposad treatments;

- Speed of completion of landscape scale restoration,

- Proritization of treatments.

As previously stated, MNavajo County appreciates and supports the realism of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan team when stating: “the alternatives were
realistically designed to reflect anticipated budgets and workforce capabilities™ (DEIS p. 440 It
is therefore not a criticism of the work produced by the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan team but a simple reality for Navajo County to observe that, as stated in the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests’ own analysis that: “none of the alternatives would actually
treat enough acres fast enough to fully reach desired conditions within the first 5 decades”™ (DEIS
p. 4405

Alternative 4

Alternative A uses both mechanical and buming treatments for timber management and to
reduce threats to communities from wildfire. On average, approximately 17,000 acres per year
would be treated in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs), primarnly in
ponderosa pine (PDEIS p. 19). Alternative A would require 42 years to thin all forested
overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444), and would emphasize mechanical treatments around
communities and in the Community Forest Intermix Management Area {CFIMA), a subset of the
Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs), many of which have already been treated and
now only require follow up maintenance thinning (PDEIS p. 445). Alternative A would use
diameter caps for some projects (PDEIS p. 444).

MNavajo County believes that the pace and priorities of Alternative A do not meet the ecological
needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the safety, health and economic well-being
neads of the White Mountains residents and wisitors, nor the Navajo County Forested
Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Alternative B

Alternative B uses both mechanical and burning treatments for timber management and to reduce
threats to communities from wildfire. The majority of treatments, from 5.000 to 35,000 acres per
year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in ponderosa ping,
although thers would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 21), and up to 25.000 acres
per vear of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) would be treated to
remove encroaching woody species (PDEIS p. 21). However, Alternative B would produce
harvest volumes below the long term sustained yield capacity (LTSYC) and would therefore
continue to result in overgrown forests that would be more susceptible to uncharactenstic
disturbances such as severe wildfire or insect/disease outbreaks (DEIS p. 440), and Alternative B
would require 34 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444). Alternative B would
not use 16-inch diameter caps (DEIS p. 443). In alternative B cutting would be prioritized in
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areas identified in community wildfire protection plans (CWPPs) and prionity watersheds which
include large acreages of untreated pine and dry mixed conifer forests (PDEIS p. 444).

MNavajo County believes that an intelligent implementation of the exception mechanisms
identified in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative stakeholders-approved document Ofd Growth
Frotection and Large Tree Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) can allow Alternative B to proceed
without using 16-inch diameter caps.

However, Navajo County believes that even though the priorities of Alternative B are adequate,
the pace of restoration under Alternative B does not meet the ecological needs of the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests, nor the safety, health and economic well-being needs of the White
Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Navajo County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and
Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Alternative C

Alternative C primarily uses mechanical treatment methods. The majonty of treatments, from
5,500 to 55,000 acres per year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would
ocewr in ponderosa ping, although there would be treatments in all forested PNVTs (PDEIS
p.23}. Under Alternative C the reduction of the maost amount of overgrowth backlog would take
place in the first 3 decades, and it would continue to remove more backlog in decade 4 until it
levels off at decade 5 (DEIS p. 440). Multiple resource objectives would be best met by
balancing forest wood volume growth rates with removal of forest wood volumes. This would
reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfires and other extreme or long-lasting disturbances (DEIS
p. 440). Alternatives C would not use 16-inch diameter caps (DEILS p. 443). Alternative C would
require 23 years to thin all forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444). Alternative C would
emphasize treatments on suitable timberlands, the Community Forest Intermix Management
Area, and other lands that can contribute wood products (PDEIS p. 444).

Mavajo County belisves that an intelligent implementation of the exception mechanisms
identified in the Four Forest Restoration Inmitiative stakeholders-approved document Old Growth
Protection and Large Tree Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) can allow Altemnative C to procesd
without using 16-inch diameter caps.

Despite the fact that Alternative C does not include significant grassland restoration as currently
planned, Navajo County believes that the priorities and pace of restoration under Alternative C
provide the closest match to the ecological needs of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, the
safety, health and economic well-being needs of the White Mountains residents and visitors, and
the Navajo County Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives.

Alternative D

Altemative D emphasizes natural processes, primarily buming (planned and unplanned
igmitions), with limited mechanical treatments. The majonty of treatments, from 7.500 to 50,000
acres per year, in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in
ponderosa pine, although there would be emphasis to treat all forested PNVTs (PDEIS p. 25). It
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would produce the least wood product volumes, due to its emphasis on using fire as the primary
treatment method, as well as a 16-inch diameter cap imposed on these few acres that are
mechanmically thinned or cut (PDEIS p. 443). Alternative D would require 24 years to thin all
forested overgrown lands (PDEIS p. 444). Altematives D would emphasize mechanical
treatments around communities and in the Community Forest Intermix Management Area
(CFIMA), a subset of the commumty wildfire protection plans (CWPPs), many of which have
already been treated and now only require follow up maintenance thinning (PDEIS p. 445), and
burning treatments in the forested potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) would occur in
ponderosa pine, although there would be emphasis to treat all forested PNVTs,

Navajo County believes that even though the pace of restoration under Alternative D is adequate.
the pricrities and types of treatment under Alternative D do not meet the ecological needs of the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, nor the custom, culture and economic well-being needs of
the White Mountains residents and visitors, nor the Navajo County Forested Ecosystems
Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention Objectives.

Requested and suggested corrective action for the Progr tic Final Envir 1
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County respectfully requests that the Selected Allernative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include the provisions of Alternative C as relates to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and proritization.

Mavajo County further respectfully requests that the Selected Altemative in the Prc tic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include the provisions of Alternative B as relates to the restoration of 25,000
acres per year of grasslands (primanly the Great Basin and semi-dssert types).

Mavajo County also respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include specific gudelines to integrate the provisions of the Four Forest Restoration
Initiative stakeholders-approved document Old Growth Protection and Large Tree Retention
Strategy (OGPLTRS) to allow treatments to proceed without using 16-inch diameter caps while
retaining the social hicense necessary for an expeditious, non conflichml and non-litigious
implementation of landseape scale restoration.

WATERSIHEDS RESTORATION OBJECTIVES

MNavajo County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan team using the Watershed Condition Framework
(WCF) and assessment tool when addressing Class 1 (Funetioning), Class 2 (Functioning- At-
Risk) and Class 3 (Impaired) watersheds, Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) for 6th level
Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) watersheds (sub watersheds) condition, and prionty watershed
treatment objectives,
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While Navajo County agress with the technical definition provided by the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests Land Management Plan team: “Watershed condition is the state of the physical
and biclogical charactenistics and processes within a watershed that affect the hydrologic and scil
functions that support aquatic ecosystems™ (PDEIS p. 63}, the County also believes that a cntical
social consequence of the physical and biological characteristics and processes should be added
to the definition to read: “ ... that support aquatic ecosystems AND THE PRODUCTION OF
WATER FOR DOWNSTREAM CONSUMPTION.™

Critical role of the Mogollon Rim watersheds for Arizona

Uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona have a demonstrated
negative impact on the conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place. In
addition to the damages caused to communities and ecosystemns by the fires themselves, the most
commeon negative effects on watersheds documented after the Rodeo-Chediski Fire, some arcas
of the Wallow Fire, and the Schultz Fire, among others, are: uncharacteristic runoffs,
catastrophic flooding, accelerated and aggravated soil erosion, streams and reservoirs
sedimentation, and long lerm severe disturbance of the watershed functions.

The Rim Country constitutes a large portion of the watersheds that contribute significantly to the
water supply of the metro Arzona and greater Phoenix area. The threat of additional
uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires in eastern Arizona. especially on the south
slopes of the Mogollon Rim raises serious concem about the conservation and operation of the
eastern Arizona watersheds. Additionally. the specific threat to the East Clear Creek watershed
poses an existential threat to the town of Payson water supply.

With the growing realization that uncharacteristic landscape scale forest crown fires affect the
conservation and operation of the watersheds in which they take place, efforts to protect
watersheds have been recently initiated in the Southwest. Several of these efforts focus on the
monetization of the ecosystem services provided by the watersheds, and on an attempt to enrcll
the financial contribution of the downstream beneficiaries of the services (water consumers in
this case) to the financial costs of protecting the upstream provider areas and the utility comdors
delivening the services {forests, watersheds and water collection and distribution infrastructures
al risks of catastrophic fires in this case). Such efforts were pioneered by the Denver Forest to
Faucet project in Colorado, or the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed Protection project in New
Mexico, among others. In Arizona, with the active contribution of Mavajo County, an effort to
create the Anizona Watersheds Investment Fund {AWIF) is underway. and in Flagstaff, Ballot
Question #405 received electors” approval in November 2012 for the issuance of a $10 million
municipal bond to finance the restoration treatments of high threat areas in the Rio de Flag and
Lake Mary watersheds to provide greater protection to the community from the impacts of fires
and floods.

Three watershed issues are of particular concern to Navajo County:

1} After years of collaborative debate, the model of industry supported restoration is
recognized by most stakeholders as the only model that has the economic capatility to be
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scaled up to landscape scale. However, the sole mmplementation of this model is
insufficient. in as much as industry supported restoration is not applicable in areas where:
- the merchantable matenial vield is insufficient for mechanical treatments to be
economically viable;,
- access by mechanical harvesting equipment is restrictedd such as in steep slopes,
high erosion areas, riparian areas, etc.
Mechanical treatments implemented in low productivity areas, and non-mechamical
treatments such as fire as a thinning tool, or hand thinning, are therefore candidates for
ecosystem services funding, and systematized ecosystem services monetization is
required in order to participate to the overall finding of landscape scale restoration.

2

—

Conversely. despite the logic of its concept, the keen interest of some stakeholders weary
of a potentially dominant role of the wood industry in the relationship with the Forest
Service, and the momentum that the monetization of ecosystem services in general - and
watershed services in particular - is expected to gain. the monetization of watershed
services 15 unlikely to be able to bear the full cost of restoration estimated to be
approximately $1,000 per acre in eastern Anzona, resulting in an estimated total cost of
approximately $1 billion for the 1 million acres requiting thinning restoration treatments.
Continued education is therefore required to insure simultaneously that:
- the model of ecosystem services monetization funding is not viewed as an
alternative to the model of industry supported funding;
- the model of industry supported funding is not viewed as an alternative to the
mode] of ecosystem services monetization funding;
- both modzls, and possibly others, are viewed as complementary to sach other.

3) The restoration of forested ecosystemns, ponderosa pine and mixed conifer dominated, in
the watersheds of the slopes of the Mogollon Rim in general, and specifically in the East
Clear Creek watershed, is an objective prionty, after the direct protection of communities
and infrastructures, among other areas in eastern Arzoma also in nesd of restoration
treatments.

Navajo County Watersheds Restoration Objectives

The Navajo County Watersheds Restoration Objectives for the upcoming planning cyele
therefore include, among others:

1) Prioritize restoration and catastrophic fire prevention treatments in the watersheds, after
the dirset protection of communities and infrastructures, on the slopes of the Mogollon
Rim in general, and specifically in the East Clear Creek watersheds, the Verde River
watersheds, the Little Colorado River watersheds, the Upper Gila River watersheds and
the Upper Salt River watersheds.

2) Develop the Anzona Watersheds Investment Fund (AWIF), andior similar imtiatives in

order to fund restoration treatments that cannot be funded by the wood industry

utilization of the forest byproducts of restoration in areas where the merchantable
material vield is insufficient for mechanical treatments to be economically viable, and/or

=
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access by mechamcal harvesting equipment is restricted, such as in steep slopes, high
erosion areas, riparian argas, ete.

3) Develop in parallel and a complementary manner all models of walersheds restoration
funding such as industry funding, ecosystem services finding, municipal bonds funding,
ete.

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

Degrading factors and selection of priority watersheds

Mavajo County believes that a clear distinction must be mads between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors. and between natural processes and management effects. The
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan lists as common degrading factors: high road density, poor
aquatic habitat conditions, poor fire regime conditions, poor aquatic biota conditions, impaired
soil conditions (PDEIS p. 65). High road density and poor fire regime conditions may contribute
to watersheds degradation, but impaired soil condition, non-functioning riparian or aquatic areas
and sedimentation are not degrading factors but the effects of degrading factors. Navajo County
is concerned that a proper causality analysis is required to design effective restoration actions.

Navajo County agrees with the prioritization methodology used to designate watersheds, but is
concerned that “the selection of these watersheds is ongoing; and. once selected, will be a major
consideration for implementation of projects in some alternatives™ (PDEIS p. 64). Considering
the fact that according to the Watershed Condition Framework (WCF) only 32% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests 176 oth level Hydrologic Unit Code watersheds (HUCs) are
currently considered to be functioning properly (Class 1), and a full 68% are functioning-at-risk
{Class 2) (PDEIS p. 65), and considering the critical importance and scarcity of water resources
in metro Anzona, Navajo County believes that the watershed treatments prioritization effort
must be given a higher priotty and potentially larger resources so that the preservation
treatments of Class 1 watersheds and the restoration treatments of Class 2 watersheds can be
appropriately priortized. Similarly, Navajo County believes that it is critical to complete
expeditiously the analysis of the 50 watersheds potentially affected by the recent Wallow Fire as
some - but not all - watersheds were heavily affected, resulting in a probable shift to a lower
class (PDEIS p. 65).

Alternative 4

Based on the above, Navajo County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests its opposition to Altemative A, the no action alternative, as relates to
watersheds restoration objectives.

Navajo County understands that watersheds restoration was not an objective of actuality when

the 1987 Plan was developed. However, Navajo County canmot support an alternative that would
result, among others, in the designation of zero prionity watersheds to be treated during the
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upeorming planming eyele in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (PDEIS p. 67). This
alternative is so departed from the White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable
future safety, health and economic well-being needs, and from the Navajo County Watersheds
Restoration Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the County’s
perspective,

Alternative B, C and D

Altematives B, the Preferred Alternative. and Altemative D concentrate treatments in priority
watersheds and allow a better opportunity for restoring or maintaining watersheds across the
forests (PDEIS p. 67). Under both Alternatives B and D, 10 watersheds are designated as priority
watersheds to be treated in the 15 year planning period (PDEIS p. 67). Alternative C also has an
objective to treat 10 priority watersheds, in the potential natural vegetation types (PNVTs) that
can contribute to economic sustainability (PDEIS p. 67).

Since it 1s unclear to Navajo County whether the 10 prionity watersheds designated under
Alternatives, B, C and D have higher or lower priority levels as compared to each other, the
County favors Altemative C as relates to watersheds restoration objectives due to the fact that
generally Alternative C meets more closely the various Navajo County Objectives,

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County respectfully suggests that the Selected Altemnative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include a revised analysis differentiating more clearly between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors on watersheds physical and biological characteristics and processes
that affect the hydrologic and soil functions, and between natural processes and management
effects, so that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of effective restoration and
management actions.

MANAGEMENT AREAS DESIGNATION OBJECTIVES

Navajo County appreciates and supports the analysis performed by the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests Land Management Plan team for gement areas designation when
addressing community forest intermix, high use developed recreation areas, energy corridors, the
Heber Wild Horse Temitory, natural landscape, inventoried roadless areas {(which are technically
not management areas per se¢ but an administrative designation), recommended and current
wildemess areas, the Blue Range Primitive Area, recommended and current research natural
areas, wildlife quiet areas and wild and scenic rivers,

Mavajo County appreciates and supports the fact that certain characteristics of landscapes,
viewscapes or bioscapes are unique and deserve protection, preservation and conservation; that a
balanced approach to the enjoviment of all requires a spectrum of management areas extending
from high use developed recreation areas to pristine wildernesses, that the enjoyment of future
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generations may require protection, preservation and conservation management actions that may
constrain cwrrent generations; that areas of wildlife undisturbed habitats are necessary for big
game and other wildlife to reside with mimmal disturbance from motorized vehicle use; that
preserving the natural character of the national forest landscape 1s important to any of these
goals; that scientific research in ecosystems characteristics and functions are necessary for the
continuons improvement of management decisions; and that designations by Congress and/or
Presidential Orders must be implemented.

Navajo County Manag it Areas Designation Objectives

The Navajo County Management Areas Designation Objectives for the upcoming planning cyele
therefore include, among others:

1) Maintain a balanced approach in the designation of man nt areas including general
forest area, community forest intermix, high use developed recreation areas. ensrgy
corridors, the Heber Wild Horse Temitory, natural landscape, inventoried roadless areas
(which are techmeally not ient areas per se but an administrative designation),
recommendsd and cument wildemess areas, the Blue Range Pnmitive Area,
recommended and current research natural areas, wildlife quuet areas and wild and scenic
rivers, that meets the requi ts of 1 ent for multiple resource objectives and
that meets the safety. health. economic well-being, custom and culture needs of the
Mavajo County residents and visitors,

2

—

Prevent the departure from the current condition of balanced management for multiple
resource objectives by the designation of inappropriately large management areas of
more than 10% of the land area individually or 25% collectively, characterized by the
restriction of most multiple resource objectives management or enjoyment activities, such
as but not restricted to wilderness arsas or primitive areas,

Gap between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests land management plan and the
Navajo County objectives, plans and policies

Alternative D

Navajo County wants to commumncate unambiguously to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
its opposition to Alternative D.

Navajo County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Navajo County acknowledges and
appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring altematives such as Alternative D. However,
Mavajo County cannot support an alternative that would result, among others, in the
recommendation for the designation of 25% of the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests as
Wilderness Areas (PDEIS p. 26), in addition to the existing 10% of the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests already managed as a Prmitive Area. This alternative is so departed from the
White Mountains residents’ past, current, and foreseeable fiture custom, culture, safety and
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econommic well-being needs, and from the Navajo County Management Areas Designation
Objectives, that it does not warrant any further discussion from the County’s perspective.

Alternatives B

Navajo County is concemned that 20% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests would be
designated as Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative B, the Preferred Altemative. While
MNavajo County appreciates the need for retaining the natural landscape characteristics of the
Arizona national forests, and understands that MNatural Landscape Areas provide primitive and
semi-primitive  recreation opportunities, both non-motorized and motorized, and that
management activities for ecological restoration purposes may oceur in them (PDEILS p. 608), the
County is concemned that such management activities for ecological restoration purposes are
limited (PDEIS p. 608), and that such Natural Landscape Areas may therefore remain at high
risk of uncharacteristic landscape scale disturbances such as non-natural high severity crown
fires or insect infestation,

Conversely, Navajo County realizes that such Natural Landscape Areas may be designated in
areas where management activities for ecological restoration purposes may already be limited by
physical characteristics such as terrain inaccessibility and/or ecomorme wnviability of industry
supported mechanical treatments. Navajo County therefore requests further information on the
potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape Areas under Alternative
B.

Alternative

It is unclear to Navajo County why the 322,000 acres currently designated as Inventoried
Roadless Areas (IRAs). which are technically not management areas per se but an administrative
designation (Alternative A, the no action altemative), and maintained under Alternative B, the
Preferred Alternative, and Altemative D, would be eliminated under Alternative C (PDEIS p.
349). Considering that the 17 Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) on the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests include rough, broken ferrain with steep-sided canyons and are located in low
population areas (PDEIS p. 346) and are generally difficultly accessible by motonized vehicles,
and considering that the Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) are not management areas but
overlay a variety of management areas, including management areas already prohibiting
motorized travel, the benefits of this proposed elimination is not immediately obwious to the
County.

Navajo County therefore requests further information on the rationale supporting the propoesed
climination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under
Alternative C.

Other area di

& &

under all action alternatives (Alternatives B, C and D)
Navajo County observes the continued creeping trend toward ever increasing restrictive

management area designations in the action alternatives of the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
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Plan, such as increasing wilderness areas from 23,000 acres to 30,000 acres (PDEIS p. 362-363);
increasing research natural areas from 2,500 acres to 8.000 acres (PDEIS p. 372); increasing
wildlife quiet arsas from 59,000 acres to 65,000 acres (PDEIS p. 254); but the County remains
satisfied that the acreage increase of these areas is essentially insignificant in relation to the 2.1
million acre total land area of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.

Therefore with the exception of the recommendation for the designation of 25% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests as Wilderness Areas under Alternative D; the request for further
information on the potential location of the propesed 405,000 acres of Natural Landscape Areas
under Alternative B; and the request for further information on the rationale supporting the
proposed elimination of the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under
Altemative C: Navajo County supports the management area designations under all action
alternatives (Alternatives B, C and I} as follows: Community Forest Intermix: ~61,000 acres
(3%}, High Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres (1%); Energy Corridor; ~2.500 acres
{<1%). Wild Horse Territory: ~19,000 acres (1%, Wildlife Quiet Area; ~50,000 acres (2%):
Research Natural Area; ~8,000 acres (<1%); Primitive Area: ~200.000 acres (10%); and existing
Wilderness: ~23,000 (1%).

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statermnent for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan include specific information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of
Matural Landscaps Areas under Alternative B.

MNavajo County further respectfully suggests that the Selected Alternative in the Programmatic
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan include information on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of
the existing 322,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alternative C.

PART 3 - PLANNING ISSUES

In its review of the proposed directives revising the forest service handbook (FSH 1909.12) and
the forest service manual (FSM 1920) and establishing procedures and responsibilities for
implementing the 2012 national forest system land management planning regulation set out at 36
CFR part 219, Navajo County identified issues and shortcomings that are of a nature to affect the
Programmatic Draft Environmental lmpact Statement For The Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan.

Navajo County fully understands that the opportunity to comment on the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan is neither an opportunity to comment on the 2012 Planning Rule or its implementation
directives, nor an opportunity to comment on a specific proposed management action, such as a
travel management plan or a restoration project. MNonetheless, precisely because the
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Pro ic Final Envirc 1 Impact St for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan will establish the parameters for all subsequent management actions in
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests in the upcoming planning cycle, Navajo County believes

that it is critical for the Programmatic Final Envirc | Impact Stat t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land M nent Plan to specifically list, and therefore make part
of any subsequent manag, t action, guidelines on how to conduct the monitoring, adaptive

management framework, use of best available scientific information to inform the land
management planning process, public participation and the role of collaboration. and the
objection process.

MONITORING

Mavajo Counfy observes that the entire discussion on monitoring strategy, aside from the
incidental use of the word ‘monitoring” in various other contexts, in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan oceupies the whole of 2 lines: “All action alternatives include the same monitoring strategy
as identified in chapter 5 of the proposed plan™ (PDEIS p. 28) in the 681 page document. Navajo
County further observes that the referred Monitoring Strategy in the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan is only an approximately 4 page long very brief discussion of
monitoring in general terms including a 3 page table of planned monitoring questions,
monitoring methods, units of measure, and frequency of measurements (p. 135 — 139) in a 283
page document.

Mavajo County is concernzd that the scarce mentions of monitoring in the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan and the very cursory ‘“Monitoring Strategy” included in the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for monitoring in the current
planning process. This would be in contradiction with the requirement of the 2012 national
Planning Rule and its proposed implementation directives.

Navajo County appreciates and supports the important role given to monitoring in the proposed
directives. We believe that the content of the proposed directives is adequate, although
sometimes very succinet, when addressing 31.1 - Best Available Scientific Information for
Momtoring, 31.2 - Public Participation for Monitoring; 32.1 - Developing the Plan Monitoring
Program; 32.11 - Selecting Monitoring Questions; 32.12 - Selecting Monitoring Indicators; 32.13
- Content of the Plan Monitoring Program: 32.13a - Select Watershed Conditions; 32.13b -
Ecological Conditions for Terrestrial, Riparian and Aquatic Ecosystems, and At Risk Species;
32.13¢ - Focal Species; 32.13d - Visitor Use, Visitor Satisfaction, and Recreation Objectives,
32.13e - Climate Change and Other Stressors; 32.13f - Desired Conditions and Objectives:
32.13g - Productivity of the Land; 32.2 - Documenting the Plan Monitoring Program; 32.3 -
Transitioning to the Plan Monitoring Program; and 32.4 - Changing the Plan Monitoring
Program.

Issue
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However, Navajo County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opporhunity to
address and correct what is arguably the Achilles” heel of many if not most monitoring efforts
endeavored by national forests staff. Specifically, however well planned, monitoring 1s often not
implemented or superficially or partially implemented for lack of resources or funding,

Additionally, Navajo County also believes that the proposed directives do not address a cnitical
weakness in the concept of 31.2 - Public Participation for Monitoring and specifically in the
multi-party monitoring section thereof. Specifically, while Navajo County applands the Forest
Service for including in the proposed directives the concept of public participation in monitoring,
and specifically multi-party monitoring, we believe that the Forest Service misses a critical
opportunity to build robustness in the system by failing to make the findings of multi-party
meonitoring boards binding on the Forest Service responsible official.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Envir 1 Impact St
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Momtonng implementation plan

Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan be expanded to include in very
specific terms the requirements for quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring
processes, and the resources allocation and funding necessary to implement them, somewhat akin
to the structured quality control plans and budgets common in the business world, to insure that
strategic monitoring plans are quantifiably and qualitatively implemented.

Specifically. Navajo County suggests that a very specific monitoring implementation plan and
budget be added to the planning and NEPA review process of all projects, be submitted to public
review and comments in the Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS). be included in the
Records of Decisions (ROD) and be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statements
(FEIS) for all projects. so as to insure that monitoring will actually be implemented and funded.

Practically, Navajo Coumty suggests a three ier monitoring plan articulated as follows:

1. Quantitative implementation compliance monitoring.
The purpose of the quantitalive implementation comphiance monitoring is to answer the
question “was the job done?” While generally this assessment is made by the Forest
Service contract management team when a contractor is involved, it is suggested that this
step becomes the beginning of the process rather than offen the end of it.

Specific quantitative implementation compliance monitoring measures can be defined at
the planning stage and specific resources requirements can be calculated at the planning
stage. The plan must include, disclose and commit the responsible official to provide the
resources and budget required.

I Qualitative implementation compliance monitoring.
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The purpose of the qualitative implementation compliance monitoring 1s to answer the
question “was the job done correetly?” The need for qualitative implementation
monitoring increases rapidly with the complexity of the actions undertaken. For example,
complex forest restoration prescripions implemented using designation by description
{DxD}) or designation by prescription (DxP) create substantial room for interpretation by
the operators and may result in outcomes substantially different on the ground from those
intended by the resources specialists who write the prescriptions, Verifying that
implementation complies not only guantitatively but qualitatively with the management
decision is especially important when the third tier of monitoring is intended, as
effectiveness can only be meaningfully analyzed if the actual treatments outcomes are
aligned with the intended cutcomes.

Specific qualitative implementation compliance monitoring measures can be defined at
the planning stage and specific resources requirements can be caleulated at the planning
stage. The plan must include, disclose and commit the responsible official to provide the
resources and budget required.

1. Effectivensss momtonng,

The purpose of the effectiveness monitoring is to answer the question “do the outcomes
of the management decision produce the intended effects?” The need for effectiveness
monitoring increases rapidly with the complexity and spatial and temporal scopes of the
actions undertaken. especially in projects where cumulative effects analysis assumes a
speculative nature owing to the scale and duration of the management action. For
example, landscape scale forest restoration over 2 million acres in 20 years, as
endeavored in the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, an initiative that Navajo County was
instrumental in creating and fostering. is largely unconceivable without the concept of
adaptive management. as we know the Forest Service realizes. However, adaptive
management i1s but an empty rhetoric, and any management action and the NEPA
analysis thereof 1s flawed, if robust three tier momitoring as described here above is not
implement.

Specific effectiveness monitoring processes can be defined at the planning stage and
specific resources requirements can be caleulated at the planning stage, The plan must
mclude, disclose and commut the responsible official to provide the resources and budget
required,

Navajo County further suggests that in addition to the requirement for three functionally
different and compl y tiers, the Pr tic Final Environmental Impact Statement for
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan specifically direct the
responsible officials to include robust qualitative and effectiveness indicators since easy to
collect and process quantitative indicators, such as acres treated, tons of biomass removed or
forage utilization, often vield very little meaningfill information on the resulting health and
resilience of a forest stand/or the health and productivity of a grazing range for example.
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Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land Management Plan be expanded to include in very
specific terms the requirements for the responsible officials to be bound by the findings of multi-
party monitoring boards.
Navajo County fully appreciates and und Is, and has been on the receiving end on
numerous occasions of the classic retort that such dispesitions would violate the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), or that federal line officials are not authorized to share their
decision making authority. However, it is not suggested here that responsible officials surrender
their decision making authority to a multi-party monitoring board, but be required to act upon the
findings of a multi-party monitoring board in a manner that appropriately addresses the issues
raised by the multi-party monitoring board.

Please refer to the Public Participation and the Role of Collaboration section of this letter, here
under, for further discussion of this substantial issue.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

Navajo County observes that there are only 14 instances of the use of the words ‘adaptive
management’ in the Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, and that there are a grand total of 17 lines
dedicated to the discussion of adaptive management in the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (PDEILS p.
43-44) in the 681 page document. Navajo County further observes that are only 7 instances of
the use of the words “adaptive management’ in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan itself, in a 283 page document.

Although there is an approximately 4 page long very brief discussion of menitoring including a 3
page table of planned monitoring questions, monitoring methods, units of measure. and
frequency of measurements in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan
{p. 135 — 139), Navajo County 1s concemned that the scarce mentions of menitoring and adaptive
management in the Prog tic Draft Envir | Trpact Stat t and the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan may reflect an insufficient role for adaptive
management in the current planming process. This would be in contradiction with the
requirement of the 2012 national Planming Rule and its propesed implementation directives.

Navajo County appreciates and supports the important role given to the adaptive management
framework in the proposed directives. We believe that the key features of adaptive management
included in the proposed directives are adequate when addressing: 1. Characterizing explicitly
uncertainty and assumptions; 2, Testing assumptions and collecting data using appropriate
temporal and spatial scales; 3. Analyzing new information obtained through monitoring and
project experience: 4. Learning from feedback between monitoring and decisions:; 5. Adapting
assumptions and strategies to design better plans and management direction; 6. Making iterative
and responsive decisions, evaluating results, and adjusting actions on the basis of what has been
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learned, and 7. Creating an open and transparent process that shares learmng internally and with
the public.

Issue

However, Navajo County believes that the proposed directives miss a crifical opportumity to
provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials in actually implementing adaptive
management, by limiting recommendations to a one and a half page general description of the
three phases of planning (assessment, planning. and monitoring) in Title 36, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part 219). Specifically, Navajo County acknowledges that the
Forest Service includes some measure of action in paragraph d of its third step (monitoring): “d.
Adapt planming and ivities hased on learing from the rvesults of the analysis.
This adaptation takes the form of modifving assumptions, models, data, and understanding of the
system. This knowledge is then used to inform the planning process that leads to adjustment of
plans and projects.” Nonetheless, Navajo County believes that an entire fourth step of what is
generally accepted by academmia and the professional world as the adaptive management
framework is missing from the proposed directive, nmamely. comective action in the
implementation of a large scale long duration management action.

Navajo County does not fault the Forest Service or the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR
part 219} for a truncated framework, as many management actions. especially in national forests
over the last quarter century have been implemented at a scale and scope sufficiently limited that
learning from the execution of a given project could only be applied to other projects,
considering the rapid completion of small projects. However, as large, long and extremely
complex management actions such as landscape scale forest restoration are endeavored, the likes
of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative include more than 2 million acres over 20 years, the
need for adaptive and very probably comrective action within the existing project and within the
existing NEPA Record of Decision is clearly emerging.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Tmpact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County suggests that the three phases of planning (assessment, planning, and monitoring)
in Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part 219) designed to support a
framework for adaptive management that will facilitate leaming and continuous improvement in
plans and agency decision making, be augmented in the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan with a
fourth phase that outlines clearly the responsibility and authority of responsible officials to
implement adaptive and if necessary corrective action during the implementation of large scale
long duration specific projects as a response to quantitative, qualitative, and effectivensss
menitoring of the project.

Navajo County further suggests that in order to avoid the difficulty and complexity of having to
complete new and different NEPA analyses prior to implementing adaptive or corrective action
during the implementation of a given project, the NEPA analysis of complex, large scale, long
term projects be specifically designed from inception to formalize the inclusion of a four phase
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adaptive management framewaork, and to include the possibility for and the responsibility of the
ling officers to implement a range of actions as necessary to adapt to the emergence of data from
effectiveness monitoring, and to mest the purpose and need of the proposed action and preferred
alternative,

USE OF BEST AVAILABLE SCIENTIFIC INFORMATION TO INFORM THE LAND
MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS

Navajo County appreciates and supports the important role given to the use of best available
scientific information to inform the land management planning process in the proposed directives
when addressing: 42.1 - Use of Best Available Scientific Information; 42.11 - Integration of the
BASI in the Planning Process; 42.11a - Assessment Phase; 42.11b - Planning Phase; 42.11¢ -
Monitoring, 42.12 - Characteristics of Quality Scientific Information; 42.13 - BASI
Determination Process; 42.14 - Attributes of the BASI: Uncertainties, Risks. and Assumptions;
42.15 - Sources of Scientific Information; 42.16 - Data Quality; 42,17 - Documentation of the
BASI in the Planmng Process; 42.17a - Documentation of the BAST in the Assessment Report,
42.17Tb - Documentation of the BASI in the Plan Decision Document; and 422 - Optional
Science Reviews in the Land Management Planning Process,

Navajo County further appreciates and supports the important role given to assessing social and
economic sustanability and nultiple uses in the assessment process when addressing: 13.1 -
Assessing Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.11 - Social, Cultral, and Economic
Context; 13.12 - Important Social, Cultural, and Economic Influences on the Plan Area; 13.13 -
How the Plan Area Influences Key Social, Cultural, and Economic Conditions; 13.14 - Sources
of Relevant Existing Information for Social, Cultural, and Economic Cenditions; 13.2 -
Assessing Benefits People Obtain from the NFS Plan Area; 133 - Assessing Multiple Uses;
13.31 - Outdoor Recreation; 13,32 — Range; 13.33 — Timber: 13.34 — Watershed; 13.35 - Fish
and Wildhife; 13.4 - Assessing Recreation Settings, Opportunities and Access, and Scenic
Character; 13.5 - Assessing Renewable and Nonrenewable Energy and Mineral Resources: 13.6 -
Assessing Infrastructure; 13.7 - Assessing Areas of Tribal Importance; 13.8 - Assessing Cultural
and Historie Resources and Uses, and 13.9 - Assessing Land Status and Ownership, Use, and
Access Patterns.

Issue

However, Navajo County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunity to
provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials in actually integrating social and
econoric sustainability and multiple uses, and in integrating social and economic science to the
framework of best available scientific information to inform their land management planning
process and their management decision making process. Specifically, the assessment of the
social, cultural and economic values becomes essentially an exercise in futility if these values are
not reflected in the management decisions and do not balance other values,

Navajo County clearly supports robust science and the full integration of ecological, bio
diversity, restoration and conservation values in the management process, and Navajo County is
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on record for participating and often leading efforts designed to re-introduce to the ecosystems of
eastern Arizona natural ecologically sustainable processes such as a frequent surface fire regime.
Nevertheless, Navajo County 1s observing, and when necessary 1s committed to mitigate, a
probably natural temptation by some scientists to develop and implement pure uncompromised
and uncompromising seience, or the currently accepted state of best science - which often proves
to be a temporary state, to the detriment of the enjoyment, custom, culture, health, safety and
econommic well-being of the people. An example coming to mind to illustrate the above would be
the forcible and inflexible implementation of rigid travel management rules in the national
forests of Arizona in apparent disregard of not only the characteristics of individual forests, but
people’s long established custom, culture, need and right to recreate, hunt or procure firewood in
these forests. Such rules may make sense when protecting relatively limited acreages of national
forests in states comprising mostly private land, but they may create an unreasonable burden
when regulating access to upward of 50% of the land in a County. Additionally, blind application
of out of context science promulgated at national level may trigger fundamentally unscientific
decisions when for example identical travel management rules are being implemented across
findamentally different ecosystems in ponderosa pine dommated forests, pimion jumper
dominated forests and wet or dry mixed conifer forests, and across multiple national forests
charactenized by fundamentally different densities of road systems,

Additionally, Navajo County is also observing, and when y is also committed 1o
mitigate, the fact that the same temptation to develop and implement pure uncompromised and
uncompromising science as discussed in the above paragraph, also often causes the weakening of
the social consensus with stakeholders who would support the implementation of management
decisions based on a balanced approach, but are unwilling to support the invasive
implementation of a monclithic and intransigent interpretation of science. An example coming to
mind to illustrate the above would be the current reluctance of many stakeholders to support the
Four Forest Restoration Initiative NEPA DEIS, owing to the science-based decision to cut some
of the last remaining old growth or old and large trees in the Southwest in order to create
regeneration openings in the name of scientifically driven silviculture. Such decisions may make
sense in forests featuring well balanced classes of vegetative structural stages (VSS). but are
difficult to accept in forests where older VS8 classes (VS8 5 and 6) are in recognized drastic
deficit while younger VSS classes (VSS 2, 3 and 4) are overabundant, choke the landscape, and
transform it into a ticking fire bomb.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan provide clear and unambignous
guidelines to responsible officials to integrate social and economic sustainability and social and
economic science into the framewaork of best available scientific information to inform their land
management planning process and their management decision making process.

Specifically, Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact

Statemment for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan instruct
responsible officials to implement substantive - even though possibly scientifically imperfect -

49|Page

H xipuaddy



9501

ue|d Juawabeue|y pue S4N sanealbis-ayodedy ay) 1o} S|34 dnewwelbold

L0161

management actions that move the ecosystems significantly toward the desired future conditions,
when such actions are supported by social consensus, rather than spend years attempting to
forcibly impose, and possibly trigger liigation of management actions that may be deemed
scientifically more perfect but that do not benefit from the support of the social consensus, In
other terms, Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan emphasize
executing well less than perfect projects now, over developing scientifically perfect projects that
are never implemented.

To quote a famous Arizonan: “Extremism in the defense of liberty is no vice”™ { Barry Goldwater),
but Navajo County would like to propose to the Forest Service that extremism in the pursnit of
best available scientific information (BASI) may become counterproductive when it results in
paralysis by analysis, or inaction by litigation.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND THE ROLE OF COLLABORATION

Navajo County appreciates and supports the important role given to public participation and the
role of collaboration in the proposed directives. We believe that the content of the proposed
directives is adequate, although sometimes succinet, when addressing 43.02 - Principles of
Public Participation; 43.1 - Guidance for Public Participation; 43.11 - Guidance for
Collaberation; 43.12 - Developing a Public Parficipation Strategy; 43.13 - Federal Advisory
Committee Act Committees; 43.14 - Engaging a Diverse Set of Stakeholders; 43.15 -
Opportunities for American Indians and Alaska Natives: 43.16 - Participation and Coordination
with Other Related Planning Efforts; 43.17 - Participation during Phases of Planning; 43.17a -
Participation during Assessments; 43.17b - Participation during Development, Revision, or
Amendment of Plan Components; 43.17¢ - Participation during Monitoring Program
Development, 43.17d - Participation during Monitoring Evaluation Report Reviews; 43.18 -
Substantive Formal Comment; and 43.19 - Participation during Pre-decisional Admmnistrative
Review.

Issue

However, Navajo County believes that the proposed directives miss a critical opportunity to
provide substantially clear directives to responsible officials on two fundamental and
overlapping aspects of public participation and the role of collaboration. Specifically, sustained
and meaningful public participation and engagement require that the public’s inputs actually
influence substantially the decision making process; and sustained meaningful collaberation
requires that the products of collaboration be honored by the Forest Service.

Mavajo County has acquired a long, ineffective, inefficient, unproductive and oftentimes
frustrating experience of responsible officials paying lip service to public participation and to the
role of collaboration, and Navajo County believes that the Programmatic Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan must
refocus the concept of public participation and collaboration away from complying with a
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process and managing the problem, toward developing executable products and resolving the
problem.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Tmpact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Navajo County recognizes that under current federal statutes Forest Service line officers are not
allowed to share their decision making authority. Nonetheless. Navajo County believes that a
statutory monopoly of decision making authority does not necessarily imply an operational
monopoely on decision content. Therefore, Navajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land Management
Plan emphasize that while the line officers retain their sole legal ability to make the decision,
they are also required by law and regulation “to meet the needs of present and future
generations™ (Forest Service Mission Statement), as expressed through public participation and
collaboration among other channels.

Navajo County further suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Tmpact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan explain how and direct
responsible officials to retain their legal decision making authority while allowing the public to
participate meaningfully in, influence substantially, and when appropriate alter the content of
their decision.

Navajo County firther suggests that a special role and a special forum be orgamized in the
Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan, for local elected officials such as County Supervisors to represent the
socio economic interests of local populations in the decision making process of the Forest
Service responsible officials. As the most local and often the most directly involved elected
representatives in the democratic constitutional process, local elected officials can play a
tremendously sigmficant role in representing their constituents with line officers and insure that
federal employses temporarily assigned to a national forest are given the best possible
opportunity to integrate local custom, culture and economic well-being into their decision
making process,

OBJECTION PROCESS

Navajo County appreciates the attempt made by the Forest Service to give the public more
effective involvement, support their collaborative processes and result in better decision-making
(U.8. Forest Service Chief Tom Tidwell) by replacing the previous appeal process with the new
pre-decisional administrative review, or objection process, to be applied under federal regulation
to all projects and activities that implement land-management plans and that are documented in
an environmental 1ent of envire tal impact statement.

Navajo County realizes that the U.S. Forest Service announced on March 26, 2013 the final rule
goverming the objection process for projects and activities implementing land-management plans,
and that the final rule was published in the Federal Register on March 27, 2013 after a review of
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public comments submitted in response to the publication of the proposed nde in 2012
Conszquently, Navajo County fully realizes that this comments letter is not an opportunity to
comment on the objection process.

However, Navajo County believes that specific comments on the application of the objection
process as implemented in the proposed directives and presumably in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan does provide an opportunity to address concemns about the objection process
implementation as follows:

Among other significant differences, a eritical difference between the previous appeal process
and the new objection process is that an objection must be filed prior to an actual decision being
made and published. This creates a potentially difficult situation in as much as thers is a
possitality, and in certain cases a probability, that several objections may be filed by several
different parties, and that the resolutions of these objections may result in a final decision
significantly different from the one disclosed in the document published with the notice of a plan
subject to objection. Although the list of objections will be public, the timing of filing of
potential objections within the objections filing period may result in the requirement for the
public to decide to file or abstain to file an objection based on the speculation of what other
parties may decide to file, and what the resolutions to such objections might be. Additionally,
singe a final decision may be influenced significantly by the resolution of an objection that by
definition happens only after the comments period is closed, parties may be unwillingly put in a
situation where per 51.52 - Issues Not Based on Previously Submitted Substantive Formal
Comments, their potential objection may be ineligible.

Additionally, Navajo County is concemned that Chapter 50 Objection Process in general,
paragraph 51.66 - Reviewing Officer Response fo Objections and paragraph 51.6 - Resolution of
Objections in particular, and specifically paragraph 51.6 section 4 “The reviewing officer
responds to the outstanding issues in the objection; The reviewing officer’s response may includs
instructions to the responsible official as part of the disposiion of the objection. The response
must be sent to the objecting party(ies) by certified mail, return receipt requested, and posted
online” (36 CFR 219.57(b) and sec. 51.64) are focused on the admimstrative process of
disposing of an objection rather than on the substantial process of actually resolving it.

Suggested corrective action for the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan

Mavajo County suggests that the Programmatic Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan guide and direct the reviewing
officers to exercise careful judgment in their resolution or rejection of objections, in relation to
the true material importance of the objections — as opposed to their symbolic or emotional
importance, and the potential effect of litigation on the implementation of the project.
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In so suggesting, Navajo County wants to emphasize that it does not promote indisenminate and
aberrant acceptance of any and all parties” whims or irrational demands, but a well-considered
costs and benefits analysis by Forest Service responsible officials, line officers and reviewing
officers of public inputs in their decision process in view of the relative actual significance or
lack thereof of such inputs or demands, and the overwhelming wrgency to act, even if
imperfectly, in some specific cases such as the protection of the Southwest forests against
catastrophic landscape scale wildfires.

SUMMARY
Alternative D

Navajo County wants to communicate unambiguously to the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
its opposition to Alternative D.

Navajo County understands the NEPA requirement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
to analyze several significantly different alternatives, and Navajo County acknowledges and
appreciates the existence of constituencies favoring altematives such as Alternative D. However,
Navajo County cannot support an alternative that would result, among others, in:

1. The withdrawing from mineral entry in the future of approximately 34% of the Apache-
Sitgreaves National (PDEIS p. 467),
II.  The unavailability of any suitable timberland whatsoever in the Apache-Sitgreaves
Mational Forests (PDEIS p. 430);
L. The closing of approximately 50% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests to future
consideration of new motorized areas and trails (PDEIS p. 328);
IV.  The recommendation for the designation of 25% of the Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests as Wildermess Areas (PDEIS p. 26).

Altemative D) is so departed from the White Mountains residents and visitors past, current, and
foresesable future custom, culture and economic well-being needs, and from the Navajo County
Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives, that it does not warrant any further
discussion from the County’s perspective,

Selected Alternative
Navajo County believes that neither Alternative B, the Preferred Alternative nor Altemative C,

as discussed in the Prog ic Draft Envire tal Impact Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan, are fully satisfactory as they stand.

Navajo County respectfully suggests that the Selected Altemative in the Programmatic Final
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests Land Management
Plan include elements from both Alternative B and Alternative C as follows:
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Include the provisions of Altemative B as relates to the restoration treatment of up to
25,000 acres per year of grasslands (primarily the Great Basin and semi-desert types) to
remove encroaching woody species.

Include the provisions of Altemative C as relates to Forest Products in order to:

- Inecrease the number of acres logged annually in order to accelerate the pace of
ecological restoration;

- Increase the amount of forest byproducts resources by prionitizing wherever
possible mechanical thinning treatments over fire as a thinning tool treatiments;

- Inerease the maximmum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume to 268,000 CCF per
vear to meet the foreseeable requirements of the existing and currently developing
industry in the White Mountains.

Include the provisions of current Alternative C as relates to motorized travel and
recreation in order to retain the suitability of 80% of the lands of the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forests for future consideration of new motorized areas and trails.

Include the provisions of Alternative C as relates to forested ecosystems restoration and
catastrophic wildfire prevention treatment types, scale, pace and prioritization.

Include the provisions of Alternative C as relates to watersheds restoration objectives.
Include the provisions of Alternatives B and C as relates to the designation of
management areas as follows: Community Forest Intermix; ~61,000 acres {3%); High
Use Developed Recreation Area: ~17,000 acres (1%); Energy Corridor: ~2,500 acres
(<1%); Wild Horse Territory: ~12.000 acres (1%); Wildlife Quiet Area: ~50,000 acres
{2%); Research Natural Area: ~B,000 acres (<1%);, Prmitive Area: ~200,000 acres
(10%); and existing Wilderness: ~23.000 {1%).

In addition, Navajo County respectfully suggests that the Selected Altemative in the

Prog

ic Final Envirc | Impact Stat for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests

Land Management Plan include the following:

Designate the new proposed Research Natural Areas removed from suitable rangelands
for the specific purpose of quantifying and improving the understanding of the rangelands
resolrces ecosystem processes and how they relate to improved management practices.
Include specific guidelines for a rangelands resources adaptive management plan that
provides clear quantitative, qualitative and effectiveness monitoring requirements, and a
more balanced approach between the goal of restoration and the goal of economic
production, as the need for restoration in rangelands may not carry the same clear and
present benefits as restoration in forestlands,

Altematively include a specific plan under conventional management to reach full
utilization of the available animal unit months and to result in the full economic impact of
approximately 120 jobs and $1.3 million in labor income annually,

Include the necessary analysis, and the resulting authority for the Responsible Official to
simultangously implement a restoration program designed to support the existing and
currently developing industry in the White Mountains, and the contract(s) expected to
result from the second analysis of the Four Forest Restoration Initiative, including a
maximum allowable sale quantity (ASQ) volume of 450,000 CCF anmually.

Include guidance for the upcoming implementation of the national Travel Management
Rule and for authorized cross-country travel, in order to simultaneously achieve the
required preservation and conservation objectives and allow reasonable motonzed access,
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travel and recreation for dispersed camping, big game retrieval, firewood collection and
dispersed shooting as cutlined in the above comments and the Navajo County Motorized
Travel and Recreation Management Objectives.

Include specific guidelines to integrate the provisions of the Four Forest Restoration
Initiative stakeholders-approved document Old Growth Protection and Large Tree
Retention Strategy (OGPLTRS) to allow mechanical treatments to proceed without using
16-inch diameter caps, while retaining the social license necessary for an expeditious,
non conflictnal and non-litigious implementation of landscape scale restoration.

Include a comparative analysis of priontization of the 10 priority watersheds designated
under Altematives, B, C and D, if they are different and have higher or lower prionity
levels as compared to each other.

Include a revised analysis differentiating more clearly between degrading factors and the
effects of degrading factors on watersheds physical and biological charactenstics and
processes that affect the hydrologic and seil functions, and between natural processes and
management effects, so that a proper causality analysis can improve the design of
effective restoration and management actions.

Include specifie information on the potential location of the proposed 405,000 acres of
MNatural Landscape Areas under Alternative B.

Include specific information on the rationale supporting the proposed elimination of the
existing 322000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under Alternative C.

Include in very specific terms the requirements for a quantitative, qualitative and
effectiveness monitoring strategy, a very specific monitoring implementation plan, and a
specific monitoring budget, required resources allocation and funding. to the planning
and NEPA review process of all management projects. to be submitted to public review
and comments in the Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS), to be included in
the Records of Decisions (ROD) and fo be included in the Final Environmental mpact
Statemeants (FEIS) of all management projects, in order to insure that monitoring will
actually be implemented and funded.

Include in very specific terms the requirements for the responsible officials to be bound
by the findings of multi-party monitoring boards and to act upon the findings of a multi-
party menitoring boards in a manner that appropriately addresses the issues raised by the
multi-party monitoring boards.

Include in very specific terms a fourth phase that outlines clearly the responsibility and
authority of responsible officials to implement adaptive and if necessary corrective
management action during the implementation of large scale long duration specific
projects as a response to the quantitative, qualitative, and effectivensss monitoring of the
project, in addition to the three phases of planning (assessment, planning, and
monitoring) identified in Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, part 219 (36 CFR part
219) and designed to support a framework for adaptive management.

Include clear and wnambiguous guidelines to responsible officials to integrate social and
econormic sustainability and soctal and economic seience into the framework of best
available scientific information to inform their land management planning process and
their management decision making process.

Include clear and unambiguous guidelines to responsible officials to implement
substantive - even though possibly scientifically imperfect - management actions that
move the ecosystems significantly toward the desired future conditions, when such
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actions are supported by social consensus, rather than spend years attempting to foreibly
impose, and possibly trigger lifigation of management actions that may be deemed
scientifically more perfect but that do not benefit from the support of the social
COTISENSUS.

Include an emphasis on executing well less than perfect projects now, over developing
scientifically perfect projects that are never implemented,

Include an emphasis on allowing the public to participate meaningfully in, mfluence
substantially, and when appropriate alter the content of the decision of responsible
officials while they retain their statutory decision making authority.

Include a special forum for local government elected officials such as County Supervisors
to represent the socio economic interests of the local residents in the decision making
process of the Forest Service responsible officials.

Include clear and unambiguous guidelines to reviewing officers to exercise careful
Judgment in their resolution or rejection of objections, in relation to the true material
importance of the objections — as opposed to their symbalic or emotional importanee, and
the potential effect of litigation on the implementation of the project.

Finally, Mavajo County respectfully requests that the Responsible Official conduct:

1)

2

r

3

An extensive and exhaustive consistency review between the Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves Mational Forests Land
Management Plan and the County seven sets of natural resources management objectives
relevant to these comments, as follows:
I Rangelands Resources Management Objectives
II.  Forest Products Resources Management Objectives
III.  Mineral and Energy Resources Management Objectives
IV.  Motorized Travel and Recreation Management Objectives
V. Forested Ecosystems Restoration and Catastrophic Wildfire Prevention
Objectives
VI, Watersheds Restoration Objectives
VII.  Management Areas Designation Objectives

A comprehensive coordination action between the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Flan and the Navajo County objectives, plans and policies as
expressed in the County planning documents, the County Board of Supervisors public
record of deliberations and decisions, and the County comments on the Programmatic
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land
Management Plan as expressed in this document.

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 emphasizing their joint objectives,
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Navajo County further requests to be kept informed as the Programmatic Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan project
progresses, Mavajo County hereby reserves its right to provide further comments as the process
unfolds, and requests that the Forest Service commit to receiving and integrating further
comments from Navajo County as provided.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

LA 1 Mg
Jonathan M. Nez

Chairman of the Board Date
Navajo County Board of Supervisors

ATTEST
, 7
A / y
Vst ) &Wj’ May 17, 2013
Melissa W. Buckley
Clerk of the Board Date

Navajo County Board of Supervisors
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To: EAOF Bending
Gz |- KinaS LI N
Subject: Commants on Froposed Land Management Fan
Diake: Wedreschy, May 15, 2013 8:45:42 PM
Artachments: Encey Commert. Letter oof

L0061

Dear Plan Revision Team:

Please accept the attached comment letter on behalf of our Mayor, Vice Mayor, and Town Council,

Please feel free to contact us if you have any gquestions or concerns.
Thank you,

Shawn Neu, Town Manages | Eagar, Arizons
P.O. Boox 1300 | 22 West Ind Street | Eagar, A7 85925
Fhone: 928 333-4178 x226 | Fax: 3332875

E-mail: spaudlengaras goy

Eaglr3

agdrd

May 15, 2013

Apache-Silgreaves National Forests
Pian Revision Team

PO Box 840

30 8. Chiricahua Drive
Springerville, AZ 85938

Subject: Preposed Land Management Plan Cemments
Dear Plan Rewision Team:

Please accept this comespondence as the Town of Eagar's comments regarding the U.S Dapariment of
Agriculiure’s Proposed Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Ferests and its
comesponding Programmatic Draft Envi | Impact it. The Town of Eagar is the largest
municipality in Apache County, Arizona, and directly borders the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,
Our most fundamental concern is a simple one: Rathar than striking a fair balance between competing
land uses, the Proposed Land Management Plan appears to be an attempt lo implemeant a preservation
philcsophy of land management across as much of the Forest as possible, thereby depriving bath Incal
residents and visitors of recreational use. This represents a significant change from the current
management of the Forest. We request thal the Forest Service amend the Proposed Plan in a manner
that refurns to a more traditional, balanced approach regarding managed, recreational use of the Forest.

While the Town of Eagar is not cppesed 1o a limitad amount of land baing set aside as part of the
Mational Wildemess Preservation System as provided for in the Wildemess Act, it does not agree with the
current atlempt to restrict human activites on vast areas of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest.

The idea thal cur National Forests must be protected from human disturbance is nothing more than an
unfounded myth. The Forest Service's own documents indicate that some level of physical disturbance to
vagelation - whether it is human caused or natural -- plays an important role in ecosystem heslth,
Depaending on their nalure, scale, intensity and distribution, some disturbances threaten ecosystem
function, whereas others are actually required to suslain ecosyslem health.  Tha implemeantation of
VANOUSE ies of land use 15 are simply an attempt lo keep the people from enjoying
publically owned National Forest lands and appear to be an attempt (o hide from the public the underlying
preservation philesophy weaved inta almost every segment of the Pmpnssd Plan. | appears the
Apache-Sitg: National Forest is g to force “wik it on a major partion of
tha Forest wﬂhuur designating the newly sel aside areas as 'W'lidorness Tnesa restrictive land use
categeries appear to simply be a way to aveid the intent of Congress when they withheld tha autharity to
vreate “Wilderness” from the agencies.

L ‘Wilderness Mana ent Specific Comments

The following are commenis directed to stalaments made in the Wilderness Specialist Report and DEIS.
Zince the same exact language 's found in the Wildemess Specialist Reporl and Wildermess analysis
section of the DEIS the statemerts referenced below should be considered to be found in both
documents unless it is staled olherwise. Since comments have bean solicited for the DEIS, the
referenced statemants will be identified by where they are found in the DEIS.

! bty diww sl ustrmfgrassland -shrublangd-dasertiresearchifocal-areas/disturbance!

Where Roads Hit the Trails

PO Box 1300 « Bagar, AZ AS925-1300 = ($2R}333-4128 = 23 West 2 Street » www.eagami gav
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Proposed Land Management Plan Comments.

May 15, 2013
Page 2

Comment 1

Statemant of Concern (15t p ph, page 1 Specialist Report only):

This report evaluates and discl the palential envir f fo wi resGUces

that may result with the adoption of a n:mcn' land management m‘an

Concern: The Wilderness Specialist Report needs to address the effects cn the quality of the human
environment, not ihe effects to the wilds . The Enwirc izl Policy Act of 1969,
Sec. 102 (C) clearly provides ihal the report must “include in every recommendation or repart on
proposals for legislation and other Federal actions significantly alfecting the cuslity of the human
environment.” (Emphas:c added. )

Requested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service address the effects of designaling new arsas
of "Wilderness" (and the other areas which restrict human activities) on the humen enviranment., This
should inclide how the restriction of human activities due te land use designations will impact functioning
ecosystems and the qualily of life that will be experienced by fulure generations.

Comment 2
Statement of Concem (2"“ paragraph, page 10, Wildemess Specialis! Report anly):

In May and Jure of 2017, the Wﬂﬂow Fire bumsd’ ovar 438,000 acres on the Apache NF and adjcining

cwnerships. Fire is iderad a nafural 2 . The Wallow Fire affectad all or portions of
the following wildemess rosources..

Coneern: This slatement clearly recognizes the Wallow Fire /mpacted many of the exisling and potential
wilderness” areas and the Blue Range Primitive Area. However, this tremendous impact on the

and alher and values of these areas should not be used as a reasen for applying
mldemess designation to them.

Re clion: Eagar requests that the Forest Service reconsider evaluating areas within the Wallow
fire thal burned with moderate and high intensily as potential “wildemness™, Theze areats should be
managed to stop further degradaticn caused by erosion and be re-vegelated 25 guickly as possibls 1o

prevant the loss of their potential to produce PNVTs that will be beneficial to future tion:
Comment 3
Statement of Concern (1" paragragh, page 11, W Specialist Report only):

The land management plan grovides a programmatic framework that guides site-specific actions bul does
not authorize, fund, or carmout any project or activity. Because the fand managcmenrp}an does not
authorize or fate any specific projects or activifies (inciuding ground. g aclions) there can
be no direct effects.

and other restrictive land use dcmgnalmws which will limit or restrk.l many Iand use sctvities and
associated traatmants, will foree the use of alternative treatment methods such as fire. The restriction of
management oplicns on & large area of the Ferest will have a direct effect on many resources that make
up the Apeche-Silgreeves Nalional Foresl. This will be expnma’ly “'l’ll\-dl on the dreas of the Forest where
the Wallow Fire burmed wilh a J 1o high i ity. R lion efforts due o
‘wildermess” or other special land use designations will navc ad rv:ct cllect on the human environment.

Reguested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service amend Ihis language so as not to mislead Ihe
public by giving the impression that the proposed “wi " and cther rests land use i

L0081

Proposed Land Management Plan Comments
May 15, 2013
Page 3

will have ro direct effects an the management of the Foresl. The Forest Service should clearly disclose
the effect that Ihe "wilderness” or other restrictive land use designations can have on their dally lives as
wall as the environmenl,

Commaent 4

Statement of Concern (1% paragraph, page 13, Wildemess Specialist Report only):

Na lends are reco thad for wilt in ive A. It does not contribute fo meeting the regional

need for addiional wiltierme far sddnmmr wiltlerness near populalion centers or the addition of underrapresentad landforme and
in wilderness in the Southweslarm Region. (Empliasis added.)

Concern: We are concemed with the idea there is a need for additional “wildernese” near population
centars, The Wilderness Act does nol require that “wilderness™ areas are crealed as a special lype of
recreation area 1o be used by the people who live in population cenlers. Alsg, there is a concern with the
idea that “wilderness should be created 1o preserve or protect underrepresentsd land forms and

[ tem types.” Nowhere in the Wild Act does it direct National Forests to go cut and creale
wlbderﬂasa araas in order to have a!l land forms and ecosystems in the Region represented in a
“Wilderness” area,

Requested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service remove the “wildemess” designation for areas
where the designalion was solely based upon the desire o provide recreation cppertunities for a selaet
segment of the pepulation that enjeys hiking in "designated ‘wilderness™.

Comment &
Statement of Concern (3 paragraph, pege 14, Wildemess Specislist Report anly)

Most of the areas identified as il il . bt ot & for wildlarnass, would ke
managed undar Natural Landscape MA direction, which would help malntain wildermess characieristics,
Argas nal in the Natural Landscape MA and within IRAs would be managed consistent with the 2007
Roadiess Area Conservalion Rule (Roadless Rule), which would halp maintain roadiess characleristics.

Concam: We are concerned that the Forest Sarvice is proposing to “pscudo” wild araas by
managing lands not recemmended for “wildernass’ designation as though they were designated as such,
By net calling these lands “wildernass” but mandating many restrictions on human activities, the
preservalion concepl that is found throughout the Proposed Pian is ¢ffectively being implemented before
ihe publc realizes what has ocourred,

Also by managing Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) under the 2001 Roadless Rule, these areas will nat
be open for the public o use and enjoy wilh motorized vehicles, Mar t under the Roadi Rule,
while not as restrictive of human activities as designated “wilderness,” will kesp many areas from ever
being developed and will preserve them for future attempts to designate “wildemess™. By placing large
areas under iclive land use desi the iesue of “wildernecs’ i will naver be

It is becoming avident thal the Forest Serviee is leaving the door open for future atempts to designate
land as “wilderness” through each of these restrictive land use designations.

Reguested Action: Eagar requests thal the Forest Service nol consider areas for special land use
designations as @ means of keeping the docr cpen for fulure designalions as "wildemess" The Forest
Servica should manage the lands that make up the majority of the Forest for the greatest benefil to the
public and not give in 1o the demands of a select few who believe in 2 highly restrictive preservation
ariented philosophy.
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Proposed Land Managament Plan Comments

May 15, 2013
Page 4

Comment &

Statement of Concem (2" paragraph, page 352, DEIS):

Wilafire is considered a natural ecological process. Designated wilderness, the Blua Range Primitive Ares
and presidantial addiions, and potential wiiderness that burned fin the 2011 Wallow Fire retain their
wilderness character.

Concem: Ses Commant #2
Reguested Action: See Comment #2

Comment 7
Statement of Concem (1% paragraph, page 363, DEIS):

Recommending these additional acres would maintain manageabilily of the BRPA and would add eight
4 to in the m Regicn,

Concern: We are concemed Ihal areas are being added to the Blue River Primitive Area to ensure thal
certain underepresented ecosystemns are contained in one of the areas designated as “wildemess™. This
ig nal the intent of the “widemess” designation. Rather, it is one characlerlstlc that may make up the
charm:lerlstlcs of a "wilderness”. {*._may also contain fé fi or other faat of

3 1, scenic, or historcal value, 7w Acl, Sec. 2, (c), (4]

Requested Aclion: Eagar requesls thal the Forest Service not analyze and consider areas for
“wilderness” designation based upon the desire to make sure all ecosystems are represented in an area
designated as “wilderness’,

Comment 8
Statement of Congern (1 paragraph, page 364, DEIS):

Alternative B would address public desire for mare wilderness by recemmending 7,074 acras for inclusion
in the Maticnal Wilderness Freservation System,

; This statement indicates that the public desires mare “wildemess®. There is no basis for this
statement. While there may be a segment of the public that want more lands designated as *wildemess”,
there is no evidence that the majority desires it. Indeed, it would appear that most of the public simply
does not care whether lands are designated “wilderness® or not because they live in an urban setting and
have limited use of federal public lands. Also there is a growing segment of the public who do not want
more of thair faderal lands locked up and rendered inaccessible to the average visitor, as is demonstrated
by the opposition to the Forest Sarvice's afforts to implemant its *Travel Management” inliative. This also
has been recently demanstraled in many local town hall meetings.

Requested Action: Eagar requests thal the Forest Service simply delete this slatement.

Comment 9
Statement of Concem {last parsgraph, pags 366, DEIS):

Recommanded wilderness wouid provide greater protection for wildiife and wiidlife habitats.
Concern:  This statement is not true. Designation as “recemmended wildemneass.” while crealing tha area

as peuco wildernecs, will not automatically provide wildiife and wildlife habital greater protection. A
‘wilderness” or even a pseudo wilderness area is just as prone 1o natural accurring events such as fire,

L0061

Proposed Land Managemenl Plan Comments
May 15, 2013
Page 5

diszase, weather evenis and harm fram humans as any ather srea of the Forest. This statement iz based
upan the idea that a pseudo wildemess designation will Emit human activity within the designated area
and the idea thal any presence or activity of man has negative impacts on wildlife and witdiife habitat.
This statement overicoks all of the positive measures taken by humans 1o creals, enhance and preserve
wildlife and wildife habital, which will be prohibited from cccurring on the “recommended wildemess”
areas.

Recuested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service refrain frem basing the future management of
the Forest on faully ideas such as the idea that all human activity automatically creates negative impacts
on wildlife and wildlife habital.

Comment 11
Statement of Congern (1% paragraph, page 367, DEIS):

There would be no effects to water availabiiity and use under all alternatives. (Emphasis added.)

Concem: This statement is also not true. All ives that des areas as "wild " or create
restricted land use arsas vill run the risk of preventing management that could greatly influence the
production of clean usecable water. Any designation of "wildemess.” coupled with any restriction of human
access or actvities, will most likely reduce the ability to ge the vegetation that ies the land.
The makeup of vegelative communilies has a direct effact on the yield of water from an area.

(After conversicn te grassland in these watersheds, stream discherge increased by an average of 60%.
However, in pre and post treatment condition, there was a high correlation between ruroff and total
pracipitation, There was also a sesscn affect that should be considered. March was the critical month in
the runoff precess. During the rainy period leading up 1o March, the incresse of waler yield in the
converted watersheds was definite.})*

PRegquested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service stop basing fulure management of the Forest
on faulty ideas such as the idea that management of forest by humans has the same effect on water yield
s no human management or aclivily.

Commant 12
Statement of Concem (3™ paragraph, page 367, DEIS):

Racommanded wilderness would affec! the ability to hani treat ion ta restore

and reduce fuel loading. The abilify to use fire as a veqelalion ireatmen wau."d nat be resincted EEI alf
alfernatives. (Emphasis added.)

Concam: This statement is again not irue. The use of “light-on-the-land” fire fighting tactics dus lo
“wilderness” designation will imit the construction of fire lines and will limit camping and providing for
fighters near the area where the use of fire will ocour. All of these restriclions on fire fighting tactics will
limit the: ability to use fire as a vegelation treatment under certain altlematives.

Bequested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service amend this language to acknowledge that
"wilderness’ designation will affect the use of fire as a vegetation treatment tool. Burning within
designated “wilkdemess” areas camies with it many more restriction than buming outside of "wildernass”,
Area access, smeke concerns, camp and helicepter landing areas, use of fire lines to contain and stop
the spread of fire are all tems that will be i cted by a and could prevent the

tr of on within a “wild " area,
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Watershed — Proposed Land Managament Plan

L. Geaneral Comments

The Pian addresses "wilderness” management in mulliple places throughout the draft plan. Since there
APE NUMEBTOUS refarsncas 1o *wilderness” management, which are often repeated, comments for each

to "wild will nat be provided. When reading the Propozed Plan it is clear
1hat "wilderness” management and other restrictive land use ing human activitias are
given high priority in the plan.

While it ig difficult to add Congreseional designated sreas to the current National Wildernass Praservation
System, the Forest Service is atempting te include as many acres as possible into one of the many
=pecial management designations (Wikdlife Quite Areas, Nalural Landscapes, Research Natural Areas,
Recommended Research Natural Areas, Primitive Areas, and Recommended Wilderess) cnnlamad in
the Proposed Plen fo “in effect’ create pseudo wild Restricting human activities and p

ihe land and farest resources from the puble appears to be tha one management objective m:n takcs
precadence over all other management objectives in this proposed plan. Throughout the Proposed Plan
there is an underlying chjective to keep as many people as possiole from entering and being present on
the Forest. This is especially evident for the lands the Forest has identifed as not impacted by past
human activities.

While there is some mention of the recent Wallow Fire in the Wilierness Specialist Report, the impacts of
this very destructive wildfire and its long lasting changes to the ecosystems and “wilderness’
characteristics of thousands of acres on the Forest are not mentien in the Proposed Plan. The Proposed
Flan, while previding & detailed description of the desired conditions for each of the varicus ‘wilderness”
and related land use designations, fails to mention anything coneeming the curment condition. When
reading the Propesed Plan, the public has ne basaline (current conditions) to compare the desired
canditions to. The desired condiions all appear o be the panacea of no human presence on the land.
This disdain for human activities on Nationgl Forest lands has over run the reality of an-Ine-graund
resource management and manifests itsalf in “Wildernese” Managemant,

118 psed Plan Wilderness Management cifie Commenls

The following comments address specific language found in the Proposed Plan that concerns the Town of
Eagar. The fellawing comments are provided with the intention of being constructive in nalure and are
being offered to make the Plan a more accurate document.

Comment 1
Statement of Concem (last paragraph, page 112, Propesed Plan):

Wiidiife quiet areas (WQAs) were first identified in the 19605 by the Apache-Sitgreaves NFg in
cocparahon with the AZGFD to provide relatively undisturbed habitat where big game and otfier wildiife
could reside withou! disturbance from motonzed vahicle yse, Other reasons thay were set aside include
the need fo address road-related erosion, provide for more effective use of the habital, and provide the
non-molorizad hunter 3 high quality hunt experience without motorized impacts. These areas are
recagnized as key wildiife habilals. WQAs may also provite relatively undisturbed habitat and wildilfe
populations for f

Concem: Qur concern with this statement is it gives the impression that the Forest Service is irying 1o
impiement “Travel Management® regulations by disguising their actions a= 8 means lo protect wildlife from
disturbance caused by motorized vehicle use. The additional need for wildlife quite areas 10 address
road-related erosion s an indication that the purpose of this ionable land use desi ion is ta

L0081

Proposed Land Management Pian Comments
May 15, 2013
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I t vehicle use i 15, As s with mosgt cont ial use ictions, the emotional
response connected with saving poor wikdlife is used as a ploy to win over the public for an action that is
based more on emotion and policy than actual science.

Requested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service use ectual dala conceming wildhfe populations
on the Forest and their interaction with motorized vehicles as the basis for resiricting motor vehicle use.

Comment 2
Statement of Concern (4" paragraph, page 114, Proposed Plan):

T.hsse are gsnsrsi\fy unaeve'aped aneas that are nalural appearing and provide primifive and

ivities are aliowed but are primarily focused on
ecosystem rcsrarm’nn This m\ans_qgrrlenf ares ineludes most of the inventoriad roadless arsas (IRAs)
that ware identified in the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. IRAs are managed to protect and

conzerve their roadiass charactar.

: Qur concem with this statement is that it gives the impression the Forest Service is trying 1o

implement pseudo wilderness status to large blocks of land on the Forest through the “Natural

d " land use designalion. Since the land involved “includes mosi of the inventoned roadiess
areas (IRAs] that were identified i the 2007 Roadless Area Conservation Rule”, it is obvious Ihe agency
is attempting to manage tnese lands as “widerness” by calling them “Natural Landscapes™. Even though
the effort 1o make these roadless areas “wilderness” failed some years ago. this language suggests that
Forest Service is attempting to side step the law .. o Federal lands shail be designalad s “wildemess”
axcepi as provided for in ifis Al or by 8 subsequence Act’) [Wilderness Act, See.2, last sentence] and
implement "wilderness” managemant for thase lands in the updated Plan,

Requested Aclion: Eagar requests that the Forest SEI’\-’IC-E nol attempt o add “wildermness” a.rnas to the
MWational Wilderness Preservation Syatem or impl ised under some
other name. The National Ferests were created for many purposes including the benafil of the people, not
simply 1o become an ecosystem and wildlife preserve where humans are not welcome.

Comment 3
Statement of Congem {last two paragraph, page 117, Proposed Plan):

The recommended Cordurgy RNA is approximately 3,350 acres.  provides a reprasantation of high

i ion types g aspen. This area may help researchers and foresters learn more
abouf the mumprp causaes of w:\tﬂen aspen dechine (SAD), which is widespread across the Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs and other Arizona national forests. SAD resulls in the deaih of aspen reo! syslems, thus
cavsng fotal loss of aspen clones from affected sites.

The recommended Corduroy RNA fs aporoximalely 3,350 acres. This ares provides 8 representation of

moiane willow riparian PNVT, fens, and unigue fo the Apache-Si NFs; it also provides
habitat for several rare agualic species: Calfornia foater, Thrae Forks wnngmm. loach minnow, and
Chiricahua fecpard frog. This area provides research opp ties and serves as | refarence for studying

effects of fire, climate change, and other management activities. It may also serve as a research area for
eanitrol of invasive species while maintaining native species.

Concern: Eagar is concermed that these twe propesed Research Natural Areas (RNA's) seam lo be vary
targe and represent a broad range of ecosystems. Again due to their rather large size it appears the
Forest Scmcr is nal only proposing to mwe areas that will be protected and preserved for research and

P . but is also iing more acres of pseudo *wildemess® in order 1o protect these
areas from the public, RNA's are not intended to serve as pseudo "wilderness” areas and should anly
=] pass the lands y to serve as “haseline reference areas *
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RNAs Ihat are rap: v of 1/ i na!uvai condition serve as baseline or
reference arcas. To help answer resource the line areas of RNAs can be

compared with simiar ecaaya.l'ems um’ergomg mcua‘tmr or ather lamd management prescriplicns. In
this way, RNAs make an imyg to irl E

Cur other concern dealing with these proposed RNA'S is the lack of information provided conceming the
current condition of these and the other areas being proposed as RNA's. How much of the area being
proposed as RNA's in the Proposed Plan was damaged in fhe Wallow Fire? Were any of the lands being
proposed as RNA's Ty i fad by high i y fire or the erosion and flaoding thal was a result
of the Wallow Fire? Thesa and nl!ler guastions should I:le answerad in a cument condition description in
the Proposed Plan.

Requested Action: Eagar requests that the Forest Service not altempt to implement "wildemess”
management under some other name.

Commeant 4
Statement of Concem (3 and 5" paragraphs, page 123, Proposed Plan):

All witderness standards and guidelines apply (o the entire Biue Range Frimitive Area and presidential

rece additions until cong fonal action has bean laken.

The Apache-Sigreaves NFs continue fo manage the Blua Range Primitive Area and the presidential
ded additions ag & primitive area unhil Congress acls on the 1971 wilderness recommendation.

{w‘mu-‘d Congrass not d’as\'gna.c any parfion of ihis area as vl and release lands

frorm primilive area steius, the released iands wowd be managed as a part of the Nafural Landscape
Management Area.

Concem: Forly-two years of no action by the Congress should be an indication that perhaps Congress
does not feel the Bive Range Primilive Area is worthy of “wilderness” designalicn, or that “wilderness” is
not the bast uge of the land.

Again the Fores! Service has been attempting lo manage this area as pseudo “wilderness” in vialation of
the Wilderness Act for many years. {*...no Federal lands shall be designated as “wildemess areas” except
ag provided for in this Act or by a subsequant Act ') [Wilderness Act, Sec. 2, (a]].

Beguested Action: Eagar recuests that the Fo'nst Service stop allamp‘mg to add "wilderness” areas to
{he Nalional Wildarness Preservation System or imp gement disguised under
some other name. The siluation eencerning the Blue Range Primitive Area has occurred for too long and
the Ferest Service should withdraw its recommendation to designate this area as “wilderness” and move
forward managing the lancs for the various resources values they contain,

L0081
Proposad Land Management Plan Cemmants

May 15, 2013
Page 9

V. Conclusion
On behall of the Eagar Town Council, | respecifully requests that the Forest Service meaningfully
consider the abeve comments and recommendations. If you have any questions or concems regarding
the content of this letter, we request that you contact our Manager, Shawn Nau, via e-mail at
s.naufesgaraz.gov.

Sincerely,
i 1
Bryce Hamblin

Ce: Town Council Members
Eva Wilson, Town Clerk

H xipuaddy
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From: ELroe. Waresss
To Cran Kathn
e ES-AEhF Plarvin: Cavake. Midrls W FS: ieass Sapvber: Palricis Pert ks Sinh: Deriies Bakisr
Subject: Re: B 130090 Mo Comment Letter
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 21 20:45 PM
Artachments: (520 Memo vidoce
(503 Simred Meme pof
Patricia,

The PWS had comments on this ER notice, [ sent you the comments this morning
and they are attached now.

Vanessa M. Burge {formerly Sanchez)
MNEPA/ER/Sikes Act Coordinator

U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 2
500 Gold SW, Room 6018
Albuguergue, NM 87102
505/248-6420 (p); 505/248-6922 (f)

On Thu, May 16, 2013 at 12:10 PM, Doran, Katlyn <katlyn doran@®ios.doi.gov>
wrote:
Hi All,

Please find attached the No Comment Letter for ER 13/0090- Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management
Plan, Apache, Coconino, Greenlee, and Mavajo Counties, AZ,

Thank you,

al Intern, R
t of T

ergidar the environmant biefore printing this amai

Lni0112

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Post Oflies Box 1306
Albuguerque, NMew Mexico 87103

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/R2/ES-HC/054529
MAY 15 2013
Mermorandum
To: Regional Environmental Officer, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance,

San Francisco, California 5
From: ;}:‘t\ﬂ%gional Director, Southwest Region -ﬂéﬂ P Ja

Subject:  Draft Proposed Land Management Plan Implementation, Draft Environmental
Impact Statement [or the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests and Navajo, Apache,
Greenlee, and Coconino Countics, Arizona (ER 13/90)
(Respanse Due: May 16, 2013)

By memorandum dated February 15, 2013, Team Leader, Natural Resources Management,
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, instructed the 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) to provide comments to your office on the Drall Environmental Impact Statement and
Apache-Sitegreaves National Forest Land Management Plan for inclusion in the .S,
Department of the Interior (Department) comments.

Adlacked are comuments [rom the Service. The Bureau of Land Management pravided a no
comment email. Mo other Department agencies provided a response. If you have any questions,
or require further assistance, please contact Michelle Shaughnessy, Assistant Regional Director,
Eeplogical Services, Albuquerque, New Mexico, at 505-248-6671,

Altachrment

H xipuaddy
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ae: Dircctor, Assistant Fisheries and Habitat Conservation-Branch of Conservation Planning
Assistance, Arlington, VA (Attention: Stephanie Nash)
Field Supervizor, Arizona Feological Services Field Office, Phoenix, AZ

Lni0112

Apache-Sitgreaves MNational Forests
Plan Revision Team

P.O. Box 640

30 South Chiricahus Drive
Springerville, Arizona 85938

Dear Sir:

The Department of the Interior (Department) is providing comments on the U.S. Forest Service’s
(USES} Proposed Land Management Plan (Plan) and Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact
Statemaent (DELS) for the Apache-Silgreaves National Forests (A-5 NFs) in Apache, Coconina,
Greenlee, and Navajo Counties. Arizona. We provide both general and specilic comments on
the Plan as well 45 general and specific comments on the DEIS.

General Comments on the Plan

For parties not familiar with these types of Land M ment Plans, we 1end & di ion
of slandards or guidelines addressed under forest or range management practices that are vsed to
provide consistency in meeling desired conditions or objectives. For example, the Plan could
describe livestock grazing standnrds that move toward meeting a vepetation type's desired
conditions.

Specific Comments on the Plan

Page 22, Water Resources. second paragraph:

The Plan states “Many riparian areas are not in proper functioning condition,” We recommend
providing the reader with a framework for evaluating proper functioning condition or a threshold
that Forest riparian arcas must meet. There is no goal or standard in the Plan that mentions
proper functioning condition as any sort of threshold or objective,

Page 22-23. Watershed Scale Desired Conditions; Hydrologic Unit Codes:
For clarification, we suggest explaining that 4", 5™, or 6" level HUCS are equivalent to
# (Subbasin), 10 (watershed), or 12 digit (Subwatershed) HUC codes, respectively.

Page 23 6™ Level HUC Watershed Seale Desired Conditions:

Please provide the rationale for separating different desired conditions in the 4™ and 5™ level
HUC desired conditions from those in 6" level HUCS. For exaraple, please describe why
functioning flood plains are only a desired condition at the 6™ level and not at the 53 level. If
available, the Plan should identify water-resource abjectives to describe measureable planncd
results to make progress toward or Lo maintain desired conditions,

Page 23. ifth bullet;

To clarify the statement “Flooding dees not digrupl normal stream characteristics (e.g., water
transport, sediment, woody material) or alter stream dimensions (e.g., bankfull width, depth,
slope, sinuesity)” we recommend stating, “Streamn condition is sufficient to withstand large
floods of high magnitude without flooding causing disruption of normal stream characteristics

H xipuaddy
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(e.g., watcr ransporl, sedimenl, woody material) or altering stream dimensions (e.g., bankfull
width, deptly, slope, sinuosity).”

Page 33. Second paragraph reads: “All of the riparian potential natural vegetation types (PNVT),
except for the cottonwood-willow riparian foresied PMVT are considered departed from
reference conditions. Most of this departure has oceurred in response Lo past grazing and water
diversions [or agricullure. Changes in watershed conditions have resulted in alfercd canopy
cover, including a loss of maturc trees and saplings; 4 change in vegetation species composition,
including a shift toward increasing conifer dominance; and a reduction in the amount and
compuosition ol herbaceous vegetation. In addition, riparian tree species are not successfully
reproducing in many areas. During drought conditions, riparian areas are more susceptible ta
damage from wildfire than under normal conditions. The montane willow lire regime is severely
departed from reference condition. The wetland/cienega and cottonwood-willow fire repimes are
maoderately departed...”

Comment: Please clarily this paragraph since the first part of the paragraph regarding
cottonwood-willow riparian forest fire regimes appears to contradict the last part of the
paragraph.

Beginning on page 33. under Desired Conditions for Riparian Areas:

The Plan appears to contain several desired [ulure conditions that might nat be attainable, piven
stream channel evolution and vegetation succession in riparian communilies, We discuss these
desired future conditions in the following statements:

Page 34, Mid-Scaled Desired Conditions. eighth bullet reads: “Willows (e.g., Bebb, Geyer,
Arizona) are reproducing with all age classes present.”

Comment: The desired condition of willow species exhibiting reproduction and all age classes
being present may not be aitainable in all PNVTs. Tor example, herbaceous riparian systems
would not mest this desired condition within the wetland-cienega, Natural stream channel
evolutivn and vegetation succession in some riparian areas can transition woody communitics
into riparian herbaceous communities. Riparian areas (hal currently exhibit mature, non-
reproducing willows can be replaced by stable sedge-rush dominated communitics (Manning and
Padgett 1995). As written these communities may nol meet desired conditions.

Page 34, Fine-Scaled Desired Conditions, second builet reads: “Floodplains and wet meadows
provide sufficient herbaceous cover (55 percent or greater) and height (9 inches or longer) to trap
sediment, mitigate flood energy, and provide wildlife habitat, (This statement is also mentioned
as a Guideline on Page 35.)7

Comment: To address this point, we recommend the document clarify that vegetation in these
desired conditions should contain native riparian or welland species. As currentiy written, a 55-
percent herbaceous cover of a non-native upland species, such as Kentucky bluegrass, would
meet the desired conditiun and meet a riparian area guideline. Also, not all riparian areas,
specifically those in narrow canyons andfor with steep water surface gradients, have the potential
to support the 55 percent or greater threshold of herbaceous cover because the stream flow
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cnergy is teo high {(Biggs 1996, O Hare et af. 2010, Riis and Biggs 2010). A stable, narrow
stream with o moderate water surface gradicnt that supports dense alder or willow that does net
provide space or conditions for herbaceous vegetation might not meet this desired condition or
auvideling (Manning and Padgett 1995, Winward 2000).

Third Bullet;

We recommend defining “geclogic control feature.” Does this include the presence of a
functioning flood plain for stream channel stability? Mot all riparian areas that are not
geologically-confined require coarse or larpe woody debris wo dissipate hydraulic energy. The
presence of adequate channel characteristics such as flood plain, channel sinuosity, width and
depth ratio, and hydraulic roughness to dissipate flow energy should be emphasized here, rather
than emphasizing that woody debris is present to provide riparian-dependent species habitat.

Fowth Bullet;

Not all streams with sand or gravel bottoms require coarse woody debris to dissipale hydraulic
cnergy. Sedge-rush dominated riparian areas (wetland-cienega PNVT) with fine sediment bed
substrates dissipate energy through low gradicnt and high sinuosity, and maintain bank stability
by supporting plant species with large root masses, Therefore, this PNVT may nol mect the
desired conditions because woody riparian plant species that provide coarse and/or large wood
are not the potential natural vegetation in these areas.

Page 35:
The section describes Objectives and Guidelines for Riparian Areas. We recommend adding a
digcussion of Standards for Riparian Areas in this section.

Page 35, Guidelines for Riparian Areas. first bullet:

A fine-scaled desired condition for riparian areas (page 34, second bullet) includes herbaceous
caver heights of nine inches or longer. The first puideling calls for herbaceous heights ranging
between six 1o nine inches. As written, this guideline would not necessarily maintain this desired
condition as stated on page 34,

Papes 39 throush 46, Desired Conditions for Ponderosa Pine, Dry-Mixed Conifer, and Wet-
Mixed Conifar:

The PNVTs deseribe specific desived conditions for several species including Morthera goshawk,
Abert's squirrel, or Merriant’s shrew. However, none of the desired conditions, whether at
landscape, mid-, or fine-scale specifically address Mexican spotted owl habitat needs, and it is
unclear how the desired conditions for these three PNV Ts would provide for Mexican spotted
owl nesting/roosting habitat. We recommend discussing the desired conditions, standards, and
guidelines favorable for Mexican spotted owl as specifically identified in the TIEIS on page 269
in the Plan.

The Plan acknowledges management of Mexican spotted owl habitat in ponderasa pine (pine-
oak) and mixed conifer forests, as referenced in the 2012 Mexican Spotled Owl Recovery Plan-
First Revision-{Recovery Plan) (Service 2012). However, we recommend including more
specific goidelines for el and pr ion of Mexican spotted owls and other listed
species on the Apache-Sitgreaves NF, under the “Guidelines for Porest: All Forestcd PNV '™
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and “Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants”™, in order to incorporate section 7(a)(1) recovery
responsibilities. The ULS. Figh and Wildlife Service (Service) will continue to work with the A-8
MFs on the management approach to both ponderosa pine (pine-cak) and mixed conifer forest 1o
more specilically identify objectives for the Mexican spotted owl within the proposed Plan and
to meet recovery objectives for this species on the A-8 NFs.

Page 40, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions (10.000 acres ar greater). second and third bullets:
The Mexican spotted owl Recovery Plan (Service 2012) does not diseuss specific amounts or
densities of snags, coarse woody debris, or logs needed as important habitat compaonents; but
rather recommends retaining as many as possible without affecting human-safety, forest
restoration, and/or owl habilal-enhancement goals. We recommend reviewing the desired
conditions for snags, coarse woody debris, and downed log availability o match those in the
Mexican spotted owl Recovery Plan, where practicable (see 2012 Mexican Spotted Owl
Recovery Plan Table C.2).

Pape 41, Guidelines for Forest: Ponderosa Pine:
The Mexican spotted owl Recovery Plan recognizes the importance ol high canopy cover for

‘nesting and roosting habitat. We recommend including guidelines for canopy cover and

openings that providz habitat conditions for Mexican spotted owls under this bullet.

Page 60 and 61, Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants:

The TEIS acknowledges managemsznt of Mexican spotted owl habitat in pine-cak and mixed
conifer forests as described in the Recovery Plan, We recommend including more specific
direction within the Plan for the Fores( Service to continue to work with the FWS toward
Mexican spotied owl recovery, including opportunitics to incorporate conservation measures
pursuant to 7(a)(1)of the Endangered Species Act. Therefore, within the Plan, we recommend
including such language under the “Standards and Guidelines™ for Wildlife as well as within
desired condition ahjectives.

Page 94, Standards for Forest Products:

We recommend adding additional information to include conditions on forcst product harvest
permits that cosurc the needs of aquatic and riparian resources, watershed protection, and listed-
species habitat needs.

Page 96, Objectives for Livestock Grazing:

The Plan proposes “as opperlunities arise, the Forest Service, [shall] establish at least ane foragc
reserve on each ranger district.” With cxeeption to NF lands not currently within a grazing
allotment and the Black River Conservation Ares, please provide some examples of lands that
arc suitable for grazing bul nol currently available and could be used as a forage reserve. Itis
unclear if forage reserves wonld be limited only to vacant alloiments or pastures or if areas
currently excluded from livestock for protection of riparian andfor listed specics habitat would be
considersd as a potential forage reserve.

A forage reserve is defined as an area not normally allocated for Tivestock grazing but that may
be used when an authorized pasture or allotment is unavailable (page 147). Lands not currently
within a grazing allotment are not considered suitahle for grazing according to 'Lable 5 on page
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127, Pleasc review to cnsurc the definition and informalion in Table 5 and on page 147 do not
contradict each other.

Page 96, Standards for Livestock Grazing:

T availahle, we recommend including livestock grazing standards that identify how desired
conditions for grasslands and ather PNVTs would be met. For example, on page 56, Landscape-
Scale Desired condilions, the Plan describes that ground cover is 33 percent or greater and
herbaceous vegetation heipht ranges from 10 to 31 inches, and on page 57, Fine-Scaled Desired
Conditions, the Plan deseribes that adequate hiding cover (10 to 18 inches) be developed for
antelope fawns. In conlrast, there are no specific standards under Livestock Grazing that relate
to mesting these identified desired canditions.

Page 96, Guidelines for Livestock Grazing, eighth bullet reads: “Efforts (e.g., temporary
fencing, increased herding, herding dogs) should be made to prevent transfer of discasc from
domestic sheep and goats to bighorn sheep wherever bighorn sheep occur. Permit conversions to
domestic sheep or goats should not be allowed in areas inhabited by bighorn sheep.™

Comment: We recommend the Ilan adopt the recommendation that 9- to 14-mile wide buffer
zones be estahlished between highorn sheep habitat and domestic sheep grazing (Western
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 2010). Therefore, there would be no nead to include
temporary fencing, herding or herding dogs to prevent domestic sheep Irom interacting with
bighorn sheep.

Page 96, Guidelines for Livestock Grazing, ninth bullet reads: “To minimize potential resource
impacts from livestock, salt or nutritional supplements should not be placed within a quarter of a
mile of any riparian area or waler source. Sall or nutritional supplements should alzo be located
to minimize herbivory impacts to aspen clones.”

Comment: We recommend placing salt or supplement blocks near water sources such as troughs
to coach livestock to nse the troughs instead of nearby riparian areas or wetlands.

Page 101, Guidelines for Special Uses, 11" bullet this pasc reads: “Large group and recreation
event special uses should not be authorized within wilderness, recommended wilderness,
primitive area, wildlife quiet areas, elipible “wild™ river corridors, Phelps Cabin Botanical Area,
Phelps Cabin Research Natural Area, or recommended research natural arsas to protect the
unigue charaeter of these arcas.”

Comment: We recommend excluding or lmiting riparian and wetlands areas as sites authonized
for large group and recreational special nse cvents, where practicable.

Page 136, Table 11, Land M nen! Plan Menitoring Questions

The Plan states, “Are riparian aress attaining and/or 1noving toward proper functicning
condition?”

Comment: Please review the roie of the PFC assessment as a standerd or a guidelinz under
Riparian Areas (pages 34 (o 35). Since the PFC assessment method is nol intended to be used as
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a monitoring tool, please clarily how information on changes in ground cover, species
composition, bank stability, and water quality will be used.

General Comments on the DEIS

‘We note the page numbers on the .pdf version of the DEIS do not match the page numbers
provided in the copy mailed to the public. This letter refers to page numbers as defined in the
hard copy mailed to the public.

Specific Comments on the DELS

Page 76, Mechanical Trcatments:

The adverse effects to water quality described in paragraphs two and three would be expected w
be mitigaled lor by Best Management Practices (BMDPs) mentioned in paragraph one, as stated in
the first complete sentence on this page. We recommend adding language regarding the use of
DBMPs to paragraphs two and three.

Pages 76 and 77, Burning Treatments:

We would expect any prescribed fires performed by the A-8 NFs would not result in high-
severity buens given the description of its effects to soils and vegetation provided in paragraph
three (page 77). If prescribed fires are managed to meet specific preseriptions, high burn
severity should not oceur.

Page 82, Riparian Subheading:

The DEIS statcs Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) has been used to determine the condition
of riparian areas. However, the draft Plan does not state that PFC is uscd to assess riparian
condilion. We recommend ¢larifying the management standard for riparian area assessments and
condition in the Plan and the DEIS,

Pape §3, last paragraph:

The DEIS states the desired condition of ripacian arcas and wetlands is 1o be in proper
functioning condition. Many of the important attributes and processes needed by a riparian arca
to function properly are penerally discussed in the desired conditions but not specifically stated
in the Proposed Plan. We recommend reviewing for consistency between the DEIS and Plan in
digcussing desired conditions of riparian areas and wetlands.

‘Page 84, Ripurian Areas along Streams:

The previous page states the Wallow Fire affects to the riparian areas within its borders varied
from little change to severe degradation. Table 15 presents data from a 2008 Forest Service
report, pre-Wallow Fire, and states thal 24 percenl und 68 percent of the riparian areas are in
proper functioning condition or functioning-at-risk, respectively. The previous page states that
the Forest statt is still evaluating the effects of the Wallow Fire on riparian areas. Please clarify
whether the information in Table 135 is current or is only (o be used as a guideline.

Page 84, Second paragraph:
The DEIS discusses the resilicney of riparian systems; however, on puge 95 (under Fisheries) the
DEIS states most streams and riparian areas have experienced considerable degradation and their
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ability to recover and improve has been affected, by ongoing and new impacts. ‘Lhis issue was
not di i under any durds or guidelines for management activities in the Proposed Plan.

Whether and when “riparian areas can regain their equilibrium within a few vears™ as stated in
the DELS, depends upon many [actors including the gquality of the area prior to the initiation of
recovery. Deeply incised streams, which have resulted from the Wallow Fire, will not reach
cipilibrium within a few years. This statement in the DETS 15 contradicted later in the same
paragraph where it states that il may take decades for systems to function properiy if large wood
15 not available. We recommend review of this language, and the DEIS identify the concept of
regaining equilibrium; whether it invalves the area regaining stability or proper functioning
condition.

Page 86, Environmenta] Consequences of the Alternatives:

The best manapement practices, streamside management wones, and wildlife mitigation that
would be implemented under timber harvesting and forest restoration could also be included for
livestock grazing.

DPage 86, Forest Restoration Activities:

Planned burning treatments in riparian areas are discussed under alternatives B and D.
Guidelines for Riparian Areas, on page 35 of the proposed Plan, siate that planned igritions
which may degrade ripariun areas should be avoided. We recommend reviewing these two
statements to ensure there is no contradiction.

Page 87, Mcchanical. first paragraph:

On page 87, it reads: “Since all alternatives would have timber harvest and restoration treatment
activities, there is the potential to adversely affect riparian habitats, Haul routes, skid trails, log
landings, and stream crossings used 1o remove Lrees may impact riparian vegetation, soils, and
stream function. Tn addition fo erosion and sedimentation within the riparian area, these impacts
ean cause an elfective extension of the channel network through the roads and skid trails
connecting upstream disturbanees to stecams and can often overload (he sediment filtering and
storage ability of riparian areas.”

Comment: This appears to contradict the deseription on page 86 which rcads: “In all alternatives,
environmenlal consey es within the fo ble future to riparian arcas and wetland
ecosystems resulting from management activities {timber harvesting/lorest restoralion) are
expected to be minor.” We recommend reviewing the discussion of timber barvest and
restaration treatment. These effects appear 1o be more severe Lhan the minor consequences as
described on page 86.

Page 87, Buming:

The DEIS described the adverse effects of wildfire to watersheds and riparian areas in the scetion
on burning, and the Guidelines for Riparian Areas on page 35 of the Proposed orest Plan state
that planmed ignitions in riparian arcas should be avoided. Tn contrast, the last paragraph on this
page discusses the beneficial effects of preseribed fire in riparian areas. We recommend
reviewing this paragraph to ensure there is no discrepancy.
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Page B8, Motarized Routes
We recommend adding additional detail on the effects of motarized routes in this scetion. For

example, the Forest could include information on how many road crossings on perennial streams
are bridged, culverted, or are low-water crossings. Each of these could be discussed in the DEIS.

Page 89, second paragraph.

The DEIS states riparian areas produce very large amounls of forage, and provide water and
cooler temperatures. We recommend explaining how forest restoration that opens canopies will
be expected to produce additional forage to a degree that would decrease livestock use in riparian
areas.

Page 90, first paragraph:

The DEIS states properly functioning wetlands are imperative in extreme drought, Therelore,
could requiring riparian areas to be managed for proper functioning condition be a standard in
the Forest Plan to ensure the Plan is consistent with the DEIS?

Page 94, Native Fish Population, Distribution, and [Tabitat

All of the stams information presented in this section is dated prior to the Wallow Fire. We
recommend ensuring that these values are updated, or 2 statement be added clarifying the
information was collected prior to the 2011 Wallow Fire.

Page 102, Gila trout
Please provide any updated information regarding Raspberry Creek and its watershed, In
parlicular, inlormation on watershed conditions after the Wallow Fire would be usctul,

Page 104, Loach Minnow, third paragraph
Allhough loach minnow have not been detected recently in Eagle Creek or the Three Forks arca,

the Service concluded these populations likely persist, albeit at low numbers. We also
recommend adding the following languzage: “T.oach minnow were translocated in Hot Springs
and Redficld eanyons (Cochise and Graham counties) and Fossil Creek (Gila County) in 2007;
and Bonita Creek (Graham County) in 2008. Insufficicnt time has elapsed to determine whether
Lhese restoration projects will be successful.”

Page 106, Spikedace, third paragraph

We recommend re-writing this paragraph to read as lollows: “The spikedace is native to the Gila
River drainage, including the San Francisco drainage, except in the extreme headwaters. The
spikedace currently persists only in the upper Verde River, Gagle Creek, and Aravaipa Creek in
Arizona and portions of the Gila River in New Mexico. However, spikedace have not been
collected in the Verde River or Eagle Creek in recent years. In New Mexico, the specics is
gencrally absent from the Gila River [rom the confluence of the West and East Forks
downstream to the mouth of Turkey Creek, and cecurs irrcgularly downstream from the mouth
of'the Middle Box of the Gila River to the Arizona-New Mexico state line. In addition,
spikedace were translocated in Hot Springs and Redfield canyons (Cochise and Graham
counties), Fossil Creek (Gila County) in 2007, Bonita Creek (Graham County) and the San
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Francisce River (Catron County) in 2008, Insufficient time has elapsed to determine whether
these restoration projects will be successful,”

Page 227, Table 66. PNVT Coarse and Fine Filters

On page 109, the DEIS statcs that coarse [ilier plan decisions would provide viability for low
risk species and that fine filter plan decisions are for species at some viability risk. However, it
does not appear that Mexican spotted owls are considered spocics with viabilily risk in any of the
four forest PNVTs. We recommend including fine filter hahitat elements to reduce viability risk
for Mexican spotted owls.

Page 228, Lable 66 (continued), Riparian PNVTs

We recommend including Mexican spotted owl as Associated Forest Planning Species for
riparian forests, The Mexican spotted owl Recovery Plan recognizes riparian forcsts located
outside of established protected activity centers as Recovery [labitat (Service 2012). These
ripurian habitats are used by owls for foraging, roosting, daily movements, dispersal, and
potentially for nesting. Riparian Recovery Habitat is considered key habitat for owl recovery,
Other riparian habitats may not be regularly uscd by owls but serve as important linkages
belween Recovery Ilabitats or as non-breeding-season habitats.

Page 232, Habitat Ecological Indicators (BTN, Riparian K1

The welland/cienega riparian area PNVT is not included as a riparian EI. Sinec mumerous Forest
Planning Species with some viehility risk are associated with this PNVT ( Table 66), we
recommend including the wetland/¢ienega PNVT as a Riparian El not only [or ils value to the
species listed in T'able 66, but for ils importance in providing stable aquatic habitats.

Pape 240. Mexivun spotted owl: Threatened with Critieal Habitat

The DEIS mentions three forcsted riparian and the Madrean pine-oak waodland PN'VTs (Table
72) provide habitat for Mexican spotted owls. However, Table 66 does nol include the Mexican
spotted owl as Forest Planning Species in either of these two PNVTs. For consistency, we
recommend including Mexican spatted owls in these additional PNV Ts in Table 66; or provide
the rationale for omitting them.

Page 247, Table 74 Indicator habitat for PNVTs for MSO
‘The third column relers Lo remaining currently suitable northen goshawk habitat. This should

be M5O habitat.

Since 33 percent of the indieator habitats (dry and wet mixed conifer) experienced total canopy
loss, we would recommend the other PNV Ts identified as Mexican spotied owl habitat be
included MSO Habilal Indicalor PNV Ts.

Page 299, Table 103 Management effect compared by alternative for each of the [Management
Indicator Species] MIS indicator habitats,

Please review the table-rating description which does not match with the values in the table. The
table uses letters for ratings, and the description below the table uses numbers.
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W appreciate the opporlunily lo review the Plan and DEIS. Our Arizona Ecological Services
Field Office is available to discuss these comments with the Apache-Sitgreaves NT's and to
develop means to incerporate further guidance from species recovery plans, conservation
agrecments, and other stralegies into the Proposed Land Management Plan. If you have any
questions or need additional information, please contact Steve Spangle, Supervisor, Arizona
Ecological Services Tield Office, Phoenix, Arizona, at 602-242-0210.

Sincerely,

Palricia Sanderson Port
Regional Environmental Officer

Lni0112
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February 14, 2013

Mr. James E. Zornes
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest
Plan Revision Team

P.O. Box 640

30 8. Chiricahua Dr.

Springerville, AZ 85938

Dear James:

We have reviewed the USDA “Proposed Land Management Plan for the Apache-Sitgreaves
National Forest™ and the “Progr ic Draft Envir tal Impact Stat t for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forest Land Management Plan.”

Please note that on page 402 of the PDEIS for the A-S NFLMP in Table 137 you list
Protohistoric (Apache) occupation. This should include Yavapai as well. The Yavapai should
also be considered in prehistoric,

Sincerely,

Linda Ogo
Culture Research Director

LO:nlh:0312

530 E. MERRITT PRESCOTT, AZ 86301-2038 Phone 928-445-8790 FAX 928-778-9445
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