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Dear Appeal f{evic\ving Oflict:r: 

'f"he Apache (.'ounty Board or Supervisors respectfully requests your revie\v and consideration oi' 
our appeal of the 1\1)ache-Sitgreavcs National Forest (ASNF) revised n1anagen1c11r decision. plan 
and final Environ111cntal ltnpacl Slatetnent contained in the JOl\ov-,;ing (hereinafter collectively 
referred to as "'Planning H.ccord"'): 

Record of L)ccision ( .. 1(01)"') J()r lhe Apachc-Sitgreaves National Fores\ Land 
tvtanngcn1c11t Plan {lV1B-R3-01-09), dated August 1015: 
Land iv1anagc111cnt Plan J'orthc 1\pnche-Sitgre-aves National Forest {""Plan") (MR-RJ-01-
10) dated 1\ugust 10!5: 
Apacbe-Sitgreuves Nntio1u1l Forest Land lvla11<1gc1ne11t Plan. Progran11natii.: Final 
Environ111cntal hnpact S1atcn1cnt {J-"l•:JS'") (MB-RJ-01-11) dated August 2015: 
Specialist I{eports and other doeuincnts produced or used to con1plcte the latest 1\pache­
Sitgrcaves National Forest planning. 

·rhis nppeal is sub1nitred as a tncans of bringing the future 1nanage111ent ofthl' ASNF 111ore in !inc 
\Vilh the needs of !he nn1jority of citizens \\'ho live. \Vork and recreate in Apache. C'oconino. 
CJreenlee. and 1'\a,·ajo Counties in Arizona. 
1\ nuinbcr of t.:nviro11n1ental groups in t'\rizona have 1nudc an effort to i nil ucnce the dcvelop111en1 
nffuturc 111anngen1ent direction for the 1\SNF, lll.>\\'Cver the vast 1nt~iority oJ'!ocal citizens and the 
visitors \vho eon1c to enjoy 1he n1any recreational opportunities found un the Forest are not iu 
agrcen1cnt \vith the future 1nan~gcn1cnt dirceti<.lll t(nin-d in the !{OJ) and Pinn. ·rhe Ap<ichc 
C.'ounty floarcl of Supcr\·isors {"'i\pache (~ounty"") has inv<.·sted considerable titnc and n1oney in 
rcvic1ving and assessing the large volu1ne <1f inforination during this planning process. \\-'coffer 
the follo\ving co1nn1ents and points of appeal in an effi:irt to ensure 1hc!l 1he needs of the huinans 
\vho rely on the Forest for \Vork and recreation are ti1irly represented in the Plan. as is required 
by ]a\V. 
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()\'era II: 
Issue: ·rhc Plan hns t~tiled to nehieve its intended purpos<.: 

It is obvious that little if any effi.irt \Vas n1adc to tnakc the infonnalion presented in Lhe /\SNF 
I~and Managc111ent Planning process underst<1ndablc to the general public. ·rhe entire record for 
the planning process is so filled \vith agency jargon and the lnlest politically correct tenninology 
that only a fc\\' highly invol\'ed elite planners could decipher \Vhat is tnennt by \\'hat is pn.:sented. 
It is doubtful that cvcn the 1najority o/'Forcst Service cn1ployces on 
the ASNF could explain the n1eaning of1nuch of\vhat is presented. 

Figurl.'. I (right) clearly sho\Vs that the Forest Service once kne\V 
\Vhat it \Vas that lhc agency \Vas created to provide for the public. 
<tnd thnt the agency could con11nunicatc its 1nission to !ht' public 
very \\'ell. Ilo\VC\'cr. \Yhen revie\ving the record for the revised Plan 
it is not clear \vhat the agency is looking to acco1nplish in the near 
future, other than 1nuking planning docutncnts the tnost idealistic 
and politically t:orret"I docu1nents C\'er \\Tilten. 

rhe revised Planning ]{ccord is lo11ded \Vith idea[istic •. iudg111enttil 
and politically correct staten1cnts that serve to confuse rather than to 
clarify. [~xa111ples include b111 arc not lin1itcd to the ftJllo\ving: 

Pigur,• l Fur<">I S<·11·icc' >hi~J,t 
de~rly ~b,,11i1\g 1111;1\ 111'" 
:ig~n<:y 11 a~ tr<'al\'rl 10 nl~11'\)!c. 

"'llccurring natural ecologicril disturbance'' 
··Natural ecological proccsse~'' 
•·Jntcrdccadal clint<1tic variability'' 
"Abiotic <ind biotit: slrcss" 

'·l'otcnlial natural vcgctntion type" 
·•rirc adapted ccosys\L'll1S'" 

'·Fire regiine condition class'· 
··rJcpa11urc froin dc."">ircd J>N\r1·'· 
.. Properly functioning \Vatersheds·· 
"Recreation Opportunity Spectru111·· 

··1 Iabitat fragn1ent<ition'' 
'·;Sustainnbility of PN\rrs·· 
'°Ecusys1c111 sustainability" 
;.~pccics viability·· 
'"l~co!ogicnl context"· 
;.lZOS (']asst's .. 



"Conununity-Forest Intermix" .. Ge11eral Forest" 

Wliile the use of these and l1undreds of other intellectually impressive state111ents i11 the Planning 
Record may indicate a 11igh level of education of the autl1ors, this kind of hnpressi\'e sounding 
language does not translate easily into defining a clear and concise managcn1ent direction for the 
ASNF. 

Along \Vith the complicated language used in the ASNF Land Management Planning process 
there appears to be a totally different tone and philosophy of n1anage1nent presented in the 
tipdatcd Plan. This change in management philosophy is evident in the use of the concept of 
potential natural vegetation type (PNVT) and the statement that "Thirteen of the 14 PNVTs on 
the ASNF vary (sometimes substanlially) in structure, composition, function, and natural 
disturbance from desired conditions." 

It was not that Jong ago that forest and rangeland co11ditio11s (now called "health") \Vere 
objectives n1casurcd in te1·1ns of current and sustainable production of ti111ber and forage, as well 
as conditions such as the an1ount of erosio11 that was occu11ing and use of the area by various 
wildlife species. Recreation values were ineasured by the u11n1ber of people who actually ca1ne 
and used the National Forest lands along with evaluation of \Vhat they preferred to do when 
visiting their Natio11al Forest. 

l'he tneasurable objectives that once were used to dcte1mine how National Forest lands \Vere to 
be cared for and managed have become secondary to an effo11 to change the \'egetation and other 
characteristic of the public lands back to what is imagined tl1cy looked like and supported prior 
to settlen1e11t by European man. This imagined ideal condition, which is based upon having no 
interference by man and his activities, has led to a strong and unrealistic preservatio11 of 
protectionism philosophy that ignores the fact of cli1natc change and f11rther ignores (and thereby 
de1neans) the presence of the 11ative peoples \\1ho lived on these lands and used the resom·ces 
before Europeans settled in the area. 

Wltile it is not directly stated in the Plannit1g Record, it is easy to conjecture that if the public 
would not harvest and consu1ne forest products and would engage i11 only "Leave No 1'race " 
recreation activities, the "desired and pote11tial" co11ditions ("ecolyste111 hea/t/1") of the ASNF 
could be achieved. Overstocked forest stands would be thinned by v.dldfire, only low levels of 
natw'Sl erosion would occur, nature would create and properly distribute all necessary wildlife 
habitat so no species would decline below viable population levels, and ample quantities of clean 
unpolluted water would .flow year around in the Forest strean1s. The inference is clear that it is 
011ly due to (Europea11) ma11's interference that the ideal desired conditions are not being 
realized. 

Thus the statement "Sustainable supplies of resources such as titnber, recreation, and forage are 
byproducts of healthy, functioning ecosystems" (Last sentence, paragraph 6, page 16, ASNF 
LMP), while tn1e, ncve11hcless does not address tl1e realistic manage1nent scenario that once was 
practiced on the ASNF, and does not realistically provide for itnplementing successful future 
management of the ASNF. l'he above quoted statement and others like it sho1dd be amended to 
read "Healthy, functioning ecosystems are the byproducts ofn1anaging for sustainable supplies 
of resources such as ti1nber, recreation, and forage." I>roducing \•aluable rene\vallle resources 
from National Forest like the ASNF not only can restore healthy, functio11ing ecosystems hut can 



also provide the wealth a11d manpower to get the restoration and proper management of National 
Forest lands accomplished. 

Including human needs as a critical component of forest managen1ent has proven to be successful 
and was what made the Forest Service one of the most prestigious and respected land 
management agency to have ever existed. It was not i1ntil National Forest 1nanagement started to 
be driven by c1notions, litigation and politics that forest health started to decline and tl1e public 
Jost faith in the Forest Service's ability to manage the National Forest. (cite) 

It is a shame t11e updated Plan has been loaded with emotion-driven feel-good ideas like 1¥ildlifi! 
Q11ite Areas, and Natztral Landsca11e Areas so people can feel like wildlife and "111other eaJ'th" 
are a priority. The amoi1nt of boiler-plate jargon that is included to make the Plan tnore litigation 
proof is over whelming. 'fhe level of political maneuvering incorporated into the planning 
process and resulting record so the agency can appease the radical environmental co1111nunity is 
obvious and iu1co11scionable. It 1nust have cost several million dollars to produce such a 
docun1ent, but the result is not a Forest Management Plan. 

Appeal Issues 

lssue I: Motor Vehicle Use l{estrictions 

Illegal i1nplenientation of n1otor vehicle use restrictions and requirements in the Plan arc in 
conflict witl1 and/or usurp existing laws and regulations. This overstepping of a11thority is 
presei1ted as 1nanagement direction in multiple Plan Management Areas: Energy Con·idor, 
Wildlife Quiet Areas, Natural Landscapes, Recommended Research Natural Areas, and 
Reco1nmended Wilderness. 

Discussion: While there is a clearly defined process in Forest Service regulations (36 CRF Part 
212 Travel Manage1nent) to address motor vehicle use, the ASNF has not been successful in 
following that process. It appears the ASNF is trying to in1ple1nent desired motor vehicle use 
restrictions and requirements by making the1n co1npo11ents of Manage1nent Area prescribed 
management direction rather thru1 as clearly directed i11 36 CFI{ §261.13 that prohibited inotor 
vehicle use requirements \viii be implen1ented after the '"fravel Manage1nent" planning process 
is completed. 

lt is apparent that the ASNF used a process sitnilar to Con1munity Planning and ZoniI1g to 
develop tl1e lllan~s Management Areas. The idea of regulating the development and usc of 
property in a com1nunity setting has long been used to 1nake the growth of comntunities an 
orderly process that reduced conflict, made a comn1unity a safer place, and protected prope1ty 
values. The regulation of property use in conununities is authorized through local ordinances 
and is so1ncthing \Vhere local residents influence tl1e decisions being made through their elected 
local officials. While the Comn1unity Planning and Zoning process has \Vorked well in the local 
government urban setting there is no aut11ority for managers of National Forests to arbitrarily 
adopt this process and apply it as a tncans to facilitate J,and Manage1nent Planning. 

It is obvious that the ASNF Planning staff took it upon themselves to "Zone" motor vehicle uses 
on the ASNF by identifying and placing tnotor vehicle use requiren1ents and restrictions on a 
large portion of ASNF (approximately 472,000 acres) through the revision of the Plan. While 



several in-place special n1anagement areas on the ASNF have existing restrictions on the use of 
n1otorized vehicles (Wildel'ness and Primitive Areas) a large po1tion of the ASNF will become 
off limits to motor vehicle use without following the requiren1ents of 36 CFR, Part 212. 

Requested Action: The ASNF should withdraw the August 20 t 5 decision to implen1ent the 
updated Plan and rcinitiate the Land Manageme11t Planning Process so that motor vehicle use 
direction is determined following tlte regulatio11s fot1nd in 36 CFR Pa1i 212. 

Issue 2: Designation of land use restrictio1ts not authorized under current law or regulation. 
The implementation of the special "Wildlife Quite Areas" and "Natural Landscapes" as Plan 
Manage1ne11t Areas is an attempt to implement llltnecessary and overly restrictive management 
requirements to portio11s of the ASNF. Tl1e in1plementation of both of these special Plan 
Manage1nent Areas is being done witl1out clearly sharing with the public the need for this 
inanagement direction or what laws and/or regulations authorize this special management being 
imple1ncnted on National Forest System lands. 

Discussion: 

"Wildlife Quiet Areas" The stated intent of this Plan Management Area is to provide various 
wildlife species a place they can go where they will not be disturbed. No law or regulation could 
be found that authorizes the ASNI<' to set aside large portions of National Forest Systen1 lands for 
this purpose. W11at docs come close to this type of action for the benefit of \Vildlife is found in 
t11c Endangered Species Act where federal agencies are directed to protect listed threatened and 
endangered (r &E) species and their habitat from distltrbancc and destructio11 by hun1ans. The 
stated targeted \Vildlife species that benefit from "Wildlife Quite Areas" are mainly big game 
species. It appears the ASNF has arbitrari1y decided to implement special 111anage1nent direction 
that involves approximately 50,000 acres to resolve a problcn1 that is not fo11nd on any other 
National Forest in the Region and not recognized in any law, regulation, Forest Service Manual 
or Forest Service 1-landbook. 

In tl1e 1980's the ASNF and Arizona Game and Fisl1 Departn1ent worked to iinplement Wildlife 
Habitat Areas, which later becan1e "Wildlife Quiet Areas". These special 111anagen1e11t areas 
have been in place tbr a number of years and the latest (;losure Order No.O 1-14-564 places 
1notor vehicle use restriction on a nun1bcr of areas on the ASNF citing 36 CFR §261.54 (a) as the 
authorizing authority. This Closure Order fails to consider the requirements of 36 CFR §261.13 
as explained above. 

The use of special closure orders to proltibit various land uses on National Forest Syste1n lands 
was never intended to give Forest Service Officers the authority to arbitrarily restrict public use 
of NF lands. The use of special closure orders is inte11ded to be used to hnplc1ncnt specific 
requirements or needs defined in the various Ja,vs and regulations that direct the management of 
National Forest such as the Endanger Species Act, Clean Water Act or Clean Air Act. 

It should also be noted that this Wildlife Quiet Arca Plan Managc1ncnt Area 1nanagement 
direction discrin1inates against men1bers of the public 'vho arc disabled and/or elderly, and who 
would be unable to enter and e1tjoy these areas. It appears this Plan Management Area is another 
attempt by the ASNF to create pseudo \vildcrness that will be enjoyed by a lin1ited n11mber of 
people. 



"Natural Landscapes" The stated intent of this P1an Management Area is to retain a natural~ 
appearing character oftl1e areas. The Desired Conditions for these Plan Management will be 
managed very siinilar to those of designated Wilderness Areas are managed and will be treated 
as pseudo Wilderness without the process ofla\v that creates a true Wilder11ess Area. 

'Wilderness Areas are designated by the \Vildemess Act, \Vhich req11ires Congressional approval, 
yet the areas that make up the '~atural Landscape" Management Areas are being designated and 
will have n1anagement require1nents that arc arbitrarily developed b)' the ASNF. Tl1e special 
managernent for these areas will for the 1nost pa1t tnirnic '"Wilderness" 1nanagen1ent, but this 
management is not being i1nplemented following the procedures of the Wilderness Act. If 
pseudo Wilden1ess can be created by just setting up Plan Manage1nent Areas, there is no reason 
for going through t11e procedures and processes required in the Wilderness Act. 

It is stated that the "Natural Landscape" Plan Management Area includes the inventoried 
roadless areas (IRAs) on the ASNF that \Vere identified in the 2001 Roadless Area Conservatio11 
Rule. It is also stated that IRAs are 111anaged to protect a11d conserve their roadless character. It 
needs to be noted tl1at the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule has been challenged multiple 
times in various court cases and is not \Veil accepted by rnost conunodity producers. It appears 
the ASNF is implementing the 200! Roadless Area Conservation Rule without specifically 
stating that is what they intend to do. Agai11 tl1e public has 1101 been clearly informed of the 
intent oftl1e ASNF actions and 111anagement direction, which are unnecessary for maintenance of 
healthy \Vatersheds and ecosysten1s. These ASNf actions and manage111ent direction are being 
implemented on a large po1tion of the ASNF (approximately 404,000 acres). The only plausible 
reason that the "Natural Landscape" Plan Management Area designation \Vas created ai1d 
included in t11e ASNF updated Plan is to i1nplement "Wilde1ness" preservation requirements on 
lands tl1at arc not included in a designated .. Wilderness Area". 

Roouested Action: The ASNF should withdra\V its August 2015 decision to i1n1>lement the 
updated LMP and reinitiate the La11d Management Planning Process. Plan Management Areas 
shottld not be used to irnplen1ent questionable land use direction that is not clearly explained and 
disclosed to the public during the Planning process. 

Issue 3. The updated Plan does not con1ply witl1 the Clean Water Act 

The Plan does not comply \vitl1 the Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollutio11 Control Act and 
Amend1nents). Sec. 101, Declaration of Goals and Policy1 (a), "The objective of this Act is to 
restore and 1naintain !he cl1e111ical, pl1ysical, and biologicc1l integrity of the A'c11;0111s lt'aters ". 

The follo\ving points identify \Vhcrc the ASNF fails to comply with the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
by not taking specific action to 1neet the Goals and Policies of the CW A when developii1g and 
appro\•ing their August 2015 updated Land Management I>lan: 

• The ASNF has failed to disclose the chru1ge in baseline conditions of the \Vatersheds 
located on the ASNF d11e to the recent Rodeo/Chediski and Wallow Fire. 

• 1'he ASNI<' has not addressed the potential for severe erosion on thousands of acres of 
denuded land (1nuch of which is made up of steep slopes). Tl1e total removal of ground 



CO\'er from thousands of acres of land on the ASNF rece11tly occurred due to the 
Rodeo/Chcdiski and Wallow 1nega-\vildfires. The significant level of non-point \Vater 
pollution that 11as, and will continue to occur, due to t11ese mega-\vildfires is not 
addressed in the updated Plan. 

• The ASNF has not addressed the adverse in1pacts to off Forest \\•ater quality, downstream 
flooding, 1novement of large quantities of scdi1nc11t and the swamping of water bodies 
and wetlands with scdilnc11ts due to tl1e recent mega-\vildfires. This significant level of 
sediment removal and discharge is not addressed in the updated I>lan. 

• The ASNF has not addressed the flooding and scouring of strean1 cha11nels that has 
occu11·ed, and will continue to occur, resulting in the destruction of riparian and \vetland 
plant co1n1nunities. This destruction of critical riparian and \Vc11and habitat has adversely 
and \viii continue to impacted multiple threatened a11d endangered species of wildlife and 
plants. Tl1is significant level of strea1n cl1annel and riparian plant co111munity destntction 
along with the adverse impacts to thi·eatened and endangered species is not addressed in 
the updated Piao. 

• The ASNF has not addressed the release of ntttrients into the streams and lakes located on 
the Forest due to the 1nega wildfires. This release of elevated levels of nutrients has and 
\Viii conti11ue to have significant adverse iinpacts 011 the aquatic ecosystc1ns located on 
the Forest and downstreatn. This significant level of nutrient loading along \Vith the 
adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystems is not addressed in the updated Plan. 

" The ASNF has not adequately identified the need for i1nple1nentation of soil and 
watershed protection ineasures and accelerated \vatershed restoratio11 effo11s to be carried 
out due to the recent nlega \vildfires in the updated Plan. 

• The ASNF has downplayed and inisled the public as to the adverse effects oftl1e recent 
111ega wildfires and co11tinues to ignore the threat of potential flooding in the updated 
Plan. Tl1e cu11·ent and on-going drunagc to downstrcan1 property and ecosystems ltas 
been ignored throughout the current I~and Management Planning process. 

l'here are more adverse effects that have and will continue to occur dl1e to the recent mega 
wildfires, and which have not been mentioned. The drastic changes in the vegetative, watershed 
and soil conditions due to tl1ese mega wildfires will continue to adversely ilnpact the 
envirorunent, both public and p1ivate prope1ty, and ht1mru1 welfare. The adverse impacts from 
the Rodeo/Chediski and Wallow \vildfire, while not totally preve11table, could be reduced and 
mitigated if ASNF had an interest in doing so. 

Discussion: The 1¥a/lolv Fire Changed Condition Assess111enl report \Vas based entirely on 
changes in forest vegetation (density of forest canopy cover), which was derived from remote 
sensing and a rapid on-the-ground assessme11t of burn intensities immediately after the fire. 'fhis 
broad scale attempt to identify the bum severity of the Wallow wildfire is just one tool that 
should have been used to dete1mine the cun·ent and future potential adverse cITccts of this 
wildfire. When reading the report, it is obvious tl1at things such as areas of denuded soils 
(especially on steep slopes), areas where extre1ne heat re1noved all organic material and reduced 
the soil surface to a state where it was (is) highly erosive and numerous other important factors 
used in deter1nining the potential for elevated rates of soils erosion \Vere not documented and not 
mentioned in the report. 



On page 6 of the "U'alloll' Fire Changed Condition Assessn1ent" report it is slated 1'the tea111 
briejl;1 coJ1sidered111hether to create a ne111 n1anagen1ent area for the Walloll' Fire burned area, 
but chose 11ot to pltrsue further. Ec1rlier in JJlan develop111ent, ll'e J1ad considered this as an 
optio11/or 1na11agb1g the c1rec1 burned b;1 the Rodeo-Chediski and dec:ided 1101to1nake it a 
separc1te 111anage1nent c1rea." Fron1 this statement it is clear that the "tean1" recognized the 
impo11ance of placing en1phasis on n1anaging the areas of the Rodeo/Chediski and Wallow 
wildfires to protect and restore soil and watershed conditions, but dismissed lhat idea for 
l1nknown reasons. 

This same "Jea111" recommended that "Forest-111ide Direction for Landscape Scale Disturbance 
Events" be included in t11e ASN.F Plan to deal with future events. Tl1is n1anage1nent directio,;1 is 
included in the ASNF updated Plan, but is not being followed to address the cu11·ent Jandscap~ 
scale disturbance evei1ts such as the Rodeo/Chediski and Wallow \vildfires. 

On page 7 of the "Wal/0111 Fb·e Cha11ged Condition Assesstnent" report it is stated "Focus 
l11atershe(l<; ;s still a valid e1nphasis area-these l11ill be specificc1/Jy iclentified during plan 
i111]Jle111entatio11 based on l11atershed condition class ratings, 111c1nage1ne11t en1]Jhasis, <1ndforest 
capacity. Restoration needs in tl1e Wal/0111 Burn Area could be identified (as the;1 are curre11tly) 
through focus ll'Olersheds." From this statement it is clear tl1at the "tea1n" did not feel that any 
special emphasis should be given to the devastation of soil and watershed conditions caused by 
the Wallow wildfire during the ASNF Land Management Planning process and that any 
aclivities to protect and restore the functions of the 'vatersheds impacted by tl1c Wallow wildfire 
are just part of the Ol'dinary daily 'vatcrshed 1nanage1nent f11nction carried out on tlte ASNF 

It doesn't take much tin1e driving the n1ajor highways that cross the ASNF to figure out that 
there are thousands of acres Vl'here all of the forest canopy was (and is still) removed. This is 
significantly obvious on 1nany ''cry steep slopes. It is also obvious that the only gro1111d cover 
left on the soil on thousands of acres is annual \Vccd species and a few a1mual grass species that 
either survived the fires or were planted following the frres. 

Jn some places there is the usual re-sprouting of various shrub species and alligatot' juniper, 
neither of which is good at preventing soil erosion. These sprouting species of trees and shrubs 
will bect.lmc the PNVT for thousands of acres on the ASNF that once su_pportcd cli1nax or near 
climax stands of non-sprouting tree species such as ponderous pi11e and other "d1J1111ix conifer" 
species. This conversion to a disturbance (fire) driven new cli1nax condition, 'vhile bei11g a 
natural process, does 11ot fit \Vith the PNVT desired condition described in the updated ASNF 
Plan. Again the public is being misled concerning t11e future conditions they will experience on 
theASNF. 

Local citizens arc very concerned that lives and property are still at risk il'om flooding if a major 
precipitation event \Vere to occur. 'fhe Arizona 1-lighway Depa11ment is still battling gully 
erosion and sediments deposited on the highways or plugging up culverts. The public is not 
blind or stupid and recog11izes t11at political1y co1Tcct dogina, 11ot the reality of the situatio11 
found on the lands that makes tlp ASNF, is what is presented in tl1e ASN.F updated Plan. 

Requested Action: The ASNF should withdraw its Attgust 2015 decision to imple1ncnt the 



updated Plan and reinitiate a Land Management Planning Process in \Vhich management 
direction is incli1ded to deal with the adverse effects of the Rodeo/(;hediski and Wallow 
wildfires. 

Issue 4: The updated Plan does not comply with the Clean Air Act 

'fhe effects of s1noke on human 11ealth and the enviroument \Vhen using fire as a 1nanagement 
tool are not clearly addressed and displayed in the updated ASNF Plan as required by the Clean 
Air Act. The Clean Air Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-500) and its subsequent atnendments assign 
Federal land 1nanagcrs tl1e responsibility to protect air quality related vah.ies in Class I airsl1eds 
and to protect hun1an health and basic reso11rce values in all areas. WJ1ile there is some 
information concerning smoke inanagemcnt found in the Fire Specialist Report and the Final 
Environmental Impact State1nent, the updated ASNF Plan appears to lay the responsibility for 
meeting Clean Air requirements for s1noke production on the State of Arizona as is evide11t in the 
follo\ving statements: 

"All prescribed fires are conducted in accordance lVith the Arizona S1noke Mc111agen1ent Plan, 
ad111inistered b;i ADEQ, lo COJ'1JJ/y lt1ith the Clean Air Act." (Pe.ge I 08, Land Management 
Plan) 

"During extended periods of burning, s111oke sho11ld be 1nonitored, in cooperc1/ion l1'ifh the 
Arizona Depart111ent of Environ1nenlal Q11alif)', for levels that 1nt1;1 have i111pacts to hu1nan 
/1ealthfi·o111fine parliculales." (Page 19, Land Managcn1e11t Plan) 

Discussion: Throughout the updated ASNF Plan, the usc of prescribe fire and wildfire as a 
management tool, and the need to return fire to its natural role of sl1aping the characteristics of 
various PNVTs are components of Goals, Objective and Manage1nent Direction sections of the 
Plan. T11e following arc examples of the direction to allow and use fire as a inanagement tool: 

Reslorc1tion 1nethoc/s, such c1s thinning or JJrescribedfire, should leave a 111osaic of1111treated 
areas lt1ilhin the larger treated projec/ area to al/0111 recolonization of Jreated areas by 
p/c111ts, s111a!l 111a111111als, c1nd insects (e.g., iong~tailed voles, fi·itil!atJ' butte1jlies). (Page 30, 
Land Managcn1cnt Plan) 

Wild/and fires 111ay be 11sed to 111eet desired resource co11ditions, 111aintail1 01· pro1110/e desired 
vegetation :,pecies, and e11c1ble nc1t11ral fires lo ret11r11 lo their historic role. (Page 30, Lru1d 
Management Plan) 

The use o/1Pi/dlandfire to burn large arec1s is e;i.pected lo be an i111porta11t tool lo 1nanage 
so111e aspen and insect and disease populations. (Page 39, Land Management Plan) 

l11e updated ASNF takes the approach that the issues ofsn1oke productio11 and suppression 
actions need not be addressed in the Plan but rather be managed according to objectives 
identified in other applicable decision docun1ents as stated in the following: 



H111nan-i11d11ced i11111acls (e.g., s111oke JJroduction, suppression actio11s) to natural processes, 
1·esources, or infi·astr11cture attributable to 1vildlandfire activities should be n1anaged 
tou•ards achievi11g objectives as ide11tifled in the applicable decision docun1ent. (.Page 10, 
Land Managen1ent Plan) 

lhe ASNF Plan is strikingly \loid of information that provides the public \\•ith the 1nagnitude of, 
and effects from, smoke production wl1en fire is used as a treatment tool and \Vhen fire is again 
allowed to play its natural role on the Forest in the fltture. This failure to address the level of 
smoke that will fill the air in the future (as the use of and tolerance of \Vildfire increases) can 
only mean the ASNF does not \vant the public to realize son1e of the adverse effects of the 
planned future ntanagement that will be carried out on the ASNF. 

It is somewJ1at ironic that the ASNF Plan contains approximately 35 pages dealing with tl1e 
effects of global wanning, which will be realized 'veil in the fuhu·e (20+ years fro1n now in 1nost 
cases), but fails to clearly and adequately address the effects and the future manage1nent of 
smoke generated from the proposed future use of fire. It also is ironic that one of the causes of 
global wanning. (generation of carbon dioxide fro111 the burning of forest fuels) is the very thing 
the ASNF has dismissed as not being important enough to clearly address and display in tl1e 
updated ASNF Plan. It is difficult to understand \vhy> when there is so 1nuch concern for global 
war1ning, t11e ASNF is limiting 1nechanical treatn1ents of fuels through implen1enting a n1ajor 
increase in restriction on motor vehicle use, and increasing the acres on the Forest that \viii have 
to be treated with either a prescribed fire or a "111an<1ged" \vildfire. 

'fhe following staternent is in1portant enough to be included in the updated ASNF Plan, but little 
attention is given to the fact that the desired conditions and future n1anagcment direction fotind 
in the updated Plan calls for and will result in a dran1atic increase in smoke production coining 
fron1 the ASNF in tl1e future: 

"Clbnate scientists agJ'ee that the Ea1·th is undergoing a lvar111ing trend, and that Ju1111an-cause(/ 
elevc1tions in al111ospheric concentrations of carbon dioxi(/e (C02) and other greenho11se gases 
(GI/Gs) are a111ong the causes of global tentperature increases. The observed concentrations o.f 
these gree11house gases c1re 11rojected to i11crease. Cli111ate c/1<u1ge n1a)1 intens(fY the risk o.f 
ecosJ1ste111 change for terrestrial and c1q11alic syste1ns, affecting ecosyste1n structure, ji111ctio11, 
and productivif)1." (Page 179, Appendix A, ASNF Land Management Plan) 

Requested Action: Tl1e ASNF should withdraw its August 2015 decision to imple1nent tl1e 
updated LMP and reinitiate a Land Management l'lanning Process in which the dran1atic 
increase in smoke prod11ction from the ASNF in the future will be recognizes and fully 
addressed. 

Issue 5: The Plan fails to address the impacts of increased P-rin1iti\le recreation 
The effects of increasing printlti,•e recreation opportunities and use are not clearly addressed and 
displayed in the updated ASNF I>lan. The adverse effects on water quality and thus the health of 
Forest users in the areas of conce11trated prin1itive and dispersed recreation use due to the 



inapproprjate disposal ofhu1nan waste is not discussed. As required by the Clean Water Act, 
Sec. 101. Declaration o/Got1ls and Policy. (cl) The objective of this Act is to restore and 
n1aintain the che111ical, ph;1sical, and biological i11tegrif)1 qf tl1e Nation's 1vaters. Water pollution 
and the spread of diseases due to hun1an waste conta1ninating: strea!n and springs inust be 
addressed. 

l)iscussion: It is recognized in the Recreation Specialist Reporl that all types of rccreatio11 uses 
are increasing 011 the ASNF. It is also shovtn in this report that p1imitive and dispersed recreatio11 
activities are becorning a 1nore desired use on the ASNF. This increase in recreation use is 
coupled \Vith increased restrictions on motor vehicle use across the Forest due to the crcatio11 of 
Natural Landscape areas, Recon1mended Research Natural At'eas, an.d Reco1nmende<l 
Wilderness, along with additional acres designated as Wildlife Quite Areas. This ca11 only lead 
to an increase in the amount of prin1itive and semi~primitivc camping taking place where proper 
facilities to deal with human waste arc lacking. 

Wl1ile it is not well publicized, conce111s about contacting and becoming sick fro1n contaminated 
water while camping in retnote areas is an increasing concern that has prompted n1any National 
Forest and/or land 111anagen1e11t agencies to issue \Va1ming about the potential of becoming sick 
due to using water front springs and strean1s on federal Ia11ds. Many National Forest and other 
land manageme11t agencies are developi11g and providi11g guideline to hikers and campers on how 
to properly camp in re1note areas. 

It is noted in the Water Resource Specialist Report that there was an exceedance for E. Coli 
bacteria in the lower Blue River and Chase Creek. Giardia and other highly contagious \Vatcr~ 
borne parasites have been documented in the Gila and San Francisco Watersheds. There is no 
reason to think the ASNF is immune front experiencing these problen1s at otl1er locations on the 
Forest in the near future. 

The only rcfcrc11ce to guidance for dealing \Vith this n1atter ln the Water Resource Specialist 
Report is as follows: 

Jn the actio11 alter11atives, there is g11idance to locate disperse(/ ct11npsites mPay fron1 strea111s or 
sensili\'e areas, and facilities or develop111ents could be JJrovidedfor prolection of the 
e11viron111ent rather than the convenience of visitors. Alte1·11ative A does not co11tain this 
guidance and ll'Ou!d c1llo1v ca1111Jsftes to be located in close 11ro:ril11it;1 to t/1e forests' ltiaters. This 
co11ce111rated 11nn1anaged recreation use i11ould contin11e to cause da111age to vegetation; soil 
co1npaction a11cl erosion; and111ater pollutio11ji·on1 hu111a11 and ani1nal U'ttsle, dislnvas/1ing, trasJ1, 
a11d vehiclefluid'f. (Page 25, Water Resource Specialist Report) 

'fhere is a lot more to developing managen1ent direction for Jlrevcntion of the spread of diseases 
and parasites than just locating dispersed campsites away fro in streams and sensitive areas. The 
updated ASNF Plan needs to include management direction for the various Management Areas 
that provides guidelines for the moniloring of dispersed and primitive ca1nping use levels and 
imple1nenting action..<; that deal \vith concentrated dispersed and primitive recreation. Along with 
tnonitoring of use levels, favorite t'emote springs and stream segments that serve as a water 
source for hikers and backpack can1pers should be monitored for contanllnation. 



Curre11tly due to budget constraints, properly designed and ,ve]l maintained recreation facilities 
are being shut down on the ASNf' and the public is left to deal with their need for restroo1n 
facilities and a source of safe dr!nking \Vater by whatever means they can. This cun·ent decrease 
in properly designed and \Veil maintained recreation f11cilities along with the need to provide the 
critical restroom facilities and a source of safe drinking \Vater at trailheads and in areas where 
Forest users are being force to co11centrate due to limited vehicle access is not considered or 
properly addressed in the updated Plan. The Plan should be the document where Forest level 
recreation use and Forest-wide public health issues are recognized and the emphasis for future 
manage1nent direction to resolve t11cse issues is defu1ed. 

llequested Actio11: The ASNF should withdra\\' its August 2015 decision to implement the 
updated Plan and reinitiate a Land Manage1nent Planning process in which t11e 1nanage1nent 
direction for pri1nitive and dispersed recreation as well as tl1c managernent of key recreation user 
concentration areas is addressed and will be sufficient to prevent the contantination of strean1 and 
spring due to human. waste. 

Issue 6: The updated Plan fails to adequately address or deal with econo1nic in1pacts 

While it may be argued that NEPA does not require that the econontic effects of a federal actions 
have to be analyzed and displayed prior to an agency 1naking a dccisio11, The National Forest 
Management Act (NFMA) "directs the develop111ent, 1nainte11ance, a1nend111ent, ancl revision of 
land and ,.esource 1na11age111ent plans/or ec1ch unit of the National Ji'oresl S;1ste1n. These plans 
help create a dJ111a111ic 1nanage1nent ~yste111 so an interdisciplin<11')' apJJroach to achieve 
integrated consideralio11 of p}1J1sical, biological, econoin;c, and other sciences U'ill be CIJlJJlied to 
a/ffuture actions on the unit (16 U.S.C. 1604(b), (j), (g), and (0))." 

Discussion: The listing of facts pertaining to the income levels, employ1nent types and levels and 
cost of living fol' the area sunuitnding tl1e ASNF i11 a specialist report and the f'EIS do 11ot ineet 
the requirement for consideration of eco11omic sciences as directed in the NFMA quote above. 
'fl1e return ofincotne to local citizens is a critical and key element wl1en determining the well­
being or welfare of local citizens. Almosl all of the issues the public ha\•e with the updated 
ASNF Jlla11 link back to the cconornic effects. The biggest social prohle1ns the local 
governments will deal wilh in the future al'e linked to the econon1ic in1pacts that will result from 
the i1nple1nentation of the ASNF Plan. It should not be surprising that the failure of the ASNF to 
co1ne to the table ilt order to address and mitigate local econon1ic concerns with local 
government ofticials has been, and will be, tl1e pri1nary factor leading to the dist1ust of ASNF 
leadersh.ip. 

Local govemments are responsible for the well-being and welfare of the local citizens. While 
the ASNI: may not be directly responsible for this task, the agency needs to at least make an 
effort to honestly address and display the economic effects of its actions. This economic analysis 
could have easily been done if the updated ASNF Plan had made a reasonable attempt to present 
the future levels of commodity production from the Forest, but instead the ASNF planning tcan1 
chose to analyze and display ho\v the ASNF \viii limit the use of con1modily production from the 
Forest in the future. 



Rcguested Action: 'l'he ASNF should withdraw its August 2015 decision to implcrncnt the 
updated LMP and reinitiate a J_,and Management Plam1ing process in which the economic effects 
of implementing the updated ASNF Plan arc honestly addressed and disclosed. The ASNF' 
should not only consider economic impacts on the locaJ economy, but also develop and analyze 
an alternative that builds environ1nentally sus!ainable levels of commodity production to support 
locaJ economy. This production could also add much needed funding for the ASNF to achieve 
the desired objectives for watershed and ecosyste1n health without the Forest having to wait in 
line for funding to come fl'om the taxpayer's pocket. 

Conclusion: 

After years of trying to work with the ASNF on the update of the Plan the Apache County Board 
of Supervisors finds it necessary to appeal tl1e decision to implemc11t the updated Plan and to 
request that the above issues that are identified in this appeal be reconsidered. l'here arc many 
more issues that have been voiced by the citizens of Apache, Coconino, Greenlee, and Navajo 
Counties that have not been included in th.is appeal docwnent; \Vl1ile they are not specifically 
discussed here, tl1ey must be addressed by the ASNF, 

The citizens of Apache County have brougl1t forth. before the Boal.'d of Supervisors a nu1nber of 
issues th..at may well beco1ne the subject of citizen appeaJs of the Plan. Tl1ese range from use­
specific or site-specific restrictions on Forest use to distrust of the agency and/or the tederal 
government in general. It is 11opcd that through this appeal process 1nany of the issues with the 
updated ASN.F Plan can be resolved, and that a \Ve11-thought-out and meaningful ASNF Plan can 
be developed and supported by the local citizens of Apache, Coconino, Greenlee, and Navajo 
Counties. 

Sincerely, 

Jo£y,Jr. 
Chainnan of the Bo rd 




