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VEGETATION RESOURCES

Introduction

This Specialist Report examines the potential impacts of thlementation of the 2005
Travel Management Rule (TMR) for the Apache-SitgreavatsoNal Forests (Forests) on
native vegetation and noxious weeds. The report is based on the existinjonsndi
management guidelines from the Apache-Sitgreaves Nationalt$-tsrsl and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan), the TMR, and the Travel And&kgpsert (2008). The

analysis includes key components of the various proposed alternativebe of
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), such as route designatiispgrsed camping

corridors, motorized big-game retrieval (MBGR), and designated Areas.

This Specialist Report will begin with the components of the implgation of the TMR
that are common to the discussions of vegetation and noxious weeds. TeisSpe
Report will then separately conduct an analysis of the acttematives developed for
implementation of the TMR on vegetation and noxious weeds.

Key Issues and Resource Questions

The draft EIS has identified four key issues to be addresseeinalives and discussion
in the EIS. These are as follows:

Issue #1: Motorized access for dispersed camping
Issue #2: Motorized big game retrieval

Issue #3: Impacts to resources from motorized use
Issue #4: Economics

Within this specialist report, issue #3 will be addressed, broken dotwnseveral
vegetation related topics, and issues #1 and 2 will also be discasseslated to
vegetation.

The following key resource questions are analyzed in the report:

1) Road Density— key resource questions relate to whether road densities avethel
thresholds established in the Forest Plan (these are actwalgpdrtations system
guidelines) and whether road densities increase in areas supporting lsaleitsd to a
level that could have undesirable effects.

2) Vegetation Communities— whether roads or motorized trails will be opened or
closed and to what level motorized access for dispersed campingBGR
(motorized big game retrieval) would affect vegetation communitgarticularly
whether motorized access for dispersed camping or MBGR wouldt aéasitive
vegetation communities (riparian and wetland or upland).

3) Noxious Weed Species whether roads or motorized trails will be opened or closed
and whether motorized travel for dispersed camping or MBGR wouddtagpread
and infestation by noxious weeds on the Forests.
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Area of Analysis

The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests are located irceastl Arizona (Figure 1)
and range in elevation from approximately 3,500 feet near Cliftabdat 11,000 feet on
Mt. Baldy. There are 2,110,134 acres within the current forest boesddie Forests
cover portions of Coconino, Navajo, Apache, and Greenlee counties (Figufael).
Forests are administratively divided into five Ranger Distriétpine, Black Mesa,

Clifton, Lakeside, and Springerville (Figure 2).

To define the specific area considered regarding the direct anddndifects analyses
for vegetation, most descriptions of effects only pertain to Faaesdslas this particular
report only concerns itself with effects to vegetation within theegt bounds. However,
when discussing possible cumulative effects regarding noxious wesaisieavhat larger
footprint of area is discussed considering the most common corafiatesed spread that

might include roads, stream courses and associated riparian @aremsnestic or wild
grazing animals.



E Fmlbab MF

-
I—'

MOHAVE

MAWVAJD

Holbrook

Tomiz HF
S0
A
.__||"
o Giohs
GRAHAM |ER |
PIMAL [ F
orgzur ., gatory
M, Gl
'_rl I:-m"hdurl'
r\:mm E :u-ru'.-r_dau K
Tuneon |
Pl A ] TE\I\
|""| o bl
_ﬂ Cardnase Egezands KF
ET'-er'" n: ocH|ISE] ‘_L
Il\-"‘* Loezasdz KE
Corprasda C:rmrl' —
che-5H e5 Matlonal Forests L
B #pache-stigreay !
|:| Matlional Forests
] = [ L - T4l
Hizy
El k al il L] i) TEL
Eiziralma

Figure 1. Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests in east-centranariz
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Applicable Laws and Regulations

Travel Management Rule On December 9, 2005, the Forest Service published the
TMR. The agency rewrote direction for motor vehicle use on Natibogdst System
(NFS) lands under 36 CFR, Parts 212, 251, and 261, and eliminated 36 CFR 295. The
rule was written to address at least in part the issue of ug®amacreation. The rule
provides guidance to the Forest Service on how to designate amabenanotorized
recreation on the Forests. The rule requires each National FardsGrassland to
designate those roads, motorized trails, and Areas that are open to motor vehicle use.

The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land and Resource Managent Plan For

a list of all sections of the Apache-Sitgreaves Nationaldteréand Management Plan
(USFS 1987) which apply to vegetation, sensitive plant communitiedatwe and
riparian areas) and noxious weeds, see Appendix A near the end of this report.

The current Forest Plan Standard for minimally acceptableriatpacondition is
“Satisfactory,” which equates to Proper Functioning Condition (PF8¢ Forest Plan
category of “Unsatisfactory” riparian condition is equivalent tindfioning At Risk
(FAR) or Nonfunctioning (NF), using the standard PFC categoriagthéMd-AR nor NF
meet minimum standards for Forest Plan Guidelines. (See Appendex pages 155,
160, 277-1, etc.)

The Forest Plan (USFS 1987) contains several standards, guidelinegpasdthat
pertain to soils, watershed, and riparian areas. A selection follows:

Management direction for grazing states “Utilize the Fose&lS and Terrestrial
Ecosystem Survey information as one tool to evaluate grazing dgpabised on
watershed condition, vegetation, and other appropriate factors...” (pg 77-3).

Management direction for riparian areas is stated: “Improvetagign condition in
riparian areas. Improvements will be accomplished by reducinop aome cases,
eliminating adverse impacts from grazing, vehicles, and overuse by man” (pg. 15).

“Maintain, or where needed, enhance soil productivity and watershed ioaniolt
2020. Maintain a high quality sustained water yield for Forest umedsothers.
Identify and protect wetlands and floodplains” (pg. 16).

Standards and guidelines state: “Ensure compliance with Publi©Rey00 Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, and amendments including the Clean Watkeiof
1977. Implement best management practices to prevent water cuegitsdation.
Implement improvement action where water quality degradation ologs, except
for special cases where temporary or short-term degradatmecisring from road
crossing construction or similar situations” (pg. 81).

“Provide adequate drainage to prevent concentrated flow and sedadentrunoff
from entering water courses” (pg. 81).

“Conserve soil and water resources; avoid permanent impairmeig pfaductivity,
and ensure conservation of soil and water resources. The minimuamdoigsource
management requirement is to control surface water runoff antreraisnot less
than tolerance conditions (36 CFR 218.23 and 27)” (pg. 81).

“Improvements: Maintain and enhance riparian vegetation along stteamaintain
suitable water temperature and other conditions for stream flow” (pg. 83).




“Erosion control measures will be included in road plans. Construct toakisep
sediment out of riparian and aquatic habitats” (pg. 104).

Standards and guidelines in Management Area 2 state: “Plan/acslorepbsion
reduction projects on areas disturbed by project activities wiheresite is not
expected to stabilize within 2 years or when water qualityadizgion will occur”

(pg. 153).

Management emphasis for riparian areas states: “Recogimzemportance and
distinctive value of riparian areas when implementing managencéuitias. Give
preferential consideration to riparian area dependent resourceanagklto maintain
or improve riparian areas to satisfactory riparian condition... do norselyeffect
riparian dependent resources” (pg. 155).

Standards and guidelines for Management Area 11 states: “Coordithtetier
resource functions to pursue in-stream flow rights to protect ace@igystems, fish,
and wildlife” (pg. 207).

Road System: 36 CFR 212.5 (b)

...the responsible official must identify the minimum road systendeteéor safe and
efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and protectionNattional Forest
System lands. ... The minimum system is the road system de¢eito be needed to
meet resource and other management objectives adopted in the rgedartd resource
management plan (36 CFR 219), to meet applicable statutory and toegula
requirements, to reflect long-term funding expectations, to ensatethe identified
system minimizes adverse environmental impacts associatedreeth construction,
reconstruction, decommissioning, and maintenance.

Identification of unneeded roads: Responsible officials must rethewoad system on
each National Forest and Grassland and identify the roads\ds Usmder Forest Service
jurisdiction that are no longer needed to meet forest resourcager@ent objectives and
that, therefore, should be decommissioned or considered for other usefsstah

motorized routes. ...

Regional Forester’'s direction: Roads analysis process (RARJIfother existing roads
should be completed in conjunction with implementation of the off-highwéchee
(OHV) Record of Decision, watershed analyses, other progeed hctivities or Forest
Plan revisions.

The Organic Administration Act: Basic authority for watershed management is in the
Organic Administration Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 34, as amended, Q& UE. It
states the securing of favorable water flow to be a purpose talishing National
Forests. The Act allows all waters within National Forlestindaries to be used for
domestic, mining, or irrigation purposes under the laws of the stai@®in the National
Forests are situated, or under United States laws, rules, andtieail A 1982 Colorado
Supreme Court ruling (United States of America v. City and CouinBeover, 656 P.
2d1) clarified that the 1897 Act grants only a permissive rightse waters within the
National Forest (FSM 2540).

The US Forest Service Directives System (FSM/FSHIrorest Service Manuals and
Handbooks (USFS 2000) codify the agency’s policy, practice, and procétiersystem
serves as the primary basis for the internal management amdl ajrdll programs and
the primary source of administrative direction to Forest Service employees



FSM 2520: Re: Watershed Protection and Management, watershed mesgess
classification, and improvement. An initial assessment of watkrgloadition was
accomplished in 1985 for the Forest Plan. This assessment was based on theestdy For
wide inventory available: the Forests TES, which provided ground covesrasion rate
estimates according to the universal soil loss equation USLE.

FSM 2532.02 and 2532.03: Forest Service Manual (FSM) requirements andngsideli
applicable to this proposal describe the objectives and policieanel@vprotection (and
improvement, where needed) of water quality on National Foreser8yisinds so that
designated beneficial uses are protected.

FSM 2554: The National Forest Management Act requires that lamdsanaged to
ensure the maintenance and long-term soil productivity, soil hggioofunction, and
ecosystem health. Soil quality is maintained when erosion, compadigpiacement,
rutting, burning, and loss of organic matter are maintained withimetefsoil quality
standards.

National Environmental Policy Act: The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
requires Federal agencies to integrate environmental values intaléeesion-making
processes by considering the environmental impacts of their propetedsaand
reasonable alternatives to those actions (USEPA 2006).

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 Public Law 92-500, as amended in
1977 (Public Law 95-217) and 1987 (Public Law 100-4) (also known as the Federal
Clean Water Act (CWA)): This Act provides the structure fegulating pollutant
discharges to waters of the United States. The Act's objeiive..to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of Nfagion’s waters,” and is
aimed at controlling point and non-point sources of pollution. The U.S. Enviroaiment
Protection Agency (EPA) administers the Act, but many pé&ngjtadministrative, and
enforcement functions are delegated to State governments.izonAy the designated
agency for enforcement of the Clean Water Act is the ArizOegpartment of
Environmental Quality (ADEQ).

Pertinent sections of the Clean Water Act:

CWA Sections 208 and 319: recognizes the need for control strategiesn-point
source pollution.

CWA Section 303(d)requires waterbodies with water quality determined to be either
impaired (not fully meeting water quality standards) or tlemed (likely to violate
standards in the near future) to be compiled by ADEQ in a gepatwhich must be
submitted to EPA every 2 years. These waters are targetedsaretiuled for
development of water quality improvement strategies on a priority basis.

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs): As of May 2006, there were applicable
TMDL requirements in effect for the Blue River or the San €ismo Rivers (ADEQ,
2006). However, there is a high priority to work on TMDLs investigatingsthece of
high bacterial (Escherichia coli) counts in the Blue River and Bancisco Rivers.
These are to be completed by 2010.

CWA Section 305(b): requires that states assess the conditionrof#ters and produce
a biennial report summarizing the findings.

CWA Section 401: allows states and tribes to review and apprdvegrsgitions on, or
deny Federal permits (such as 404 permits) that may resutlistharge to state or tribal
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waters, including wetlands. Applications for Section 404 permitofaea joint 404/401
permits to ensure compliance at both the Federal and state levels.

CWA Section 404:outlines the permitting process for dredging or dischargitig fi
material into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The U.S. Aorps of Engineers
administers the 404 Program.

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ): The State of Arizona’s
Department of Environmental Quality has primacy over reguldtiegrequirements of
the Clean Water Act.

U.S. Code, Title 16, Chapter 28: Wild and Scenic Rivers The Blue River, for
example, is a candidate for “Wild and Scenic” classification (Cornell &alwool 2005).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:Endangered Species Act(Public Law 93-205, as
amended): At minimum, the allotments contain T & E species dtabithreatened,
Endangered, or Sensitive plants or animals); most of the specigsrest are dependent
on riparian habitat. All surface water from subject allotmergssaurce waters to critical
fisheries, and as such, water quality must be maintained.

Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management (US EPA 2006b): The purpose of
the Order is “...to avoid to the extent possible the long and shortingpacts associated
with the occupancy and modification of floodplains.Section 1:... “torestore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodpiainsarrying out its
responsibilities for: (3) conducting Federal activities and prograffecting land use,
including but not limited to water and related land resources planregglating, and
licensing activities....”

Executive Order 11990:Protection of Wetlands (USEPA 2006c): .‘in order to
avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse ingsacisiated with the
destruction or modification of wetlands...  Section 1.Kagh agency shall provide
leadership and shall take action to minimize the destruction, loss, oadkgn of
wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands
carrying out the agency’s responsibilitiésr... (3) conducting Federal activities and
programs affecting land use, including but not limited to water ancdelahd resources
planning, regulating, and licensing activities. Sec. 5. Inyicgyrout the activities
described in Section | of this Order, each agency shall considtors relevant to a
proposal's effect on the survival and quality of the wetlands. Anteesgtfactors are:...
(b) maintenance of natural systems, including conservation anddongoroductivity of
existing flora and fauna, species and habitat diversity and stalilidrologic utility,
fish, wildlife, timber, and food and fiber resources; and (c) atkes of wetlands in the
public interest, including recreational, scientific, and cultural uses.”

Council on Environmental Quality, Executive Office of the President Memorandum
for Heads of Agencies: (CEQ 1978): “President Carter issuecEtvecutive Orders last
May requiring all Executive agencies to take special cdmenwindertaking actions that
may affect wetlands or floodplains, directly or indirectly. Tnders require agencies to
avoid disrupting these areas wherever there is a practicabieative, and to minimize
any environmental harm that might be caused by Federal actions.”

Memorandum of Agreement on Fostering Collaboration and Efficienies to Address
Water Quality Impairments on National Forest System Lands document signed in
2007 between U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Environmental Proteg&mcyA
Purpose: to coordinate between agencies and address issueggrofjuality impairment



regarding 303d list, as well as TMDLs. The leading cause ddrveptality impairments
on National Forest lands includes temperature, excess sedimentpéatrhadification.
These issues are to be addressed via BMPs as much as possériasiof this project
analysis area, BMPs can be applied to soil and watershed conditioare applicable
everywhere, but TMDL issues are currently only focused on the Blue River.

Summary of Alternatives

Five alternatives are being considered for the Forests TM#Be Tabelow highlights the
major differences among the alternatives in comparative fornerrfdtive A is the No

Action Alternative representing existing conditions; it allowess-country motorized
travel across much of the Forests, however is not in complianbehveitTMR of 2005.

Alternative C features of travel management would be the samdternative A, except
cross-country travel would be prohibited (this is the case fomely proposed

alternatives, B through E). Alternative B is the modified propostidradeveloped by
the Forests. Alternative E, in general, would decrease motorizegssa across the
Forests, and Alternative D, in general, would increase motorized access.
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Table 1. Summary of Alternative Comparison.

Alternative
A

Alternative
B

Alternative

C

Alternative
D

Alternative
E

Miles of NFSRs
open to highway
legal vehicles

765

732

766

735

728

Miles of NFSRs
open to all
motorized
vehicles

2,067

2,027

2,095

2,070

1,745

Miles of NFSRs
added to access
identified
dispersed
camping

53

28

37

64

Miles of 300’
corridors added
for dispersed
camping

658

2,034

118

Miles of NFSRs
closed

No Change

493

No Change

479

559

Miles of NFSRs
converted to

administrative an
permitted use on

No Change

y

78

No Change

59

79

Total miles of
NFSRs open
(highway-legal
and all motorized
vehicles)

2,832

2,759

2,860

2,805

2,473

Miles of NFSTs
open to motorize
vehicles 50” and
less in width

268

154

301

206

The miles of NFSRs added to access identified diggecamping is part of the “Miles of NFSRs open to
all motorized vehicles” total
2 The miles of 300’ corridors added for dispersemmiag is part of the “Miles of NFSRs (and NFSTs on

Alternative F) open to all motorized vehicles” fota




Motorized Big  |Authorized Authorized Authorized Authorized Not
Game Retrieval [forest-wide within 1 within 1 within 1/4 mile | authorized
except where |mile of mile of of NFSRs and
motorized NFSRs and NFSRs and NFSTs and on
restrictions NFSTs and NFSTs and forest lands
exist on forest on forest adjacent to oper
lands lands roads managed
adjacent to adjacent to by other
open roads open roads agencies
managed by managed by
other other
agencies agencies
Number/Acres of] 0 5 areas 0 5 areas totaling 0
Motorized Use totaling 459 459 acres
Areas acres

Mitigation Measures Common to All Action Alternatives

The following standards and guidelines from the Forest Plan areapplto TMR.
(USDA/USFS 1987). Also, best management practices (BMBB) the Forest Service
Handbook (FSH) 2509.22, Soil
(USDA/USFS 1990), will be implemented where applicable. Manyhefltelow items
can be found both in the Forest Plan as well as FSH, though exact wording may vary.

and Water

1. Off road vehicle (ORV) activities will be managed to minimanflicts with
other uses, to prevent interference with the management of otloeiraes, to
prevent general environmental degradation, while providing a rand@Raf
opportunities. The three Wildernesses and the Blue Range PrirAitese are

wn

closed to ORV use. (Forest Plan)

Motorized routes are closed to vehicle use unless signed open. (Forest Plan)
Existing as well as additional ORV closures are implementsehvone or more
of the following situations or areas exist, and when ORV usialy|to occur

that would result in significant adverse effects in areah:wit(Forest Plan and

FSH)
a)

b)

c)

d)

)

Conservation Practices Handbook

Soil groups having a high sensitivity rating, slope, erosion hazards,
and run-off potential,
Soils with surface textures of clay, clay loam, or soils wiserch
textures are within 6 to 8 inches of the surface;
Effects to water quality, such as increased sediment and turbidity

Also, bacteriological and chemical

concentration of users;
Acres utilized for other recreation activities that are notpatile

with ORV activities;

Recently rehabilitated or reseeded areas;
Areas where the forest has plantations with trees less thraninds
diameter breast height;
Water courses and wetlands permanently or intermittently wet;

14
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h) Municipal watersheds;

i) Watershed restoration projects; and

]) Areas damaged due to ORV use are closed and restoration projects
initiated if funding is available.

4. Roads will be located away from stream bottoms to minimizersedidelivery
to the stream course whenever possible. (FSH)

a) Sediment production from roads may be minimized by methods
including:

b) Outsloping of roads,

c) Leadout ditches,

d) Energy dissipaters on culverts,

e) Grass seeding, and

f) Rock riprap.

5. Maintain suitable (adequate) filter/buffer strips betweenastrecourses and
disturbed areas and/or road locations to: (FSH and Forest Plan)

a) Maintain suitable stream temperature, and
b) Maintain water quality standards

6. Effectively close or obliterate roads causing intolerableue® damage (relocate
roads as needed). (FSH) (No road obliteration is proposed under any TMR
alternative)

7. Enhance watershed condition by obliterating roads causing resgancage that
are not needed for forest management. (FSH) (No road obliteratigmoposed
under any TMR alternative)

8. Only one access road is approved to a parcel of private propertyentietre are
one or many owners. (Forest Plan)

9. Erosion control measures will be included in road plans. Construct to&eep
sediment out of riparian and aquatic habitats. Minimize clearirdfhwiand
vegetative clearing. Allow roads within critical wildlife hedditareas that have
specific big-game winter range objectives are needed to prieety goals of the
Forests. Permanent roads constructed/reconstructed in the evitdtlde habitat
areas must meet the following criteria: (Forest Plan)

a) There is no feasible alternative to build the road outside the ardahe
road is essential to achieve priority goals and objectives of cauoitsy
management areas, or to provide access to land administerethdyy
government agencies or to contiguous private land.

b) Roads are constructed/reconstructed to the minimum standards necessar
to provide safety for the road use purpose.

10. Maintain roads to the maintenance level prescribed. (Forest Plan)

11.Seasonally or permanently close existing roads, prohibit off-rohitlgeuse or
manage use when conflicts occur with wildlife and soil resourcecigs.
Generally limit closures to local roads in erosive soil areigsirian areas, or
wildlife areas that require specific management practices. (Helias)

12.Roads not needed for industry, public, and/or administrative use which are
uneconomical to maintain or which are causing significant res@ordécts will
be obliterated. (No road obliteration is proposed under any TMR alternative)

13.Obliteration of unneeded roads and motorized trails is a meangpEmenting
Resource Access/Travel Management decisions. (Forest RNm)road
obliteration is proposed under any TMR alternative)

14.Road survey design and construction engineering efforts will be easurate
with the value of the road(s) being constructed. Construct roads tonummi



economical standards. Revegetate cut and fill slopes wherbléedgelocate or
remove roads occurring within riparian areas. Do not align roapgas® through
the long axis of narrow riparian strips. (Forest Plan and FSH)

15.Implement best management practices to prevent water quadyadhtion.
Implement improvement action where water quality degradation doesr,
except for special cases where temporary or short-term dégragaoccurring
from road crossing construction or similar situations. (FSH)

Methods used in the Analyses

Assumptions: None of the action alternatives proposes the construction of new roads
Two Districts are proposing less than two miles of trail qoleibn. These particular
proposals do not entail all-new trail construction as an unauthorizedaloedely exists.

All routes are currently existing as part of the Forestsmdportation system or as
unauthorized routes.

The following assumptions are used in the analysis of thenatiees effects on
vegetation, sensitive plant species, and noxious weeds:

1) There would be no new route creation. All the action alternatives vedthier
close existing roads, or open existing closed or decommissioned roads, or
designate existing unauthorized routes.

2) All vehicle types, ranging from motorcycles, ATVs, four-wheadrive
vehicles, to passenger cars are assumed to have the sama leyaghct on
roads and motorized trails, and are evaluated as equal. Althougtremliffe
vehicle types may impact roads on different levels and in diffevags, there
is not adequate data to differentiate the amount of use per vehicle type.

3) Maintenance Level 1 roads are expected to revegetate and hedinowe
unless reopened for administrative purposes. It is well recogra¢ddads
that are not traveled produce less sediment than those thatfac&ed (Luce
and Black 2001). Closed roads will continue to be a source of chronic
sediment production, but over time the road will adjust to the environment and
stabilize, reducing the amount of sediment production, particularly in
comparison to open roads subject to vehicular use. Closed roads wilueont
to have some degree of influence surface and subsurface hydrology for as long
as the road exists. Any reduction of road miles within a \shéet from road
closures will take time before negative effects are no longer realized.

4) Unauthorized routes not designated for motorized travel are exptxted
revegetate and heal over time. Unauthorized routes not subject toiluse w
continue to be a source of chronic sediment production, but revegetation over
time will stabilize soils reducing the amount of sediment production,
particularly in comparison to open roads subject to vehicular use.

5) To the extent that wheeled motor vehicle traffic is the prinzayse of
erosion, with the exception of new construction, prohibiting motorized use of
existing routes will result in less erosion. Similarly, insieg motor vehicle
use will result in more erosion. In most situations, however, erosidhei
result of a combination of factors that include poor route desigacatibn,
lack of drainage, and inadequate maintenance.
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6) Designated NFS roads and trails are generally in an adteptondition,
unless information exists to the contrary. This is based on thehfztcimost
NFS roads and trails were constructed with engineered design.

7) Unauthorized routes may not be in an acceptable condition, unless site-
specific information exists to the contrary. This is based on dbe that
unauthorized routes were created without engineered design.

8) Public education and enforcement of regulations will successfuaily public
travel to designated routes.

9) Visitor use is expected to increase as surrounding populationsseaad as
demand for recreational opportunities also increases.

This analysis was developed using the best available scieneeprifhary data source
used for this analysis was existing GIS data, collected fpast field surveys and
inventories. The Forests have numerous GIS layers that contributeshdacting an
effective analysis, such as hydrologic watersheds, Inventorieddlddsa Areas,
Wilderness, and vegetation.

The Forests Ecological Sustainability Report highlights sevegetation Types that
represent a significant portion of the total acreage of thesetatem types within the
ecoregion (White Mountains—San Francisco Peaks—Mogollon Rim Ecoreguiiors
M313A). These Vegetation Types include all four riparian and wetlaggtdgon Types
(Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest, Mixed Broadleaf Deciduous Ripafamnest,
Montane Willow Riparian Forest, and Wetland/Cienega) and the MdadRene-Oak
Woodland, Spruce-Fir with Wet Mixed Conifer Forest, and the Mixed €onifith
Frequent Fire Forest Vegetation Types (USFS 2008, 12). Spdeiati@n will be given
to these Vegetation Types, among others, in the Effects Analysis.

The alternatives have several components that would affect vegetatmmunities
within the Forests. The following indicator measures are used to evaluatethatales:

1) Miles of open roads and motorized trails (Maintenance Level 2 dhréuroads,
motorized trails greater than 50 inches, and motorized tragisties 50 inches)
that cross Vegetation Types;

2) Acreage of the Forests open to cross-country travel (dispessguirgy corridors,
motorized Areas, and MBGR) that cross Vegetation Types; and

3) Acreage of riparian and unique Vegetation Types affected leym opads and
motorized trails, and cross-country travel.

The above indicator measures were calculated per alternativeg @eographic
Information System (GIS) software and the Vegetation Typéa deailable for the
Forests. In general, under the action alternatives, the more ahitggen roads and the
more acres open to cross-country travel, the greater impacts to vegetation.



Affected Environment: Existing Conditions

Vegetation Types

Elevations on the Forests range from approximately 3,400 feet néanCArizona, to
nearly 11,000 feet west of Springerville, Arizona. The landscape allgmaried and
includes mountains, hills, cinder cones, plains, plateaus, deep canyonscarmnents
(USFS 2008, 3). The climate also varies in the Forests from hmpestat the lower
elevations to boreal at the higher elevations (Laing et. al. 1987, 1).

The vegetation communities of Forests match the uneven terraingl@idgional range,
and extreme climatic regimes with a variety of ecosystems, including:

Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer, and Spruce-fir Forests;

Great Basin Semi-desert and Montane/subalpine Grasslands;

Madrean Pine-Oak and Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands;

Interior Chaparral,

Wetland/Cienega; and

Mixed Broadleaf Deciduous, Montane Willow, and Cottonwood-willow Riparia
areas.

Within the boundaries of the Forests lies a portion of the lapgesterosa pine forest in
the world and the largest montane/subalpine Grasslands in Arizona (USFS 2008, 3).

Vegetation communities were broken down into Potential Natural seget Types
(Vegetation Types) to determine the potential effects of tneekrmanagement plan on
the Forests’ ecosystems. Vegetation Types are coarsegsoafengs of ecosystem types
that share similar vegetation composition and historic ecosydiginrbances such as
fire, drought, and grazing by native animal species. Two refesem@ze used in
developing the Vegetation Types for the Forests: (1) the Teatedscosystem Survey of
the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (USFS 2008, 10), and (2) &heeN
Conservancy (TNC) analysis on the Forest Service SouthwesteionR@gegion 3)
National Forest System lands throughout Arizona and New Mexicod@ra_ee et al.
2006, 2-3).

The Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey of the Forests was mappled \24,000 scale aerial
photography and was accuracy tested (Laing et al. 1987, 3), (USFS 1)08,NC
analysis used data from the Southwest Regional Gap AnalysiscP(§WReGAP)
(Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-3), which was obtained from Landsat 7 Enhancedtithe
Mapper 30m satellite imagery and has not been accuracy testedefMaee et al. 2006,
2-3). Because the Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey provides daténar scale and better
accuracy for the Forests than the SWReGAP, it was used fagpingaand quantitative
data (i.e., acreage). TNC’s analysis was used primarilydéscriptions of Vegetation
Types.

Thirteen Vegetation Types were identified for the ForeEable 2). Three Vegetation
Types (Ponderosa Pine Forest, Madrean Pine-Oak Woodland, and Mixedr @thife
Frequent Fire Forest) encompass a majority of the Foeestsage (64 percent). Of the
remaining Vegetation Types, Grasslands comprise 16.9 percent Bbitbsts. Riparian
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areas only cover 1.5 percent of the Forests, but include the majbriparian areas in

northeastern Arizona (USFS 2008, 12).

Table 2. Land Area, in Acres, of the Forests’ Major Potential Nadegétation Types in
Relation to the Overall Acreage of the Forests (USFS 2008, p. 11)

Potential Natural Vegetation Types Approximate Acres | Approximate Percent
(Vegetation Types) on the Forests of the Forests
Forests

Ponderosa Pine 604,577 30.0

Mixed Conifer with Frequent Fire 288,840 14.3
Spruce-Fir with Wet Mixed Conifer 59,160 2.9
Woodlands

Madrean Pine-Oak 396,678 19.7
Pifion-Juniper 231,049 11.5
Grasslands

Great Basin 177,681 8.8
Semi-desert 107,599 5.3
Montane/Subalpine 56,505 2.8
Chaparral

Interior | 56,006 | 2.8

Riparian Areas/Riparian Forests

Wetland/Cienega 11,825 0.6

Mixed Broadleaf Deciduous 6,865 0.3
Montane Willow 5,542 0.3
Cottonwood-willow 5,198 0.3

Potential Natural Vegetation Types
Forest Vegetation Types

Ponderosa Pine ForesfThis Vegetation Type generally occurs at elevations rangi
from 6,000 to 9,000 feet on loose, well-drained soils derived from igneousmngtic,
and sedimentary parent material. The dominant species in thesnsigsponderosa pine
(Pinus ponderosa Other trees may be present, including Gambel d@ielcus
gambeli), Douglas fir Pseudotsuga menziesipifion pine Pinus eduliy, and several
juniper speciesJuniperusspp.). There is typically a shrubby understory mixed with a
variety of grasses and forbs. This type sometimes occuravasreah with extensive
Grasslands interspersed between widely spaced clumps or inditrekgl This system is
adapted to drought during the growing season, and has evolved sevdrahisres to
tolerate frequent, low intensity surface fires. The Ponderosadlihe largest Vegetation
Type on the Forests with 604,577 acres or 30 percent of the Faestage (USFS
2008, 13; and Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-26 - 2-27).

Mixed Conifer Forest with Frequent Firefhis Vegetation Type contains a mix of
conifer and deciduous tree species in both dry and moist environmeelsvations
between 7,500 and 10,000 feet. This Vegetation Type is situated behedewer, drier
ponderosa pine, and pine-oak forests, and the higher, moister sprocestibalpine
forests. In the lower and drier elevations of this Vegetation Tgpajbel oak, ponderosa
pine, pifion pine, and alligator junipefufiiperus deppeafamay be found. At higher
elevations with moister conditions, ponderosa pine may be interdpeitbeDouglas fir,
guaking aspenRopulus tremuloidgswhite fir (Abies concoloy, southwestern white pine



(Pinus strobiformiy and Rocky Mountain juniperJ@niperus scopulorum The
understory is comprised of a wide variety of shrubs, grasses,ss@hgyexspp.), rushes
(Juncusspp.), and forbs depending on the elevation and topography. This Vegetation
Type is the third largest on the Forests and encompasses approximately 28&8404
percent) of the Forests (USFS 2008, 13-14 and Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-26).

Spruce-Fir with Wet Mixed Conifer ForesThis Vegetation Type, also known as
subalpine conifer forest, ranges from approximately 9,000 to 11,500 feetntia tge
very steep mountain slopes. The common tree species are Engelprace Picea
engelmann)i, blue spruceRicea pungens and subalpine firAbies lasiocarpathat are
found in either mixed or homogenous stands. Douglas fir along with mosteicand
guaking aspen may also be present in this Vegetation Type. Undexsémigs vary with
the dominant tree species and include a variety of short shrussegrand forbs. This
Vegetation Type is the smallest on the Forests with approXyn&160 acres or
three percent of the Forests (USFS 2008, 14).

Woodland Vegetation Types

Madrean Pine-Oak Woodlandfhis Vegetation Type is characterized by an open to
closed canopy of evergreen oaks that includes Arizona whiteQadr¢us arizonicp
Emory oak Quercus emoryj gray oak Quercus grisep and wavy leaf oakQuercus
havardii), along with a variety of conifers. A variety of annual and peigd grasses,
forbs, and shrubs can be found in the understory. The Madrean Pine-Oak Woadéands
usually found on foothills and mountains at elevations ranging from 4,000 to €00 f
This Vegetation Type is the second largest on the Forest896tb678 acres or nearly 20
percent of the Forests (USFS 2008, 14).

Pifion-Juniper WoodlandThis Vegetation Type is mostly found on lower slopes of
mountains and in upland rolling hills at approximately 4,500 to 7,500 feeévatan.
The most common tree species are the pifion pine, oneseed judipepefus
monospermyg Utah Juniper Juniperus osteosperaalligator juniper, and Rocky
Mountain juniper. The understory is a mix of annual and perennial grassdges,
rushes, forbs, and shrubs. The Vegetation Type encompasses approx2B3aiélo
acres or roughly 12 percent of the Forests (USFS 2008, 14).

Grassland Vegetation Types

Great Basin Grasslandlhis Vegetation Type is limited to lower elevations due to rain,
temperature, and soil constraints. The vegetation consistsriyimfagrasses and forbs
with sparse cover of shrubs. The grasses include Indian rice@hatmatherum
hymenoides threeawn specie(istida spp.), blue gramaBputelouagracilis), needle
and thread grassHésperostipa comala New Mexico feathergrassHésperostipa
neomexicang green needlegrasidssella viridulg, James’ galletaRleuraphisjamesi),

big bluestem Andropogongerardii), little bluestem $chizachyriumscopariun, and
western wheatgras®éscopyrumsmithii). This Vegetation Type is found on gentle to
moderate slopes and covers approximately 177,681 acres or rouglaicént of the
Forests (USFS 2008, 14-15 and Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-25).

Semi-desert Grasslandhis Vegetation Type occurs below the Mogollon Rim at lower
elevations (3,200 to 4,500 feet). These Grasslands are locategehetre Chihuahuan
Desert at the lowest elevations and either the Madrean Pké&Moadlands or Interior
Chaparral at the highest elevations. A variety of Grasstesdciations compose this
Vegetation Type and their location and dominance varies actossid range of soil and
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topography. The Grassland associations include black gr&uoate{oua eriopoda
Grassland, blue grama/hairy gramBogteloua hirsuta) Grassland, tobosaH{laria
muticg Grassland, giant sacatoporoboluswrightii) Grassland, and mixed native
perennial Grassland. Shrubs are found interspersed throughout thasslait
associations and include juniper and mesqufgopisspp.). This Vegetation Type
encompasses roughly 107,599 acres or 5.3 percent of the Forests (USF$52808,
Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-27).

Montane/Subalpine Grasslandhis Vegetation Type contains a mixture of dry and
moister environments with the species composition changing accordifglig
Vegetation Type is found on the Forests from 7,500 to 11,000 feet on gestiEefo
slopes. Common species of the moister, higher elevation sites inaftel® hair grass
(Deschampsiaespitos® sheep fescud-€stucaoving), various sedges, yarrowchillea
millefolium), Baltic rush Juncusbalticug, and the non-native Kentucky bluegraBed
pratensi3. The drier, upland sites are characterized by mutton bluegfsa (
fendleriang, Arizona fescue Kestuca arizonich pine dropseed Blepharoneuron
tricholepig, mountain muhly NMuhlenbergia montand, and White Mountain sedge
(Carex geophilg. Tree stands may occur along the periphery of these Grassladds
include ponderosa pine, southwestern white pine, Engelmann spruce, and subalpine
depending on elevation and moisture regime. This Vegetation Typleeismallest
Grassland type on the Forests with 56,505 acres or roughly 3 perctdm Bbrests
(USFS 2008, 15 and Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-27).

Chaparral Vegetation Type

Interior Chaparral: This Vegetation Type is typically found on mountain foothills and
lower slopes where low-elevation desert landscapes transitiorMiatioean Pine-Oak
Woodlands. Interior chaparral consists of a variety of shrub spa&ushsding manzanita
(Arctostaphylos spp.), desert ceanothusCdganothusgreggi), mountain mahogany
(Cercocarpus montanuy, silktassels Garrya spp.), Stansbury cliffrose P(rshia
stansburiang, yerba de pasmdéccharispteronioide$, evergreen oaks and a variety of
cacti. This Vegetation Type encompasses approximately 56,0060ac¢rearly 3 percent
of the Forests (USFS 2008, 15 and Vander-Lee et al. 2006, 2-25).

Riparian Area/Riparian Forest Vegetation Types

Wetland/Cienega:This Vegetation Type is found adjacent to perennial springs or
headwater streams, bogs, and fens. This Vegetation Type occuth@eetire elevation
range of the Forests (3,500 to 11,000 feet) often on alkaline soils. Vegetation cmmposit
varies based on moisture gradient and soil alkalinity. At loneragibns, more alkaline
communities are characterized by saltgr&sstichlis spicatg, yerba mansaAhemopsis
californica), and bog alkali gras®(iccinelliaparishii). At medium and higher elevations
soil alkalinity or salinity are not an issue and communitiescaegacterized by tufted
hairgrass, manna grass€dy(ceriaspp.), non-native Kentucky bluegrass, rushes, sedges,
and spikerushesE(eocharis spp.). Willows §alix spp.) may also be present in this
Vegetation Type. This Vegetation Type covers roughly 11,825 acress®rthan 1
percent of the Forests’ total acreage (USFS 2008, 16).

Mixed Broadleaf Deciduous Foresthis Vegetation Type is found along approximately
860 miles of rivers and streams from 3,200 to 7,000 feet. The vegeta@omis of
riparian woodlands and shrublands with a variety of vegetation atisasi that depend
on elevation, soil type, and depth to groundwater. The following tree auld species
are found in this Vegetation Type: boxeldécér negund®, bigtooth maple Acer



grandidentaturjy Fremont cottonwoodPEpulusfremonti)), Arizona sycamoreRlatanus

wrightii), velvet ash Eraxinus veluting, Arizona walnut Juglansmajor), and willow

spp. The understory is composed of a variety of grasses and forb¥.eQemtion Type
encompasses roughly 6,865 acres or less than 1 percent of thes’Rotestacreage
(USFS 2008, 16).

Montane Willow Shrublandrlhis Vegetation Type is also found along rivers and streams
(approximately 1,130 miles) along the entire elevation range of-tinests (3,500 to
11,000 feet). At lower elevations, this Vegetation Type is found aloreppel streams
and seasonal or intermittent drainages. The dominant woody spscite lower
elevations include Fremont cottonwood, Arizona sycamore, Arizona walnuét\adh,

and soapberry Sapindus spp.). Shrubs include willows and chokecherBrufius
virginiana). At higher elevations, this Vegetation Type is characterizethibleaf alder
(Alnus incang, redosier dogwoodQornus sericeg, and a variety of willows. This
Vegetation Type encompasses roughly 5,542 acres or less than it pértee Forests’
total acreage (USFS 2008, 16).

Cottonwood/Willow ForestThis Vegetation Type is found at lower elevations along
approximately 800 miles of rivers and streams in wider valleyobstt Dominant trees
include narrowleaf cottonwoodP¢pulusangustifolig, and a variety of willows including
Bebb’s Galix bebbiand, greenleaf $alix lucida), and dewystemSalix irrorata). A
variety of grasses and forbs are present in the understory. VEgstation Type
encompasses roughly 5,198 acres or less than 1 percent of thes’Rotestacreage
(USFS 2008, 17).

Environmental Consequences

Direct and Indirect Effects Common to all Alternatives

Effects to the 21 sensitive (Forest Service agency designation) plargssfoe the

Forests can be found in the following Specialist Report: Terrestrial and §aatiea

Wildlife and Rare Plants. Direct impacts such as crushing of foliage osysigms

would result from motorized travel within the dispersed camping corridors, within
designated Areas, and for MBGR. | impacts from the undercutting of root syfstams

soil erosion and the burial of vegetation from soil deposition would occur from the above
activities and along the open road and trail system. Existing roads and mota@uiized tr
remove potential habitat for numerous plant species found adjacent to the route corridors
within the Forests.

In terms of indirect TMR effects (at a later time or different place) getetion, this is a
difficult subject to estimate. Effects expected from road-related impaetusually
immediate, unless species become extirpated or vegetation types conveer¢émdiff
composition. This rarely happens as a result of road-related impacts ustesatad
with take- over by noxious weeds. In terms of affecting different locations, swéh as
Forest lands, roads have very little impact. It may be conceivable thatrabteesreedy
species get spread to off-Forest lands as a result of infestations loc&teckshand
adjacent to roads. This topic will be further explored under cumulative effduts) thas
a larger footprint of geographic area considered.
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Open Roads and Motorized Trailgicreage occupied by roads and motorized trails is
virtually unvegetated. This lack of vegetation removes the beneficial effeatgetation
on soil stability, soil genesis, and morphology, as well as the provision of habitat and
forage for wildlife and domestic animals. Compacted road and trail surkzchése or
eliminate water infiltration and increase surface runoff. Surface regaoficcumulate

and increase the potential for soil erosion and its destructivasegsll as increase
sediment loading of the entire drainage network from ephemeral channels to perennia
streams. Soil erosion has the potential to remove vegetation adjacent to the sodtable
and the undercutting of root systeresults in pedesatalled plants with exposed root
systems. The accumulation of sediment from runoff has the potential to bury iegetat
in areas of deposition (Wilshire et. al. 1978, 132).

Several alternatives propose to open NFS roads that are currently closedignatee
existing motorized routes and user created roads as System roads. Opeaing thes
additional areas would increase usage in those areas. In general,t&kdinaould
result in the fewest miles of road being open, with Alternatives A, B, C, and D in
between with very similar numbers of miles open to motorized travel (Table 1).

Table 3 shows the acres of open roads and motorized trails by Vegetation Type and the
total acreage of open roads and motorized trails by alternative. All aéivesavould

have similar acreage of open roads and motorized trails. To maintain this |anget af
open roads and motorized trails would cost more to implement than the Forests are
currently budgeted for under travel management. Without proper maintenance, these
roads and motorized trails could deteriorate to a condition where road drainagessystem
no longer function properly, increasing the potential for surface runoff and daonthge t
surrounding vegetation.

Table 3. Alternative Miles of Open Roads and Motorized Trails crossing Potentia
Natural Vegetation Type (Forest Service miles ONLY)

Miles of open
roads and . Alternative
. . Alternative A .
motorized trails . B Alternative . .
) . No Action, e Alternative | Alternative
intersecting e Modified C
oo Existing D E
specific Condition Proposed
Vegetation Action
Types
Cottonwood
Willow Riparian 17 17 17 19 12
Forest?
Great Basin 361 357 363 361 340
Grassland
Interior
Chaparral 6 6 6 6 3
Madrean Pine-
Oak Woodland 125 128 126 127 120
Mixed Broad
Leaf Deciduous 19 19 19 19 14
Riparian Forest
1
Mixed Conifer
with Frequent 419 486 427 513 415
Fire ®




Miles of open
roads and . Alternative
motorized trails Alternatlye - B Alternative . .
: . No Action, o Alternative | Alternative
intersecting e Modified C
oo Existing D E
specific Condition Proposed
Vegetation Action
Types
Montane /
Subalpine 113 130 115 136 124
Grassland
Montane Willow
Riparian Forest 13 13 13 12 10
1
Pifion-Juniper 348 328 349 332 312
Woodland
Ponderosa Pine 1,347 1,294 1,359 1,344 1,187
Semi-desert 96 101 96 101 o1
Grasslands
Spruce-Fir with
Wet Mixed 68 85 70 90 75
Conifer
Wetlandl/C|enege 24 31 o5 33 o8
Total 2,955 2296 2986 3092 2733

L. Unique wetland and riparian Vegetation TypestanForests.
2. Unique upland Vegetation Types on the Forests.

Note: Data are reflective of the Forests’ geograffiormation system database as of October 10/.ZD&al mileages
per Ranger District are approximate due to rounding

Motorized Access for Dispersed Camping and in Designated Arddse alternatives
propose several methods of access for motorized travel for dispersed camgiviggall
motorized travel to dispersed campsites on roads less than 50 inches wide, dgsignati
dispersed camping corridors, and allowing cross-country motorized traveignatesl
Areas.

Dispersed camping corridors would be designated along certain roads andedotoriz
trails. Motorized vehicles would be permitted to travel 300 feet or less from sgitlecof

the road surface of designated routes, using the most direct route to and from the

campsite.

Travel to dispersed camping spots within these corridors would directly remove
vegetation along the motorized routes to the dispersed camping spots with repeated use
In addition, these motorized routes may get periodic maintenance. Primitivezedtor

routes would increase erosion and runoff impacts to the surrounding vegetation. As these
short access routes would be designated ML2, they would receive sporadic maintenance
This motorized travel would be allowed in all 13 Vegetation Types and impact tiegeta
across the Forests. These dispersed campsites often are near wates éavithin

riparian corridors which are considered sensitive vegetation communities coréisésF

In riparian corridors and wetlands, any ground disturbance, such as roads angeahotori
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trails, generally leaves long-lasting scars on the land and could altsmitudolgy of that
wetland complex.

Table 4 shows the potential impacts to specific Vegetation Types by the proposed
dispersed camping corridors. Acreage disturbed in Alternative E apptesi@&59
acres. Alternative A would retain the current policy of allowing motdr®ss-country
travel for dispersed camping throughout the Forests except for designated alesis
across the Forests.

All Vegetation Types would be impacted by the proposed motorized access foratispers
camping (Table 4). Alternative E would disturb approximately 8,559 acres of tiegeta
Alternatives B and D would impact 47,854, and 147,802 acres, respectively. Alternative
C has no proposed corridors.

Riparian and wetland vegetation communities would be impacted by the proposed
camping corridors. Alternatives D and E would impact riparian and wetland vegetat
communities. Also, the other three Vegetation Types (Madrean Pine-Oak Woodland,
Spruce-Fir with Wet Mixed Conifer Forest, and the Mixed Conifer with Frequeant Fi
Forest), identified as unique by the Forests, would be impacted by motorized fxce
dispersed camping. Alternative E would impact the least acreage of these thre
Vegetation Types.

Table 4. Acreage of Dispersed Camping Corridors Broken Down by PotentismhNéégetation
Type (Vegetation Type)

Acreage of
dlsper.sed Alternative
camping B
corridors Alternative A e Alternative C | Alternative | Alternative
. ; . Modified
intersecting No Action D E
o Proposed
specific ATl
Vegetation
Types
Cottonwood
Willow Riparian N/A 299 N/A 365 132
Forest
Great Basin N/A 1,978 N/A 20,424 1,457
Grassland
Interior N/A 87 N/A 610 25
Chaparral
Madrean Pine-
Oak Woodland N/A 3,016 N/A 7,247 1,430
Mixed Broad
Leaf Deciduous N/A 60 N/A 776 49
Riparian Forest
Mixed Conifer
with Frequent N/A 5,559 N/A 25,747 1
Fire?
Montane /
Subalpine N/A 1,330 N/A 7,775 0
Grassland
Montane Willow N/A 149 N/A 290 108
Riparian Forest




Acreage of
dlsper.sed Alternative
camping B
corridors Alternative A e Alternative C | Alternative | Alternative
: : . Modified
intersecting No Action D E
o Proposed
specific Action
Vegetation
Types
Pinon-Juniper N/A 1,693 N/A 9,500 1,059
Woodland
Ponderosa Pine N/A 28,702 N/A 63,135 2,798
Semi-desert N/A 3,396 N/A 4,900 1,540
Grasslands
Spruce-Fir with
Wet Mixed N/A 1,158 N/A 5,362 0
Conifef
Wetland/Cienegha N/A 379 N/A 1,672 0
Total N/A 47,854 N/A 147,802 8,559

L. Unique wetland and riparian Vegetation TypestanForests.
2. Unique upland Vegetation Types on the Forests.

Note: Data are reflective of the Forests’ geograpffiormation system database. Total mileages jpeigBr District are approximate
due to rounding.

Alternatives B and D would designate five Areas on the Black Mesa and dl@kesi

Ranger Districts. Cross-country motorized travel would be allowed throughout these
Areas. In Alternatives B and D, approximately 459 acres of Areas would igeates!

(Table 5). Alternative A allows cross-country travel over a large portidmedForests,
including the proposed Areas, and Alternatives C and E would not designate any Areas.

These Areas would concentrate cross-country motorized travel in spee#gc\vainere
users could be better monitored by agency personnel. These Areas would open up
previously undisturbed vegetation communities to concentrated cross-country travel
which would impact vegetation in the area. Table 5 shows the acreage of Vegetation
Types that would be impacted by the Areas. The majority of activity would otcur
Ponderosa Pine and Pifion-Juniper Woodlands, which are two of the most widespread
Vegetation Types on the Forests. Areas would dominantly affect Great Bassland
and Ponderosa Pine Forest. No wetland or riparian vegetation communities would be
impacted in the designated Areas. Alternatives B and D would impact the Mixe@rConi
with Frequent Fire Vegetation Type, which has been identified as a uniquatieyget
community within the Forests.

The concentration of cross-country motorized travel in the designated Areas Vgould a
have the beneficial effect of focusing all cross-country travel to fivignieted Areas.
Currently, cross-country motorized travel is allowed on approximately 1,477,488 acre
that span all 13 Vegetation Types found on the Forests, including all riparian aaddwetl
vegetation communities and the three other Vegetation Types identified as urjique. B
focusing motorized activity to these designated Areas, the remainder afrdstsHs
relieved from pressure and impacts from cross-country travel.
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Table 5. Acreage of Designated Areas Broken Down by Potential Natugatatien Type
(Vegetation Type)

HEIEEg o Alternative
Areas B
intersecting Alternative A " Alternative C | Alternative | Alternative
o . Modified
specific No Action D E
: Proposed
Vegetation .
Action
Types
Cottonwood
Willow Riparian 4,509 0 0 0 0
Forest
Great Basin 174,023 70 0 70 0
Grassland
Interior
Chaparral 36,183 0 0 0 0
Madrean Pine-
Oak Woodlantl 265,180 0 0 0 0
Mixed Broad
Leaf Deciduous 3,823 0 0 0 0
Riparian Forest
Mixed Conifer
with Frequent 213,992 0 0 0 0
Fire?
Montane /
Subalpine 47,576 4 0 4 0
Grassland
Montane Willow
Riparian Forest 3447 0 0 0 0
Pifion-Juniper
Woodland 210,965 2 0 2 0
Ponderosa Pine 525,057 383 0 383 0
Semi-desert 94.476 0 0 0 0
Grasslands
Spruce-Fir with
Wet Mixed 34,120 0 0 0 0
ConifeP
Wetland/Cienega 9,274 0 0 0 0
Total 1,622,622 459 0 459 0

L.Unique upland Vegetation Type on the Forests.

Note: Data are reflective of the Forests’ geograpffiormation system database as of October 10/.ZD&al mileages
per Ranger District are approximate due to rounding

Motorized Big-Game RetrievalAll alternatives (except Alternatives C and E) would
allow MBGR. Alternative A would continue to allow cross-country motorized bigegam
retrieval in all areas unless currently restricted. Under Alternallyésere would be a 1-



mile limitation on retrieval distance, and under Alternative D there would be #g/s-m
limitation on retrieval distance for elk only. However, under Alternatives EDand
motorized big-game retrieval would not be allowed when conditions are such that cross-
country travel would cause unacceptable natural resource damage, suehlasgafrain
events (2006 R3 Travel Management Guidelines and FSH 2209.22_40). Motorized
vehicles would not be permitted to cross riparian areas, streams, and riegisagxc
hardened crossings, culverts, bridges or other engineered design to minmpaztsito

the stream channel(2006 R3 Travel Management Guidelines). It is assumed only one
vehicle would be allowed for cross-country MBGR per harvested animal under
Alternatives B and D.

According to the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) harvest dajana
management units (GMUSs) that fall within the Forests boundary, an average of
approximately 9,056 hunting permits for elk and deer were issued on the Foresi3 (AG
2009, unpublished data). AGFD data show that approximately 2,510 big-game animals
were legally harvested (AGFD 2008b). Approximately 1,756 of road retrievafdrips

elk and deer are estimated to occur annually within the Forests. This information al
provided data for assumptions made to evaluate effects.

Approximately the same number of acres is open for MBGR for Alterndives
(approximately 1,276,011 acres). Alternative D would have the least area open to MBGR
(710,450 acres), outside of E which has none. Resource damage would occur where
motorized vehicles travel cross-country to retrieve big game and would be spessl a

all Vegetation Types. Under Alternatives B and D, restrictions agamss-country

travel within riparian areas would help protect these unique vegetation commasities

long as the public adheres to the regulations. In addition, cross-country travel could
create motorized routes that other users would illegally use for otheatrenee

activities, further degrading the natural resources in the area.

None of the alternatives would allow MBGR in Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAS)
These IRAs, primitive, and semi-primitive non-motorized ROS Areas include
approximately 18,500 acres of land. Allowing MBGR in these areas would increase
resource damage where motorized travel is normally restricted. Thaseéhake been
identified and classified for specific reasons, one of which may be the uniguerikes
vegetation communities found there.

Alternatives C, D, and E would open up the least acreage of the riparian and wetland
Vegetation Types to cross-country travel for MBGR. The restrictions undss the
alternatives would prohibit cross-country travel within riparian areas; howbese

areas would be open to cross-country travel under Alternative A (Table 6).

Table 6. Acreage of Motorized Big-Game Retrieval Areas Broken Down lepfadtNatural
Vegetation Type (Vegetation Type)

Acreage of
9 Alternative B Alternative . .

areas e Alternative | Alternative

intersectin - Aoz c D E
cting No Action Proposed
specific :
. Action

Vegetation

Types
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Acreage of
rg?;%nrze?ﬂe?/lgl Alternative
9 Alternative B Alternative . :
areas e Alternative | Alternative
. . A Modified C
intersecting : D E
o No Action Proposed
specific :
. Action
Vegetation
Types
Cottonwood
Willow Riparian 4,509 4,449 3,951 2,754 0
Forest
Great Basin 174,023 170,691 168,480 95,768 0
Grassland
Interior 36,183 4113 3,921 1,828 0
Chaparral
Madrean Pine-
Oak Woodland 265,180 68,415 65,791 28,650 0
Mixed Broad
Leaf Deciduous 3,823 2,262 2,262 1,837 0
Riparian Forest
Mixed Conifer
with Frequent 213,992 198,992 193,820 118,420 0
Fire?
Montane /
Subalpine 47,576 46,957 46,123 28,734 0
Grassland
Montane Willow | 5 / /- 2,983 2,927 2,078 0
Riparian Forest
Pinon-Juniper | ,14 965 196,331 196,611 89,709 0
Woodland
Ponderosa Pine 525,057 501,620 497,458 291,891 0
Semi-desert 94,476 37,483 35,981 20,582 0
Grasslands
Spruce-Fir with
Wet Mixed 34,120 32,491 31,938 21,922 0
Conifef
Wetland/Cienegha 9,274 9,225 9,036 6,277 0
Total 1,622,622 1,276,011 1,258,294 710,450 0

% Unique wetland and riparian Vegetation TypestmRorests.
2. Unique upland Vegetation Types on the Forests.

Note: Data are reflective of the Forests’ geograjriformation system database as. Total mileageRaeger District are approximate due to
rounding.

Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative
Alternative A — No Action

Alternative A poses the greatest risk to delicate plant species becaaset#ins cross-
country travel over 1,622,622 acres of the Forests that include all 13 vegetatsn type
including the unique vegetation types. Cross-country travel is allowed anywitigre w



this acreage and directly impacts vegetation and increases soil erosion erehtsn
adjacent to the vehicle tracks. The 21 listed plant species (these plants agecies
sensitive to impacts and/or vulnerable to vehicular impacts) and their hatstidsated

in areas open to motorized cross-country travel and are at risk of habitat tegradd
destruction of plants from vehicles crushing the plants, disturbing the habitat, and by
potentially introducing invasive species to the area. All other alternatveksl restrict
motorized cross-country travel on large portions of the Forests and reduce the vapact t
cross-country travel can have on sensitive plant populations and their habitat.

Alternative A would maintain all currently open roads and motorized trails on thstore
(Table 1). These roads and motorized trails are already established; htiveemgen

roads and motorized trails remove potential habitat for sensitive plant spdtiestie

Forests. There have been impacts to vegetation adjacent to the open roads andimotorize
trails from soil erosion and sedimentation and the removal of potential habitat for
sensitive plant species adjacent to roadways and motorized trails.

Alternative B — Modified Proposed Action

Alternative B is similar to Alternative A (and C) in regards to the miledggen roads
and motorized trails (33 more miles than Alternative A) (Table 1); therefoeet dind
indirect impacts on sensitive plant species and their habitat would be simidanabive

B would open to motorized cross-country travel for dispersed camping corridors
including the riparian and wetland Vegetation Types and the three unique upland
Vegetation Types (Table 4). This has potential to impact sensitive plantspedi¢heir
habitat. There are also 459 acres within designated Areas. AlterBatigald reduce

that amount of the Forests open to motorized cross-country travel from Alternativeé A
would result in a beneficial impact to plants and their habitat.

Alternative C

Alternative C is similar to Alternative A except that it would prohibit ediss-country
motorized travel, except by written authorization. This greatly reducesrdet and

indirect impacts to plant species because it would eliminate cross-coantlyand the
corresponding impacts on sensitive vegetation. Alternative C would designatee2&mil
motorized routes 50 inches in width or less to access identified dispersed camaging si
(Table 1). There would be similar impacts to vegetation from soil erosion and
sedimentation along open roads and motorized trails as from Alternative A. Theraddit
of 28 miles of motorized routes would be dispersed across the entire Forests and would
not have a measurable impact on plants and vegetation types. Since cross-couhtry trave
would be prohibited on 1,622,622 acres, there would be an overall beneficial impact to
vegetation by reducing the direct and indirect effects of cross-country. travel

Alternative D

Alternative D is similar to Alternative A in regards to the mileage ohopads and
motorized trails; therefore, direct and indirect impacts to vulnerable planesexn
open roads and motorized trails would be similar (Table 1).
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Alternative D would open up to 147,802 acres of vegetation to cross-country travel for
dispersed camping corridors including riparian and wetland Vegetation Typdsand t
three upland Vegetation Types. Overall, Alternative D would increase ke ris
vulnerable plant species and their habitat. Alternative D would still prohibit @ity

of the Forests from motorized cross-country travel when compared to Alternative A,
which would have an overall beneficial effect on plant populations and their habitat.

Alternative E

Alternative E would maintain 2,678 miles of open roads and motorized trails and would
indirectly impact the least amount of sensitive plant species and habitat thrdugh soi
erosion and sedimentation. Alternative E would not designate any Areas and would
prohibit MBGR across the Forests. This would have a beneficial impact on vegétati
removing the direct and indirect effects on vegetation from cross-countryarageer
1,622,622 acres of the Forests.

The only acreage it would open up to cross-country travel would be for dispersed
camping corridors which includes some riparian and wetland Vegetation diygeke
three unique upland Vegetation Types (Table 4). Alternative E would preserve the
greatest acreage of potentially vulnerable plant habitat and pose thésletst r
damaging individual plants or populations.

Alternative E would maintain the lowest mileage of open roads and motorizeciails
would indirectly impact the least amount of vegetation through soil erosion and
sedimentation. Overall, Alternative E would open up the least amount of the Forests to
cross-country travel and would maintain the lowest mileage of open roads nd triai
would have the least direct and indirect impacts to vegetation of all the altesnati

Conclusions

Alternatives B and E would pose the least risk to plants and their habitat bpimama
similar mileage of open roads and trails as Alternative A, but greatlgirgdthe number

of acres open to motorized cross-country travel. Alternatives B and D would also have
beneficial effects to plant species and their habitat compared to AikerAatiue to the
large decreases in motorized cross-country travel.

Six (listed) sensitive plant species occupy the four wetland and ripariatatiegelypes

that have been identified as sensitive and unique within the Forests. The dispersed
camping corridors would open up to 31 percent of these four Vegetation Types to cross-
country travel for Alternatives B and D. In addition, MBGR within Alternati3eand D
would open some of the four riparian and wetland Vegetation Types to cross-country
travel. Cross-country travel within these Vegetation Types increaseaskie the plant
species that occupy these wetland and riparian areas. Alternatives C and E weuld ha
the least impacts to the riparian and wetland Vegetation Types.

Alternative A would maintain cross-country travel through the majority of the four
wetland and riparian vegetation types. The dispersed camping corridors would open up
some of the four sensitive wetland or riparian vegetation types to cross-coangtyfar
Alternatives B and D (Table 4). In addition, MBGR within Alternatives B and D would
open some of the four riparian and wetland Vegetation Types to cross-country travel



(Table 6). Cross-country motorized travel within these Vegetation Typeasesréhe
risk of damaging these sensitive and biologically important communities.

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative Effects Common to All Action Alternatives for Vegetation
and Noxious Weeds

The cumulative effects analysis geographic boundary is the Forests bountiasyasea
is of sufficient size to encompass the impacts of the implementation TMR on i@ygetat
sensitive plant species, and the spread of noxious weeds.

Past activities on the Forests that have resulted in impacts to vegetatidiyesplasit
species, and the spread of noxious weeds include timber management, vegetation
management, extensive wildfire, prescribed burns, and fuels managemernbdkives
grazing has occurred on the Forests for over 100 years and has impacted sensitive
riparian areas, potentially increasing the impacts to riparian and wetkmdspecies and
increasing the risk of noxious weeds. Other habitat management activiluekeitie
revegetation and effects mitigation of approximately 2,000 acres of the Rbeeoski
Fire. Future actions on state and private lands that are likely to occur raaseat
community development and energy development.

Chance Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternatives

The following four elements could conceivably contribute to a cumulative effibetyi
happen at a large enough scale to have an impact. Currently, these elements do not
contribute to measurable watershed effects at any scale.

Impacts from erratic climatic events torrential rainfalls, rain-on-snow events,
higher than average flood flows, droughts. These are unpredictable eventss Impact

can relate to plant growth conditions, soil erosion, and removal of vegetation. Ground

conditions can either exacerbate or mitigate climatic events.
Effects of wildfires with resulting ash flows, erosion, establishment of early seral
vegetation. These are unpredictable events. Impacts can materialize of total

removal of vegetation, establishment of native and non-native weeds, and changes in

overall vegetation composition. Effects from fires normally peak immediafegdr

the fire and taper off after establishment of vegetation and ground cover. Currently
only the effects of the Rodeo-Chediski fire (2002) are possibly still perceptilh

large scale. Contrarily, most prescribed fires do not have lasting effegtgetation
and watershed resources.

Insect infestations(e.g., bark beetles) will continue to have effects on spruce in the
Mt. Baldy Wilderness. This area lies upstream of Big Lake and Burkévdluts

(East and West Forks of the Little Colorado River), and can conceivably have an
impact on water quality and quantity, especially if beetle killed areeb fieg.

Constant or Chronic Cumulative Effects Common to Al Alternatives

The following effects have occurred in the past, are occurring now, and aeefotes
occur in the future. They occur at the same time and place as the triggaong act
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(implementation of the Forests’ TMR) adding to total effects. Depending on how one
views individual effects, they can be analyzed as direct or cumulativeseffe

Wildlife impacts: Although wildlife impacts are beyond the Forests’ control, some
types of wildlife affect some areas more than others. Wildlife impactseanlomws

and riparian wetlands are significant (woody components are being affgcted b
browsing and trampling, plant composition changes are occurring, soil loss and
compaction is occurring); however, these impacts can be considered a constant rathe
than something that is under Forest Service control. Wildlife issues arderexs
outside of this particular analysis.

Natural erosion ratesare continuous and cannot be reduced by management. This
can also be termed the geologic erosion rate, rather than caused or affected by
anthropogenic influence. It is a constant varied by specific local condigenkgy,

soil types, topography, and climatic influence. Natural erosion rates can also be
viewed as a cumulative effect in that natural erosion adds to anthropogenic erosion
rates to produce totals which affect downstream sediment loads.

Summary of Cumulative Effects Common to All Alternaives

Cumulative effects of the implementation of the Forests’ TMR in conjunction With a
other effects going on in the Forests may have a tendency to impact vegetatiogain a |
scale. The actual amount of this increase or decrease in impacts to gagatatibe
indistinguishable from natural background levels of disturbance. However, as the
designation of open roads and motorized trails and the closure of acreage to crags-count
travel that is common to all the action alternatives has the potential to imgatati@n
composition, sensitive plant populations, and the spread of noxious weeds, it stands to
reason that these actions have the potential to become noticeable as a cuefidative
Outside of roads, motorized trails, and cross-country travel, other potential cumulati
impacts to vegetation, sensitive plants, and noxious weeds include livestock grazing,
vegetation management, fuels management, and fires (both prescribed and wild). Fire
are known to significantly alter vegetation on a landscape level.

Table 2 shows the breakdown of the Forests into 13 Vegetation Types. None of the
alternatives proposes the construction of extensive new roads or motorized liails
combined with the fact that Alternatives B through E would designate open rahds a
motorized trails that are within 10 percent of current levels would margiralize
cumulative impacts from the designation or open roads and motorized trails within the
Forests.

The closure of cross-country travel proposed by Alternatives B through E could
significantly reduce the potential for damage to vegetation and potentiallyatime
plant species and reduce the potential for the spread of noxious weeds. All action
alternatives would close most of the area currently open to cross-counély Wathin
watersheds this would reduce the long-term potential for impacts to vegetation a
plants, thereby reducing potential cumulative impacts. F

The following list (bulleted, below) summarizes the past, present, and futwidiescti

that can potentially add to the total cumulative effects. The current extigresef

activities on the Forests was determined from the most up-to-date schedule oégropos
actions (SOPA) for the Forests for the period of April 2010 through June 2010 (available
at: http://lwww.fs.fed.us/sopa/forest-level.php?110Q30his list of proposed NEPA

analyses can be found as Appendix B of this report, along with a list of on-going
activities.



As exact impacts of the various project effects are unknown, a description of the
anticipated effects is given (below) to the reader as an idea of the sireficithe

activity type. Since the implementation of the TMR is on a Forests-wide Whasis, t

activities will be discussed in a general sense. Most activities have not achtmunte
noteworthy changes in vegetation composition, sensitive plant populations, or noxious
weed infestations in the past, and are not expected to do so within the foreseeable future

Vegetation Managemerfeour vegetation management projects were listed in the
current SOPA and all of them were restoration projects. The majority of tlee{sroj
were focused on riparian restoration. These projects have the potentialltpestabi
vegetation in the long term and would protect a certain area of the four riparian and
wetland Vegetation Types that are unique to the Forests (Table 2).

Fuels Management/Reductiohhe current SOPA listed eight fuels reduction projects
that span all of the Ranger Districts within the Forests. These projectthkave
potential to restore the health of forest and woodland communities by reducing the
understory density and reducing competition between species and individuals. These
projects are on a small scale and would have minimal direct and cumulativesmpact
at a Forests’-wide scale.

Prescribed BurnsTwo prescribed burns were listed in the current SOPA. The R-C
prescribed burn is located in the Lakeside and Black Mesa Districts, and the
Campbell Flat prescribed burn is in the Alpine Ranger District. These ipebcr

burns have the potential in the short term to restore the vitality of decadehtfudes
woodland communities. In the long term, the prescribed burns would reduce the
potential for landscape changing wildfires. These projects are also onl scaal

and are not likely to change vegetation communities at the Forests’ scale.
Livestock Grazing:Grazing livestock have the potential to severely impact riparian
areas if not managed properly. The Forests permit livestock grazirigrarajer
Districts. The current SOPA has 10 Allotment Management Plans listed for re-
analysis that span all of the Ranger Districts. These revisions to the grazing
allotments have the potential to better manage livestock grazing and potentiall
reduce the impacts to riparian areas. Grazing occurs all across ésésFaord is the
most influential activity in terms of affecting vegetation, vegetation typast
succession, as well as soil and watershed resources.

Cumulative Effects by Alternative
Alternative A — No Action

Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all altersathe
continuation of cross-country travel on 1,624,624 acres of the Forests would promote soll
erosion and sedimentation and the potential loss of vegetation. No other projecta listed i
the SOPA would have a significant impact at the Forests’ scale.

Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all altersathe
continuation of cross-country travel on 1,624,624 acres of the Forests would promote soll
erosion and sedimentation and the potential loss of sensitive plant species and their
habitat. No other projects listed in the SOPA would have a significant impact at the
Forests’ scale.

Alternative B — Modified Proposed Action
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Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all aliersat
Alternative B would allow cross-country travel on a fraction of the areamtlyropen to
cross-country travel (95-percent reduction compared to Alternative A) farized

access for dispersed camping and designated Areas. This would have a beneficial
cumulative and long-term effect on vegetation communities within the Foredtg]ing

the riparian and wetland and unique upland Vegetation Types. Allowing MBGR on the
Forests would not have a measurable effect on vegetation due to the dispersed and
random nature, and the number of annual trips for this activity. Alternative B would
maintain approximately the same number of open roads and motorized trails as
Alternative A, so there would be no additional cumulative effects. No other reasonably
foreseeable projects within the Forests would be at a large enough sstedede the
beneficial effects of the closure of cross-country travel.

Alternative C

Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all alteraathe
cessation of cross-country travel on 1,624,624 acres of the Forests would have an overall
beneficial impact on the sensitive plant species of the Forests. The add2®&mdés of
motorized routes greater than 50 inches would not have a measurable cumulative impact
when combined with other projects. No other reasonably foreseeable projeatsiéthi
Forests would be at a large enough scale to change the beneficial effeetslostire of
cross-country travel.

Alternative D

Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all aliersat
Alternative D would allow cross-country travel on a fraction of the areartiyri@en to
cross-country travel for motorized access for dispersed camping and dasigreds.

This would have a beneficial cumulative and long-term effect on vegetation congsuniti
within the Forests, including the riparian and wetland, and unique upland Vegetation
Types. Allowing MBGR on the Forests would not have a measurable effect on \@yetati
due to the dispersed and random nature, and the random nature for this activity.
Alternative D would maintain approximately the same number of open roads and
motorized trails as Alternative A. No other reasonably foreseeabletzeyéhin the
Forests would be at a large enough scale to change the beneficial effeetslostire of
cross-country travel.

Alternative E

Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all aliersat
Alternative E would allow cross-country travel on a fraction of the areantlyragen to
cross-country travel (99-percent reduction compared to Alternative A) farized
access for dispersed camping. This would have a beneficial cumulative andrlong-t
effect on vegetation communities within the Forests, including the riparian aladhavet
and unique upland Vegetation Types. Motorized big-game retrieval would not be
permitted, which would be an additional beneficial impact from the closure oftareas
cross-country travel. Alternative E would maintain 208 less miles of open roads and
motorized trails as Alternative A, so there would be a slight decrease inosodreand
sedimentation along open roads and motorized trails. No other reasonably foeeseeabl
projects within the Forests would be at a large enough scale to change the lbeneficia
effects of the closure of cross-country travel and the closure of additional nuhds a
motorized trails.



Noxious Weeds and Undesirable Species

Affected Environment

Noxious weeds are defined as alien plants that aggressively invade or anemtetrto

native plant communities. These plants are normally introduced from other &tieas o

world and arrive without their natural enemies (insects and disease) to keap them

check. One of the most serious and fastest growing problems in the West today is the
spread and establishment of noxious weeds. Noxious weed infestations have contributed
to the loss of agricultural productivity and ecological functions on both public and private
lands in the West (Colorado Department of Agriculture 2000, 1). Noxious weeds can also
affect property value as well as tax revenue as Montana and Idaho havereqkri

Since the early 1900s, it is estimated that noxious weeds have invaded 17 milkoofacre
Federal lands in the Western United States. On National Forest Systemmands, a
estimated 6 to 7 million acres are currently infested, with a projected pbfentia
increasing at a rate of 8 to 12 percent per year. Noxious weeds areintcetas

alarming rate in the Southwestern Region (Region 3) of the United States$amase
(USFS) and are beginning to appear on the Forests in greater numbers evegyyeass
On the Forests, there are currently 53 noxious and invasive weeds that are enmeaihag
concern (Table 7) (USFS 2008b, 3).

Table 7. Noxious and Invasive Weeds Species that are Currently ofdftaeat Concern on the
ANF, Including Their Status on the Forests, Approximate Infestation Sidéylanagement
Goals (USFS 2008b, 4-12)

Forests occurrence /
Common Name Scientific Name Appro>_<|mat¢ Management Goals$
Infestation Size
(Acres)

Russian knapweed Acroptilon repens

Jointed goatgrass Aegilops cylindrica Suspect / < 20 acres B-2
Camelthorn Alhagi pseudoalhagi | Potential / Unknown B-2
Red brome Bromus rubens Known / > 1,000 acres C-3
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum Known / > 3,000 acres C-3
Whitetop Cardaria draba Known / < 30 acres B-2
Hairy whitetop Cardaria pubescens | Suspect / Unknown A-1
Plumeless thistle Carduus acanthoides | Suspect / Unknown A-1
Musk thistle Carduus nutans Known / > 100 acres A-1
Southern sandbur Cenchrus echinatus | Suspect/ < 20 acres C-3
Field sandbur Cenchrus incertus Suspect / < 20 acres C-3
Purple starthistle Centaurea calcitrapa | Potential / Unknown C-3
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Suspect / < 20 acres A-1
Iberian starthistle Centaurea iberica Potential / Unknown A-1
Spotted knapweed Centaurea maculosa | Suspect/ < 20 acres A-1
Yellow starthistle Centaurea solstitialis | Known / < 100 acres A-1
Squarrose knapweed | Centaurea squarrosa | Potential / Unknown A-1
Sicilian starthistle Centaurea suphurea | Potential / Unknown A-1
Rush skeletonweed | Chondrilla juncea Suspect / < 10 acres A-1
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense Known / <100 acres A-1
Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare Known / > 500 acres C-3
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Forests occurrence /
s Approximate
Common Name Scientific Name Infggtation Size Management Goal$
(Acres)
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis | Known /> 1,000 acres C-3
Hounds-tongue Cynoglossum Potential / Unknown c-3
officinale
Teasel Dipsacus fullonum Suspect / Unknown A-1
Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia Known / < 100 acres A-1
Weeping lovegrass Eragrostis curvula Known / > 3,000 acres C-3
Lehmann lovegrass | Eragrostis Known / > 3,000 acres c3
lehmanniana
Redstem filaree Erodium cicutarium Known / > 3,000 acres C-3
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula Reported / < 25 acres A-1
Halogeton Halogeton glomeratus| Suspect /< 100 acres B-2
Texas blueweed Helianthus ciliaris Suspect / < 25 acres B-2
Black henbane Hysocyamus niger Potential / Unknown A-1
Dyers woad Isatis tinctoria Potential / Unknown A-1
Perennial pepperweed Lepidium latifolium Known / < 25 acres B-2
Oxeye daisy Leucanthemum Known / < 100 acres c3
vulgare
Dalmatian toadflax Linaria genistifolia Known / < 50 acres Al
ssp.dalmatica
Yellow toadflax Linaria vulgaris Known / < 50 acres A-1
Purple loosestrife Lythrum salicaria Potential / Unknown A-1
Burclover Medicago polymorphal Known / < 500 acres C-3
White sweetclover Melilotus alba Known / > 2,000 acres C-3
Yellow sweetclover Melilotus officinalis Known / > 2,000 acres C-3
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium Suspect / < 25 acres A-1
African rue Peganum harmala Potential / Unknown B-2
Purslane Portulaca oleracea Known / > 2,000 acres C-3
Russian thistle Salsolaspp. Known / > 2,000 acres C-3
Tansy ragwort Senecio jacobaea Suspect / < 25 acres A-1
Carolina horsenettle | Solanum carolinense | Potential / Unknown A-1
Perennial sowthistle | Sonchus arvensis Known / < 25 acres C-3
Johnsongrass Sorghum halepense | Known /< 1,000 acres C-3
Salt cedar Tamarixspp. Known / > 500 acres B-2
Puncture vine Tribulus terrestris Known / > 100 acres C-3
Siberian elm Ulmus pumila Known / > 100 acres C-3
Mullein Verbascum thapsus | Known /> 10,000 c3
acres
Cocklebur Xanthium strumarium | Known / < 25 acres C-3

! — Region 3 Noxious Weed Classification System —aPS&iatus Codes — Treatment Priority 1, Class A
noxious weeds are non-native (exotic) to the siatkare of limited distribution or are unrecordedhie
state and pose a serious threat to agriculturgiscnangelands, plants listed as endangered, ¢imesdhor
sensitive, and other natural resources in the.Std&ess A noxious weeds receive the highest pyi¢ii}.
Management emphasis is complete eradication. TezdtRriority 2, Class B noxious weeds are non-eativ
species that are of limited distribution or areasurded in a region of the state but are commarhar
regions of the state. Class B noxious weeds recgigend highest priority (2). Management emphasdis i
contain the spread, decrease population size,\@amtally eliminate the infestation when cost-etifex
technology is available. Treatment Priority 3, Gl&consists of any other noxious weeds. Classx®u®e
weeds receive the lowest priority (3). Managemempleasis is to contain spread to present populatim
or decrease population (USFS 2008b, 12).

It is estimated that between 20,000 and 26,350 acres have been infested on the Forests
(USFS 2008, 86). Table 8 breaks down the infested areas by Vegetation Types. The
riparian areas have the greatest percent of acreage affected, viitixéldeBroadleaf



Deciduous Riparian Vegetation Type having the greatest infestation. Thamipegas
also have the greatest number of recorded non-native species: 49-52 specie3QQ&EFS
86).

Table 8. Infested Acres and Number of Non-Native Invasive Species BrokBrown
by Potential Natural Vegetation Type (Vegetation Type) (USFS 2008, 86)

Potential Natural Number of infested .
Vegetation Types Num_ber of non- acres by non-native FEEE! O.f Voo
. native species X Type infested
(Vegetation Types) species
Forests
Ponderosa Pine Fores 38 8,950-13,450 1.5-2.2
Mixed Conifer with | ; 5 2,650-4,000 0.9-1.4
Frequent Fire
Spruce-Fir with Wet
Mixed Conifer 11 500-750 0.8-1.3
Woodlands
Madrean Pine-Oak 28 850-1,300 0.2-0.3
Pifion-Juniper 38 2,450-3,700 1.1-1.6
Grasslands
Great Basin 34 2,050-3,050 1.2-1.7
Semi-desert 29 350-500 0.3-0.4
Montane/Subalpine 29 1,100-1,650 1.9-2.9
Chaparral
Interior | 22 | 100-150 | 0.2-0.3
Riparian Areas/Riparian Forests
Wetland/Cienega 49 250-350 2.1-3.0
Mixed Broadleaf 52 500-750 7.3-10.9
Deciduous
Montane Willow 49 150-250 2.7-4.5
Cottonwood-willow 52 100-150 1.9-2.9

Weed seed is most often transported on roads and motorized trails by motorizdd as w

as non-motorized means. Humans, vehicles, equipment, horses, livestock, wildlife, wind,
and water spread noxious weed seed. Roads and motorized trails provide corridors for the
spread of noxious weeds from adjacent areas. Soil disturbances assoclatbd wit
maintenance and decommissioning of roads and motorized trails create pbtdntl

for their invasions. Continual use of road and motorized trails can provide a continuous
supply of seed. Once established the weeds can then spread to adjacent undisturbed
habitat types.

Noxious weeds can be expected to occur in higher densities along roadways, in areas
disturbed by timber harvests, campgrounds, recreation motorized traigaos,

livestock, utility corridors, and ditches. Outside of mechanically disturbed,arparian
areas are the most common places for weeds to get started and spread outdérom ther

Effects Analysis for Noxious Weeds

The alternatives have several components that would affect noxious weed populations
within the Forests. The following indicator measures are used to evaluatethatales:

Miles of open roads and motorized trails (Maintenance Level 2 through 5 roads,
motorized trails greater than 50 inches, and motorized trails less than 50 inches) tha
cross Vegetation Types
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Acreage of the Forests open to cross-country travel (dispersed caropidgrs,
motorized Areas, and MBGR) that cross Vegetation Types

Acreage of riparian and unique Vegetation Types affected by open roads and
motorized trails and cross-country travel.

The above indicator measures were calculated per alternative using GHg and t
Vegetation Types data available for the Forests.

Roads and motorized trails serve as conduits for non-native plant species. Tlis analy
relative and based on the level of risk that is related to the extent of road ana&dotori
trail use; the more roads and motorized trails that are open for use, tlee tireat
potential for noxious weed introduction and spread.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Dispersed camping corridors would be designated along certain roads andedotoriz
trails. Motorized vehicles would be permitted to travel 300 feet or less from sitlecof
the road surface of designated trails, using the most direct route to and from plsgecam
and the adjacent designated route. Allowing motorized travel to dispersed campsite
within designated corridors would increase the potential for spreading noxiods. Wee
addition, any routes developed over time would be primitive and unmaintained,
increasing the likelihood for soil erosion and deposition. This would disturb vegetation
adjacent to the route and increase their susceptibility to invasion from noxious weeds

By designating dispersed camping corridors, cross-country travel tosidpsampsites
is concentrated in specific areas. By concentrating dispersed campirsj, F&mace
personnel can better monitor activities in these designated camping cornummgor
the emergence of noxious weed populations and then treat those noxious weed
populations.

Designated Areas would concentrate cross-country motorized travel ificspegas

where users could be better monitored by Forest Service personnel. Thesevdué

open up previously undisturbed vegetation communities to concentrated cross-country
travel, which would increase the potential for invasion from noxious weed species. The
majority of activity would occur in ponderosa pine and pifion-juniper woodlands, which
are two of the most widespread Vegetation Types on the Forests. GreaGBesitands

and Ponderosa Pind Forests would be impacted by the Areas as well as mixed conifer
with aspen forest under Alternatives B and D. No wetland or riparian vegetation
communities would be impacted by the designated Areas.

The concentration of cross-country motorized travel in the designated Areas Vgould a
have the beneficial effect of focusing all cross-country travel to fiignieed Areas.
Currently, cross-country motorized travel is theoretically allowed oroappately

1,622,622 acres that span all 13 Vegetation Types found on the Forests, including all
riparian and wetland Vegetation Types; however this does not imply currenttampa
cross country travel across the Forests. By focusing motorized activityse the
designated Areas, the potential for invasion of noxious weeds on the remainder of the
Forests has been reduced. In addition, these Areas could be regularly surveyed for
noxious weeds and control measures put in place whereas that would not be possible if
the entire Forests were to continue to be open to cross-country travel.

Motorized big-game retrieval into previously undisturbed areas has the potntial t
spread noxious weeds to areas that would be difficult for Forest Service personnel to
monitor and treat. This would allow noxious weeds to further spread without monitoring



or the potential for treatment. However, MBGR would be highly dispersed throughout the
Forests and as such could provide a mechanism of noxious weed dispersal. However, as
MBGR in reality entails relatively few miles traveled off-road, is helatively low risk

of effective weed dispersal.

Alternative A — No Action

Currently, approximately 2,832 miles of open roads and motorized trails occur on the
Forests (Table 1). These roads and motorized trails could serve as conduits for the
introduction of non-native plant species. Also, the effects on vegetation alongahése r
corridors from soil erosion and sedimentation may disturb vegetation and allow noxious
weeds to establish.

Direct Effects: Cross-country travel is allowed on approximately 1,622,628 atthe
Forests. This type of travel has the potential to spread noxious weeds over lasge are
the Forests and stretch the resources of the Forests trying to moniton,camdAor
eradicate populations of noxious weeds.

Indirect Effects: Alternative A has the greatest potential to infiesEorests with weeds,
and similarly, it has the greatest potential to transport weed seeds domnstirea
Forest lands and onto neighboring lands. This is most likely to occur along roads or
drainages.

Alternative C

Direct Effects: Alternative C is nearly identical to Alternativendwever, Alternative C

would prohibit cross-country motorized travel except by written authorization.

Alternative C would open 28 miles of motorized trails greater than 50 inches timat are

part of Alternative A (Table 1). Alternative C would prohibit cross-countmetran

some of the Forests, which would have the beneficial effect of reducing dageacr
threatened by the spread of noxious weeds. The designation of 28 miles of existing
motorized routes is dispersed throughout the Forests and would not measurably increase
the potential for noxious weeds to spread.

Indirect Effects: Alternative C has reduced potential to spread weeds oimgam@d to
Alternative A. Similarly, it would also have a reduced potential to spread weds e
off-Forest lands through connected roads or down drainages.

Alternative B — Modified Proposed Action

Direct Effects: Alternative B is similar to Alternative A in reddo the mileage of open
roads and motorized trails; therefore, it would have similar potential for thedspie
noxious weeds along the open roads and motorized trails (Table 1).

Alternative B would open up vegetation to cross-country travel in the dispersed camping
corridors and designated Areas. It would open a similar acreage of i@g&tdlBGR
as Alternative C. Alternative B opens up some of the Forests to cross courgty trav

Indirect Effects: Alternative B has reduced potential to spread weedsoahgrared to
Alternative A. Similarly, it would also have a reduced potential to spread weds e
off-Forest lands through connected roads or down drainages.
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Alternative E

Direct Effects: Alternative E would maintain 2,712 miles of open roads and maotorize
trails and would have the least potential for spreading noxious weeds along the open
roads and motorized trails (Table 1).

Alternative E would open vegetation for dispersed camping corridors. It would not
designate any Areas and would not allow MBGR.

Overall, Alternative E would open up the least amount of the Forests to cross-country
travel and would have the lowest potential to spread noxious weeds to undisturbed areas
of the Forests of any of the alternatives.

Indirect Effects: Alternative E has the least potential to spread weedscoh®ared to
Alternative A. Similarly, it would also have a reduced potential to spread weds e
off-Forest lands through connected roads or down drainages.

Alternative D

Direct Effects: Alternative D is similar to Alternative A in reddo the mileage of open
roads and motorized trails; therefore, it would have similar potential to spreadigoxi
weeds along the open roads and motorized trails (Table 1).

Alternative D would open up vegetation to cross-country travel for dispersed camping
corridors. It would designate the same Areas as Alternative B and would open less
acreage to MBGR compared to Alternative C.

Indirect Effects: Alternative D has the lower potential to spread weeds edmepared to
Alternative A. Similarly, it would also have a reduced potential to spread weds e
off-Forest lands through connected roads or down drainages.

Cumulative Effects

Alternative A: Cumulative Effects: would include the cumulative effects common to all
alternatives. The continuation of cross-country travel on 1,622,622 acres of the Forests
would promote the spread of noxious weeds. No other projects listed in the SOPA would
have a significant impact at the Forests’ scale.

Alternative B: Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all
alternatives. Alternative B would allow cross-country travel on lessthagacurrently
open to cross-country travel for dispersed camping corridors and designatedTAreas
would have a beneficial cumulative and long-term impact by limiting the ¢jpfea
noxious weeds within the Forests. Allowing MBGR on the Forests would not have a
measurable effect on the dispersal of noxious weeds due to the random nature of this
cross-country travel. Alternative B would maintain approximately the samberurh

open roads and motorized trails as Alternative A (33 more miles), so there would be no
additional cumulative impacts. No other reasonably foreseeable projduts thve

Forests would be at a large enough scale to change the beneficial effaetslostire of
cross-country travel.

Alternative C: Cumulative effects: would include the cumulative effects common to all
alternatives. The cessation of cross-country travel on the Forests woulchharerall
beneficial impact of limiting the spread of noxious weeds to areas of thed~ontsitle

of the current open road and motorized route network. The addition of 28 miles of
motorized routes greater than 50 inches would not have a measurable cumulative effec



No other reasonably foreseeable projects within the Forests would be at antargke e
scale to change the beneficial effects of the closure of cross-countty trave

Alternative D: Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all
alternatives. Alternative D would allow cross-country travel on a fractidnecdrea
currently open to cross-country travel for dispersed camping corridors andadedig
Areas. This would have a beneficial cumulative and long-term impact bynintite

spread of noxious weeds within the Forests. Allowing MBGR on the Forests would not
have a measurable effect on the dispersal of noxious weeds due to the dispersed and
random nature of this type of cross-country travel. Alternative D would maintain
approximately the same number of open roads and motorized trails as Altefatove
there would be no additional cumulative impacts.

Alternative E: Cumulative effects would include the cumulative effects common to all
alternatives. Alternative E would allow cross-country travel on a fractitimecdrea
currently open to cross-country travel for dispersed camping corridors andatedig
Areas. This would have a beneficial cumulative and long-term impact bintntite

spread of noxious weeds within the Forests. Motorized big-game retrieval wolde not
permitted, which would be an additional beneficial impact from the closure oftacres
cross-country travel preventing the spread of noxious weeds to previously undisturbed
areas. Alternative E would maintain fewer miles of open roads and motorigeaddsra
Alternative A, so there would be a slight decrease in soil erosion and sedimentatgn a
open roads and motorized trails, which would decrease the disturbance and potential for
an increase in noxious weed habitat.

Conclusion

Alternatives A and C would pose the greatest risk for spreading noxious weeds to
undisturbed areas. Alternative E would pose the least risk to spreading noxious weeds
(Table 1).

Alternative E would have the least number of miles designated as dispersgdgcam
corridors. There would be no designated camping corridors under Alternative B (Table
1).

Alternatives B and D would designate five Areas on the Black Mesa and dla@kesi
Ranger Districts. Cross-country motorized travel would be allowed throughout these
Areas. In Alternative B and D 459 acres of Areas would be designated (Table 1).
Alternatives C and E would not designate any Areas.

Alternatives E would have the least amount of area open to cross-country travel, and the
lowest number of miles of open roads and motorized trails. Alternative E would have the
lowest potential to spread noxious weeds Forests wide. Alternatives C and D hawve low
potential for the spread of noxious weeds than does Alternative A.

The four riparian and wetland Vegetation Types have the highest infestatisofall

the Vegetation Types observed within the Forests (Table 9). Alternative Al waué

the greatest impact to the riparian and wetland Vegetation Types by imamnta
1,622,622 acres of the Forests for cross-country travel, including all four wetland and
riparian Vegetation Types. Alternative A and D would maintain the largest rietivor
open roads and motorized trails, which would also cross all four of the riparian and
wetland Vegetation Types.
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Cross-country travel associated with accessing dispersed campsitesaut of the
dispersed camping corridors and for MBGR would also affect riparian anchdretla
Vegetation Types. Alternatives B and D would allow MBGR. Approximately the sam
number of acres is open for MBGR for Alternatives B. Alternative D would open up the
least acres to MBGR. Under Alternatives B and D, MBGR would open up to 65 percent
of the wetland and riparian Vegetation Types to cross-country travel.ddeston

MBGR under Alternatives B and D would prohibit cross-country travel within riparian
and wetland areas to retrieve big-game animals, thereby minimizing pbedfdcts.
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Appendix A — Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Lisfasthagement Plan
of 1987

Below is a list of specific items found in the 1987 ASNF Forest Plan pertaining to
Riparian, Soils, and Watershed issues. “Quotes” and page numbers are given to provide
documentation for citation purposes. Items following a solid square bullet or [square
brackets] are clarifications or related items furnished by myself knowing the history or
origin of certain context.

Tom Subirge — ASNF Watershed and Riparian Specialist

May 5, 2010

Page Topic/s

Chapter 2: Public Issues and Management Concerns

5 Range Management
"The range resources are perceived as being overgrazed, in some areas there
are livestock conflicts with other resources on range lands. These conflicts occur
between livestock grazing and timber, wildlife, riparian resources, soils, and
watershed resources."
"Other factors include livestock overuse of riparian areas, woodland species are
increasing on land suitable for grazing..."

6 Soil and Water
"Water quality is adversely impacted in some areas by activities and
management practices. Manipulation of vegetation and activities such as ...
grazing are believed to be causes of soil movement."

8 Fish and Wildlife
"Managers and public are concerned that grazing ... will reduce fish and wildlife
habitat... Many species are dependent on riparian areas. Conflicts in these

areas are occurring between... grazing, and water use demands. Although
riparian areas account for less than 0.1% of our total land area, they receive the
heaviest demands."

Non-Quantifiable Comparison: "The proposed action strongly emphasizes old
growth... and riparian condition class will be satisfactory on 80% of the areas by
Period 1 [in decades = 10 years], and 100% by Period 3 [= 30 years]."

Chapter 4: Management Direction

13 Goals
"A goal is ... a desired condition to be achieved sometime in the future... no
specific date by which it is to be completed.”
"The goal is to produce... outputs and opportunities on a sustained basis while
maintaining air, soil, and water resources at or above minimum acceptable
standards. ...without impairing the productivity of the land.”

15 Wildlife and Fish
"Improve habitat for listed... or sensitive species of plants and animals... Work
toward recovery and de-classification..."
"Identify and protect areas TE&S species of plants and animals.”

15 Riparian



16

40

44-1

76

81

82

83

84

"Improve vegetation condition in riparian areas. This is an emphasis area for the
plan. Improvements will be accomplished by reducing or in some cases
eliminating adverse impacts from grazing, vehicles, and over use by man."

Soil, Water and Air Quality

"Maintain, or where needed, enhance soil productivity and watershed condition.
Maintain a high quality sustained water yield for Forest users and others. Identify
and protect wetlands and floodplains."

Table 13: Vegetation Management Practices

Riparian Vegetation Type, Practice: Seeding and Planting, goal of 500
ac/decade.

"Rationale: ...This practice is seeding or planting native riparian species to re-
establish natural health and composition in riparian ecosystems. The treatments
are done in conjunction with the control of livestock use levels."

Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines
"By Ranger District, prepare and maintain inventory and project location maps...
9. Riparian Inventory"

Range resource management
"Salt is not placed within ¥ mile of any riparian area or water."

Soil, Water, Air Resource Operations

"Ensure compliance with Public Law 92-500 "Federal Water Pollution Control
Act" and amendments including Clean Water Act of 1977. Implement best
management practices to prevent water quality degradation. Implement
improvement action where water quality degradation does occur..."

"Ensure compliance with Executive Order 11990 'Protection of Wetlands',
Executive Order 11988 'Floodplain Management.™

"Design structures to be built/reconstructed in drainages to meet appropriate
flood recurrence intervals."

"Maintain suitable filter/buffer strips between stream courses and disturbed areas
and/or road locations to:

a. Maintain suitable stream temperature

b. Maintain water quality standards"

"Protect surface resource conditions to maintain water quality of domestic water
supplies.”

"Evaluate soils information to predict areas where vegetation type conversion is
likely to occur as a result of management activity. Determine the
reforestation/revegetation potential prior to project initiation."

Improvements

"Maintain and enhance riparian vegetation along streams to maintain suitable
water temperature and other conditions for stream flow."

"Soil resource improvement will be accomplished on an opportunity basis."
"Develop/carry out water resource improvement plan as per ASNF's watershed
improvement needs inventory within first two periods [decades].”

Water Uses Management
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119
129
130

153

155

155-2

156

"File permits to appropriate water for range, recreation, wildlife, and
administration developments."

"Secure water rights through purchases for additional water sources when
needed.”

"Recognize valid water users and solicit their cooperation in lake management.”

Water Resource Improvement Maintenance
"Monitor water quality and quantity in compliance with P.L. 95-200, Section 208."
[Pertains to water quality and cumulative effects downstream]

"Conduct water quality monitoring of primary contact recreation sites to standards
of FSM 2540 and Arizona Water Quality Standards for full body contact waters
(swimming and wading)."

Management Area 1: Forested Land

Range Forage Improvement Maintenance

"...stabilize gullies to raise water table, scarify the soil, and seed with appropriate
grass and forage species. Control grazing through management and/or fencing
to establish vegetation."

"Plan/accomplish erosion reduction projects on areas disturbed by project
activities where site is not expected to stabilize within 2 years or when water
guality degradation will occur.”

"Soil resource improvement will be accomplished on an opportunity basis."

Management Area 3: Riparian Areas

"Management Emphasis: Recognize the importance and distinctive values of
riparian areas when implementing management activities. Give preferential

consideration to riparian area dependent resources... in cases of unsolvable
conflicts. Manage to maintain or improve riparian areas to sat isfactory

riparian condition (see glossary). Other resource uses and activities may occur
to the extent that they support or do not adversely affect riparian dependent
resources."

"Management emphasis will be directed at areas with riparian dependent
resources in the following order of priority: 1. Threatened and Endangered
Species; 2. Cold water fisheries; 3. Warm water fisheries; 4. all other riparian
areas. Riparian areas to be emphasized during the life of this plan by priority
category are: ..." [page 155-1]

"The objective is to achieve satisfactory riparian management in a timely
manner."

"Forage utilization standards for riparian areas will be determined for each
allotment at levels permitting timely achievement of fisheries and T&E objectives.
The following general utilization guidelines will guide revisions of allotment
management plans.

Areas in Unsatisfactory Riparian Condition 0 - 45%

Areas in Satisfactory Riparian Condition 0 - 55%"

"...for inventoried priority 1 and 2 riparian areas that are in unsatisfactory
condition:

a) Determine the significant causative factors affecting riparian
condition.
b) Establish recovery objectives specifically addressi ng causative

factors for each area.
c) Schedule activities to achieve recovery objectives
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"Proper management means that systems are in place and activities are
scheduled that will put unsatisfactory areas on the road to recovery."

"Recovery activities such as fencing, vegetation projects, and special
management prescriptions will be maintained until the area(s) are brought into
satisfactory condition, or until they are replaced by more effective techniques."

Wildlife Management (Management Area 3: Riparian Areas)
For Priority 1 and 2 riparian areas:

a.

Aquatic Resources:
1) Manage for and maintain at least 80% of near natural shade over
water surfaces.
2) Manage for and maintain at least 80% of streambank total linear
distance in stable condition.
3) Prevent siltation not to exceed 20% fines ... in riffle areas.
Lotic PFC item 17
4) Maintain 80% of the spawning gravel surface free of inorganic
sediment [etc.].
Lotic PFC item 17
Vegetation resource (where the site is capable of supporting woody
plants):
1) Manage for and maintain at least 60% of the woody plant composition
in three or more riparian species.

Exceeds Lotic PFC item 7, requires minimum of 2 or more.

2) Manage for and maintain at least three age classes of riparian woody
plants, with at least 10% of the woody plant cover in sprouts,
seedlings and saplings.

Lotic PFC item 6

3) Manage for and maintain at least 60% near natural shrub and tree
crown cover.
4) Determine need and rehabilitate riparian areas through seeding

and planting woody species in areas that are in unsatisfactory
condition.

For Wetlands:

(g) Consult and coordinate wetland improvement projects with affected
permittees, individuals and groups.

"Maintain riparian and meadow communities by providi ng waters for
wildlife and livestock away from sensitive riparia n areas."

"Establish exclosures to determine riparian vegetation potential on
representative streams."

Range Management (Management Area 3: Riparian Areas)

"Review and as necessary revise allotment management plans ... to maintain or
improve riparian and/or fish stream habitat objectives."

"Taylor grazing strategies to individual riparian are as. Grazing strategies

should be directed toward recovery of both biologic al systems (vegetation
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165
166

203

204

205
207

diversity and structure) and physical systems (chan nel characteristics and
hydrology)."

"Determine grazing capability for livestock in each r iparian area . The
objectives for each riparian area should include livestock use when consistent
with other resource objectives and riparian recover y goals."

"In areas of unsatisfactory riparian condition where grazing has been determined
to be a significant causative factor, revised allotment management plans will:

a) Implement intensive management systems, which limit grazing and
provide adequate rest for riparian areas.

b) Reduce stocking to a level that will allow degraded areas to recover, or

C) Use site specific exclusion fencing."

"Salting in or within 1/4 mile of riparian areas for the purpose of livestock
management is prohibited."

"Limit moving of livestock from pasture to pasture or between allotments along
the length of riparian areas except on approved routes as specified in annual
permittee instructions. Approval will be granted only where it is determined that
there is no alternative route and that riparian areas will not be damaged."

"Cooperate with willing permittees to implement riparian recovery objectives
ahead of schedule when possible.”

Soil and Water (Management Area 3: Riparian Areas)

"Ensure compliance with State and Federal Water Quality Laws. Implement best
management practices to prevent water quality degradation. Implement
improvement action where water quality degradation does occur."

"Ensure compliance with Executive Order 11990 "Protection of Wetlands" and
Executive Order 11988 "Floodplain Management."

"Plan and accomplish erosion reduction projects on areas disturbed by project
activities where the site is not expected to stabilize within 2 years or where water
guality degradation will occur. Locate roads away from stream bottoms to
minimize sediment delivery to the stream course, whenever possible."

Management Area 4: Grasslands

"When springs are developed in meadow communities, riparian areas, or other
sensitive areas, protect these areas by piping the water to water developments in
adjacent less sensitive areas."

Management Area 10: Research Natural Areas

"This management area is not assigned any grazing capacity."

"Range: Range resource planning and inventory. RNAs are assigned no grazing
capacity. RNAs are fenced to protect them as necessary."

Management Area 11: Water

"Determine the need and then maintain and improve wetland habitat..."

"Coordinate with other functions to pursue instream flow water rights to protect
aguatic ecosystems..."



217 Management Area 14: Black River (Mainstem)
"Manage for possible inclusion into the Wild and Scenic River System under a
scenic classification."
219  "Manage for satisfactory _riparian condition ."
229 Management Area 17: East and West Forks of Little C  olorado River
230 "Manage for satisfactory riparian condition."
"Ensure there is no effect on the unique willow stands caused by grazing."

Glossary
277-1 "Satisfactory Riparian Condition —  This means being in a condition where

stream banks are stabilized, head-cutting is not evi  dent, riparian vegetation is
present and increasing in density and vitality. Areas that do not approximate
satisfactory riparian condition will be classified as being in Unsatisfactory Riparian
Condition. Recovering areas will be classified as unsatisfa  ctory riparian condition
until riparian recovery objectives are met."
Note: since publication of the 1987 ASNF Forest Plan, the USDA Forest Service and
USDI Bureau of Land Management have adopted Proper Functioning Condition
(PFC) as their standard assessment method (see appendix). The interagency
National Riparian Service Team established PFC assessment standards for lentic
(wetlands) and lotic (streams) riparian areas. Satisfactory Riparian Condition =
Proper Functioning Condition. Unsatisfactory Riparian Condition = Functional At Risk
& Nonfunctional

Forest Plan (Chapter 5) Amendment 5: Monitoring Pl an

Page |Ite
244b Sensitive Flora [re: Salix arizonica / Arizona willow / AzW]
- Monitor:

o0 Amount of suitable habitat and population trends
Car-Eric Granfelt's monitoring reports indicate AzW continuing
downward trend. Currently (2007) downward trend includes all willow
species (T.S. field observations), including in particular Bebbs willow
(Salix bebbiana).
- Intent:
0 Manage at appropriate levels to prevent listing as T & E and implement
MOUSs and survey report recommendations as available
AzW Conservation Agreement was signed w/USFWS
- Variability that would initiate re-evaluation:
0 10% decrease in local numbers, sites, acres, stream reaches
This threshold of loss may have been reached/exceeded for AzZW in
sites known as of the AzW Conservation Agreement. A few more
individuals have been found since then.

250 F2/F3 Soil and Water
- Monitor:
0 Watershed condition of Forest lands
- Intent:
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0 Meet Federal regulation, ensure that treatable Forest watersheds are
in satisfactory condition by 2020.
0 Assure productivity of the land is being maintained
- Monitoring method / Unit of measure:
0 Range transects
0 Ocular estimates
o0 Professional judgments
- Variability that would initiate re-evaluation:
0 10% decrease in ground cover in Pipo or higher elevation
WUI and Stewardship contracts leaving widely spaced Pipo
stands barren of all ground cover after completion have
triggered re-evaluation and resulted in stricter
emphasis/adherence to BMPs.
0 5% decrease in ground cover in the transition zone and lower
elevations as measured by transects.
+/- 5% is within normal range of variability for ground cover
and difficult to substantiate. It is recommended that "red flag"
targets be more significant.

251 - Monitor:
o0 Watershed/Soil Prescriptions
- Intent:
0 To determine compliance with / suitability of recommendations
BMP effectiveness monitoring
0 Toinsure water and soil quality standards are met
BMP implementation monitoring
- Monitoring method / Units of measure:
Structures: professional judgment
Vegetation: Ocular Estimates, Professional Judgment

Variability that would initiate re-evaluation:
Project objectives have not been met

251a - Monitor:
0 Riparian Ecological Status
Intent:
To ensure Forest riparian areas and wetlands are in satisfactory
ecological status or trending towards the Desired Future Vegetation in
timely manner through tracking changes in riparian condition.
PFC Assessments
Monitoring method:
To be determined
PFC has become national standard
Permanent photo points
Monitoring frequency: 2-10 years, depending on priority
Variability that would initiate re-evaluation:
Trends away from Desired Future Vegetation

252 - Monitor:
0 Road Obliteration & Closures:
Intent:
Ensure compliance with standards and guidelines concerning road
densities.



ASNF Monitoring Action Plan (Oct 9. 1992)

Monitoring Item #13: Stream Habitat Survey (Priority 1)
Desired Condition:
Riparian areas in "satisfactory" condition
State water quality standards for designated streams are being met.
Implementation Monitoring:
GAWS surveys for fish habitat
What BMPs must be implemented to protect and improve stream habitat
features?

Monitoring Item #14: Range — Grazing  (Priority 2)

Desired Condition:
actual use allowed to fluctuate with on-the-ground conditions...and still
allow ecosystems to advance towards DFC , w/o unacceptable
degradation to other resources.

Implementation Monitoring:
Are forage utilization levels in compliance with...goals and objectives in
riparian and upland areas?

Effectiveness Monitoring:
Are watershed conditions improving with a decrease in erosion
rates?

When to take action:
Riparian area in unsatisfactory condition
Vegetation condition not moving towards DFC

Monitoring Item #15: Ecosystem Condition and trend (Priority 2)
Desired Condition:
All ecosystems, with emphasis added in the riparian and wetlands
ecosystems, are advancing towards healthy condition S...
Implementation Monitoring:
What is current status of ecosystems?
Has DFC been described for the major ecosystems on the Forest?
Have all riparian and wetlands been surveyed?
Are riparian conditions improving at a satisfactory rate?
When to take action:
Riparian area is in unsatisfactory condition
Vegetation conditions not moving towards DFC

Monitoring Item #27: Watershed (Priority 1)
Desired condition:
Watersheds are in satisfactory condition to insure soil productivity is
maintained
State water quality standards are met/exceeded
Application of BMPs
Implementation Monitoring:
Are watershed projects being accomplished on priority basis?
What is the water quality being produced from the Forest?
[Within ADEQ standards]
What needs to be done to ID causes of unsatisfactory watershed
conditions?
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Is at least 80% of the managed acreage in a watershed being maintained
and enhanced?
[Yes: maintained, No: enhanced]
Effectiveness Monitoring:
Are standards for protection of water quality adequate and being properly
implemented on the ground?
Is long-term soil quality being maintained and enhanced?
[Yes: maintained, no: enhanced]
Does implementing BMPs result in meeting State water quality
standards?
[Yes, ADEQ recognizes BMPs]
When to take action:
Not meeting State water quality standards
[Currently Big Lake is coming under a TMDL]
More than 20% of an activity area (watershed) is detrimentally impacted
from management activities

Monitoring Item #28: Riparian Ecological Status (Priority 2)
Desired Condition:
Riparian areas and wetlands are in satisfactory condition or moving in
that direction in timely manner.
[No, most have not significantly improved in last decade]
Riparian projects are monitored to insure improvement is occurring
...adequacy of and compliance with project related recommendations.
[Yes, various projects have been revisited w/o specific
documentation]
Implementation Monitoring:
What are current conditions of riparian and wetland ecosystems on the
Forest?
[PFC assessments completed or estimated in GIS]
Have all these ecosystems been identified?
[Approximately 50% are inventoried or estimated, the other half
still lacking info. This likely entails xeroriparian and wetland
systems.]
Effectiveness Monitoring:
Are Forest Plan standards and guidelines being met?
[No, most riparian and wetland areas have not significantly
improved in last decade.]
Is riparian condition moving towards DFC?
[Variable conditions]
When to take action:
Riparian area is in unsatisfactory condition
Vegetation conditions not moving towards DFC



Appendix B: Forest SOPA List through June 2010

Schedule of Proposed Actions (SOPA)
04/01/2010 to 06/30/2010

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests

This report contains the best available information at the time of publication. Questions may be directed to the Project Contact.

Report Contents (click to jump to a section)

- _Projects Occurring in more than one Region (excluding Nationwide)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Occurring in more than one Forest (excluding Regionwide)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Forestwide (excluding Projects occurring in more than one Forest)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Occurring in more than one District (excluding Forestwide)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Alpine Ranger District (excluding Projects occurring in more than one
District

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Black Mesa Ranger District (excluding Projects occurring in more than
one District)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Clifton Ranger District (excluding Projects occurring in more than one
District

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Lakeside Ranger District (excluding Projects occurring in more than
one District)

- R3 - Southwestern Region, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Springerville Ranger District (excluding Projects occurring in more than

one District)

Projects Occurring in more than one Region (exclus

Nationwide)

olce Project Purpose Planning Statug Decision SPEsEE .| Project Contact
Name Implementatior]

Geothermal - Regulations, Directives, In Progress: Expected:02/2010 03/2010 Tracy Parker
Leasing Orders FEIS NOA in 505-758-6310
Programmatic Federal Register tparkerO3@fs.fed.us
Environmental 10/24/2008

Impact

Statement Description: The Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service are preparing a joint Programmatic Environmental
EIS Impac Statement to analyze the leasing of BLM and USFS administered lands with moderate to high potential for

geothermal resources in 11 western states.
Web Link: http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/geothermal/geothermal nationwide.html

Location: UNIT - Coronado National Forest All Units, Gila National Forest All Units, Lincoln National Forest All Units,
Boise National Forest All Units, Bridger-Teton National Forest All Units, Clearwater National Forest All Units,
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest All Units, Bitterroot National Forest All Units, Lewis And Clark National Forest All
Units, Medicine Bow-Routt National Forest All Units, San Juan National Forest All Units, White River National Forest All
Units, Carson National Forest All Units, Cibola National Forest All Units, Cleveland National Forest All Units, Eldorado
National Forest All Units, Lassen National Forest All Units, Los Padres National Forest All Units, Mendocino National
Forest All Units, Modoc National Forest All Units, San Bernardino National Forest All Units, Sequoia National Forest All
Units, Tahoe National Forest All Units, Gifford Pinchot National Forest All Units, Malheur National Forest All Units, Mt
Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest All Units, Rogue River-Siskiyou National Forest All Units, Umpqua National Forest All
Units, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest All Units, Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest All Units, Dixie National Forest
All Units, Fishlake National Forest All Units, Payette National Forest All Units, Salmon-Challis National Forest All Units,
Sawtooth National Forest All Units, Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest All Units, R10 - Alaska Region All Units, Custer
National Forest All Units, Gallatin National Forest All Units, Helena National Forest All Units, Grand Mesa Uncompahgre
and Gunnison National Forest All Units, Santa Fe National Forest All Units, Angeles National Forest All Units, Plumas
National Forest All Units, Manti-Lasal National Forest All Units, Caribou-Targhee National Forest All Units, Shasta Trinity
National Forest All Units, Deschutes National Forest All Units, Mt. Hood National Forest All Units, Rio Grande National
Forest All Units, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests All Units, Klamath National Forest All Units, Sierra National Forest
All Units, Ochoco National Forest All Units, Fremont-Winema National Forest All Units, Umatilla National Forest All Units,
Willamette National Forest All Units, Pike and San Isabel National Forests and Cimarron and Comanche National
Grasslands All Units, Washington Office (National Headquarter), Uinta-Wasatch-Cache All Units, Lolo National Forest All
Units, Nez Perce National Forest All Units, Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests All Units, Tonto National Forest All
Units, Inyo National Forest All Units. STATE - Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, District of Columbia, Idaho, Kansas,
Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington,
Wyoming. COUNTY - Aleutians East, La Paz, Colusa, Denver, Douglas, Bonner, Columbia, Coos. 11 contiguous
Western States (Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and
Wyoming) and Alaska.

Back To Top

54



R3 - Southwestern Region, Occurring in more than
Forest (excluding Regionwide)

IEEE! Project Purpose Planning Status | Decision Exjgecise . Flig)isiel
Name Implementatior] Contact
HEBER- - Grazing management In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Donal

RENO & Scoping Start Luhrsen
MORGAN 03/31/2008 602-225-5222
MOUNTAIN Est. 215 Comment diuhrsen@fs.f
SHEEP Period Legal Notice ed.us
DRIVEWAY 04/2010

- 0100

EA

Description: Analysis of use & effects of Sheep Driveway, originating on Mesa RD & terminating on Springerville RD.
Driveway traverses portions of Mesa, Tonto Basin, & Pleasant Valley RDs (Tonto NF); and Black Mesa, Lakeside, and

Springerville RDs (A-S NFs).

Location: UNIT - Tonto Basin Ranger District, Springerville Ranger District, Lakeside Ranger District, Black Mesa
Ranger District, Mesa Ranger District, Pleasant Valley Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Gila,
Maricopa, Navajo. Originates on Mesa RD & terminates on Springerville RD traversing portions of Mesa, Tonto Basin, &
Pleasant Valley RDs (Tonto NF); & Black Mesa, Lakeside, & Springerville RD (A-S NFs).

Back To Top
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Forestwide .
. . o R3 - Southwestern Region

(excluding Projects occurring in more than one Fore
IEEE! Project Purpose Planning Status | Decision SXpEERt ! PIEEE!
Name Implementatior] Contact
Apache- - Land management planning In Progress: Expected:12/2011 01/2012 Michelle
Sitgreaves Notice of Adjustment Davalos
NFs Revised 12/29/2009 928-333-6334
Land & Est. DEIS NOA in mdavalos@fs
Resource Federal Register fed.us
Management 09/2010
Plan
EIS Description: Revising Forests Land and Resource Management Plan for 2.1 million acre ASNFs

Web Link: http://www.fed.fed.us/r3/asnf/plan-revision

Location: UNIT - Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests All Units. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Coconino,

Greenlee, Navajo. LEGAL - R12E-32E, T 16N-15S, encompassing all lands within Apache-Sitgreaves Nat. Forests. 2.1

million acres in east central Arizona.
Apache- - Road management In Progress: Expected:08/2010 11/2010 James
Sitgreaves NOI in Federal Copeland
National Register 02/29/2008 928-333-4301
Forests Est. DEIS NOA in or 928-339-
Public Federal Register 5000
Motorized 03/2010 jcopeland@fs
Travel fed.us
Management
Plan Description: A Forest Service proposal to designate which routes (roads and trails) and areas on federal lands
EIS administered by the Forest Service within the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (Forests) are open to motorized travel.

Location: UNIT - Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests All Units. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee, Navajo.
LEGAL - National Forest System (NFS) lands within the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (Forests). National Forest
System (NFS) lands within the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (Forests).

Back To Top




Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Occurring in
more than one District (excluding Forestwide)

R3 - Southwestern Region

Project
Name

Project Purpose

Planning Status

Decision

Expected
Implementatior

Project Contact

Blue River and
KP Creek Wild
and Scenic
Rivers
Suitability
Study

EA

- Recreation management
- Wildlife, Fish, Rare plants

In Progress:
Scoping Start
01/30/2009

Expected:05/2010

06/2010

Jeff Borucki
928-333-6318
jborucki@fs.fed.us

Est. 215 Comment
Period Legal Notice
04/2010

Description: Determine if eligible portions of the Blue River and one of its tributaries, KP Creek, should be
recommended to Congress for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District, Clifton Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee.
LEGAL - eastern Arizona. Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests - Alpine and Clifton Ranger Districts.

R-C - Wildlife, Fish, Rare plants In Progress: Expected:05/2010 08/2010 Mark Empey
Prescribed - Vegetation management Scoping Start 928-535-7300
Burn (other than forest products) 05/01/2009 mempey@fs.fed.us
EA - Fuels management Est. Objection
Period Legal Notice
05/2010
Description: Application of prescribed fire on federal lands of the Sitgreaves National Forest affected by the Rodeo-
Chediski Fire of 2002
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District, Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Coconino,
Navajo. LEGAL - T10 1/2 N, R15E, T10N, R15 1/2E, T10N, R16E, T10N, R17E, T10N, R18E, T10N, R19E, T10N,
R20E, T10N, R21E,
T11N,R14E,T11N,R15E,T11N,R16E,T11N,R17E, T11N,R18E,T11N,R19E, T11N,R20E, T12N,R16E,T12N,17E,. Project
area bounded on the west by forest road 512, north by State Highway 260, east by State Highway 60, and south by the
forest Boundary along the Mogollon Rim.
Southwestern | - Wildlife, Fish, Rare plants On Hold N/A N/A Jerry Ward
Region Fish (928) 333-6313
Barrier jward04@fs.fed.us
Maintenance,
Repair, and . . . . . . . .
Reconstruction Desc_rlp_tlon._ Prepe}re Na_monal !Enwro_nmental I_:’oll_cy Act documentation for the maintenance, repair, and reconstruction
EA of existing fish barriers with design guidance criteria.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District, Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee.
LEGAL - T4N,R29E,sec.7,12,18,19,31;T3-
1/2N,R27E,sec.8,16,17;T6N,R27E,sec.2.19.35;T7N,R30E,sec.34;T9N,R26E,sec.7;. Bear Wallow Creek, Snake Creek,
Conklin Creek, Hannagan Creek, Fish Creek, Boggy Creek, Centerfire Creek, Wildcat Creek, Home Creek, Hayground
Creek, Stinky Ck, Mineral Ck, W. Fork Black River.

Back To Top

56




Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Alp
Ranger District (excluding Projects occurri R3 - Southwestern Region
in more than one District)

Project : Plannin - Expected ,
) Project Purpose 9 Decision b .| Project Contact
Name Status Implementatior]
ADOT - Special use Completed Actual: 06/2010 Chris Hill
Maintenance | management 01/28/2010 928-339-5000
Yard cahillo2@fs.fed.us
CE
Description: Issue twenty year permit for the Alpine ADOT maintenance yard.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N, R30E, SEC 2. North of
the town of Alpine, in Apache County, AZ.
Alpine RD - Road management In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Paul Schilke
Blue River 215 Comment 928-339-5052
Gravel Pits Period Legal pschilke@fs.fed.us
CE Notice
08/07/2009
Description: Determine whether or not to permit the use of certain existing gravel pits along FR 281 abd FR 576 and FR
232.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - none yet. Adjacent to FR 281,
FR 567, and FR 232. Exact locations not confirmed at this time.
Alpine RD - Watershed management | On Hold N/A N/A Chris Johnson
Campbell - Fuels management 928-339-5000
Flat Rx Burn | - Vegetation management cjohnsonl5@fs.fed.us
CE (other than forest
products)
- Grazing management
- Wildlife, Fish, Rare
plants
Description: Conduct a prescribed burn on approximately 600 acres.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N, R30E, Sec 31, East 1/2.
Campbell Flat Meadow, west of Hwy 191.
Bear Fire - Recreation management | In Progress: Expected:04/2010 05/2010 Myron Burnett
Trail - Special area Scoping Start 928-339-5051
Restoration | management 02/05/2009 mburnett@fs.fed.us
CE - Wildlife, Fish, Rare
plants
- Watershed
management
Description: Trail realignment out of bankfull
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T3N 31E S 27, 35, 34; T2N
31E, S 3,10. Largo creek draninage and Lanphere Creek drainage.
Beaver - Wildlife, Fish, Rare On Hold N/A N/A James Pitts
Creek plants 928-339-5000
Wildland - Forest products jamespitts@fs.fed.us
Urban - Vegetation management
Interface (other than forest
(Wul) products)
Project - Fuels management
EA - Watershed
management

Description: Treatment of live and dead fuels on National Forest System lands adjacent to private property to reduce
the risk of large-scale wildland fire events that may pose a serious threat to human life or property.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T4N R28E, R29E, R30E,
R31E; T41/2N R29E, R30E. National Forest System Lands adjacent to private lands along Forest Road 26, FR 565, FR
567, and US Hwy 191 within the legal description provided.




Campbell - Wildlife, Fish, Rare In Progress: Expected:04/2010 06/2010 James Schroeder
Blue plants 215 Comment 928-339-5032
Wildland Period Legal jschroeder@fs.fed.us
Urban Notice
Interface 08/08/2006
(Wul)
CE Description: Wildlife habitat, Riparian restoration.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T4N, R32E, SEC5;T41/2N,
R31E, SEC25, 24-36l and T41/2N, R32E, SEC 31,32 G&SRM. Lower Campbell Blue river along FR 30& 281. Around
private holdings of the Luce and Kronkite Ranches.
Cottonwood - Recreation management In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Paul Schilke
Gulch - Special use management Scoping Start 928-339-5052
Foundation 11/23/2008 pschilke@fs.fed.us
Backpacking
Expeditions Description: Provide environmental education in the Blue Range Primitive Area, backpacking trips
CE Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T3N R31E, GSR; T2N,
R31E, T1N, R31E, T1S R31E GSR. Blue Range Primitive Area, possible trailheads: Blue Camp/Blue river Rd and
Triple X Ranch/Juan Miller.
Hwy 191 - Road management On Hold N/A N/A Raymond Rugg
Hazard Tree 928-333-6303
Removal rrugg@fs.fed.us
CE
Description: Remove roadside hazard trees
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee. LEGAL - T5N, R30E,
T41/2N, R30E, T4N, R30E, T4N, R29E, T3N, R29E. Along both sides of US Hwy 191 from Alpine, AZ to Blue Vista.
Leopold - Recreation management On Hold N/A N/A Myron Burnett
Commemorative 928-339-4384

Trail/Green Fire
Trail

mburnett@fs.fed.us

CE Description: A loop trail to a vista point over looking a site which matches the description given by Aldo as a place
where he killed wolves as a young man. Also, resurfacing at FS8766.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee. LEGAL - T4N, R28E, Sec
23 and 24. Approximately three miles in length; the main trailhead will be at the Bear Creek Trail with a secondary
trailnead at FS25h. Overlooks the Black River Canyon in the area of Caldwell Cabin.
Lower Blue - Vegetation management Developing Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Linda WhiteTrifaro
Road FS281 (other than forest products) Proposal 928-339-5000
Maintenance - Road management Est. Scoping Start Iwhitetrifaro@fs.fed.us
CE 04/2010
Description: Install culverts and/or widen roads in three places on curves to increase visibility.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T2N, R30E, SEC11, SE1/4.
Lower Blue Rd.
NRCS Weather [ - Special use management Developing Expected:06/2010 07/2010 Paul Schilke
Station Proposal 928-339-5052
CE Est. Scoping Start pschilke@fs.fed.us
04/2010

Description: Assorted SnowTel and Snow Courses located on approximately 65 acres.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee. LEGAL - See Permit folder
exhibit #1 and exhibit A-P. Located in different placed around the Alpine Ranger District.

National Wildlife
Turkey
Federation
(NWTF)
Riparian
Restoration
Project (multiple
sites)

CE

- Wildlife, Fish, Rare plants Developing Expected:08/2010 09/2010 Linda WhiteTrifaro
Proposal 928-339-5000
Est. Scoping Start Iwhitetrifaro@fs.fed.us
06/2010

Description:  Six sites across the Alpine RD would be protected to allow recovery of riparian vegetation. Historic
springboxes would be protected or modified at a seventh site. Project would enhance WL habitat on about 100 acres.
To be implememented by the NWTF.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Greenlee. LEGAL - not yet available.
Vicinity of sites is as follows: North Spring, Home Creek, Hulsey Fork, Turkey Creek, Upper San Francisco, Boneyard
& 3 Forks.
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Navopache - Special use management Developing Expected:06/2010 06/2010 Paul Schilke
Substation - Facility management Proposal 928-339-5052
Fence Est. Scoping Start pschilke@fs.fed.us
CE 01/2010
*NEW Description: Build chainlink fence around substation.
LISTING* ) ! o .
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N, R31E, Sec16. Near the
primary trailhead for the Luna Lake bikeloop.
Noble - Land ownership In Progress: Expected:06/2010 06/2010 Paul Schilke
Easement management Scoping Start 928-339-5052
CE 11/15/2006 pschilke@fs.fed.us

Description: Reduce multiple access across NF lands to a private access.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N, R30E, Sec. 4,
G&SRBM. West of Alpine in Apache County.

Nutrioso Fire
Dept. Comms
site

- Special use management

On Hold

N/A

N/A

Paul Schilke
928-339-5052
pschilke@fs.fed.us

CE
Description: Utilize existing communications site from the Nutrioso TV association and possibly the installation of a
repeater antennea for fire safety purposes.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T6N, R29E, SEC11. North of
the town of Alpine in Nutrioso, 33 degrees, 55' and 55" / 109 degrees, 15' and 00".

Overley Spring | - Special use management In Progress: Expected:04/2010 05/2010 Paul Schilke

Box Collection Scoping Start 928-339-5052

CE 07/31/2009 pschilke@fs.fed.us

Description: Permitted spring boxes on the Forest

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N R30 E SEC3, T6N,
R30E, SEC34. Box 1, N 33&#730; 52' 11.4" W 109&#730; 09' 58.7".

Puelblo Park - Minerals and Geology In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Jerry Ward
Mineral - Road management 215 Comment (928) 333-6320
Materials Pit Period Legal Notice cmiller@fs.fed.us
EA 07/07/2009
Description: Develop new mineral materials pit to provide materials for road maintenance in Greenlee County and to
authorize Greenlee County to utilize pit.
Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T3N, R32E, SECS8, SW 1/4.
Adjacent to the Pueblo Park road, National Forest System roads 232 and 232F.
Salt River - Special use management In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Paul Schilke
Project Weather | - Research Scoping Start 928-339-5052
Stations 08/04/2009 pschilke@fs.fed.us
CE

Description: Continued placement of two weather stations in the Hanagan Meadow area.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T3N, R29E, SEC3.

Hannagan area.

Warm Springs
Pit Permit
Renewal

CE

*NEW
LISTING*

- Minerals and Geology

Developing
Proposal

Est. Scoping Start
04/2010

Expected:05/2010

06/2010

Paul Schilke
928-339-5052
pschilke@fs.fed.us

Description: Renewal of permit to operate in the Warm Springs pit. No expansion of boundaries or authorized uses.

Location: UNIT - Alpine Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T7N, R30E, SE 1/4 5, SW 1/4
4. On the west side of Hwy180/191 in between Nelson Reservoir and the town of Nutrioso.
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Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Ble

Mesa Ranger District (excluding Projects R3 - Southwestern Region
occurring in more than one District)

Project . Planning . Expected .
Project Purpose Decision .| Project Contact
Name ) P Status Implementatior] )
Black Canyon | - Watershed In Progress: Expected:05/2010 05/2010 Gayle Richardson
Dam management Scoping Start 928-535-7300
Improvement [ - Minerals and 07/10/2008 grichardson@fs.fed.us
Project Geology Est. 215
EA - Special use Comment
management Period Legal
- Facility management | Notice 04/2010
- Road management
Description: Modifications of the dam to meet the current dam safety requirements and the recent
reclassification of the dam to "High Hazard" by the AZ Dept of Water Resources based on residential
development downstream in Heber, AZ.
Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - SECTIONS 13,
21, 23, 24, T11N, R15E. Black Canyon Dam, FR86, Brookbank Pit.
Heber Wild - Grazing On Hold N/A N/A Denise VanKeuren
Horse management 928-333-6309

Territory Plan
EIS

dvankeuren@fs.fed.us

Description: To develop a management plan for the Heber Wild Horse Territory

Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Coconino, Navajo. LEGAL -
Portions of T11N, R15E, T11N, R16E, T12N, R16E, G&SRM. South of Heber-Overgaard Arizona, west and

south of Hwy 260.

Heber Youth |- Watershed Developing Expected:06/2010 06/2010 Patrick McGervey
Group Camp | management Proposal 928-535-7300
Access - Special use Est. Scoping pmcgervey@fs.fed.us
EA management Start 03/2010
- Road management
Description: Access , utility corridor, and special use permit for improved access to the private land. Private
property is being developed into a summer youth camp.
Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - Section 36T12N,
R16E, G&SRM. South of the community of Heber, Arizona adjacent to Buckskin Wash.
Heber- - Recreation Developing Expected:05/2010 07/2010 Steven Richardson
Overgaard management Proposal 928-535-7326
Non- Est. Scoping srichardson01@fs.fed.us
motorized Start 04/2010
Trail System
CE Description: Create a trail system which connects the County Park with existing trails. The system would
include new trails to get existing trails off of forest roads 50 and 51.
Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - Sections 35, 36,
T12N, R16E, Sections 32, 34, T12N, R17E, Section 1, T11N, R16E, Sections 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, T11N,
R17E. South of the Community of Heber-Overgaard, AZ.
Rim Lakes - Wildlife, Fish, Rare In Progress: Expected:06/2010 08/2010 Paula Cote
Forest Health | plants Scoping Start 928-333-6333
Project - Vegetation 12/19/2007 pcote@fs.fed.us
EA management (other Est. Objection
than forest products) Period Legal

- Fuels management

Notice 05/2010

Description: Project along Mogollon Rim approx. 33,510 acres. Need to thin forest to reduce fuels and

promote forest health, and reduce the threat of extreme fire. Broadcast burning proposed of 32, 532 acres and
thinning of approximately 24,655 acres.
Web Link: http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/projects/

Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Coconino. LEGAL - T11N, R13E,
T11N, R13 1/2 E, T11E, R14E, T11N, R15E, T12N, R12E, T12N, R13E, T10 1/2 N, R14E, T10 1/2N, R15E.
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Forest Lakes west to Forest Road92 and the Dude Fire along the Mogollon Rim.

Rim Lakes
Wildlife
Habitat and
Public Safety
EA

- Recreation
management

- Special area
management

- Wildlife, Fish, Rare
plants

- Watershed
management

- Road management

On Hold

N/A

N/A

Elizabeth Dykstra
928-535-7300
edykstra@fs.fed.us

Description:

roads for recreation in the Rim Lakes Recreation Area for public safety.
Web Link: http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/projects/

Implementation of wildlife and non-motorized wildlife and hunting opportunities and upgrade of

Location: UNIT - Black Mesa Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Coconino. LEGAL - T11N, R13E,
T11N, R13 1/2E, T11N, R14E, T11N, R15E, T12N, R12E, T12N, R13E, T10 1/2N, R14E, T10 1/2N, R15E.

Forest Lakes west to Forest Road 92 and the Dude fire along the Mogollon Rim.
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Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,
Clifton Ranger District (excluding Projects R3 - Southwestern Region
occurring in more than one District)

Project . Planning . Expected .

T2 Project Purpose Status Decision Implementatior Project Contact
Copperas - Wildlife, Fish, Rare On Hold N/A N/A Donna Reed
Allotment plants 928-687-8612
Management | - Grazing direed@fs.fed.us
Analysis management

EA - Vegetation

management (other
than forest products)
- Watershed
management

Description: Analyze future livestock management and Term Permit re-issuance on the Copperas Allotments,
Clifton RD Allotment in lower San Franciso River watershed.

Location: UNIT - Clifton Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. Copperas Allotment tributary
to San Franciso River above confluence with Blue River.

Forest Road

- Road management

Cancelled

N/A

N/A

Stephanie Coleman

FR215 Dix 928-339-5079

Creek smcoleman@fs.fed.us

Crossing

Improvements | Description: - Proposal hardens approaches and crossing to eliminate sedimentation into Dix Creek.

- 0103 Web Link: http://www.fs.fed/r3/asnf

CE Location: UNIT - Clifton Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T3S, R31E, Sec. 9,
G&SRBM. FR 215 and Dix Creek.

Mesa Re- - Vegetation Developing Expected:09/2010 03/2011 Jordan McKnight

entry management (other Proposal 928-687-8605

CE than forest products) Est. Scoping jmcknight@fs.fed.us

Start 04/2010
*NEW

LISTING* Description: Retreatment of areas within the Mesa, N O Bar and 4 Bar pasture projects with a focus on
maintaining improvements and targeting juniper re-sprouts.
Location: UNIT - Clifton Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T2S, R29E, Multiple
sections. FS lands within the Mesa Allotment N O Bar project and 4 Bar pasture of the Pigeon Allotment.

Wildbunch - Grazing On Hold N/A N/A Donna Reed

Allotment management 928-687-8600

Management direed@fs.fed.us

Plan (AMP) -

0103 Description: AMP analysis for future livestock mgnt. Issues T&E and Watershed.

EA Web Link: http://www.fs.fed/re/asnf

Location: UNIT - Clifton Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Greenlee. LEGAL - T11S and T12S,




R31E, G&SRBM. Confluence of Blue & San Francisco Rivers & continues N. approx. 7 mi. to just N. of
Wildbunch Canyon & FR475.
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Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,
Lakeside Ranger District (excluding Proje R3 - Southwestern Region
occurring in more than one District)

Project : Plannin . Expected .
) Project Purpose 9 Decision P .| Project Contact
Name Status Implementatior
CAMP - Land acquisition Developing Expected:10/2011 12/2011 Ryan Domsalla
TATIYEE Proposal 928-333-6268
LAND Est. NOI in rdomsalla@fs.fed.us
EXCHANGE - Federal
0100 Register
EIS 11/2009
Description: Exchange of private parcels in the A-S, Coronado, Prescott, & Tonto NFs for Federal lands in
Pinetop-Lakeside (T9N, R22E). Would provide land for children's camps currently under spec. use permit &
result in consolid. of isolated parcels on Forests.
Web Link: http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T9N, R22E, sec.16,
G&SRBM. Along State Highway SR260 within existing Pinetop-Lakeside town limits.
Ditch Bill - Land ownership Developing Expected:06/2010 07/2010 Jerry Bird
Easement - management Proposal 801-236-3463
Little Mormon Est. Scoping jkbird@fs.fed.us
Lake and Start 05/2010
improvements | Description:  Approve application for irrigation and stock watering easement including operating and
CE maintenance conditions.
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T10N, R22E
Section 1 & 12; T10N, R23E Section 7; T9N, R23E Section 10 & 15. Little Mormon Lake, Channel from Rocky
Arroyo, buried water line, and diversion structure/ditch at Elk Springs Draw.
Ditch Bill - Regulations, On Hold N/A N/A Jerry Bird
Easement - Directives, Orders 801-236-3463
Lakeside jkbird@fs.fed.us
Ditch
CE Description: Approve application for irrigation and stock watering easement including operating and
maintenance conditions.
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T9N, R22E &
R23E; T9N, R22E Section 36; TON, R22E Section 16. Wooldand Lake/Adair Springs/Lakeside Ditch.
FR 129 - Special use On Hold N/A N/A Edward Collins
Paving management 928-368-2100
CE - Road management ecollins01@fs.fed.us
Description: Navajo County proposes to lay asphalt on existing road surface of FR 129 without any alignment
changes. This project may take 3 or more years to complete. Road under easement to Navajo County, AZ.
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T11N, R20E, Sec
1,11,12,14,15,21,22,28,29; T11N, R21E, Sec 6; T12N, R21E, Sec 28,32,33. FR 129 North of Highway 260
from Pinedale to Taylor.
Langkilde - Special use Developing Expected:12/2010 01/2011 Edward Collins
Road management Proposal 928-368-2100
Easement Est. Scoping ecollins01@fs.fed.us
CE Start 04/2010
Description: A public road easement to access private lands
Web Link: http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T10N R20E Section
23. Langkilde Road.
Railroad - Grazing Developing Expected:09/2010 12/2010 Randall Chavez
Allotment management Proposal 928-368-2106
Analysis Est. Scoping rchavez02@fs.fed.us
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EA Start 05/2010
*NEW | Description: Reanalyze September, 2007 Carlisle Complex Allotment Decision per instructions of the Appeal
LISTING* Reviewing Officer's June 25, 2008 decision.
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - Portions of T10N,
R19 & 20 E; T11N, R19, 20 & 21E; T12N, R19, 20 & 21E Gila and Salt River Meridian. Area covered by Capps,
Dodson, Juniper Ridge, Linden, McNeil and Pinedale Allotments.
Show Low - Vegetation Developing Expected:09/2011 10/2011 Edward Collins
South Fire management (other Proposal 928-368-2100
Risk & Fuel than forest products) Est. Scoping ecollins01@fs.fed.us
Reduction - Fuels management Start 05/2010
EA
Description: Analysis 4500 acres of National Forest Lands south and west of the City of Show Low not burned
by the Rodeo-Chediski Wildfire of 2002. For vegetative thinning and fuel reduction.
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T9N R21E NF Sec
1-4&12; TON R22E NF Sec 5 & 6; T1ON 21E NF Sec 16, 22, 27, 34-36. Show Low South.
Show Low - Land ownership In Progress: Expected:09/2010 01/2011 Ryan Domsalla
South Land management NOI in Federal 928-333-6268
Exchange Register rdomsalla@fs.fed.us
EIS 04/28/2009
Est. DEIS NOA
in Federal
Register
04/2010
Description: A proposal to exchange 1028 acres Federal Land (Apache-Sitgreaves NFs & Coconino NF) for
1555 acres of non federal lands (Apache-Sitgreaves, Prescott and Coconino NF).
Web Link: http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/
Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Navajo. LEGAL - T6N R29E Section
34, T10N R22E Section 31 & #2. Exchange private parcesl in the A-S, Coconino & Prescott NFs for Federal
lands on the Apache (Alpine RD) T6N R29E Sec 34 (Sacr & Lakeside RD) T10N R22E Sec 31 &32 (900 acres)
and Coconino (50 acres).
White - Recreation In Progress: Expected:07/2010 08/2010 Lorna Mcneil-Cox
Mountain Trail | management Scoping Start 928-368-2117
System 02/13/2009 Imcneilcox@fs.fed.us

Modifications
CE

Description: Realign portions of 3 trails - (Land of the Pioneers, Blue Ridge and Panorma). To move the trail
off 2 track alignments and reduce conflicts with ATV use.

Location: UNIT - Lakeside Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache, Navajo. LEGAL - T10N
R25E, T9N, R23E and T10N, R23E. Land of Pioneers, Blue Ridge and Panorma Trails.
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Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Springerville Ranger District (excluding

R3 - Southwestern Region

Projects occurring in more than one Distri

PEEE! Project Purpose FEAINE Decision SN .| Project Contact
Name Status Implementatior
Big Lake - Forest products On Hold N/A N/A Judith Palmer
Wildland - Fuels management 928-333-6326
Urban jpalmer02@fs.fed.us
Interface
Euels Description: Analysis to reduce fuels in the vicinity of the Big lake Recreation Area.
E:}Oc}ggyon Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T5N, R27E,
EA portion of Sectionl: T5N, R28E,portions of Sections 3-9: T6N,R27E,portions of Sections 25,26,35&36: T6N,
R28E, portions of Sections 28-33. The project lies predominantly south of the Big Lake Recreation Area on the
Springerville Ranger District of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests.
Cerro Trigo - Grazing In Progress: Expected:04/2010 06/2010 Virginia Yazzie Ashley
Allotment -- management 215 Comment 928-333-4372
0106 Period Legal vyazzieashley@fs.fed.us
EA Notice
12/30/2008

Description: Analysis to determine if livestock grazing should be authorized on the allotments and if so, what




grazing management strategy will be implemented in an Allotment Management Plan.

Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T9N R26&27E,
GSRBM, Apache County, AZ. Approximately 16 miles northwest of Springerville, AZ.

Greens Peak
Allotment --
0106

EA

- Grazing In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Virginia Yazzie Ashley
management 215 Comment 928-333-4372
Period Legal vyazzieashley@fs.fed.us
Notice
12/30/2008

Description: Analysis to determine if livestock grazing should be authorized on the allotments and if so, what
grazing management strategy will be implemented in an Allotment Management Plan.

Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T8N, R26&27E
& TINR27E,GSRBM, Apache County, AZ. Approximately 12 miles west of Springerville, AZ.

Greens Peak
Wildland
Urban
Interface
Hazardous
Fuels
Reduction
EA

- Fuels management In Progress: Expected:04/2010 07/2010 Raymond Rugg
215 Comment 928-333-6226
Period Legal rrugg@fs.fed.us
Notice
04/30/2009

Description: This is a proposal to implement fuel treatments, including thinning and burning, to reduce
hazardous fuels around the Greens Peak Communication Sites.

Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T8N, R26 E,
portions of sections 2,3,10 &1, GSRBM. This project is located approximately 16 miles west of Springerville,
Arizona surrounding the Greens Peak Communication Sites.

Hall Allotment | - Grazing In Progress: Expected:05/2010 06/2010 Bruce Buttrey
0106 management 215 Comment 928-333-4372
EA Period Legal bbuttrey@fs.fed.us
Notice
12/30/2008
Description: Analysis to determine if livestock grazing should be authorized on the allotments and if so what
grazing management strategy will be implemented in an allotment management plan.
Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T8N, T9N,
R26E, G&SRBM, Apache County, AZ. UNIT- Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY -
Apache. Approximately 18 miles west of Springerville, AZ. 85938.
Mexican Wolf | - Wildlife, Fish, Rare On Hold N/A N/A Cathy Taylor
Blue Range plants 928-333-6306
Recovery cataylorO1l@fs.fed.us
Area Holding
Pen Description: The Interagency Field Team proposed construction of a permanent pen for temporarily holding
CE Mexican wolves up to 30 days. A pen would hold wolves recovering from surgeries, or captured for
management reasons and translocations.
Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T7n, R30E,
Sections 6 and 7. South of Springerville, AZ and north of Nutrioso AZ, adjacent to AZ Game and Fish Dept.
Sipe White Mountain Wildlife Area.
Revised - Grazing In Progress: Expected:06/2010 07/2010 Virginia Yazzie Ashley
Environmental | management Scoping Start Actual: 928-333-4372
Assessment 05/02/2006 07/16/2009 vyazzieashley@fs.fed.us
for the Molina Est. 215
Springs Comment
Allotment Period Legal
EA Notice 05/2010

Description: Analysis to determine if livestock grazing should be authorized on the allotment and if so, what
grazing management strategy will be implemented in an Allotment Management Plan.

Location: UNIT - Springerville Ranger District. STATE - Arizona. COUNTY - Apache. LEGAL - T8N, R30E,
sections 3-5,9,10,15-17,20-22. The Molina Springs Allotment is located approximately 6 miles east of
Springerville, AZ.
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