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Letter 1 – Tora Moody

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.

Response 2.0:  This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 3 – Shirley Pevarnik
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

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.



F
in

a
l E

n
viron

m
en

ta
l Im

p
a

ct S
ta

tem
en

t for K
a

ch
in

a
 V

illa
ge F

orest H
ea

lth
 P

roject
2
3
1

A
p

p
en

d
ix H

 • R
esp

on
se to C

om
m

en
ts

Letter 5 – James Ditzler
Response 5.0:  This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 6 - Harry Stanton

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

Response 8.0:  Thank you.
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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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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)
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

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
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

1 Evaluating the Use of Timber Harvest on 19 National Forests; August
1994; p.5.
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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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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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Response 11.4:  The project is not a timber sale.  It is 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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Letter 12 – John McCartney

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

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

Response 17.0:  This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 18 – Richard Metzner
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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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
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.  Illegal 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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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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Letter 21 – Brian Cottam
Response 21.0:  This comment is noted as supporting the
preferred alternative, Alternative A.
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Letter 22 – Thomas R. Hanson

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
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

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

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

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
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

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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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

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.
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Letter 31 - Debbie Xanders and Steve Edwards
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

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.
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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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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
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

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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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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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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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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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.

Letter 35 and 35A – Brian Nowicki, Southwest Forest Alliance/Center for
Biological Diversity and Letter #35A
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Response 35.2:  This comment expresses interest in
comparing effects for the following items:

• 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.

• 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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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-
quested 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 95c, 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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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 1/4th mile in width, however, Alternative
E displays an intensive zone of 660 feet or 1/8th 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 1/8th or 1/4th 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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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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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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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
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

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.
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Letter 40 - Milly E. Haeuptle (Note:  No Letter 39 Assigned)

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.  It is
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
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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Response 41.3:  See Response 28.3 related to bark
beetles.
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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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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.
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Letter 44 – Patricia Sanders Port, USDI, Office of the Secretary, Office of
Environmental Policy and Compliance

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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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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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.




