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PHONE LOG

Date: June 2, 2006

Time: 0936 hours

Recorder/Title: Katherine Sanchéz Meador, Range Specialist
Phone call from: Frank Welsh

Topic: Comments on Walnut Canyon Draft EA

Notes:

Frank asked when the due date for submitting comments was. | told him June
9, 2006. He was calling to represent Maricopa Audubon Society.

How can we maintain (or improve) rangeland conditions; without lowering
the head months on the allotment?

How do we determine the conditions on the allotment just by looking at soils?
How do permittees have water claims on federal land?

Is this a new permittee? Section on Porter and the cancellation of his permit is
not clear; should better explain.

What about frogs in the wetlands? There is a frog up there [on the allotment]
that uses the wetlands to breed. They are a mountain tree frog that is the
Arizona State frog. There is more wildlife related to the wetlands than ducks.

Page 59 says that Babbitt Spring would not be fenced.

Regarding the wetland complex alternative not considered in detail: would
like to know about the costs, water claims, and if there were other options to
get water to the permittee to fulfill the water claims.

Regarding the reduction in numbers alternative not considered in detail: how
can we have data to support this as we reference 3 EIS’ that are less than two
years old? What sort of analysis did we do for this alternative in recent
decisions?

Final Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment 1



Comment 1-10

Comment 1-11

Comment 1-12

Appendix D: Public Comments and Responses

<welshfj@yahoo.com> ce:
Subject: EA Walnut All
06/09/2006 03:39 PM e e el

June 9, 2006

To: Responsible Official: Gene Waldrip
Mormon Lake District Ranger
5075 N. US Highway 89
Flagstaff, AZ 86004

Comments-southwestern-coconino-mormon-lake®@fs. fed.us

From: Frank Welsh, Conservation Committee
Maricopa Audubon Society
5141 E. Forge Circle
Mesa, AZ 85206 (phone: 480-218-9540)

RE: Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment

The Maricopa ARudubon Society appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Environmental Assessment for the Walnut
Canyon Allotment. As noted in the EA, this is an Important
Birding Area. It also contains riparian areas which are of
primary concern to this society. The following comments
are in addition to those given by phone last week to
Katherine Meader.

The EA states at page 5 that there “is a need to maintain
and/or improve rangeland conditions,” but the Head Months
would be substantially increased. This is difficult to
comprehend, especially since the proposed numbers are
substantially higher than any since 1999. At page 37 it is
noted that 1,652 acres still have impaired or
unsatisfactory soils and some areas have up to 65% bare
soils. (It should be noted that figure 9 is useless without
numbers or colors). The discussion of Reduction in Cattle
Numbers alternative @ page 31 refers to an analysie related
to several EIS completed in 2005 & 2006. This would appear
to be too short a timeline to conclude that there is no
important difference in reducing cattle numbers.

Needless to say we agree with the fencing of all the lakes
and Babbitt spring. Will these areas be accessible to
birders, hikers, etc.? What distance does the perennial
flow continue in the spring? Will the piping to the drinker
reduce the length of that riparian area? Since Marshall
Lake pasture iz only utilized for 10 days in the fall, it
might be ecologically wise to exclude it from grazing. 1Its
gquestionable value as a fishery should be balanced against
its use for breeding by various wildlife. This probably
would include amphibians like the chorus frog, state
protected leopard frog and mountain tree frog, which is the
official state frog.

An alternative not considered would be excluding cattle
from various pastures instead of fencing lakes and springs.

For example, excluding cbservatory pasture would save the
$6,650 cost of fencing prime lake and almost half the cost
of fencing Fisher/Fry only from the Young Pasture.
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— Excluding grazing from Newman would save the $8,000 cost of

protecting Babbitt spring. A benefit cost analysis could
Comment 1-12 show excluding one or both pastures as the prime
alternative.

The benefit /cost analysis at page 138 leaves much to be
desired. It might be legal but it’s not logical. Most of
the benefits accrue to the permittee. The Federal
government’'s investment is obviocusly not justified unless
it is mixed in with the permittee’s benefits. Worse yet is
Comment 1-13 the cost attributed to the no grazing alternative (2). The
footnote attributes this cost to range inspections, permit
administration, monitoring and range improvements. It
would appear that none of these costs are required under
the no grazing alternative but $13,209 is given as costs??

Throughout the EA it is stated that there are no direct,
indirect or cumulative effects from implementing the no
grazing alternative. Every negative effect noted for alt. 1
& 2 should be a positive effect under alt. 2. It would
Comment 1-14 appear that the land could support more elk, deer,
antelope, ducks, ete. if cattle are removed. For example, 1
cattle aum is the equivalent to six or more deer or
antelope and roughly two elk. Their wvalue and recreation
— days can be computed and included in an economic analysis.

0f the 3 alternatives presented, Maricopa Audubon favors
Comment 1-15 alt.2. However, we consider your “preferred” Alt 3 superior
to Alt 1, the current condition.

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around
http://mail.yahoo.com
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Forest Service Response to Comments by Frank Welsh

Forest Service Response to 1-1

This comment is considered not significant because it is a request for clarification. The draft EA
comment period ends June 9, 2006.

Forest Service Response to 1-2

This comment is considered not significant because it is a request for more information or
clarification.

Rangeland conditions can be maintained or improved even when cattle are grazing an area. When
good management of cattle occurs, such as the appropriate number of animals placed in an area
along with appropriate utilization guidelines, then the vegetation can successfully regrow.
Successful vegetative response over a period of many seasons can result in static to improving
rangeland condition trends.

Forest Service Response to 1-3

This comment is considered not significant because it is a request for more information or
clarification.

Soils are only one portion of what we look at when determining rangeland conditions; vegetation
is another variable.

Forest Service Response to 1-4

This comment is considered not significant because it is a request for more information or
clarification.

Permittees can have water claims that are on Federal land. In most western states, surface water is
governed by the "prior appropriation doctrine™ and is not related to the ownership of land. Under
the appropriation doctrine, surface water rights are separate and apart from the rights of land
ownership. Water rights are governed by state statute, so it is the state that makes the
determination. In Arizona, the first user gets the right. However, anyone that has documentation
of beneficial use records can also apply for water rights on Federal land.

Forest Service Response to 1-5

These comments are considered not significant either because they request for more information
or clarification.

The current permittee is not a new permittee. In 1999, a different permittee had the allotment, but
they lost the permit due to permit violations and the permit reverted back to Robert Randall in
2000.

Forest Service Response to 1-6

These comments are considered not significant either because they request for more information
or clarification.

When managing for wetlands, the Forest considers management indicator species (MIS) as a
guideline for managing specific ecosystems. There may be frogs in and or near these wetlands,
but none are listed as an MIS for Management area 12, riparian and open water. Effects to the
northern leopard frog, a sensitive species, were considered in this analysis; however past surveys
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show that there are no known existing populations of this species within or in the vicinity of the
Walnut Canyon Allotment (EA, p. 94). The Arizona tree frog is not considered an endangered,
threatened, or sensitive species, nor is it classified as a forest MIS. The benefits of wetland
fencing for waterfowl in Alternative 3 will also improve habitat for other wetland wildlife species
like frogs.

Forest Service Response to 1-7
These comments are considered not significant either because they request for clarification.

This is a typo on page 59; it will be corrected to read “Babbitt spring will be fenced to exclude
cattle” in the final EA. The draft EA also states in various places (pp. 6, 16, 22) that Babbitt
spring will be fenced in Alternative 3.

Forest Service Response to 1-8

These comments are considered not significant either because they request for more information
or clarification.

On pages 32-33 of the draft EA, the wetland complex alternative description estimates the cost to
be approximately $200,000 per water collection apron and storage tank. This alternative
description also explains about the difficulty and lack of success in providing alternative waters
such as stock tanks or trick tanks and other reasons for not analyzing this alternative in detail.

Forest Service Response to 1-9

See response 1-10 for the cattle reduction alternative and analyses from past range allotment
environmental impact statements completed for Anderson Mesa.

Forest Service Response to 1-10

These comments are considered not significant either because they are opinion, or are requests for
more information or clarification.

See response 1-2 re: maintaining or improving rangeland conditions.

The proposed action does not propose increasing head months. Instead, the numbers of cattle that
have been run on the allotment during the past few years, including 1999, have been in the lower
range of permitted use primarily due to drought conditions and/or permittee convenience. The
proposed numbers are the same as the current permitted numbers. Depending on climate
conditions, the permittee and the Forest Service decide on an annual basis what the numbers will
be each season via the annual operating instructions.

The soils section of the draft EA (pp. 36-42) has information on the unsatisfactory and impaired
soil conditions on the allotment. Table 9 indicates that cattle are contributing to 807 acres of
impaired or unsatisfactory soils. Cattle will be excluded from many of these acres in the proposed
action with the fencing of the wetlands. The soils in these areas are naturally (up to 65 percent)
bare.

The reduction in cattle numbers and utilization alternative (Draft EA, p. 31) refers to
environmental analyses that were completed for several similar range allotments on Anderson
Mesa. The analyses were completed with data that was gathered prior to these decisions and used
to make these decisions. Condition and trend data has been collected for the past 40 years on
Anderson Mesa. We believe the understanding of the relationship between these past EISs and
the current Walnut Canyon Allotment EA has been misinterpreted. Data from these other
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analyses were not used in the Walnut Canyon EA, so the short timeline referred to is irrelevant.
These past EISs are mentioned because their analyses demonstrate that the environmental effects
of a 35% utilization alternative versus a 20% utilization alternative do not result in measurable
differences on the ground. Based on this rationale and recent NEPA case law, it was determined
that fully analyzing a reduction in cattle numbers and utilization alternative for the Walnut
Canyon Allotment EA was not necessary.

Forest Service Response to 1-11

These comments are considered not significant either because they are opinion, or are requests for
more information or clarification.

All wetlands that are fenced will be accessible to birders, hikers, and others. However, the fenced
areas will be inaccessible to motorized vehicles. The water at Babbitt Spring flows in a small
area. This is a developed spring and there was a drinker currently at the site for cattle or wildlife
to use. Because the spring is already developed, only the location of the drinker is changing to be
outside the new fenced exclosure in order to keep cattle out of the riparian area.

The piping of water to a drinker will not affect the flow of the spring or the size of the riparian
area. The cattle will only use water from the spring when they are in Newman pasture (up to 36
days for 350 head of cattle). There are four other water sources in the Newman Pasture that cattle
will have access to use. The water trough will have a float valve and shut-off valve which will
limit the amount of water taken from the spring.

The short use of Marshall Lake Pasture has little effect on the pasture or its ecological values. The
grazing schedule only allows up to 10 days of livestock grazing every October in this riparian
pasture. The draft EA explains that the pasture is much larger than the riparian areas and is used
as a gathering pasture so not all the cattle are in the pasture at one time; cattle are only in the
pasture when the permittee drives them in from other pastures prior to shipping them. The draft
EA explains that 10 years of monitoring at Marshall and Little Dry Lakes has shown that up to 10
days of cattle use in the fall has had little effect to these wetlands [PRD 58 and 22] and that
desired conditions are being maintained.

Forest Service Response to 1-12

This comment is considered not significant because the Forest Service has already considered
several different alternatives to exclude cattle grazing from wetlands.

An alternative excluding cattle from various pastures on the Walnut Canyon Allotment is similar
to the wetland complex alternative considered but eliminated from detailed study. The purpose
for fencing the wetlands is to protect emergent vegetation as well as the surrounding upland
buffer around these wetlands. This protected vegetation is for waterfowl nesting habitat.

By removing the Observatory and Newman pastures from the rotation the permitted cattle
numbers would be reduced by approximately 50 percent (from 2324 to 1162 AUMSs). Removal of
these pastures in their entirety to protect only a small area such a wetland or a spring excludes a
large area of acreage that doesn’t need to be protected for wetland species.

Removing the Observatory and Newman Pastures would also change the grazing system for the
allotment from five pasture deferment to three pasture deferment. By doing this, pasture graze
periods would be increased and pasture rest periods would be reduced.

Forest Service Response to 1-13
This comment is considered not significant because it is a misinterpretation of information.
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The 13,209 dollar figure given in Table 25 (p. 138) includes the cost of monitoring the allotment,
regardless of cattle being permitted to graze or not, over a 10-year period. This monitoring
includes inspections, long term condition and trend monitoring, wildlife use monitoring, and
improvement monitoring for wildlife use (Draft EA, p. 151). These monitoring costs are figured
into each alternative.

Forest Service Response to 1-14
This comment is considered not significant because it is an opinion.

To clarify, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative effects caused by cattle if Alternative
2 was implemented.

The economic analysis does not include quantitative values attributed to deer, antelope or elk in
terms of hunting. The qualitative effect of cattle grazing on hunting as a sport is evaluated in the
recreation specialist report [PRD 56] and summarized in the draft EA (pp. 140).

Forest Service Response to 1-15
This comment is considered not significant because it is a position statement.

Final Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment 7



Appendix D: Public Comments and Responses

8 Final Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment



Appendix D: Public Comments and Responses

Comment 2-1

Comment 2-1a
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Comment 2-1a

Comment 2-1b
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Comment 2-1b
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Comment 2-1c
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Comment 2-1c

Comment 2-1d
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Comment 2-1d

Comment 2-1e
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Comment 2-1e

Comment 2-1f
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Comment 2-1f

Comment 2-1g
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Comment 2-1h

Comment 2-1i
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Comment 2-1i
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Comment 2-1i

Comment 2-1c
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Comment 2-1c

Comment 2-1i
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Comment 2-1h

Comment 2-1j

Comment 2-2
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Comment 2-2

Comment 2-3
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Comment 2-3
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Comment 2-3
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Comment 2-3
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Comment 2-3

Comment 2-4
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Comment 2-4

Comment 2-5
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Comment 2-5

28 Final Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment



Appendix D: Public Comments and Responses

Comment 2-5

Comment 2-6
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Comment 2-7

Comment 2-8
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-9
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Comment 2-10
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Forest Service Response to Comments by Matthew K. Bishop
on behalf of the Arizona Wildlife Federation (AWF)

Forest Service Response to 2-1
This comment is considered not significant because it is an opinion.

The DRAFT EA (pp. 51-136) contains the summary of environmental effects on wetlands,
grasslands, and wildlife and associated habitat (Threatened and Endangered species/critical
habitat, Forest Service sensitive species, management indicator species as tied to Forest Plan
Management Areas applicable to the allotment, and migratory birds). Specialist reports [PRD 40
and 72] contain additional information and analyses of effects in addition to the summary
provided in the draft EA.

Wetlands: The draft EA describes the effects on wetlands for each alternative on pages 51-67.
Supporting this analysis is the range and watershed specialist report [PRD 40].

Native Grasses: The draft EA describes the effects on grasslands for each alternative on pages 67-
74. Supporting this analysis is the range and watershed specialist report [PRD 40].

Wildlife and habitat: The draft EA describes the effects on wildlife and associated habitat for
each alternative on pages 81-136. Supporting this analysis is the wildlife specialist report [PRD
72].

Forest Service Response to 2-1a
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general comment.

The draft EA (pp. 51-67) addresses the impacts of cattle grazing on the trampling and removal of
wetland vegetation. The draft EA and range and watershed specialist report [PRD 40] reviewed
and incorporated information and analysis from the “Management of Wetlands at High Altitudes
in the Southwest” report. As noted in the draft EA (p. 51), there are no permanent, temporary, or
ephemeral wetlands on this allotment.

Forest Service Response to 2-1b
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general comment.

The draft EA (pp. 81-136) addresses effects to waterfowl and wildlife habitat as applicable
through threatened and endangered species/critical habitat, sensitive species, MIS, and migratory
birds found in the area. The draft EA discusses and analyzes applicable MIS for this project,
including cinnamon teal (duck), an MIS for riparian areas. Existing condition and effects to
waterfowl and wildlife are derived from the wildlife specialist report [PRD 72]. Hoff’s
recommendations are outlined in the draft EA (p. 54) and the preferred alternative (Alt. 3) would
satisfy these recommendations.

Horse Lake is on the neighboring Deep Lake Allotment and was analyzed in the Deep Lake
Environmental Impact Statement. Horse Lake has been excluded from livestock grazing since the
late 1980s. This lake was dry from 2003 through 2004. No hardstem bulrush was produced during
this time and was primarily bare soil. In 2005, the wetland filled back up and bulrush returned but
only with scattered plants throughout the wetland. Alternative 3 would fence Dry Tank, Lost
Tank, Youngs Lake, Fisher/Fry Lake, and Prime Lake which are wetlands on this allotment to
further protect them from the effects of cattle grazing.

In reference to grazing during dryer years or late in the season, see response 2-1i.
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Forest Service Response to 2-1c
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general comment.

There are no new stock tanks or removal of existing stock tanks proposed. No stock tank
maintenance would occur in the semipermanent and seasonal wetlands over the next 10 years
(Draft EA, p. 27) and the other stock tanks on the allotment are not located within any classified
wetlands. The draft EA (pp. 49, 51-67) summarizes the effects of stock tanks and cattle grazing
(congregating cattle at stock tanks) on the Walnut Canyon Allotment. The draft EA (Table 4 and
Appendix A) summarizes the number of existing stock tanks on the allotment. The draft EA (pp.
53, 63-67, 173) discloses the effects on wetlands considering stock tanks under the proper
functioning condition class. The range specialist report [PRD 40] specifically analyzes the effects
stock tanks play on hydrology by examining the effects of stock tanks on movement of water
within the wetland basin, and the effects of tank capacity in relation to wetland size.

Forest Service Response to 2-1d

This comment is considered not significant because it is in part an opinion and in part
misinterpretation of data.

See response to 2-1 re: native grasses. The draft EA (page 67-74) discloses the effects of cattle
grazing on plant cover and plant height, which is derived from the range specialist report [PRD
40].

We disagree with your conclusion across Anderson Mesa related to the interpretation of our
condition and trend data (1960-1998; which included data on the Walnut Canyon Allotment) as
stated by Art Phillips, PhD (district files). In 2001 and 2002, during conversations with Dr.
Phillips (telephone and in person) related to this condition and trend data, he did not receive the
necessary information from us on the collection methods. We asked Dr. Phillips to review his
findings (as concluded in your comment) since we believe he misinterpreted our condition and
trend data. To date, he has never responded. The draft EA (pp. 69-70) summarizes our conclusion
on range conditions related to ponderosa pine and pinyon/juniper grassland areas. The range
specialist report [PRD 40] displays the complete review of this data and the data is located in files
at the Peaks Ranger District.

The draft EA (p. 68) lists native grasses found within the project area. Mountain muhly, Arizona
fescue, and little bluestem only occur in isolated areas on the allotment. The Dry Lake Hills are
not on the Walnut Canyon Allotment nor on Anderson Mesa for that matter and are located in an
area with higher precipitation and different soils (Coconino National Forest TES Survey Report
1991). Therefore, the information and photos that Dr. Phillips relates to native grasses on Dry
Lake Hills to Anderson Mesa is not appropriate for comparison and analysis in this project.

Forest Service Response to 2-1e

These comments are considered not significant either because they are opinion, outside the scope
of the project (pertain to other grazing allotments) or are requests for more information or
clarification.

Cumulative effects to wetlands are analyzed on pages 63-67 of the draft EA and includes a
discussion of the wetlands on six allotments across Anderson Mesa.

The draft EA (pp. 51-67, 74-136) discloses the effects of cattle grazing on wetlands as it pertains
to vegetation, abundance and diversity of plant species, soil composition and nesting habitat. The
draft EA (pp. 122-124) discloses the effects of grazing on residual wetland vegetation for nesting
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birds. The draft EA (pp. 51-67) discloses the effects of grazing wetlands after July 15 as well as
within lanes prior to July 15.

The draft EA (p. 60-62, 124) explains the wetland exclosure (fencing) parameters applicable to
Alternative 3. According to research conducted by Terry Myers (1982), 98.1% of cinnamon teal
nest lies within 100 meters of water. Hardstem bulrush is strongly associated with open water and
is found growing in open water or saturated soils immediately adjacent to open water. All
wetlands proposed for exclosures were evaluated from 2003-2005 during wet and dry periods.

All action alternatives (Draft EA, Chapter 2) describe how cattle grazing will be managed in
wetlands either through herding or exclosures (fences). This encompasses cattle grazing before
and after July 15.

Permit numbers, as noted by alternative, are the maximum number of cattle that can be run on the
allotment. The permittee and the Forest Service determine cattle numbers in a given year to match
forage production based on climate (precipitation, temperature, wind, etc.). The permittee has the
ability to run less livestock or for less time for personal convenience or resource protection in any
given year. The permit numbers for all action alternatives in the draft EA fall within the carrying
capacity estimates of the allotment [PRD 40].

It is not necessary to discontinue cattle grazing before additional monitoring is completed.
Existing resource conditions and effects of the cattle grazing alternatives are provided in Chapter
3 of the draft EA, which is based upon past Forest Service monitoring of Anderson Mesa
combined with research from other sources in this area and like areas. The action alternatives are
designed to be adaptive in order to respond variable climate or other changing resource
conditions. Therefore, continual monitoring is necessary so that the Forest Service can make the
right grazing management decisions throughout the timeframe of the decision. If future
monitoring shows the need to change grazing management outside the parameters of this
decision, a new analysis will need to be completed.

Table 6 of the draft EA summarizes the differences between alternatives as it relates to cattle
grazing. Utilization and seasonal utilization are fully described in the draft EA (pp. 26, 151-152).
Pasture grazing schedules will be designed to match forage production and utilization regardless
of number of cattle.

Forest Service Response to 2-1f
This comment is considered not significant because it is request for more information.

An analysis of the consumption of water by cattle by alternative was completed [PRD 47] and the
effects are summarized in the draft EA (pp. 57-61 and 123).

Rangeland cattle drink approximately 15 gallons of water per day [PRD 47]. Not all this water
consumption comes from seasonal and semipermanent wetlands; water comes from a variety of
other sources including reservoirs, upland stock tanks, pipelines, and water hauls. In the case of
the Walnut Canyon Allotment, other non-wetland water sources include 50 upland stock tanks
(Draft EA, Table 4).

Grazing impacts by cattle and elk have been observed and documented by Forest Service
personnel on Anderson Mesa for many years [PRD 22 (wetland grazing history) and PRD 40
(utilization monitoring)]. Preliminary observations from elk and cattle exclosures within grazing
allotments on Anderson Mesa reveal no long-term difference between the areas grazed by elk
only and areas grazed by both cattle and elk. Three years of preliminary data exist, but again the
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data relates to climate, rather then cattle or elk. Longer term data will hopefully lead to more
specific causes [PRD 58].

The description of action alternatives (Draft EA, Chapter 2) and Tables 12-15 discuss and show
how the wetlands will be grazed and/or receive year-round protection (except for the lanes) and
receive protection through July 15. The reference “Fredrickson and Dugger, 1993” was used as a
reference throughout our wetland analysis (Draft EA pp. 48, 51, 54, and 56). As noted on page
51, there are no permanent, temporary, or ephemeral wetlands on the allotment.

The draft EA (pp. 36-42 and 55) describes the main source of wetland impaired soil condition.
The static trend of wetlands is disclosed on page 54. The draft EA (pp. 53-67) describes the
effects cattle grazing has on wetlands during varying climatic conditions, including drought.

The Coconino National Forest has a drought strategy in place which is within Regional guidelines
and applies to the Walnut Canyon Allotment [PRD 60]. The numbers of cattle on the Walnut
Canyon have varied over the past few years as shown in Table 1 of the draft EA.

As described in the draft EA (pp. 11, 15, 27, and 58), tanks found in semipermanent or seasonal
wetlands would not be maintained for the next 10 years.

Forest Service Response to 2-1g

This comment is considered not significant because it is request for more information or
clarification.

The draft EA (Table 28, p. 185) acknowledges the cumulative effect of elk grazing and discloses
information about the elk population and their impacts (pp. 103-106). Much of this information is
tiered to the Management Indicator Species Status Report for the Coconino National Forest
(USDA 2002c) and information provided by Arizona Game and Fish Department. See response
2-1f regarding observations of elk and cattle grazing on Anderson Mesa.

Neither Vail Lake nor Navajo Springs are on this allotment. These locations, including their site-
specific conditions vary from conditions on the Walnut Canyon Allotment. Therefore, these
photos do not provide complete resource information or effects applicable to this analysis.

Forest Service Response to 2-1h
This comment is considered not significant because it is request for clarification.

The draft EA (pp. 56-67) summarizes the effects of the alternatives of cattle grazing on wetlands
based upon analyses contained in the watershed and range specialist report [PRD 40]. Wetlands
and springs on Anderson Mesa were inventoried and evaluated by the Forest Service from 2002-
2005 to determine current conditions [PRD 58]. Table 26 in Appendix A summarizes this
inventory and includes the current functioning condition of each wetland based on the BLM’s
“Process for Assessing Proper Functioning Condition for Lentic Riparian-Wetland Areas”
(Pritchard et al, 1994). Proper functioning condition is explained in the draft EA (pp. 55 and 173).
Prime, Marshall, Fisher/Fry, Little Dry, and Youngs Lakes along with Dry and Lost Tanks are
rated as “proper functioning condition” or PFC (Draft EA, Appendix A) based upon the
determination that after cattle graze after July 15 “enough residual vegetation is left to promote
nutrient recycling” (Draft EA, pp. 55 and 173). Prime and Boot Lakes are not on the Walnut
Canyon Allotment. Horse Lake is excluded from cattle grazing. A large portion of Deep Lake
will be excluded from cattle grazing with the implementation of the Deep Lake Allotment EIS
Decision.
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Forest Service Response to 2-1i

These comments are considered not significant because they are general comments or questions
for clarification.

The draft EA (pp. 121-124) addresses the current condition and effects of cattle grazing on
cinnamon teal as a MIS species. Refer to response 2-1h re: determining wetland functioning.

As discussed throughout the draft EA, wetland conditions on Anderson Mesa including the
Walnut Canyon Allotment are tied to climatic conditions. When sufficient precipitation occurs,
wetlands produce abundant amounts of emergent vegetation and shoreline riparian vegetation. In
turn, these conditions provide nesting habitat for wetland species. When precipitation is below
normal, water levels in wetlands are low and the wetland and riparian vegetation is heavily
impacted by grazing herbivores such as cattle and elk. This is why Alternatives 3 proposes to
fence the wetlands, except for lanes for cattle to access water associated with the permittee’s and
USFS’ water rights. This fencing significantly reduces cattle grazing effects on these wetlands
and associated upland habitat except for the lane (Draft EA, Table 12). Alternative 1 proposes not
to graze the wetlands until after July 15 which still meets Forest Plan direction for wetlands [PRD
17] but provides less protection than Alternative 3.

The referenced photos at Perry Lake are not within the Walnut Canyon Allotment; it is instead
located on the Pickett Lake and Anderson Springs Allotments. The photos visually show
vegetation effects from cattle grazing. These effects are consistent with effects on the wetlands on
Walnut Canyon described in the EA. The photos reflect the vegetation effect (primarily height) at
one point in time. The difference between ungrazed to grazed by cattle is noted. The photo is
described as not grazed by cattle as “grass is tall and dense and the wetlands are not simply
muddy pits framed by bare soil”. These photos support our effects analysis that when cattle graze
there are immediate effects to vegetation and wetlands but once they are moved from that pasture,
the vegetation regrows and the wetlands move from functioning at-risk to proper functioning
condition (Draft EA, Chapter 3, Wetland section). Thus, this ungrazed photo demonstrates the
recovery of these areas from recurrent cattle grazing.

The other photos and locations referenced (Ashurst Run, Mud Springs, Prime Lake, Boot Lake)
are also not located on the Walnut Canyon Allotment. These photos reflect one point (day) in
time. The draft EA discloses cattle grazing effects and monitoring summaries which represent the
season of use and cumulative effects.

Horse Lake is no longer managed as part of any allotment; it has been excluded from livestock
grazing since the late 1980s. This lake was dry from 2003 through 2004. No hardstem bulrush
was produced during this time and it was primarily bare soil. In 2005 (after a record-setting water
year), the wetland filled back up and bulrush returned but only with scattered plants throughout
the wetland [PRD 22].

The draft EA (pp. 99-100) outlines requirements for MIS monitoring under the new planning
regulations and states “MIS monitoring is appropriate at the times and places appropriate to the
specific species and is not required within individual project or activity areas (70Fed. Reg. 1021-
1091).” However, an analysis of effects for each of the proposed alternatives is provided for each
relevant MIS within the Walnut Canyon Allotment project area. This analysis includes a
determination of how each of the alternatives will effect the forestwide habitat trend the species is
chosen to represent or the forestwide population trend for the species, as directed in 36 CFR
219.14(f).
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The Forest Service uses a wide variety of data sources including but not limited to models, BBS,
Arizona Game and Fish Department survey information, published research and surveys, as well
as Forest Service survey data. Citations are provided in the draft EA.

The draft EA (pp. 121-124) discloses the direct and indirect effects of cattle grazing on cinnamon
teal, including grazing after July 15, wetland vegetation, and water availability. Also, the draft
EA (pp. 90-92, 125-133, 133-136) discloses cattle grazing effects to peregrine falcon, migratory
birds, and Important Bird Areas. Population trends for cinnamon teal and other migratory birds
are not required for this analysis 36 CFR 219.14(¥).

Forest Service Response to 2-1j
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general comment or outside the scope.

The draft EA discloses cattle grazing effects on vegetation, including those on pronghorn fawning
cover based upon analysis in the wildlife specialist report [PRD 53]. The draft EA (pp. 26-27, 70,
113-121) discusses the context of how the Anderson Mesa Pronghorn Plan (AGFD 2002) was
considered and used in the analysis of Walnut Canyon Allotment.

Forest Service Response to 2-2
This comment is considered not significant because it is an opinion.

The draft EA (Chapter 3) contains the direct and indirect effects of Alternatives 1-3. This includes
effects of fencing on pronghorn (Draft EA, pp. 113-121). Any new and existing fences in known
migration corridors will contain goat bars to ensure wildlife can pass under these fences. See
responses 2-1c and 2-1f for stock tanks. See response 2-1 under wetlands. The draft EA (Tables
27-29, pp. 181-191) discloses past, present, and future activities (including fencing, roads, and
cross-country motorized travel) that were considered in the cumulative effects analysis applicable
to each resource. The draft EA discusses grazing effects after July 15 on vegetation (i.e. residual
plant growth) and the indirect effect it has on pronghorn cover and waterfowl habitat (pp. 119-
120 and 124)

The draft EA (pp. 23, 25, 44, 50, 60, 63-67, and 72-74) discusses the status of roads and
cumulative effect of cross-country travel. Designating motorized travel access is outside the
scope of this analysis. Road maintenance is outside the scope of this analysis unless tied
specifically to grazing management activities. Little to no road maintenance occurs within the
allotment, except for the possible need for cattle guards (Draft EA, p. 25).

Forest Service Response to 2-3
This comment is considered not significant because it is a misinterpretation of facts.

The draft EA (Chapter 3) discloses cumulative effects under each resource area. The analysis of
these effects is based upon resource specialist reports [PRD 40 (range and watershed) and PRD
53 (wildlife)]. This includes the display of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
activities considered for cumulative effects (Draft EA Tables 26-29 in Appendix A and B).

The draft EA (p. 35) states: “To analyze cumulative effects, activities and natural events that
overlap in time and space with the proposed activities and project area were considered... [T]he
cumulative effects area varies by resource type and is defined under each resource area
analyzed.” Therefore, Anderson Mesa was not used as a blanket cumulative effects area for every
resource; it is distinctly defined under each resource heading. The activities considered in these
analyses are also distinctly defined. Refer to each “cumulative effects” headings in the draft EA,
pp. 35-148.
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The timeframe for considering cumulative effects is also defined by each functional resource area
because it varies spatially and temporally by resource type. In many cases, it is 20 years (10 years
in the past and 10 years in the future) based upon the timeframe for observing effects and changes
on the landscape or particular resource.

It is not feasible to look at cumulative effects prior to livestock grazing associated with the
beginning of European settlement of the area. Data is not available for that timeframe, and the
variables are limitless. The climate has changed. European descendants have affected resources
and most aspects of the environment. The draft EA (p. 35) acknowledges several historic
activities which have altered natural conditions so much that trends cannot be reversed and a new
environmental baseline exists.

Reasonably foreseeable future activities that would overlap in time and space with the proposed
project are detailed in Table 29, pp. 190-191.

Forest Service Response to 2-4

This comment is considered not significant because it is in part an opinion and in part is outside
the scope.

The draft EA Chapter 2 discloses a reasonable range of alternatives that meet this project’s
purpose and need (Draft EA, p. 5). This range includes no action/no grazing (Alternative 2) and
four alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study (Draft EA, p. 29-33).

The range of alternatives is driven by significant issues identified during public scoping and
comment (Draft EA, pp. 13). The range of alternatives is also influenced by proposed mitigation
measures (Draft EA, pp. 28-29) which address resource concerns identified by the public or
agency. The draft EA in Tables 5-8 shows that the alternatives created reflect a reasonable range.

Your request for consideration of four other alternatives is addressed as follows:

No. 1 is addressed through Alternative 2 (no action/no grazing), though improving/returning the
natural wetland function is outside the scope of this analysis (our purpose and need does not state
this need);

No. 2 was considered in our response to comments on the Proposed Action. Since the wetland
exclosures are designed to protect waterfowl nesting habitat, grouping wetlands together would
have little to no additional measurable benefit to waterfowl nesting habitat. The miles of fence
would be essentially the same as that proposed in Alternative 3 with the Vail/Fisher-Fry wetland
complex suggested to us by AWF in the pre-scoping package dated December 15, 2005 [PRD
12].

No. 3 (allowing cattle grazing in lanes or small parts of wetlands) has already been addressed by
the proposed wetland exclosure designs, which included lanes, in Alternative 3 and by the
alternative considered but eliminated from detailed study;

No. 4 (prohibit grazing during drought) is addressed through implementing the annual operating
instructions (AOI) for any action alternative. AOIs are the mechanism which provides our agency
flexibility to manage cattle grazing during drought conditions or respond to other changing
resource conditions. As an example, Table 1 (Draft EA, p. 4) demonstrates that permit numbers
can fluctuate annually or by season. The use and intent of AQOIs are explained in detail in the draft
EA (p. 25).
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Restoring wetlands, creating wetland complexes and filling in stock tanks is outside the scope of
this analysis (Draft EA, p. 5) and the wetlands are being protected as proposed in the action
alternatives.

Forest Service Response to 2-5
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general comment.

The draft EA (p. 27) discloses permittee water right and claim information. This information has
been obtained from the Water Claims Registry maintained by Arizona Department of Water
Resources. A query of all water rights and claims within the Walnut Canyon Allotment is
supplemented in Project Record Document 36. The permittee, as well as the Forest Service, have
valid claims and, in some cases, valid water rights to stock tank improvements that occur within
the wetlands on the Walnut Canyon Allotment [PRD 36].

At this time, as a part of working with the Walnut Canyon Allotment permittee, the Forest
Service has decided to maintain permittee access to their water claims at Youngs and Fisher/Fry
Lakes, Dry Tank, and Lost Tank via the proposed lanes. The effects of these lanes have been
disclosed in the EA, meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines for MA 12, and are in compliance
with E.O. 11990.

Forest Service Response to 2-6
This comment is considered not significant because it is an opinion.

The draft EA is a summary document that references data, studies, resource specialist reports
[PRD 40 and 53] and other information relevant to this project analysis. The draft EA contains
sufficient information for the public to differentiate between the various alternatives and
understand the effects these alternatives would have upon the environment.

Forest Service Response to 2-7

This comment is considered not significant because a comprehensive EIS for Anderson Mesa is
outside the scope of this analysis.

Forest Service Response to 2-8
This comment is considered not significant because it is an opinion.

The Forest Service has read and used many of the references provided by AWF [PRD 38]. The
Forest Service has also read and used other scientific literature and data for this analysis (Draft
EA pp. 167-172). Besides the references cited in the draft EA, each specialist report also used
additional references.

Forest Service Response to 2-9

This comment is considered not significant because it is already decided by law, Forest Plan, or
other higher level decision.

The draft EA (pp. 9-12, 99-125) describes compliance and/or consistency with applicable laws
and regulations for this project along with effects disclosed in Chapter 3 for wetlands, migratory
birds, and MIS. In addition, specialist reports also contain and support compliance and
consistency findings. Applicable Forest Plan standards and guidelines were reviewed and
analyzed to determine that the proposed activities were consistent with the Coconino Forest Plan
[PRD 17].
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The determination of range suitability is required under the NFMA that governs Forest Plans.
Suitability was determined with the Coconino Forest Plan decision (as amended, 1987). This
project is a site-specific analysis under NEPA and not a Forest Plan level analysis under NFMA,
and does not propose to amend the Forest Plan for range suitability. The carrying capacity report
is found in the range and watershed specialist report [PRD 40].

This project analysis is consistent with and meets the AWF v. Golden settlement agreement [PRD
66].

As described in the draft EA (pp. 24, 60-61) the fences around the wetlands will include an
upland buffer and will be approximately 100 meters from the emergent vegetation. Specific
designs for fences in these wetlands will be used during the construction of these particular
fences.

Forest Service Response to 2-10

The permit for the Walnut Canyon Allotment was issued without change under the authority of
Section 504 of the Rescissions Act of 1995. On November 1, 2004 in the FY04 Appropriations
Act (H.R. 2691, P.L.108-108) Sec 320 provided relief to grazing permittees for NEPA decisions
under the 1996 Rescissions Act. Also in 2003, the Omnibus Bill Appropriations Bill from Section
328 as well as the April 4, 2003 Emergency Wartime Supplemental Appropriations Bill from
Section 2401 provided relief for grazing NEPA decisions under the 1996 Rescissions Act
Schedule. Any Forest Service grazing permit issued to replace a permit that expired after the date
for analysis of the allotment in the 1996 schedule is valid even though the allotment analysis may
not have been completed by the due date in the 1996 schedule (Section 2401).

The proposed action is consistent with and integrates applicable existing and desired conditions
and possible management actions from the Anderson Mesa Landscape Scale Assessment Final
Report (pp. 8-9). Alternative 3, (Draft EA, pp. 16-24) reflects changes to cattle grazing
management from the current permit (Alternative 1, draft EA, p. 15). One substantial change
from past permit management reflected in this analysis (through the range of alternatives) is how
wetlands will be managed on the Walnut Canyon Allotment (Draft EA, pp. 60-62).
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Comment 3-1

Comment 3-2

Comment 3-3

52 Final Environmental Assessment for Walnut Canyon Allotment



Appendix D: Public Comments and Responses

Forest Service Response to Comments by Jeff Burgess

Forest Service Response to 3-1
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general statement.

Forest Service Response to 3-2

This comment is considered not significant because it is a request for more information or
clarification.

The “No Marshall Lake Riparian Pasture Alternative” (Draft EA, pp. 31-32) was an alternative
considered but dropped from further analysis. The reasons for not fully analyzing this alternative
are provided in the EA.

The short use of Marshall Lake Pasture has little effect on the pasture or its ecological values. The
grazing schedule only allows up to 10 days of livestock grazing every October in this riparian
pasture. The draft EA explains that the pasture is much larger than the riparian areas and is used
as a gathering pasture so not all the cattle are in the pasture at one time; cattle are only in the
pasture when the permittee drives them in from other pastures prior to shipping them. The draft
EA explains that 10 years of monitoring at Marshall and Little Dry Lakes has shown that up to 10
days of cattle use in the fall has had little effect to these wetlands [PRD 58 and 22] and that
desired conditions are being maintained.

Utilization monitoring is used as an indicator of livestock effects to wetlands. If use is low, so are
the effects of cattle to the wetland. Existing monitoring plots in these wetlands also include plant
canopy cover, plant frequency, ground cover, species composition and photos for long-term
effects (Draft EA, Chapter 4 “Monitoring™). Monitoring on these wetlands has shown that climate
has the largest impact on these wetlands, whether they are grazed by cattle or not.

Cattle hooves can affect the shoreline, but this effect is limited to the small edge of the wetland
when it is wet, especially with light use. These shorelines are high in clay, which limits the
chance of compaction due to high shrink-swell rates. Furthermore, this shoreline edge is always
changing. When the wetland is dry, this shoreline does not exist. When this wetland is wet, this
shoreline area can vary in location from year to year depending on the water level.

For amphibians, the impacts are again limited to the shoreline and considered minimal based
upon the light use that cattle have during a maximum 10-day graze in the fall.

Forest Service Response to 3-3
This comment is considered not significant because it is a general statement.
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