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Letter 1 — Tora Moody

Staphan Hapar Tee wiesblaBirdomagic i
a2 10:51 et Rakwrd SepherARUSDAPSEFENOTES, Roasusl
Darigzoans 108 Poturmisks Pl Al DA PSBFEROTES, Karan §
AM Wil Clark TCHUS D FEEFEROTES. Prenda J
Apderaen AANEDATSEPFESNOTES, Tamora K
Marda i3S DA FSEFSOTES, Dutarsh
EMRIE0AFSEESROTES, Rodps
ZinaLa RAMLSIA FRETE RO TES
Subgecy: Kachine Commant

Diair T
Thanks faf wiiting. | am Sorwanding your commesis to the sperapiiola people. We appreciales yaur

commanki.

Siave

“Moody” Tee « bufisbrowiBite. Ted. ua
< wmekisBn oo, [==
e Gubjsct: Thinming cotande ol Flagaral?

R AT 11:11
&M

Hello People. This @ dinssed w e USO8 Fosi Serviee Cio0 iR {o'mu- Auri armii:
Regedng yoer s (o in e wiods: soeh of FlagusdT sroind Kachina Vilkage sod Fore Highlands: Please,

fior Goal's salom, cul e wrees off fevel of tbe greund
Frevis thinning wesl of Flagsiaif aft B° spikes. all over ihe woods because the sl mees were 0 31 an angle

shewe (he ground. Take your time o de the jeb right. "
Please farward this 5 Coconine County. =2 I|I
Thank pras. Tora Mondy, 418 W. Frenklin. Williames. AZ. 36046

Steve Harper, Customer Service
. {acaning Mational Ferest
% Superwsar's Office
e-tail = sharper@&fa fed.us
GEB-527-3600

| srelcome yEAT COMERAE OR AIY
wervice i mar wageilian ke improsert
et e s camrmenicand ) brim

Response 1.0: This writer has noticed the effects of past
precommercial thinning efforts (trees 1 to 5 inches dbh).
Our goods for services contracts, sale contracts, etc.
include language that specifies stump height as low as
possible not to exceed 12 inches. The new machinery that
is used today usually leaves stump heights generally less
than 6 inches above the ground. However, it is not
physically possible to leave a stump exactly flush with the
ground due to the presence of rocks and other debris
around trees.
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Letter 2 — Manterola Sheep Co.

MANTEHOLA SHEEF C0., INC.
0L Bow 11227 s

CASA GRANDE, AROMNS M230-1237
‘Wininr [S21) S36-2587 « E36-G064 » Fax [520) 236-2051
Sitrmmar [520) 6354374 « £5-27100 » Fax B08) £35-3000
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Response 2.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 3 — Shirley Pevarnik

Comment Sheed for the Kaching Village Forest Health Projest Open Houwse -
Wedneadny Augist 21% at the Highlands Fire Departmont

Plense feel free 0 commendt tonight, o iake this with you I you would prefer more
time to read the DEIS before commenting. Y ou may mail this form, or a letter 1o
Cocorine Forest Supervisor,
Artn: Kachina Willage Project,
2323 E Cireenlaw Lane, Flagetnff, AZ 86004

You may e-mal comments io gkilligfs fed.us

Allemative A i3 the preferred Allermative,  Afler heering the informegion peesenied onapha,

md‘or reading the Draft Esvemomentnl Impact Suatemnent, do wou have smy concermns whos

-'Llrzmulm AT Ifln.pku:m what comcemns you sl why, Doss oow of the other
H 44

s your

e T "'Ir"i" y g . "‘ﬂ"-r}-‘ﬂ:"ﬁ

LMI_L'E?I#d'_‘éﬁ
Fan ?MI Pes At ﬂg FEN ot s o Sheudd b
(RIS S L LT

Eer w ek

Eppdaints Feon treps fov asf reguleed do Pod Fee
: " e Pas oy ~Hdeuit

tree PEatiadiom ot CAaFior s Smpec —gad for

.n._ﬂzr.:_ﬁ&i-_mc_,wm;g,_.’

We Ponaed coabnt  The fealts ok Hhe Forest— too s
bt Pirfarey it Re e = The rodibee! sode ] o5 svhad drecde o

[%d we fail to display the efects of an imporan emvircamernial or social fiem in our analysis? I7 F""f""'""'. i

w0 whanl hove we missed?

i r 1‘: JL 'E
i net im goad hew b we  meit sealine Had sor Fopes d
re [} Eﬂﬁf—ﬁﬂgﬁf sip é’-t,rwnrn-qls,
disenses  deegir Fire ofe.! ‘I"-'d' Eil_iu_zrlt_&i‘iﬂr_ﬁ'_ﬁ‘r_f
ﬂuﬂnﬁ alf  fhe frzf:_-_u_ﬁ{.: Cifhiag _-r_iﬁ..r.:.'_u_' eesrtr -
~to prev

Mk ﬂltgh E?:mijrﬁ«. = T Jiay RhipF ""':' F‘le"‘*' e .J
Address i) Eg ey ies
dpleuse printhis difin = P Feob

Response 3.0: The DEIS looks at several alternatives (C
and E) with a 16-inch cap and displays the effects. Nego-
tiation with environmental groups is outside the scope of
this analysis.
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Letter 4 — Craig Williams

Hi,

Thanks for ihe meeting at the fire department last week. As toguisied, bere b my thowaghts ﬂ# L'l'

Craip Widimms T ol hind s

o I S

e Sishpeart: Epoching Wilags Hashh Project
0826007 1178

Al

My preferned aption is Alsernative A, the one alss desired by the Forest Service. | feel

that partier thisming projects i the area hiven't gone far enoiagh and agree that the abilisy
o ereale open mesdows, e, B o wonthy cause. This sliemative will eventually brimg the

foresst choser 10 iis appearance in the many [00-125 year old photos we see which ane g0
sperincular,

Althoagh my preference is for A, T Feel it is even more fimpantant that the project stans
earty in 2000 2= planned. The drought miy comiee and it's absalutely sssential for the
sty of Kaching Villige and Fores Highlads tho the project is not delayed. In the
evenl thal seiccting Altemative A brisgs sbout litigation or other delays, | would scoept
b beas-than-uleal Abemaiives O, [, or E if the acoeptance of ome of them wauld allive
irnimedinie implementation of the plan next spring.

Thainks.

Craig Williams
A0 W Crraiti Owi
Flagstafl AZ BG0H)] -iia

[928) 5252136

My WPEYR site
limf e et finms com

My persomal sile
1L Do T L

Response 4.0: The Forest Service will base the decision
for an alternative on the purpose and need for action and
the environmental effects of the alternatives. Forest
Service regulations guide the NEPA process and include
an appeal process. Litigation can be pursued by anyone
at anytime. We are not aware of or have experience that

points to any alternative that may or may not be appealed.
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Letter 5 — James Ditzler

bry the presemation of vurioes abematives

Yours sincerely,

by th: ewe,
iy 36, Forest Highlands [0 -
RUG 73 202 Flagstafl, Ax E600]
LI e TR = L R
Aumgust 227 2002 i
Diear Faem.
Having recently maved to this aren, we are very concemed with the fire
dmnger. We attended the meeting e night at (e Knchina Fire Depd. and were impressed #_5

W lavor allcrmsive plan A7 os f oxkes our anea and homes ailer,
Thank you again for the excellent presemtation by your oiflee

Response 5.0: This comment is noted as supporting the

preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 6 - Harry Stanton

o ‘.-hm for Ih-r .'M-. hina Village Forest Health Mropect Opens House - ;P‘“

Wednesday August 117 ot the Hightands Fire Department

Pleasc feel free to comment 1onight, of take thes with o if vey would prefor masre
tertae Qo rcad the DFIS before commenting,  Yisu sy masl this form, o a letter to
Cogoping Fonest Superisor,
Attn; Kachina Village Projecy,
=323 b Greenbow Dane, Flagsiall, A7 04

Vo may el comaments o il B el us

Aiormstive A i B peeberred Allematine Aller bowning e in wnied *
el o pemtehp the Drafl Enveonmentsl legoct Staioment, do e have .;r LT .r;;
Al malsvr 47 I!‘m.phw:i.qruhmz.u-nduh I oot 0 the othes
albernativgs sdires v cormn? 5* {5

"

Longartily emdecoe [tenctie A
Corieraded gio The

£ -14...-5

Szart L oo
R LT :-u!h...‘:d..-f._h.u. S G

FI-‘-':'-'—I- Wk it -...."'hl-_&Ll. - _“‘?!’ ..."".3...- i..lii..h.-""l_L Hr"'- b

Ths secfusn. vowd T gl Er sl saiing daer 2}
e T Cad Taun. Jou . 13w S [L ’“"!-_‘.i."'
Goietn . Thu ls Pk e g _':' e Sume Greg
s Ea S G .I"‘.ﬁ i rid T Jtifon By T2 Luwn L._:L
oy Lirale k. l.i'..,..-A'H.d. ru_r.-u;.,._’lfc.mu ik kit

Ak ger 3 u b E n.t.;.a..i—-; F’.:_..lu.s_th..iuL_;_ ..,;:._J"}...
Seabicalsobind dlva fose, dacpupd Biosbod wad Har

[t e faad an diaplan. tbar ¢1¥octs of s impeslant oo itorssurntal o social T oA e amalin® 1Y ‘*-" }
e i b we i

_— — LT . — - P —— S —

l._f._._ e L IL.E._i'_E.l_h'l_l:._ . Eod.a I.:'n F""ruj.j. L

Wlep fils. IR —
Wik o .,-.-!'_q.ﬁ#-{‘h "\...._._.-E'{-‘." | Lh\u.r_..i_?_f_l. it Ew
e T, Tetzed Bilogn {';’—“'Lz Lot it clyutn g Ol

- . L :
— -lt‘-f-f-.- ur.a-- .ll_‘..u-‘-‘i L — .'!-.-' e U 3 _:.-.n..hi..i, .:r... T
Mame {AG Ly Ry 7 e

Modadrens [ T O T
Apleans prnkp

i

Response 6.0: Tammy Randall-Parker phoned Mr.
Stanton on September 30, 2002 and Mr. Stanton said
about a week after he wrote the letter, the markers showed
up and marked the area in question. He looked at it and
said it looked good the way he would have expected it. He
said only a couple of larger blackjack pines had been
marked to make the openings. Nothing over 18 inches in
diameter had been marked in that area. He thanked us
for our time and said it was what he expected. Thank you.
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Letter 7 — David Kill

Comment Sheet for the Kachina Village Forest Health Project Open House - A

Weednesdoy August 21 at the Highlands Fire Department

Please feel free to comment tonight, or take this with you if you would prefer more
time to read the DEIS before commenting. You may mail this form, or & letter to
Coconing Forest Supervisor,
Atin: Kachina Village Project,
2323 E Greenlaw Lane, FlagstafT, AZ 86004

You may e-mal comments to dkill@ifs, fed.us

Alternative A is the peeferred Aliemative.  After hearing the informatson presented omghl.
andior resding the Demfi Exvironmeninl Impact Stmtement, do you have sy concemns shout
Altenative AT I so, pbeise stade whal concems yon amd why, Does one of the other
aHemnatives address your concem?

1 favor slternative A, Aldo Lecpold once weobe, "Bustaipable f#
_ forpmtry. erosfon-coptesl seacnres. wildlands presarvation. aod

gana mana t are not ends in th lves, They are parts of a
_larger, broader, more wital end: the painktesacce of a healthy

land community, & community that fuses hunan and othar forms of
life into & besutiful, Fertile, and endlessly Fascinating yot
_Wltimately gofathomsble whele'. I think this is what we should
_be strivieg For. 1 think Alterpatiwe & i= s step in that directiod.
=Thank Xou
Dawld Ei1d

Diil wee Fad] 1o display the effects of an important énvicenmemal or pocial ilem in our enelysis? 1
a0 what bave we missed ¥
_ Eem e

Mame _ 11 g M_.. Ll
Address J

[ plense pring) Frayshif M2 Hevuy

Response 7.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 8 — Ronald and Alice Bauman

-
ARETRRIL
Auguest 25, 2002 (ol ¥
Coosning Foraat Superdsar
Atin: Kachina Willage Project
2323 E. Greenlaw Lane,
Flegsataff, AZF B5004

Digar Sir

May we commeand tha professionallsm and thoroughness of ihe forest sendos
presentabon of the Kaching Vilage Forest HeaBh Project. A the public meabing,

we ware imprassed by the knowledge and obvious preparation thed went in'fn-f’i;" o

congidering the many aspects respectve to the forest health, its fulure and the
fulura of Kachina Vilkage, Forest Highlands and even Flagstaf

Experts ware avaiahle and quesfions were answernd.  Babaaen ther answars
and the presvicusly provided wittan drafl, wea feel we have a good understanding
of the different atemadive plans, what they offer or omit, and their implications for
the futura.

‘irually the entire plan area is intimately krown o mysell throwgh visiting, hiking,
biking, cross-coundry skiing, snow shoaing, woodoutting and jogging.  From
Mesican Pockel b Log Landing tank nésr aur residence, we have beaen infused
by baauty and chsarvation. Tree Dy tree, canyon by camon and rock By rock, |
have explored the full length of James Canyon. Kelly Canyon, Pump House
‘Wash, the slde canyons and the mesas in bebvesn. | have personally met Back
bear, numercus turkey, uncountable groups of ek or singls bucks, mule deer,
Abert squirrets, jackiabbits, 107 calfish, ralfesnakes, fox, hermy fnads, coyate,
many porouping and savaral racooons. | heve seen ravens ralse their young,
Fashy bluabirds, hawks, woodpeskers, and a bounty of oiber birds

The Grard Canyon is great, but this canyon area has s own intimete and
speciacular beauty. Seventy fool walerfalls, shaded glans of golden pea Sowers,
piclographs and shallow pools of wabter dogs, you can have a spintual
ecparienca. |t can ba stunning.

Response 8.0: Thank you.
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Begarding sitarmetive thinning plens:

1. We have a particular interast in ol growdh tieas.  Somewhal mrpﬁs&nyyf_
by resncwing & percentage of the larges dameter of the black pines, alemative 4,7 cz, |
& amd O offers tha highest percentage (225 %) of afd growdh rees in the shor
and long term, This is signiSicantly dfferant from stemsdve B (no acton) and
alemathve E (18 % increase). Thus for increased lage yelkw-barked
Fondergsa Pine, we suppon affernative A, B, or C.

2. For fire protection, we have & backdrop of comparison with the Rodeo- y 'E,,,’Lf

Chadeski firg. Hawing visited Show Low seversl times duning their cngoing i,

and aferwands visiting Heber and Overguard durng the monsoon reins, | can

gay, "thal coulkd be Kesking Wilsge o Fores! Highlands” Mo achion is cartainky

the most threatening and by far the least desrable of the Project allamalives.

With the likelihood of confinued droughd, and the cartainty of & summar of gusty

bo strong winds, we don't want crown bauching crown frees that will bodzontaly

transport @ fine right info our residantisl sras

Cwr residance In the soufhwast cormar of Kaching Village borders & thick stand of
unifarm 12° to 187 pine as the abowe mesa drops down. it is coméprting 1o ses
that affamative’s A, © & O prowide heavy thinning of ks area, Providing a bufer
zong around developed areas is an excedant proposel

While atenative € does have a buffer sirip of even more intansive thinning
around development, il lacks the haavy thinming of proposals & G and D for
oihar areas such as Mexican Pockeat and he adjacent anea weal of 584, and the
mesa area bebwean Kelly and James Canyons. Wa support haavy thnning in
thesa areas o reduce the |ikeihood of catasirephic fire starling, spreading and
buming wp our wild and beautiful forested masas and Canyons.

It makas sensa bo hava a divarsity of open sress, nonmal wooded sress and sk
areas in e whole proposed 4600 acres of thinning area, This seems ke &
pasitive approach to limiting lange, severs fires. Bosides nol having our hames
destroyed by fire, we dan't want to burmn ripanian areas and canyon stands of over
110 Pandarcss Pines, Dougles Fir, aspen and native maphe. For these reasans
retlated bo fhe mast promising firg protection, we suppor! alternative A

A To encourage d@wersity of wilkdife and habist to support them, we support
inlerspersed open amees and a variely of free stands,  |f wa nead o remove
some of the larger biack pines of 167, 167, 207 o larger pines, then we suppart E,.EI
this action. A% a small example. close fo my homa in that danse stand of pine
manticned previcuely al ihe soullwest cormer of Kaching, thare is one smal
canapy area whare the light doas not mest freatops.  Becsusa of this and the
right combination of environmental faclons, even bere in normal years appears an
atypical lush stand of mwed purple lupine flowers and orange-red  indian
i&'nlhmm. For diversily of habitat and wildlife support we propose affemative

Retaning all yallow-baned ping rees s applaudad. Further castion of downad 45 'E-"Iu
logs and snags s alss very positive:

Bantle kil spams to be incrassing both in single trees and in palches. This
furiher bags for thinning b promole seund farest healih and sevene fire potential
reduction.

Response 8.1 - 8.6: These points are noted as explaining
the reasoning behind the writer's support for Alternatives
A, C, and D. These comments are noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Wi support broadcass ground firas 1o bring forest foor fuels back to a reasaonaile

lewel. |bwas explained ab the mesting abaul the compacied duff producing Imscf_b__. 5.15
black, smoldenng smoke during 1ha first bum over of an area.  While being
uripleagsant, we will accept it as being a necessary part of resiving & healthier,

sater fonast Wie will nol complain.

Our strong preference & for sliernedhve 4 Atemabfve © and O ame lm*ﬂ,‘ﬂ
desirable but acceptabla.

Aftarmatves B and £ are totally unacosptabie!

Crves the years we have sean most cempers along the upper porion of FS road
237 keaping their anea clean. Even oné anea has a group of maybe 30 envery
year in the fall, and they leave nothing bahind. But the ane in 10 or 50 campers
that could cana less leave an incredibke amoun of garbage, cans, glass, humean
winsle and whatever all over the place. Somelimes | bring garbage bags fo
coliect sgome of the trash,

This tast winlar a purple RY somahow ended up shuck 100 yards off 237 in deeg
gnow. Ha lived and camped fhene all winter. Thaugh he did not clufier or lasve
parbage, ihree monthe of human waste sccumulstion abows the frozen ground
WaE an ewesoma sight in the spring after he had gone.

Smaldering or evan buming campfires are a significand problem afler some
campars leave, | have seen a campfire of 15-fzot flama lengths buming in 3
Furnghausa Wash under a pine tree. That's a pretty dense wegedative area for a -.E-"Eh
downwind fire that could pet oul of conlral.  For these reasons we strangly

supparl no camping Mom the Kaching Bowavard entry of 237 to past
Pumghouse Wash crossovar

From the crossover o 354, Mexican Pockat and boih sades of the averlook ares,
wa suppor designated camping. On holideys these overflow area above Cak ,ﬁ"{q
Cresk have hundreds of unregulated campsies baing used, some with garbage
avarywhere, every nook and cranny driven on of stufed with somathing, and
uncounlable whibe flage of unburied weste. |t cen be wery unsightly and

disgusting.

Sincera thanks for kstening to and considening owr expréssed inlanests and
desines

Sinceraly, Ill.f

. ., \_1}‘.!«” f

Fogrrsid T s (Do
Ronetd Bauman,

Alice Baumian,

Residants of Kachna Vilage

Response 8.7: Camping under Alternative A is described
on page 16 of the DEIS. Per this language, and to further
clarify, designated camping sites will not be located closer
than one half mile from residential areas. This is clarified
in the Final EIS. This would meet this writer’s request, in
part, by having no designated campsites within part of the
area described in this letter. Prohibiting camping for the
entire area all the way to Pumphouse Wash is discussed in
Alternatives Considered but Dropped from Detailed Study
in the Final EIS.

Response 8.8: The commenter supports the designated
camping for Mexican Pocket and overlook area.
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Letter 9 — Robert E. Keever, President, Forest Highlands Association (873 members)

BOARD OF MIRITTIES

ik B
Favdrer

Bolei Himeh
Fir Perrden]

Mirmand Tully
SRR

e Frobas
L

Jry Ladhali
Clinl Mg
Aara bl Falsmdea
Ty Tanzar

Lovais Vipirmsinin

.CMK'IE#H

|l LioeSar
Lrweal hlamager

Pairiria Aa hidroaok
CarelT

s [Aiw s
it g !

Cheda Hik
Dhveritor off Foud i Fasmage

Shwer Berhr
Chroter gf Srouniy
Dherw hrvsaann

D o CoolF Cour
il bl

Slargarsi Hobbs
[T T )

Bl Brauss
Miwecior of Publl: Farde

Melkchaal Snake
L opcuiey e

Forest

Avmgust B, 2040

Bir. Jim Gelden
Cogiing Miional Fomest
Sypervisor's Office

231 E. Oreenliw Lim:
Flagzeaff, AZ 2600

R Kachma Village Forest Health Projec

Dear Mi. Golden: "'H’H'

O bohalf of the 875 membere: of the Foresl Highlasls Asseciatioen, | affer e
Bellorwing continénils on ihe Dralt Erviroamenial [mpact Simement daced July,
2002 for the above referenced project:

Ferest Highlands supperts Aliernmtive A. We would lke 10 s
AMernative A alio Include the istiadhe rthinnlsg propossl Trom
Abernative E rln'a-"mllrlr.rlp bordering ihe reshdenial commmniibes),

I ywovn have vy quesioons, plese contact our Gemeral Manager, Jack Orehan,

at S25-5280 or The Chairpersom of gur Secerily sl Mlainlemmnse Cxmmines,
Peter Klneher, ol 525-05E5.

Sincerely,

£ g
sf—zm 1 ;ﬁu—
Robert E. Keever, Presidem
Forest Highlands Asseclation

et: Jack Groban. Seeve Beolar. Pew Klocher, Haghlands Fiee Deparnsest

Response 9.0: The intensive zone concept is discussed in
detail in the DEIS on pages 9, 39, 40, and 62. The DEIS
covers this in detail on pages 60-66.
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Letter 10 - Harold and Ann Graff

Comment Sheet for the Kachina Village Forest Health Project Open House —
Wednesday August 217 at the Highlands Fire Department

Please feel free 1o comment lonight, or take this with you if you would prefer more
tirme to read the DEIS before commenting. You may mail this form, or a letter to
Coconing Forest Supervisor,
Artn: Kachina Village Project,
2323 E Greenlaw Lane, Flagstaff, AZ 26004

¥ou may e-mal comments to dkilli@is. fed us

Alernative A g the preferred Allemative, Afier hessing the information presented sonigh,
and’or reading the Dirafi Environmental Impact Sislement, do you have sny concemns about
Allernative AT If so, please sinie whe concems you and why, Does ome of the otber
alsemmatives address yous concim?

Drid we fail to display the effects of an impomast envirosmental or social item in our analysis? If
&0 whal Bawe we midssed?

—

Mamell Sadp Lo v gen S
Address A BET AL ST e
(phease print) Mg I TRES, A2 Froes

Response 10.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A, or Alternatives C or D.
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Letter 11 — Bryan Byrd

= R e

Forest Comnservanion Coumom -

S Em

:ﬁinﬁl

ﬁ.s—-ﬁ:ﬁ{ 7 -,

Jim (olden, Foresi Supervisor
Adtn’ Kachina Village Tnber Sale
Cocaning National Fores

2323 E. Greenlaw Lane

apstafl, AZ BEDOS
i Sepiembsr |7, 20

RE: 45-Day Comments on Kaching Villigs Timber Sale DEIS

Dear M. Golden

Commervatbon Counc and tBe Mational Forest Proveciion Alliasce are {8y e
:uﬁ imterest argaiztms with individual and basiness membsrs throughout the Uibed
Sintes. Oy organizations generally sapport the genuise restorstion goals of the J_ua.-:hlnn
Village Timher Sale." W challenge bawever, unitegarically, thy USES contention thit 3 \ o
commercial timber harvest can achieve the desired restormion poals, sspecially of
wildlifie habitats, i & masser that maximises ervironmenal and econonic benefits to
coets. W contend thi oppasite that 2 timber sale and all of i3 associated aceivilies can
anly gxaverbate the problems and results in mare costs econamically and ecolagically
than benefits. 11 s unforfunate thet the Forest Service cannod decouple commiscinl fimbes
harsest activities Bam pemine restomtion activities and untd il 3o w0, the gosls of e
Kachina Villige Timber Sale project will remain dubbous at best

FOC amd MFPA hve foar mem coneemns still withsiandeng

. The Kachina Vi Praject 5 one of tzn 4,000 ha planning wmts m e sased
plunnin.g.mulr]'];llﬁevﬂl;lguﬂ'“ﬂl," and 0 Programmatic Enviroomental lmpact
Statersent ~ PEIS™) must be undennken, )

The Porest Service has fifled o anslyze an adeguece range of Aliermatives,

The Agency has fiiled to provide the required MIS populntion moniofieg
indfmation 1o make wability determinations; and,

Lk B

o ' i B ilic etherwise. Ha rmher
The prejest s & imber sale despile 1he igency s sipong deiieg b CHTVINGE e s

el comiract bs bo e issed at sy lime m pocomplish dhe pithonicod sciioss then 1 is m by sale. Oy

mun;uu-pmmuqmdwuﬂw_MMnMrmntun ik LISFE i ol

it pubilic’s dsmnist and the gradleck fa is the e Hocis O 1A curmerd ahrininmoon

Wsitern Regional Offece Soumastinin Regional Oifice bid-AHanlic Rigions Leme
.0, e 224RF PO, Box 37R1EE 1520 Frey foum Road
Sl F2, Mew Moo 87502 Ruca Ratan, Ploricds 13427 Lindi, Virginia 23641
R TRE BR1] 347-0Rus (RN LEd-0RE

20

Response 11.0: A much abbreviated but similar comment
was received previously from the commenter during
scoping and the response is written on pages 139-140 of
the DEIS. The project will most likely be offered as a goods
for service contract. However, a timber sale contract is a
tool that could and may be utilized to implement this
forest health improvement project. This is best described
in a report titled Forest Service Comments on the Report
Entitled “The Economic Case Against National Forest
Logging,” prepared by Ann M. Bartuska and submitted to
John Talberth November 6, 2000. The following is an
excerpt from the report that responds to this comment very
well and expresses our local experience on this matter.

In the case of “forest stewardship” purpose
sales, the intent is to use timber sales as a tool
for helping to achieve various land management
objectives that require manipulating the exist-
ing vegetation - e.g., improving forest health,
reducing forest fuels, and creating desired
habitat for wildlife — so both commercial and
non-commercial forest users benefit. Both
types of sales are legitimate activities under the
National Forest Management Act and Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act (i.e., NFMA and
MUSYA). Furthermore, in the case of forest
stewardship purpose sales, our experience
indicates that such sales, since they generate
some revenue to help offset the costs of imple-
mentation, are often the least net cost method
of attaining the stewardship goals being pur-
sued - so in essence all taxpayers, or the public
at large, benefits.?

1 Evaluating the Use of Timber Harvest on 19 National Forests; August
1994; p.5.
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4. The agency kas entmely faded to provide an adequate socioeconomic anshsis of
the project

1. Progransmatic Environ al il

Thi: Eschina Willage Timber Sale is ane of 81 least 10 similsr projects planned in the
Flagsaaff vicimsty. Topether, these projects may sffect wp to 120,000 acnes of natiosal
fiorest land * Further, the “Flagsialf Model™ i now being discussed for masy millioes of
cres of public foresiland aoross the Wes

The Forest Service's decision to prepane imdividual emvircomenmtal sssessmems (E. A8 ar
E.1.5.5} for each progect, rather than 8 PELS for the entire prapossl viclates (e National
Envirenmental Policy Act (NEPA) because, both ndnvidusliy and osmalatively, these

prajects meet several iests of “sanifleance’ et forth in ke Coumal of Emvironmiental 4F i |
Chuality (CEQ) regalations implementing NEPA z By low, the Forest Service must

prepare a PEIS for the significant federal aciions 1o be underiaken in tbe “Flagsaalf

WUL™ The Kadhia Village Timber Sale, as well as sach af the relased projects in e
“Flagsiaff WL are significent becmse

{a) the prajects are highty coniroversial, in & sclemific sense, wvalve highly
uncertam effects and mvolve unigee or unknown rsks (40 CF R § 1508 27
(b5 )

(b)) the Kachira Village project & relaved 10 other setlons wilh significant
cismilmive effecis. (40 CFR § 150827 (B)7)

2. Range ol Altematives

A non-cammercial, restoration altemative for the Kachina Village Tamber Sale Aren - {1+ L
shoulkd hive been smalyzed. The resicmatian=ooly alternative is clessdy reasonable asd

shougld have been amalyzed. The justification provided by the USFS in the Kachne DEIS

for drapping three ressonsble altematives mchsding too nos-comnmercisl aivermarive

{one with thmming end ooe without) is 8 viodacion of NEPA because the respons is

nomsensical and ignores existing information

In partscudar, the discussion provided in the DEIS contmdicis nselfl Kaching Village
DETS m 23-26, Primarily the apency's loghe begses by stating that “a number of fires are
reguired 1o reduce fods, change the undersiony, smd oevercome the elfiscrs caused by fre
exchusion” and that fire is @ imperfiec) tool Kechina Village DEIS &t 23 The statemen
dlone would sapport & nan=commerdial restormtion sheriive and the LISFS fils 1o offer

" HUSDA Forest Senvice, 198, Coopersirey Agreemeni Berwoos ihe Unived Smacs Depanmen of
Aggricaliure Fonsl Rervice and The Grand Camyvom Foeesis Frundaios, pg. 4
'40CF R FLSOE Y

Response 11.1: This commenter previously made this
comment (during public scoping) and a response is located
on page 140 of the DEIS. There is no mention of a PEIS
anywhere in CFR regulations or FS manual direction. The
citations provided by the commenter pertain to the term
“significantly” as used in NEPA and requires consideration
of both context and intensity. These are tied to signifi-
cance when preparing a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI). A “Finding of No Significant Impact” refers to a
document by a Federal agency that briefly presents
reasons why an action, not otherwise excluded
(Sec.1508.4), will not have a significant effect on the
human environment and for which an environmental
impact statement, therefore, will not be prepared. This
reference does not apply, as the document for the Kachina
Village Forest Health project is an EIS. We have prepared
an EIS for this project and a FONSI will not be prepared.

Response 11.2: Several non-commercial restoration
alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS, pages 23-26. We
reviewed these pages and did not find contradictions. The
information in the DEIS discusses various studies, the
results of these studies, and the effects prescribed fire can
have on forest conditions. The commenter lists several
projects in northern Arizona that have met project goals
through thinning trees less than 9 inches in diameter and
less than 5 inches in diameter. However, a one size fits all
approach for a 7,000-acre project area did not work for our
site-specific project. Please note the size of the project
examples you gave. The project areas are much smaller
(500-700 acres in size). The Kachina project includes
thinning to 9 inches in diameter on approximately 500
acres of the 7,000-acre project area. Also, please note that
these examples are on the Coconino National Forest,
Kaibab National Forest, and Grand Canyon National Park,
and are not all located on the Coconino National Forest as
stated.
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any reason why “a number of fires” could not constitute a reasonable alternative
especially if “*a number of fires” is more cost effective than a timber sale, its road
building activities as well as administrative costs, nor why prescribed fire is an imperfect
toal but extremely experimental thinning is not. Following this statement are several
confusing paragraphs either stating that prescribed fire was capable of thinning “dog-
hair™ thickets or stating the opposite that the commercial overstory sustained significant
injury. This logic is not only confusing but fails to address the fact that the alternatives
proposed by our organizations would incorporate pre-fire fuels treatments.

Further, the Kachina Village DEIS fails to acknowledge that non-commercial restoration
is currently bmn,g, applied not only on fiederal lands across the west, but on the very same
Mational Forest.” Tt defies logic to argue vigorously that non-commercial treatments
simply cannot be considered in detail here, but elsewhere on the Coconino they can be.

We contend thar:

(1) all restoration objectives can be met without conducting a commercial timber
sale;

(2) a commercial timber sale can only exacerbate current problems, no
commercial timber sale will eliminate these problems, and,

(3) the Forest Service cannot exclude a non-commercial alternative merely
because existing funding structure would make it difficule.

3. Spesies Viability

The Kachima Village Tember Sale inchodes commerdcal Barvest, groomd-disturbing '.HF ﬂ 3
activities associaved with timber harvest and otker vegeinive nanipulatica. These

activities are likehy 10 jeopandizs the viability of species that hind optinal Babitat in

fomesrs with well-deveboped structures, and forests namurally disturbed by fire, disease and

(BN

Pt esample s Cocomng Mational Forest. Willigms: High Risk Sites Fucls Reduction Progect
TIT s off nem-commerczl Shinning o irecs s than 7 DEH amd buming sl clhappeg i~ made
fire rek mear privale property by naduciog The Rels hacind. Costat Sosm Slalski, 520 615 5684,
Croconna Matiomal Forest, Happy Jack: Urkan Inierfacey Project: 452 acre nor-commersial thinning
of trevss ket than 5™ DEH. | losst and pile Buming, i ol luelreaks in posd pine in
“rechace ke rek ol calscdeopleg wildhine threalening brves, hisnes aml snecteees in b Mule Park joea
Cramact: Larry Sears. 5310.477.225%, madl. Grand Canven National Park, Yilldfire Hazsrd
Reduction in Pondirosa Fing Ecopystems: fach raduction i ancesl ponedercen ping groves
o0 dhe ot rimn of the camon. Prefirred shemative o mechanically thin tre: op 5o 57
dizmeier, pile and bem and conduct regslar prescribed buming. Costact: Sam White,

SRR A8, TOES

insect pathogens. These include threatened, endangered, and sensitive specics, as well as
management indicator species including the northern goshawk, Mexican spotted owl,
Mavajo Mountain Mexican vole, peregrine falcon, Abert’s squirrel, elk, hairy
woodpecker, mule deer, pyemy nuthatch, turkey, loach minnow, razorback sucker,
spikedace, as well as Neotropical migratory bird species.

Response 11.3: “Viability” is not a requirement of the
ESA, 1973 as amended 16 U.S.C. 1531“et seq.” The
Coconino National Forest has evaluated both habitat
quality and population data. Population data for species
discussed in the EIS was compiled from various sources,
including Arizona Game and Fish monitoring, Forest
Service monitoring, research, breeding bird survey data,
and surveys conducted for the project, including Mexican
spotted owl, Northern goshawk, and numerous plant
species. Within Project Record Documents 59a, 66a, 123,
124, 150, 151, 164a, and 171 and DEIS pages 84, 100,
101, and 107, the combination of habitat quality modeling
and population trends and monitoring data are analyzed
and provide a detailed analysis of what is excepted in
terms of changes in viability trends
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For many of these species the Forest Service has no up-to-date population data describing
population numbers, locations, and trends, nor monitoring data on which the agency can
rely to determine that the actions proposed in the context of Kachina Village Timber Sale
will maintain numbers and distribution of these species sufficient for insuring long term
viability, Nor has the Forest Service determined the “minimum number” of reproductive
individuals that would constitute a viable population,

Instead the Kachina Village DEIS has relied solely on habitat capability modeling
{(“HOQI"). This approach, which exclusively relies on habitat estimates, without checking
the actual populations, ensures that any changes in population will go undetected and was
unambiguously rejected recently in federal court.

“The Forest Service is obligated by the plain language of the Mational Forest
Management Act's regulations to acquire and analyze hard population data for its
selected management indicator species . . - Under this clear language, it may not rely
solely on habitat trend data as a proxy for population data or to extrapolate population
trends.” Forest Guardians et al. v. United States Forest Service, No, CV 00-714
TMWEPM-ACE.

The Forest Service is required by law to determine this minimum number of reproductive
individuals before implementing activities that might impact those individuals or
populations such as are planned in the Kachina Village Timber Sale. The Forest Service
cannot permit these activities without knowing the location and number of individuals of
these species that would enable determination of whether habitat for each vertebrate is
well distribured o facilitate interaction. Until such information is provided the Forest
Service canmot know whether it is providing sufficient habitatl to support the minimum
number of reproductive individuals nor that the habitat is distributed in such a manner as
{0 permit interaction.

Because the Forest Service has no such data for most species adversely affected by the
proposed management activities, and because what data there is suggests that such
species are declining and otherwise at risk, the Forest Service runs afoul of viability and
diversity requirements set forth in forest planning regulations 36 C.F.R. §219.19 and §
219.26. In addition, any decision made on the Kachina Village Timber Sale and
associated activities without the above-described information would be considered
arbitrary and capriious and constitute agency action unlawfully withheld or
unreasonably delayed in violation of the APA_ (5 USC §§ 706[1] & T06[2]).

4. Socioeconomie Costp and Benefits :!Hlllu"

1I5FS timber sales sre thi e fegln of inter-related planning decisons and snalyses
misde st the pational, forest, and praject level. 36 C.PR § 2194, At the national level
1he Faorest Service prepares the Renewsbde: Resources Program (RPAJ, which determines
output bevels fior all national forest resources based upos 4 somprehessive enviroamental
and ecomomic assessment of present a6 sticipated demands for and supply of
renewatile resourcs from forests in all pwnership. At the fionest bevel, the Forest Service
has prepered the Cocaning Natsansl Foness Land and Resource bManagement Flan

Response 11.4: The project is not a timber sale. Itis a
forest health improvement project. This is a comment that
we receive on almost all correspondence from your organi-
zation and was addressed on page 142 of the DEIS, based
on comments that were provided by your organization
during public scoping. Economic comments and analysis
are discussed in the DEIS on pages 120-122, 142, 149,
153, 159-160, 162, 167, 168, and 169. Many of your
issues have been addressed and answered in a report titled
“Forest Service Comments on the Report Entitled ‘The
Economic Case Against National Forest Logging,” prepared
by Ann M. Bartuska and submitted to John Talberth,
November 6, 2000.

Footnote 5 regarding slash is addressed in the DEIS on
pages 13 and 57-59. The generation of slash and its
treatment is common to each of the action alternatives, as
described in the DEIS on page 13. Burning generated
slash and the broadcast burning of the forest floor would
probably take more burning seasons under Alternative E
than under the other action alternatives, as described in
the DEIS on pages 62 and 65.

The fire risk and hazard of the existing condition would
last into the foreseeable future, while the fire risk and
hazard of the slash under each of the action alternatives
should be eliminated within 1 to 3 years of its generation
with acceptable burning windows (DEIS page 6).
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(“LEMF), which is an “extessbon™ of the RFA Program and which identilies knds that
are saitabile for tmber sales, the amount af timber b be offered esch year, and under
what conditioes timsber calis will be offered.

At the project bevel, the Forest Service mukes decisions about the specific configaration
o individusd thmber gales, including Kachina Village Timber Sale. An each level, the
Forest Service must engage in environisental and scosomic snalyses of its decisions 43
resgquired by the Matsonal Environmental Policy Act

The Forest Service (& requined by law to manage natiomal forest systém lands and
programs to maximize social asd economic henefits for the American

As with other projects plassed on the National Forests of Arizosa and througheart Region
1, the Farest Service has falad to compleie an sconomic analysis of the Kachina Villag:
Tisbser Sube that provides the puabfic with a full and fisr accounting of net economic
benefits. Instead, the ecanomic analyss 15 limited vo net benefiis and costs mammed by
the Forest Service fnd project administraiors

The "ecomamics” anshys oily loaks at the various fisancial returns of the alvermatives
ani focuses on the 167 dbh threshold. This analysis fails misernbly in considering bath
the kongrterm and shirt-tenm bemcfits and costs of such large-scale vegestion
masdpuiaticn This is especially critical for so-called restorsticm projects much as Kachima
Village. NEPA requires the agency 1o take a hard Iook at the cost elfectneness of various
trearmems Because sach of the allernatives consklened presents n significant ecosomis
cost b0 the taxpayer and bezsase of the contraversy of the Flagstaff restorstion
experiments, the economic efficiency of comsnercial v, Rom-commercial approaches is of
particular inberest. However, in this case the 1SS has chosen fo Frmit its anshyss and
ignore these important disclosures.

The E15 snd project record fail io place any economss value on existing uses and
functicns of the sale ares, meludisg recreation, flood control, pest comtral, carbon
sbquestoning, and many ciher “ecasystem services.” Im addition, the economic analysis
fisils to consider a wide range of costs that will b= imcurred by the public through loss of
thise “ecosysemn services” and other extermalized cosms aach as incressed fleoding,

incressed risk of desth, impary, and property damage from kogging operations, and
increased fne risk *

Please adidress thess isues in your fingd emvironmentnl impact staterment. Thank you for
yiur time and considerstion
Sincerely,
L -
=,
B .
Forest Conservanion Croamcil
‘Westiern Regional Office

Member, MFPA Board of Directon
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Letter 12 — John McCartney

Comment Sheet for the Kachina Village Forest Health Project Open House— =+ <™
Wednesday August 21 at the Highlands Fire Department v

L.

Please feel free to comment tonight, or take this with you if you would prefer more
time: to read the DEIS before commenting. You may rrafl this form, or a letter to
Coconino Forest Supervisar,

Attn: Kachina Village Project, i
2323 E Greenlaw Lane, Flagsiaff, AZ S6004 - ToEE. Wi
You may e-mal comments to diillimfa. f -~ i
(rdyert—

Alternative A is the preferred Altemative, Afier bearing the information presenbed tonigh
andfor reading the Draft lemmwmllmputsmmdu.l}whwmfmdnu&
Aliernative AT If so, please stae what concerss you and why, Di€s one of the other
alternatives address your concern? ﬁ-’

Resce  Spanc tHuE  Ptolfe #ﬁfﬂf #

17 TEL Sy s SsSigce. T

by Fo HEatTRO T Ccvpree, on T
ey T SJELyeeE PO Yapd

Frosersi s aF ol e g SRS
e

St roud PR St S N
i immdies - THE i =T
el RT3 A TERE v TF Pt o
y i L =L

EE fevg L] ST Y B T =R - R il 2 e =

Diid we Exil t display the effects of an imporiant exrvironmental or social item in our analvsis? IF
50 what have we missed?

Y e iCoeeigamge! ' AL A ST e
Flriges—  jaa CLUnT
T i . el

Il OFE LT P Y - R T (7o 13 [y

Cand ind g LHF Latie b e om =i
LRSS
Mame i it r“"1|r¢_ G‘h{"TﬂE“f
Address 1077 S0 g
{plense print)

Response 12.0: These comments are noted as supporting
the project. The writer emphasizes the need for limiting
camping in the future upwind of populated areas.
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Letter 13 — Ponderosa Fire Advisory Council

Jls > S700 ) AYUY

R
P- &Fl ?
xf”ﬁ fﬂ
Sepl 17, 2002 T
':'.:'.5 }':,’u.f. _'.:'ﬂ
Jim Guoklen

1% Fores Service

ATTH: Knschina Forest Healibh Progeci
2323 E Greenlow Laone

Flagstall AZ, BG4

SURIECT: Kachina Forest Health Project
Dear Mr. Golden:

13
The Monderoas Fare Advisory Cowncdl (PFAC) is o multi-party collaborative assembly #
comprized of all wildland fire ngencies (pas other educaiaonal and poblic asfety emiies)

wilkin the grester Flagmall ares We recognize that poor health of our forests, and the

prave risk of catasiophic wildfire, pose an immediate threat b oo collective commanity
values-at-risk.

W oppland the Fopest Servics’s efforia, in conjanction with ihe commumiiy-hased
Girealer Flagatalf Forest Partnership, to address these issues al on-gring sfes i ihe Forn
Valley area.

We strengly smppori ihe proposed Kaching Farcst Health Project. The need i reul.
the seienee e pound, the goals are reachable, and the commmnity & apporiive. We
emcoamnge implementation without delay

Sincerely,

/ ! {
fotie [Lotse—
Koim Watson
Chair, FFAC

Response 13.0: These comments are noted as supporting
the project.
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Letters 14 — Cheryl Engelhard

L |

I wock for o utility compeany that was requenad 1o work during the Roden
Fire. We had to ensung the publsc ol there salety even though they had evacuated.
Anyone who sew the devestation and wem thraugh that hardship woukd usderstimd
Bow bandly woe meed to take: care of our forests so thie won®t kappen again, | andenstand
forest fires will always happen, bt if o had & rascmable forest management plan in
place that fire mey noc heve grown so hig 3o fasc T sm just heving my voice heard. If
we choose nol 1o do something with the e around Kaching and Forest Highlarsds n
fire af that size coald be a reality here. Thank youo for yoer time.

Cheryl Engelhardt

fj:'.i-uf E:fffM =

1 ]
Tir whaom # meay concemn; el L2 o i

A

A

:
—

Response 14.0: These comments are noted as support-
ing the project.
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Letter 15 — Steve Bleich

Steve Bleich
109 Klatha Trail, Kaching Village, Flagetsff, AZ BEG1 9554 (529) 526-2906  sibloichucleom

1T Sepiermber 2002
Jim CGiolden bl J S I'I
ATTHN: Kachina Village Forest Henlth Project _ Ay
2323 E, Greenlow Lane i
Flagstaff, AZ R6004 =
Good Day, L ey

After going o both public mestings in Kaching Villsge and both forest
walks with Tammy Randell-Parker and wading through a good portion of the Draff
Environmental Impact Statement for Kaching Villags Forest Health Project and
anything else | could find, | am of the opinion that plan *A’ i= an overkill.

1 never hed any question that immediate thinning acton 15 required and after
seeing the havoe caused by the Rodee-Chidesks fire I'm only more convinced, than
ever, Since my wife and I live near the head of Pump House Wash. I'm ceriain tha
if there is there is a major fine in this area, my house would be one of the first o
ED.

I srrongly believi there has to be o balance betwesn the desire of the Forest
Service, and of the residents and users of the arca.

I'd like to be able to say that [ am in tetal agreement with Plan *A° [ believe
it is extreme, There™s an old saying about “not being able o see the forest for the
trees.” My wife and | moved to Kachina io be able to experience the forest mither
tham the individual trees.

=Tl

[ can easily accept Plan “A° with a few changes: 1} an absolute cutting limit
of 18" diameter: 2} a mimimum basal aren of 40 in most areas, and 3) cut and
Fembve any trees under sttack by beetles. (5,7

| realize that there is no pman:ncall way this entire project can be quantitied
and we must heavily rely on those directing the thinning, stc. Trust is o nebulous
thing.

hdany years ago, | was wobd that the Forest Service allowed clear-cut because
they depended on imber sales for o major part of their funding: While T didn't
{quite) believe that, it did color my thinking for a while afterwards, Many people
atill remember the clear cutting and excessive commercial timbering that occurred
1n the not-so-distant-past. It takes years 1o buibd up trust, any trust and confidence
that may exist can be destroved by a single decision

Response 15.0: Opinion about Alternative A that
DEIS has discussed in various ways in response to
comments in Appendix A beginning on page 133 and
pages 23-27.

Response 15.1: This option is considered in the DEIS
as Alternative D, described on pages 33-34.

Response 15.2: This option is contained in the DEIS
under Alternatives A, C, and D and is first described on
pages 27-31. For some prescriptions, 40 BA is listed
as the minimum density to use within a stand. The
other prescriptions would not reach a 40 BA because of
the way they are designed to meet standards and
guidelines for wildlife habitat, as described in the
Coconino National Forest Land and Resource Manage-
ment Plan.

Response 15.3: The DEIS discusses the effects of the
alternatives on the susceptibility of forested areas to
bark beetle attacks. These are described on pages 67-
72 of the DEIS. Standard operating procedures during
tree thinning projects include the ability to remove an
individual tree that is dying from insects or disease as
an operating procedure of the project. The current
level of beetle-killed trees in the Kachina Village Project
area is not enough to change the analysis of effects of
alternatives or to change the preferred alternative (per
review of 2002 Aerial Detection Survey, John Anhold).
Therefore, the option of cutting all trees under attack
in the project area is not necessary. In addition,
attempting to cut all trees under attack by beetles
would include entering areas where tree cutting work
would not otherwise be done under Alternative A.
Many of these areas have steep terrain and little
access.

The Coconino National Forest historically has not been
clear cut in the ponderosa pine forest type.

SjuBWIWO) 01 asuodsay « H xipuaddy



8v¢

100l04d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWale]S 1oedwl| [elUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

* Grene Waldrip's quobe, in the Arzonn Daily Sun of Sept. 21, t2lls me that the Forest Service has
alteaty made it"s decision and everything else is windowlresing. | sincerely hope T'm wrong.
W really hove litthe choice but to rely on the Forest Service in the hope that you will try and
@ it good compromise and not fall back oo President Bush's position of cut, slash & szl to
rifabelrniice the immedinte doflar benefit and think about the futine i the future. =15
Sincenely,

i ¥

¥ L -
B P =

= |

Response 15.4: The article in the “Arizona Daily Sun”
stated:

According to the minutes of the session posted on the
Partnership Website, Waldrip said the sale is needed to
“offset project costs” that are not covered by “Fire Plan
monies” to build roads necessary for the thinning work.
“Basically he is out of money to do roadwork on Kachina.
This could be offset, however, with the sale of some
timber...”

The actual meeting minutes read:

Gene shared another economic consideration
to take when forming our decision about the
Forest Service preferred alternative. With a
normal timber sale, he can use the sale profit
to offset project costs. He cannot use appro-
priated money from fuel (Fire Plan monies) to
do roadwork for Kachina. He is out of money
to do roadwork on Kachina. This could be
offset, however, with the sale of some timber,
as proposed in the DEIS. There is no legal way
to offset the road costs with a service contract.
This is a pretty big dilemma that the partner-
ship wasn't faced with at Fort Valley. Keith
asked, “If there is no money for roads (without
a timber sale), then is there no money for trails
or other recreation elements of the project?”
Gene said, “Yes.” Keith stated that this is
another reason to support the Forest Service
preferred alternative.

Gene was stating to the group that, because this would not
be a timber sale, but rather a goods for service contract,
money generated from thinning activities to improve forest
health could then pay for work to fix up roads, build trails,
and support recreation improvements. The quote in the
“Arizona Daily Sun” reflected a conversation with the
Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership as to the tradeoffs of
the various alternatives.
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Letter 16 — Nat White

Fiat Wihiie Tat didl <Ak bed >
= Mpt WhnsiHorssl a oo
[ RS Subieat: Tras Thinning South of Flagaish

CE1BI00T 0R:09 FW

Daly,

Hith moeset abadnces, I dl4n't keep up with the information or inpat
sequanos for kbhe thinning the forests gcuth of Flagetaff. T beve wekcked
varloos thinnliog efforts over tha last 32 years whiles running gwar
50,000 milas 15 che woods and sould like to shace a faw cbaervabiong. IC
not wou, maybe you could forwacd Ehia.

Tn ganeral:

The conce)l S&EnS To be bapsfisial, we this ls not sgaimer che thinming
efforte.

old pletures and current remaining old growth ahow & clustering of older
tresn, many with splik tcushs, and often 4 or § tress wery cloes

pplik Erunk Ceass, Opace Chen eqaally spact, and thay moscly look che
pame plze and shapa. It lecks sore like s cres farm, bat morse
Ispoetantly, how does this s=ffact bhe natural ecology. Can squirrels
jurmp ke dlgrance® hre biTds affected? How about Buge? I don't know, buc
it doem mot mimic Ehe ald Joowch SKAmplas T have ssan.

old plotares often phow  Ponderoms bhickets in the backgrouand and the

rake up susvent thicksts. Tha point bere ls thas sreas of Pandsccsa ,}
chickers wers A patural cocurrescs afed in all chimming efforce; mayhe
monae Ehickets @bould De 1sCC poamsliing.

Gragipg wng one slement in man's discuptles of the nataral forest. Areas
went of Lowell that were Clpst thinmsd 10 or 13 yesrs sge, sbtroggles Lo
produces geassss anly ta dcemn o bars sarth by carils in July.
e gTaoD never really gets o oga o seed. Are the plane to mansge bhat

Finally, I weery abour che genetice. This caoncern ham heighbesad itk
the bestle infsstation and mistleccs. I bave nof been ables bo predict
whick tredd will purvive and which wan't &nd I have @accked for chirty
yoare. Aze we poefecantlally cuttlpg dows the suswivacs, tha gensticall
#FUpeTior CTEes hacauss we arm oeing an looorrect oriteria® Hayhe that
hmn bsen yesgarched. We 9o have n record af good intentlons with basd
repplta when 1t cooes Lo DACUTE,

Spechiically:

f read that larger tress wmrw golag Lo be pold to help pay for the
thinming. Thar Indicstes to me that becauss &f fisascen, thioming will
stray from ths more selenciflcally supported appsoach. @ wowld rather
pricritize and thin sraller aress over A longsr pericd of bipe Ebmn Lo
compeaelas for flnamolal reasans.

Just some thosghts and chesrvations, Bops you will fomward to the sight
pucman LI it Le not you

Thacks, Rat

o

':*1ILI"

cespebher with & few farther apart. Cursend Cthinning peeme ©0 DemoTs hh} l.lﬂ ."

A

then old lunbae railecad tles are juss unfinimhed loge of Ehs alse that 0"

o

W

ot

i

Response 16.0: No response needed.

Response 16.1: Clumping is described and visually
simulated in the DEIS on pages 28-30, 31, and in Chapter
3 on pages 84-20 relating to wildlife habitat.

Response 16.2: The DEIS describes cover clumps and
maintaining cover in Alternatives A, C, and D (see page
22).

Response 16.3: The DEIS describes monitoring and how
annual operating instructions will be utilized to facilitate
understory recovery (see page 22).

Response 16.4: The DEIS describes the treatment of
insects and diseases (see pages 66-72).

Response 16.5: The DEIS describes economics and the
rationale for thinning trees (see pages 27 and 121-122).
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Letter 17 — Randy Schaal

Comment Sheet for the Kachina Village Forest Healih Project Open House —  ~o ¢ | &
Wednesday August 21" at the Highlands Fire Depariment ot oor

Please feel free to comment tonight, or take this with vou if you would prefer more
time to read the DEIS before commenting. You may mail this form, or a letter to
Coconing Forest Supervisor,

Attn: Kachina Village Project, NI
2323 E Greenlaw Lane, Flagstafl, AZ £6004 (ﬂh”
W)
You may e-mal comments to dillEmfs fed us ‘E .

Aliemadive A s the preferred Aliemative, After heering the informstion presenied 1onight,
andior readisg the Drafi Environmental Impact Swaiement, do you have amy concems shout
Alsermative AT If so, plesse sl whal concerms you and why,  Does one of the osher
ahernatives sddress your concern?

.f: ﬁ’l’.if.l.ﬂ.-.?‘l-lrb ;h‘&'if Aiternative 1. J-‘:P
Lofd M tpnt % Jd[_’.:ru-'ﬂ o PR Fre) et )b e
Wi Jef Seme oo fle fega g 1""'-'1_:-_.0"‘ 1-1#"' oy e
3 & fhia 4.'"; L profept | i

I

[

Kise we 2, Gl workl e et S e
¥
_.fi'l"'-l'_J-Tl"',

Dhid we [afl 1o display the effects of an impaniant environmental or social isem in oar anslysis? If
s what have we missed?

e ——

Name Eihﬁ? Scdaaf
e, Al

Address gifas W Macp. T
[plisse prin Elapstefd A= Floos
f ;

Response 17.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.

SJUBWIWO) 01 8suodsay « H xipuaddy



108l01d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWaIe]S 1oeduwl| [eIUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

T8¢

Letter 18 — Richard Metzner

TO: PESSE  Jeibl
FPIZAKS RaneSn pigTied
Eo7s Ad. g s 59
FLAeaTRmeas A2 Wi ooy
AETER REAQIAL- YU K ESoRT  Anl o
lAlsTEMINE TE Your mesTinves /Fifio  TrRiPs
|conMeERMNIwE ALl gpF FibE HiTERAMATIVES
|AgouT CHiasiag oF TS FOAREST, T & siesiy
|surpenT Airsanarnee = . 480
T HERE 15 Arp  DOWUET  dAY MpYT s eesdd  Falge
|parenmanve A" wile 00 pERSMELT  pfeteE,
faveT Sady 1O TN FEoARELT  BWT LAUss
,i&ﬁ‘ﬁi:-ﬂl‘_{ﬂﬂﬂ'{-f APEE  fA FARE Aae Tl 5
lBEc 2 EATV oA AL W EE AN FApl £ End P RINSEATHS
leHAn BEE  THAT AfE PHA ggriwd Yool LiafE
laE " FIRE  THREAT rarAassrreur s VB
£ HAVE 5 ApEn  agTH THE FOrE AT
|THeE "CEATEASA Eop Biodipeicdt O vER S 3
:.--..-' TVE STl An D T ScbsleEn Fi e RS A sl s %
| THERM.
THE X MHELE jaFef~aEa HE THAT D15 collsoals
LBEE ADI DA SO Ly T TS SoALElT S8 vies
g A Eptint.  THE AlLea To THM dao SRR i
E " mLs0, THEY menss THAT posas A 0 540
|F0A EVERIDAVE AnD Twa7T 2’ B cans BE
| L4 ATl ¥ AOTUATES T & el nmmpasrE (T WER rovE
== (5, L
£ TWE CATNVTER 153 AT inr i
| iR PBAVIER W bTH | e ORISR e g TR T AedD
|43 MemE  jwvPonmED AfeoT THE W ToTaL
| 1M PACT At RISINS  invoeEd, THIS 4ET7E
| Fror r1E 15 SismlY W 5 rATE mEaT  [FRpe
|# CPveBaviED RESILEWT aF THE FRo7E]

Response 18.0: The writer firmly supports Alternative E.

Response 18.1: Effects on game species are described in
Chapter 3 of the DEIS on pages 84-87 and 110-112.
Effects on recreational use are described on pages 82-84
in the DEIS. Chapter 3 of the DEIS, titled “Affected
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” provides
a description of all environmental effects based on issues
raised about the proposed action. The conclusions in the
DEIS do not support this writer's comment.

Response 18.2: See the response to comments from the
Center for Biodiversity (Response to Letter 35).
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|\AREA. I A= TUST LETTIrve 7o Katow
|fose T PEEs plovy Twis PROJET oD
Ewa‘r’ -
'Mrzﬁs ,.».quwff T Mved LAnD prEv To
|£=Mf.a.~. AND n) CBAERAL 5 K WATEHET
| T7PE sopurTions To M VERFr 'DIVEBALE

i ﬂl'& & LEAALY
T HOPE jou esmar SEE  Touk Ay il

£

TE WERK i 7H  THE cEaTER AnD o THERS
LwHo PAver prasm £ T puT FocETess
A ModiEIEA PiAn "ET (F THAT  $§  twsaT
IT TAMES To pg THIS THracniadk ﬂ_,ﬁ#?‘_ﬁ!&

Plan "B” 15 T PERSELT PUTr 25
(A e GEFTER prfas prESGLL,

I HAvE fuged STATESD M7 cons &S
éM:;'uT' il papresel T Siver D¢ s oF
|Avdy TS Fusads T S AR vIEE To o
| THE KIEHT  THali- RBUT  wWitH A bEsF
PiwEREvL and  WELL  jasFORATES g Rd U

!

s evddiag AT =7 e TR
Pupuic Heegns T 2 FEEL s2AFEgER g
HOP I~  THAT A  goon Peda  =de

T Minmiimi. @1F  THE [FoRpEsT b L L
Poss /St Titmrnid youo =mgr RKiEAg.ae
TS L ETTER  #aa L eTriacse T Al

THE Audiic RBEcgnd ged  THeL  ATERTTESR.

Sl s
Hrcetwes N AETEAEST
P R ——
S ALK iars TRASL
_ EefisTaes Az FEdol

Eor me , Pian A (uTs Sam TP ek

Response 18.3: See Response 18.1

Responses 18.4 and 18.5: See Response 18.2.
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Letter 19 — Alan and Christine Fredericksen

e 8 :ﬂﬁ’lﬁ;

Era f o5 men &ﬂ:‘f’.-

Rehrreaoe. Koasking Fifloge Fossr Minabk Prodes Wil b ek

- 1 i
T [0 Team LGl es
Abaus wr,
My v ama! § are reeidene of Kocking Fattage S har Treed heve TA years aid spaell 1 CAAH bas b &
membor o the Fighlands Fire Beard for the past 4 peors ana ranver om e Kacling Filoge e Plansing
Commiller and venr an agprawal basnesr, was the Gomse Banger ior |7 peaes eee of wiioh 1 peaes
wery in A4 oad o Meed' i dbe arex plvor TP superiisad af Sesomarst Fover Didlaneies A fan réars
e worked dmber raler on dhe Wordh Kalbob asd Cocenigo oo wildhfe nees, B bosk wess Fabied on
Jorma. We bath are graduaier of W44, Cheir bar o degras i peagraphy ang foad e plonsiig, | i
aquae blalpgy andd wildii monogymem

We havw avondag! the pubiic mastieg ar te Hiphiasds Mire Dspanisss aad Peo Tkt Wi Acadind by
FamsyWandol-Porkor & Sehbie KV We Agup some faves odd coscsens iy e waoidd W jeiu fin
conridar.

I, Thinmng fpes avd e G
Fariwtos in thisnigg & gooad  Howwoner, irul:pnlnq,ﬁmldluwlhu’ﬂ'bfn:hﬂwmﬁlmufhi ‘ r-t ¥
Mirpy smoll sfsmdr of varping B4 7 ore prgfirable. e sanced they 1he feadancy i 00 graduare sentil
i irdnd' L sl Fathar than ledr bigh B sidedr nerd fo apanings, lowaer B4 mandy, od rosdr, Te
aregne pous aeboarul dfversdse amd' o Bealtfy fvest G wial (G rou mual mic gp ooadr sk worng 84
bty

& WHAEG and soaslo coevidars.
A demale preips off JTHD B or pasrg anid W e 00 fid iedale el 10 b Lol mest do roadd ond iraugh aer f:.|.| '1
I sy i redicd Siphs shusnse. proanide prdvel corrldoes. billeg, v o Shermn! canges caver o .n'.'J i
wildifn, arproially farkey snd sonphings  This sise it off roud v deemaging babitat

I Fiza cop and cwiving lorpar bleck jacks
i piendy wiers marked “Veawr © drear are (g 1l b Lerper tlaot jacl pines were Ay sipaiTeon dod b "_i'_,
tharr haphs biing the romas an the rmreovndiag rees Thoss frees e afveadd oat somysenil tie ,Iﬁl-
surrpunding iress aed dergiory il evos ikl grove faree oo v arosns e amd creale more 8
wartical dnoreity. Wb riar § el @ cap o T eoker sieuld be oo an ohe Jaimvenr ol Mibming For e

rediciion oo “well” raar cowld be fombed up 1070 13 fleer

A Banlger for sééding affer Ireafenml ql ‘3
Thars sppaars io de oo manay bodpeiad for rexsading of rected srear, roads, aud bwes. FRT NOT? g 1| '
This v o evmn! o dvores madies plonds resendled. diler all, pour gosd i peraen the fvest back b @ Ranive
mahwnl, vl d ool stare.

J. Sevosdary effecn of basad
Cprnad denr et gl erces for Ui swods, S b deconcary effecds ore tad. Soene B3 pada
Fex, a very small peropmaps har taaes st aee ilfond and canay o socelesiers. [ e vinied mosy armed' ﬂl W
arasy and there ore ne dead naely g sramdiag, asd Wibe it oF sl Ao o sedis 0 B alide 1o alop Uem, Tl of e
i dwr craser roads; wilck el dircaer o dee 8 Fing e woednarers coee (n io onr iar geioe ond
dharing L haridi ol then e denders ser b ook sl ol neen B inde a eosed siiiol Lty wos ) be
claséd No law Jeaar Bamn abir do alop dhie. Salutor: Lok the barvar of sek asd sgydbe afl
Sorwwooal st in thare arean and’ meske S200-dollor fiser pawobiy byt wodoserr,

A Rorade avd s lrereaes

Response 19.0: The variation of basal areas that this
writer describes is discussed in the DEIS and utilized
under all alternatives. The variable spacing of groups and
trees is visually represented on pages 27-32.

Response 19.1: Wildlife cover is described in the DEIS on
pages 31-32. High-density areas of 180 BA will be left for
wildlife cover and will be variable in width, as you have
recommended. Screening along roads will occur, as some
dense patches will occur along roads as the variable
thinning and cover clumps are selected.

Response 19.2: An 18-inch diameter limit is described in
the DEIS as Alternative D on pages 33-34. The preferred
alternative does not preclude the limbing of trees which
may be done occasionally by volunteer groups, however,
this technique would not work to create grassy openings or
enhance growth to promote future old tree clumps.

Response 19.3: The DEIS describes understory rehabili-
tation on page 20. The use of seed is a standard operating
procedure for disturbed areas to lessen soil impacts. The
cost is included in the estimated thinning costs located in
the Economic Analysis on pages 121-122. Tammy
Randall-Parker had discussed with you in the field that
our experience has been that a native seed bank is viable
in most areas. We have not had a situation arise in which
seeding was necessary across entire stands after thinning
and burning activities. Seeding is required on road clo-
sures and log landings.

Response 19.4: Damage to large oaks is addressed in the
DEIS on page 21. Mitigation to lessen oak damage from
prescribed burning is described. lllegal oak cutting and
social road development are law enforcement issues that
we have noted and will bring to the attention of our law
enforcement officers and patrols. The fine for illegal
woodcutting starts at $250 for major offenses and is based
on the value of the tree, of which oak is $250 per tree.
These laws are a part of the Federal Code of Regulations
and are set by Congress. The U.S. District Court deter-
mines the actual fines.
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Response 19.5: The use of slash and leaving pockets of
dense trees close to roads is standard operating procedure
when implementing forest projects. They are described in
the DEIS on pages 16 and 76. Locust that is in the area
will respond to broadcast burning and come in following
the burn if located in the seed bank and can help close
roads. Planting oak and locust to close roads has not
been necessary in most areas, because if these two species
are present in the seedbank they will come up naturally
and over time help to close roads as you have mentioned.

Response 19.6: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative C.
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27 Sepiember 2002 ;??,, _?L-_’._- 3
s A
R bl

Superviser Jim Cialkden
Cocoming National Feres
231 E, Gretalw Lane

Flugsm T AZ A6004

Re: Kachima Village Forest Health Proges

Dhear Supervisce Codden: -;:F lﬂ

As Fressfend of the Greater Flapstafl Foresss Partnership, Inc., the legal entiy of the Creales
FlagstafT Foresis hrlnﬂ'lhl['1UFFF_l W1Ih1hn|: 115, Foresl Servics, [ am sending you this letier on
hehalf ol the 13 her B il v Beard (FAR) concerning the Draft Environmenal
Impact Stasement for the Kackea ".'ﬂl.l.gtl-ﬂ':d Health Project.

At the PAR's mordhly meeting on August 15, 2002, the Fallowssg stalesnen] was usanimomely
agroed upon by thise imembers prescst, with Mo members alissing from de vobe, Therefore,
pless accept the fifloming comsment from the PAH regarding the Prefemed Altemative desoribed
within the DE1S:

The GFFP PAB-nomitheramading if s My 200 revemerendation, swnd mmderstanding
Pl e |r|ll'|:|r|n,:u|n.nh11' arivem reperaiay realngica’ and seosomie woriebles, and

e g il I g weivtd deniced tie GFFP asd FN_.phe GFEP PAR
wwm‘m.:m e Freferned Alternaiive of the Egching Fillage
Forert Healih Project

More detail comeerming (he FAR" Escussion and aisoziniad voie on this matter can be foud in
the s meEetine mimnes, which are i onothe Parsershon's wehore,

wnw gl p oy, and witich fave already been disiriboied o you and all wather Fariness by the
Parmersiep stafl.

The Board of Diresors of the Greale FlagsiaT Forests Parmesship, Ino. thanks you for ths

opportunity i comsmeent on the Kaching Villags Progect and for coopentively planming fes
progect will (he PAR, a5 oullised = the cooperative npreement, over the counsp of the et year
sl & Ball! W value this relationship and the resulting collahomtive progess.

Sincerely,
/ﬁ'[.-\.‘\_
D, T Ealh, Presiden
Crrenter Flagstadl Porests Pareersup

Letter 20 — Tom Kolb, President, Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, Inc.

Response 20.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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GREATER FLAGSTAFF FORESTS PARTNERSHIP

Partnership Advisory Board Members
{8 of September 2002)

Arizona Game and Fish

Arizona Public Service

Arizona State Land Department — Fire Management Division

City of Flagstaff

Coconino County

Coconino County Farm Bureau and Cattle Growers Association

Coconino Watural Resource Conservation District

Cocopai Resource Conservation and Development District

Ecological Restoration Institute at Northern Arizona University

Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce

Flagstaff Mative Plant & Seed

Grand Canyon Trust

Highlands Fire Department (Communities of Kachina Village, Forest
Highlands and Mountainaire)

Indigenous Community Enterpriscs

Perkins Timber Harvesting

Practical Mycology

Northern Arizona Conservation Corps & Northland Youth Conservation
Corps

Northern Arizona University - College of Engineering

Morthern Arizona University - School of Forestry

Society of American Foresters - Northern Arizona Chapter

The Arboretum at Flagstaff

The Nature Conservancy

.S, Fish and Wildhife Service

Cooperators

Coconino National Forest

U.5.0.A. Rocky Mountain Research Station
U.S.D.A. Forest Products Lab
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Letter 21 — Brian Cottam

27 September 2002

Debbie Kill

Peaks Ranger District
5075 M. Highway 89
Flagstaff AZ 86004

Re: Kachina Village Forest Health Project

42\

Please accept this comment letter regarding the Kachina Village Forest Health Project
DEIS. 1believe the Forest Service's Preferred Alternative, as detailed in the DEIS, is the
very hest alternative for achieving the project’s objectives. As a Flagstaff resident, 1 have
intimate knowledge of the project area, and through my participation with the Greater
Flagstaff Forests Partnership T have been actively involved in the project planning
process and have an understanding of the implementation strategy and proposed
monitoring for the Kachina Village Project.

Dear Mz, Kill:

I strongly support the Preferred Alternative, collaboratively planned with and supported
by the Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, and urge the Forest Service to proceed,
without delay, with this well-thought and necessary project,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this project. [ look forward 1o future
positive cooperation with the Coconino National Forest in the planning and
implementation of forest ecosystem restoration projects throughout Flagstaff™s
wildland'urban interface.

Sincerely,

Blugn 1 (H—

Brian L. Coltam (private citizen)
3625 W. Mountain Dr,
Flagstaff AZ 36001

Response 21.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 22 — Thomas R. Hanson

Sepgember 24, 2002 et L 3 o

pdr, Jim Crolden, Forest Supervisor
2313 E. Greenlsw Lans
Flapsaff, AF B6i0s

Avin Kachina Willage Foresi Healih Project A4 EE-*

As o hamecwner in Eaching Village, | bave reviewed (ke DHEIS for the Kachins Village
Torest Health Project and hove come o the fillwing conchesions:

Alernative Az This alernative provides for the greatest reduction in fre
haeard i the community snd tbe forest and therefisre | would
prefer to see this plan implemenied.

Alernstive B Mi aciion is unnccepeahle

Alternative C: This oqaion is less effective in nediscing fire poteminl and severe
fire behavior.

Adieriive [ This option again & less effective n redocing fire polential and

spvere [ire belavior,

Alterpative E: This madiel provides for the least reduction in crovwn fire potential
anid severe Fire behavior

1 woubd prefer io see alternative A implemented as presesbed. However, should
circumstances require that unother allemnative be implemented [ would suppont both
Alermative Cor [0, Both Aliernstives B and E are unsccepable in my opinion.

I thank vou and your saff for the extersive work in completing the DEIS for the Kachina
Village Forest Health Project and wish you the best of luck in insplementing this progect.

Respectfally Submilicd,

Vo £ Mo

Thomas B, Hanson
439 Shonto Tral
Flagstall, A AG001 -0 1

Response 22.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A, and Alternatives C or
D.
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Letter 23 — Elizabeth Archuleta, Chairman, Coconino County Board of Supervisors

Pand | Habdun, e
el T

Elmhn L Arvbuiets
= )

Bl Byar

[

Cubdl
[E

Loow v Virly mawrg 0
e £

COCONINDG COUNTY anizona

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Seplember 26, 2002 =
HPIDL2 b
AR Jim_—
g by ) o

Blr- Jim Golden, Supenviser r | )
Coconing Mutional Forest

2323 Enst Greenkaw Lane *oarmak
Flapsaai, A2 kal04-3630

Be: Kschima Village Forest Healil Project

423

This better is in support of Alemative A, the preferred aliemative, or Altemative
1 for the Kaching Village Forest Health Project. W are all aware of how
imporiant it is 16 otk the feests nd the sumounding conmunities that our foresis
Iz thipmed 10 reduce the danper of catestrophic fires. 18 s our desine o we
preventative measmres taken for the sake al ecologleal restomtion of the forests
sl also schdeving fire prevenimive messures. 'We wish to encoirage
significant mensares be talen m preserving bage dsssniter s

Dear Mr. Golden:

Aa you are also aware, Coconine County hos played an active role in our urhan
interface ihinning over the past four yesrs through the Coconbng Rursl
Envirnmmental Cosps. We are plessed with the saccesses of this program
emdeniaken in comjunction with the Forest Service and other comners of usban
mirface lands, We belleve this 10,000 acre project needs 1o proceed as soon as
practical, nat only for its own henefits, bul as the start of a broader effort
prodect and reston: the rematnang millioes of scres of overgroun forest that
s s,

Tk o fof the opgomunicy o comnsent,

Sincergly,

%ﬁﬂ,ﬁzﬁ“

Elizabeth C. Archalein, Chairiian
Beaard af Supervisors

Response 23.0: This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A, or Alternative D.
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Letter 24 — Les and Annette Cherow

e, 26, 2002

L. J, Cherow, 1WA
A2 Farest Highlands
Flagstall AZ 36(H

Thebivie Il

Peaks Rasger [Msirict
B01735 M. Highway 89
Flagaall AZ B6004

Dipar Dhehbie;

g
In refimess o the Eaching ¥illage Foresi Heahls Project, my wife, Anneite, and | '-:f: E"
strongly oppose the cutting/removal of any Ponderosa, greater than 167 DBH, whether
they are vellow-barked or not. We sappost the removal of undersize, crowded Pondervsas
but fis] that ihe larper rees must be presered,

W thank wou for the opportunity io ofer our conment]s) and look Erwvand io bemg
nidified as to the fiml dectsion made in reference bo this very mmpomiam ond necessry
fum] recduction project.

—Z, Ll

Les Cherow

(LTl CAEA orm—

Armetie Cheros

Response 24.0: This comment is noted as supporting
Alternative C.
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Letter 25 — James and Sharon Cherrix

Fim Golden : ! Jim
Ann Kachims Villsge Forest Health Project e

br Golden,

Py Wik and I are homowsers in Kaching Village, and sctively necreate im
morihiern Arlzona’s forestlands. We have beem Following the developnsents of the
Kachina Willage Forest Hoalth Praject asd sfier much discussion, fieel that Flan IV senvs
as this hiest sobsthon &5 it provides the most sound trade-all between uscomtrolled thinnimg
and mi action o all  Knowing that our comsmin®les are vulnenble o forest fire now
maore than ever, 1 belbeve thas action must be taken quickly, however some conimods mast
ke pluced an thinning ko restone our Borests i e Bealthy, old growth forests they onos
T,

Thank wou for yosr inierest s our commumity’s opmions

.ﬁ'.'i . Il'c, (N e

]
{ fr—~—
Juﬁ:&glﬂhul:\uﬁbhm;-_%_

- . T | ‘_p‘,}
1923 E Greenlaw' Lane e~ ek =
Flagstall; AZ H;:-:u A e

aﬂ'f'/

Response 25.0: Uncontrolled thinning is not an alterna-
tive for this project. However, this comment is noted as
supporting Alternative D.
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Letter 26 — Ernest M. Duebendorfer

o [ S
- ‘] 4
gor a0 Jadag A
Seplember 27, W2 [ g '
Mr. Jim Golden 0
Kachina Yillage Forest Health Project rg‘
2323 E. Greenlaw Lane )%f

Flagstafd, AZ BHO04
Dear Mr. Golden:

As n resident of Kaching Village fof wen years, would |ike to exprest my WIews on the
proposed forest clenrings. T eompletely support the 1.5, Forest Servies n its effiorts 1o neduoe
the risk of fige harards thal threaten Kachins Village and iis surroundings. | do bave
comeerss, however, roparding same of the plans that bave been proposed.

~Pian B, which ststes that mo sctine will be taken bo nsfigate fre risk, is cleasty 4 f}_'a_ﬁ“'
unaccepiable. Plan “E7, which proposes firchreaks in Kelly Canyan ani mimimal thinning

ararird Eonchina Villape {5 severely flawed. Fircbreaks work wedl for ground fives, Howeves,

the major threat 10 Kachina Yillage (and the entire soallwest, &5 we have seon fin recent years)

s crown Mires. Crown Fnes, as wou knaow, can eaaily jump firehoeaks

“Plan A~, which stipales forest ihinning with oo ree size lmitaniens, is dengerous for fwo ~
reasons, As seen i the sftermath of ke firés in enstern Arizoos and several in Colorado ingg- #
the past years, major erosion, reaultisg from the removal of vegetntion, can éalis a5 much or
more, indirect damage as the ariginal fire itself, | have hiked extensively in the area arvund
Koaching Village and have seen the trees marked for removal under “Flan A As o professor

of geology at NALL | can assure vou that, if “Plan A™ & adopted, there will be severe erosion
problems, and these will impact residents ear the boundaries of Kachins Village. I this plan

is implemensd, [tigation coiuld ense, given that the LISFS has been informed of this

podteniial hmard by professicnaks ia the ﬁul.'gj E‘h: second anpument against “Plan A” 5 Bl
pismerous esvirnEmenial groups will go 1o cour to stop (s effart. | am eat in support of

these groups, but they bave ssceessfully deluyed ree-thinning programs i (Gany pems of the
sotbywest by licigatbon, These actions, which T e & imesponsible, uslomunaiely are u.q-"
inevitshle end could undermine the necded, immediale effors o conduct forest thinning, In 27l
ohier wieds, the USFES could well be epending time and money in court that shauld be spenl

thimming the fores

Response 26.0: This comment is noted as stating Alter-
native B is unacceptable and Alternative E is severely
flawed because crown fires can easily jump firebreaks.

Response 26.1: The commenter states that Alternative A
stipulates forest thinning with no tree size limitations and
this is not the case. As described on page 27 of the DEIS,
trees larger than 16 inches dbh are only removed when
needed to achieve the desired conditions for the stand.
We have had experience with similar levels of tree thin-
ning, as that proposed under Alternative A, in the recent
Fort Valley project area. Although some on-site soil
erosion may occur, the amount and intensity of erosion is
not severe and does not cause soil to move off-site and
into drainages. Pages 72-80 of the DEIS describe these
soil and water effects.

Response 26.2: See response to Letter 4.
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I emdorse “Plan O that allows thinning with a 16" diameter cap hecause | believe that it is the

sl envinonmentally sound aption. 1t would szwve more than 5,000 irees per the 100000 acre o &
project thin would “Fles 107 1 consider “Flans C aad D7 0 b the anly viable approaches o

forest thinnimg., For the reasons 1 have staied abosve, “Flans A, B, and E are umgcteplable and
indefensible given the nrguments thet | present above, If esther of these Laner options is

adapted. the USFE will have o answer (o the commnity that it proporms o serve, i the

[ure.

Sincerely,

7 :
At W Qe
Emest b Duehendorfed
Professor of Geclogy, KAL
174 Chaco Trail

Flagsaff, AZ S5{HH

e

Response 26.3: This comment is noted as supporting
Alternative C.
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o  Letter 27 — Mckenzye Klamborowski

+ -
ﬂnﬂ.c_ﬁ{..l.
Mckereye Ehmbornwsio b
16 M. Ban Franzisoe S0 P '|L..J-—~
FlagsialT ---}4"' .
{U2R) 216411 i | e
Ll

Bepiemher 27, 1002

To: Jim Crodden, A Kachina Village Forest Health Frogect
123 E Grwenlaw Lane
Flagstaff, A7 3iHI4

RE: Kachina Village Forest Health Project

Plan € appears to be the best plan for the overall well being of the 2 .J_*"ll
furests surounding Kachina Village. After careful anakysis and review af
the manual, 1 have selected plan C.

asition roe plon A: \
Efauﬁt plan A is a mose aggressive approach, this could l:afl b .-? 41
opposition from environmental groups puiting this project on hold tor years.
We need action NOW.

Chid-growth '
ﬂwfq;:-,-cmll ﬂn[ forest maintenance should be o create 3 healthy
old-growth forest as soon as possible. The manual stated that within 50 10 .y
() years, trees lefi standing with plan C would develop mnto n obd-growth 4
forest. In the bong-term, the old-growth forest will be more ﬁ_lf redardant,
healthier and not in need of fisture maintenance. In addition, it would be
mure esthetically pleasing to keep 7000 more fress,
Fire Prevention: _ _ A I“*JJ
In the marmial explaining these options it states, “All [ is almost w#‘ L)
good as Alt A in fire prevention.” LF this 15 the case, I mssume the plan C 1
also an adeguate deterrent to wild fire. Therefore, Alt IV is my second
choice as it Is commensurate in fire protection.

Thank you for considering my opinion. | look forward 1o hearing your
decision

Smcerely,

100l04d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWale]S 1oedwl| [elUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

Response 27.0: This comment is noted as supporting
Alternative C.

Response 27.1: See Response to Letter 4.

Response 27.2: The amount of future old growth de-
scribed in the DEIS (pages 89-95) is virtually the same for
Alternatives A, C, and D. The effects on the aesthetic
quality of the area for Alternative C are similar to Alterna-
tive A, as described on pages 52-56 of the DEIS.

Response 27.3: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative D as a second choice. It is accurate that the
DEIS describes Alternative D as similar to Alternative A for
overall effects on the potential for high intensity crown fire
(pages 60-66).
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Letter 28 — Wayne Anderson

(=]

Flagstaff {Kachima)
928 525 (016

To: Jien Golden, Attn Esching Village Forest Health Project
2113 E Grstinlaw Lame
Flagatafl, AL Sk

- : [
| choose plan € & the aliemative for the Eaching Village Forest Healih Project. ¥ 2

| bave chosen plan C for many ressans.

i growth forsst will be achieved sooner with o population of larger tress. As A
a lemg-term goal, the okd growth farest will be mare fire retardant, healthier g 2.8
and not in seed of fibane manienance

Becusse Plan A is more ngeressive, thene could he oppasition fram |.|1|u._!1' .-’]_.'a-_'i-'
emviroemental grops. This could put this project an bold for years. We noed &
action s soon 2s possible.

. Hypathetically speaking, what if the hark beetle infesied the Kachina "-"iul-l-'; E___'E,'El

area Kike oa Mars hill west of Flagstaf? The bark beetle coald kill a large
peroeniage of the trees in the forest, 1§ there e TOEHE more lange troes, there
15 @ less chance of kosing the entire forssl

1i wold be more esthetically pleasing fo Keep 70O mare tress.

5. Fire Prevention: In the manual explaining these plans it stabes, “AJLD & # Eg-q
almost 25 grod a8 AlL A in fire prevention.” 1f this is the case, 1 hope plan C
ix ale &0 pdeguate deserreni to wibd fire The docimemiation did not say how
effiective Al C was in fire prevention.
6. Al D Is my secomd chobee. [7the e prevenion aspect is a delerrenl to the -
Al T, then my vote i for AlL T ::!-’ZEI
Thank you
WA~ o atcid petiion
¥ p : < :
12 Bacohi Crvi il =0 =gnatu©s

to =how =pppert for
T':?I'ﬂ'"-_‘-‘._ Cor and

ol aclﬂlll o g Fiﬂn

Attached to this letter was a petition which states “Signa-
tures for this petition show support for Alternatives C or D
and are against the proposed Alternative A. Names on the
petition included Barbara Dill, Elizabeth May, Mary
Sinder, Kathy Wutt, Mike Wutt, Krish Wutt, Lindy Sue
Long, Erin Long, Carlos Sanchez, Adam Sanchez, H.
Vernetti, William Homan, Rick Raines, Tara Amini, Eric
Putnam, Debbie Litwin, Mike Hyde, Mike Zims, Brad
Munns, Cara Hawell, Kyle Withers, David Allen, David
Keller, Kurtis Ryan, Jew Torok, Katy Jo Porter, Cory
Seering, Suze Joyce, and Michael J. Bleedhaus. Over 1/3
of these addresses are noted as residents of Kachina
Village.

Response 28.0: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative C.

Response 28.1: See Response 27.2.
Response 28.2: See Response 4.0.

Response 28.3: Having 7,000 more trees in the forest
would not lessen the potential for loss of trees to bark
beetles. In fact, the opposite is the case. Fewer trees,
with more distance between trees or clumps of trees, helps
trees fight off beetles, as described on pages 70 and 71 of
the DEIS. The DEIS discusses the visual effects of remov-
ing 7,000 trees on page 54.

Response 28.4: The DEIS does state on page 61 that
Alternative C is somewhat less effective than Alternative A
in reducing crown fire potential.

Response 28.5: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative D as a second choice.
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Letter 29 - Thomas Broderick, Alan Molise, Paula Smith, Kevin Thomas, Christy Smith, Jerry
D. Behne, Craig W. Lipke, and Kathryn Rhodes, residents of Flagstaff and one resident of

Parks

Saplember X7, 2002 e

This letter i in support of Alermative A, the prefecred altermative, of Aliemative D far af; Rﬁl,_l]
fie Knchina Vilkage Forest Health Project, from the uskersigred residents of the greses
Flagstaff comenimity.

I is exitically importait bogh for the forests that surroussd our commanities and the

cammurilies themselves that the ee density be substantially reduced o prodect agunst
catsgirophic crown fires. The comnuanities kit by these fires can take decades 1o recover,

wehile the forest cam take & cenbary ar mang, This praject does nod limal ssell w0 the i
imterface between forest and comimvnity, which anly benefits (B commmnities, but trels gf g“l ol
the entire farest so it both can be prodecied.

A hias been apparent this summer with the Rodeo-Chedesic fire, we as a commumily

cannct delay the process of restaring forest healih. This project is only & small begirming

af thie decsdes long process to pesione the bealth of the foresis and protect our

communities. This 10,000 pcre project needs 10 proceed as soon 2 practical, ool only for

its owr Benefie, but os the start of 2 beoader effort 1o protect and resiore the remaining q.2
millions af scres of cvsngrosm forest that surroursd us,

This project is mors of & restoration ioward the condition of the forest prior i European
setilmiseil, When there was a combination of large trees and open grassy areas. The
periodic notural, lighteniag caused fires had the effec off cleaning, out small trees and
undesbanush, while not damaging the larger trees thai bad developed. In stark comtras o
hastary, in the fores)”s cusrent condition, the effuct of fires is to destroy everything in
their path.

The praject i proteciive of large trees aed wikdlife: 4 24.3

» O ihe reported 100,000 (rees over 16 nches in diamstin, anly 70 are propased
1o be ol in Alvermative A and 5000 in Altemative D (Albemative D doss not ¢l
amy brees over 18 inches in diameier). Mane of the 40,000 okl-growih, yellow
barked trees would be cut under any alterative, Whiile vinually sveryons wasie
Lo priserve the largest tree, cutting 3-7% of them as in these sliematives 15 a
reasonahle traded] for the sohstantial protection sgainst catastrophic fires.

+  The project provides a wide variety of tres densities (from $ b 2040 basal area
per ncre] 1o accomimadate the varying nesds of 4 diverse array of both animale
and planta,

& Tree culting will be carefully superviseal sl meovt eccur around the nesting
peeriods or locations of goshawk or Mexican spotled owls

Ag 80 some of the objections 1o the projest |msied i the Draft Envireeenental Iepac
Stoiemen:

*  Selling timber provides perception that forests are being logged fior profit not
managed for thear healih, disrupts wildlibe, and requires temporary roads

Response 29.0: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative A or Alternative D.

Response 29.1: It is noted that this comment expresses
the importance of treating both the forests that surround
communities and the communities themselves. This
project does not limit itself to the interface between forest
and community, which only benefits the communities, but
treats the entire forest so that both can be protected. This
statement echoes the purpose and need for the project that
is described on pages 5 and 6 of the DEIS

Response 29.2: It is noted that this comment is only a
small beginning and that more work is needed in the
forests.

Response 29.3: It is noted that this comment states that
the project is protective of large trees and wildlife.
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Reasomable people who listen 1o the fcls would be unlikely to be conlissed aboul the rue
ohjective. Albematives A and D omly take 3-7% of the largest, most valuahle trees.

These trees need #o be cut, based on fire modeling, to provide for the safety, health, and
diversity of the forest.  Rather than kv them on the Door, it is reasonsble to provide 4 II!-'I'
soite evatomic value to offset the comsidernble costs of the project, while providing 5#2*
samee jobs io the commenity.

Logging will ot he permitted in nesting areas when nesting is in progress and in other
areas, wikllife can simply move 1o other part of the progect anza.

299
Urnder & miles of temporary dirt roads would be huidlt while the trees weere cut and then e

the road aneas wohl b restoned by Applag up the compectad soll snd reseeding. This is

A miindmal cost compared to the value of the timber sale and is a temporary disrupbion i

the project ane.

»  The fonest anly neads to be ibdnsed near the 'Wikiland Urban Inerface (WL o
protect commmnities from fire.

In the Roden fire, spot fires developed 2 miles abead of the fire froed and while an

imtensively treated smea around comenundises is helpful, it does nog provide the protection fa
necessary for those commamities. Another very critical msue is that it also does nod ¢ 'E_q
protect the forests thesmneelves, which |8 the primary obgective of this effort. A busmed

forest does not have any ald growih trees or habitat for protected or unprotected species.

We stromgly support Aliernatives A and D for the Kachina Village Forest Health Progect rg'q_q’

arl urge that these alternatives be implemented & immedzately a3 possible and that the #
Forest Serviee develop similar plans for atker pans of the pablic forests,

Si Name St
L ﬂé’:{/"/ 'Pf'm!' M}O{: fi?“?é’-"’..pﬁlﬂfﬂ L F;;MH
?;u— Alaw L‘La:-ll‘i-c— 27130 M. ﬂ'ﬂ-w‘h‘l',!,':.ﬁ’ ;1‘7}
. MM Phsle Sorith Lo B 50251, Rarks
v P AL, v (Mot 3607 (). Red RoCK, Fiags
- m Christy S Wibie Kanle -"ﬂe“.l‘ﬁu
5 ¥ 4 ing
ﬁ%‘wﬁ\ 5 jc.'TTq"tb ?_.\-r.lu'r{ ""F'-H-"'-'I' E- ‘gﬂ W!.'!Iu# i-...H-I-!
: {I:W o ), FEACs TAAT S

R ; - e ) e nd W THRE
£, Widiwey pfyrled ML RHODES Ao nf il

b

AT A Ll Thwr o wovepas bE Flagspr

Response 29.4: The objective of this project is forest
health. It is reasonable to provide some economic benefit
to offset the considerable cost of the project.

Response 29.5: This comment is accurate in pointing out
that less than 6 miles of temporary dirt roads would be
built while the trees were cut and then closed and re-
stored. The cost is minimal compared to the value of the
timber sale and is a temporary disruption to the project
area. In this comment, it is difficult to see if the writer
meant value in terms of forest health and reduced wildfire,
or value in terms of dollars.

Response 29.6: These thoughts echo the purpose and
need statements in the DEIS in Chapter 1.

Response 29.7: This comment states that the writers
support Alternatives A and D and urge the Forest Service
to move quickly.
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Letter 30 - Loraine Yow

Regarding the K VEH Flan: SRR, |

First of all, T am pleased that the decision regarding our fnests will be based on the el o
opinions of the residents. Far soo often such decissons kave been made solely by policy-

makers with blatant disregard to communal of seiemific input. [ hope other citieens have

been active in their participation as well, for the mmdfications of thess chodces ffect all = \

al 8. it B

[ disngree with Forest Service’s view that Plan & will be better for overall bealth. Larger

troes shoisld dedirdiely be beft a5 they are not anly the least fammatde, but will also play a

vital role in regeneration in the fulure. Small-dismeter surfece fuels ane the primsary

carriers of fire, while 1he larger-dismeter fuels (trees) ane matarally Ore-resestant, : -5@2—
Thisming with no cap oo diameter sipe will increase B bong-ierm fire bazard and a drier +

fiarest ecomystem whach will ultimssely promote growth of infestation and wall necessiinie

e woek and tnx dollars further down the oad. Of the five propesed plans, [ have -

chosen Plan C: Thinnang with a 16 inch cap. E'E 2=
Sincerely,

Laorxine Yow

Alizsn Hremer

9| KleTHATRAL

Flig AT Slooo|

(918625 AL

Response 30.0: Public and scientific input have been an
integral part of this project, however, our decision will not
be based on opinions of residents. The proposed action
was mailed to approximately 100 individuals, an open
house was held at Kachina Village, and members of the
Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership represented many
aspects of the community and forest science.

Response 30.1: The statement that this letter makes
about larger trees being less flammable is accurate.
However, the DEIS states on page 61 that Alternative C is
somewhat less effective in reducing crown fire potential
than Alternative A.

Response 30.2: Alternative A actually goes the farthest in
reducing long-term fire hazard in the area, as described on
page 61. This is due, in part, to the broadcast burning
that mimics fire’s natural role in the ecosystem. The
comment does not say infestation of what, however, bark
beetles are discussed in the Response 29.4 above.

Response 30.3: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative C.

SJUBWIWO) 01 8suodsay « H xipuaddy



108l01d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWaIe]S 1oeduwl| [eIUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

69¢

Letter 31 - Debbie Xanders and Steve Edwards

ix Ter Hrudslifie flon

¥ o B O, NV Lo
du= HubpeE Kachns Yikags Fonol ke
A2 0214 PM

Flesse pand thii to whomever nesds to hear about publis input on the Porwst
chimmicg srmaand Eachics Villsge.

We are Lo Favor of Plan A, the sers one the Farask Services i vecomsending.
After attmnding tha eestlpg and the fileld trips, we Fesl it is the bast plan
for che health of the Porest and the cediction of flve danger. He also
wuppect the daglgnated camppites that mrs being proposed. The tes plans chat
we Aare tobally ageinst are B (30 nothingl and E lthimning just arousd Eba
perimeter of Fachina Village] . Heltber of theds plass deal with the health of
tha facest.

Tramk yom, Dmbbism randers and dceve Edusrds,. 7 Exchins Trail

Response 31.0: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative A as the best plan for the health of the forest
and reduction of fire danger and supports designated
camping. It is important to note that the comment sug-
gests that Alternative E only thins around the perimeter of
Kachina Village. This is not the case, as described in
Chapter 2 of the DEIS. Alternative E thins the same areas
as Alternatives A, C, and D but to a lesser degree.
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Letter 32 - Peter Friederici, Conservation Co-chair, Northern Arizona Audubon Society

PETER FRIEDERICT

R24 'West Aspem Aveni:
Flagstafl, Arizons S6001 3 *5’1

phone 9257743056

e-mail pfrsed @infomagic. nel

Sepiember 2%, W02

A
i

Debbie Kill ajsif
Peaks Ranger District

S075 M. Highway &%

Flagstaft, AZ S6004

Dear b=, Kill.

(i behalf of the Northern Arizona Audubon Society, | am writing 1o express the
Sociery s thoughs aboul the Dvaft E15 for the Kaching Willage Forest Health Progect. The
MAAS inclndes over T4 members in northén Arona who an concensed aboul
enjoying and conservimg wildlife and wildlife habitst in the region and elsewhere

[
The Sociery supporis the need fos forest thinming and prescribed barming in the pujn::‘_ﬁf ,5-"'!:
area and elsewhent in nosthem Arizosa pondiross pine forests. We recopnize that averly
dense stanids amd & hisiory of fire suppression and exclusson kave created severe fire
danger and ather cascading coological comsequences, We recognize that unnatueslly
piense crown Tires thai ulldd.gmwlhlm.mmﬁhum b sl erosion, promoie e
spread of invasive species, and thieaten Buman values are among the greasest hncals i

the ecological inkegrity of these fonesss.

Foor these reasans, the Sockety has generally been in sappost of the Greater ]-'Iag;a-ui’!'_ o\
Forests Pamnership's efforts. We belicve that carefully targesod thinning and prescribed.g 720
burning represent the best wols for restoning ecological megrity fo the regson™s

ponderosa pine forests, and we support these cffonts on a large seale,

i e
This suppaort, though, means that we do sol fully endorse the F_umlSrrrum p_i'-.-fe _ .
alternative. Wi agree with many of its detsils, such as conducting estments in the entireg %3 L
progect ares racher than just in & more nanrowdy defimed “iirhan-wildland imledaee” area,
Bt we do not support the logging of thousands of large pines for somoiiec feasins. g 3 7, 2

W undersizmd that there are, m fmes, ecological ressons to cuf large blackjack plaes that 2 I"I
ferve encroached on mesdows and ofher grassland aress. We alss recopnize that there can e
be greal eeolagical benefit in converting these Large pines o snags o downed logs tkar

provide benefits to wikilife, Bt we do sol endorse the proposal g [og large pines that

will be removed from the area for commencial purposes. Wr.t-_ﬂiﬂ:'lhul.l}um{mﬂ]
crafied by the GFFP in 301 was a good one, and believe that i rather than the preferved

allernative is the hest option for the peoject ares.

Response 32.0: It is noted that this comment supports
the need for thinning and burning in northern Arizona.
The writer recognizes overly dense stands and the history
of fire suppression and exclusion in creating severe fire
danger and other cascading ecological consequences.

Response 32.1: It is noted that this comment generally
supports carefully targeted thinning and burning as tools
for restoring ecological integrity.

Response 32.2: It is noted that this comment agrees with
conducting treatments but does not endorse Alternative A.

Response 32.3: See response 35.18.

Response 32.4: Converting large pines into snags or
downed logs is described in the DEIS on page 31 as part of
Alternative A and is also discussed as part of Alternative
D.

SJUBWIWO) 01 8suodsay « H xipuaddy



108l01d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWaIe]S 1oeduwl| [eIUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

T.¢

The GFEF, im our view, pepresents a careful effort to reverse bath the hisory of fore:
management in the regicn and a history of distras! hefween uﬁw;_mtebuun Eroips
The sorry stste of the forest around Kachana Village and elsewhere in the region s:hm'.-:11
that pasi forest manigement effians, though sometimes ecologically well _mne-umnd.
often had dismal results. W is understandable, then, that there should be distrust of curmest
Forest Service management, We believe that the GFFT reqiesents a goasd-faith effort o
pvescome that distrust. As you know, this is a slow snd cumbersame process, and we
wmdderstand that any participast might grow frustrated by i@ s smes.

i and a mecessa s, For that reason, our major objection w the
Efl':l‘:nl;“:lu?-n;u‘mi i that it mn?-kﬁ GFFP comsensus -:n-:lu:im._?:iu.:e the Fonest
Servhee s a panticipant in the GFFF process, wie believe that i eheotild abide by whal the
GFFP decides, We recopnize that the Forest Service, rather than the GFFF, retsins #
decigon-making power, responsibility, and indeed Fiability in thee Flmauﬁ area. Bul we
believe that the GFFP decision-making peocess represenls U region s best oppormanity
For overcoming distrast between stakeholders. To ovemde a GIFFP decisim, e-.:p_ﬂull;-
Vior ressons of making maney, i3 10 promote disgrust racher than (o wark toward il

rezalution

0.5

33.{?

Response 32.5: The Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership
and Coconino National Forest cooperative agreement is
briefly described on page 2 of the DEIS. The partnership
is a very valuable cooperative effort in involving the
community and building community-based solutions to
forest health issues.

Responses 32.6 and 32.10: Prior to the proposed action
(May 16, 2001), the GFFP reached a consensus recommen-
dation that trees larger than 16 inches dbh may be cut to
meet ecological needs, but that they should be left as
snags or down logs in the project. At the time, the district
ranger, team leader, and liaison met with individual
Partnership Advisory Board members and informed them
of concerns with the partnership proposal. A letter dated
June 13, 2001, was provided to the director of the Grand
Canyon Forests Foundation, Geoff Barnard, which stated
the following (PRD 89):

We both agree that some larger blackjack trees
are standing in the way of meeting ecological
objectives of growth and creating grassy open-
ings. However, we see a challenge in meeting
these ecological goals if all 16-inch dbh or
greater trees are retained on the land (as
downed logs or recruitment snags). Some
larger blackjack trees can be removed while still
meeting objectives for snag and log recruitment,
and the restoration of the large tree component
of the landscape. Therefore, retaining all larger
blackjack trees is neither practical nor desir-
able.

As described on page 31 of the DEIS, some of the large
trees that would have been cut will be converted to snags
on an experimental basis, to see how well snags remain
standing over time when created from blackjack ponderosa
pines.
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] mm.wtmmwmdmmﬁﬂmdpmduﬂsﬂiudfm
Eﬂmﬁ projects. Bul we are adamantly opposed o having cioasi dieradi ou umr.r_lhl.n 31_.-‘:‘
ecological coes deciding which (pess sre to be cut. We helicwe that the Fn.l'cﬂ Service 44
ahould cut kange Blackjack pines if and when there are compelling coological reasonE B
do s, Bt we beliese thar those treeg ahosld then be Id‘T-n_li-e m:-u:ds a8 .B'!'l-l]i.l:l'liuﬂ'nrd
hosgs that provide wildlife bakaiat, To remove them for sabe in dsy's political and social
climae ie cnly to fosher distrust.

We hope thst collabarative efforts such as the GIFFP can iltimuiely result in & decision-

making eavironmest s which incressed st betwesn stakehobier groups nllluu-:u 1 2 F-!
work in auf lorests im a way that is both ecologically and sconomically swstaimble. But E¥ 2
the plaim iruth is that we re nod al that mntmﬁqllic?eﬂmmul ghere is o make
increasing trust between stakeholder growps a top preanty m all‘l'n:_nm:l management

decisions, The preferred aliemative does pof do thae. Rather, i I:Ill!!hp!:lihhﬂll}' that a
the Forest Service i ssing economic incentives (o choud ecologicsl reasomng. [ alsan f..?'?"
{cresses (e pressibility of Bitigation that could slow the project, & passibility that |5 o s

one’s hemefie.

There is smple agreement between NAAS and the Fanzer Service on mﬂ::nﬁh:l propased

actian, as indeed we helieve theoe (8 ample agresisent hetween most of the area’s \&
reshdents and stakehobder groups. But we stromgly encourage yoil i revisit the issie m’dj}—}
commercial sabe of large trees, and io dechde against it Think lang-tenm: think hig-

pictare; think inchusively. Remember that the GFFF vision statensent includes not oaly

ecological and economic consderations, bul sl social es. 1L Calls 1o IBCRSVE
dechsion-making in as aomosphere of st 18 is our bedief that if you we i invenrd Ihm
poals vou will also be promaoting the ecological health of oiir forests and the econoemic
healily ol our communsty,

Thank you fos Fhe ppormmity (o comment on this importam] issue,

Sincerely,

-

By /A

£ S S

Peter Friederici

Cosservanion Cis-chair

sarthern Arizona Asdubon Society

Response 32.7 and 32.8: As described on page 27 of the
DEIS, trees larger than 16 inches dbh are only removed
when needed to achieve the desired conditions. The writer
has reached the conclusion (in error) that the reason for
cutting trees larger than 16 inches dbh is to offset the cost
of implementing the project by selling the larger trees. As
summarized on page 33, the need to remove some trees is
evident because the difference between Alternatives A and
C is 50 percent fewer openings on the treated areas of the
project. This supports the ecological need to remove the
trees. It is never stated in the document that one of the
reasons for cutting trees larger than 16 inches dbh is to
offset the cost of the project. Rather, this is displayed as
an effect of the project on page 121. Also, please see
Response 34.4.

Response 32.9: In response to the concern that Alterna-
tive A could lead to litigation that could slow down the
process, please refer to response 4.0.
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Letter 33 — Merrill Powell

;:? 3?_.-';'-:-2":
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i_%?;zf /f{g d'"f.&?f’ D
ﬁ%ﬁi?fﬂ f%f’?mr_{’f;% s ’"F?W%ﬁwﬁ
%JJ%MWhEM

r o £r, 42 f.?ﬁe'f,, ﬁme'
A T o el

ﬂfv":- L ﬁr{iﬁﬁ:‘;;f = rﬂmédgr
-’5--:# .m 7 A . e -ﬁsa-/iﬁ ;ﬂfﬁ;ﬁ

sz.?ﬁ..ﬁ‘cy et g Py .ﬁ""ﬁiﬂ'

ﬁ“ ,rwmr /%’1/..;7‘ 2 e aﬁ“a&ﬂﬂg aSL.

Wf ,w/f /W WE?#;,@?' 1“‘;&7% 22\ Cﬁ* :

r-ii-»‘f'gﬂ-ﬂeﬁ':-"_',

L racren

Response 33.0: It is noted that this comment supports

Alternative A, but would also support Alternatives C or D.

Response 33.1: See Response 4.0.
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Letter 34 — Taylor McKinnon, Grand Canyon Trust

30 Seplemiber 2HI2

Dighbie Bill

B Kachina Village Fomest Health DELS Comments
Dlear Ms. Kill
Thank vou for the opporumity to comment on the Kachinn Village
v T i g A i and elfor Fo
L lvsis ihi fl e i e e I
rez of the past year aml o hal . We value this relatonship aml Uy

restlting collaboriive process

Plemse consider the [ollowing commens i develogment af the FEIS
wlents of potion allomatves

a. Allemative "A"

A g 1 IFe [REDS, nliemanive A meets all project cbgectives and appears 1o b =H
mast econcenically feasible. Howeves, the DEIS also states that there is, ineffccl, po ® 21
1l dhflerencs Betw'oett aliernatives A e 11, That ig the DELS doean’)

subsinniime e ecological need for omimy iress |orger than whai s proposed in
albernuiive [

The primary ecological need for cutting large trees cited by 1he qulbors is 10 crele u, ]
ErIREY openlngs, vt thers iee between altematives A and I on thas peani E ]
and kittle difference hetween aliematives A and C, There are neghigible (iFamy)

dalTererces between: aleermaiives &, B Cad £ 40 severa] oiber seciiome of the «ffocis

annlysis, pariculardy those projecting stand chamctenstics decades mio the Rrlure

dif

I s alpo ineless im the TREDS how the numbser ol large troes slaled Tor removal in g 3,4 - £
aliermairve & was deiermined. Ahsent this informabion, several impodant questims

rem unimeEwerad, Thess inclade how b see, sheoe and locwiion of desined 4 A . 3

[ 1% 18 impededl by the spaiml distnbution of large iree sether culting smalfer W
ey = . i

brews imslbein] could create e desired o e Al w T OlEE I ary e sl e s 1

b
sinjle large tree in an opening mmpaics the ecobogicsl funcuan of ibat gpening 5, =

Response 34.0: Alternative A will provide for improve-
ments in developing grassy openings (pages 46 and 86 of
the DEIS), as well as providing for greater flexibility in
accomplishing bark beetle and mistletoe treatment (pages
68 and 69 of the DEIS). Alternative A is also slightly
better in achieving a lower crown fire potential. As stated
in the cover letter for the DEIS, Alternative A is selected as
the preferred alternative, as it is the best choice for
reducing wildfire danger to nearby communities and
sustaining forest health over the long term.

Response 34.1: There is a greater difference between
Alternatives A and C. As summarized on page 33 of the
DEIS, the difference between Alternatives A and C is 50
percent fewer openings on the treated areas of the project.
With a landscape so devoid of openings, this is an impor-
tant consideration for species such as Navajo Mountain
Mexican Voles, Northern goshawk, and sensitive plant
species, as described in the wildlife section of Chapter 3 of
the DEIS.

Response 34.2: In the DEIS on page 33, there is the
statement that an estimated 7,000 fewer trees will be
removed in Alternative C, when compared to Alternative A.
The number of trees to be removed was generated based
on stand data on the number of trees greater than 16
inches dbh, modeling using the Forest Vegetation Simula-
tion, research data from the Fort Valley Ecosystem
Restoration Project, data from the Pumphouse Timber
Sale, and professional knowledge and experience.

Response 34.3: For the purpose of this analysis, and as
described in the Forest Plan on pages 65-69, the desired
condition outside of Post Fledgling Family Areas is 10
percent Vegetative Structural Stage (VSS) 1 (grass/forb/
shrub). In the DEIS on page 104 in Table 23, VSS 1 is
defined as an unstocked opening, i.e., no trees. On page
85 of the DEIS in Table 18, the existing conditions for the
Kachina Village Forest Health Project area shows 0.5
percent of the project area meeting the VSS 1 definition for
an unstocked opening. In addition, page 65-11 of the
Forest Plan describes desired openings as being up to 4
acres, with a maximum width of 200 feet. This same table
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shows 61.5 percent of the project area in VSS 3 (defined on page
104 as trees 5-11.9 inches dbh) and 24 percent of the project area
in VSS 4 (defined on page 104 as trees 12 -17.9 inches dbh). As
described on page 67 of the DEIS, “most stands have more than
one age class category, the most common occurrence being prima-
rily pole or mid-aged stands in denser groups and individuals of
mature or old-growth included”. Also, the arrangement of the trees
tends to be random or grouped, not homogeneous. The classifica-
tion for the stand represents the most common age group within
the stand. The VSS 4 size trees are not located in separate stands,
but are intermixed among the VSS 3 size trees. These existing
condition descriptions show a dense forest with very few non-
stocked openings. Therefore, reaching the desired 10 percent
openings, especially openings as large as 4 acres, is difficult and
requires the cutting of trees. Based on professional knowledge and
experience with the spacing of dominant trees/larger blackjacks, it
is believed that removal of a few larger blackjack trees will be
necessary to create openings. Your assistance in the marking and
creation of openings for the Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership
Arboretum Project may help you to recall the difficulty in creating
openings without the occasional removal of a larger blackjack
ponderosa pine.

Response 34.4: Part of this question is answered in the response
to 34.3, where the mix of trees sizes within the project area is
described. However, there likely are places on the landscape that
are devoid of trees greater than 16 inches dbh and that contain a
lot of trees smaller than 16 inches dbh. However, on page 31 of the
DEIS, the method to create openings includes working with the
existing landscape. The DEIS states, “Approximately 10 percent of
the area will be managed to provide for grassy openings. Grassy
openings will be managed by using the existing areas on the
landscape where open areas may have occurred in the past or have
been created. Trees around the edges of the openings or within the
interior of the opening will be removed to expand the size of the
opening. The openings will be irregular in shape to create stringers
of openings that will improve the understory and reduce fire
potential (page 31 of the DEIS).” This philosophy of working with
the existing landscape is prevalent throughout this project. Creat-
ing openings within dense pockets of VSS 3 trees or even VSS 3
and VSS 4 trees less than 16 inches dbh does not follow this
implementation philosophy of working with the existing landscape,
as described on page 31 of the DEIS.

A scenario that we commonly describe is as follows:

Heavy livestock grazing in the late 1800’s and fire
suppression efforts beginning in the early 1900’s allowed
for ponderosa pine to expand and become established in
what once were grassy openings. These grassy openings
are evident on the landscape by noting there are no yellow-
barked trees, snags, logs, or stumps present in these
areas. Also, new research indicates that soils present on
the “historical grassy opening sites” are different than
surrounding soils and, under healthy ecosystem condi-
tions, would not have supported ponderosa pine, but
rather understory species. The ponderosa pine that were
established in these historically grassy openings did so as
a result of changes at the site due to over grazing, followed
by fire suppression. The trees that have invaded the
grassy openings have a “typical” appearance in that the
trees are short, large in diameter, and have a significant
number of limbs that extend all the way down to the
ground. A lot of times you will observe several individual
trees, that are far apart, growing in what once was a
grassy opening. The distance between the trees resulted in
no pruning of limbs and therefore a “wolfy” appearance.
Our project will remove these trees from sites where trees
did not grow historically, i.e., over the last 700-1,000
years, as described by researchers with Northern Arizona
Ecological Restoration Institute. Removal of these trees
will allow the site to return to a natural grassy opening to
benefit wildlife, soils, and watershed function.

Response 34.5: As stated in response 34.3, the definition
of VSS 1 is an unstocked opening. Unstocked means no
trees. This guideline in the Forest Plan is based on the
final EIS for Amendment of Forest Plans published in
October 1995. The glossary of this Regional EIS defines
openings as “breaks in the forest canopy that may allow
the forest floor to be covered by grasses, forbs, shrubs,
tree seedlings, or areas with sapling-sized trees and larger
that are stocked less than 10 percent of the area’s capac-
ity.” This definition does not suggest the presence of large
trees, even a single large tree. The idea of retaining
individual trees within openings was not brought forward
at the proposed action stage and, therefore, was not
discussed in the DEIS. A discussion of this question with
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ID Team members revealed that some attributes of an
opening would remain if an individual large tree was
retained, such as the presence of an edge, resulting in
increased grass/forb production. However, some at-
tributes of an opening would be lost, such as the full
potential for grass/forb and shrub growth. Even a single
large tree casts needles on the ground, shades out sunlight
beneath the crown, and competes for moisture with
grasses and forbs. Under Alternative A, trees 16 inches
dbh and greater that could be removed are not mature
yellow pines. The trees targeted for removal have dense
and low crowns that produce a lot of needle cast that
affects understory vegetation. Given the extreme deficit of
openings in the Kachina Village Forest Health Project, we
are reluctant to compromise the function of any of the
openings created.

Response 34.6: This comment refers to recent experi-
ences at the Fort Valley project, where a 16-inch dbh limit
was used. The monitoring referred to did not include a
category for creating openings. However, the information
provided that pertains to “single trees” and “open crowns”
may be very useful for looking at the Kachina Village
Forest Health Project. The two categories, “single trees”
and “open crowns,” are the two main reasons given for
leaving 16-inch dbh trees that would otherwise have been
removed. Single trees with open crowns are very charac-
teristic of the type of trees we have discussed needing
removal to create the grassy openings on Kachina as well.
In looking at Fort Valley Unit 16 on the ground, there are
very few openings of any size created in this unit, com-
pared to Unit 1 where there was not a 16-inch dbh cutting
limit. Unit 1 has larger and a greater number of grassy
openings as a result of not placing a diameter limit on the
prescription. Thanks for suggesting this comparison.
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Rasid om aralses presented inthe DELS. and with the shove question ouksbmdimg,
ihe ecologicul basie for cuiting lege ireed heyand what is proposed in Altsmative [3
M nol b sudfficiently demorstrated, snd the ecological neal lor cutling large trees
beyeawd what is proposed in sliemative C is urcerain

Coneroveray wnl agccsited delays are the sngle grestest poteniall impealinsenis o
smplementing the Kachisa Village Pooject. We believe that cutting large frees grealy
inmtines e amount mnd indensity of comroversy lksly o affa the Kaching Villege

Project. By frcnsing on areas ol broad agreement, we think much of this controversy -
Lamil ussociated deloys) can be lessenad if net svoided. As vou well know, these =ﬂ. j"l’ .'P
woalid b defaya himsan aind eeological communities can ifl-affond

Therefone, wiih all the above reasons i mind, we believe there are more prudeni
stralepses [or implementing the Kaching Yillage Projest than altemative =A™

b, Alernawe “C*

Apcording ta the DEIS, alternmive C generally meets progoct ahjeclives, although it
presenie ccotomig challonges in so doing. Alternaiive C, by including a 167 Gamler
lemit, capiures areas of bread dgrecment better than aliermatives A and B, Giramd "
Canaen Trust supparts implemeniaiicn of aliemative O 4 _’-_-\f.'-l-fﬂ'-'

& Alemative 07

Aecording ta the DEIS, sliernative I moets project obfectivis while providing

sklitional thimming revenues then shemative C, though Eover than aliermatine A.

Laiven the ned to olTs cther project costs (such as crenting logs s ssaps), and

hocause there's no ceological basis for cutling large trees beyond what is propesed i _ g ¢
aftermative D, Grand l'.-iﬂ:ulilll Trus alse suppoais gl emeitalion of allemative D, "‘1' 1

d.  Aliemnaive “B"

Liseeamenl of aliomative E by authars of the DELS indicire 178 umlikely that
ahermnative E will pus msier in the FEIS, Therefore, we hope signiffcant isues
driving erealian of altermaive E are not losg if alicmmive E 18 ol chosen in the FEIS.
We sirongly encomrage the Foreal Service ba po beyond mitigation sirstegies 1o &
meorporaic “design femures™ into he FEIS (har addness hese issues.

'.:l\.{.”:r

As noted inthe LIERS, semporary moads and heavy machinery can be haghly inimisive

by leaving scars will persist on (e landseape for decadis, Racilitating spread of it 7 | i
mione wels and erosion.  An malysis secking 1o maximize the exient o which 2=
project abjectives soah of Kelly Canyen ean be met wilkaul the sz of new

remnporary roads woull be very valuahle®

2 E-
» " '
O aress B0 cangador may b south of Belly Cenyon o the relstively remote land % 2
penansula in secimons 11 ond 12 falomg rogla TRETELT EROL, and sectsans of 00463

O AE oppeapiak: G5 micxina sl baife saisiog mads wi @ ihe d isaom s b hesyy sucloery @n opoaic
il g The Movea etk the bulle wasld gaakiy ler beavy machaory
un, kg parniche (e b o gl e rcbegaiid 0 |eda inbmeve mctbode snc b o boand crosey sl aiv or bobaal akidfing

Response 34.7: This comment mentions the increased
controversy and potential for delay surrounding Alterna-
tive A. See Response 4.0.

Response 34.8: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative C as generally meeting project objectives and
capturing areas of broad agreement better than Alterna-
tives A and D.

Response 34.9: It is noted that this comment also
supports Alternative D.

Responses 34.10: Best Management Practices to protect
soils and mitigation that are proposed to lessen noxious
weed spread are described in the DEIS and are part of the
proposed action for all alternatives (pages 19-20) of the
DEIS.

Responses 34.11 and 34.12: These comments are
addressed in the Final EIS as an Alternative Considered
but Eliminated from Detailed Study.
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slated for closure in the project). This would reguire using hand crews and oiv’'s or
bobcals—methad s ainmlar b thess cmpheyed o Elkba—in the patch of Terest almed
fior fire porteniial reduction ! forest health improvement ¢ cover management along
thess romls. However, given thal thimning rem belos: e MBSO surrounds thas patch,
necessary crews and equipment would alrescy be in plece. This would fusther
prevend repeated heavy machine trave] through or near the FAC remowving bogs from
thas anga, and lack ol madtunery mgic bz would onin Bate 1 relalfang the peivsile
character of the area. For the same reasons, similar opponunities shoulbd he explored
on this same land peninsula in Section 1 wes) el rosd 00631 D, asd in currenlly
unroaded areas south of James Canyon and i the Mexican Pocket area adjacent o
NSO thinrmng.

In parr scoping commends, we requesied that the Forest Service consider deferring
livistock prazimg For thres v inacivs alloiments [ellewmg Ganmng and Buming
o order 1o faciliate understory recovery. While we sgres with the comment aralysis
that our comments could have betier substantiated cor recommendation, this doem't
pegate aburdlent seienific evidence demonsrating il effects of domestic livestock
grazing on understory recovery.

We woald all be remiss i re-document known ecological efects of livestock graxing
Thowgh CXpensave mosnicnng (42 18 progsased ) rafher than 1aking the appropanals:
precaations, as outlined in the Ecological Restoratian Instibeie's “Working Paper for
Understory Flant Commemity Restoratsan in the Uinkarel Maountains, Areona™, Tha
et Baged on research of undes EIOTY PESPOFGES 1o panderaea foresi resioraiion w
Mt Tnamball, recommends removing livestock graxing for a pericd of years

[l ewang redloralson Drealmsis:

Lt hvessock grasmp. el from grazing [ollowmg ireatoenl will allow
estabdiskment of herbaceous species, which may ke several years.”

‘We feel that the following categonies of anticipated effects of livestock grasing
adeguately substaniiate the nesd for shori-lenm deferals follewing restorlion
Treatmenta

o Anticipated effct af livestok prasmg: mirinducixan and sprcd ol myasive weixl

The spread of imvasive noomative weals has beon diserbed &= one of the grealisl
threass to ihe ecalegical integrity and hiological diversity of interinr westzm
ttus:.':ll.'m:'*. Two Faclors thal contsbule o the vulnerability of nonpative wied
inwasion of ponderasa forest resinmmtion sites are: (1) high invasibility due i
{machine-caused} sail disturbance and seleclive grazing. and (2} introduction and
spicd ol imvasive wesd seads by domestic bivesiock

Ristaration Irgabmenls ame highly vulnerable o noosaiivg weiad inviassons [llewmg
treatments, The three primnsry Tectors comiribating i mvisibdliny e (1) “sale stes™

#2413

Response 34.13: This comment requests deferring
livestock grazing for 3 years in active allotments following
thinning and burning to facilitate understory recovery.
Comment 34.14 gives reasons for this request. Page 22 of
the DEIS describes that the annual operating instructions
for grazing allotments will be adjusted as needed to allow
for recovery of naturally occurring herbaceous communi-
ties. In addition, range conservationists will conduct
monitoring following both thinning and burning (also
stated on page 22). It is standard operating procedure for
the Forest Service to coordinate allotment activities with
other resource activities. It is common to defer livestock
from a pasture where a broadcast burn has occurred until
such time as grasses and forbs have been re-established.
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6.2

avallgble for seed genmination’, (2] relstively low native plant cover®, and (3] high
rescarrce availability’. Ench of these fctoes favers invasive weeds following
mestaralion Irslments: Soil digtirbancs caugod by michaissal thinmiig created &
absmedance of “safe sites™ for weed establishment of Bandings, in burn pile sears, on
and along temporary roads, and throughost thinning units i locally inpactod arcas.
The vigor and cover of native gresses and forhs immedintely following thinning prior
1o reconvery 15 wery low, particularly in high canopy closure pre-treatment stands
where poil disturbans from required beavy thinmng is likely 1o be greatest.  [nihe
absence of bigh tree densities and native grasses and forbs, resource availability
{ligha, nusrenis, s winer) B high following treaimeis,

By priferentially grazing sative plant spocrs whike avoidimg mcsl wieeds and
releasing them from competition, domestic livestock add a fourth factor incrersing
community irvasibility: selective grazing™™'™*' " Selective graring may be
pmicularl:.-' proaced |H'|I'II'2I1|3|IH_'.' ﬁ:llcw-mg FEIGEIOn [FeMmeinE whers: new
growth of native grmsses and forbs is especially palstable (relatively high in nuinenes
g Lo i dipeston mhibaing Obera fnd compoundsk and moeg casly Kilkal due 1o a
lack of established root reserves.

Invasive weed franspont and depasitien by livesiock to these highly myosive sies
magnifies the threal of weed establashmend and spresd undermining the recovery of
native underetory comenunity, For exaople, sheep lave been slaomn 1o irsnspon 17
kenopvesed seeds per amimal per day in dung and 39 knapweed seeds per mnimal per
iy in Meode™, 4.5 knapweed achenes per 10 grams of wool ™ and up 1o 13 noosative
wend species sesd in dung's. If_'“.lnle-_ll.n'.-e heen shown 10 deposit &8 many as 37 000
vinhle seeds per cow per day in dung™ end disperse Cynoglosrs oficinmle
n:lruund:m'umger frams their heads, chests, snd undersides by rublsng on trees, shruhe
arpales’ .

Kumerous additional studses hove demonstrabed higher invasive plant cover in graeed
va, adjacent uagrazed ancas, mferring that livesiock transpor and el af vinhle
invasive woeil seeds also results in increased invesive weed estahlishment and

por=istence, We would be happy o provide o separate bibliogrophy of these studies
[HHL el Uest.

Foe these reasons, Wi e coneenied that livesieek gracing foflowing reomticn
treatments, while invashility of siles is high, will cause signaficand estahlishmesit and
apreadd ol invasave nommanive weals, Acconlmply, we unie e Foresl Serviee o
implement livesiock griing defemals foflowing treatments and ungil such tme tha
inwasshility ol gites is sullewently ridneal

b, Anticipabed effect of livestock graemg: retarded initial establishment and
srheequent proliferstion amd production of native C4 gragses due 1o reduced
rarmbezrs and colanizatian of arbuscular myeorrhizal fung.

& central abjective of restaning Southwest pondercea pine forests is 0o Increass
undersiory Jdiverainy and productiviey treesding sowsmd the rénge ol nstursl varishiliy,
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Arbuscular mycorrhizal (AM) fungi, by forming symbiotic relationships with plant
roots facilitating transport of water and nutrients from soil to plants, favor the
development, diversity and productivity of native plant communities'™' including
that of obligatory mycotrophic C4 warm season grasses typical of the pre Euro-
American ponderosa pine understory community (emphasis added)™. In fact, some
abligate 4 grasses have been shown to be unable to grow or survive in the absence
of AM fungi®',

Livestock grazing has been shown to reduce the number of AM fungi in soil and
reduce their colonization of perennial grasses, In two separate studies, Bethlenfalvay
and Dakessian found that AM fungal colonization of perennial grasses (five native
species in one study and crested wheat grass in the other) was 28-60% and $0% lower
in grazed versus ungrazed areas™ . Similar results have been recorded in studies
using crusted vs. non-crusted soils—used as a surrogate for grazing history™.

Given the imporiance of fungal colontmtian to native grass estahlishment and vigor,
we are concamed. thet livesiock grazing in the years immediately following trestment
will {1} reduce the numbers of arbuscular myveoerhizae present in the sodl, and (2
redisce AR fangal colonization of natlve U4 grasses, reducing thelr sseess v sl
muodstare and rutrients and retarding their establishment and productivity fallosing
restoration ireatments. While we admil thal shlitional reszarch would beler inform
ihe relaticashigs beraeen domesiie livesiock grazing and Ak fusgal colenization and
persisterce, existing evidence and uncertainty provedes adequate justification o err
an i ande of precaganon by delfamng grazimg vl ondersiory reeovery 18 sullhEsim
1o withstand Livestock grazing.

o Anticipated effects of livesiock grazing: aklered undersiory compasition, reduced
umlerateny cover fd buomass, and associaled lTes on e negims, e
densities and stand dynamics

Alimaugh the cifects of livesiock grazing amd irampling on understony cover and
composition vary with precipitation, slope, soil and vegetation types and animal
nungbers, duration, and season, siudies comparing livestock excluded and included
forest scoaysiens mns.i.:l.:nl:l;‘:{u:-?ﬁhul livesicck graxing reduces native perennazl
prass cover anlior frequency = T, A poled above in “b7, mative peremial prisses
constituee a eritical and typécal corponent of the notive andersiory of pondercas pine
forests. These sludies indicaste (and we are concemed) that livesiock grazing will
inkihit rather than promate ressteblishment and recovery of native grasses in active
allotments within the Kachina Village Froject by altering understomy composition and
radacang covier fmd bedmags af nall e grisses.

W also feel it's imporiant for the environmental amalysis o consider long-tenm
effiects of livestock-cauged uwnderstory hicensss reduction on tree densities.  Prior so
Eurn-American settlement, tao phemomena mairained trees st relstively low
dengities (1} competitive exclusion of mee seallings by dense native grasses (primary
factor) and (2} frequent thinming of trees in regenerating groups by bow-intensilty
surfice fires (secondary Bacter), Long-term ecologics] restoration sheald seek o
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reestablish these regulatory ecosystem processes (sometimes referred to the
“competition fire filter”). Both of these phenomenon were interrupted by livestock
overgrazing in Southwest ponderosa forests in the late 19" century, and in
combination with an adequate seed crop and abnormally heavy late spring rains,
facihtated anomalous recrutment of pine seedlings in the 1910"s—the same overly
dense cohort of trees confributing to abnormally high fire seventy today.

Although domestic livestock numbers are nowhere near what they were during the
late 19" century, it's critical that, as part of the Kachina Village project, native
grasses reestablish to sufficiently (1) competitively exclude pine seedlings to maintain
relatively low tree recruitment and (2) carry frequent low intensity surface fires, We
are concerned that not doing so will result in another flush of tree regeneration
causing the same set of problems we’re contending with today.

While we admit that additional research is needed to better inform threshold
indicators of these functional goals for understory development, we believe the afore
mentioned studies and historical precedent demonstrate that the chances of meeting
understory recovery goals are significantly diminished by domestic livestock grazing,
This provides adequate justification to err on the side of precaution by deferring
grazing until understory recovery is sufficient to withstand livestock grazing,

The caplion o figure § on page 22 indicates that 30%—aver M0 acres—of the
progect area will he managed for 2 basal arex from betwesn 2030 festacne, While
we assume this caption was simply an oversight. it contrasts with other descriplions
ol the $00-120 basg] men Fire podential reducion prescripions in the DERS whesh
“thinning of small trees will develop clumps of trees in a mosic of varying demsities,
ramging [romm 40 1o D20 sgueany Geel ol bagal area™ A ressonable milerpretation o this
deseription would assunse that the average basal area woald fall near the medion of
this mnge—roughly araund 20 feet f sore. Therefore, we suggest specifying a
b (ol g Tall below ) ani-wide gverage hiasl area (n addation e he 4i0-130
range} %o clarify descriptians of the fire podential reduction prescriptions.

Thamks in advanpe for vour time and consideration, we appreciate it. Please feel free
eodlaed Bead Ack of mng f vou womhd e 10 @iscues These Somiments any lustis

Besl megards,

-t o
~ y

l__.-" , 2 1.-}-.__.1 ___:-’
"'f-:':'évgc:.- t_ '(’I!"”Gr ,-'IIZ.-'-J_;?’"{_

Tavhir MeEimmon
Larand Canyon Trost

-

Response 34.14: There is an error on page 28 of the
DEIS. The caption should read “Alternatives A, C, and D
will result in 30 percent of the treated area in a basal area
of 40-50 square feet. Historically (around the turn of the
century), levels of livestock grazing did contribute to the
large regeneration events that led to the forests of today.
This history is described on pages 66 and 67 of the DEIS.
However, the analysis suggested here goes beyond the
scope of the Kachina Village Forest Health Project. The
DEIS describes the direct and indirect affects of changes in
tree density on understory vegetation. There is no action
that affects the use of those plants by wildlife herbivores or
domestic livestock.
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Letter 35 and 35A — Brian Nowicki, Southwest Forest Alliance/Center for

Biological Diversity and Letter #35A

Mrisn Kawicki Ta: didifs.ted.us
g < hrrea B oo ol a0
divarsdly oop=> Bubgst: REchin vilaps

POFIGVI00E D43 PM

M= Kill,

Abteched are revised comments for the Enckina Village Project. These comments fne also
imedudid bn the body of this message. Also, [ am sending & band copy via mail with copies of the
cited publications.

1 have atbermpled i this revizlon s further clanify the commeents [ provided on September 300 1
hope thes: are beiptol

Tk you,
[Brimn Mowicki

Dwar Ma Kill,

Thess carnfments and atachmants ragsrding the draft EIS for the Kachina Village =55
Farest Health Project are submitied as addenda (o the presious commanis by the

Cantar for Biokgical Diversity and the Southwest Forast Allance, submitted September

30, 2002, In this ravision, | hawe atiemgpbed to clarilfy the language in each saction, and

o respand o the Seplamber 30, 2002 cormespondance from the FOLA officer raganding

aur request for matarals. Pleasa considar thase comments in addilion (o the verbal
oomemants provided in the Seplember 11, 2002 rasting with the Interdisciplinary team

{IOT), Ad thal meeting, Sharon Galbreath and | met with the 10T 1o discuss the fopics

balow. | have attemptad to nepeat those commenls hene.

Duwrirg the course of thea Septamber 11, 2002 mesting, wea (Ms Galbreath and 1)
raquasied mformation and data thal i critical to making a decislon on tha DELS,
analyzing and companing the stemetives, and providing the most delailed and lacused
comments to the DEIS. Thea IDT responded thal the majority of that information had
already been collected, and in some cagas used in the analysis, but had not been
praganed in the farm that we raquasted. In soma casas anly summarnas of examples
wida presentad in the DEES when the DT had more complete and detailed information.
For excarmgle, fusls data and stand growth were presented in the DEIS for anly sevan
sitae {Tables 9 and 11). However, i would be cdresnaly valuable to obtain the survey
rata for every stand, ag they werna usad in the analyses. IF lhe data were axirapalated
Iram a few stands to estimade the data Tor &l lands, then 8 15 Necassany b Know how
that estimation was pefarmed

Wa requested a variety of information, and saplained the recessty of having hat 1<
irfarrralion in arder o provide comments 1o the drafl EIS, and the |DT expressad that —
theny undarstood our requesi. Thersfore, we wena axtremely surprised and disappointed
whien we wera informed a weak kater by Ms Kill thal the information raquast was beng

A revised comment letter (35A) was received from Brian
Nowicki on 10/10/02 from CBD and SWFA. The letter
has several additional comments, however, it is mostly a
repeat of the original letter; with most changes in the
Creation of Openings section.

Responses 35.0 and 35.1: It is noted that this comment
recognizes the value of a meeting with Forest Service ID
Team members and expresses concern that some data was
not made available prior to the end of the comment period
because the data request was processed as a FOIA.
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procassed under FOUA, and fha mformation wauikd not e avallable unkd aftar the close
of the comment perod.  This savarely undarminas our akdity 1o participale in b

planning process 85 authors of ona of the atematives. Furthermors, on Septembar 30,

2002, | recalvad an email message from Me Ragilar statng that much af the
nformation we requested s not available, These information requests ara repaatad In
these comments, and my response 1o s Magilar 8 attachad

The primary reason thet B0 and SWFA agread ba panicipate n tha planning pocess
ter ihe eatent of contriuting an allernative was that we sxpeched the EIS bo provide

s
detailad. quaniitalive analysaes of the afiects of the propesal. Chied among the affects diQE"rJ"

fhatt we wiesne intarestad in comparireg are: efos o reduce damage to sods, relention af
targe treas, and focused prolection of ihe houses and cammurnities al rigk Trom forest
fires. Howevar, the DEIS Wimataly did not analyze these effacts in a quantitates
rmanner, and generally misreprasented Allamative E

Currendly, thera are threa major paints of concem with the DEIS: 1) the analysis af
Altamative E and the comparison o oiher Alematives, primarily with regand o the
Geinches culting cap; 2) the analysis of the fire gk reduction component of Alternabee
E: ard 3} the analysis of the nead o ramove largs treas for the creation of openings.
These concems are described in datail in these comments.

The ®Ineh Cap

We hnd initially reguestid that o new roads he cresed For the project, and thin hey
b limdted bo the apea ol of Kelly Canyore The reason for thisé nestnetions 16 that |

bagildiing and heasy machinery can couse serios damage fo saxils theoigh disturhance and
compaction, leading 0 erasm, Increased growth of myisise plant spesies, ani subseguent
reduced prodectivity of native ground vegetatson. Thésd tegalive impacts shiahl be weighed
apaingl the potentinl positive effects of mochanical treatment. Ms Parker informed us that
Festrctinns to road-building and heavy mpchinery woeald result ina S-inches catling, cap On some
Fibes, & condition o which we agnesd

Thenefore, Altemative B proposes a S-inchis culting cip an sies oo the north end of the projict
arch, bevoni the Intensive Fone; the arca south of Kelly Canyon; and o small arc bonberod by
BUA, Kelly Camyvan, and FR 237, However, this resiriction s o simplified in the DEIS,

leading to a serivas mristake i the analysis of Alternative E and the presentatan of the
alernative in peneral, Spe |'|._|||:,_ many sites werg impropst| v charsctenzed o |I|I'|I.'|I_.' ]
O-inches cimling cap, greatly skewing the analysis of Allenative E

his mistake was mosl cvidest mihe fire nsk analysis map prisented By M1 hsmeon o the
mezeting with the 1T, The map, which presented the ; e performed on the effects of
treatmsaits o6 e hieard, shewed clearly that several :
that weirne proposed by Allernmtive E to be

had instesul been analyeed as “Thin by Hand with
dmstically affected the nesalis of snalvses of redioc

This mistnke was evident in the foels map presentad by Mr Thomian, b nes inthe map i the

DEIS. However, it @ evidert inthe lext of the DEES and tn Table % on pape 64 @ which the
Alternative is describad &= 5 "% imchi limit™.}

Response 35.2: This comment expresses interest in
comparing effects for the following items:

e Efforts to reduce damage to soils. Effects discussions
are located on pages 72-80 of the DEIS.

* Retention of the largest trees. Effects discussions are
located on pages 36-43 of the DEIS.

e Focused protection of the houses and communities at
risk from forest fire. Effects discussions are located on
pages 60-66 and summarized on pages 42-43 of the DEIS.

Responses 35.3 and 35.10: This comment states that
areas proposed (by Alternative E) for intensive zone
treatments and 60-120 BA thinning treatments were
analyzed as a thin-by-hand with a 9-inch dbh thinning
cap treatment. In fact, these treatments were not ana-
lyzed as thin-by-hand with a 9-inch dbh cap. Mr. Nowicki
also states in his comments that only the treatment
analyzed for the north part of the project area was the 9-
inch dbh thinning cap treatment. Therefore, the “analysis
of the fire risk reduction” was inadequate.

Under Alternative E, some areas within 1 mile of the
residential areas are treated to a 9-inch dbh cap (see map
on page 191 of the DEIS). These areas constitute a
compelling threat to Forest Highlands and Kachina Village
(see page 62, paragraph 3 of the DEIS). The intensive zone
treatment, whether 660 feet or a quarter mile wide, has
not proven effective on the Coconino National Forest (see
page 62, paragraph 4 of the DEIS). Wildfires on this forest
often spot more than half a mile ahead of the fire.

Since neither the intensive zone treatment nor the 60-120
BA thinning treatment eliminate the hazard of thinning
with a 9-inch dbh thinning cap within 1 mile of the
residential areas, analysis of fire hazard reduction for the
other treatments was not necessary. The expected fire
behavior within the 9-inch dbh thinning cap areas does
not meet the objectives of the proposed action (see page
62, paragraph 6, page 63, last paragraph, and page 64,
paragraphs 1-4 of the DEIS).
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Also, the DERS faked v cordider e anis adpacent o roads o3 socessble o thinning of irees

[T along FR 237 inthe sl aren hetween B0a, Kelly Canyon, and FR 237, along B9A
south of FR 237 and marth of Forest Highlands. Thinming in the areas along these mads would
nat bave to include o 9-inches cap because 1 would be possible to pull the logs or 1o wse &
rubbir-tired Forwarder o bring bogs to the road of relstively shon dstances.  This is not
reccasanly & opood Tof th I poszable wothin & lew
hundred feet of ihe mad. Swch thisming would noi necessanly hove a lange effiect on forest
structure &t the landscape scale, but it would significantly affect the potential fire behavior 22 the
praject level by reducing fire risk in some onti reas und breaking up the continugity of fuels s
the larper scale

& emlirety of cacl arca, bl il 18 Cens

As meentioned ahove, the entire purpose of the hand thinming south of Kelly Carson (whach
necessiinied o %-inches cap in some aneas) is to reduce the adverse impacts of mechanical
treatments an sail. The DEIS describes some of the adverse impacts of mechanscal treatments an
sails om page 75, and stales “The expecied durstion of effects [of mechamical activities on sodl] is
less than |0 vears, This o8 estomated @ ocder m les an | 0 percent of the areas that are
riechdrncally treated,” Thes i3 the exteir af he g W juenificaticn providad in the DELS.
However, even the DEES classifies %03 peres ns moderate or severe eposson hazend, There 15 lHitle
justification fior using mechanical thinedng, in arees with modernie snd severes erosion bazard,
especially since there are 2899 acres rated as slight eroxion sk, The EIS shoald evalaate the
effiects on the Albermatives of using hand thisming in those aress classified as moderate and severs
aon hazard. Such a method could svaid the mest egregious sail demage while achieving the
abjechives af The AMerranives

e

greater than S-mches diameser; for example, along the three branches of FR 631 south -:l:'hlull& WI{

#355

The table on page 64 of the DEIS was broken into three
zones: 1) Within 1 mile of residential areas; 2) Greater
than 1 mile of residential areas and north of Kelly Canyon;
and 3) South of Kelly Canyon.

In addition, three average situations were analyzed: 1) A 9-
inch dbh limit; 2) A 50 BA; and 3) An 80 BA.

The reader needs to look at the treatment maps on pages
189 and 190 of the DEIS to see where the different situa-
tions apply for each alternative. In addition, the narrative
explains the link between the stands compared in the fire
effects table on page 64 of the DEIS and the five alterna-
tives.

Response 35.4: The comment states that the DEIS failed
to consider the areas adjacent to roads as accessible to the
thinning of trees greater than 9 inches dbh. This is not
the case. Alternatives A, C, and D explore this alternative.
Alternative E did not look at this because the Center for
Biological Diversity and Southwest Forest Alliance re-
gquested an alternative (Alternative E) that looked at hand
thinning only, with a 9-inch dbh limit south of Kelly
Canyon and hand thinning only when a temporary road
would be constructed. The IDT leader spoke with Brian
Nowicki and discussed that the intensive zone would
require construction of 2.5 miles of temporary road to thin
the intensive zone. Brian Nowicki agreed to this adjust-
ment to their recommended alternative and the alternative
was adjusted to add these temporary roads to reach the
intensive zone. Alternative E was agreed upon by these
organizations, as recommended to the Forest Service and
as signed and documented by Brian Nowicki on January 4,
2002 (see PRD 95¢c, 101, 107, 110a, 114, 119, 137F).

Response 35.5: This comment is concerned about the
903 acres classified as moderate or severe erosion hazard.
Page 74 of the DEIS explains that 883 thinning acres
occur on soils with moderate erosion hazard and 19 acres
occur on acres classified as severe erosion potential. Page
75 of the DEIS explains that some on-site soil loss will
occur on soils with moderate erosion hazard where ma-
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Fire Risk Heduction

There is & stark difference hetween the fire risk reduction strategies proposed i Alemative B i
and the other altematives. This difference was clarified throagh o lenpiby discussion with Mr a5 5%
Thamion af the meeting wilh the [T, The stralepy proposad in ARMematives A, C, and [

eyl rodocing fisls inan ares cxtemding two males from the private peopeny boundary along

the southem adpe of Forest Highlmewde and Kachiga ¥illage. These Alsmnotives inclade no

ficused treamment in the wil flend-urhen interface (W), the area dimectly adiacent i houses anid
einmmunities, and mstend treat the entire area nanth of Kelly Canyon as a WUL

In contrast, Alterative E proposes o toeal the WL wath o comenunaly. protecixon come extonding
1B-mile from Bouses and comiminities, The pampose af this reatment 15 oo provide a buffer of
rodluced fuels directly ndjacent 1o houses, and 10 provide & potentisd freline and firefighter safety
o surmoanding the commamity. Such a trentment would provide focused and direceed
progoction {or the communsties, and comseeuiently allow treatmenbs of the wildland fonest beyonil
the WL o focus om (b eoologieal obpeclives of iingrmoving Torest haalth, Od courss, one ol Thoss
egological obpectives (8 1o redisge he potenial fie hegh |mtessity fire: rhl\.mu,lllﬂul e il mrwl

forest. However, Alternative E differs from the other altematives in that it allows the project 1o
adidress the fire risk in the wildland forest as an ecological objective, inglesd of & a huge (and
arguahly unmanageshle) wildland-urban imterface

The detailid arpuimseet for the tremtmrend of the aren directly adjacent o houses and communities
i provided in ihe aitached docsment “The Community Protection Zome: Defending Houses and
Camrmumities from the Threat of Fonest Fire' by the Cenler for Biological Diversity, neleasid
Amguet 2002, This paper inclodes many of the comments we provided carlier im the plansing
prescess fior the projpect. but provides more extinsive deasnenation of te soentific
justifications. Wi subimdl this paper and i proposed trestments &5 commenits regarding the
cormamity protection comgonent of this praject. Mote that the approach proposed in the
Commanity Prosection fone paper differs from: the approach m Altemative E i two ways, One,
the Imiensive Zone is called the Home Igmiton Zone, and extends 60 meten from bouses, and
includes treating the house itselll. Two, the Extensive Zome tngaiment 18 called the Commusity
Protectian Zooe, and extends 400 meters (appronimatedy 4 male) from hosses (in the Southaest)

The reasorring 9 based pramarily an the research of Jack Cohen and Bret Butler ot the LSDA -"35.1'
Forest Service Fire Research Labommiory, These recommendations are further supporied by the
Warional Firewise program. (1 am including with this report the most relevant publications by
Civben and Bugtler, and the recommendations of the National Firewise program.} The hesic
reasoning is o5 follows. Houses are a1 risk of ignition by both the immediabely adjpcent forest
and firebrands, Regardiess of the intensity of the thinming reatments, under extreme coaditions
{during periods of severe drought, high temperntures, and high winds) a forest fire starting
onitatde the project hvand oy may oross the project as a sastained crown fime, At the sime time, a
fire may produce fircdhrands that can travwel well over a mile, potenisally reching the coirmien s
by zir from cartside the progect area. The best and oaily peotection sgamst these situations i the
treatment of the hoases hemselves and the srca directly sdjacent o houses, the surmounding 200
feet. Bevand that, the crestion of & commanity prodection zone, extending ap to 4 mile from the
house, can provide a firefighter safiety zone at the edge of the community where the firefighters
mmay safely defend a fireline.

WAr Thoreton made it chiar a1 the meeting thst he hos disregarded the research of Cohen and
Busler, Forest Service resegrchers that have poblished peerreviewed articles addressing the topic
af fire riak 1o stnectures and firefighters. Also, | undersiand that there is ofien a desire among
firefighters to thin the forest as intensively as possible for as extersive an anea a3 poasible,
However, | helieve that such a strategy in fact providies very lintle probecton for comsunsties on
days with extreme conditions, the very type of day in whach most comanunities hecome
threasened by forest fires. | umge the 1D and My Thormien o reconsider their sirmegy for
COMITUNEY Prodeion

chines are used (799 acres). Page 75 of the DEIS states
that the soil loss effects on moderately erosive soils are
small in relation to the surrounding landscape and do not
contribute to negative soil and water effects overall. The
19 acres of severe erosion potential are either small
patches of slope or erosive soils within a larger stand. It is
standard operating procedure that on-the-ground work
avoids these sites by moving machinery around the erosive
spot. Best Management Practices are followed and con-
tract clauses are written accordingly so the sale
administrator has the authority to direct machinery use
on-site.

Responses 35.6 and 35.7: The comments discuss an
intensive zone of 174" mile in width, however, Alternative
E displays an intensive zone of 660 feet or 1/8™" mile. This
width was used based on a comment letter previously
received from Mr. Nowicki that requested a 660-foot
intensive zone (the letter is shown on page 137 of the
DEIS). The comment is concerned that the research of
Cohen and Butler has been disregarded by this analysis.
Page 62 of the DEIS recognizes that Cohen’s research is
important to homeowners living in the wildland-urban
interface. Research was considered, along with personal
experience of fighting fire in the Kachina Village Project
area, to reach conclusions. Regardless if the intensive
zone were 1/8% or 1/4™ mile in width, the conclusions
described on page 62 of the DEIS remain true, i.e., an
intensive zone has not proven to be an effective fire stop on
the Coconino National Forest (see pages 35, 43, 62, 63,
and 65 of the DEIS and Responses 35.3 and 35.10).
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Alsa, page 62 criticizes the sesearch by Inck Cobenc “Wir Coben's research narmowly fcuses an o
“hine ipmaiabilicy’ and the combusison of stroctures. 12 cannot be extrapolated g addnzss thi -
eafety of the adults and children living in & home or workimg i commusity thet is threstensd by
wildfire.” [ hope that this does not impldy that the 10T miends for the residenis of Kachina

Village and Forest Highlanids 1o remsabn in their homses in the face of an approaching fores: fire

This i nisd whal Bappens elpewhens in the cowniry, and it is nol an appropriabe comment or

CORCEMM MOr U Ly | PRGOS INAL INE PRoicl Do OF MEILSCS 05 Prociss iy UG T0saEs S saammiunmy
profection, along with the safety of frefighters. Furthermor, [ propose that this nog whai &

provided by Alternatives A, C, and I

The major shortfall of the companison of Alematives is the use of flame lagth nocessiry b
initiate crown fine, Thig & an imperiant messurement used fo determane the risk of & surtsce ey ﬁl
hecoening & crown fire within each site. Howewer, if is lanpely imelevant wien sddressing the -
potential for crown fires to enter the area From catside the projec during exreme conditions, 1
suggesi ihat ||:r|;hins amel crowning indsies {expicised a8 “l’n|¢|5|!n|‘=| or erown hodk |||.'II:-|II:\I-'hlE

nsed instend. These measurements & migc more appropriste for comparing risk of aotive

crown Fire during éxtrime conditioes, | hive included with these comments a copy of the article
“Mussuring Forest Restoration Effectivenszss in reducing Hazandows Foels” by Fule et al, from

thae Mowesnber 2000, Joamal of Forestry, which demonstrates. the wse ol these measurements,

(¥
Lastly, the misrepresentation of the treatments in Albemative E (as described in the previous & '3":. |
section ) will have & significant effiect om the snalyses of fire nsk. We expect that in the EIS the
fire haorand reduction effecis will be analyzed using the correct treatments at each site. Also, we
expiect thal an analysis of the imdices described above will provide 2 more appropriale
comparisan of the allematives.

Creation of Openings

Removing large mees (greater than 16 inches diameter) from this projert area will degmide

willlifie hadhitat, incbuding goshawh halsitat, rther than improve is, The large tree comporenzof % 35,14

this amea has been seriowsly depleted by muliple decades of logging. According to the data " "L"—j

available for leeatlions 335, 344, 345, and 334 (the caly dain that hes been made availuble to me), & 3 14g

appraiimtely $4% of the trees in the treatment area arg 16 jnches diameter or smallis. il _'3"‘-
S

Inversely, omly &% of the trees in the trestment area are langer than (16 jriches disneter. This is
far less than in historic forests, and more impoantly, B b than cgiiengl For magy impomant

habitat charscteristics. [Tn +he brak tommens et datad A20 (fla)inckes was shaled
A% UL pwibde )

Response 35.8: This comment misconstrues a paragraph
in the DEIS. It is not the intent of the ID team, nor does
this paragraph state, that residents remain in their homes
in the face of an approaching forest fire. The protection of
the community is described on pages 61-66 of the FEIS and
within the ROD.

Response 35.9: This point disagrees with the measures
used to compare alternatives in the Fire section of Chapter
3. There is no NEPA requirement or other requirement that
dictates what information an ID Team member may choose
to display effects. In this case, the use of flame length
necessary to initiate crown fire was a good indicator to show
differences between alternatives and was part of a model
already in place.

Response 35.14: Two letters were received from Brian
Nowicki. The first letter presented information about 12”
trees, the second or revised letter discussed 16” trees. The
first letter requested than an alternative be generated that
looked at a 12-inch dbh cap on the project. An alternative
of a 12-inch dbh limit was considered by the IDT, and the
alternative was eliminated from detailed study, as described
on page 26 of the DEIS.

Response 35.14a: The effects of the alternatives on
Northern goshawk are described on pages 102-107 of the
DEIS and show Alternatives A, C and D to have very similar
effects on habitat for the species. Alternative A results in
the creation of more VSS 1, in line with meeting standards
and guidelines for the species. Alternatives A, C, and D
improve Northern goshawk habitat over the long term.
Under Alternatives B and E, the high fire hazard persists
and devastation of goshawk habitat may occur in the event
of a large wildfire (page 105) in the DEIS. The comment
states that there is concern that only 6 percent of the trees
are larger than 16 inches diameter and is reason for not
removing these trees. Table 11 on page 68 of the DEIS
provides information on existing stand densities and
resulting stand density after treatments and the potential
for large tree growth in the future. Our purpose and need
for this project includes several statements for improving
large tree longevity and promoting large tree development
for the future, as described on page 5 of DEIS.
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Large fress are an extrerely impartant component of the foness sinuchane and wildlife habiiat, as r,'J
well ns being the most redily able W contribuge to matane forest siructure. Remvaving large froes 5 X
from an area = dépleted m larpe trecs would be 8 major step backward for the forest stnacture

aned wildlili habatal,

Wloat impostandly, the removal of lange e is entirely unwanmanted in order o achieve the 1'||
ahjectives of this project. Acoaomding w0 the 10T, the removal of large trees is necessary primurily ‘¢ IlL
fior the creatian of cpemings. However, the DELS fails 1o justify the need tor cutling largs trats _.!-,.ﬂ =
fincern e praiject sile; it merely ststes the desire o creste openings over 10% of the treated area in

apder 1 “repport a diverse undersiory’’. This guantiialive goal is pot substanginied with any

references or justifications. In erder te addsess the abjective of supporting: a diverse understory,

the E1% must clarify: the expectad effect of creating opemings; the scientific basis for & tanget ol

10%% of thie srea; and the scientific hasis for the desired sizes of the openings

The DEIS fails to provide an enalysis of stand “openiess™ before and after restment, and o 1.
oomparizon betwien altematives. A quanlitstive analysia af the “openness™ of forest sirictre 35 .'l"h
thrcughoat the tresatment area swonld mfanm the peed for the creation of ppenings. The openness

of esch aive must be evaluated to detenmine the need for (and possibly the locatson of| the created

epemings. This analysis woukl most ensily be accomplished by comparing among treatments the

W55 claasifications for canopy clasure (A, B, C) 2t each ste. However, such an analyss must

imclude the current openings of all sizes within the prodect area. [n ather waords, the nead for {as

well 2 sice, moamber and kcation al} crisbed opengs should be detemnmesd by the

post-treatmend casopy closune and the proximiny 1o existing openings. 1f the canopy within & site

heas: vinent ovpenind sudficiently o suppon & diverse undersiory, thene is litile justification for

removing lange trees to crente an opening.  Altemnately, if the site is mear an existing opening (in

an adjacent site or deferred site), there is Little justification For nemoving lange thees. 1o onzali

opeming.

ost isporiantly, there are ample oppostunities in every site t creale openings in aneas with few - 2572
o 0 large fress. W'e walked through the treaiment areas and identified in every site a great r
mamber of areas with few or mo large trees. Of course, as the size increases, the likelihood of that

. . ; : . -
opeming containing a large troe also increases. ThemeBons, wie proposi nelaiing lmge tnies - 5.1 3
located within lange operings. Crested openings coniainang o redatively small composenst of & o
laryze trees can provid the desined habital chamcienstics and suppon g diverse understory, &~ == I+

well g3 regiin the cament and fisfure values provided by large trees. The EIS should anabyze the
potential i create openings using these two strategies, comparing the retention of large trees to
the simiegy used in the other altlematives

Response 35.15: This comment is captured in the DEIS
on pages 7 and 27, and throughout the Wildlife Habitat
Analysis located in Chapter 3.

Response 35.11: See Response 34.4, where the definition
of an opening is provided via the Forest Plan as a
nonstocked opening (no trees). The Forest Plan does not
distinguish between dense versus open stands surround-
ing the 10 percent opening requirement. As stated on page
68 of the DEIS, grasses and forbs are not readily estab-
lished until the density of the trees reaches 60 BA or
lower. The increases in grasses and forbs within thinned
stands are likely to occur only where lower densities are
achieved (roughly 30 percent of the stands treated with the
40-120 BA variable thinning). Given the unthinned areas
where forage response will not occur and other treated
sites where the forest is left denser, there is definitely a
need for openings over and above where grasses and forbs
will increase within thinned areas. This is because, as
stated on page 68 of the DEIS, historical reference condi-
tions may have had approximately 85-90 percent of the
area in a thriving grass/forb community.

Response 35.16: The VSS analysis requested exists on
page 85, Figure 23, of the DEIS. In this figure, canopy
closure and openings are displayed for all alternatives
immediately following treatment.

Response 35.12: See Response 34.4
Response 35.13: See Response 34.5

Response 35.17: Please see Responses 34.3 through
34.7.
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Lastly, if the decsion nog to include o diameter cutting cap is hased partially on the desire o "
Eenersie some money from the sale of timber, this motivation should be stated directly in the = is,1¥
ElS. Crenting new johs is the only soonomic ohjective stated in the DEIS. Cenainly thers i

plenty of work 1o be dane achdeving the objectives of fonist bealth improvement and community

prodection, even with the | G-imddes catling cap,

Thaek you very much for your work m writmg this DEIS. | kok Torwarnd 10 reviewm g the EIS,
Thark you alsa to the misnbers of e 10T that met with us 1o clarify snd explain the project and
anal v

Plense contact me if you have any guestion reganding thise comments. 1would be pléased b
elahorate and clarify any of our concems.

Thank you,

Brian Mowicki
Cenrer for Biokogical Diversity
Py Box TI0
Tuesan AL BET02
520-623-5251 5311
nowicki@hdol egicaldiversity.org

Al Lo
Sheron Cinlhreath
Souibrovest Foresi Alliance

PO Box 1548
) L]

Flugsiall, A& S&HZ
GRR TT4=H5 4 bvp OES commda 2.0 ehd wis ipal | pal

Response 35.18: There is nothing in the DEIS that states
we are conducting this project to generate money from the
sale of timber. This was not part of the purpose and need.
We agree there is plenty of work to be done achieving the
objectives of forest health improvement and community
protection. The reasons for removing a few 16-inch dbh
trees is described on page 27 of the DEIS. These reasons
are purely ecological.
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Letter 36 — Ann Beck, Alexis Holle, and David Grandon

= Wi Beck Movabs” Te o cldiiidn, fud. un
= anehech Emrinnegic. £
net = Subpern Crmmends on Ksching YWiliege Thinnig Praget

DEIDVITGT 0431 PM

Desr Debbis, )
Thank yoia for taking my phooe call about the propoesd thinndng project .ﬂ -'_'.-_;.LF"
adjacenr to Kachina Yillage. I am & resident of che powth alde of che

willagn, 676 BwmEchi Ovi. T am gecscally in faver of Altesnative ©, whick
apparently s not too differsnt from A, Bowrer. bhe intennity of the planmed

culé § fan sed wlth &y oW &yed when walking throush che forest adjacent to "ol
my proparty is chillisg. Tha nortb-wast facidg hill slda I live on is used
iotensEly by my family and msighbors, Thare are =F um wha fael that the
pigbay of Liekd marked wicth blus paint ls £ar more than nNecesary Co OpEn wap

Ehs forest.

Tha hilleide I am refereing to was hand-thinned aboot & years ags,; ae part

of the Fumphouass lorber pale. Sincs then ugly mnd dangaraus pil-ﬂl cf mlamh, "1-'
ieeluding several cut loge 1o oloss prozimiby to yellow pines have besn # _‘.,a-
lying on the forest {loor. Erosien on Che hill has bees moderaba but

noticeable, oo, Fleasss clesan up Bhe last mees befors beginsing = pew com.

Hor wiech more oan this ssall aresa take withoui bedmg a wasbeland?

T am only sskiog for sssmitivity in the bandlisg of chis lossdiate ioterface

ares, Too many tress ars painted blos, Ths hilleids will bs too bare. beyond 'E|
Ebhw faed fof salecy. Yes, 1f all che Creds Are qut dowm we wll be saler, Il'.IE 'Slj
the traoma te the ares will ot be soabthed for decaded. Bark bealles have

not eacen our forest in thin ares;, a measurs of health it womld aesenm. P'I.—ll
coaEider reluclog che amyunt of Cress Co B8 cut by st lssst half, comolder
hacd-thinning as cocured duriey che Posplouse Sale and focus effarcs an

incsmeity of clssnicg up sftear the project.

I bavs raad as moch of the web slce as I dare. My intetoet ssrvice oof here
in Eschina, ths boooiem, im wlow and T fear I won't make the deadlics 1f 1
continue to read it all. T am also concermsd that the farmat of oy response
mayy Dab canply with riles of submission I did pot et looste in the Llargs
documant . I urge you bo take Ebase commanits 1ot conEldsratLan.

Sinseraly.

knn Beok

Bvd Asatohl Ovl SE00L
Flagetaff, AT
525-3151

Elexiz liolle

ET? MmsCobi Ol
Flagutaff K A% B60SI
EZE-O0TER

David Geandan

&ny walpi
Fisgeeafs, AT BEO0L
S¥5-98LE

P&
I apologise for getting thim commest Eo you ab tha last mlaste. I can'D sy W
why I wan ol dware Char coday wos che lant day to comment. The two mets aof -
neighbors T wam sbls to resach on Bha phona this sfiternocon did not realiss e
ekid elther. I Csel confident that athers would be happy to add their names

to the lime if given cka epportunity of an extesded comment period, T blams

the vast amount of informatiocn we recelve daily as the reason why this
crucial date passed our group attention. Howewver, please do not take the
late response ag an indication that we don't care. We doll

Response 36.0: It is noted that this comment supports
Alternative C, however, the appearance of the thinning
treatment will not be very different from Alternative A in
the area of concern.

Response 36.1: The area described in this letter is
important to thin because of its proximity to Kachina
Village. The visual effects are described in detail in
Chapter 3 of the DEIS (see pages 51-56). It is noted that
there will be short-term visual effects that will concern the
public.

Response 36.2: See Response 36.1 regarding visual
effects of slash piles. Pages 72-80 of the DEIS describe the
soil and water effects of the different alternatives. Several
attempts were made to reach the parties by phone with no
phone messages returned.

Response 36.3: See Response 11.4 for information
regarding the timeframes for cleanup of slash piles. The
DEIS discusses bark beetle infestations on pages 66-72.

Response 36.4: We are not treating this as a formal
request for extending the comment period because there is
not a specific person requesting the extension and this
writer mailed comments in by the close of the comment
period.
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Letter 37 — Alexis Holle

" Sk Holla " To: «didlifits. ted. un >
« weholsoiitamsd. oo ot

- Butject: Plai fod B losaad,
QRBNI00T 041G P

Dear Ms. Kill: 'J‘f 5:.?—

<Tuml mamespacs prefix = o ns = “wmeschemas-micesof-comoffice:ofice” &~

1 am & ressdent al the soutbem edge of Kachita Yellage, mmd am very dastarbed by the vest
nuinher of trees thst have been almed for removal. | underesnd the peed for thinming. [ was jus
&5 nervous &8 the nest of the comenunity during this year's fire sesson. However, the shesr
wnlume of trees that kave been marked does not, in my opimon, constitute thinming. It constipoies
clear=outting. There will be an enoemous Joss of wildlife habitse and probable sofl ernsion, mot to
mention the decrsise in property value of homes like my neighbors, and mine, and the tragic loss
af nutural beauty, Thes land is special and sscrad. Plesse do not allow it g0 be desecruted in such
an extreme wiy, Lets tnke care of the fomest, bt nod rape 01, Thank you for the oppomunity b
wilce my apimion. Any sction that s could ke would be greatly apgreciabed

Simaeruly,
Abeuis E. Holle

677 Avntohi Orvi
Kachina Village, AZ B6080)

echolal i@ ail. com

Ciet e froem the Weh, FREE MM Explorer download ; o Cexplorers imsn oom

Response 37.0: No clear cutting is proposed for the
Kachina Village Forest Health Project. Chapter 3 of the
DEIS describes effects to wildlife, soils, and visual quality
for the area. There will be some short-term impacts but,
overall, results will be mostly beneficial.
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Letter 38 — Kimberly Reinhart-Mora

Response 38.0: Noted as supporting Alternative C. See
Responses 30.1, 28.1, and 32.3.

'Hj_ijun-:- T PA A uu-_ﬂ, tonce@ied B cH), &rﬂt‘lr:

1,1’*.{11'- IL’5|L:|UJ']' T Ljhﬂug_l-j—pluw Ale ety
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Letter 40 - Milly E. Haeuptle (Note: No Letter 39 Assigned)

Milly E Haeugile i
754 Polacca Traal i
Flagsinff AF R6001

USF.5
Coconano Matsanul Foresi
1323 Gresnlow L

Flopsiaff AZ B6004 Sepember 24, 2002

Dear Sir or Madam

I wish fo submit the following comments on the subject fonest restoration plan:

| Il pratection of hooses and personal + e the safery of our communities
are the goal, & parmow bels of judichois thimsing adpscent i those communities ir'

should be sufficient. There is no need i severely log lange oreas, extending decp

insn ike surraunding foresiz

Froen persoesd observation (1 hine lived in Kachina Village since 14978, 1 assen

that the Fonest Bervice inveniory of lange, matare rees is subsianiially overmastad

2nd mislending,

a The area south of Kachira Yillage has been heavily bogged of larps mrees

within the last 20 vears asd only lange dinmeter seeond grvath ond yellow

harked old growih trees were removed.

I heng are very Tew mafune tooes bell on easily sccessible fomest termin,

Yosi of the few remaining old growih trees are concencmied witkin

drainuge syetemne and o steep, ismeessibl 1lope.

C. Therefore. cotting any meture'ald growth pine trees over 18" in dismeter,
and'nr paks canncd be supgonsd, [nclwding the removal &l malure trees
from so-called plemed “meadows™ {clear-<uls).

= The stated goal of comecting pest misrenagemsen of our forests and “nestaring

o health™ 15 o poar and unacceptable excuse o expioif the mesger remuinimg

wealth of our foress.

r

o

| therefore respectiially nequest that

| Juidicsous thimming be done adjacent 1 commusnities mnd private propeny anly, io
prodect them from mmmedinie fire danger.

L Thinning be resinicted 1o trees less than LE™ in dismeter.

3 MOk old groaali trees be removad negandless of their keation.

2 = T e

40°

w0-\

Response 40.0: On page 25 of the DEIS, in response to a
comment under the Alternatives Considered but Elimi-
nated from Detailed Study, it is explained that protection
of houses and personal property is only one need for the
area and that forest health is an important need as well.

Response 40.1: As stated on page 27 of the DEIS, all
mature old growth or “yellow barked” trees are retained
(not cut). As stated on page 27 of the DEIS, trees over 16
inches dbh are chosen carefully and only if absolutely
needed to achieve desired conditions for the stand. Itis
noted that this comment prefers only treating areas near
communities and only cutting trees up to 18 inches in
diameter.
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Letter 41 — John Baker

John Baker

Dishis B0

Conaber , 2HX

Peaks Ranjpa Dhatras
S07% M. Higlesay B9

Flisgasll, Az, 36004
Dhbic,
I am g i e Hasshing Vibage Fomest Hsafth Project.

A8 | have axprowssd ia some mestings, my muin conosm = thene is ne plan betwss 4, CDF and B
The implicried threai of et w, the Forest Service, over o the Forost or we will do nolhng s ol
This wwwrim ihresi sppeey sevoral Haes s hard oopy, | wes very seddenod by this, 1 fod
erverall the: Foresl Sorvaos has riad i serve the pubic well oeor the .

[ fisdl thee pelares ALCDLE. v b misch extensive custing. Yo will e orenting open areas where th
THEVET mimed. 'Y sy FOu want o renem i 1o the stabe o was o the sem ol the century, Wil the
pismares that have boan shown 40 the peblic are Sose inkoen wfter several yeare of heavy logging by the
risilrrasd. This = el how tha ferest wead 52 be, There sre some phobos sround ik prior S0 the harvy
Inggang. Them vou slsn exy if is resderd to prevent oo fires, 'Well this is not tnue. Freper comml of
mnider growth snd proper thmming will mke care of thes, There are sres whre v will be cutting
mropr K% of ihe freca om slope of the enall camamy fosding Kally Cavyaom, Lowving only small
whampy of irees hore snd fhore, with no fhoughs of sei| s oul i by reins or harvy s siell
T, Cine wrem malong mond #4408, Thin type of plan concems me vory muck. Yiow are rpsy b make
b e imi something it bex soeer bam, other e aller bty lqe;i.n!,.

I remlire: persdnal Som ens e S0 plice bere, Bul | ain ot help my self e, This plan culs so

Y trees ta Bosh Park will have mee mees than most of the sreas vou will be working in md

ey oaly have o few gardendrs fo mke oare iF it So why will we need the forest servioe afler this type
ol ciiTlig?

shuiting ol pevpde like vy selfl [dinghied, Emiied walking) fom many iceas of the foreil we gres op
i

they polintad severnl camp See pis, many ol which | §n s have el been ased in 39y or moee.
This seoerding 10 your plan this |s for fire comral. Well | ger condased with this, v wan o oa
devan maskive armeants of wees for fie conirol. Looking o e oompoter generaied piomires vou could

rinE st M StBrisd i thvese ares, o Dag) 1 AQYERy. N g By JOgEnE g g apnE L,

y Y

A
Azaviher crmcarn with this plan s the ool paibe and restracied] camping, Blary ronds will e dossd, 'li’ L:HII

Thie desdgnale] casp sile par of e plan, his & & pPobism o me alss. W#MWHMIME*H'h‘E-P'

Response 41.0: The alternatives present a range of
actions that can be selected by the deciding official. Pages
66-67 of the DEIS discuss the events that have lead to the
existing conditions present today. Pages 60-66 of the
DEIS discuss the effects of the alternatives on fire. The
No-Action Alternative is described as creating severe fire
behavior.

Response 41.1: In personal conversation with John
Baker at the open house and on the field trip, Debbie Kill
noted that one road in particular was of concern. This
road is FR 9498A and is shown on the road map on page
18 of the DEIS as an open road.

Response 41.2: Page 61 of the DEIS states that recre-
ation management activities will reduce fire risk. This
comment is also concerned that camping changes are in
response to demands from residents. This is not the case.
As stated on page 81 of the DEIS, the recreation manage-
ment changes are in response to inventoried sites where
resource damage (soil compaction and unsightly trash) is
occurring. Pages 82-83 discuss the effects of the displace-
ment of campers from some areas. Camping will still be
available on national forest land within the project area,
but to a lesser degree than under no action.
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Oeicder 9, 2007

Page 2

do why do you zewd de readricl camping T This docs sl make seree:. The nornber of calip S0es il
s ben locaie in this sres shoubd tell yos soreing, The pablic, which peys for fher forel are
wning huir foresd, This project shoubmest b sl e restrict (he: bl Som using el lowes. A
point which should be considerad herne, the only Fres in his area were ol Soriad by compers, they
v starired by fhar foresd service, o why i il v winl b sesiriol camping? The cnly posple which
ngres with Hin ides ave Biose whee with [0 use this ipea s their persmal beck yard. This is the land of
all the prople and ey have e cghl b e il o Qey want

1 as suee the Parks and Rec, Specislist voa have hired iz very compsient. The problem is, this issol
a Parkc i3 the pubilies foresl and we do not niesd mone desianatad camp wighis md restricied s

Thee et iz | wish in being wp in, de United Stxtes Coveramni b stated we will lave ansihe l“'ﬂ;l,.i'
yrs. of drought. The bark beetle is. infesting our fores: and will cmlinee 10 do 5 in a dry climaie. We

aould lose a larpe smouni of our farest in the bevtle and with the cutting you arc plaming we oould

lose i all in soma amas.

e
Thank you, Y é/f___...

Response 41.3: See Response 28.3 related to bark
beetles.
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_F}“, :I‘I‘J‘
f -y UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
!'l_.W;- RBGHH i

et 75 Hawihoms Steat

Sam Franciseo, CA B4108-30

Segrember 3, 202

j-;;"-"lf-

1l Goldgi, Forest Supervisar
Coscoming Mutiosal Forest
2331 E. Greenlaw Lang
Flopseaff, AX Bo004

Dgar Mr. Godden:

The Esviraninemal Prowetion Agency (EPA] his revigwid the IJr:._ﬂ .hm:limM1llumle1' D
Siniement (DEIS) for the Kachina Villhge th:Tl T]I;—u:li:hni"nr;'i-:ﬂ ml-c::l:u.-l:;:::uur:; El:l::n:mmml
; k County, Argoea (CEG Nember: 012 k rwiew is § :
r;ﬁi:;ﬂﬂlrh:m::n.ﬁit MERAY, Cosncil on Esvironmental Quality ({CELN ugulﬂlm! (#CFR
Parts 1 500-1 508}, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act
i J ildfine posentinl by thinommg
(1.5, Forest Sarvice proposes i reduce fuels and lower v ; :
[ nn-nli—ll-f-urulcu.-::lhum|||g soagth of the pomimmities of Kaching Vilkage mnd Forest |jlgh'|:l¢'.l:|5.
The r|r|.'ljn:.l: alsa includes proposals to eomstruct KEmparcy |_-|.|pds-. m&.m.'.q:.-snm roid Ensn.;.in .
construe] pew ireils, desipnate dispersed caining preas, and close !'uuh risk: fire areas & r:umlg::l B
The Foress Service bas identified four actioe alkematives i Alnernmives A, C, D, and Ejas well as
iy Action™ (Albermagive [, The mctian aliernagives vary by ihe ingensity of thinming o
;rrn:u;riptmm. the sire of trees to be thinned, and the use of wemparary mads. Allematives A, L
and [ e similar i many respects, while Alternalive £ represenis a scaled-down project.
Albernative A has boen aentified as the ageticy”s prefired aliemative.

= i i d hic fire in the: wildland arban
EFA appreciates the need bo address the risk of caastrophit L
intiriace W:I:.En'nmend the Forest Service for m:\.-'.ng:gdm anenkinn b :mkrf::lnn.h;:r[;ur::r::“n
Aesipning abiermatives to address progect phectives. B an oisF review of i 3
lm‘:':.:-ﬁnwnli which we believe can be addressed by providing aubditional informaticn, The
hrosd mress where sdditinnal infonmation should s prrovided include: irnspormtion gysiem .
planming, fire risk condithons an privale larids wiihsin the project ares, ecological justification far
harvesting lepge irees. and peoject seomamics mitipation funding.

The DEIS |ncluded limited detall on proposads 1o reduss system road densigy Iu;-ﬂ::- p;;ﬂ_pn; l-'{'ﬂ-ll'
aren. EPA requested and receinsd o.capy of the Trunsprstuticn Pham and Roads .-'i.ml;_i:.] ]I;'-; e
project {amached). EPA recomamends that this jiformaticn be incorporated imio the F )

separate section desling vwith trapsporiation and aceess [eoes

= = I'I_
EFA recommends thal the AdFected Erviromisent secton deafing with fire ||||.qu1= ﬂmﬁ 'Jq'E-r .
expanded deseriprion of current fire-related risks oo privise lands wiihin the project nrea,

Letter 42 — Lisa B Hanf, Environmental Protection Agency

Response 42.0: It is noted that this comment states that
review by the EPA is pursuant to NEPA and the Clean Air
Act. The comment suggests providing additional informa-
tion in the Final EIS regarding transportation system
planning, fire risk conditions on private lands, ecological
justification for the harvesting of large trees, and project
economics/mitigation funding. These are discussed in
more detail in the following comments.

Response 42.1: As suggested by this comment, the
Transportation Plan and Roads Analysis for the project has
been added as Appendix G to the Final EIS.

Response 42.2: Hazardous fuels, steep topography, and
high-density housing exist within adjacent communities,
making them very vulnerable to home loss in the event of a
crown fire. The Highlands Fire Department, which works
with both Forest Highlands and Kachina Village communi-
ties, is a member of the Greater Flagstaff Forests
Partnership and assisted the Forest Service in the design
of our project. The Highlands Fire Department and the
Forest Service have a good working relationship and are
coordinating activities. The Highlands Fire Department
has conducted various fuels reduction projects within both
communities. However, there is a lot of work yet to be
done. In addition, topographic features and high-density
areas in Kachina Village create some hazards that cannot
be mitigated or will take decades to correct. This subject
was briefly addressed in the DEIS on page 25.
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fseues, in particular, shouwld be addressed: 1) Do similar haeandous fuels conditives exist in forested
areas of the private land parcels? and 2) To what degres have privale landowners fireproafid their
hames by mstalling fire resistant roofing, clearing vegetation near homes, eie.7 We believe that
this indormetion wikd beneflt the decisionmaier In selecting the most appropriste fisel reduction
strmiegy, and |deniifying opportumitics to coardinae sl risk reduction scross the pubdic/private

bamdary.

Alserngiive A proposes % ¢l somme trees over 16 (nches in dismeter “under specific criberia
oeily,” Four situstions are described beiefly om page 27: in crealis Qrassy openings, to erirnce
existing firest apenings, to enhance grovwih and health af larger ponderosa pife o protect fiatune
cikd growth, and e reduce fire posential ™ These exemptians ans potentially quite broad. Cur
revigw dld mot reveal any more specific standands 1o be applied in idemifying specific trews o ke 5,
harvested, although the chart at page 121 estimaies that 7,000 trees above 16 inches i diameter Wl
e Qv the coniogscal value of [rge rees, both in terms of theirinevert fe 4
resistanee and enatribution to fiure tid grovib, and the curmes Inck of ald grewih in the project
are | 1.4 peroent, as compared to 20 percent recommended by th Farest Plan], m_mm:l!nru
Service to be as specific as possible i ientifying an overriding ecobogical justification for
pesniving trees above 16 inches in diameter. 'We further recommend that the F-:mal_Sqﬁ'lﬁt
cantime o ht with exrvir | sinkehaldirs during the marking and harvesting phases of
tie project.

AR [ of the action aliermaiives will resall in fet costs o the taxpayer, with Alemativg 4
Baving the lovesst potential costs due bo potential revenues fram the sale of larger digmeler tees.
Given these cast figares, we are concemed that soie aspects of the project may go unfundd or
underfunded, W wish 1o nate that pur raling essumes the full funding and completion of all %Lh,.?,.-
ecological restaration sctivities (inchiding raed obliseration). miligation e and o g
deseribed in the Draft EIS. We look forward s seeing these specific commitments canried forwan]
in the Forest Service’s Final E15 and Becord of Declsion.

5

Based on the concerns expressed above, we have assigned a rating of EC-2
[Emvirenmental Cencerns-Insaificient Infermation) 1 the DTS, Please mefer wo ihe H‘I-l:lud
) 2 af Rating Defimitiores™ for further detsils on EPA’s rating system. EP A apprecistes the
ppportuity b comment on the DELS, Please send a single copy of the Final EI% to the nddress
e (Miail Code: CMD-2) when it is flked with EPA’s Washington, 0.C. office. If" yom have any
queesthons, please fisel fres 10 contact me or Lenmides Payne, the poimi of contact for this project.
Leonidas Payne can be reached a1 413-972-3847 or ! J

Ei/ﬁ%nf

Liza B, Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Atacked: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Transportation Plan and Roads Amlysis

Response 42.3: Please see Responses 34.3 through 34.6.
Letter 44 — Patricia Sanders Port, USDI, Office of the
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

Response 42.4: This comment has been addressed in the
Record of Decision.

SJUBWIWO) 01 8suodsay « H xipuaddy



108l01d Ul[eaH 1sa104 abe||IA rulyoey| J0) JUsWaIe]S 1oeduwl| [eIUSWUOIIAUT [eulq

16¢

Letter 44 — Patricia Sanders Port, USDI, Office of the Secretary, Office of

Environmental Policy and Compliance

At M
United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Orffice of Envimommental Pelicy sd Compliance - _
1111 Jackson Sereet, Suile 520 wic’ 3 D 23
Ok, G 54607 -

i e B

-:]_If'ﬂ-.%-

Seplemiber 24, 2002 ﬁﬁd.{j.r‘]:,-_.?' ol

ER: G277T76 )
Py

Mr. Jim Godden

Foresl Supetvisor

Coeordne Mational Forest

1313 Essi Greenlow Lane

FlagstafT, Arizana BSO04E

Suhject: Review of Drafi Enviro tal Trmpascd 5 far Kachina Village Forest Healtl
Project, Coconing Maticeal Forest, Coconing County, AZ

Diear bir. Golden:

0
This better responds in your Auwpast 5, 2002, nequest for comments regarding the Eachina Village L.L."'k-
Farest Healil Project Diraft Environmentsl mpact Statensest (DELS), Tuly 2002, on the Pefcoma el
Lake Ranger Disirict, Coconino Mationsl Farest, The DEIS describes the effects of
wnplementing five altematives for improving forest health and neducing wikifire patentizl on
Mational Forest System and in the Coconino Mational Forest.

The aclion altematives are diferentiated primarily by a limit on the size of trees b0 be thinned,
the istensity of the treatments proposad in thinsing wnits, and the miles of teaporsny mad. The
preferred altemative {Allernative A) would reduce fuels and kower wilifire potential by thinning
tress and hroadcas) bierming, and reduce fire risk throagh prevensents in recreation and moad
management. Except for differences in diameter limals on the sizes of trees io be thinoed,
Alternatives C ard D are sentical 1o Allemnative A

Comsubatien undsr saction 7 of the Endanpened Species Act was completed neganding effects 1o
{hressensd and endangered species in the praject area under the Wildland-Urhas Interfnce Basch
Progransmatic Envircemental A and Evaluation for several projeces in the
Southmestom Regson (LISDA Forest Service 2001 )

A biological apinioe was issoed in Apel, 2001, T was determined by the U5, Fish and Wildlife &L’(-\"
Service [Service) thae efects From broadesst baming (i.e., smake, poscaial loes of hatitat) may e
sdversely aifect the Mexican spotied owl Sty acctdenimliy lucida), Howeever, we suppart. yoar

¢(forta 1o reduce fuels witkin Meshean spotted awl protectsd setiviny centers (PACs), while

mairinining key habilal components. The Service has been invidved in the initial planning of

Response 44.0: This comment summarizes the DEIS and
notes that consultation with USFWS has occurred under
the Wildland-Urban Interface Batch Programmatic Envi-
ronmental Assessment and Evaluation for several projects
in the Southwestern Region.

Response 44.1: This comment supports efforts to reduce
fuels within Mexican spotted owl protected habitat.
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this project and will participsie in the inplementstion of the thinning treatmenis wilkin Mexican
spolted owl PACS

‘The following commenis are organized scconding to the secilons of the DEIS, with pages and
parngraphs noded as sppropriate.

Chapter 2 Alematives: Proposal SC000 (ANCMAave & ) ACmnsira ve mnd SEaeges Larecian
for the Project Area: Retain &l exisiing macure ponderasa pine trees or old “vellow-barked” bees,
[page 27

Thiis szction siates that the Forest Service recopnizes and acknowledges the impostast role that

treesl 6 inch dizmeter al breast height (dbh) and karger play in the ecosysiem (i.e., snag hﬂ;
recrudimien, fubune old-growih objectives, esc.) and their ranty within the progect area. The DEIS 'l;'\‘

also stabes 1hal some trees larger than 16-inch dbb need o be removed to achieve important amd .
valuahle olyjeztives, such as creating grassy openings, and reducing wildfire polential. However,

il & unchear thrssghout the DELS baw removing trees greater than 16 inches dbb will sisn the

Fraest Service in achieving these goals.

The comparisan of lematives A, O, and [ reveals lite to no difference in reducing wildfire &
potetial, Alemative C {16-inch dibh limit) is expected to result in fewer grassy openings, bul e
there is pa difference in the porcentage of grassy openangs created m Alvemmanive I (13-imch dbh "‘*’

limit) versus the preferred albernative. Thi reasons for removing tress greater than 16 inches dbh

in the prefierred alemalive are nod ¢lessly anicalmed or jastified. We recommend retaining those

Irees when the removal does mot significantly affect plan olyjectives.

Chigier 3 Affeeted Enviranmend and Enviroomental Consequences: Vepgtatsan: A fTected
'I-'m'irgnmﬂ'.l, [paps &70:

The DEIS stabes that," & brger diameser tee may be cul in place of @ smalker one if the: karger tro:

has some Mawed growth chamcsenistic, dwarf-mistletor infection, or bas beemn ablackead by bark

beiibes” We recommend that the Forest Service comsider the benelils wo wildlale that thise types

aof “Mawed” trees provide. Trees with awed growth characieristics sach ag foeked 1ops, lighining "}"\-
scars, of cther deformities ane consadensd “wildlifi tress” due to the unigue hakiiat they provide H}':‘hl
species such as cavity-nesting birds and mamigls, Drwarf mistletos mfection can result in

gromvh boss, reduced so6d produciion, and merakity, bt is not a serioes problem over the etine

are, (page 67} Tress infecied with dwarf misiletoe can prowide habital for many species al’

wqldlifie. Research bas showmn thai birds, mammals, meects, aml fungs @l dwarl emstletos shoots,

fiukis, and seads.

Wilches' broome formed by dwarl mistleies infectsons serve as nesting, roosting, and resting
sites fior birds and msmimssls, and dwarf mistletoe can aid in the recnaitment of snags for cavily-
nesting wikilife, Maimiaining dwarf masibetoe-infected trees, in selocted areas, may prove
beneficial 1o wildlife within the project area. Curmently, moctalsty o trees from bark beetles
ofurs in individual trees or small pockets scaltered throsghout the denser stands,

{page 6T This type of mortality can create opemings which may pesitively inffuence wildlife
hzhitat across the landscape.

Response 44.2: The DEIS states that some trees larger
than 16 inches dbh need to be removed to achieve impor-
tant and valuable objectives, such as creating grassy
openings and reducing wildfire potential. However, it is
unclear throughout the DEIS how removing trees greater
than 16 inches dbh will assist the Forest Service in
achieving these goals (See Responses 32.7, 34.3, 34.4,
34.5, and 34.6). As summarized on page 33 of the DEIS,
the difference between Alternatives A and C is 50 percent
fewer openings on the treated areas of the project. With a
landscape so devoid of openings, this is an important
consideration for species such as Navajo Mountain Mexi-
can voles, northern goshawk, and others (See the wildlife
section of Chapter 3 of the DEIS).

Response 44.3: The comment states that the reasons for
removing trees greater than 16 inches dbh are not clearly
articulated or justified. See Responses 32.7, 34.3, 34.4,
34.5, and 34.6.

Response 44.4: This comment recommends that the
Forest Service consider the benefits of trees with flawed
growth characteristics to wildlife. The wildlife section of
Chapter 3 did not describe significant negative effects from
implementing the alternatives with the description on page
67. The scenario on page 67 applies to the variable
thinning areas and not to the other prescriptions. The
description on page 67 refers to the cutting of black-
barked ponderosa pine and not mature yellow-barked
pine. Often, the black-barked pine show less signs of use
by wildlife. If a tree shows signs of wildlife use, such as
cavities, stick nests, etc., then it will not be removed. This
is standard operating procedure. As described on pages
16 and 32 of the DEIS, wildlife biologists will participate in
the marking of trees in many locations.

This comment also states that bark beetle mortality can
occur in small pockets, resulting in openings. The current
level of bark beetle mortality does not result in a need to
change the preferred alternative. After thinning, tree vigor
will improve and the distance between trees will be
greater, thus decreasing the potential for tree mortality
from bark beetles. The preferred alternative achieves
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We agree that there arg dlvastions where bark beetles and dwar mistleine-infested trees fiead 10
e remnoved ta prosezt ather habitat festures and fores) stand healih. However, managemen
recommendations should include provisioss for maimtaining *wildlife wees® across the lasdscape,

Effigcts of Snex snd Log Creation: Dirse St of Altersattves A, C, [, and E,
(page B, second paragraph):

We understand why the Forest Serviee may ned comsider if economically feasible to create snigs

and logs out of trees less than 146 imches dbh. Larper snags tend to persist for a greater smount aff '&\57
time and can peevide habitat for multiple species, which aften equates bo greater wildlife value (3

o e basdscape. However, we disagne: with the blanket statemen) that thene s linile walw: from. £
sanalber (less than 186 irch dih) snags and Jogs. There are a sambser of studies which document

birds wsing snags bess than 16 inches dbh:

. Darwny and thres-ioed woodpeckens were fieund 1o prefer smaller trees For nEsting in
Muositana, (MoClelland et al, 1979k

«  Black-backed wiosdpeckers ussd relatively small, bard snags in areas with stand
replacing fires I ponderosa pine/Dougles-fir siands in ldahe, (Saab and Dudley
1997,

«  While Bull and Meslow {1977) siggested that snags greater than 20 inches dbh
should be retained for pileaied woodpeckers, smaller bards pech &5 chickadees can
use SNAgs u4s ernall a8 & inches dih, (Scotl el al, 15980k

s The aversge dith of nest trees used by the pygmy nuthabch is 15 inches, (Hay & al.,
193],

Wi approciats the appartunity 1o comisent on the Kachina Village Forest Health DEIS. 1we
gy he of frther assistance, pliass contact Skaula Hedwall, Ecological Services Fiekd Sab-
(rifice, Flagstaft, Arizona a1 525-I26-181 1

Sinceruly,

Pt . Ffart- (IH)

Patricia Sanders Port
Feegicmal Envirommental Officer

openings on an estimated 5 percent of the project
areas (10 percent of the treated acres). There is still
a need for an additional 5 percent openings on the
landscape. Therefore, the addition of pockets of
bark beetle mortality would progress toward the 10
percent openings described in the forest plan.

Response 44.5: This comment disagrees with the
statement that there is little value from snags less
than 16 inches dbh. The comment provides litera-
ture citations. The statement made in the DEIS

states that there is little value, not that there is no
value. This statement in the DEIS refers to the

creation of snags from trees 16 inches dbh or less.
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