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First name: Esme

Last name: Cadiente

Organization: Forest Stewards Guild

Title:

Comments: Rooted in our recognition of the intrinsic value of our native landscapes, the Forest Stewards Guild

has been practicing and promoting responsible forestry for over 25 years. As a founding member of the Greater

Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition, we advocate for active ecological management in the Southwest and beyond. We

support the proposed use of thinning and prescribed fire in The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project to protect important ecological and human values within this priority landscape from increased wildfire

and drought associated with changing climatic conditions and to restore forest and watershed health.

As the global climate changes, temperature increases and overcrowded forests from a century of fire

suppression have changed the structure and composition of the forests surrounding Santa Fe, increasing their

vulnerability to insect outbreaks, disease, and high severity wildfire. The susceptibility of adjacent forests to high

severity wildfire, of our watersheds to dramatic post-fire flooding and erosion, and of our local economy to the

disruption wreaked by these natural disasters translates to vulnerability of our communities. These projected

environmental conditions also create cascading effects in the water-limited state of New Mexico, making it critical

that we do everything in our power to protect our water resources. Almost half of The City of Santa Fe[rsquo]s

municipal drinking water comes from the forested mountains that surround us. Protecting this clean water source

from high severity fire requires the ecologically-sensitive and science-driven forest management that is proposed

in this project.

We acknowledge that managing wildfire hazard is not the only consideration on federal forestland, and we

support the landscape-scale scope of this 50,566 acre vegetation management project. The project aligns with

the Fireshed Coalition[rsquo]s stated mission to [ldquo]use a proactive collaborative approach to improve the

health and long-term resilience of forested watersheds and communities[hellip] [by] identify(ing) and

implement(ing) high priority on-the-ground projects that make the Fireshed and its communities more resilient to

wildfire while maintaining and restoring resilient landscapes.[rdquo] The Guild is actively collaborating with

diverse partners to carry out this mission, including developing the Multiparty Monitoring Plan that is intended to

complement and support Forest Service monitoring and community engagement in the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project. The Guild will support the final planning and implementation of the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project as an integral landscape resiliency project.

Rooted in our recognition of the intrinsic value of our native landscapes, the Forest Stewards Guild has been

practicing and promoting responsible forestry for over 25 years. As a founding member of the Greater Santa Fe

Fireshed Coalition, we advocate for active ecological management in the Southwest and beyond. We support the

proposed use of thinning and prescribed fire in The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project to protect

important ecological and human values within this priority landscape from increased wildfire and drought

associated with changing climatic conditions and to restore forest and watershed health.

As the global climate changes, temperature increases and overcrowded forests from a century of fire

suppression have changed the structure and composition of the forests surrounding Santa Fe, increasing their

vulnerability to insect outbreaks, disease, and high severity wildfire. The susceptibility of adjacent forests to high

severity wildfire, of our watersheds to dramatic post-fire flooding and erosion, and of our local economy to the

disruption wreaked by these natural disasters translates to vulnerability of our communities. These projected

environmental conditions also create cascading effects in the water-limited state of New Mexico, making it critical

that we do everything in our power to protect our water resources. Almost half of The City of Santa Fe[rsquo]s

municipal drinking water comes from the forested mountains that surround us. Protecting this clean water source

from high severity fire requires the ecologically-sensitive and science-driven forest management that is proposed

in this project.
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We acknowledge that managing wildfire hazard is not the only consideration on federal forestland, and we

support the landscape-scale scope of this 50,566 acre vegetation management project. The project aligns with

the Fireshed Coalition[rsquo]s stated mission to [ldquo]use a proactive collaborative approach to improve the

health and long-term resilience of forested watersheds and communities[hellip] [by] identify(ing) and

implement(ing) high priority on-the-ground projects that make the Fireshed and its communities more resilient to

wildfire while maintaining and restoring resilient landscapes.[rdquo] The Guild is actively collaborating with

diverse partners to carry out this mission, including developing the Multiparty Monitoring Plan that is intended to

complement and support Forest Service monitoring and community engagement in the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project. The Guild will support the final planning and implementation of the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project as an integral landscape resiliency project.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:20:43 PM

First name: Lauren

Last name: McGavran

Organization:

Title:

Comments:    I am requesting that the USFS prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. The draft Environmental Assessment is not sufficient. It ignores

scientific studies that contradict its proposed Action.

  I have spent my life hiking in and exploring the Santa Fe National Forest. Now that I am retired, we visit the

Forest several times a week for gentle walks in the woods. The forest is an integral part of my being; its health is

as critical to me as my own. I see this Project ignoring recent scientific studies and damaging the forest, not

helping it.

  This project is huge and controversial. Its impacts have not been adequately addressed. An Environmental

Impact Statement is needed to ensure that alternatives have been carefully considered. The binary "Action/No

Action" does not offer alternatives. The proposed plan of burning and aggressive thinning leaves a degraded

"forest." It destroys cool, shaded woodlands and leaves sparse, unshaded, windy areas barren of undergrowth

and filled with invasive weeds. I have seen the results of these treatments in the Jemez Ranger District.

  The Project needs to be more specific about where treatments will be applied and how they will be done in each

area. The maps show areas of potential treatments, but do not include all the areas that might be treated, nor

details about what will be done in any specific area. How close will treatments come to communities? How much

will be removed there? How will you proceed in Roadless Areas?

  Perhaps my biggest complaint with the Environmental Assessment is that it uses studies that support the Action

alternative and ignores opposing studies. The "desired condition" is sparse trees, no canopy, and no understory.

There is evidence that this is not the historical or natural state of a forest. Using fire scars to construct historical

fire conditions has limitations that are not addressed. Intense fires do not leave burn scars; the trees are killed.

The size and number of plot samples affect the conclusions; data must be interpreted with those parameters in

mind. Studies (e.g. by Dr. Chad Hanson) show that Mexican spotted owls benefit from areas of intense fire and

are harmed by thinning and prescribed fires. The EA defines high severity fires more broadly than is generally

used, thus overstating its potential. Studies also show that thinned forests often burn more intensely and move

more rapidly than unthinned ones. Fire models corroborate this finding.

  The EA does not adequately address the issue of carbon release and storage. An analysis must include the

total carbon release, including the fossil fuels needed to carry out the treatments, the effect of soil compaction,

the loss of sequestration potential by reducing the number of trees, the carbon released by slash burning, and

the regrowth rates, among other effects.

  The Forest Service has not been forthcoming to the public with the analysis process. It has not presented

opposing scientific studies; it has not shared public scoping comments; spokesmen have said, in meetings, that

only "small" trees (<10" DBH) will be thinned, but the EA includes trees up to 16" DBH.

  The USFS needs to complete an EIS that has real alternatives. These alternatives must include leaving the

forests less disturbed. That is, leave more trees, more time between burns, an undamaged understory and forest

floor, fewer roads. Cattle must be restricted to keep them out of riparian areas. The EIS needs to look at scientific

studies that refute its current desired actions.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/1/2021 1:23:43 PM

First name: scott

Last name: ernst

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I live in La Cueva, near Glorieta and wanted to express my strong support for the planned Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. I've lived here for 24 years, saw what the area looked like before any

thinning started and have watched as you have done the Block A - E project up our road. The benefits to the

biodiversity have been amazing. For the first 10 or so years that I lived here I never saw one deer. No bobcats or

turkeys or raptors of any kind. A few years after the thinning (yours as well as mine and other residents of LC)

started I saw my first deer. In the succeeding years so many species of plants and animals have become

established. It is an entirely different ecosystem from the Pinyon/Juniper/Pondorosa desert that we had before.

 

We all know that you are going to be hearing howls of protest over this project from a very vocal minority, but I

want you to know that there is a large and quiet majority of residents around here who see the benefits to the

ecosystem (as well as to ourselves through better fire resiliency) who are in full support of what you are doing

now as well as what you are planning for the future. The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is

just the kind of big and bold project that is what is going to save the forest from devastation. Thanks for thinking

on such a large scale. Keep up the good work.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/2/2021 5:33:11 PM

First name: Dick

Last name: Artley

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

Comments on the Tragic Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

October 2, 2021

Dear Supervisor Cress and selected IDT members,

This pre-decisional EA analyzes one of the most resource-damaging timber sales I have ever been exposed to.

If that wasn't enough, your pre-decisional EA is riddled with illegal actions.  As you will see you will be taken to

court.  These comments will be mailed to the plaintiff.  She will give them to her attorney.  This is why I show the

laws that you have violated for each issue.  You and your OGC attorney will spend many days in court trying to

prove you didn't violate the law.  You can avoid this by publishing a notice in your newspaper of record indicating

you will drop the sale.  This will happen ASAP.

The people quoted below understood the value of an undeveloped forest.

"It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the environment."

Ansel Adams

"We must protect the forests for our children, grandchildren and children yet to be born.  We must protect the

forests for those who can't speak for themselves such as the birds, animals, fish and trees."

Chief Edward Moody

"God has cared for these trees, saved them from drought, disease, avalanches, and a thousand tempests and

floods. But he cannot save them from fools.

John Muir

"The Eyes of the Future are looking back at us and they are praying for us to see beyond our own time."

Terry Tempest Williams

I have helped prepare scores of timber sale EAs and EISs as a forest planner.  Since I retired from the USFS in

2003 I have read and commented on timber sale NEPA documents prepared by other national forests (15 to 20
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each year).  This is by far the most illegal EA I have ever read.  It analyzes a proposed timber sale that will inflict

unprecedented damage to the resources in and downstream from the sale area.  Any reasonable person who

administers national forest land that should be inherited by future generations intact would know what to do.

Cress, only a biased, brainwashed, clueless, mindless, corporate-friendly goon would propose to commercially

log 29.2 square miles which includes riparian areas.  Face it, some of your non-timber resource specialists on the

IDT agree with me but they are frightened to admit it.  The judge won't like your proposal to abuse and plunder

the Santa Fe National Forest.  Gaze upon the photos of cutting units in Opposing Views Science Attachment #12

and #29.  You will create a shocking atrocity that resembles one of them

Don't you understand you are harming MY land to provide corporate profit opportunities?  Do you care?  You

know your Purpose & Need is untrue, cooked-up garbage intended to justify this assault.

Who are you to ignore these Ph.D. scientists' recommendations?

"The proposition that forest values are protected with more, rather than less logging, and that forest reserves are

not only unnecessary, but undesirable, has great appeal to many with a vested interest in maximizing timber

harvest.  These ideas are particularly attractive to institutions and individuals whose incomes depend upon a

forest land base." (page 2)

"On the other hand, approaches that involve reserving of a portion of the land base, or harvest practices that

leave commercially valuable trees uncut to achieve ecological goals, are often considered much less desirable as

they reduce traditional sources of timber income." (page 2)

from Simplified Forest Management to Achieve Watershed and Forest Health: A Critique.

By Franklin, Jerry Ph.D., David Perry Ph.D., Reed Noss Ph.D., David

Montgomery Ph.D. and Christopher Frissell Ph.D. 2000. "

https://www.irmforestry.com/downloads/pdf1.pdf

Specialists who agree with what I have said and choose to continue their hypocrisy have obviously cast away

their land ethics and values for money.  Those with self-esteem will resign from the IDT.

Supervisor Cress, you do not deserve the respect of the public.  How would you feel of you hired someone to

take care of your home and property, they trashed it and then lied trying to justify their actions.  This is what you

are preparing do to property owned by 331 million Americans when you implement the Santa Fe Mountains

timber sale.

The public does not want the national forests their unborn great, great grandchildren will inherit to look like this.

You must think outside the comfort of the USFS box to understand and even acknowledge what you are doing.

Those of you who wish to maintain your "team player" status know the USFS frowns on independent thought.

The Santa Fe Mountains timber sale will harm/destroy the same natural resources you were trained in college to

conserve and protect.  Please have the tenacity and backbone to read the science quotes authored by unbiased

scientists who are experts in their fields and not affiliated with the USFS in Opposing Views Science Attachments

#1 and #4.

Below, I have included 6 examples of what you will find in these 2 Attachments.  You may recognize a few of the

authors … 20 Ph.D. scientists.  Please let them guide you as you prepare this pre-decisional EA. 

A few of you will agree with the quotes below but will keep your feelings to yourself.  They describe the ecological

damage caused by actions the USFS pushes and champions (logging and roading).  Please be honest with
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yourself.  Throw away your bias and examine the quotes critically in Opposing Views Science Attachments #1

and #4.  A sample of these quotes is shown below.  Particularity relevant statements are highlighted in bold

green.

 

"In a new report released today, the Center for Sustainable Economy has documented taxpayer losses of nearly

$2 billion a year associated with the federal logging program carried out on national forest and Bureau of Land

Management lands."

 

According to Dr. John Talberth, Senior Economist from the Center for Sustainable Economy, "Federal forests

represent the last remaining islands in a sea of forestlands degraded by industrial logging activities on state and

privately owned lands. Our federal forests are far more valuable as carbon sinks, recreation destinations, wildlife

habitat and natural water filters than they are for timber production. As such, the economic damage from these

logging subsidies is twofold: taxpayers lose money and local economies lose opportunities to diversify and use

the land for much more valuable purposes."

 

from Destructive federal timber sale program loses nearly $2 billion a year

By Dr. John Talberth

Published by the Center for Sustainable Economy, May 2019

https://sustainable-economy.org/destructive-federal-timber-sale-program-loses-nearly-2-billion-a-year/

 

"Logging practices can indirectly result in changes in the biological components of a stream, and can have direct

and indirect on the physical environment in streams.

 

The primary environmental changes of concern are the effects of siltation, logging debris, gravel scouring,

destruction of developing embryos and alevins, blockage of streamflow, decrease in surface and intragravel

dissolved oxygen, increase in maximum water temperatures, changes in pool/riffle ratios and cover, redistribution

of fishes, reduction in fish numbers, and reduction in total biomass."

 

from The Alsea Watershed Study: Effects of Logging on the Aquatic Resources of Three Headwater Streams of

the Alsea River, Oregon - Part III

By John R. Moring Ph.D.

Fishery Report Number 9, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 1975

http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/library/ffip/Moring_JR1975b.pdf

 

"Biodiversity in managed ecosystems is poor.  Less biodiverse communities and ecosystems are more

susceptible to adverse weather (such as drought) and exotic invaders, and have greatly reduced rates of

biomass production and nutrient cycling."

 

from Biodiversity and Ecosystem Functioning: Maintaining Natural Life Support Processes

Naeem, Shahid Ph.D., F.S. Chapin III Ph.D., Robert Costanza Ph.D.,

Paul R. Ehrlich Ph.D., Frank B. Golley Ph.D., David U. Hooper Ph.D.

J.H. Lawton Ph.D., Robert V. O'Neill Ph.D., Harold A. Mooney Ph.D.

Osvaldo E. Sala Ph.D., Amy J. Symstad Ph.D., and David Tilman Ph.D.

Published in Issues in Ecology No. 4. Fall 1999.

http://cfpub.epa.gov/watertrain/pdf/issue4.pdf

 

"Clearcutting and other even aged silvicultural practices and timber road construction have caused widespread

forest ecosystem fragmentation and degradation. The result is species extinction, soil erosion, flooding,

destabilizing climate change, the loss of ecological processes, declining water quality, diminishing commercial

and sport fisheries, and recently, mudslides in Oregon which killed American citizens."
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"Less than 5% of America's original forests remain, and these forests are found primarily on federal lands.

Logging in the last core areas of biodiversity is destroying the remaining intact forest ecosystems in the United

States.  At the current rate of logging, these forests and their priceless biological assets will be destroyed within a

few decades."

 

"We believe it is our professional responsibility to ask Congress to align Federal forest management with modern

scientific understandings of forest ecosystems.  Passage of the Act to Save America's Forests will give our

nation's precious forest ecosystems the best chance or survival and recovery into the 21st century and beyond."

 

From a 1998 letter to congress

By Peter Raven, Ph.D., Jane Goodall, C.B.E., Ph.D., Edward O. Wilson, Ph. D.

and over 600 other leading biologists, ecologists, foresters, and scientists from

other forest specialties.

Published by Save America's Forests

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/resources/Scientists.htm

 

"Recently, so called "salvage" logging has increased on national forests in response to a timber industry invented

"forest health crisis" which points the finger at normal forest processes of fire, fungi, bacteria, insects and other

diseases.  In fact the crisis in the national forests is habitat destruction caused by too much clearcutting.

 

The real threat facing forests are excessive logging, clearcutting and roadbuilding that homogenize and destroy

soil, watersheds and biodiversity of native forests."

 

from Statement at a Press Conference with Senator Robert Torricelli about S. 977 and HR 1376), the Act to Save

America's Forests

By Partridge, Arthur Ph.D., professor emeritus, University of Idaho

April 28, 1998, U.S. Capitol

http://www.saveamericasforests.org/news/ScientistsStatement.htm

 

"Large fallen trees in various stages of decay contribute much-needed diversity to terrestrial and aquatic habitats

in unmanaged old-growth Douglas fir forests. When most biological activity in soil is limited by low moisture

availability in summer, the interface between soil and a fallen tree offers a relatively cool, moist habitat for small

animals and substrate for microbial and root activity. Increased utilization and management can deprive future

stands of large fallen trees and smaller woody debris. Visible and invisible stages in the decay of fallen trees are

discussed to encourage awareness of the losses in habitat diversity and long-term site productivity that may

result from increased removal of woody debris from streams and forests in the name of economic progress."

 

from The Seen and Unseen World of the Fallen Tree

By C. Maser Ph.D., and J. M. Trappe Ph.D.

USDA Forest Service, GTR-PNW-164, 1984

http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/publications/pnw_gtr164/

------------------------------------

Introduction

I'm not naïve enough to think my comments will cause you to change anything.  You see, I retired from the USFS

in 2003 after 31 years with "the outfit."  I know how the game is played.

 

Supervisor Cress some members of the public understand you started this pre-decisional EA on its illegal journey

when the Proposed Action from the Scoping Package became the only Action Alternative.  Think about it.  You

chose the selected alternative before the Scoping Package went to the public.  You ignored the public comments

and critical IDT analysis conclusions on this draft (if you read them).  Your mind has been made up for many

months.
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I'm sorry the IDT members have not figured this out.  Sadly they continue to play the game actually believing their

effects disclosures in Chapter 3 influence the outcome.

------------------------------------

You Place

your Loyalty with the Agency

… not the Public.

 

Before I begin my specific comments about this commercial timber sale I will state a fact.  You are willing to have

your reputation sullied by being connected to this tragic proposed timber sale.  You should have known the

American public trusts you and expects professional behavior.  You let them down.  Do you care?

 

After reading the science quotes in Opposing Views Science Attachments #1 and #4 please ask yourself why

most quotes in the attachments describe natural resource harm caused by roading and logging and why most

P&N statements for USFS timber sales tell the public roading and logging will "restore" the forest.  Then ask

yourself why scientists who are experts in forest ecology who are quoted in the 2 attachments would twist the

truth.  Please be honest with yourself.  Of course you know the answer.  The scientists quoted in the attachments

are not concerned about the need to validate the USFS's timber agenda … volume at any cost.

 

Here are a few sample quotes from Opposing Views Science Attachments #1 and #4.  After reading the quotes

below you may have the courage to read all of both attachments  #1 and #4

---------------------------------------------------------------------

Opposing Views Science Attachment #1 includes many quotes authored by scientists who are experts in their

fields that describe how logging decimates the forest's natural resources.

 

Example:

 

"Major report findings:

 

1) If we ended the timber sales program on national forests and redirected the logging subsidies we could

provide over $30,000 for each public lands timber worker for retraining or ecological restoration work - - and still

have over $800 million left over for taxpayer savings in the first year alone.

 

2) We don't need to log national forests for our timber supply, given the fact that the timber cut annually from

national forests nationwide now comprises only 3.3% of this nation's total annual wood consumption, and less

than 4% of the sawtimber used for construction.

 

3) Logging on national forests INCREASES the risk of forest fires more than any other human activity.

 

4) A bipartisan nationwide poll conducted in 1998 found that 69% of Americans now oppose allowing timber

companies to log our national forests."

 

Source: THE FACTS: Ending Timber Sales on National Forests

By Hansen, Chad, Ph.D.,

Published in the Earth Island Journal, June 22, 1999

https://www.questia.com/magazine/1G1-54451556/the-facts-ending-logging-on-national-forests

---------------------------------------------------------------------

Opposing Views Science Attachment #4 includes many quotes authored by scientists who are experts in their

fields that describe how road construction (especially so-called temporary roads) creates more aquatic damage

than any other human manipulation of the forest ecosystem.  Here's one example of the science quote contained

in the attachment authored by USFS scientists:
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"Roads are associated with high sediment inputs and altered hydrology, both of which can strongly influence

downstream channel habitats.  Roads are also important as a source of indirect human impacts and as an agent

of vegetation change and wildlife disturbance."

 

"Any ground disturbance increases the potential for erosion and hydrologic change, and roads are a major

source of ground disturbance in wildlands.  Compacted road surfaces generate overland flow, and much of this

flow often enters the channel system, locally increasing peak flows.  Localized peak flows are also increased

where roads divert flow from one swale into another, and where roadcuts intercept subsurface flows."

 

"Overland flow from the road surface is a very effective transport medium for the abundant fine sediments that

usually are generated on road surfaces.  Road drainage also can excavate gullies and cause landslides

downslope in swales.  Cut and fill slopes are often susceptible to landsliding, and road-related landsliding is the

most visible forestry-related erosional impact in many areas."

 

Source: What do we know about Roads?

By Reid, Leslie M. Ph.D., Robert R. Ziemer Ph.D., USDA Forest Service Pacific Southwest Research Station,

and Michael J. Furniss, USDA Forest Service Six Rivers National Forest, 1994

http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/publications/reid/4Roads.htm

 

If, after reading Opposing Views Science Attachment #4 you still propose to build new roads please tell the public

in the final NEPA document 1) why you don't care about aquatic resource destruction, or 2) why you think these 3

USFS scientists quoted above are wrong.

---------------------------------------------------------------------

Supervisor Cress by proposing this timber sale you show me spending all of your NFTM funding this fiscal year is

more important to you than doing what the people who pay your salary want you to do.  You are clearly a

floundering, unfit, inept USFS line-officer who takes great pride in serving-up volume to your corporate masters.

 

Ask yourself why the USFS encourages line-officers to pursue actions that scores of unbiased independent

scientists describe as pernicious and likely to destroy the proper functioning of important natural resources.  If

you have a conscience you know this is not a trivial issue.

------------------------------------

You will be Invited to Federal

District Court

 

A classmate in forestry school at the University of Washington lives in Nambe.  She enjoys the Santa Fe

NF…hiking, fishing and camping.  She will be harmed by this timber sale.  You should know what that means.

She knows the Santa Fe Conservation Trust retains full-time attorneys.  She has expressed her concerns about

this timber sale to me.  I emailed her my comments.

------------------------------------

I Hope you Agree

with the Wise Quotes below.  The Public

has been led to believe these Quotes

Guide your Actions.  Ask yourself why

they are Totally Inconsistent with what

the USFS Taught you to do?

 

"When the last tree is cut down, the last fish eaten, and the last stream poisoned, you will realize that you cannot

eat money"

 

Cree Indian Proverb, about 1885
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"A nation that destroys its soils destroys itself. Forests are the lungs of our land, purifying the air and giving fresh

strength to our people."

 

Franklin D. Roosevelt

 

"Thou shalt not destroy the trees thereof by forcing an axe against them: for thou mayest eat of them, and thou

shalt not cut them down (for the tree of the field is man's life).

Deuteronomy 20:19

 

"We must protect the forests for our children, grandchildren and children yet to be born.  We must protect the

forests for those who can't speak for themselves such as the birds, animals, fish and trees."

Chief Edward Moody

 

"It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the environment."

Ansel Adams

 

"The Eyes of the Future are looking back at us and they are praying for us to see beyond our own time."

Terry Tempest Williams

 

John Muir nearly became the first USFS Chief.  Future generations will forever look upon Pinchot's (who learned

industrial forestry in Europe) appointment as Chief as an unparalleled tragedy.  Pinchot would not have said this:

 

"God has cared for these trees, saved them from drought, disease, avalanches, and a thousand storms; but he

cannot save them from sawmills and fools."

 

"Any fool can destroy trees. They cannot defend themselves or run away. And few destroyers of trees ever plant

any; nor can planting avail much toward restoring our grand aboriginal giants."

 

John Muir, quotes from Save the Redwoods 1903

------------------------------------

You Obviously think Volume Generation

for Corporate Profit is more Important

than Assuring Future Generations of

Kids will Thrill when they Experience the

Sights and Sounds of an

Undeveloped Forest.

 

Most Americans want future generations of kids to have the opportunity to experience the quietness and solitude

in an undeveloped, natural forest.  The wild UNDEVELOPED national forests will provide one of the only escapes

from the insanity of a world driven even more by money than it is now … yet you have chosen to deny them this

opportunity.  Never again entertain the notion that you serve the recreating public.

 

As a retired USFS employee I watched as new employees with splendid land and resource ethics were changed

by the agency.  They were taught that natural resource harm (regardless of magnitude) caused by roading,

logging and herbicide application was acceptable collateral damage to "getting out the cut."  Over time they

actually started to believe this and defend the agency's plunder.

 

Most IDT members have science backgrounds.  Most understand the value of biodiversity in the forest.  By

helping to plan this timber sale they are helping to simplify the forest which eliminates the biodiversity.

------------------------------------
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My Opposing Views Science

Attachments

 

The Opposing Views Science Attachments present quotes authored by scientists (with no interest in volume

accumulation) that describe the long-term irreparable damage that will be inflicted to the natural resources in the

Santa Fe National Forest by logging and roading in the Santa Fe Mountains timber sale.  Unlike the IDT

members, the authors of the science quotes are experts.  Most have Ph.D.s.

 

Please comply with this law.  The ADO will not be amused if you don't.

 

40 CFR 1502.9(b) "Final environmental impact statements shall respond to comments as required in part 1503 of

this chapter. The agency shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible opposing view

which was not adequately discussed in the draft statement and shall indicate the agency's response to the issues

raised."

 

You must respond to each opposing view that is not irresponsible.

------------------------------------

Why are you Proposing a

Timber Sale that these Experts

say must Never Occur?

 

Jerry Franklin, Ph.D.,

David Perry Ph.D.,

Reed Noss Ph.D.,

David Montgomery Ph.D.,

Anne Ehrlich, Ph.D.,

David Foster Ph.D., and

Peter Raven Ph.D.

 

You may have heard of the scientists that made the following observations.  Ask yourself why these scientists

would be motivated to misrepresent the truth.  Ask yourself why the USFS teaches you to disbelieve the scientific

conclusions of independent scientists not associated with the USFS such as these.

 

Please have the courage to read what the experts say about logging and forest road construction.  Ask yourself

why USFS policy is not consistent with the wisdom below:

 

"The proposition that forest values are protected with more, rather than less logging, and that forest reserves are

not only unnecessary, but undesirable, has great appeal to many with a vested interest in maximizing timber

harvest.  These ideas are particularly attractive to institutions and individuals whose incomes depend upon a

forest land base." (page 2)

 

"On the other hand, approaches that involve reserving of a portion of the land base, or harvest practices that

leave commercially valuable trees uncut to achieve ecological goals, are often considered much less desirable as

they reduce traditional sources of timber income." (page 2)

 

from Simplified Forest Management to Achieve Watershed and Forest Health: A Critique.

By Franklin, Jerry Ph.D., David Perry Ph.D., Reed Noss Ph.D., David

Montgomery Ph.D. and Christopher Frissell Ph.D. 2000. "

http://www.coastrange.org/documents/forestreport.pdf

 

"For much of the past century the Forest Service, entrusted as the institutional steward of our National Forests,
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focused its management on an industrial-scale logging program.  The result of the massive logging and road

construction program was to damage watersheds, destroy wildlife habitat and imperiled plant and animal

species."

 

"Dr. David R. Foster, a professor of ecology at Harvard University, said that a ban on public-lands logging would

not affect the nation's supply of timber.  Just 4 percent of the nation's timber comes from federal forest land,

according to the letter, an amount Dr. Foster said could be made up through more intensive cutting on tree farms

and recycling, among other things."

 

from Scientists Seek Logging Ban on U.S.-Owned Land

By Anne Ehrlich Ph.D., David Foster Ph.D. and Peter Raven Ph.D. 2002

New York Times, April 16, 2002

http://www.nytimes.com/2002/04/16/us/scientists-seek-logging-ban-on-us-owned-land.html

 

"Among the environmental effects of unimproved roads, those on water quality and aquatic ecology are some of

the most critical.  Increased chronic sedimentation, in particular, can dramatically change the food web in

affected streams and lakes."

 

"The nearly impervious nature of road surfaces (or treads) makes them unique within forested environments and

causes runoff generation even in mild rainfall events, leading to chronic fine sediment contributions."

 

"If we look at the issue of what we need to learn or the research priorities for forest road hydrology, I would argue

that the areas of cutslope hydrology and effectiveness of restoration efforts are perhaps most critical."

 

"At a few sites in the mountains of Idaho and Oregon a substantial portion of the road runoff (80-95%) came from

subsurface flow intercepted by the cutslope (Burroughs et al., 1972; Megahan, 1972; Wemple, 1998)."

 

from Hydrological processes and pathways affected by forest roads: what do we still need to learn?

By Luce, Charles H. Ph.D., USFS, Rocky Mountain Research Station, Boise Aquatic Sciences Laboratory, 2002

https://www.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/pubs/23954

 

"Few marks on the land are more lasting than roads."

 

"The negative effects on the landscape of constructing new roads, deferring maintenance, and decommissioning

old roads are well documented.  Unwanted or non-native plant species can be transported on vehicles and

clothing by users of roads, ultimately displacing native species.  Roads may fragment and degrade habitat for

wildlife species and eliminate travel corridors of other species.  Poorly designed or maintained roads promote

erosion and landslides, degrading riparian and wetland habitat through sedimentation and changes in streamflow

and water temperature, with associated reductions in fish habitat and productivity.  Also, roads allow people to

travel into previously difficult or impossible to access areas, resulting in indirect impacts such as ground and

habitat disturbance, increased pressure on wildlife species, increased litter, sanitation needs and vandalism, and

increased frequency of human-caused fires."

 

from National Forest System Road Management

Federal Register: March 3, 2000 (Volume 65, Number 43) Page 11675

A Notice by the Forest Service on 03/03/2000, signed by USFS Chief Dr. Mike Dombeck on February 25, 2000

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2000/03/03/00-5002/national-forest-system-road-management

------------------------------------

Professional, Competent USFS

Employees would never Hide Important

Project-Related Information
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from the public.

 

You used public tax dollars to create the public information you conceal as hardcopies at the District.  If the

information you have hidden away was professionally done and truthful you would be glad to share it with the

public who owns it.  Your behavior borders on being criminal.  There is an environmental group that works your

forest with attorneys.  They will receive a copy of my comments on this issue.  I hope you are invited to Federal

District Court.

 

Here's what you hide in the Project File/Record:

 

"Complete U.S. Forest Service specialist reports for the project area are available in the project record." (pg 52)

 

"The City shared their 2007, 2011, and 2017 sampling data with the author of this report (available in the project

record).'" (pg 124)

 

"More information about the viewshed analysis and the results can be found in the SFMLRP Scenic Effects

Analysis Report, available in the project file." (pg 169)

 

Here, read 40 CFR 1502.21:

 

"Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when the effect will be

to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The incorporated material shall be

cited in the statement and its content briefly described. No material may be incorporated by reference unless it is

reasonably available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.

Material based on proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be incorporated

by reference."

 

Expecting the public to travel hundreds or thousands of miles to read important information that will help them to

better understand a USFS EA or EIS means its not "reasonably available for inspection" as the law requires.

 

Most of the documents you hide away as hardcopies on the district were created on your computer.  Even a child

has the computer skills to post electronic documents online.  If the document was not created on the computer

these children would know how to scan them and create a PDF file that could be posted online.

 

The Americans that own the national forests want to provide you with informed, meaningful feedback based on

all (emphasis added) the information available about the proposed project.

 

Clearly, you have not come to grips with the fact the public reads NEPA documents from cover to cover and

wants to understand the EA or EIS without traveling long distances.  How many times have you read a novel

where the last chapter was available hardcopy where the author lives and you had to travel to read it?

 

This was not an oversight.  You knowingly hid this information from the public.  During my 30 year USFS career I

saw this scheme occur twice.  Each time, the information was suppressed because it did not exist.

 

My attorney has advised me to contact her to take court action against you if I have an accident driving to your

District to view the hidden information.  She said to submit my costs for traveling from Grangeville Idaho to Santa

Fe to you.  She said you will refuse to pay and she will take care of that.

 

I suggest you start reading the the Albuquerque Journal.  If the final NEPA document still hides public

information, Regional Forester Martin will find out.  How will RF Martin respond to the public calls of outrage?  I

wonder if that's what you want?
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Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Make ALL the hardcopy documents that currently

reside in the Project File/Record at the District available as either 1) online Appendices to the NEPA document,

or 2) electronically attach them to the online NEPA document.

 

I hope you do not respond to this issue by telling me it's not required that you display all project-related

information online.  If you do, it clearly means you do not understand the basics of NEPA … public disclosure.

 

Without being able to examine the important hardcopy information at the District, the public cannot provide

meaningful, site-specific comments.  You must allow another comment period after the hardcopy material is

available online.   Not allowing all members of the public to comment will violate:

 

40 CFR 1500.2 (d) because hiding information needed to fully understand the NEPA document does not

"Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment."

 

40 CFR 1502.21 because the information you incorporate by reference is not "reasonably available for inspection

by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment."

 

40 CFR 1500.2(b) because your attempt to "reduce paperwork and the accumulation of extraneous background

data" has hidden important information which provides "evidence that agencies have made the necessary

environmental analyses."

 

40 CFR 1501.2 (b) because since some of the information is hardcopy at the district, the environmental effects

and values are not described in "adequate detail in the NEPA document so they can be compared to economic

and technical analyses."

 

40 CFR 1506.6 (a) because you have not made "diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and

implementing their NEPA procedures."

 

40 CFR 1506.6 (b) because you have not provided "persons and agencies who may be interested or affected'

public notice that the complete NEPA document is not available hardcopy or online and they must travel to Santa

Fe to examine it.

------------------------------------

Supervisor Cress, Best Science

Tells us that Implementing the

No Action Alternative

will not Result in High-Intensity,

Uncharacteristic Wildfire as you Claim.

 

Supervisor Cress, you don't really believe everything will be destroyed by fire if its not logged do you?

 

Did you read this before you sent it to the public?  This is so pathetic it's laughable.

 

Here are some quotes from the EA that deceive the public into thinking it will all burn of its not logged.

 

3.2 Vegetation Communities

"The risk of fire with uncharacteristic fire severity and intensity would continue to increase within the project

area." (pg 63)

 

3.3 Fire and Fuels

"The risk of fire with uncharacteristic fire severity and intensity would continue to increase within the project
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area." (pg 82)

 

3.4 Threatened and Endangered Species

"In addition, the biggest threat to the MSO has been identified as catastrophic wildfire, and this would remain a

major threat to the species under the No Action Alternative." (pg 93)

 

3.5 Flora and Fauna

"Wildfire risk would continue to increase over time (see Section 3.3) with the consequence that large areas of

suitable habitat for wildlife species could burn at high severity during a wildfire, rendering the habitat unsuitable,

both short-term and well into the future." (pg 110)

 

3.6 Watersheds and Hydrology

"Consequently, the risk of uncharacteristic fire intensity would also continue to increase. As forest characteristics

move away from desired conditions, and the risk of high-intensity wildfire increases, watershed function and the

ability to provide water to plants, animals, and humans during drought (and climate change) are threatened." (pg

126)

 

3.8 Air Quality and Climate

"Under the No Action Alternative, the SFMLRP area would remain at risk of sustaining damaging, widespread

wildfires." (pg 149)

 

3.9 Recreation

"Long-term adverse impacts to recreation under the No Action Alternative, would be likely due to the increased

chance of catastrophic fire which could affect most of the trails in the area." (pg 159)

 

3.11 Heritage Resources

"Indirect effects of the No Action Alternative include an expected continuing buildup of fuels, which would lead to

an increased risk of high-intensity wildfire behavior." (pg 180)

 

3.12 Tribal and Traditional Use

"Without the landscape-scale treatments, TCPs, sacred sites, and traditional use areas within the project area

would continue to be at risk of experiencing an uncharacteristically severe wildfire." (pg 185)

 

3.13 Range Resources

"the risk of high severity wildfire would persist." (pg 191)

 

3.14 Inventoried Roadless Areas

"The risk of uncharacteristic fire severity would continue to increase within the project area." (pgs 200 and 201)

 

It's sad that intelligent people could all be convinced to parrot the USFS irresponsible claim that the forest and its

resources will be destroyed by fire unless it's logged.

 

My next suggestion will frighten you.  Please dwell on the science contained in the Opposing Views Science

Attachment #3 and #15.  Indeed, it's highly unlikely that the USFS and hundreds of independent scientists can

both be right.  Here's an example of what you will find:

 

Oversight Hearing "Exploring Solutions to Reduce Risks of Catastrophic Wildfire and Improve Resilience of

National Forests"

 

"As a scientist, I have published in peer-reviewed journals on fire ecology and climate change, I am on the

editorial board of several leading journals and encyclopedias, and I have been on the faculty of Oregon State
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University and Southern Oregon University.  A recent book I co-authored with 28 other scientists outlined the

ecological importance of mixed-severity fires in maintaining fire-resilient ecosystems, including ways to coexist

with wildfire (DellaSala and Hanson 2015)." (pg 1)

 

"In my testimony today, I will discuss how proposals that call for increased logging and decreased environmental

review in response to wildfires and insect outbreaks are not science driven, in many cases may make problems

worse, and will not stem rising wildfire suppression costs." (pg 1)

 

Testimony of Dr. Dominick A. DellaSala

Chief Scientist, Geos Institute, Ashland Oregon

Before the U.S. House of Representatives Natural Resources Committee, Subcommittee on Oversight and

Investigations, September 27, 2017

https://docs.house.gov/meetings/II/II15/20170927/106439/HHRG-115-II15-Wstate-DellaSalaD-20170927.pdf

 

I suggest you learn how fire benefits many natural resources by also reading Opposing Views Science

Attachment #8.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document:  Assure your claim that selection of the No Action

alternative will result in fire destroying resources are supported by "best science" peer-reviewed literature

authored by scientists not associated with the USFS who are experts.

 

Failure to do so will violate:

 

40 CFR §1506.1 (a)(2) because you took action to "Limit the choice of reasonable alternatives."

 

40 CFR § 1500.1(b) because you did not propose actions that would protect, restore, and enhance the

environment by complying with "best science" authored by independent scientists.

 

5 CFR 2635.101(a) because your untrue statements to the public indicate you do not "respect and adhere to the

principles of ethical conduct" and gives the public reasons to not "have complete confidence in the integrity of the

Federal Government."

------------------------------------

Supervisor Cress, you will Wake Up

each Morning Wondering why you

Propose to Apply a carcinogen to Public

Land.  You justify your actions by

mindlessly Spouting

Monsanto propaganda.

 

At page 38 you indicate you will apply a herbicide containing the chemical glyphosate.

---------------------------------------

On a Weekly Basis the News Media Publishes

Several Articles that Describe the Dangers of

Glyphosate.  Here are a few of the Latest Ones.

 

Quote below from Consumer Groups Urge Lowe's and Home Depot to Stop Sale of Cancer Causing Roundup

Weedkiller

Published by Sustainable Pulse, Sep 7 2021

https://sustainablepulse.com/2021/09/07/consumer-groups-urge-lowes-and-home-depot-to-stop-sale-of-cancer-

causing-roundup-

weedkiller/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=glyphosate_gmos_and_pesticides_we
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ekly_global_news_bulletin&utm_term=2021-09-10#.YTvIUVVKh7o

Excerpts:

"124 consumer, health and environmental groups sent letters in late August calling on Lowe's and Home Depot

to immediately end the sale of Roundup following Bayer's recent decision to remove cancer-causing glyphosate

from weedkiller Roundup by 2023 for the U.S. consumer market. Urging that the health of people and pollinators

can't wait, the groups contend that unless major home and garden retailers act now, consumers will continue to

use and be exposed to glyphosate via Roundup for the next two years."

"In light of Bayer's announcement, Home Depot and Lowe's have no reason to wait until 2023 to end the sales of

Roundup and other toxic glyphosate-based herbicides," said Rebecca Spector, west coast director for the Center

for Food Safety. "It's time for these major retailers to demonstrate bold leadership that prioritizes environmental

stewardship and human health over short-term profits resulting from continued sales of these harmful products.

Our pollinators cannot wait two more years, and as consumers, we deserve better, now."

Quote below from Breakfast at Monsanto's Sheds Light on Health Dangers of World's Most Used Weedkiller:

Exclusive Interview

Published by Sustainable Pulse, August 30, 2021

https://sustainablepulse.com/2021/08/30/breakfast-at-monsanto-sheds-light-on-health-dangers-of-worlds-most-

used-weedkiller-sustainable-pulse-exclusive-

interview/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=glyphosate_gmos_and_pesticides_wee

kly_global_news_bulletin&utm_term=2021-09-03#.YTQXO7BKi1s

Excerpts:

"Sustainable Pulse interview with Lee A. Evslin, M.D., author of the new eye-opening book Breakfast at

Monsanto's and board-certified pediatrician and Fellow in the American Academy of Pediatrics."

"In 2014, I was invited to join a Hawai`i state-sponsored fact-finding task force. We were asked to examine the

possible health and environmental consequences of the intensive pesticide spraying on Kaua`i. The committee

met extensively over a period of 14 months. I became deeply concerned by the disconnect between what the

chemical companies were saying about the safety of their products and the dangers that were so clearly

demonstrated in the medical and scientific literature. Two pesticides particularly drew my attention. They were

the toxic insecticide, chlorpyrifos, and the herbicide, Roundup. After the task force concluded its review and

published recommendations, I continued my research and legislative activism. Hawai`i became the first state in

the union to ban chlorpyrifos and my Roundup research turned into this short book."

Quote below from Glyphosate Fact Sheet: Cancer and Other Health Concerns

Published by US Right to Know,

Posted on August 23, 2021 by Stacy Malkan

https://usrtk.org/pesticides/glyphosate-health-concerns/

Excerpts:

"Regulators in Europe and the United States, Canada and elsewhere have repeatedly affirmed the corporate

assertions of glyphosate safety. In coming to determinations about safety these regulators have relied in part on

tests that are conducted by or for the companies that have not been published or peer reviewed.

The corporate studies have long been kept secret, even by regulators. But in Europe, litigation by a group of

European Parliament lawmakers led to the release of dozens of such studies. More than 50 of those corporate
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studies were analyzed in 2021 by two independent scientists - Armen Nersesyan and Siegfried Knasmueller,

both from the Institute of Cancer Research, Department of Medicine at the Medical University of Vienna.

 

The goal of the analysis was to determine if the industry studies examined comply with current international

guidelines for chemical testing.

 

The resulting analysis was released July 2, 2021 and concluded that the bulk of the industry studies were

outdated and did not meet current guidelines. An array of shortcomings and flaws were found in the studies,

rendering most of them unreliable, according to the analysis."

 

Quote below from Supreme Court Hearing Likely as 'Reckless' Bayer Loses Third Appeal Over Glyphosate Use

Published by Common Dreams, August 10, 2021

https://www.commondreams.org/news/2021/08/10/supreme-court-hearing-likely-reckless-bayer-loses-third-

appeal-over-glyphosate-

use?utm_term=AO&utm_campaign=Daily%20Newsletter&utm_content=email&utm_source=Daily%20Newsletter

&utm_medium=Email

 

Excerpt:

 

"The Pilliods provided "substantial evidence from which the jury could infer that Monsanto acted with willful

disregard for the safety of others," the 1st Appellate District in the Court of Appeal for California ruled.

"Monsanto's conduct evidenced reckless disregard of the health and safety of the multitude of unsuspecting

consumers it kept in the dark. This was not an isolated incident; Monsanto's conduct involved repeated actions

over a period of many years motivated by the desire for sales and profit." "

 

Quote below from US EPA Buried Internal Report Linking Glyphosate to Non-Hodgkin's Lymphoma

Published by Sustainable Pulse, August 2, 2021

https://sustainablepulse.com/2021/08/02/us-epa-buried-internal-report-linking-glyphosate-to-non-hodgkins-

lymphoma/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=glyphosate_gmos_and_pesticides_we

ekly_global_news_bulletin&utm_term=2021-08-06#.YQ1WdhRKi1s

 

Excerpts:

 

"A newly uncovered confidential U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) report found "suggestive evidence"

linking glyphosate to Non-Hodgkin's lymphoma, a determination that goes against the agency's long-held public

regulatory stance that glyphosate is not a carcinogen."

 

"Why would the agency charged with protecting public health and the environment go against its own science

and allow a probable carcinogen like glyphosate to remain in use? According to Intercept journalist Sharon

Lerner, agrichemical industry giants like Monsanto (acquired by Bayer AG in 2018) have successfully

"hoodwinked, bullied, and persuaded" the EPA to base chemical regulations on inaccurate science that favors

industry at the expense of public health.

 

Lerner reports that industry influence over the science that EPA relies on to set the safe exposure levels to

chemicals like glyphosate is one of many tools Monsanto and other agribusinesses use to "increase and maintain

the use of products even when they damage health and the environment." "

 

Quote below from Bayer to Remove Cancer-Linked Glyphosate From Roundup for U.S. Lawn and Garden

Market by 2023

Published by Friends of the Earth, July 29, 2021

https://www.commondreams.org/newswire/2021/07/29/bayer-remove-cancer-linked-glyphosate-roundup-us-lawn-
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and-garden-market-

2023?utm_term=AO&utm_campaign=Daily%20Newsletter&utm_content=email&utm_source=Daily%20Newslette

r&utm_medium=Email

 

Excerpts:

 

"Bayer-Monsanto announced today that the company will no longer sell glyphosate-based herbicides to U.S.

consumers as of 2023, following a costly litigation battle over their cancer-causing weedkillers.

 

Friends of the Earth and allies have been campaigning to remove Roundup and other glyphosate-based

weedkillers from garden retailers based on science linking glyphosate to cancer and other serious health

concerns as well as threats to 93% of endangered species.

 

The decision to remove glyphosate from Roundup is a response to years-long court battles Bayer inherited after

acquiring Roundup manufacturer Monsanto in 2018.  Over one hundred thousand plaintiffs allege that their non-

Hodgkins lymphoma is linked to Roundup use. However, Bayer's decision only applies to consumer markets - the

company will continue selling glyphosate-based formulas for agricultural and professional use."

-------------------------------------

Canadian Research Papers that Discuss the Health Effects of Glyphosate Exposure can be read at Attachment #

31

-------------------------------------

Monsanto continues to be sued.  They claim that

their manufactured chemical glyphosate is safe … and

juries continue to rule against them, on spite of the

fact Monsanto has the best attorneys money

can buy.  This would convince intelligent

people to use something else.

 

"More than 13,400 plaintiffs allege that Roundup, which contains glyphosate, caused their non-Hodgkin's

lymphoma and that the manufacturer failed to warn about that risk.  Most of the lawsuits are pending in state

courts." (NY Times, 5/22/2019)

 

In Nebraska, farmers filed a class action lawsuit against Monsanto.  Lawsuits were also filed by a Kona Coffee

farm owner in Hawaii, and a widow of a California farmer.  All of these lawsuits share one thing in common:

Farmers used Monsanto Roundup Weed Killer for years believing it was safe, and were eventually diagnosed

with non-Hodgkin's lymphoma.

 

Involuntary manslaughter is a felony.  So is negligent homicide.

 

The definition of involuntary manslaughter: the unjustifiable, inexcusable, and intentional killing of a human being

without deliberation, premeditation, and malice.  The unlawful killing of a human being without any deliberation,

which may be involuntary, in the commission of a lawful act without due caution and circumspection.

 

The definition of negligent homicide: the killing of another person through gross negligence

 

Here are of 3 recent court opinions.  Only a fool would conclude Roundup is safe after reading about them.

 

Roundup Court Case #1

On March 27, 2019 a San Francisco jury said Monsanto (now owned by BayerAG) was liable for Mr. Edwin

Hardeman's non-curable cancer called non-Hodgkin lymphoma.  The judge ordered Monsanto to pay Mr.

Hardeman $200 million.
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The jury stated:

 

"It is clear from Monsanto's actions that it does not care whether Roundup causes cancer, focusing instead on

manipulating public opinion and undermining anyone who raises genuine and legitimate concerns about

Roundup.  It speaks volumes that not one Monsanto employee, past or present, came live to trial to defend

Roundup's safety or Monsanto's actions.  Today, the jury resoundingly held Monsanto accountable for its 40

years of corporate malfeasance and sent a message to Monsanto that it needs to change the way it does

business."

 

Here are a 4 of the many links to the case:

 

Monsanto trial: cancer patient says he used herbicide for three decades

https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2019/mar/05/monsanto-roundup-trial-cancer-weed-killer

 

Second Jury Trial Implicates Roundup in Lymphatic Cancer

https://articles.mercola.com/sites/articles/archive/2019/04/03/roundup-guilty-non-hodgkin-lymphoma.aspx

 

Jury Awards Edwin Hardeman $80.2 Million in Roundup Cancer Lawsuit

https://www.lawyersandsettlements.com/legal-news/monsanto-facing-lawsuits-over-alleged-roundup-cancer/jury-

awards-edward-hardeman-80-2-million-in-roundup-cancer-lawsu-23071.html

 

Did weed killer Roundup cause cancer in Sonoma County resident Edwin Hardeman?

https://www.pressdemocrat.com/news/9363655-181/did-weed-killer-roundup-cause

 

Roundup Court Case #2

On May 13, 2019 a jury in Alameda County California ruled that the couple, Alva and Alberta Pilliod of Livermore,

Calif., both contracted non-Hodgkin's lymphoma because of their use of a glyphosate-based herbicide.  They

were each awarded $1 billion in punitive damages and an additional $55 million in collective compensatory

damages.

 

Here are a few of the many links to the verdict:

 

California Jury Awards $2 Billion to Couple In Roundup Weed Killer Cancer Trial

https://www.npr.org/2019/05/13/723056453/california-jury-awards-2-billion-to-couple-in-roundup-weed-killer-

cancer-trial

 

Alva Pilliod & Alberta Pilliod: 5 Fast Facts You Need to Know

https://heavy.com/news/2019/05/alberta-alva-pilliod/

 

Pilliod v. Monsanto Company | California Roundup JCCP

https://www.baumhedlundlaw.com/pilliod-v-monsanto-trial/

 

The EPA says a chemical in Monsanto's weed-killer doesn't cause cancer - but there's compelling evidence the

agency is wrong

https://www.businessinsider.com/glyphosate-cancer-dangers-roundup-epa-2019-5

 

Bayer Loses Third Glyphosate Lawsuit; Plaintiffs Awarded More Than $2 Billion in Damages

https://www.agriculture.com/news/business/bayer-loses-third-glyphosate-lawsuit-plaintiffs-awarded-more-than-2-

billion-in-damages
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Bayer-Monsanto Ordered to Pay $2 Billion to Glyphosate Cancer Victims

https://healthimpactnews.com/2019/bayer-monsanto-ordered-to-pay-2-billion-to-glyphosate-cancer-victims/

 

Bayer's stock falls after $2 billion verdict against Roundup maker Monsanto

https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2019/05/14/bayers-stock-falls-after-billion-verdict-against-roundup-

maker-monsanto/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.d1848f7731e6

 

Roundup Court Case #3

In July 2018, Dewayne Johnson (a former school groundskeeper) was diagnosed with non-Hodgkin's lymphoma.

He sued Monsanto alleging the chemical glyphosate (an ingredient in Roundup).caused his cancer.  Mr. Johnson

used Roundup as part of his job.  On August 10, 2018 a jury in San Francisco delivered a verdict in Mr.

Johnson's favor.  The judge ordered Monsanto to pay Mr. Johnson $289 million in total damages.

 

Here are a few of the many links to the verdict:

 

4 Must-See Videos of the Huge Win in the Monsanto Trial

https://www.organicconsumers.org/blog/monsanto-trial-verdict-videos

 

San Francisco Jurors Hear Hours of Scientific Data About Herbicide's Link to Cancer

https://www.law.com/therecorder/2018/07/09/san-francisco-jurors-hear-hours-of-scientific-data-about-herbicides-

link-to-cancer/?slreturn=20180713081135

 

Monsanto Loses Landmark Roundup Cancer Trial, Set to Pay USD 289 Million in Damages

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#inbox/FMfcgxvxBXtJCGsfZgnVKVKfStZmxqSM

 

Monsanto "Taken To The Cleaners" In Jury Verdict Dwayne Johnson v. Monsanto

https://www.activistpost.com/2018/08/monsanto-taken-to-the-cleaners-in-jury-verdict-dwayne-johnson-v-

monsanto.html

 

Jury rules Monsanto liable in weed killer case

https://abc7news.com/society/verdict-reached-in-lawsuit-against-monsanto/3925454/

 

Monsanto ordered to pay $289 million in world's first Roundup cancer trial

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-monsanto-cancer-lawsuit/jury-orders-monsanto-to-pay-290-million-in-

california-roundup-cancer-trial-idUSKBN1KV2HB

 

Monsanto Loses $289 Million Verdict in Roundup Cancer Trial

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-08-10/monsanto-s-roundup-caused-groundskeeper-s-cancer-

jury-finds

 

Jury orders Monsanto to pay nearly $290M in Roundup trial

https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/jury-orders-monsanto-pay-290m-roundup-trial-n899811

 

Appeals Court Upholds Groundskeeper's Roundup Cancer Trial Win over Monsanto

 

Excerpt:

 

"In yet another court loss for Monsanto owner Bayer AG, an appeals court rejected the company's effort to

overturn the trial victory notched by a California school groundskeeper who alleged exposure to Monsanto's

glyphosate herbicides caused him to develop cancer, though the court did say damages should be cut to $20.5

million, USRTK reported.
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The Court of Appeal for the First Appellate District of California said Monday that Monsanto's arguments were

unpersuasive and Dewayne "Lee" Johnson was entitled to collect $10.25 million in  compensatory damages and

another $10.25 million in punitive damages."

 

Posted online by Sustainable Pulse, Jul 21 2020

https://sustainablepulse.com/2020/07/21/appeals-court-upholds-groundskeepers-roundup-cancer-trial-win-over-

monsanto/?utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=glyphosate_gmos_and_pesticides_we

ekly_global_news_bulletin&utm_term=2020-07-29#.XyHQIYhKi1s

-------------------------------------

Monsanto's Influence on Research

Clouds the Truth

 

MEPs urged to probe Monsanto influence on research

Published by Science X Network, October 5, 2017

https://phys.org/news/2017-10-meps-urged-probe-monsanto.html

 

Excerpts:

 

"A US firm pursuing a lawsuit against Monsanto is urging the European Parliament to examine its claims that the

agro giant has hidden the dangers of its weedkiller, according to a letter obtained by AFP on Thursday."

 

" "The Baum-Hedlund-Aristei-Goldman firm sent a letter dated Wednesday with documents attached which it said

bolstered its claims of "corporate malfeasance" by Monsanto.

 

The letter charged that Monsanto has been "ghostwriting scientific literature designed to make glyphosate look

safe, bullying scientists that publish anything negative about their billion-dollar product, and colluding with

regulators to ensure 'positive' assessments." "

 

Documents Show Strong Monsanto Attempt to Influence Research

Posted August 21, 2017 in Product News and Recalls

https://lopezmchugh.com/2017/08/21/documents-show-strong-monsanto-attempt-influence-research/index.html

 

Excerpts:

 

"If somebody came to me and said they wanted to test Roundup I know how I'd react - with serious concern."

These are the words written by an internal Monsanto scientist in 2001 regarding one of the company's top-selling

products.

 

A growing body of research has shown increased concern over glyphosate and its effects on the human body.

And now, a set of documents released during an ongoing Monsanto trial has shed light on the company's efforts

to influence research into Roundup and the chemicals it contains."

 

What the Monsanto Papers tell us about corporate science

Published by Corporate Europe Observatory, January 3, 2018

https://corporateeurope.org/en/food-and-agriculture/2018/03/what-monsanto-papers-tell-us-about-corporate-

science

 

Excerpts:

 

"The Monsanto Papers are a treasure trove of internal documents slowly released since March 2017 as part of a
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US lawsuit by cancer victims against Monsanto over its ubiquitous herbicide, glyphosate. They tell a lot about

how Monsanto actively subverts science, both in the company's practices and the way it abuses science's moral

authority to push for its interests.

 

The Monsanto Papers make for fascinating reading, all the more since Monsanto constantly uses and abuses the

moral prestige of science in its propaganda. See above and below for an example of a recent PR campaign by

the company."

 

"But the Monsanto Papers show the company's real, and rather troubling, approach to science and evidence.

Revelations include confirmation that the company hardly tested the real-world toxicity of its products, actively

avoided pursuing studies which might show unwelcome results, and ghostwrote the studies of supposedly

independent scientists. The documents also show Monsanto systematically attacked scientists whose research

threatened their profits, as aptly summarised in a 2001 email by a Monsanto executive:"

 

COURT DOCUMENTS ALLEGE MONSANTO INFLUENCED THE EPA

Published by ClassAction.com March 21, 2017 | Updated January 18, 2018

https://www.classaction.com/news/court-documents-allege-monsanto-influenced-epa/

 

Excerpts:

 

"While Monsanto has never had a stellar corporate reputation, recent court documents are showing just how far

the company may go to maintain its worldwide herbicide dominance-perhaps as far as manipulating the U.S.

agencies responsible for regulating them.

 

Last week, correspondence between the EPA and Monsanto were released which show a comfortable

relationship at a critical time when Monsanto's herbicide Roundup was being assessed as a possible carcinogen.

In the end, the EPA determined that glyphosate (Roundup) was not a carcinogen, raising suspicion that the study

may have been influenced by Monsanto.

 

The internal documents were released as part of the ongoing multidistrict litigation (MDL) between Monsanto and

plaintiffs suffering from non-Hodgkin's lymphoma, which they allege was caused by Roundup."

 

Monsanto Government Influence Has Fueled Unrivaled Corporate Power

By Baum Hedlund Aristei & Goldman PC, May 10, 2017

https://www.baumhedlundlaw.com/blog/2017/may/monsanto-government-influence-has-fueled-unrival/

 

Excerpts:

 

"Monsanto Co. is an agrochemical behemoth, generating billions in revenue every year. Over the last six years,

its stock price has nearly doubled and the company is deep in talks with German multinational corporation Bayer

about a merger. If it happens, the resulting corporate giant would control roughly a third of the world's seed

market and a quarter of the world's pesticide market, a scary thought for the millions of people around the world

who already view Monsanto as an empire.

 

How did Monsanto gain its corporate might? Some would say Monsanto's rise to power is directly linked to the

influence the company wields amongst legislators and regulators in the U.S. and around the world. Since the

1970s, Monsanto employees have been able to seamlessly move between the company and government, and

Monsanto government influence has clearly played to Monsanto's advantage.

 

It has been said that there is something of a revolving door between Monsanto and regulatory agencies,

including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, the European Food Safety Authority and some food regulatory agencies within

the United Nations."

 

Did Monsanto Ignore Evidence Linking Its Weed Killer to Cancer?

Published by The Nation, October 30, 2017

https://www.thenation.com/article/archive/did-monsanto-ignore-evidence-linking-its-weed-killer-to-cancer/

 

Excerpts:

 

"In 1970, John E. Franz, a 40-year-old chemist from Springfield, Illinois, hit upon a discovery that would

profoundly change agriculture: a chemical that works its way into the leaves of weeds and down to their roots,

eventually killing them. Franz sold the patent for the breakthrough to his employer, Monsanto, for $5. Four years

later, Monsanto released Roundup.

 

"McCall remembers her reaction when a doctor said the rash on Jack's neck was cancer: "I just laughed and

thought, 'How could that be true?'" Jack was 65 at the time, working on the farm full-time and surfing on the

weekends. The doctor diagnosed the condition as primary cutaneous B-cell lymphoma, usually benign and

confined to the skin. But the rash persisted. Four years later, Jack felt swelling in his lymph nodes. That time, the

diagnosis was grim: non-Hodgkin's lymphoma.

 

"Jack preferred not to use chemicals, but he believed Roundup was safe and used it regularly for more than 30

years. According to Teri, it was the only herbicide he ever used. As the family sat around Jack's bed on his last

days, his son read on the Internet about potential links between Roundup and non-Hodgkin's lymphoma. After

Jack's death, Teri could barely get out of bed, but eventually she began reading the reports herself. She now

believes Roundup was responsible for his death-and maybe their dog's, too. Duke, a black Lab, spent every

minute with Jack until the day he died of lymphoma in 2009.

-------------------------------------

Federal workers are not exempt from being charged

With reckless endangerment which is a felony.

 

Reckless endangerment is a crime consisting of acts that create a substantial risk of serious physical injury to

another person.  The accused person isn't required to intend the resulting or potential harm, but must have acted

in a way that showed a disregard for the foreseeable consequences of the actions.

 

The court will know you have read these comments.  This establishes the fact that you knew the consequences

of your actions.  The plaintiff's attorney will ask why you ignored the science in the Opposing Views Science

Attachment #6 and did not use an alternative to Roundup.

-------------------------------------

If Glyphosate is Safe why is it Banned

in 19 Countries?

 

*	Malawi

*	Thailand

*	Vietnam (Vietnam's move to ban glyphosate contaminated imports drew criticism from U.S. Secretary of

Agriculture Sonny Perdue.)

*	Sri Lanka

*	Oman

*	Kuwait

*	United Arab Emirates

*	Bahrain

*	Qatar
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*	Saudi Arabia

*	St. Vincent and the Grenadines

*	Bermuda

*	Austria

*	Belgium

*	Czech Republic

*	Denmark

*	France

*	Italy

*	The Netherlands

 

https://www.carlsonattorneys.com/news-and-update/banning-roundup

 

https://sustainablepulse.com/2019/05/28/glyphosate-herbicides-now-banned-or-restricted-in-17-countries-

worldwide-sustainable-pulse-research/#.YR8YFavn-1s

 

https://www.organicconsumers.org/news/germany-13-other-countries-say-no-glyphosate-what-about-us

 

https://popularresistance.org/glyphosate-herbicides-now-banned-or-restricted-in-17-countries-worldwide/

-------------------------------------

Your local public will be warned to avoid

the Santa Fe National Forest.

 

Unless you convince me otherwise I'll be sending a letter to the editor the Albuquerque Journal soon.  Supervisor

Cress my letter will inform the public that you propose to spray a known carcinogen at various locations in the

forest.  These newspapers will likely print a letter submitted by someone outside the area on a life and death

matter.  My letter will include your office telephone number and suggest the public contact you with their

questions.

 

You know there are effective alternatives to glyphosate that will accomplish your goals.  If taken to court the

plaintiff's attorney will ask you why the alternatives were not used and you chose to expose your forest visitors to

a chemical that causes cancer.  What will you say?

-------------------------------------

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Assure the following quote is included:

 

"herbicides that contain glyphosate will not be used anywhere, at any time, for any reason as part of this project."

 

You know failure to tell the public this chemical will not be applied to vegetation in your forest leaves the door

open for you to apply glyphosate.  This violates

 

40 CFR 1501.2 (b) because the environmental effects and values are not described in "adequate detail in the

pre-decisional EA so they can be compared to economic and technical analyses."

 

Ex. Ord. No. 13045, Apr. 23, 1997 because your Proposed Action will not assure the "Protection of Children from

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks."

 

40 CFR 1502.16(a) and (b), because a discussion of the direct and indirect effects and their significance of

project implementation on do not exist in Chapter 3.

 

and 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(2) because the FONSI intensity discussion will not discuss the lethal nature of this
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chemical.  Indeed, exposing people to a carcinogen is a "significant impact to the human environment."  If your

final EA still approves the application of glyphosate you will violate NEPA because your FONSI is fraudulent.

Even a biased Objection Deciding Officer would direct you to either 1) prepare an EIS, or 2) use another

herbicide.

-------------------------

Supervisor Cress, you are

Risking the Lives of the People who live

in the WUI to Generate Precious Volume

for Personal Gain.  You know Line-

Officers who fail to "get out the cut" and Spend all their NFTM money each FY are

passed over for promotions.

 

You ignore Dr. Jack Cohen's findings and recommended actions that usually eliminate the risk that a wildfire will

burn structures in the WUI.  He was a USFS fire physicist before he retired.  He did his research at Forest

Service's Missoula Fire Sciences Laboratory at the Rocky Mountain Research Station.

 

At page 13 you say:

 

"Mitigating fuel loading and potential fire behavior in WUI areas helps to facilitate forest treatments, including the

reintroduction of prescribed fire, in other adjacent ERUs."

 

Incredibly, at page 77 you discuss

 

"Figure 42 in U.S. Forest Service 2021f shows the locations of communities and infrastructure resources in and

surrounding the SFMLRP area (IFTDSS 2020). Extensive research by Jack Cohen and others has shown that

the majority of homes that are susceptible to exterior ignition are damaged or destroyed by wildfires from

windblown fire embers or fire brands, and to a lesser extent by radiant heat or direct flame contact from other

burning homes or adjacent burning materials (Cohen 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2004; Cohen and Stratton 2003,

2008). Figure 43 in the report shows the potential distances that fire embers and brands that are produced by

crown fire could ignite structures out ahead of a wildfire burning under 90th-percentile burning conditions. The

spotting distances in the figure range from 1 to 1,600 feet, with the vast majority of spotting occurring from 1 to

1,000 feet."

 

How can you write this and ignore Dr. Cohen's major research conclusion … remove fine fuels.

 

Supervisor Cress, I look forward to writing my LTEs.  My letters will describe Dr. Cohen's methods (with WEB

links), how to apply them to private property and indicate you refuse to consider them.

 

We both know why you conveniently omitted his research findings.  You wanted volume.  Here are some quotes

authored by Dr. Cohen's.  Especially pertinent text is highlighted in green.

 

from Reducing the Wildland Fire Threat to Homes: Where and How Much?

By Dr. Jack Cohen

Presented as the Fire Economics Symposium in San Diego, California on April 12, 1999.

http://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_1999_cohen_j001.pdf

 

Excerpts:

 

"As stated, the evidence indicates that home ignitions depend on the home materials and design and only those

flammables within a few tens of meters of the home (home ignitability).  The wildland fuel characteristics beyond

the home site have little if any significance to WUI home fire losses." (Pg. 193)

000027



 

"Extensive wildland vegetation management does not effectively change home ignitability." (Pg. 193)

 

"Home ignitability also dictates that effective mitigating actions focus on the home and its immediate

surroundings rather than on extensive wildland fuel management." (Pg. 193)

 

from Built to Burn

By Dr. Jack Cohen

Presented at a fire conference in front of people from the Forest Service and state fire agencies, 1999

https://99percentinvisible.org/episode/built-to-burn/

 

Excerpts:

 

"Cohen thought he had come up with a way to save houses and to let fires burn naturally - he thought it was a

win-win. And so in 1999, he presented a paper about his findings at a fire conference in front of people from the

Forest Service and state fire agencies. These were people who were in a position to change policies. But Cohen

says they were totally uninterested. Cohen's research implied that basically everything about how the Forest

Service dealt with wildfires was wrong.

 

The 10 AM rule had left us with a huge fire fighting infrastructure, so the Forest Service was spending hundreds

of millions of dollars on planes and fire crews, and was approving massive logging projects on the grounds that

thinning out the forest would help reduce the intensity of wildfires and save homes. Cohen was saying: actually, it

would be way more effective if you just encouraged homeowners to maintain and retrofit their properties."

 

from Objectives and considerations for wildland fuel treatment in forested ecosystems of the interior western

United States (page 10)

By: Dr. Jack Cohen et al (a retired USFS fire physicist)

Published in Forest Ecology and Management, issue 256, 2008

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2008_reinhardt_e001.pdf

 

Excerpts:

 

"Treating fuels to reduce fire occurrence, fire size, or amount of burned area is ultimately both futile and counter-

productive." (Pg.1999)

 

"Some viable fuel treatments may actually result in an increased rate of spread under many conditions (Lertzman

et al., 1998; Agee et al., 2000).  For example, thinning to reduce crown fire potential can result in surface litter

becoming drier and more exposed to wind.  It can also result in increased growth of grasses and understory

shrubs which can foster a rapidly moving surface fire." (Pg. 2000)

 

Please read this to learn more about Dr. Cohen:

https://www.firelab.org/profile/cohen-jack

 

The following document is sponsored by the National Fire Protection Assn.

Preparing homes for wildfire

https://www.nfpa.org/Public-Education/Fire-causes-and-risks/Wildfire/Preparing-homes-for-wildfire

 

Without changes between draft & final EA you will risk people's lives.  There are severe civil penalties for federal

officials convicted of knowingly putting the public at risk.

 

Some Rangers and Supervisors on other national forests do everything they can to protect people living on the
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WUI.

 

Here's what their Proposed Action requires:

 

*	offer to remove fine fuels near homes in the WUI owned by handicapped and/or elderly residents using USFS

employees with written permission from the landowner.

 

*	distribute handouts to WUI residents describing Dr. Cohen's fine fuels removal methods so they can do the work

themselves.

 

*	contact the people living in the WUI and announce fine fuels removal workshops will be held to answer

questions.  These workshops will present Dr. Cohen's research conclusions that prove commercial hazardous

fuels logging farther than 100 feet from the WUI is ineffective.

 

Please include the bulleted actions above as part of the Proposed Action.

-----------------------------------------

Please click on the link below so you can view a video interview with Dr. Cohen.  In it he describes how the FS

squelches and hides his research on wildfire because it threatens their logging/thinning programs.

 

https://99percentinvisible.org/episode/built-to-burn/

 

The link below to the 2014 High Country News article describes the effectiveness Dr. Cohen's fine fuels removal

methods:  http://www.hcn.org/articles/the-loss-of-homes-to-wildfire-is-as-much-a-sociopolitical-problem-as-it-is-a-

physical

Other scientists also know fuels logging does NOT reduce fire intensity and rate of spread (see below):

 

from Open Letter to Decision Makers Concerning Wildfires in the West

Signed by more than 200 preeminent scientists

Published on January 2, 2019

https://naturalresources.house.gov/imo/media/doc/Letter%20From%20215%20Envrionmental%20Scientists%20

Opposing%20Farm%20Bill%20Aug.%2027%202018.pdf

 

Excerpts:

 

"The West has always burned and will always burn, and it needs to in order to maintain ecosystems and the

myriad services they provide to the public in the form of carbon sequestration, clean water, abundant wildlife, and

outdoor amenities. Attempting to suppress fires that are not a risk to communities is impractical, costly, risky to

firefighters, and ecologically damaging.' (pg 1)

 

"Thinning is most often proposed to reduce fire risk and lower fire intensity…However, as the climate changes,

most of our fires will occur during extreme fire-weather (high winds and temperatures, low humidity, low

vegetation moisture). These fires, like the ones burning in the West this summer, will affect large landscapes,

regardless of thinning, and, in some cases, burn hundreds or thousands of acres in just a few days." (pg 2)

 

"Thinning large trees, including overstory trees in a stand, can increase the rate of fire spread by opening up the

forest to increased wind velocity, damage soils, introduce invasive species that increase flammable understory

vegetation, and impact wildlife habitat." (pg 2)

 

from Western National Forests: A Cohesive Strategy is Needed to Address Catastrophic Wildfire Threats

A Report to the Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health, Committee on Resources, House of

Representatives, April 1999
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Published by the Government Accounting Office, GAO/RCED-99-65

https://www.gao.gov/products/rced-99-65

 

Excerpts:

 

"The notion that commercial logging can prevent wildfires has its believers and loud proponents, but this belief

does not match up with the scientific evidence or history of federal management practices.  In fact, it is widely

recognized that past commercial logging, road-building, livestock grazing and aggressive firefighting are the

sources for "forest health" problems such as increased insect infestations, disease outbreaks, and severe

wildfires."

 

"How can the sources of these problems also be their solution?  This internal contradiction needs more than

propaganda to be resolved.  It is time for the timber industry and their supporters to heed the facts, not fantasies,

and develop forest management policies based on science, not politics."

 

from Inside a Timber Sale Scam

By GEORGE WUERTHNER

Published by Counterpunch, September 14, 2021

https://www.counterpunch.org/2021/09/14/inside-a-timber-sale-scam/

 

Excerpts:

 

"I recently visited the North Bridger Timber sale (euphemistically called the North Bridger Forest health Project)

on the Custer Gallatin NF outside of Bozeman, Montana. Like so many timber sales today, the proposal was

justified based on "improving" forest "health" and reducing the chance of "wildfire."

 

Amazingly the Forest Service claims that if they don't log the forest (killing the trees with chain saws), the trees

will die from root rot, beetles, and other "calamities" In other words, death by chainsaws is acceptable, but

mortality by natural agents is not.

 

Killing trees because they "might" die is analogous to killing people at 40 years old because they "might" die from

a heart attack or cancer.

 

Most of the trees being cut are larger-diameter individuals. If you were logging for precluding wildfires, you would

leave the larger trees since they are the most resistant to wildfire. They are also the most important to wildlife.

But they are also the most desirable to the timber industry giving an indication of what the real purpose of the

"forest health" project is about. It's improving the "health" of the timber industry, not the forest."

 

Ask yourself why the USFS encourages line-officers to pursue actions that scores of unbiased independent

scientists describe as pernicious and likely to destroy the proper functioning of important natural resources.  If

you have a conscience you know this is not a trivial issue.  You know no amount of salary justifies casting away

your land values and ethics and risking someone's life.

 

Indeed, there is a reason people use fine fuels (i.e. kindling) to start a fire in the fireplace.

 

See Opposing Views Science Attachment #11 to learn more.

 

You will soon learn that you cannot play games with people's lives with impunity.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Assure the Purpose & Need states this: "reduce

the chance that homes located in the WUI will burn should a wildfire start in the area" rather than reduce fuels.
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After all, this is the real purpose … not remove fuels isn't it?  This new P&N would really serve the public and

open the door to applying the Cohen fine fuels removal method.  Also analyze and display an Action Alternative

that applies Dr. Cohen's methods.

 

This issue is too serious to sweep under the rug.  Federal Officials can be charged with reckless endangerment if

they knowingly put the public at risk.

 

 

Failure to provide maximum protection for those living in the WUI will violate 5 CFR 2635.101(b)(1).  This law

requires you to place "loyalty to the Constitution, the laws and ethical principles above private gain."

 

You will also violate:

 

40 CFR 1500.2(e) because your Proposed Action will not "avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions

upon the quality of the human environment."

 

40 CFR 1500.2(f) because your Proposed Action will not "use all practicable means, consistent with the

requirements of the Act and other essential considerations of national policy, to restore and enhance the quality

of the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of

the human environment"

 

NEPA Sec. 101(b)(2) because your Proposed Action will not "assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive

and esthetically and culturally pleasing. surroundings;"

 

NEPA Sec. 101(c) because your Proposed Action will not assure that "each person should enjoy a healthful

environment."

 

Ex. Ord. No. 13045, Apr. 23, 1997 because your Proposed Action will not assure the "Protection of Children from

Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks."

-------------------------

The Range of Alternatives is

Inadequate.  There are

"Reasonable" Alternatives to the

Proposed Action that you Conveniently

Overlook because they don't

Generate Volume.

 

There is more than 1 way to solve even simple problems.  Obviously you selected the Proposed Action for

implementation before you asked the public for scoping comments.  The Proposed Action is the same as it was

when you scoped this project.  I saw this happen many times as a USFS forest planner.

 

I know, I know.  You think it's a waste if time spending money on analyzing an alternative you have no intention

of selecting.  Supervisor Cress, its time for you to take NEPA training for beginners.

 

You present the public with an unacceptable "do it or not" scenario.  You will do anything to eliminate all other

action alternative competition to your precious Proposed Action you selected prior to scoping.  Any rational

person would agree that the citizen-generated alternatives included in your infamous USFS "Considered but not

analyzed in detail" section are legitimate alternatives.

 

Here's information about NEPA alternatives that comes from the Shipley Group.  The NEPA experts who work for

the Shipley Group are contracted by the USFS to teach the NEPA process to USFS employees.  Their guidance
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below should be used to deal with my request to develop a "no new roads" action alternative in detail.  You know

there is more than 1 way to satisfy your P&N.  Therefore it's not unreasonable to develop a 2nd or 3rd action

alternative is it?

 

Quote below from Range of Reasonable Alternatives

Feature Article, November 2009

by Larry Freeman, PhD

The Shipley Group, Senior Consultant

Link: http://www.shipleygroup.com/news/articles/0911.pdf

 

Excerpts:

 

"Summarize, as relevant, information from scoping (Step 4 above). In this summary, highlight decisions your

team made regarding possible alternatives and potential mitigations that link to different alternatives. This

information should further prove that your team was open to different alternatives, especially any that the public

suggested."

 

"Remember not to be silent about the reasons for considering some alternatives and ignoring others. Silence is a

gift to a possible plaintiff. So plan for and provide even a brief rationale about your range of alternatives. Such a

discussion is especially important if your EA or EIS includes only a single action alternative. A single action

alternative is a risky agency choice, especially if you determine that your EA or EIS is likely to be a high-risk and

controversial document."

 

Please don't ignore the Shipley Group's NEPA recommendations as you prepare your final EA.  The USFS

spends millions of dollars to hire this company to teach agency employees how to apply the NEPA process

correctly?  Are your qualifications comparable to Dr. Freeman who works for the Shipley Group?  They must be

for you to ignore Dr. Freeman's advice that "A single action alternative is a risky agency choice."

 

You know the scoping comments are highly critical of this timber sale.  Allow them to influence your choice of

alternatives you analyze in detail.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Analyze at least 1 additional action alternative in

detail … preferably an alternative suggested by the public as part of their scoping comments.  Also expand the

Purpose & Need to allow non-harvest alternatives.  Based on reading the scoping comments and your responses

to these scoping comments there are clearly "unresolved conflicts" with this proposed timber sale.

 

 

Failure to analyze a 2nd action alternative in detail violates:

 

40 CFR 1501.2(e) because you do not "identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to proposed actions that

will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human environment."

 

40 CFR §1506.1 (a)(2) because you took action to "Limit the choice of reasonable alternatives."

 

36 CFR 220.7(b)(2), because you did not "briefly describe the proposed action and alternative(s) that meet the

need for action."

 

NEPA Section 102(E), because you did not "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to

recommended courses of action in any proposal in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning

alternative."

-------------------------
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Please respond to all quotes that

express opposing views

contained in the Opposing Views

Attachments.

 

I have included Opposing Views Attachments with these comments.  Please comply with the law by responding

to each responsible opposing view quote contained in the Opposing Views Attachments.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Respond to each responsible opposing view quote

contained in the Opposing Views Attachments

 

 

Failure to do so will violate 40 CFR 1502.9(b).

 

"(b) Final environmental impact statements shall respond to comments as required in Part 1503 of this chapter.

The agency shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement any responsible opposing view which was

not adequately discussed in the draft statement and shall indicate the agency's response to the issues raised."

 

Your Court Visit

The Courts uphold 40 CFR 1502.9(b).  See below:

 

"Accordingly, we find that the Final EIS fails to disclose and discuss responsible opposing scientific viewpoints in

the final statement itself in violation of NEPA and the implementing regulations.  We therefore reverse the district

court's grant of summary judgment and remand to the district court with directions that it remand the final

statement to the Forest Service for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.  See Vitarelli v. Seaton, 359

U.S. 535, 545, 79 S.Ct. 968, 3 L.Ed.2d 1012 (1959) (standing for the well-established principle that an agency is

generally required to follow its regulations); ?see also Cal. v. Block, 690 F.2d at 769 ("Agencies are · obliged to

adhere to the procedures mandated by NEPA.") (citing Vt. Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Res. Def.

Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519, 549 n. 21, 98 S.Ct. 1197, 55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978)).9

REVERSED AND REMANDED."

 

from CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY v. UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE

Argued and Submitted July 15, 2003. -- November 18, 2003

Before: ?KLEINFELD, WARDLAW, Circuit Judges, and POGUE, Judge.*

In the United States Court of Appeals,Ninth Circuit

http://caselaw.findlaw.com/us-9th-circuit/1173711.html

-------------------------

You Ignore and Neglect

the Public you are Paid to Serve.  You

Rejected their Suggestions to Analyze

other Action Alternatives in Detail.  The

Reasons are Obvious.  You did not want

another Action Alternative Competing

with your Proposed Action you Selected

for Implementation prior to Scoping.

 

Reasonable, well thought out alternatives to the Proposed Action were staring you in the face.  Your constituents

asked you in their scoping comments to analyze other reasonable alternatives in detail besides the Proposed

Action.  Their requests were forthright and sincere.  What they didn't know was you are obsessed by the need to

generate maximum volume.  This will all come out in court.  You will have no defense.
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They knew you are required to analyze all "reasonable" alternatives in detail.  They knew their request for a

detailed analysis of their alternative might change outputs a little but they knew that didn't make their alternative

"unreasonable" as used in 40 CFR §1506.2 (e).  The public knew their alternative suggestion met the Purpose &

Need in spite of the fact the timber outputs were lower than in the Proposed Action.

 

Your first exposure to the citizen-generated alternatives was when you first read the draft EA developed by the

IDT which was after you had selected your Proposed Action.  Therefore you did not "Consider" the citizen-

generated alternatives as required by law.  Of course you are not concerned because it's impossible to prove.

 

Here are the reasonable alternatives that the public asked you to analyze in detail.  You rejected them all

because since you chose the Proposed Action before scoping started you knew it would be a waste of time and

money analyzing the citizens' alternatives in detail knowing they would never be selected:

 

Strategic Treatments for Fire Use

 

WildEarth Guardians Alternative: Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

 

Of course you rejected them both because they didn't meet your pathetic, off the wall, untrue P&N.  Here is the

rationale you use to reject them:

 

Are you proud if this response?

 

Citizen suggestion: Treatment within 0.5 mile around homes and infrastructure

 

Your response:  "SFMLRP is not designed to protect homes in the WUI." (pg 45)

 

As a retired USFS NEPA coordinator I know its routine for USFS NEPA documents to list all citizen generated

alternatives in the "Considered but eliminated from detailed study" section.  After all, how else would the

Responsible Official guarantee justification to select the Proposed Action?  This is certainly the case here.  Its

clear backhanding the public is official policy on the Santa Fe NF.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Analyze at least one citizen-generated alternative

in detail.  Not doing so backhands the people who supply the money for the salaries for you and the IDT

members.

 

 

Failure to do so will clearly violate:

 

40 CFR 1503.4 Response to comments.

(a) An agency preparing a final environmental impact statement shall consider substantive comments timely

submitted during the public comment period. The agency may respond to individual comments or groups of

comments. In the final environmental impact statement, the agency may respond by:

(1) Modifying alternatives including the proposed action.

(2) Developing and evaluating alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency.

(3) Supplementing, improving, or modifying its analyses.

(4) Making factual corrections.

(5) Explaining why the comments do not warrant further agency response, recognizing that agencies are not

required to respond to each comment.

 

40 CFR 1500.2(b) because your claims in the NEPA document are not supported by evidence that you have

made the necessary environmental analyses.
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40 CFR § 1500.1(b) because you did not ensure that relevant environmental information was identified and

considered early in the process in order to ensure informed decision making.

-------------------------

You Ignore and Reject

Best Science.  For Decades Agency

Leaders have told the Public USFS

Projects are Grounded in and Guided by

Best Science.  Why not here?

You claim logging this sale will benefit wildlife.  At page 4 the P&N describes this goal:

"improve and maintain diverse wildlife habitats to provide a large array of habitat types, habitat components, seral

states, and corridors for a variety of species that utilize the area;"

The expert scientists quoted below all agree logging and roading an undeveloped forest does not benefit wildlife

habitat.

"Fragmentation caused by roads is of special interest because the effects of roads extend tens to hundreds of

yards from the roads themselves, altering habitats and water drainage patterns, disrupting wildlife movement,

introducing exotic plant species, and increasing noise levels.  The land development that follows roads out into

rural areas usually leads to more roads, an expansion process that only ends at natural or legislated barriers."

from Forest Fragmentation and Roads

Published by the Eastern Forest Environmental Threat Assessment Center, October 17, 2017

U.S. Forest Service - Southern Research Station

https://forestthreats.org/products/publications/su-srs-018/fragmentation

"For much of the past century the Forest Service, entrusted as the institutional steward of our National Forests,

focused its management on an industrial-scale logging program.  The result of the massive logging and road

construction program was to damage watersheds, destroy wildlife habitat and imperiled plant and animal

species."

from Scientists Seek Logging Ban on U.S.-Owned Land

Ehrlich, Anne Ph.D., David Foster Ph.D. and Peter Raven Ph.D. 2002

New York Times, April 16, 2002

http://www.nytimes.com/2002/04/16/us/scientists-seek-logging-ban-on-us-owned-land.html

"One trust fund often cited by critics is the Knutson-Vandenberg (K-V) Fund.  This account receives an unlimited

portion of timber sale receipts, to be used for reforestation, timber stand improvements, and other resource

mitigation and enhancement activities in timber sale areas.  Forest Service managers can, therefore, fund their

programs from timber sales; in the words of one critic, wildlife managers have an incentive to support timber

sales that damage wildlife habitat, because they can use the revenues to mitigate that damage and to keep

themselves and their staffs employed. (10)"

from Forest Service Timber Sale Practices and Procedures: Analysis of Alternative Systems

Gorte, Ross W. Ph.D.

A Congressional Research Service (CRS) report, October 30, 1995.

https://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metacrs233/
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"Twenty years after publication of a report on wildlife habitat in managed east-side forests, Pacific Northwest

Research Station scientists Evelyn Bull, Catherine Parks, and Torolf Torgersen, are updating that report and

discovering that the current direction for providing wildlife habitat on public forest lands does not reflect findings

from research since 1979.  More snags and dead wood structures are required for foraging, denning, nesting,

and roosting than previously thought.  In this issue of Science Findings, Bull, Parks, and Torgersen, share their

latest findings, which include the fact that snags and logs are colonized by organisms representing a broader

array of plants, invertebrates, and vertebrates than was previously recognized."

 

from DEAD AND DYING TREES: ESSENTIAL FOR LIFE IN THE FOREST

Science Findings, issue twenty, November 1999

Pacific Northwest Research Station

USDA Forest Service

http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/sciencef/scifi20.pdf

 

You claim logging this sale will b improve watershed conditions.  At page 5 the P&N describes this goal:

 

"improve watershed conditions by restoring the vegetation structure and composition of riparian ecosystems and

by maintaining and improving water quality."

 

The expert scientists quoted below all agree logging and roading an undeveloped forest does not benefit aquatic

habitat.

 

"In addition to the direct effects of habitat loss and fragmentation, logging typically reduces ecosystem health by:

 

a) damaging aquatic habitats through siltation, reduction in stream complexity and increased water

temperatures."

 

McIntosh, B.A., J.R. Sedell, J.E. Smith, R.C. Wissmar

S.E. Clarke, G.H. Reeves, and L.A. Brown

"Management history of eastside ecosystems: changes in

fish habitat over 50 years, 1935-1992." 1994

USFS Pacific Northwest Research Station, GTR-321 93-181

https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr321.pdf

 

 

"Logging practices can indirectly result in changes in the biological components of a stream, and can have direct

and indirect on the physical environment in streams.

 

The primary environmental changes of concern are the effects of siltation, logging debris, gravel scouring,

destruction of developing embryos and alevins, blockage of streamflow, decrease in surface and intragravel

dissolved oxygen, increase in maximum and diel water temperatures, changes in pool/riffle ratios and cover,

redistribution of fishes, reduction in fish numbers, and reduction in total biomass."

 

Moring, John R. Ph.D. 1975. "The Alsea Watershed Study: Effects of Logging on the Aquatic Resources of Three

Headwater Streams of the Alsea River, Oregon - Part III." Fishery Report Number 9

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

http://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/library/ffip/Moring_JR1975b.pdf
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"Forest roads deform range, cutting surface and subsurface water flow, reduced vegetation cover, causing soil

compaction and erosion and finally cause sediment production in the watershed areas (Tague and Band 2001).

Soil erosion is the most significant contributor of off-site ground water pollution on a global scale with most of the

contaminants originating within an anthropogenic setting (Marsh and Grossa 1996).  Forest road sediment

production causing erosion and soil loss, which  creates maintenance and repair costs are causing pollution of

water resources in forest streams and  negative effects on breathing and generation aquatics and finally

accumulation behind the dams and reduce its effective life (USDA 2000, Akay et al. 2008, Khalilpoor et al.

2010)." (pgs 3 and 4)

 

"The total soil erosion on the Soil cutslope was 13 and 270 times higher than those from the roadbed and the

natural forest, respectively.  The results can help forest managers to know that cutslopes can be considered the

main source of sediments on the forest roads and to employ suitable methods to reduce sediment production."

 

Measuring Runoff and Sediment Production from Forest Roads

Published by Research Gate, April 2013

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/253328114_Measuring_Runoff_and_Sediment_Production_from_Fores

t_Roads

 

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Eliminate the untrue P&N statements that tells the

public the Santa Fe Mountains timber sale will improve wildlife habitat and watershed conditions

 

Not doing so will violate:

 

5 CFR 2635.101(a) because your untrue statements to the public indicate you do not "respect and adhere to the

principles of ethical conduct" and gives the public reasons to not "have complete confidence in the integrity of the

Federal Government."

 

40 CFR 1500.2(b) because your claims in the NEPA document are not supported by evidence that you have

made the necessary environmental analyses.

 

18 USC 1001(a)(3) because you created this pre-decisional-EA knowing it contains materially false information.

 

40 CFR § 1500.1(b) because you did not ensure that relevant environmental information was identified and

considered early in the process in order to ensure informed decision making.

-------------------------

Agencies Must Analyze a Range of Reasonable Alternatives in an EA.

 

This pre-decisional EA contains only 1 action alternative --- the Proposed Action.

 

CEQ regulations require agencies to "use the NEPA process to identify and assess the reasonable alternatives to

proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects of these actions upon the quality of the human

environment."  NEPA requires that federal agencies consider alternatives to recommended actions whenever

those actions "involve unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources."6 "NEPA's

requirement that alternatives be studied, developed, and described both guides the substance of the

environmental decision-making and provides evidence that the mandated decision-making process has actually

taken place."7

 

In taking the "hard look" at impacts that NEPA requires, an EA must "study, develop, and describe" reasonable

alternatives to the proposed action.8  "A properly-drafted EA must include a discussion of appropriate

alternatives to the proposed project."9 This alternatives analysis "is at the heart of the NEPA process, and is
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'operative even if the agency finds no significant environmental impact.'"10

 

Reasonable alternatives must be analyzed for an EA even where a FONSI is issued because "non significant

impact does not equal no impact. Thus, if an even less harmful alternative is feasible, it ought to be

considered."11 When an agency considers reasonable alternatives, it "ensures that it has considered all possible

approaches to, and potential environmental impacts of, a particular project; as a result, NEPA ensures that the

most intelligent, optimally beneficial decision will ultimately be made."

___________________________

6 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E).

 

7 Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988) (citation omitted).

 

8 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C) & (E); 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b) (2019) (an EA "[s]hall include brief discussions ... of

alternatives"). The Tenth Circuit explains that this mandate extends to EAs as well as EISs.

 

9 Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1120 (10th Cir. 2002) (granting injunction where EA failed to consider

reasonable alternatives).

 

10 Diné Citizens Against Ruining Our Env't v. Klein, 747 F. Supp. 2d 1234, 1254 (D. Colo. 2010) (quoting Greater

Yellowstone Coal. v. Flowers, 359 F.3d 1257, 1277 (10th Cir. 2004)). See also W. Watersheds Project v. Abbey,

719 F.3d 1035, 1050 (9th Cir. 2013) (in preparing EA, "an agency must still give full and meaningful consideration

to all reasonable alternatives" (emphasis added) (internal quotation and citation omitted)); 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14

(2019) (describing alternatives analysis as the "heart of the environmental impact statement").

 

11 Ayers v. Espy, 873 F. Supp. 455, 473 (D. Colo. 1994) (internal citation omitted). 231 Wilderness Soc'y v.

Wisely, 524 F. Supp. 2d 1285, 1309 (D. Colo. 2007) (quotations & citation omitted).

 

In determining whether an alternative is "reasonable," and thus requires detailed analysis, courts look to two

guideposts: "First, when considering agency actions taken pursuant to a statute, an alternative is reasonable only

if it falls within the agency's statutory mandate. Second, reasonableness is judged with reference to an agency's

objectives for a particular project."12

 

Any alternative that is unreasonably excluded will invalidate the NEPA analysis. "The existence of a viable but

unexamined alternative renders an alternatives analysis, and the EA which relies upon it, inadequate."13 The

agency's obligation to consider reasonable alternatives applies to citizen-proposed alternatives.14  In this case

Supervisor Cress, you rejected all citizen recommendations for alternatives out of hand as in the "Alternatives

Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study" section.

 

Courts hold that an alternative may not be disregarded merely because it does not offer a complete solution to

the problem.15 Even if additional alternatives would not fully achieve the project's purpose and need, NEPA

"does not permit the agency to eliminate from discussion or consideration a whole range of alternatives, merely

because they would achieve only some of the purposes of a multipurpose project."16 If a different action

alternative "would only partly meet the goals of the project, this may allow the decision maker to conclude that

meeting part of the goal with less environmental impact may be worth the tradeoff with a preferred alternative that

has greater environmental impact."17

 

The courts also require that an agency adequately and explicitly explain in the EA any decision to eliminate an

alternative from further study.18  This includes alternatives suggested by the public which are all rejected out if

hand.

___________________

12 Diné Citizens Against Ruining Our Env't, 747 F. Supp. 2d at 1255 (quoting New Mexico ex rel. Richardson,
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565 F.3d at 709). See also Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1520 (9th Cir. 1992) ("nature

and scope of proposed action" determines the range of reasonable alternatives agency must consider).

 

13 Id. at 1256.

 

14 See Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Nat'l Highway Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1217-19 (9th Cir. 2008)

(finding EA deficient, in part, for failing to evaluate a specific proposal submitted by petitioner); Colo. Envtl. Coal.

v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1171 (10th Cir. 1999) (agency's "[h]ard look" analysis should utilize "public comment

and the best available scientific information") (emphasis added).

 

15 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 836 (D.C. Cir. 1972).

 

16 Town of Matthews v. U.S. Dep't. of Transp., 527 F. Supp. 1055 (W.D. N.C. 1981).

 

17 North Buckhead Civic Ass'n v. Skinner, 903 F.2d 1533, 1542 (11th Cir. 1990).

 

18 See Wilderness Soc'y, 524 F. Supp. 2d at 1309 (holding EA for agency decision to offer oil and gas leases

violated NEPA because it failed to discuss the reasons for eliminating a "no surface occupancy" alternative);

Ayers, 873 F. Supp. at 468, 473.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Analyze reasonable alternatives in detail

contained in the "Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study" section.

-------------------------

The Pre-decisional EA does not Contain

Recent Stream Survey Data that is Essential to

determine whether the Stream Conditions are

being Harmed by Project Activities.

 

A Responsible Official who wants to assure they know if the proposed project is harming the riparian conditions

will require surveys … even though stream surveys are not required by law.

 

Also, if during the logging and road construction the streams appear to be cloudy or muddy additional surveys

are warranted to determine if corrective action should be taken.

 

Your pre-decisional EA contains no such direction to protect aquatic habitat.

 

Request for changes to be made to the final NEPA document: Include direction to the fisheries biologist or

hydrologist to survey the streams that might be affected before, during and after sale implementation.

 

 

Failure to do so will violate:

 

40 CFR 1500.1(b) because the "environmental information (stream survey data) is not available to public officials

and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken."

 

40 CFR § 1500.1(b) because you did not ensure that relevant environmental information was identified and

considered early in the process in order to ensure informed decision making.

-------------------------

The USFS Objection Process

is Rigged to please the USFS's

Corporate Masters
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Intelligent, unbiased, USFS employees who were able to withstand the USFS brainwashing machine understand

that the Objection Deciding Officer (ODO) must be an unbiased 3rd party with no interest in whether a project is

implemented or not.  The USFS rigged the Objection process against concerned members of the public by

assuring that the Objection Deciding Officer (ODO) is a USFS employee.

 

As the NEPA coordinator for the Nez Perce NF I spent time the RO in Missoula reviewing appeals that had been

filed against a national forest in Region 1.  They organized 3-person appeals teams using people from the forests

familiar with NEPA.  The panels would spend 2 weeks reading NEPA documents and appeals filed against them.

Our job was to recommend to the ODO whether to support the appellant or the Responsible Official.

 

Our instructions were clear and corporate-friendly.  For appeals filed by regular citizens we were told to reject

their appeal regardless of the validity of the issue.  When we were dealing with appeals filed by environmental

groups that have a history of taking the USFS to court we were told to review them closely so the Responsible

Official would not be embarrassed if the ODO's ruling supporting the Responsible Official is overturned by a

District Court judge.

 

I expect my objection to this timber sale to be rejected by the ODO because I don't have the money to hire an

attorney.  Some roguish, unethical "Responsible" Officials will take this as a sign to ignore my comments which

allege violations of law.  Therefore I will use the court of public opinion that's often more effective than a Federal

District Court to force the USFS to obey the law.  My letters to the editor describing how the Santa Fe National

Forest is being illegally plundered will motivate caring members of the public to act.

-------------------------

Why Must a Member of the Public

Tell you how to do your Job?

 

Even a hopelessly biased Objection Deciding Officer would ask you to rewrite this EA in a professional, legal

manner.  You have a choice.  Either be directed to do the re-write or do it voluntarily like a responsible adult

would do.

 

You have given the American public the back of your hand to more effectively serve your corporate masters.

You ignore the fact that future generations of kids will want a fully functional, undeveloped forest to escape the

insanity of modern life.  They will want solitude and a place to hear nature sounds.  Do you really think they

would want you to eliminate the opportunity for them to enjoy this experience so a corporation could reap short-

term profit now?

 

Your lack of knowledge about forest processes and how to maintain the proper functioning of the natural

resources in the forest is unprecedented.

-------------------------

Concluding Remarks

 

It frightens me to think people like you who propose a timber sale like this for the ridiculous needs in the P&N

have anything to do with land collectively owned by the American people.

 

You need counseling by a resource professional with land values and ethics.

 

They will explain the importance of natural biodiversity and stress that it is destroyed by forest development.

 

They will explain that all healthy groups of living things have live, dying and dead individuals … including groups

if trees.  You might understand that killing dying trees with chainsaws and inflicting skidding damage to remove

them does not create a healthy forest as USFS employees have been taught to believe.
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They would try to show you why a dead merchantable tree should be left in the woods to serve its purpose.

They would explain that Pinchot learned industrial forestry in Europe and in 1898 was appointed chief of the

Bureau of Forestry which later became the Forest Service in 1905.  Every Chief since then followed Pinchot's

lead and managed the land owned collectively by all Americans as a private industrial tree farm.

They would explain why an agency that should be guided by forest ecologists and biologists is populated by

foresters and road engineers.

Taken together this should explain why the USFS has a clear timber agenda and culture.

As I close I will state the obvious.  Supervisor Cress, you have no business making decisions involving herbicides

and ground disturbing projects.

Perhaps you are curious about what drives the USFS timber program … the iron Triangle:

Leg One:  Corporations "donate" huge amounts of money to politician's re-election funds.

Leg Two:  Politicians decide 1) how much taxpayer's money the USFS budget will receive without knowing what

types of work are needed, and 2) what the USFS will do with the money (earmarks).  The largest budget line item

is timber (NFTM) funding.

Leg Three:  Each Region distributes the NFTM money to the forests without knowing how much logging is 1)

sustainable, or 2) should take place on the forest without resource damage.  Most USFS line-officers play the

game well.  They are taught to use USFS-generated lies as excuses to use to justify logging the public land.

They know ending the FY with unspent NFTM dollars is a career-ending event.  This creates a "find the volume

anywhere" mindset who will do anything to assure their next promotion.

This is discussed in detail in Richard W. Behan's book Plundered Promise: Capitalism, Politics, and the Fate of

the Federal Lands, 2001, Island Press (pgs. 22-23).

https://islandpress.org/books/plundered-promise

-------------------------

Sincerely,

scanned signature is contained in the "signature" attachment.

CCs to selected forest staff and RO employees (blind copies) who might be interested in the plunder of healthy

resources this sale will cause.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/5/2021 11:23:42 AM

First name: Janet

Last name: Duncan

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am not in favor of the proposed thinning and burning projects for the Santa Fe National Forest (the

Santa Fe Mountains Project and the Encino Vista Project).  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/5/2021 5:58:29 PM

First name: Janet

Last name: Harry

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I believe this project is very important in managing out forests and water shed. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/5/2021 8:01:30 PM

First name: Doug

Last name: Booth

Organization:

Title:

Comments: OPPOSITION TO "THE SANTA FE MOUNTAINS PROJECT"

 

I am a retired attorney who practiced in Santa Fe.  I live in the La Cueva region next door to your proposed

thinning and prescribed burning plan.  I have listed the reasons why I am adamantly opposed to this Project:

 

1)  The Project is the largest thinning and prescribed burn effort ever proposed for our mountains.  The Forest

Service plans to cut a majority of trees within 18,000 acres, then repeatedly burn 38,000 acres within a 79 square

mile area.  Past projects have left damaged, barren and dried-out ecosystems, destroying the natural beauty of

our fragile, high desert forests.  Over 5,000 comments have been received with the vast majority opposed to this

Project, yet the FS has only performed the minimal "Environmental Assessment", rather than the more thorough

Environmental Impact Statement.  We insist the FS perform this more comprehensive analysis.

 

2) One of the major reasons for this Project is to prevent wildfires from burning our homes.  However, it has been

proven that active thinning around structures renders them safer than cutting down the forest.  In 2016 a study

revealed that such treatments are useless for decreasing the amount and intensity of fires in Western forests,

and may even increase fire impact.  Also, the open land resulting from the removal of the majority of trees

increases wind speeds and enhances destructive fire behavior.  In fact, thinned and open forests are drier and

more flammable.  Debris left from logging and thinning causes wildfires of greater intensity.  Simple observation

of "treated" areas demonstrates that forest ecology has been greatly harmed.

 

3) Another justification for this Project is eradicating the so-called "over-abundance" of trees and vegetation.

However, by removing the vast majority of trees and understory and by repeated burning, you insure that

understory will never return to support a natural and healthy forest.  Furthermore, our local watersheds have

been severely damaged due to draught caused by climate change, and this Project will cause further damage to

these vulnerable areas.

 

4) Wildlife habitat will also be severely affected by this Project.  With urban sprawl many species of wildlife are

already threatened.  This Project will guarantee the loss of many more  precious animals

 

5) The FS uses outmoded research justifying prescribed burns and thinning every 5-15 years, whereas more

recent research argues that treatment should be applied only every 55 years.  (William Baker, 2017) Intentionally

burning forests this frequently creates dry, barren and sterile forests lacking ecological integrity and diversity.

Trees help cool the forest floor and retain moisture for a healthy forest ecosystem.

 

6) Ten years ago, the Santa Fe region had exceptionally clean air.  Today, with the amount of prescribed burn

smoke in the air, which has increased yearly, the public health is being substantially impacted according to local

physicians.  The most damaging aspects of breathing smoke is inhaling the tiny particulates known as "PM 2.5".

These fine particulates affect lung function and can cause eye and nasal symptoms, adversely affecting our

immune systems and increasing the risk of heart attack and cancer. (Doctors and Scientists Against Wood

Smoke Pollution)

 

7) Lastly, when forest projects of this scale are planned, which significantly affect the human environment,

environmental law requires rigorous analysis, such as an Environmental Impact Statement, to be conducted to

insure our safety and forest health using the best available science.

This Project, if it proceeds, will unquestionably have devastating effects on our forests and our health for

generations to come. 
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Please halt this Project until a thorough E.I.S. is performed.

 

Thank you
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/6/2021 1:14:21 PM

First name: JC

Last name: Corcoran

Organization:

Title:

Comments: - this burning and thinning Project will do little to protect our homes.  Sensible tree clearing around

one's home is a much more effective remedy, according to a 2016 study cited by the Forest Advocates,

 

- the Project will create a drier, more flammable forest ecosystem with higher wind speeds and greater fire

vulnerability,

 

- Santa Fe's air quality has been declining over the past 10 years due to increased prescribed burns.  The

particulate "PM 2.5" in wood smoke causes respiratory problems as well as nasal and eyes symptoms according

to a medical group cited by the Advocates,

 

- the FS is using out-dated science in following their mandate that thinning and burning be done every 5 to 15

years, whereas the current wisdom is that such projects should only be conducted every 55 years,

 

- the Project will be devastating to wildlife habitat, which is already threatened by our encroaching urban sprawl

and climate change.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/6/2021 5:05:05 PM

First name: Alasdair

Last name: Lindsay

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The forests around Santa Fe are endangered because of climate change.  Whatever we do to our

forests now will be permanent and irreparable.  Fast moving climate change is charting the course for destruction

even without the help of the US Forest Service slash and burn tactics.  Government and many of it's agencies

continue to try and play catch up to what is actually happening because of climate change.  Environmental

damage in the past was repaired over short periods of time because climate was stable and reliable. We now are

facing a climate of horrifying consequences which only scientists can somewhat predict.

 

The ugly burn scar left from the Las Conchas fire which burned over a decade ago is testimony to how slowly

nature repairs itself. There will be growth again in that area, but it will never again be a forest.  This is the saddest

part of climate change and destruction.  What we had will never come back to where it was in the past.  The US

Forest Service is at a juncture of how useful they are.  Following policies of the past will not work in the world of

the 21st century.  We are faced with dying forests and forests which the US Forest Service has slashed and

burned....devoid of life and health.  We have to be smarter now.  We need an Environmental Impact Statement

for a thoughtful and carefully planned management of the forests which we have left.  These forests can never be

replaced.  They are priceless. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/7/2021 3:18:15 PM

First name: Anna

Last name: Gieselman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Forest Service and those involved in the proposed thinning and burning projects in the Santa

Fe National Forests,

 

I am leaving this comment to express my concern about the proposed projects. I have seen this type of human

centrist approach to managing nature and the negative impacts that it often has on the integrity of the whole

ecosystem. I believe if the majority of northern New Mexicans knew about these proposed project they would

object based on the lack of thorough environmental impact research/statement, the aggressive and degrading

nature of the projects and out of their own concern for air quality and respiratory health. Before you burn our

precious forests, please take the time to develop a thorough environmental impact statement and make sure that

the public is well aware of your proposed projects and able to speak freely on the topic.

 

 

Thank you,

 

Anna G
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/9/2021 6:06:20 PM

First name: Ari&#235;lle

Last name: Verweij

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Forrest Service,

 

Before you plan to execute the largest prescribed burn in the Santa Fe area,

an extensive Environmental Impact Statement is needed.

Since you use outdated methods and explanation, your awareness has to increase.

Also we, the people, want to be involved in the decision making about what happens in our environment rather

than blindly accepting  decisions from you.

 

Sincerely,

 

Ariëlle Verweij
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/9/2021 6:28:00 PM

First name: harvey

Last name: wasserman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I completely support the efforts of the Santa Fe National Forest management in the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project, especially with regard to reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire,

including the use of prescribed fire and small-tree thinning.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/10/2021 9:03:43 PM

First name: Rebecca

Last name: Alvarez

Organization:

Title:

Comments: While I trust that scientists and officials are attempting to protect the Santa Fe Mountains from the

impacts of climate change, and understand the need for prescribed burns, I am very concerned about the use of

herbicides in an area where children are hiking with their parents. I am also concerned about the possibility of

ambient drift, and its possible implications for increased autism rates: https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/17938740/
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/11/2021 2:40:42 PM

First name: william

Last name: schneider

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project demonstrates well developed goals and

objectives and the proposed plan of execution is based on sound science and has my full support.  Please use all

available of forms of public notice, including social media, to notify the public of scheduled actions, so

homeowners such as myself that will be impacted by smoke are prepared and ready.  Thank YOU.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/11/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Amy

Last name: Maki

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Thank you for allowing me to comment, however, I do not believe many people are aware of the

proposal to burn

 

these large areas in the inner parts of the forest. This is alarming in itself.

 

I[rsquo]m a longtime Santa Fean, I have a B.S. in Biology, I am a parent, and an advocate of our environment we

ALL

 

share. I have witnessed the destruction of many natural lands and water under the pretense that man knows

better.

 

I, like others, request that the Forest Service provide an in depth Environmental Impact Statement. The public

has

 

been insufficiently included in the planning stages. I only found out about this large burn proposed just in the last

 

week (10/1/2021). These are public lands that we as citizens are all a part of. Why aren't more people aware of

this?

 

How can communities that have limited resources and time be able to access this information and be able to

have

 

the time to comment? It begs the question of the intent of the outreach by the Forest service.

 

The US Forest Service will tell you prescribed burns are for the safety of man and it helps the environment - this

is

 

what the public has been told for years. Unfortunately, this year were some of the worst forest fires in the US.

It[rsquo]s not

 

working. If someone would come onto your property, and burn it down in the name of helping out the

environment,

 

and the people around you, would you think this is a good idea? Or would you think they are mad?

 

Are the animals in the wilderness alerted when their homes will be ignited? Or are they only alerted the moment

their

 

children[rsquo]s fur catches fire? But that's the accepted steril argument we are to believe-- that man knows

better.

 

I am

 

opposed to [ldquo]managing[rdquo] the forests by [ldquo]prescribed[rdquo] burns. The idea of man setting fires in

the name of fire
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prevention has many deceptive names: forest health, and ecological restoration. Interestingly, it is never named:

 

Respiratory Damage Time or Bear and Cub Killing Season.

 

Why is the public not informed that dense, mature forests tend to burn less intensely because they have higher

 

canopy cover and more shade, which creates a cooler, more moist microclimate. Dense forests are not the

problem,

 

trees are the helpers of the micro climates within the forest. The higher density of trees of all sizes can act as a

 

windbreak, buffering gust-driven flames. Thinning and prescribed burns that remove trees, especially mature

trees,

 

reverse those effects, creating hotter, drier, and windier conditions. And, contrary to what many elected officials

have

 

portrayed, dead trees and downed logs (from drought or previous fire), which soak up and retain large amounts

of

 

water, do not increase fire intensity in subsequent burns.

 

[ldquo]What does stop fires from burning down homes and buildings is [ldquo]home hardening[rdquo] techniques

like installing a fine

 

wire mesh over exterior vents to prevent flaming embers from being blown into a structure and rain gutter guards

to

 

prevent dry leaves and needles from accumulating next to the roof. Creating a 100-foot perimeter of

[ldquo]defensible

 

space[rdquo] by removing lower limbs, dry grasses, dead needles, and leaves can deny a wildfire a path to a

house.[rdquo] -

 

Chad Hanson: Smokescreen: Debunking Wildfire Myths to Save Our Forests and Our Climate (University Press

 

Kentucky, May 2021).

 

In the Forest Service Manual 2020.5; [ldquo]Resilience[rdquo] is an interesting word choice used in the Forest

Service Manual

 

2020.5. Resilience to what? Man[rsquo]s repeated burning of our forests? Or is nature the enemy that must be

burned to be

 

able to be controlled? It[rsquo]s 2021- let us not operate on old information. Let us not repeat the past

environmental

 

damage caused by man[rsquo]s [ldquo]management[rdquo] of the environment. It[rsquo]s not working.

 

Thank you for allowing me to comment, however, I do not believe many people are aware of the proposal to burn
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these large areas in the inner parts of the forest. This is alarming in itself.

 

I[rsquo]m a longtime Santa Fean, I have a B.S. in Biology, I am a parent, and an advocate of our environment we

ALL

 

share. I have witnessed the destruction of many natural lands and water under the pretense that man knows

better.

 

I, like others, request that the Forest Service provide an in depth Environmental Impact Statement. The public

has

 

been insufficiently included in the planning stages. I only found out about this large burn proposed just in the last

 

week (10/1/2021). These are public lands that we as citizens are all a part of. Why aren't more people aware of

this?

 

How can communities that have limited resources and time be able to access this information and be able to

have

 

the time to comment? It begs the question of the intent of the outreach by the Forest service.

 

The US Forest Service will tell you prescribed burns are for the safety of man and it helps the environment - this

is

 

what the public has been told for years. Unfortunately, this year were some of the worst forest fires in the US.

It[rsquo]s not

 

working. If someone would come onto your property, and burn it down in the name of helping out the

environment,

 

and the people around you, would you think this is a good idea? Or would you think they are mad?

 

Are the animals in the wilderness alerted when their homes will be ignited? Or are they only alerted the moment

their

 

children[rsquo]s fur catches fire? But that's the accepted steril argument we are to believe-- that man knows

better.

 

I am

 

opposed to [ldquo]managing[rdquo] the forests by [ldquo]prescribed[rdquo] burns. The idea of man setting fires in

the name of fire

 

prevention has many deceptive names: forest health, and ecological restoration. Interestingly, it is never named:

 

Respiratory Damage Time or Bear and Cub Killing Season.

 

Why is the public not informed that dense, mature forests tend to burn less intensely because they have higher

 

canopy cover and more shade, which creates a cooler, more moist microclimate. Dense forests are not the

problem,
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trees are the helpers of the micro climates within the forest. The higher density of trees of all sizes can act as a

 

windbreak, buffering gust-driven flames. Thinning and prescribed burns that remove trees, especially mature

trees,

 

reverse those effects, creating hotter, drier, and windier conditions. And, contrary to what many elected officials

have

 

portrayed, dead trees and downed logs (from drought or previous fire), which soak up and retain large amounts

of

 

water, do not increase fire intensity in subsequent burns.

 

[ldquo]What does stop fires from burning down homes and buildings is [ldquo]home hardening[rdquo] techniques

like installing a fine

 

wire mesh over exterior vents to prevent flaming embers from being blown into a structure and rain gutter guards

to

 

prevent dry leaves and needles from accumulating next to the roof. Creating a 100-foot perimeter of

[ldquo]defensible

 

space[rdquo] by removing lower limbs, dry grasses, dead needles, and leaves can deny a wildfire a path to a

house.[rdquo] -

 

Chad Hanson: Smokescreen: Debunking Wildfire Myths to Save Our Forests and Our Climate (University Press

 

Kentucky, May 2021).

 

In the Forest Service Manual 2020.5; [ldquo]Resilience[rdquo] is an interesting word choice used in the Forest

Service Manual

 

2020.5. Resilience to what? Man[rsquo]s repeated burning of our forests? Or is nature the enemy that must be

burned to be

 

able to be controlled? It[rsquo]s 2021- let us not operate on old information. Let us not repeat the past

environmental

 

damage caused by man[rsquo]s [ldquo]management[rdquo] of the environment. It[rsquo]s not working.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/12/2021 10:40:35 PM

First name: lucie

Last name: brennan

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am opposed to the thinning and burning planned for the Santa Fe National Forest.  It will ruin the

forest.  Please do an EIS and use up to date science.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/13/2021 5:29:38 PM

First name: KENNETH

Last name: BARNETT

Organization:

Title:

Comments: What is the value, both visually and monetarily, of a healthy forest to the citizens and businesses of

the City and County of Santa Fe? Thinning trees in the City of Santa Fe watershed is of course extremely

important. But thinning in other locations on the western slope, as seen from Santa Fe and Espanola, will have a

very positive healthy impact on this part of the forest. But what about the aspen colony that stretches along the

western slope? Isn't it about time that community leaders and government officials come together for a solution in

addressing the yearly demise of the leaf canopy of the aspen?
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/14/2021 1:38:10 PM

First name: Stephen

Last name: Schmidt

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I see a number of problems with the Landscape Resiliency Project.  I would hope some of these

issues would be addressed by a full EIS.  Among my concerns is the plan to do so much drastic thinning which

seems to be geared to lumber production in that it initially wanted to take trees with a 24 inch diameter.

Reducing that to 16 inches still takes older more fire resistant trees and would leave the smaller diameter and

less valuable trees.  The amount of thinning would leave the ground open to far too much drying conditions which

with our present global warming projections would be far worse for the forest making the remaining trees more

susceptible to damage from wind, drought, and disease.  Burning the slash piles which I have seen piled up is

very un-natural and sterilizes the ground beneath it leaving it sterile and hydrophobic.  The damage from the road

access to cut and remove these trees would do more harm than good.  If there was really a concern about tree

density and fire why isn't the proposal focused on dog hair thickets and small diameter trees?  Is it because they

are not commercially valuable?

 

The concept of burning every 5-15 years is also ill conceived.  If this is meant to be a remedy for preventing

crown fires it will not work in a warming climate. It will destroy the understory consistently preventing shrubs and

new trees from establishing themselves and affect the wildlife that depend on that habitat.   Having controlled

burns that often would also mean fires all the time creating smoke all the time since I'm sure those fires would not

cover the whole acreage in the proposal but be done is sections every year.  If the purpose is to protect houses

built into the surrounding forest it should be addressed by enforcing strict codes to fireproof those buildings with

100 foot or more mediation of their surroundings, and fire resistant construction.  Looking at Paradise California

and seeing building built too close together burning down and yet the trees next to them surviving in some cases

indicates the problem was not the fire but the lack of fire preparation in that community.

 

Not all fires are bad for the forests and they are not uniform in their affects and destruction.  Yes, fire suppression

for the past 100 years was not healthy for the forests, but this proposal will not solve the problem.  It will not stop

fires given the projected climate change as it is wind and dry conditions that will cause them to spread.  Winds

will spread embers miles away over fire lines as we have witnessed lately. 

 

Having lived in the area of the Encino Vista project area for 16 years before moving to Santa Fe, I saw more

damage done to the forest by illegal activity by ORV and tree poaching than by fire.  To take a forest that is

relatively healthy and turn it into a Savanah that has only spindly small diameter trees spaced far apart in an

attempt to limit fire will just dry the forest out more and leave it more susceptible to fire.  If the remaining trees

were large diameter and not so far apart so the fungi community could still function and allow communication

between the trees it might be a different story.  But this would not be part of this proposal.  I therefore hope that a

proper EIS be done to consider these issues.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/14/2021 3:10:27 PM

First name: Rachel

Last name: Miller

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please do an Environmental impact statement first. We need details on what is likely to happen

BEFORE you burn. Hindsight is always 20-20. Please be sure this truly is what is best. Hear/listen to the all

perspectives before a decision is made. Gather all information first. Please don't just burn and be done. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/14/2021 10:30:38 PM

First name: Gordon

Last name: Smith

Organization:

Title:

Comments: A very important consideration before proceeding with this project should be whether prescribed

burns will increase stress on key wildlife habitat that is already suffering from climate change. A paper by Jeanne

M. Fair et al, "Avian communities are decreasing with pinon pine mortality in the southwest," published in

Biological Conservation in 2018, suggests that they will. Fair is a scientist at Los Alamos laboratory. Her paper

reads in part: "Thinning junipers to control for fires results in fewer trees and more herbaceous cover...richness

and abundance (of birds) decrease faster at thinned sites than unthinned sites. Thus, pinon mortality may have a

greater influence on bird communities, but added thinning practices in high mortality areas may accelerate bird

declines." The conclusions would seem to apply to Ponderosa and mixed-conifer forests, too. If threatened or

endangered species are present, the consequences could be even more alarming. Please review her paper.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/15/2021 1:22:40 AM

First name: Janet

Last name: Duncan

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Project Official associated with planned burning in the Santa Fe National Forest--

 

I strongly request that the Forest Service do a full analysis of the proposed burn project, and that an

Environmental Impact Statement should completed for the project. It's critical that this information circulate

widely, and become well-known to the public.

 

Thank you,

Janet Duncan
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/15/2021 4:40:30 PM

First name: Francois-Marie

Last name: Patorni

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I urge the Forest Service to carry out and Environmental Impact Assessment. Reluctance to do so

undermines the FS credibility and strenghtens public opposition to its proposals. I am a former contributor to

Santa Fe County Sustainable Management Plan and past-president of the Santa Fe Watershed Association.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/18/2021 6:54:13 PM

First name: Charlotte

Last name: Levinson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As an avid hiker on the SFNF, and a resident of Santa Fe, the proposed project affects me greatly. I

am alarmed at the large amount of tree removal contemplated. Although the stated purpose is resilience and fire

management, there is significant controversy regarding the ecological and scientific evidence for this kind of

landscape level treatment being of benefit to the forest

or to the public. I believe the Forest Service is obligated to conduct an Environmental Impact Statement with a

range of alternatives before proceeding. I oppose the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/18/2021 8:03:06 PM

First name: Michael

Last name: Cherin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I used to live in Santa Fe and I hiked this NF many times.Please obey the law and conduct a full EIS.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 2:20:14 AM

First name: carol

Last name: teutsch

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Forest Service,

I appreciate the enormous responsibility you bear to preserve and protect our forests and its natural inhabitants.

From my study of your proposed project and the current level of unsettled forest science combined with climate

change, I believe a full EIR must be done before proceeding with the thinning and controlled burns you are

proposing.

We have unique features to our forest due to climate and altitude and some of the unusual genetics of the white

pine species. Preserving genetic diversity is critical to future survival of our trees in the face of potential

infestations and climate challenges.

Our forests are our partners and do so much to mediate climate change and our healthy enjoyment of our

environment.  We have to get our science right so we help maximize the resilience of our forests and don't harm

them. The data on how much to thin the forests and how to create the right diversity of burns and how frequently

to burn are important scientific issues where there is not agreement. If we harm our forests, even unintentionally,

we compromise the health of ecosystem and it may not recover.

I have lived in California during some of the recent horrific fire seasons and realize that the devastation and

pollution with concomitant adverse health effects are enormous. I personally suffer asthma with smoky

environments. Getting a better understanding of root causes and changing ecosystems to understand the best

way to intervene is a more likely successful path rather than fighting established fires which is getting

increasingly difficult and expensive.

Let's do some collaborative research and thinking and analysis and look at ALL THE AVAILABLE DATA before

we proceed. We need to have the best science and best minds working together on this.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 3:48:13 AM

First name: Maya

Last name: Aubrey

Organization:

Title:

Comments: This beautiful forest is our legacy and treasure. Please do not destroy it. I visit it daily and cherish the

wild life that call it home.  The actions you want to take do not work and destroy the innate beauty and ecology.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 1:44:04 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Anon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Where is the EIS? Why are you proceeding with this WITHOUT an EIS? Who is pocketing the

logging cash from this?
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 1:55:51 PM

First name: Michael

Last name: Holland-Moritz

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am alarmed and dismayed that a project with such wide ranging impacts would be contemplated

without conducting a full environmental impact statement. Can you please provide to the public a statement of

why you feel this critical step in ecosystem management should be sidestepped?
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 1:56:21 PM

First name: Dorothy

Last name: Roberts

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am not a scientist, but used to camp and love the mountains above Santa Fe. The forest has

diverse wildlife habitat and was a cool getaway in the summer. This plan sounds like a forestry money grab.

When I used to see just 4 wheeler tracks, the terrain and ecosystem is so delicate. It would never recover in

hundreds of years!

I implore you to do a complete environmental impact survey. Do not destroy this very delicate ecosystem. I

haven't even mentioned, the historical and spiritual aspects of this region, to the Native community.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 3:30:25 PM

First name: Susan

Last name: Paquet

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a regular user of the National Forest, I believe the Forest Service is obligated to conduct an

Environmental Impact Statement with a range of alternatives before proceeding. Please do not bypass this

critical environmental safeguard.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 3:43:06 PM

First name: Carla

Last name: Newbre

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

As a regular user of the National Forest, I am alarmed at the large amount of tree removal contemplated for the

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. Although the stated purpose is resilience and fire management, there

is significant controversy regarding the ecological and scientific evidence for this kind of landscape level

treatment being of benefit to the forest or to the public. A Comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement would

provide the evidence to support a range of alternatives before proceeding. Please do not bypass this important

environmental protection process. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/19/2021 11:08:00 PM

First name: Kunkowski

Last name: Bedajii

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I ask that you would reconsider the alarming ratio of deforestation planned in the Santa Fe National

forest, and complete due diligence by requesting an independent environmental impact report. The fight to

preserve out public lands is in the hands of us who pay the taxes that maintain it. Please do not in haste, nfor the

sake of revenue. Money lasts only a while, but our planet is with us always. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/20/2021 12:43:23 AM

First name: Mark

Last name: Wingard

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is a misguided effort to prevent catastrophic

wildfire that is based on bad science. Destroying the forest through thinning and prescribed burning is not the

way to "save" the forest. A visit to La Cueva or the watershed near Black Canyon shows how devastating these

thinning/burning projects can be. Both areas are now forest graveyards.

 

The historic town of Greenville, CA was destroyed on August 4, 2021. Most of the fire spread was in areas that

had been previously thinned. The areas where there was understory left intact did not burn nearly as much as the

thinned areas.

There are so many reasons why the Resiliency Project is a bad idea: removing trees when carbon dioxide is

being pumped into the atmosphere at an alarming rate is just foolhardy, not to mention the damage from erosion

and the negative impacts to wildlife, the health effects of smoke from the prescribed burns and the economic

impact to surrounding communities.

 

What the Forest Service really needs to do is conduct an Environmental Impact Study instead of the totally

inadequate Environmental Assessment.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/20/2021 4:54:14 PM

First name: Barb

Last name: Satink Wolfson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To whom it may concern:

I am currently the Program Coordinator for the Southwest Fire Science Consortium, which covers both Arizona

and New Mexico. I have a BS and MS in Forestry with a focus in fire ecology from Northern Arizona University.

My job is to ensure current science is being used by land management practitioners and that applicable research

needs are addressed by scientists who study wildland fire and land management.

 

I fully support the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP) because it is based on current

science on southwestern forests and related fire regimes (see attached Yocom 2014). The longer we wait to

restore these forests, the greater the risk to human life, infrastructure, and water supply. In 2019, the Museum

Fire burned in the Flagstaff Watershed. Although the fire scar itself is relatively small, the associated postfire

flooding has been severe, resulting in entire neighborhoods downstream being overwhelmed. During monsoon

season, residents were unable to leave their homes for fear of flash flooding while they are out. It doesn't take a

large wildfire to result in very negative consequences. I would hate to see this repeated in the Santa Fe area.

 

Smoke is inevitable in fire prone environments such as the pinyon-juniper, ponderosa pine, and dry mixed confer

forests that surround Santa Fe. For the first time, a recent case study by the Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) quantifies emission differences between wildfire and prescribed fire (see attached US EPA). Prescribed

fire results in lower amounts of damaging PM2.5 emissions, which is primarily what negatively impacts human

health. This project will not only improve forest health, but it will likely result in lesser negative effects on human

health than if we wait for the inevitable wildfire.

 

Again, I support the SFMLRP and would like to see efforts on the ground begin as soon as possible.

 

Sincerely,

Barb Satink Wolfson
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/21/2021 3:29:45 PM

First name: Kathleen

Last name: Brownies please make sure to do an environmental

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please make sure to do an environmental impact statement before allowing these bills to pass
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/21/2021 3:56:07 PM

First name: Robert

Last name: Reilly

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I believe the Forest Service is obligated to conduct an Environmental Impact Statement for the

significant amount of trees that are being considered for removal on The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/21/2021 5:55:59 PM

First name: John

Last name: Ritter

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please complete an EIS for both the Santa Fe Mtns. Project and the Encino Vista Project that

includes adequate time for public information to be widely distributed and commented on before any and all work,

if any, is to be started.      
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/22/2021 2:40:22 PM

First name: JAMES

Last name: SMITH

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I live next to the Santa Fe Nat'l Forest in Canada de Los Alamos and am directly adjacent to the

forest.

I object to the implementation of your plan as it is described as it will actually endanger the ecology of

the forest, in not allowing enough time for the understory to grow and damage to profoundly the ecosystem.

 

At a time of such drought it also has an all too likely endangerment of the fire getting out of control.....

 

I think it is inherent upon your department to establish and do a thorough EIS before this is embarked upon...

 

I am here because I love the forest and don't want to see it unnecessarily ruined without further study

as to its relevance....
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/22/2021 2:55:55 PM

First name: Sharon

Last name: Smith

Organization:

Title:

Comments: We are gravely concerned about the 'thinning' of our beloved Santa Fe area forests.  

The Forest Service seems to have gone overboard in it's stated motivation to protect the forests from fire by

rashly burning and chopping it down.   Very serious toxic results from the smoke, fire retardant, etc. result from

this burning.   

The lack of a full environmental assessment of the dangers, particularly in the La Canada area, further alarm

residents and our forest-loving friends.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/22/2021 9:07:13 PM

First name: Monica

Last name: Dick

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hello,

I have lived in Santa Fe nearly 8 years and have noticed the prescribed burnings affecting my air quality and

health in a very potent way. There have been days where I am working near the forest where they burn and have

actually needed to go home early from work  because of the fire smoke effects. Headaches including migraines

have been in direct relation to breathing in the smoke at work (in Tesuque area). I have noticed this getting worse

over there years I have lived here. I am interested in having the Forest Service conduct an Environmental Impact

Statement so we can review and amend these prescribed burnings. Health is wealth. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 12:03:19 AM

First name: Lois

Last name: Purvis

Organization:

Title:

Comments: This letter is regarding  the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.

I  and my family and friends regularly enjoy walking in , and skiing through [both cross country and downhill] the

forests above Santa fe. Burning of trees that are healthy and offer shelter for many birds and animals must ONLY

be considered with the health of  every living thing; [human, plant and animal] being taken into consideration.

I believe and understand that it is essential that a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, with a full

range of alternatives be completed for this project.

I understand that the project proposed is very controversial. I'm very concerned that the  effects on the human

environment and forest resources have not been adequately analyzed.I understand that  a condition-based

approach must not be utilized in the analysis of this project and that site-specific information is essential and

MUST be provided.

It's vital that a broad range of the best available science be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this

project. That has not been done so far, and more importantly, there is  science that does not support the

Proposed Action  and appears to have been largely ignored!

The public must be genuinely included in project planning. The public's concerns have not been seriously taken

into account in relation to their requests that prescribed burning be decreased , and health impacts from

prescribed burn smoke ,though well documented , has not been taken into consideration.

Most importantly, and of huge concern to myself and many others once made aware of the Forest Service's

plans, is the lack of transparency in the projects' planning. The public's concerns have not been seriously taken

into account in relation to their requests that prescribed burning be decreased , and health impacts from

prescribed burn smoke be  documented and considered.  I , along with many others, am formally requesting that

a conservation approach be taken in the planning [and of couse execution] of the project. he potential impacts

could be.

  Of primary concern is how the Forest Service has minimized publicly what they intend to do, in addition to

minimizing the potential impacts of those planned actions.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 2:33:14 PM

First name: Jonathan

Last name: Crews

Organization:

Title:

Comments: It has been scientifically acknowledged that planting trees is a very positive way of combating climate

change.  The proposal by the US Forest Service to cut down or burn a high percentage of trees in the forests

around Santa Fe goes in order to "thin" the forest against this and will do damage to the forest and the resultant

smoke and chemicals used in lighting the fires will do damage to the residents of Santa Fe. There has to be an

Environmental Impact Study done on the proposed effects of this strategy.  Many scientists believe that the

conclusions drawn by the Forest Service around the necessity of this project are faulty.  I don't know anyone in

Santa Fe who is in favor of this project.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 2:43:04 PM

First name: Audrey

Last name: Walker

Organization:

Title:

Comments: This burn is an outdated solution. Please begin a new scientific assessment before you consider a

burn. With so much rapid change and so much at stake, we now need to change our direction. No more carbon

in the air!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 3:10:03 PM

First name: Nomi

Last name: Gallo

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I feel it will be critical to ask for the Environmental Impact study
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 3:10:43 PM

First name: Ann

Last name: E Briggs

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a local resident I am very concerned about the current deforestation project.  I do not believe

enough study has been done to determine the actual impact.  I understand the need to control fire risks, but

methods used need proper information to determine appropriate methods.  Thank you.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 3:59:56 PM

First name: Julie

Last name: Rose

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am asking our government to do further impact studies on the prescribed burn

And thinning of our forest, at a time when many are trying to plant more trees to help the air quality of this world I

feel you need to provide a more substantial amount of information on this prescribed burn and how it is of upmost

help rather than unfounded facts that this is beneficial .

Thank you

Julie Rose
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 5:36:32 PM

First name: Patricia

Last name: Walke

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The Santa fe National Forest is my back yard. No, I don't live on the edge of the forest. I live in a little

neighborhood in the middle of the city. My family moved here 35 years ago. We moved here to be able to see the

mountains, hike in the mountains, camp in the mountains, fish in the mountains. I volunteer with Once A Forest,

Santa Fe Forest Coalition, The Forest Advocate.

I request a COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT be completed for this project.

Site-specific information must be used [not a condition-based approach], a broad range of the best available

science must be incorporated in the planning of this project. I protest that you have mainly ignored any science

that does not support your plan, that you have not taken a conservation approach in planning the project. Also, I

am very upset that you have lied publicly about what you intend to do and about the potential impacts could be.

This project meets the criteria for needing a EIS: It has significant impacts on the human environment that is

controversial, it  damages forest resources, it does not have a range of required alternatives, it does  not provide

for a conservation alternative.

I am upset that you have not seriously considered the seriousness of the health impacts from prescribed burn

smoke. For those of us with with respiratory illnesses, frequent prescribed burn smoke is scary!  I want an

analysis to determine how much more smoke we will be breathing because of your project.  And there is no

analysis that estimates how much smoke that is emitted by wildfire compared with the combination of prescribed

burning.

The information you have published about the project is vague: You have not spelled out where the "treatments"

will be nor how they will be carried out in a site specific way, [ "the actual location of forest treatments would

occur where deemed appropriate at the time of implementation". Environmental Assessment, p. 31], Residents of

forest communities want t to know if thinning will occur close to communities.  Where and how will treatments

occur in Inventoried Roadless Areas, which are intended to be preserved in a natural state.

The environmental assessment analysis does not use a broad range of the best available scientific information. It

uses almost none of the studies done from a conservation perspective.

Burning every 5- 15 years is too frequent and will destroy the understory which induces repeated shock to the

environment and hurt some wildlife species, not to mention damaging our lungs!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 7:00:45 PM

First name: cynthia

Last name: wilcox

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To whom it may concern,

I am writing to object to the current plans for managing our forests in the National forests around Santa Fe,

Pecos, Los ALamos, Espanola. The plans to thin and burn trees all around for tens of thousands of acres feels

unwise and dangerous even.

I oppose the burns based on studies that show they do not help to protect homes or to create healthy forests, on

the contrary, they destroy ecosystems and cause health hazards in our community.I do not think we want to

homogenize  the forests, neither do i think we are wise to add further dry conditions to what is already an obvious

heating and drying trend in our weather.

Please consider the already compromised people here, my family has several members whose asthma and lung

issues are aggravated by the smoke we have already been exposed to.

The animals and all beings are affected badly by the methods proposed.

Please consider our concerns.

Thank-you,

c wilcox
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 8:28:59 PM

First name: Tod

Last name: Davis

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please cease allowing companies, corporations and robber barons to harvest national forests for

profit. Trees are extremely important to the ecosystem and are the only thing that can stave off a dust bowl to

make the one in the 1930s pale. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 8:35:46 PM

First name: Richard

Last name: Knouse

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I understand that periodic thinning of underbrush is a necessary part of keeping forests healthy. Long

before Europeans landed on this continent, the indigenous tribes practiced forest thinning in order to promote

habitat favorable to feeding deer among other animals. Failure to thin the forests is largely responsible for the

wildfires currently plaguing the Pacific Northwest.

Not so many years ago a prescribed burn at the Bandoleer National Park got out of control and destroyed half of

Los Alamos as well as many square miles of surrounding forest. A leading factor in that disaster was the

combination of dry conditions and high winds.

Up until August of this year, we had unusually wet conditions with only occasional winds. The last month has

been dry and windy in the Santa Fe area. So how is this the optimal time to implement a prescribed burn?
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/23/2021 11:24:44 PM

First name: Dawn

Last name: Ehrhard-Wingard

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a resident of Canada de Los Alamos, the concerns for a forest fire is up close and personal. I

sincerely appreciate the forest service for their dedication and efforts to protect the forest, the water sheds,

homes and inhabitants and those whom rely on and enjoy this habitat. Based on website information related to

the SFMR Project and the Forest Advocate, I have come to the determination that the practice the SFMR utilizes,

one of massive thinning and burning, seems not only outdated but one sided. From my understanding the

practice of thinning proved ineffective in the town of Greenville, California. The fire spread uncontrolled in thinned

areas rather than areas in which remained a natural understory. There seems sound evidence that thinning is not

only ineffective but out of balance, and absent of environmental recommendations. It seems not only reasonable

but necessary to request the USSF to support an "Environmental Impact Statement" so as more gain a more

comprehensive and balanced approach. It seem wise for all of us involved to deepen our understanding of the

root causes arising in todays fires due to climate shifts and over population. The solutions for our forests care

and resiliency require greater awareness and knowledge equally of the forest service and environmentalist. I

strongly endorse and support this EIS and ask our Forest Service to honor it as well.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 12:14:47 AM

First name: Gregg

Last name: Manoff

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please conduct a full EIS before implementing the proposed Santa Fe Forest thinning and burning

plan. Much controversy exists about the best way to achieve resiliency.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 3:34:53 AM

First name: Ann

Last name: Harvey

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please assure that a full Environmental Impact Study is done before setting any fires in the Santa Fe

National Forest.  It is very important to establish that no trees will be destroyed that could be protected within our

ecosystem.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 4:19:59 AM

First name: Jane

Last name: Lottimer

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I ask that an Environmental Impact Study be made BEFORE any action is taken on the U.S. Forest

Service proposal of massive thinning and burning of the Sante Fe National Forest. Thank you.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 12:38:51 PM

First name: Janet Tomski

Last name: Anon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: We are fortunate to be in an age where s have access to information about our natural world. Our

forests give us life. I would like to encourage those who have been given the privilege of caring for our national

forests to carefully consider the best options of working with nature. It is a force of life that sustains humans and

all other types of life. It is larger than us..

After looking into the options and opinions available to me, it appears that cutting and burning as a way to

mitigate fire danger works against the natural life of the forest. I enjoy the products made from wood in my home

and in the construction of buildings that sustain my life. It is my hope that we can obtain wood from the forest in

ways that honor and sustains the natural life of the forest..

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration in this matter.

t
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Selah

Last name: Kaiser

Organization:

Title:

Comments: My name is Selah Kaiser and I am a New Mexico resident living in both Santa Fe and Albuquerque.

 

I am writing to express concern about the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and request that an

Environmental Impact Statement be completed before the U.S. Fire Service[rsquo]s Draft Proposal for massive

thinning and burning of the Santa Fe National Forest is approved.

 

I understand that the U.S. Fire Service is proposing thinning and controlled burning as a solution to wildfires as

well as to preserve the ecological health of the forest. While these are important concerns, it is crucial that a

comprehensive analysis be completed before initiating a project that could have detrimental and long-lasting

negative effects on the forest itself, NM citizens, and the State at large.

 

In order to ensure that the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is actually in the public as well as

the forest[rsquo]s interests, it must be fully informed by a comprehensive analysis. Please put the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project on hold until an Environmental Impact Statement is compl

 

My name is Selah Kaiser and I am a New Mexico resident living in both Santa Fe and Albuquerque.

 

I am writing to express concern about the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and request that an

Environmental Impact Statement be completed before the U.S. Fire Service[rsquo]s Draft Proposal for massive

thinning and burning of the Santa Fe National Forest is approved.

 

I understand that the U.S. Fire Service is proposing thinning and controlled burning as a solution to wildfires as

well as to preserve the ecological health of the forest. While these are important concerns, it is crucial that a

comprehensive analysis be completed before initiating a project that could have detrimental and long-lasting

negative effects on the forest itself, NM citizens, and the State at large.

 

In order to ensure that the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is actually in the public as well as

the forest[rsquo]s interests, it must be fully informed by a comprehensive analysis. Please put the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project on hold until an Environmental Impact Statement is compl
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 9:56:13 PM

First name: Kristen

Last name: Speakman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Director:

This message is in regards to the proposal for massive thinning and burning of the Santa Fe National Forest.

Before this is done i strongly urge that an Environmental Impact Study be completed. Several top climate and

earth scientists have stated that the data being used in the current assessment is not necessarily correct and

therefore your conclusions may be in error.

 

It is prudent to do the Environmental Impact study before taking action to ensure the decision is data driven and

based on sound science.

 

Thank you,

 

Kristen
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 10:56:06 PM

First name: Makarand

Last name: karmarkar

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hi!

 

I visit santa Fe and ABQ for a few months of a year and I am deeply affected by the decision of thinning the

forests to keep the wildfires in check. I think this is a very bad idea. I propose an environmental impact study to

be done before any irreversible damage is done to the forests and the sacred lands
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/25/2021 12:33:05 AM

First name: Marta

Last name: Ballen

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear people

 

Please

this proposed SF mountains resiliency project needs to have an environmental impact assessment completed .

 

It took a long time for the forest to grow and we need to take a little more time to decide if we want to do anything

or how  our local human Society may want to act.

 

Thank you for your sincere consideration
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/24/2021 3:08:18 PM

First name: Cathryn

Last name: Schmidt

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The use of an EA rather than an EIS means that an agency is not required to assess the cumulative

impacts of the proposal.... In a practical sense, EAs function as piecemeal planning due to their limited scope,

while EIS's function more as holistic, landscape-level planning.

While the presented EA is detailed,  for a project of this scope and obvious impact on life in Northern NM, the

future generations deserve an EIS.

Thank you very much.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/25/2021 4:30:16 AM

First name: Nina

Last name: Simons

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. I live adjacent to the Santa Fe National

Forest, and walk through the woods every day. While I understand that the forest is currently overgrown, I'm

gravely concerned about this plan, and especially about the chemicals involved and the degree of damage that

this proposed plan will do to the forest, especially given the drought conditions. The chemicals being incinerated

and being airborne, the damage to the microbiome of the soils, and the proximity to our homes and neighborhood

cause me to feel strongly that a full Environmental Impact Study be done before this plan is adopted. I am also a

cofounder of Bioneers, and am outraged that this plan is being considered without a full EIS. Thank you for your

consideration, Nina Simons
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/25/2021 6:04:57 PM

First name: Garrick

Last name: Beck

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am a New Mexico resident and small woodlot owner who has harvested timber since 1970.

I have derived income from logging over many years managing my forested land from just 14 years after a clear

cut when I began removing small poles. I have harvested forest products for fence rails, cedar shakes, pre-

commercial thinning, and FSC certified logging operations for both plywood milling and lumber.

So, I am fully familiar with the growth and management of forests for productive uses.

I do not believe that the Santa Fe National Forest's plan for The Santa Fe Mountain Landscape Resiliency

Project is a good idea. It goes against what I know as a forest manager, and what I understand to be the long-

term effects of such a project are dubious at best and horrible at worst.

You should initiate a full EIS and get a wide selection of opinions to choose among - after having viewed more

than your current proposal as the only optimum plan.

You have had several large projects go disastrously amiss, and several others have left more devastation and

destruction than protection and preservation.

You are rushing ahead with this without doing the full EIS study for reasons that I can only guess have more to

do with the continuing the established order and less to do with figuring out how to manage OUR forests for the

very best possible results.

Please stop green-lighting this proposal, and do the full EIS. That's what our forest, our public and our future

deserve
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/25/2021 11:54:59 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Anon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am adding my request to the thousands of requests already submitted to you.  Please do not

proceed with the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project without completing an Environmental Impact

Statement.  The health of not only the forest, but the health of the people of NM, need to be factored into this

decision.  You already have enough emails and letters from thousands of individuals and multiple websites and

groups formed to protest against this project, to hear the concerns of the public.  Please conduct an

Environmental Impact Statement, which should not have to be requested like this from public individuals, but

should be an automatic part of any planned burning or thinning project.  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 3:51:41 AM

First name: T.

Last name: TIEGLER

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Too much risk to our health and ecosystems. A full EIS must be completed before any action is

taken.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 7:23:36 AM

First name: April

Last name: Lowe

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I do not support the deforestation proposal. The thinning of the forested areas is a consideration, but

it is not a proven solution in for this situation.

 

Further investigation should be brought to this situation to assure that we are making the correct decision.

 

Reassessing this thinning is the best decision. Thinning is permanent, if it is not the correct decision, there is no

going back. Trees of this stature take hundreds of years to grow.

 

Let's do an investigation of proposals so we can guarantee the safety of our environment, forest, and our future.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 6:41:20 PM

First name: lucy

Last name: Smith

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing to express my dismay at the SF Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. I think all this

thinning and burning would be a terrible mistake. We need to keep carbon in the trees and ground, not release it

as smoke that is a health concern for all. I understand the goal is to prevent mega fires but it doesn't improve the

condition of forest vegetation to remove all the shrubs and trees less than 16 inches- How can that be good for

wildlife? There will be nothing for them to eat, no shelter or hiding spots. We would be lucky to get any of that to

regrow, given the drought and higher temperatures, and then you would burn it all over again in 5-10 years? That

is not good for animals. It is not an aesthetic forest either but a heavily managed area. It sounds like feel

reduction doesn't necessarily reduce the speed of a fire on the ground either.

 

It seems you are destroying the forest to keep a big fire from destroying the forest! Yes, I have seen there are

lots of dead trees in the Pecos but I don't think they should be burned and release all that smoke. This plan might

have been useful in the PNW where the forests grow so much faster but here in our area I think things will not

bounce back. I'd rather take my chances with a natural fire that may or may not occur in any given year, rather

than burn so much and pollute the air repeatedly. It sounds like the SF Conservation Alternative would be a more

prudent plan.  A comprehensive EIA would definitely be advisable under the circumstances with attention to the

impacts of our current drought.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 8:29:31 PM

First name: Sophia

Last name: Garrett

Organization:

Title:

Comments: PLEASE do an environmental impact study BEFORE you do this planned burn!  The more dry the

soil is below and above the ground the greater likelihood there is of fire.  The more moisture below and above the

ground the less likelihood there is of fires.  If you burn out and create large swaths of acreage of no moisture you

just exacerbate the problem and it becomes a self fulfilling prophesy creating the likelihood of more fires!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 9:12:09 PM

First name: Melanie

Last name: West

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Forest Service team,

I am writing to you to encourage you to change course with the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project.

 

My family have lived in Santa Fe county for nearly 100 years and the landscape, water and air are vital parts of

our connection to this unique watershed.  As people connected to agriculture, history and the arts we feel

strongly that the forest must remain protected. 

 

Please address the issues below and thank you for your potential willingness to let the trees live and nature take

her course.  Increasing science points to the importance of diversity, mother trees and allowing the slow process

of decay and regeneration.

Sincerely,

Melanie West

 

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, with a full range of alternatives, must be completed for this

project. This project is very controversial. The effects on the human environment and forest resources have not

been adequately analyzed.

 

2) The condition-based approach must not be utilized in the analysis of this project. Site-specific information must

be provided.

 

3) A broad range of the best available science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project.

That has not been done so far, and science that does not support the Proposed Action has been largely ignored.

 

4) The public must be genuinely included in project planning. The public's concerns have not been seriously

taken into account in relation to their requests that prescribed burning be decreased and health impacts from

prescribed burn smoke documented and considered, and in relation to their request that a conservation approach

be taken in the planning of the project. The Forest Service has minimized publicly what they intend to do, and

what the potential impacts could be.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 10:24:45 PM

First name: Sandy

Last name: Zinn

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am against prescribed burns.  The burns create air pollution, & an ugly environment.  It is not

uncommon to hear of prescribed burns getting out of control, & causing a lot of damage.  Cutting out &/or burning

old growth also creates potential for flooding. 

 

Please include environmentalists in your planning.  Thanks!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/27/2021 1:25:26 AM

First name: Adam

Last name: Wasserman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I urge you to conduct a full-scale Environmental Impact Statement for this project.  There are many

uncertainties and current plans do not appear to incorporate the most up to date science about the benefits of

high intensity fires and the negative impact of frequent prescribed burning.  The benefits may not outweigh the

risks from extra smoke and the use of chemicals.  There are better ways to protect property by focusing on

fireproofing structures and careful management close to housing.  Damage to forests near Santa Fe could be

significant and long lasting.  Please step back and reconsider.  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/27/2021 5:48:25 PM

First name: susan

Last name: schmall

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing to oppose the upcoming prescribed burns as well as the use after of herbicide to control

the weeds that might grow because of the burn.  I have read the draft of the environmental assessment and it is

not enough to justify the proposed burns.   I want to see a full environmental impact statement.

 

As a health professional, I am aware of the deleterious effects of smoke on people's health.  As a citizen who

supports nature, I am concerned that there is not enough that the practice of prescribed burns prevents wildfires.

In addition, I am concerned that the chemicals used ruin the soil, destroy wildlife and interfere with the health of

the forest community. 

 

Thank you.  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/27/2021 6:20:42 PM

First name: Susan

Last name: Abod

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

THE SMOKE IS REALLY AFFECTING ME.  THERE ARE SO MANY PRESCRIBED BURNS SINCE I'VE

MOVED HERE IN 2005! 

I HAVE TO TAPE MY DOORS AND WINDOWS SHUT, BECAUSE THE SMOKE GIVES ME HEADACHES,

EYEBURN AND BRAIN FOG AND AM MORE BED BOUND BECAUSE OF IT.

 

The Forest Service continues to ignore the impact of smoke from prescribed burns on the public

 

JUST STOP IT!!!  STOP BURNING!  

 

 

I  ALSO demand an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be done for this  project. A mere Environmental

Analysis (EA), which they have done, is inadequate to assess the huge impacts this project would have on the

forest and public health.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/27/2021 6:30:22 PM

First name: Don &amp; Alberta

Last name: Montgomery

Organization:

Title:

Comments:   We are writing to comment on the proposed Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project.  A project of

this magnitude demands, at a minimum, a full & rigorous Environmental Impact Study to determine its

comprehensive effects on:  1) the health of the forest as a whole, including soil health and the critical mycorrhizal

fungi network, which promote communication and nutrient sharing among trees. 2) ALL the wildlife in the forest

(not just listed species!).  Birds' nests occupied in the Spring by eggs and/or nestlings when many prescribed

burns occur also count.

3) The health of the riparian corridors and the Santa Fe Watershed as a whole.

4) The health and quality of life of the human population in the area.

5) Regional Weather patterns and climate change.

 

 John Muir once said, " when one tugs at a single thing in Nature, one finds it attached to the rest of the world".

So~ we urge you to carry out a full EIS for this project, and to continue the moratorium on forest "thinning" and

prescribed burns until at least the end of the Pandemic.

 

Thank you!

Don and Alberta Montgomery

 

P.S.  Though we are not current residents of Santa Fe,  We are familiar  with and love the Santa Fe National

Forest.  And as long time payers of Federal Income Tax, we consider ourselves partial owners!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/27/2021 8:28:21 PM

First name: Evelyn

Last name: Kunkel

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing to comment on the Santa Fe Mountains landscape resiliency project, and the Encino

Vista Landscape restoration project.  I am currently a Santa Fe resident also living part time in Los Alamos, so I

spend a lot of time both in the Santa Fe National forest and the Jemez.  I am an avid hiker.  I go to the forest to

relax and unwind.  I also wildcraft mushrooms and medicinal herbs for personal use.  My connection to the land

is a precious and sacred to me. 

 

I am writing to request that a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, including a full range of

alternatives to the currently proposed project, be undertaken.  The amount of smoke already in the air from

wildfires has been challenging for my health and I do not see more smoke as a good idea for anyone's health in

the area.  Due to the significant impact on human health, I request a full EIS for this project.  Also, we need to

have more options of other plans, including a conservation alternative.  We need to be able to find an option that

is both beneficial to the public and the forest ecosystem, and I do not believe the current proposal is beneficial.

We do not have proof that prescribed burns substantially replace wildfire or do not increase the amount of smoke

we breathe.  We need an analysis that will show how much more smoke the public would be breathing should

this project be implemented.  Widespread burning and aggressive thinning of the forest will also degrade the

forest and reduce its scenic qualities. 

 

I request that a condition based approach NOT be used for the analysis of this project.  The current parameters

are so generalized we will not know what the treatments are nor how they will be carried out in a site specific

way.  Also, the environmental assessment does not give clear locations for the forest treatments.  We need to

know where they would actually be, without loopholes allowing the forest service to determine where they will be

at a later date.  Roadless areas need to be conserved in a natural state. 

 

The best available science must be included in the planning and analysis of this project.  It is not appropriate to

cherry pick only science that supports this plan.  Science from a conservation perspective must be included.  The

science needs to include the existence of an understory, which is a natural condition at this time.  We need

science that includes more evidence about historical fire regimes.  We also need to know whether this will impact

the habitat of the spotted owls; many studies question that this will be good for their habitat.  We also need to

analyze health impacts of increased burning on the public.  Finally, the amount of burning- every 5-15 years- is

too frequent, and thinning at the level proposed will approach a clearcut.  This leaves the forest too dry and open,

and allows increased severity of wind during fires, which will fan flames during wildfires.

 

The forest service needs to include the public in the analysis process.  We have not been given sufficient notice

of comment periods.  The forest service has not given the public the full story, by omitting science that does not

support their perspective.  The public has not been allowed to view any of the over 5,000 public scoping

comments online or in person.  Comments released by the FOIA act will take too long to be made available to the

public for it to be a reasonable method of information release to the public.  By the time they are received, the

project would already be underway.  The forest service has understated the project to the public, for example

stating that they will only be thinning small trees when In reality the environmental assessment states that larger

trees will be thinned. 

 

I request that the forest service planning and analysis do the following.  It should include an Environmental

Impact Statement with a full range of alternatives.  I request that the plan greatly reduce the number of trees to

be removed and greatly reduce the number of acres to be treated, by at least 75%.  With climate change a

growing concern we need more trees for carbon sequestration and to hold moisture in the forest.  The plan

should increase the time between prescribed burn treatments.  It should also leave most of the forest understory.
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It should close and decomission forest roads, and not build more roads or improve existing roads unless a critical

need exists.  It should do more analysis of the impact of this plan on Mexican Spotted Owls.  It should keep cows

out of riparian areas, and out of project area entirely if possible.  Finally, it should reduce the amount of

prescribed burn smoke by 75%.

 

Thank you for your consideration.  Our forests are a precious resource and the public deserves to be included in

planning for them. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 2:07:40 AM

First name: Marsha

Last name: Emmerton

Organization:

Title:

Comments:     Please do not do this. To burn 10s of thousands of acres and then spray the area with "weed"

killer seems insane. I do not understand why this is even being considered. What are the birds and animals to do

while you destroy their world and ours along with it? The rest of the world is planting millions of trees while we

destroy ours.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 2:08:14 AM

First name: Nancy

Last name: Windheart

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

I am writing with regard to the Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project. It is imperative that our community have

transparency from the forest service about the impacts of this project on both ecosystem health and human

health both in the near term and in the long term.

 

The project area in question is important to me for many reasons: personal, recreational, spiritual, and

communal. I am deeply concerned about the impacts of this project on the forest, mountains, animals, and

greater ecosystem, including human health and climate impacts as a result of this proposed project.

 

Specifically, I am asking that the following issues be addressed:

 

A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, with a full range of alternatives, must be completed for this

project. We need a full analysis of the effects on the human environment and the whole of the forest ecosystem.

 

Site-Specific information, rather than the condition-based approach must be utilized in the analysis of this project.

The parameters for treatments are so generalized that we know neither where the treatments will occur nor how

they will be carried out in a site-specific way.

 

A broad range of the best available science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project.

That has not been done so far, and science that does not support the Proposed Action has been largely ignored.

 

The public must be genuinely included in project planning. The public's concerns about forest health and

ecosystem impacts and smoke impacts on human health (especially in this time of COVID) have not been

seriously taken into account.

 

We need an EIS, transparency, and an evaluation of this project using best available, current science, which calls

into question these large-scale cut and burn projects. Our old ways of doing things are not relevant or sustainable

in this time of profound climate disruption. We must carefully consider the effects of this project for our families,

community, and the region as a whole.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 2:30:21 PM

First name: may

Last name: smith

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I strongly disagree with the forest burn proposal for "thinning the forests." Everything about this plan

and the chemicals used are wildly destructive both to the land and the people who live on and near it. PLEASE

do not do this proposed burn!!!!!! This is not the way to protect the land from fires. STOP this.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 5:02:31 PM

First name: Kenneth

Last name: KLERLEIN

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

As a resident of the Canada de Los Alamos area, I was greatly disturbed to learn of this proposed

mismanagement of the area that encompasses the Santa Fe water shed and the area to the north of my home.

I worked in the reforestation industry for 8 years and saw firsthand the effects of slash and burn approach to

forest management. The effects on soil from water and wind erosion can be devastating and irreversible.

The water in my very shallow well is immediately affected by runoff from this forest. Prescribed burns in this area

are more dangerous than any potential wildfire.

The Canada de Los Alamos valley is a natural funnel for smoke from any fires. I have asthma and any additional

smoke would be detrimental to my health.

It is my understanding that there has not been an environmental analysis for this project. This is derelict.

If there is any kind of logging in this area the roads would be greatly affected.

The Forest Service has a history of selling off timber rights for very little money, building roads for the loggers

and then walking away from the devastation left by the activity. This is taxpayer money handed over to

commercial interests.

Our forests belong to us! There should be a much longer period of comment and input from the community. Also,

there should be more specific information as to what is intended for this area.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 6:15:06 PM

First name: Grietje

Last name: Laga

Organization:

Title:

Comments: "Please slow down and get an Environmental Impact Statement done, as the evidence of damage in

other parts of the state is severe."

 

The plan targets 20-30% of the Canada Forest as a potential thinning area, which burning will affect not only the

La Canada area, but all of Santa Fe, and our watershed.

As has been evidenced in other parts of the state, the burns kill not only understory, small and medium sized

trees and scorch larger trees, but will also damage or destroy the soil's nutrients and capacity for recovery. 

You propose to burn every 5-15 years, a time period that current ecological science says won't be long enough to

allow either understory or soil ecology to recover, especially during a 100-year drought.

 

The plan is based upon old paradigm science, and is ecologically damaging and bad for human health due to so

much prescribed burning and the smoke that ensues, and the chemicals they propose to use in tandem with the

burning, which are likely to include herbicides and fire retardants.

 

Once the project decision is made, you can thin wherever you choose, and the public will no longer have input.

 

Although there has been a draft environmental assessment, there is so much that is wrong in it, in terms of

environmental law, ecology, and the assessment of the health impacts of so much more prescribed burn smoke.

 

Again, please slow the process and get a full environmental impact statement done before you proceed with any

action in our forests.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 11:06:09 PM

First name: Gregory

Last name: Walke

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Anyone or any organization that has the best interests of the forest in mind would want to see every

opportunity taken and every point of view studied thoroughly before embarking on a project as large and

potentially destructive as the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.  It would be foolhardy to do

otherwise or to rely on outdated or cherry-picked information in an era when the climate is so unsettled and

changing fast. 

 

For these reasons, I request that a comprehensive Environmental Impact  Statement be completed for Project

#55088.  I don't understand the reluctance on the part of the USFS to take this important step - if they had started

back when we first heard of this project, we'd be much further down the road already.  I believe that a project of

this size is legally required to do this under the NEPA, and that any simplified approach or exemption from the

requirement would not be in the best interests of the forest or of the people of Santa Fe. I want to hear all voices

and all points of view expressed and considered carefully by the USFS, and I would think that the USFS would

want the same.

 

A concern of mine is that the USFS seems to be ignoring much of the informed research currently available,

related to forest resiliency in a time of climate change and drought, specifically how the forest will revive (if at all)

after the heavy-handed cutting and burning methods recommended so far.  Thinning the forest by 90%, as has

been done already in several areas, seems guaranteed to destroy the understory and to turn our forest into a

desert, similar to the mountains of southern NM.  In a related concern, our forest sequesters a great deal of

carbon dioxide, and releasing that into the atmosphere during a climate crisis seems irrational.

 

I am also worried about the adverse effects of the smoke generated by this project.  These have not been studied

enough and too little effort has been made to address ways to reduce this danger (other than advising people to

stay indoors, which seems ridiculous for a project of this size and duration).  No one has addressed the health

effects of breathing the projected amount of smoke.

 

Please complete a thorough Environmental Impact Statement as required by the NEPA.  We will all be happier

and better off for it.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 11:59:20 PM

First name: Maj-Britt

Last name: Eagle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: This letter is to remind the Santa Fe Forest Service that fires are not a catastrophe but represent a

rebirth.  Below I've outlined what I understand the resiliency project for the Santa Fe mountains to be, and why it

is not based on current forest science.  My source has been Dominic de la Serra and The Forest Advocate.

 

I.  Forest Service's current Narrative for Landscape Resiliency Project: 

~ large intensity fires threaten

~downstream resilience depends on low severity

~ median fire return interval, every 5 to 15 years

~ too much closed canopy forest , too little "open" canopy forest

	(Not good documentation for closed vs open and mostly outside watershed.  You consider closed, i.e.  greater

than 30% ~ which is actually open!  You  want to push closed into open, and this determines how much fire and

thinning).

~ leaving 3 large snags, large logs (inadequate, not sufficient for owls

 

II.   Errors in the Forest Service's current NARRATIVE: 

1) Assumes forests burned only in low severity fires; across entire west (?!).  Large fires are a mosaic tilted

towards low and modern intensity burns, but high severity effects present as well.  SW has gone thru drought

cycles, so mixed fire intensity prevailed.  Fire cycles "fuel limited"?   In low to moderate fire weather, yes,

localized flare ups and tree mortality.  But in this time of climate change there is more drought;  extreme fire

weather will override anything on the ground.  Fires will be not fuel limited but climate limited.

2)  FS narrative based on fire scar sampling, but there has  not been enough sampling to see how frequent fires

occurred.  Also when a tree dies it doesn't show up in the fire record, so we assume by fire scars that all were low

intensity! "Mean"  or medium overlooks the intervals, the range:  if you go by maximum you'll get longer intervals

in between.  Nature has these pulses, long intervals then a fire sparks.  You need to account for biases in

sampling and you will find much longer intervals.  By frequent thinning ( 5 to 15 years) you'll forgo the understory

which will be bad for the forest's regeneration.

3)  Forest Service plan defines high severity by a way not done by new forest science:  it believes 75 % were

high severity whereas today's studies show 90%, so we're overestimating frequency.

They want to thin 18,000 acres, drop the over 500 trees per acres to 2 to 50 per acre, leaving few snags.

Historically there has been a  higher density of trees.  Why is there  no understory reference in their narrative?

Habitats for wild life require  snags instead of taking them off site.

When we see their photo of projected clearing, we see a savannah, not a forest; if you do this much damage to

soil you'll not get a forest that comes back over time.  Considering the soil damage, the wind that blows through

systems, this is an UNDERSTORY CLEARCUT that creates  a bunch of whip trees that act as sails in

windstorms, and when you get a fire it'll move through this system far more quickly without the forest to slow fire's

progress.

 

III  Consider please the understory damage and soil damage:  Habitats of the burns that occur in these mosaics

create a nesting then an eating spot; small mammals come in and spot the rejuvenation process.  Spotted owl

("fire's bad, thinning short term to prevent bad fire")suggests there are  subspecies quite resilient to burns.  Their

nest abandonment not from fire but from logging either before or after fire.  Their plan suggest this is a short term

impact; it is NOT a SHORT TERM IMPACT.

 

The biggest threat to riparian habitats  is cows and invasive species so true restoration means keep cows out,

bring back beavers. broaden culverts.  Cows are spreading the weeds. 
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What is restoration? Take the degraded forest and move it towards a reference condition by doing ecological

active and passive management.   Does thinning really work? But you are moving the reference condition over

towards a novel state, an engineered forest designed for low intensity burns.  To do it right, leave all fire resistant

trees.   You must not overdo the overstory canopy removal because this increases wind speed, lets too much

light in,  and produces a fast moving fire.  What the Forest Service appears to be doing is pile burning which

damages soil. 

 

And even if everything is right, the chance of a fire hitting the spot you thinned is about 1 %.  You can't thin

everywhere without  huge impacts and the places you do thin are not likely to get hit by a fire.

 

Most fires are human caused ~ close the roads!  That we can reduce  fire severity by intruding upon  roadless

areas that are "in the way" has been  disproved!  Most intense burns were on private lands not in roadless areas;

they were  on multiple use lands where most of the logging is happening.  If you want to reduce high severity

fires,  focus on the logging landscape.

	

IV  CLIMATE CHANGE actually shapes fire behavior:  climate, vegetation and topography.  Top down (effects of

climate change)  is overriding bottom up (vegetation), i.e. climate overrides bio behavior.  In the early 1800s, lots

of acres burned; in 19th century, we began putting out 98% of fires:  we were lulled into false security.  Now we're

in a build up phase: the climate is more warm, is dry,  and is driving fire behavior.  Meanwhile the Forest Service

acts as Sisyphus,  spending $billions while the number of acres burned is going up.  Our understanding of the fire

that wiped out Paradise, CA, is that logging was happening in the back country, leading to the acceleration of

fires burning not the trees but the structures themselves.

 

Climate change creates conditions for large structures to burn ~ this is real, all across the West.  The only way to

deal with it is to create defensible space.  What you do in the back country does not affect homes.

 

V.  CONCLUSION

In the Southwest, whether smoke comes from natural conditions or prescribed burning, we know forests need

more fire,  but how do we do it when it comes to addressing heath issues?  We absolutely demand that you do a

thorough Environmental Impact Statement.  To so frequently burn and thin diminishes if not eliminates the ability

of the forest to regenerate.  Do an analysis of what happens with roads intruding into habitats, the mychorrizal

disruptions, connections with conifers, the small mammals that are dependent on those shrubs.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 1:59:14 AM

First name: Craig

Last name: Jolly

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

?As a Santa Fe resident, a frequenter of rhe project area in question, and (as a U.S. citizen and Federal

taxpayer) a shareholder in these Federal lands, I submit the following comments on the Santa Fe  Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project Draft Environmental Assessment.

 

1. UNDEFINED TERMS

 

The use of the word "catastrophic", which occurs 46 times as a wildfire descriptor in this document, is undefined

in the EA glossary, plays purely on emotions without any precise, shared, or operational scientific or ecological

meaning, skews opinion without any clear grounding in science or fact, and is thus inappropriate for inclusion in a

document of this nature. Since this word has no clear or shared definition in reference to fire, all instances of it

should be removed from the EA and all other current and future Project-related documents.

 

The word "uncharacteristic", which appears 33 times to describe wildfire in this EA, is similarly undefined in this

document.

 

The word "severe" appears 25 times in conjunction with fire in this document. While the word "severe" is defined

generically ("the quality or state of distress inflicted by a force. The degree of environmental change caused by a

disturbance (e.g., fire)", this is a simple dictionary definition, and not a particularly good one at that. It is, yet

again, not a technical term. "Severe fire" as such is never defined in this EA.

 

The word "severe" is used in conjunction with the word "uncharacteristic" in reference to fire 10 times in this

document. Given the above, this means that "severe" appears without "uncharacteristic" in reference to fire 15

times in this EA, and "uncharacteristic" appears 23 times without "severe" in reference to fire in this EA.

 

The phrase "high-intensity" appears 74 times in this document. It, too, is undefined.

 

For this to purport to be an actual BASI-based Environmental Assessment, assembled and written by

professionals, and yet fail to precisely define the terms central to the Project's purpose-the prevention of

"catastrophic"/"uncharacteristic"/"severe"/"high-intensity", etc. wildfire-is representative of the sloppy and slipshod

approach this Forest has taken to this entire project. As is clear from the above, there is zero clarity, for the

reader but also apparently for the writers of this EA, as to what any of these terms actually means in reference to

wildfire, or relative to one another. Are they actually interchangeable? Can a fire not in fact be "severe" but still

not "uncharacteristic"? Or "severe" but still ecologically appropriate? Or "severe" and not "catastrophic"?

 

And what of a "crown fire"? This is defined in the glossary as follows: "Crown fire (crowning): a fire that burns and

moves through the uppermost branches (crowns) of trees and spreads from crown to crown. Fire burning in the

crowns of trees is an indicator of a high-intensity wildfire." What, then, is a "high-intensity wildfire"? Is it the same

as a "severe" fire? Or an "uncharacteristic" fire? Or a "catastrophic" fire? Are all crown fires a problem? Is "crown

fire" a synonym for "severe", or "uncharacteristic", or "catastrophic"? Or are some crown fires okay? If so, then

when are they okay and when not? Is it a function of simple acreage? If so, how much acreage? Or is it

"intensity"? Then what defines "intensity"? Scale? Temperature? Or must it be both?

 

Where is the science, and particularly the ecology, in any of this sloppy imprecision?

 

Given the above, this and any related project documents must be rewritten so as to convey with standard and
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appropriate scientific precision, clarity, consistency, and supporting citations the operating definitions,

distinctions, and various usages of each one of these terms so frequently used in this document. In addition,

each instance of their respective use within this and related project documents should be applied with the same

precision, clarity, and consistency. Anything less than a full and complete edit to correct what amounts to a

confusingly incomprehensible stew of emotionally shrill but functionally empty fire descriptors with no substantive

definitions, can (and will) be construed as either base ignorance, cavalier negligence, or intentional obfuscation

on the part of this Forest.

 

2. RIPARIAN TREATMENT

 

The third paragraph on p. 38 reads:

 

Fencing may be installed if needed to protect restored areas if it is determined that riparian vegetation

regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing.

 

If it is "needed to protect restored areas" and "it is determined that riparian vegetation regeneration is being

hampered by browsing and grazing", then there is, by the wording of this very sentence, a "need".

 

This should therefore be changed to: "Fencing will be installed if needed to protect restored areas if it is

determined that riparian vegetation regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing."

 

This wording also needs correction on p. 45:  "For proposed riparian restoration activities within Tesuque Creek

and Arroyo Hondo, fencing may be installed, if needed to protect restored areas if it is deemed that riparian

vegetation regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing." For the same reason, this sentence should

be changed to: "For  proposed riparian restoration activities within Tesuque Creek and Arroyo Hondo, fencing will

be installed, if needed to protect restored areas if it is deemed that riparian vegetation regeneration is being

hampered by browsing and grazing."

 

 

3. WATER QUALITY

 

a. The first bullet on p. 132 reads:

 

Within affected pastures, grazing would be deferred for at least one year; longer if vegetative ground cover is not

thriving and adequate to protect the soil from erosion (Range-12).

 

The citation to Appendix C, Range 12 reads:

 

Range-12. Livestock would be managed to allow for habitat response after project implementation. Allotment

pastures would be rested from grazing for a minimum of one year following broadcast burning of that pasture.

Prior to livestock being authorized to graze an area that was treated with prescribed burning, interdisciplinary

vegetation monitoring would be conducted to determine if plant health and groundcover has recovered

sufficiently to support grazing and protect soil.

 

While this stipulates that pastures must be rested for a minimum of one year following burning, it provides no

objective criteria for the determination of when that pasture will be reopened. "Not thriving and adequate to

protect from erosion" is not an objective criterion. Neither is "recovered sufficiently". What constitutes "thriving"?

What constitutes "adequate"? What constitutes "sufficiently"? Is it a percentage of total ground cover? A

vegetative height? How does slope gradient bear on this? What about particular vegetative compositions?

 

This and the related project documents must provide and articulate an objective measure for what constitutes its
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criterion for "thriving", "adequate to protect from erosion", and "recovered sufficiently". Simply citing

"interdisciplinary vegetation monitoring" is not sufficient, and not science. This EA must clearly articulate what

specific numerical or other criteria this monitoring will use for making its determination that the pasture "has

recovered sufficiently to support grazing and protect soil."

 

 

This applies by extension to the second bullet on p.135: " Design criteria would prohibit grazing any pasture for at

least one year following a broadcast burn, potentially longer depending on ground cover response and vitality."

Yet again-what response? How will this be measured? And just what constitutes "vitality"? What is the objective

measure for this determination?

 

b. The fourth bullet on p. 132 reads:

 

* "If deficient or affected, riparian vegetation would be planted to increase stream shade."

 

Yet again. "Deficient" is not an objective criterion. This EA must explicitly articulate what constitutes "deficient", in

some objectively and numerically measurable term.  What is the objectively measurable threshold at which

"deficient" becomes "sufficient"? If this project is actually rooted in science and not just empty rhetoric, the Forest

should and must be able to provide its criteria and citation of supporting documentation.

 

 

4. INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS

 

-The first full paragraph on p.133 reads: "Overland travel by vehicles that do not require roads to be constructed

(e.g., masticators, UTVs) may occur (U.S. Forest Service 2021m)."

 

The very definition and sine qua non of an Inventoried Roadless Area is that it be roadless, and the Forest is

required to ensure that this characteristic is preserved. The use of any "vehicle", including masticators and UTVs,

necessarily risks the creation of a de facto road, whether or not the Forest chooses to define it as such. This

Forest has a long-standing and ongoing problem with illegal road and trail creation and illegal use by ORVs of

ostensibly closed and decommissioned Forest roads. Four years ago, I personally accompanied District Ranger

Steve Romero and the Forest's sole Law Enforcement Officer into just such an existing closed road and illegal

trail incursion area in one of the very IRAs included in this proposed project, in the Arroyo Hondo area bordering

the watershed. At that time both District Ranger Romero and the Law Enforcement Officer present acknowledged

that illegal trail construction and use of ostensibly "nonexistent" (on the ground but not on the map) roads by

vehicles and ORVs were occurring here. Both the District Ranger and Forest Law Enforcement Officer also

acknowledged that, with only one law enforcement officer on the entire Forest, this was not something the Forest

could ever actually monitor or enforce.

 

This project, through its additional route-making via  "overland travel" by Forest vehicles, increases the

opportunities for yet further illegal incursions into IRAS, thus enabling the extension and expansion of a problem

the Forest has acknowledged it already cannot properly address. This EA makes absolutely no explicit provision

for ensuring that any de facto trails and de facto roads created by "overland travel by vehicles that do not require

roads" are fully and effectively decommissioned and made inaccessible following the proposed thinning and

burning actions. Since this Forest is legally obligated to ensure that the roadless character of any IRA is

preserved, this EA must address and define the design features and mitigation measures it will use following the

proposed overland vehicular travel in these areas to ensure that these project-created routes are effectively

decommissioned and made inaccessible for any and all subsequent ORV or vehicle use by the public. Failure to

do so makes this Forest culpable in undermining the defining feature of an IRA.

 

5. POTENTIAL LOSS OF CONTROL OF A "CONTROLLED BURN"
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As someone who was present in Santa Fe during the Cerro Grande Fire, I have witnessed first-hand the effects

of a so-called "controlled burn" gone entirely out of control within less than a day of its ignition. I find nothing in

this EA that addresses any of the potential environmental consequences of a Forest-ignited burn within the

proposed "project area" leaving the project area. Since there are structures, communities, Inventoried Roadless

Areas, other watersheds, and a Federally listed species all in areas immediately adjacent to, or directly downwind

of, the area defined by this project, it is incumbent upon this Forest to explicitly disclose and address the potential

effects of any burns in this project area escaping their intended bounds. Were a fire to leave the project area,

what is ultimately at risk? This document fails to address in any way this possibility, which the Cerro Grande Fire

demonstrated in no uncertain terms is a very real. To fail to do this is to neglect potential environmental impacts

that are not purely hypothetical, but indeed possible, as the Cerro Grande showed all of us who were here.

 

6.. EIS

 

The above are just a few of the striking examples of the failure of this Forest, in its sloppy haste, to do its due

diligence in effectively planning for a project of this magnitude and complexity. By side-stepping a full and proper

EIS, this Forest irrevocably undermines its credibility on this and all other future projects. The Forest's failure to

initiative an EIS from the very start, and subsequent failure to heed the many voices requesting an EIS, reeks of

partisan bureaucratic fast-tracking at the expense of a full, measured, comprehensive scientific planning. I thus

reiterate my request that the Forest conduct a proper Environmental Impact Statement, and thereby hold itself to

a higher professional standard than the sloppiness of so much of this EA gives evidence of.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 1:59:14 AM

First name: Craig

Last name: Jolly

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

?As a Santa Fe resident, a frequenter of rhe project area in question, and (as a U.S. citizen and Federal

taxpayer) a shareholder in these Federal lands, I submit the following comments on the Santa Fe  Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project Draft Environmental Assessment.

 

1. UNDEFINED TERMS

 

The use of the word "catastrophic", which occurs 46 times as a wildfire descriptor in this document, is undefined

in the EA glossary, plays purely on emotions without any precise, shared, or operational scientific or ecological

meaning, skews opinion without any clear grounding in science or fact, and is thus inappropriate for inclusion in a

document of this nature. Since this word has no clear or shared definition in reference to fire, all instances of it

should be removed from the EA and all other current and future Project-related documents.

 

The word "uncharacteristic", which appears 33 times to describe wildfire in this EA, is similarly undefined in this

document.

 

The word "severe" appears 25 times in conjunction with fire in this document. While the word "severe" is defined

generically ("the quality or state of distress inflicted by a force. The degree of environmental change caused by a

disturbance (e.g., fire)", this is a simple dictionary definition, and not a particularly good one at that. It is, yet

again, not a technical term. "Severe fire" as such is never defined in this EA.

 

The word "severe" is used in conjunction with the word "uncharacteristic" in reference to fire 10 times in this

document. Given the above, this means that "severe" appears without "uncharacteristic" in reference to fire 15

times in this EA, and "uncharacteristic" appears 23 times without "severe" in reference to fire in this EA.

 

The phrase "high-intensity" appears 74 times in this document. It, too, is undefined.

 

For this to purport to be an actual BASI-based Environmental Assessment, assembled and written by

professionals, and yet fail to precisely define the terms central to the Project's purpose-the prevention of

"catastrophic"/"uncharacteristic"/"severe"/"high-intensity", etc. wildfire-is representative of the sloppy and slipshod

approach this Forest has taken to this entire project. As is clear from the above, there is zero clarity, for the

reader but also apparently for the writers of this EA, as to what any of these terms actually means in reference to

wildfire, or relative to one another. Are they actually interchangeable? Can a fire not in fact be "severe" but still

not "uncharacteristic"? Or "severe" but still ecologically appropriate? Or "severe" and not "catastrophic"?

 

And what of a "crown fire"? This is defined in the glossary as follows: "Crown fire (crowning): a fire that burns and

moves through the uppermost branches (crowns) of trees and spreads from crown to crown. Fire burning in the

crowns of trees is an indicator of a high-intensity wildfire." What, then, is a "high-intensity wildfire"? Is it the same

as a "severe" fire? Or an "uncharacteristic" fire? Or a "catastrophic" fire? Are all crown fires a problem? Is "crown

fire" a synonym for "severe", or "uncharacteristic", or "catastrophic"? Or are some crown fires okay? If so, then

when are they okay and when not? Is it a function of simple acreage? If so, how much acreage? Or is it

"intensity"? Then what defines "intensity"? Scale? Temperature? Or must it be both?

 

Where is the science, and particularly the ecology, in any of this sloppy imprecision?

 

Given the above, this and any related project documents must be rewritten so as to convey with standard and

000129



appropriate scientific precision, clarity, consistency, and supporting citations the operating definitions,

distinctions, and various usages of each one of these terms so frequently used in this document. In addition,

each instance of their respective use within this and related project documents should be applied with the same

precision, clarity, and consistency. Anything less than a full and complete edit to correct what amounts to a

confusingly incomprehensible stew of emotionally shrill but functionally empty fire descriptors with no substantive

definitions, can (and will) be construed as either base ignorance, cavalier negligence, or intentional obfuscation

on the part of this Forest.

 

2. RIPARIAN TREATMENT

 

The third paragraph on p. 38 reads:

 

Fencing may be installed if needed to protect restored areas if it is determined that riparian vegetation

regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing.

 

If it is "needed to protect restored areas" and "it is determined that riparian vegetation regeneration is being

hampered by browsing and grazing", then there is, by the wording of this very sentence, a "need".

 

This should therefore be changed to: "Fencing will be installed if needed to protect restored areas if it is

determined that riparian vegetation regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing."

 

This wording also needs correction on p. 45:  "For proposed riparian restoration activities within Tesuque Creek

and Arroyo Hondo, fencing may be installed, if needed to protect restored areas if it is deemed that riparian

vegetation regeneration is being hampered by browsing and grazing." For the same reason, this sentence should

be changed to: "For  proposed riparian restoration activities within Tesuque Creek and Arroyo Hondo, fencing will

be installed, if needed to protect restored areas if it is deemed that riparian vegetation regeneration is being

hampered by browsing and grazing."

 

 

3. WATER QUALITY

 

a. The first bullet on p. 132 reads:

 

Within affected pastures, grazing would be deferred for at least one year; longer if vegetative ground cover is not

thriving and adequate to protect the soil from erosion (Range-12).

 

The citation to Appendix C, Range 12 reads:

 

Range-12. Livestock would be managed to allow for habitat response after project implementation. Allotment

pastures would be rested from grazing for a minimum of one year following broadcast burning of that pasture.

Prior to livestock being authorized to graze an area that was treated with prescribed burning, interdisciplinary

vegetation monitoring would be conducted to determine if plant health and groundcover has recovered

sufficiently to support grazing and protect soil.

 

While this stipulates that pastures must be rested for a minimum of one year following burning, it provides no

objective criteria for the determination of when that pasture will be reopened. "Not thriving and adequate to

protect from erosion" is not an objective criterion. Neither is "recovered sufficiently". What constitutes "thriving"?

What constitutes "adequate"? What constitutes "sufficiently"? Is it a percentage of total ground cover? A

vegetative height? How does slope gradient bear on this? What about particular vegetative compositions?

 

This and the related project documents must provide and articulate an objective measure for what constitutes its
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criterion for "thriving", "adequate to protect from erosion", and "recovered sufficiently". Simply citing

"interdisciplinary vegetation monitoring" is not sufficient, and not science. This EA must clearly articulate what

specific numerical or other criteria this monitoring will use for making its determination that the pasture "has

recovered sufficiently to support grazing and protect soil."

 

 

This applies by extension to the second bullet on p.135: " Design criteria would prohibit grazing any pasture for at

least one year following a broadcast burn, potentially longer depending on ground cover response and vitality."

Yet again-what response? How will this be measured? And just what constitutes "vitality"? What is the objective

measure for this determination?

 

b. The fourth bullet on p. 132 reads:

 

* "If deficient or affected, riparian vegetation would be planted to increase stream shade."

 

Yet again. "Deficient" is not an objective criterion. This EA must explicitly articulate what constitutes "deficient", in

some objectively and numerically measurable term.  What is the objectively measurable threshold at which

"deficient" becomes "sufficient"? If this project is actually rooted in science and not just empty rhetoric, the Forest

should and must be able to provide its criteria and citation of supporting documentation.

 

 

4. INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS

 

-The first full paragraph on p.133 reads: "Overland travel by vehicles that do not require roads to be constructed

(e.g., masticators, UTVs) may occur (U.S. Forest Service 2021m)."

 

The very definition and sine qua non of an Inventoried Roadless Area is that it be roadless, and the Forest is

required to ensure that this characteristic is preserved. The use of any "vehicle", including masticators and UTVs,

necessarily risks the creation of a de facto road, whether or not the Forest chooses to define it as such. This

Forest has a long-standing and ongoing problem with illegal road and trail creation and illegal use by ORVs of

ostensibly closed and decommissioned Forest roads. Four years ago, I personally accompanied District Ranger

Steve Romero and the Forest's sole Law Enforcement Officer into just such an existing closed road and illegal

trail incursion area in one of the very IRAs included in this proposed project, in the Arroyo Hondo area bordering

the watershed. At that time both District Ranger Romero and the Law Enforcement Officer present acknowledged

that illegal trail construction and use of ostensibly "nonexistent" (on the ground but not on the map) roads by

vehicles and ORVs were occurring here. Both the District Ranger and Forest Law Enforcement Officer also

acknowledged that, with only one law enforcement officer on the entire Forest, this was not something the Forest

could ever actually monitor or enforce.

 

This project, through its additional route-making via  "overland travel" by Forest vehicles, increases the

opportunities for yet further illegal incursions into IRAS, thus enabling the extension and expansion of a problem

the Forest has acknowledged it already cannot properly address. This EA makes absolutely no explicit provision

for ensuring that any de facto trails and de facto roads created by "overland travel by vehicles that do not require

roads" are fully and effectively decommissioned and made inaccessible following the proposed thinning and

burning actions. Since this Forest is legally obligated to ensure that the roadless character of any IRA is

preserved, this EA must address and define the design features and mitigation measures it will use following the

proposed overland vehicular travel in these areas to ensure that these project-created routes are effectively

decommissioned and made inaccessible for any and all subsequent ORV or vehicle use by the public. Failure to

do so makes this Forest culpable in undermining the defining feature of an IRA.

 

5. POTENTIAL LOSS OF CONTROL OF A "CONTROLLED BURN"
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As someone who was present in Santa Fe during the Cerro Grande Fire, I have witnessed first-hand the effects

of a so-called "controlled burn" gone entirely out of control within less than a day of its ignition. I find nothing in

this EA that addresses any of the potential environmental consequences of a Forest-ignited burn within the

proposed "project area" leaving the project area. Since there are structures, communities, Inventoried Roadless

Areas, other watersheds, and a Federally listed species all in areas immediately adjacent to, or directly downwind

of, the area defined by this project, it is incumbent upon this Forest to explicitly disclose and address the potential

effects of any burns in this project area escaping their intended bounds. Were a fire to leave the project area,

what is ultimately at risk? This document fails to address in any way this possibility, which the Cerro Grande Fire

demonstrated in no uncertain terms is a very real. To fail to do this is to neglect potential environmental impacts

that are not purely hypothetical, but indeed possible, as the Cerro Grande showed all of us who were here.

 

6.. EIS

 

The above are just a few of the striking examples of the failure of this Forest, in its sloppy haste, to do its due

diligence in effectively planning for a project of this magnitude and complexity. By side-stepping a full and proper

EIS, this Forest irrevocably undermines its credibility on this and all other future projects. The Forest's failure to

initiative an EIS from the very start, and subsequent failure to heed the many voices requesting an EIS, reeks of

partisan bureaucratic fast-tracking at the expense of a full, measured, comprehensive scientific planning. I thus

reiterate my request that the Forest conduct a proper Environmental Impact Statement, and thereby hold itself to

a higher professional standard than the sloppiness of so much of this EA gives evidence of.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 1:45:52 AM

First name: Mollie

Last name: West

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

I am writing concerning the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. As a native New Mexican, born

and raised here in Santa Fe, I returned home after college and have settled here to raise my family due to the

high quality of life we experience here. Our healthy forests are a huge contributing factor when it comes to that

high quality of life. I have chosen to raise my family here and for over a decade dedicate myself to teaching in the

public schools here in Santa Fe because of the high quality of life here and every week, if not daily, we are all

deeply grateful for the healthy forests- either through hiking, viewing or appreciating the pristine air in this area

etc., etc., etc. There are a multitude of other benefits to having healthy forests- too many to detail them all here.

 

A broad range of the best available science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project.

That has not been done so far, and science that does not support the Proposed Action has been largely ignored.

 

The public must be genuinely included in project planning. The public's concerns have not been seriously taken

into account in relation to their requests that prescribed burning be decreased and health impacts from

prescribed burn smoke documented and considered, and in relation to their request that a conservation approach

be taken in the planning of the project. The Forest Service has minimized publicly what they intend to do, and

what the potential impacts could be.

 

Thank you so much for understanding the seriousness and significance of this situation.

 

Mollie West and family
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 2:46:55 PM

First name: Juliana

Last name: Sloane

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hello,

I deeply support fire safety, conservation ecology, and know well the need for a fire sustainability & resiliency

strategy that takes climate change and the increased frequency of fires seriously.

 

I have concerns about the proposed strategy simply because a full Environmental Impact Statement, alongside

additional research around the most current fire resiliency & conservation strategies, have not been completed.

 

I want to support the Forest Service, and applaud that they are taking this issue seriously. However, as a resident

of this beautiful (and ecologically fragile) neighborhood, I cannot support the proposed project as it is worded

now.

 

Please take a step back, slow down, and do the research needed to be of the greatest service possible to the

forest and its neighboring people, plants, and animals.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 4:05:02 PM

First name: David

Last name: Buettner

Organization:

Title:

Comments: RE: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I wander through the trails out in Canada de los Alamos on a daily basis, something that has been good for my

health, both physically and mentally. I have a tremendous amount of gratitude for the nature that we are able to

experience here - it is something that truly makes our state special. I am also appreciative of our Forest Service

for their stewardship of our public lands. I am asking for the consideration of an EIS before continuing with the

forest maintenance as proposed. I believe this project will have significant adverse impacts on the human and

forest environment. I also believe that the frequent prescribed burn smoke in the mountains outside of Santa Fe

would have a substantial adverse impact on human health. It is in no way proven that prescribed burns

substantially replace wildfire or that prescribed burns do not increase the amount of smoke we breathe. In fact,

indications are that prescribed burns are largely in addition to wildfire. The Forest Service must do the analysis to

determine how much more smoke the public will be breathing as a result of this project, compared to the "No

Action" alternative. Furthermore, Widespread and aggressive thinning and burning does not improve the scenic

quality of the forest;  it degrades it.

 

Thank you for your consideration and the opportunity to voice my comments.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Ann

Last name: McCampbell

Organization: Multiple Chemical Sensitivities Task Force of New Mexico

Title:

Comments: Comments attached.

 

 

 

Files were sent through email to david.gilmore@usda.gov due to technical issues with the email and CARA.

 

Files were sent through email to david.gilmore@usda.gov due to technical issues with the email and CARA.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:40:25 PM

First name: Ann

Last name: McCampbell

Organization: Multiple Chemical Sensitivities Task Force of New Mexico

Title:

Comments: Additional comments attached.

000137



Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:51:33 PM

First name: Gary

Last name: Sharlow

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I feel very strongly that a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement must be completed for this project. I

am in support of managing the forest however I am concerned about the unintended consequences on human

health, animal health, and the forest ecology due to the use of herbicides and fire retardants. I live on the very

edge of the forest and am worried about what impact this will have on my health and the health of my family.

There is no analysis of the health effects of the increased amount of smoke the public will breathe due to

prescribed burning.

 

I would like to see Site-specific information for this project and not the current conditions-based approach. I feel

strongly that the best available science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project and do

not believe that this has been done to this point. An EIS is required when a project has significant impacts on the

human environment that is controversial, and when a project damages forest resources. This project will have

significant impacts on human health, it is controversial and the forest will undoubtedly be damaged by these fires.

Thinning from approximately 500 trees per acre down to 2-50 trees per acre is approaching a clearcut. It leaves

the forest too dry and open, can cause leave trees to blow over, and allows the wind to whip between trees,

fanning up flames in a wildfire.

 

The parameters for treatments are so generalized that we know neither where the treatments will occur nor how

they will be carried out in a site-specific way. I do not approve of these generalizations. I want clear burn plans

and am not okay with this statement: " "The actual location of forest treatments would occur where deemed

appropriate at the time of implementation."

 

The Forest Service did not allow the public to view any of the over 5,000 public scoping comments online or even

in person at Santa Fe National Forest headquarters. Forest Service personnel on multiple occasions stated in the

media they would only be thinning small trees when in reality the draft environmental assessment states that

larger-sized trees will be thinned. Which is it? We need more trees, not fewer, for carbon sequestration and to

hold moisture into the forest. Forests that are thinned and/or logged tend to burn more often and at a higher

intensity, not at a lower intensity. I would like to see further analysis on the impacts of thinning and prescribed

burning on Mexican spotted owls. The analysis of this in the environmental assessment is inadequate.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Sylvia

Last name: Williamson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Comments re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

I do not believe the current project as planned is going to be effective, safe, or wise. [ldquo]Resiliency

Project[rdquo] is quite misleading. Removing the proposed amount of trees using the methods proposed, the

thinning and prescribed burning as planned, is excessive and ill advised. Fire and forest ecologists question this

strategy. Thinned and open forests dry out and increase fire danger. The proposal to use herbicides on the

weeds that will grow in open areas is also ill advised and a risk to the health of most citizens, not to mention

wildlife. Please include the EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) rather than the abbreviated and ineffective

statement that was recently developed. Smoke from the burns is a health risk to all- there is a poor air quality

alert out presently due to the prescribed burn happening now. As a person who suffers from chemical sensitivity,

the smoke is unbearable causing severe fatigue, migraines, and respiratory distress. I am not alone in this to be

sure, my observation is that [ldquo]normal[rdquo] people also suffer ill effects. The fine particulate released from

the smoke is a risk to all, especially those who are more vulnerable (elderly, children, those with other health

concerns).

 

I am a retired educator in the field of Special Education and an active and involved (to the extent possible) citizen

of this state. I have lived in NM since I was a 5 year old in 1956 and the mountains are a treasure to me. Please

consider and accept the alternatives for wildfire control and the EIS proposed by advocates involved with this

issue.

 

Comments re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

I do not believe the current project as planned is going to be effective, safe, or wise. [ldquo]Resiliency

Project[rdquo] is quite misleading. Removing the proposed amount of trees using the methods proposed, the

thinning and prescribed burning as planned, is excessive and ill advised. Fire and forest ecologists question this

strategy. Thinned and open forests dry out and increase fire danger. The proposal to use herbicides on the

weeds that will grow in open areas is also ill advised and a risk to the health of most citizens, not to mention

wildlife. Please include the EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) rather than the abbreviated and ineffective

statement that was recently developed. Smoke from the burns is a health risk to all- there is a poor air quality

alert out presently due to the prescribed burn happening now. As a person who suffers from chemical sensitivity,

the smoke is unbearable causing severe fatigue, migraines, and respiratory distress. I am not alone in this to be

sure, my observation is that [ldquo]normal[rdquo] people also suffer ill effects. The fine particulate released from

the smoke is a risk to all, especially those who are more vulnerable (elderly, children, those with other health

concerns).

 

I am a retired educator in the field of Special Education and an active and involved (to the extent possible) citizen

of this state. I have lived in NM since I was a 5 year old in 1956 and the mountains are a treasure to me. Please

consider and accept the alternatives for wildfire control and the EIS proposed by advocates involved with this

issue.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 8:32:15 PM

First name: Peggy

Last name: McCarty

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

To Whom It Concerns, My response to these plans for the forest is very personal, as I have relocated to NM from

CA 24 years ago to escape the impact of herbicide on my condition of severe MCS, and found myself having to

constantly defend myself against the negative impact of smoke and all the chemicals it contains, increasingly

through the years here.  My health and my home have no stability, as I suffer severe relapses in my condition

and exacerbation of life threatening symptoms, every time a prescribed burn takes place, if I do not literally pack

up and leave the area, for days, weeks or months.

 

in spending a significant amount of time in Colorado to dodge these burns, i have found that the burning that

takes place there is administered with a lot more care and concern for the public, better notification, and burns

not getting out of control and causing catastrophic impacts, in comparison with what has gone on in New mexico,

especially since around 2005.  never have i seen a burn implemented up there, or known of it, as I am on

notification lists up there even when I am here, when 15 to 25 mph wind gusts are either forecasted or present,

as they were this past Wednesday when 350 acres were burned with aerial ignition in the watershed,

approximately 2 miles or less from my home in Santa Fe.

The impact of such smoke causes me to suffer cognitive and motor coordination failure such that I become

accident prone, and have injured myself several times during burns, dropping heavy or sharp objects on my feet,

and tripping and running into things.  This is in spite of having a HEPA air purifier running in all the rooms of my

home..

 

With the increasing amount of acreage proposed to be burned and the increasing frequency, with herbicide

added into the mix, I may not be able to maintain any presence in Santa Fe any  longer, literally being driven out

of here, out of my home too frequently to maintain it any longer, and becoming homeless.  If i fail to be able to

leave at the right times and/or relocate away from here permanently, I may land in the hospital, due to inability to

breathe and/or the results of a smoke induced accident at home or in my car..will the forest service pay my

medical bills?

 

i am literally one of the 'canaries in the coal mine", and my problems illustrate the impact on everyone that either

does occur without being acknowledged (how many people really know where their headaches and spaciness

and medical problems are coming from?) or can and will occur over time as more and more people succumb

physically and mentally to these impacts.

 

Please seriously consider all the information submitted by Dr. Ann McCampbell and others concerning the

extreme toxicity of smoke/chemicals and herbicides involved in your plan, and alter the plan in favor of the

survival of the forest and the people...Thank you, Peggy McCarty
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/30/2021 12:28:50 AM

First name: Jo-Ann

Last name: Collin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: October 29, 2021

Comments on USFS/USDA Environmental Assessments on following projects:

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project #55088 in The Santa Fe National Forest

Encino Vista Landscape Restoration Project #54965 (Jemez Mts) in The Santa Fe National Forest

 

INTRO: The time is now, to begin changes in the US Forest Service's work in national parks of New Mexico. The

forests and human health are at stake, and our communities are threatened.

 

STATEMENT: Ancient, esteemed public forest environments, and natural watersheds are not environments that

need to be continually managed by humans unless there have been human disturbances. Some of the

disturbances are commercial grazing, logging, destructive species hunting, infrastructure for recreational facilities

and trails, thinning, prescribed burns, roads, and unnecessary suppressed fires.

When needed, the service needs to use integrity and biological scientific regeneration to assist nature in

replenishing itself, as opposed to forest service 'restoration/repair" using fire fuel management to "fix" damaged

areas. A natural forest culture's biological integrity can be regenerated using the science of Botany specific to the

growth of forest flora and Dendrology specific to the growth of trees, to regenerate whole natural ecosystems. To

help forests heal, intelligent human adaptation choices in lifestyles (self-regulation) can be made. Choices could

be, (1) allow closed areas for proper regeneration time or (2) change lifestyles to accommodate the need to

protect wildlife migration and reproduction cycles or (3) take personal responsibility for your urban investments in

forested areas All human disturbance in natural habitats, without proper scientific recovery programs are the

cause of fuel overloads. The human population is expanding beyond the limits of environmental integrity,

especially in the Southwest, because of its fragile ecological systems.

Naturally, fires are restrained by a living ecosystem's humidity, by microorganisms and insects eliminating old

growth, and during times of natural droughts (human-caused climate changes not included), larger natural fires

range over areas that need to eliminate dead foliage. All this is kept in check by ecosystem balances, wildlife,

and seasonal changes that vary in different climates.

 

Unfortunately, in the past, we have accepted US Forest Service Environmental Assessments based on cut and

burn remedies that focused on potential fire impacts on surrounding infrastructure, and how forests fire fuels can

be managed to protect human endeavors. We have been mistaken in allowing broken promises of forest

"restoration" and our health to be degraded over the last 2 decades.

 

Not only has reforestation failed, but the US Forest Service's aggressive, invasive and continuous fuel

treatments, in almost all cases, has caused extreme damage to forest ecosystems' natural regeneration, causing

even more frequent fires, damage to wildlife habitats and reproduction, and increased catastrophic changes in

atmospheric conditions with the release of sequestered carbons, that cause climate changes.

 

Consider also, that national forests are present all over the state. With the acceptance of continued cut and burn

treatments. statewide, pollution will greatly increase. This is due to the release of chemicals in smoke tar along

with chemicals in fire accelerators and suppressants, all of which cause damage to the lungs and other internal

systems. There is scientific evidence to back these statements but the US Forest Service chooses to use other

controlled data and rhetoric to promote faith in the government's best interests in the forests and our health. Our

acceptance allows dominating government economic strategies to go forward for capitalistic gains, while our

health and forests are destroyed.

 

As the forest ecosystems are destroyed and more fires prevail, because of human disturbances, a public who is
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uninvolved in fire protection options will become more afraid, likely becoming desensitized to forest life, so they

want more protection for human infrastructure and less for wildlife habitats. This perception allows more

commercial use and agricultural cultivation in our forests.

Disastrously, this is historically true all over the world. China's situation, because it is the highest agricultural and

industrial producing nation in the world, has only 1% of its natural forests remaining.

 

This is an unacceptable future for our beautiful forests. Future forest service work needs to be the correction, of

past commercial disturbances, and forest destruction by Forest Service fuel treatments. This is done by a focus

on biological forest regeneration and closely overseeing human disturbances. The goal - no additional

management needed.

Leave the natural in nature, keep a watchful eye and leave only your footprints.

 

GENERAL COMMENTS, that support the above statement.

How telling it is, that the US Forest Service is managed by the US Department of Agriculture. Agriculture is the

commercial use of crop cultivation and animal husbandry. We have to stop agriculture and other commercial

interests from controlling how our forests are preserved, and how lakes, rivers, or wildlife are used. The human

actions of "prescribed pile, broadcast, and jackpot burning", thinning, chemical herbicide applications, and

fencing (words all taken from the above project assessments), are claimed to be healthy ways to protect our

forests and wildlife, as notated by the US Forest Service, in collaboration with government and commercial

entities (coalitions).

 

Ancient watersheds, that the forest service claims to protect, by using the above methods, in many cases have

natural canopies to protect their humidity, understory to protect the rooting of food plants for forest inhabitants,

and an ecosystem that holds water and creates plant food through tiny microbes and fungus living in the top 3-4

inches of soil. The older the forests are, the deeper and more varied these organisms are and the thicker the

subsurface rooting structures. These type of ecosystems have their cycles for fire. Even in this arid climate,

nature has re-invented ways to provide watersheds without this luxurious habitat. Nature's work, using natural

regeneration cycles, in this dry environment took centuries to put in order. Natural forests and watersheds have

worked for thousands of years without prescribed fires.

The SFP summary a 27K report makes a point to mention that in the 2020 Medio fire (a small acreage understory

fire in the Santa Fe Mt Range of the national forest) was stopped from burning the SF Municipal Watershed by a

previous prescribed burn which helped firefighters, leading one to believe that the watershed had been spared.

However, another quote in the EA summary is "Thanks to nearly 20 years of (fuel) treatment the watershed

continues to……..". It is preposterous that the Forest Service's prescribed burns take credit for Santa Fe's

ancient dependable watershed.

However, the real concern is, how much sub-structure has been damaged by continuously prescribed burns, and

thinning cuts in this area, and can we correct this damage quickly enough. More to the point, is there a possibility,

that the last 2 decades may have destroyed New Mexico's National Forests' capacity to collect water at all? It's a

scientific question. Only time will tell. There are botanists studying regeneration birthing techniques. Perhaps the

USDA will soon want to know this information.

 

It is interesting to note, that the Forest service EA is also proposing riparian habitat restoration management. The

"sight indirect prescribed fire, herbicide applications, fencing, native tree planting, along with conifer and non-

native tree removals" as their goals. These methods speak of how the USFS/USDA perceives nature as hostile.

The USDA functions to oversee the business of agriculture. Seldom does commercial agricultural answers

answer nature's environmental needs.

New Mexico's natural environments are to be passionately embraced, admired, and cared for.

 

 

COMMENTS ON EA SUMMARIES, which show support for the statement above.

The summaries of both the proposed Santa Fe and Encino Vista projects are posturing lip service and eye-wash,
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but mostly straight out lies. It's similar to brainwashing. It's insulting, especially when one reads The Forest

Advocate's brochure "Protecting Our Forests, Our Community and Our Health", which is filled with data and

scientific information quite the opposite of USFS.

(1) The Encino summary is not available from the Forest Service however The Forest Advocate.org provides a

short overview, and this below is even shorter. The EVP's intention is to "prescribe burn" about 110,800 acres

that have "undesirable conditions" on a "5-20 year rotation" for the purpose of "restoring frequent fire areas that

are logged and grazed". They will do this by "modifying arrangements of stands (old and new) and openings", in

order to "improve potential natural regeneration, improve specie habitats and prevent wild fires". Owls, Hawks,

and Livestock will be protected as required.

This project wants to use, over a huge area, repeated "treatments" of "cut and burn" (meaning no regeneration

will happen) because they indicate that the forest has "undesirable conditions" "caused by logging and grazing"

so infrastructure has to be protected "from wildfires".

 

(2) The USFS states in the SFP summary that their goal is "restoring health, vitality, resiliency" using 'their main

tool prescribed fire (with thinning) which is "supported by unequivocal evidence from top researchers and

scientists" who say this is "appropriate treatments" using a "condition-based approach" (very sophistical)

repeatedly over 50,000 acres every 7-10-15 years. It is evident that the Forest Service scientific supporters used

a perspective of "thin and burn" to evaluate these "restorative" treatments.

 

As one can see (in the brochure mentioned above), that in 2 decades of pictures of repeated cut and burn areas

were only partially restored. This is double talk. Repeated burns stop regenerating cycles. The drafts also speak

of the forest service creating "resiliency to future disturbances" "improved diversity", "enhanced views". It is

ridiculous and disrespectful to nature if we allow this to happen. We need to help nature by replacing growth in

areas damaged by human disturbance and not have governments tell us how they want to recreate nature!

 

Could it be that real estate and infrastructure are very expensive to replace and therefore a higher priority than

the forests to the USDA and that USFS's true goal is to provide for government economic stability rather than

forest stability? A conclusion that one could come to, since they protect commercial and private investments

inside and outside the forests, by intentionally burning forests, while "restoration" is lip service or an afterthought.

Or, are we seeing their larger goals in forest prescribed burns?

 

There are proven methods for protecting personal and government infrastructure from wildfires The Forests

Advocate Brochure states that large-scale forest fuel treatments logging, thinning, and prescribed burns do not

prevent urban infrastructure loss and gives information concerning these methods of prevention. As many of us

remember, 400 Los Alamos homes were destroyed in the Cerro Grande Fire" in the Jemez Mountains, because

flame embers fly for miles and create ground fires including landscaping too close to homes, in these urban

forest residential settings. The burn continues into houses, that have not been fireproofed. This fire was started

by a "prescribed burn" deep within the nearby forest in severely dry conditions, common in the Southwest.

Don't let the USFS burn beautiful forests/wildlife by using the excuse of protecting infrastructure

 

CONCLUSION, other issues concerning predisposed agenda of Forest Service Environmental Assessments

being used to create scooping material for the above 2 projects, vs a comprehensive Environmental Impact

Statement from a larger scientific community and how the change will begin.

 

1. The USFS/USDA produced EA uses scare tactics in the hope of convincing the public that the "cut and burn

treatments" are the only and best options to stop forest fires to protect people and infrastructures and save the

forests. Many sources say that this is not true. Quotes in the SFP summary: (1) "if no (proposed) action is taken"

(by them) "potential environmental impacts are at high risks for high-severity and high-intensity fire, threatening

forests, ecosystems and infrastructure". (2) "This work matters" (because) "threats are more than theoretical" "the

time is now" (otherwise) "communities around Santa Fe" (as in the past) "will experience devastating impacts of

high-severity fires and drastic……." "which pose a serious hazard to human health and safety and threaten
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irreplaceable resources and infrastructure" (3) (goal) "reduce the risk of catastrophic fires and consequent

impacts to ecological, cultural, tribal, recreational and scenic values."

The truth, according to scientific studies referenced in The Forest Advocate brochure, fuel treatments do not

decrease the amount or intensity of fires in Western hot, dry windy conditions and there has been no increase in

high-intensity fires in Western forests in the past 2 decades. High-severity fires, flooding, erosion, and ecosystem

destruction have happened in different areas of NM, all in national forests. In the last 60 years, there have been

seven large fires in NM, all have been caused by humans (including USFS) in areas of natural fire cycles and

ecosystems disturbances, except for one, caused by lightning.

Somebody is trying to frighten us by lying!!

 

2. There is constant air pollution from small natural forest fires in the Southwest, as well as from the many

already approved prescribed fires. These are overwhelming Santa Fe and the surrounding areas. Increasing New

Mexico's National Forest intentional burns by adding another 165,000 acres, with these 2 new burn projects close

to Santa Fe, plus considering impacts from bordering state fires, will reduce the quality of our once pristine air

and cause many more health problems. However, Live healthy forest ecosystems, cleanse the air and earth,

produce oxygen, and their natural strength and beauty inspire us and create recreational and meditative activities

that indulge us. The Forest Advocate Brochure gives precise information about what causes health issues when

forests burn

A USFS EA does not address human health impacts.

 

3. Quote from summery, "In some cases, treatments may generate undesirable short term effects……..

temporary public limitations….disturb wildlife." They want to be sure to let the public know that they are doing

everything to please them, that they won't be inconvenienced while the forest burns and wildlife runs for its life.

Their goal is, "to improve the ecosystem and resilience of the landscape" (no mention of the tremendous effects

on wildlife from fire and habitat destruction). That is PR posturing, eyewash, and lip service.

They will use "mitigation measures and best management…..etc". However, there is no mention of long-term

destruction effects, how they will rebuild wildlife habitats, or longer restrictions due to sensitive restoration work

because those are not their concerns.

One tree matters, one great horned owl matters, one prairie dog matters one butterfly could be irreplaceable.

Lives matters. From information outside the forest service supporters, one can see that this isn't just about one

huge beautiful Ponderosa tree stand, that the Forest Service may find a necessity to burn. It's about the

destruction of the understory and lower ecosystems that interrelates with these trees, with wildflowers, wildlife,

and little saplings that this Ponderosa stand also help seed and nourish. Our human connection is physical and

spiritual, so, while either watching or condoning these abusive and deadly actions, we knowingly or not, are

confronted with despair.

Every little thing is connected in cycles, alive and naturally thriving. 

 

4. An EIS is absolutely necessary because it will cover a much larger range of adverse impacts, give advice and

conclusive information not hinged on government agenda, nor Forest Service PR, crafty deceptions, and

treachery.

However even if an EIS comes from a modern-day scientific community that relates to data and empirical

studies, researchers will have preconceptions, and a variety of personal knowledge about environmental impacts,

so this also will be used. Yet commercial interests are good at getting around environmental laws and EIS

statements.

There is something else that we need. An EIS evaluation, will not likely say that all human disturbances need to

be mitigated by plant sciences, it might suggest that more "restorative" work is necessary to reduce impacts. It

will not tell the government to put forest services in an environmental department. However, in some cases, it

could suggest a reduction of agriculture, commercial pursuits, and intentional fires due to the fragile southwest

ecosystems and human health. It might suggest limiting recreation or other uses, during specific times of

regeneration or not.
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The US Government/USDA will not put these two projects near Santa Fe, into its major outlook for their whole

national park system, even if there is popular support of present EA drafts, or an EIS used. There is an

overabundance of US government-backed, highly promoted public documentaries and forest service hypo

published, using our fears so the need for protection, and our desire for progress, to convince us to follow their

cut and burn campaign.

However, the national government will hear a strong, very loud, public voice in New Mexico and New Mexico is

not alone. Grass root efforts are impressive in the forest and with human connections, along with the influence of

The Forest Advocate. Utah and Wyoming also have a large percentage of national forests with similar fragile

conditions and every state have national forests. The louder the better.

This is how we can change US Forest Service now.  Until tomorrow comes
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/30/2021 12:29:54 AM

First name: Ann

Last name: McCampbell

Organization: Multiple Chemical Sensitivities Task Force of New Mexico

Title:

Comments: See attached file.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/30/2021 2:22:05 AM

First name: Paula

Last name: Seaton

Organization: Seaton Guardianship Servic

Title:

Comments: Please save every tree that is growing at this moment! Don't burn them! It takes so long and much

care to grow a single tree.  They are our children and we need to put much energy into helping them become

healthy and strong.

We should not be burning trees that do so much to collect our Carbon but should save every single tree that is

growing. Trees are part of us.  They provide better air quality by removing carbon dioxide from the environment.

At this time on the planet it is more and more difficult for people to breathe fresh air and this is extremely

important for our survival. The Covid 19 pandemic has only made humans more affected by climate change and

we need to stop anymore destruction to the forest, we need to plant more trees and we need to provide a area

around the forest that is extra protective.  This has been shown that it is the only way to save our forests.  We

need to have an extra area of protection.

Please please please do not continue to burn our forests and tress.  They are our our livelihood , our children ,

they are us!

Thank you.

Paula Seaton
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/30/2021 3:24:15 AM

First name: Roger

Last name: Frye

Organization:

Title:

Comments: While I appreciate the sincere effort that has been put into developing the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project, I feel that it is not a complete plan and has not had enough input from experts who

disagree with the plan nor from the public at large.

 

I am most concerned about the amount of smoke that would be generated from a combination of prescribed

burns and inevitable wildfires both within and outside treated areas. I also want to preserve the beautiful trees on

our mountains; I believe that thinning proposed is excessive and will harm the remaining trees as well as create

wind and drought and erosion conditions that will foster even more dangerous fires and kill precious wildlife. I fear

that frequent burning will not allow the understory to return which is an importand part of forest ecology.

 

Please reduce the proposed thinning, mastication, and burning. And please complete a full Environmental Impact

Statement after consulting with a wider range of expert and public opinion.

 

Thank you.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/30/2021 4:17:59 AM

First name: Claire

Last name: Frye

Organization:

Title:

Comments: SFNF Service,

 

Greetings from a longtime resident living adjacent to the Santa Fe National Forest.  Having lived in the Canada

de Los Alamos/La Posta/Apache Ridge area nearly 25 years, I and my family will likely and very sadly have to

leave the area due to excess smoke, primarily from prescribed burns and from other fires. In addition, to

witnessing the proposed excessively large portions of a thriving forest be aggressively, drastically decimated

which will become truly traumatic and unbearable.

 

It is not the fault of the SFNF Service that homes have been built far out into the hillsides and droughts have

worsened. At the same time, it is the responsibility as a 'service' to our citizens for your organization to hear what

other valid forestry researchers (you know who they are) have determined to be effective, safer, less aggressive

tactics for saving our forests. We humans too are a part of this ecosystem and need to be heard. Based upon

science and from the wisdom of our observations as resident caretakers of the beloved land around us, many of

us also carry wisdom.

 

We who make our lives here put in the foothills come from many cultures and walks of life. I myself a teacher am

married to a scientist as well as hold advanced degrees, am intelligent enough to know that there is research to

indicate that there is a need for some amount of interventional, preventative, mostly perimeter burning. But not to

the extent and amount that is being proposed. I, along with many living here have observed over many years the

changes the SFNF has been going through.  Such delicate, currently very dry high desert terrain cannot

withstand widespread and repeatedly aggressive burning without ultimately dire long-term consequences to the

entire environment. We have repeatedly seen burned out understory not replenish itself over decades, as a part

of what was supposed to happen according to the SFNF previously prescribed burns.

 

The road to hell can be paved with good intentions. We do need to do something, but remember we are not in

California. Listen to and take into serious consideration what other scientists have to offer specific to this area.

Do the proper impact studies so that what you do will not end up becoming possibly devastating.  Remember:

Fools rush in. Overreacting out of fear is often counterproductive. The word 'backfire' comes to mind.  As does

the words, 'pausing with some humility in the face of crisis.'                      

 

Sincerely,    

                           

Claire R. Frye                             
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Simone

Last name: Griffin

Organization: BlueRibbon Coalition

Title:

Comments: Please see attached document.

 

 

 

BlueRibbon Coalition/ShareTrails (BRC) is writing to provide feedback for the Santa Fe

 

Mountains Resiliency Project. BRC is a national non-profit organization that champions

 

responsible recreation and encourages a strong conservation ethic and individual stewardship.

 

We champion responsible use of public lands and waters for the benefit of all recreationists by

 

educating and empowering our members to secure, protect, and expand shared outdoor

 

recreation access and use by working collaboratively with natural resource managers and other

 

recreationists. Our members use motorized and non-motorized means of recreation, including

 

OHVs, horses, mountain bikes, and hiking to enjoy federally managed lands throughout the

 

United States, including those of the Forest Service. Many of our members and supporters live

 

in Oregon or travel across the country to visit Oregon and use motorized vehicles to access

 

USFS managed lands throughout New Mexico. BRC members visit this land for motorized

 

recreation, snowmobiling, sightseeing, photography, rockhounding, hunting, wildlife and nature

 

study, camping, observing cultural resources, and other similar pursuits. BRC members and

 

supporters have concrete, definite, and immediate plans to continue such activities in the future.

 

Many of our members hold organized events that include organized rides in this area. A

 

significant portion of the education mission of organizations like ours and the fundraising that

 

supports organizations like ours comes from these organized events, and we see the

 

continuation of these events as an integral expression of protected rights including freedom of

 

speech and freedom of assembly.

 

Project Specific Comments

 

We support the USFS utilizing an EA for planning this project, and we don[rsquo]t believe that the impacts
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from this project would require an EIS. The impact of leaving the forest vulnerable to catastrophic

 

wildfire is far more significant than the minimal impacts from this project.

 

An article published by the Sacramento Bee references the scientific work of several 1 prominent wildfire

 

experts who have rebutted the agenda-driven science that is often used to delegitimize vegetation

 

treatment projects. NEPA requires that the agency use the best available science as part of its

 

requirement to take a hard look at environmental impacts. We recommend that the USFS locate and

 

incorporate the academic work of Crystal Kolden, Keala Hagmann, Susan Prichard and the hundreds of

 

other academics who are backing up the need for proper management of forests to reduce wildfire risk.

 

We also agree with the 15 major conservation organizations who have called on the USFS to actively

 

manage forests to reduce wildfire risk.2

 

The EA says: The Proposed Action includes closure of 1.5 miles of Forest Service Road 79W near

 

Arroyo Hondo, which would have some impact on the Arroyo Hondo trailhead access in this area. It

 

would require all users to park at the Arroyo Hondo trailhead rather than continue driving up the rough

 

road, which many prefer to hike anyway.

 

BRC: It is not specified whether this is a temporary or permanent closure. This should not be a

 

permanent closure and needs to be justified through the travel management plan as with all closures,

 

temporary or permanent. All temporary closures should only be closed for a reasonable period of time

 

which should be specified before the closure.

 

EA: Off-highway vehicle riding may have more opportunities available as a result of the Proposed

 

Action[hellip] particularly projects that create new access roads (both temporary and permanent), such as

 

fuels reduction and forest restoration projects. These projects often encourage increased off-highway

 

vehicle use through [ldquo]curiosity,[rdquo] and users may use the access roads of the Proposed Action and

other

 

reasonably foreseeable projects[rsquo] access roads to view the activities and/or sites (subject to existing

 

New Mexico off-highway vehicle laws and regulations).

 

BRC: We support increased off-highway vehicle use as long as management and best practices are
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used. We believe that through proper forest management and roads will provide the resources to keep

 

the forest healthy.

 

BRC supports the broad project objectives to keep forests healthy and reduce the risk of wildland fires.

 

We recommend using commercial treatment in the maximum amount of land possible. Best available

 

science should be used in making these decisions. Past forest fires that have burned rampant because

 

of the lack of forest projects should be looked at when making decisions.

 

The plan states a possible method to use is prescribed burns. If this method is chosen for an area, and

 

a wildfire arises at any point, that wildfire should be treated as such and the USFS should not allow the

 

wildfire to burn in order to meet prescribed burn objectives. This involves a lot of risks and wildfires

 

should always be treated with as much urgency to suppress the fire as possible.

 

We would like to close by saying we support [ldquo]shared use[rdquo]. As long as overall visitation numbers

 

are appropriate for the affected resources, motorized and non-motorized users can be

 

compatible with one another so long as individual users understand designations and plan their

 

activities accordingly. Indeed, motorized and nonmotorized recreation use often overlap as

 

OHV[rsquo]s often increase accessibility to non-motorized recreational activities such as hiking,

 

camping, equestrian use, etc. We also hold that responsible recreational use of public lands can

 

exist in harmony with ecosystem needs.

 

BRC would like to be considered an interested public for this project. Information can be sent to

 

the following address and email address:

 

BlueRibbon Coalition/ShareTrails (BRC) is writing to provide feedback for the Santa Fe

 

Mountains Resiliency Project. BRC is a national non-profit organization that champions

 

responsible recreation and encourages a strong conservation ethic and individual stewardship.

 

We champion responsible use of public lands and waters for the benefit of all recreationists by

 

educating and empowering our members to secure, protect, and expand shared outdoor

 

recreation access and use by working collaboratively with natural resource managers and other

 

recreationists. Our members use motorized and non-motorized means of recreation, including
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OHVs, horses, mountain bikes, and hiking to enjoy federally managed lands throughout the

 

United States, including those of the Forest Service. Many of our members and supporters live

 

in Oregon or travel across the country to visit Oregon and use motorized vehicles to access

 

USFS managed lands throughout New Mexico. BRC members visit this land for motorized

 

recreation, snowmobiling, sightseeing, photography, rockhounding, hunting, wildlife and nature

 

study, camping, observing cultural resources, and other similar pursuits. BRC members and

 

supporters have concrete, definite, and immediate plans to continue such activities in the future.

 

Many of our members hold organized events that include organized rides in this area. A

 

significant portion of the education mission of organizations like ours and the fundraising that

 

supports organizations like ours comes from these organized events, and we see the

 

continuation of these events as an integral expression of protected rights including freedom of

 

speech and freedom of assembly.

 

Project Specific Comments

 

We support the USFS utilizing an EA for planning this project, and we don[rsquo]t believe that the impacts

 

from this project would require an EIS. The impact of leaving the forest vulnerable to catastrophic

 

wildfire is far more significant than the minimal impacts from this project.

 

An article published by the Sacramento Bee references the scientific work of several 1 prominent wildfire

 

experts who have rebutted the agenda-driven science that is often used to delegitimize vegetation

 

treatment projects. NEPA requires that the agency use the best available science as part of its

 

requirement to take a hard look at environmental impacts. We recommend that the USFS locate and

 

incorporate the academic work of Crystal Kolden, Keala Hagmann, Susan Prichard and the hundreds of

 

other academics who are backing up the need for proper management of forests to reduce wildfire risk.

 

We also agree with the 15 major conservation organizations who have called on the USFS to actively

 

manage forests to reduce wildfire risk.2

 

The EA says: The Proposed Action includes closure of 1.5 miles of Forest Service Road 79W near
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Arroyo Hondo, which would have some impact on the Arroyo Hondo trailhead access in this area. It

 

would require all users to park at the Arroyo Hondo trailhead rather than continue driving up the rough

 

road, which many prefer to hike anyway.

 

BRC: It is not specified whether this is a temporary or permanent closure. This should not be a

 

permanent closure and needs to be justified through the travel management plan as with all closures,

 

temporary or permanent. All temporary closures should only be closed for a reasonable period of time

 

which should be specified before the closure.

 

EA: Off-highway vehicle riding may have more opportunities available as a result of the Proposed

 

Action[hellip] particularly projects that create new access roads (both temporary and permanent), such as

 

fuels reduction and forest restoration projects. These projects often encourage increased off-highway

 

vehicle use through [ldquo]curiosity,[rdquo] and users may use the access roads of the Proposed Action and

other

 

reasonably foreseeable projects[rsquo] access roads to view the activities and/or sites (subject to existing

 

New Mexico off-highway vehicle laws and regulations).

 

BRC: We support increased off-highway vehicle use as long as management and best practices are

 

used. We believe that through proper forest management and roads will provide the resources to keep

 

the forest healthy.

 

BRC supports the broad project objectives to keep forests healthy and reduce the risk of wildland fires.

 

We recommend using commercial treatment in the maximum amount of land possible. Best available

 

science should be used in making these decisions. Past forest fires that have burned rampant because

 

of the lack of forest projects should be looked at when making decisions.

 

The plan states a possible method to use is prescribed burns. If this method is chosen for an area, and

 

a wildfire arises at any point, that wildfire should be treated as such and the USFS should not allow the

 

wildfire to burn in order to meet prescribed burn objectives. This involves a lot of risks and wildfires

 

should always be treated with as much urgency to suppress the fire as possible.

 

We would like to close by saying we support [ldquo]shared use[rdquo]. As long as overall visitation numbers
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are appropriate for the affected resources, motorized and non-motorized users can be

 

compatible with one another so long as individual users understand designations and plan their

 

activities accordingly. Indeed, motorized and nonmotorized recreation use often overlap as

 

OHV[rsquo]s often increase accessibility to non-motorized recreational activities such as hiking,

 

camping, equestrian use, etc. We also hold that responsible recreational use of public lands can

 

exist in harmony with ecosystem needs.

 

BRC would like to be considered an interested public for this project. Information can be sent to

 

the following address and email address:
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/12/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Gary

Last name: Magnus

Organization:

Title:

Comments: We need to update our science and challenge the existing paradigm around forest management.

More research is required before we continue with the proposed burns.

 

Gary Magnus
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/11/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Pete

Last name: Meyers

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Santa Fe Forest:

 

 

 

We cannot control burn our way out of global warming!

 

 

 

We do not need to be flooded with smoke in northern New Mexico. It makes a major impact on our health with

P2.5 particles. It ruins tourism and the film industry.

 

 

 

FS needs to implement mechanical management of our forests as was proven in the East Mountains. It works. It

is time to end control burning. Why is it that FS has to keep repeating stupidity?

 

 

 

And gets some goats.

 

 

 

Pete Myers

 

Santa Fe, NM
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/16/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Nancy

Last name: Murphy

Organization:

Title:

Comments: This is to protest the drastic Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.  The current plan to

cut and burn trees and the understory in the forests around Santa Fe NM will result in harm to human health and

forest health:

 

 

 

1.  The acreage considered is too large.

 

2.  The use of herbicides is unacceptable.

 

3.  Trees with trunks as large as 16" are too valuable to cut.

 

4.  Cutting trees destroys natural storage of atmospheric carbon.

 

5.  All burns produce smoke and harmful particulates, in addition to destroying forest soil.

 

 

 

A more comprehensive environmental impact study needs to be done on this project.  Hopefully a more detailed

study will provide a way forward to smaller more targeted ways to control future wildfires.

 

 

 

Nancy A. Murphy
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/14/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Jon

Last name: Klingel

Organization:

Title:

Comments: It contains some correct statements, some incorrect statements and some unjustified conclusions.  It

seems to be designed to be emotional and cause confusion.

 

 

 

1)  The brochure emphasizes wood fire smoke is not healthy.  The recent science seems to verify this is true.

However, humans have lived and probably evolved with wood fire smoke, from forest and cooking fires, for

many, many thousands of years.  The Alaska native word for summer is "smoky season".  I suspect the health

problems reported may be the result of being added to all the other serious air pollutants we humans generate

and breath in daily.  Fire is a regular, often common, natural part of many forest systems.  Some forest systems

have evolved to need fire for maintenance and regeneration (e.g. serotinous cones). Ponderosa pine and

frequent fire dry mixed conifer in New Mexico need regular low intensity fire.

 

 

 

2)  The brochure says some of the Encino Vista Project areas "have dense stands of even-aged trees as an

aftereffect of logging projects of the past".  Likely a true statement.  It does not say what type of forest it is.  Is it

Ponderosa pine, frequent fire mixed conifer, wet mixed conifer, or spruce-fir?  Whether thinning and burning is

appropriate depends on the forest type.  It would be appropriate in ponderosa pine and frequent fire mixed

conifer.  It would not be appropriate in wet mixed conifer or spruce-fir.  Considering that the project is on the north

side of the caldera (i.e. northern exposure), it likely includes significant amounts of wet mixed conifer and spruce-

fir at higher elevations where thinning and burning would not be appropriate.  The devil is in the details.

 

 

 

3) The brochure says material would be brought out on 'existing or "temporary roads", which typically become

permanent roads'.  True.  Roads and heavy equipment are bad for forests for many reasons.  We need fewer

roads, not more.  Forests in NM (and perhaps all of Region 3) do a grossly inadequate job of closing roads and

the situation is getting worse with ATVs.  Are there any forest roads in NM that have been recontoured?  To what

extent are these projects primarily or significantly logging projects that are being "green washed"?  We are

seeing this happening on the Carson NF to the north of the Santa Fe NF.  It does not encourage confidence in

Forest Service projects in NM.

 

 

 

4) The stated purpose of these projects is to" reduce the impacts of wildfire and improve forest health".  Whether

the projects will be good for the forest or do a lot of harm depends on the type of forest, which is not stated in the

brochure.  Based on the size of the project areas, they contain a lot of forest where thinning and burning are not

appropriate, and certainly contain some forest where it is needed.  "The devil is in the details" of what, where and

how.  There will be some significant adverse impacts even where thinning and burning are appropriate and

needed, especially considering the size of the projects.  The impacts need to be thoroughly analyzed and made

public.

 

 

 

5) The brochure emphasizes that the most important thing for structure protection (houses) is fire proofing the
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structure and area close to the structure.  This is a true statement.  Thinning appropriate places in the forest and

fire breaks can be helpful in fighting a "normal" fire, when conditions are not too extreme.  Under extreme burning

conditions, forest thinning and fire breaks are meaningless.  Under these conditions, everything burns and

spotting distances are measured in kilometers and miles.  Most structures will not survive a fire storm.  In NM, we

are seeing more extreme conditions caused by drought and wind, with low live and dead fuel moisture.  It is a

result of global warming.  Whether we will see the kind of fires that the west coast has been experiencing,

remains to be seen.  Does the Forest Service document clearly distinguish between "normal" burning conditions

and extreme burning conditions?

 

 

 

6)  Thinning does result in a drier forest, as pointed out in the brochure, with more grass and shrub growth in the

understory.  A ground fire will move through the open understory faster under normal fire conditions.  Under

extreme conditions, it does not matter.  Ponderosa pine and dry frequent fire mixed conifer, under natural

conditions, are drier forest types.  They also experienced frequent low intensity fire under natural conditions.

Ponderosa stands in the Southwest had a natural fire return interval of 2-11 years.  Dry frequent fire mixed

conifer probably had a natural fire return interval slightly longer.  Most of the fire history data is from Ponderosa

pine.  Thinning and regular low intensity ground fires are good for these forest types, with grasses and shrubs

replacing the sterile mat of needles that accumulates without fire.

 

 

 

7) The brochure states, "Debris left behind from logging and thinning can cause wildfires to burn more severely".

True, under normal fire conditions.  Red needle logging slash has long been considered the worst fire control

situation, under normal fire conditions.  Chipping and mastication also puts a lot of flammable material on the

ground and will result in significant impacts if burned.  Under extreme fire conditions, it does not matter,

everything burns.

 

 

 

8) The brochure states, "Fires of all intensities have an ecological role in our forests".  It depends on forest type.

In Ponderosa pine, intense stand replacing fires probably almost never occurred under natural conditions.  In

spruce-fir, stand replacing fire is the normal situation, but the natural fire return interval was 200+ years.

 

 

 

9) The brochure states, "There has been no increase in high intensity fire in Western forests in the past two

decades".  I believe that is a completely false statement.  I was involved with fire fighting in the 1960s into the

1980s.  I don't recall any situations similar to what has been happening in CA, OR or WA.  1967 was the most

intense fire year since 1910, up to that time, and was nothing like today's situation.   It seems clear that global

warming is having a significant impact on our forests.  Thinning and burning in appropriate forest types may help

the fire situation and will improve the health of these forest types.

 

 

 

10)  There are many statements in the brochure that ignore science, are simply untrue, or appear to be designed

to stimulate people's emotions and create confusion.  Examples of these types of statements include: "may have

been historically";  "so that most of the naturally-occurring understory does not return, ...";  "increase the risk of

bark beetle outbreaks";  "fire is applied much too frequently"; "dry, barren, and sterile forest"; "from relatively

natural forests to 'frankenforests'.
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11)  I disagree with many of the statements, conclusions and intent of the brochure.  I am also concerned with

the generalization of using the word "forests" to include all the different forest types.  They can not be lumped

together, especially when talking about thinning and fire.  The science is clear that Ponderosa pine and dry

frequent fire mixed conifer forest types should be much thinner than the current situation and that they need

frequent low intensity fire.  The science is also clear that spruce-fir and wet mixed conifer should not be thinned

and burned.  This brochure does not separate the forest types.  Do the Forest Service plans separate proposed

actions by forest type?  I'll admit to being skeptical after seeing what the Carson NF is planning.  "The devil is in

the details".

 

 

 

12)  I try to pay attention to Forest issues on the Santa Fe and Carson National Forests, and do volunteer work

on both Forests.  I was aware of the Santa Fe project and think it will generally be good for the forest, if done

properly.  I was not even aware of the Encino Project.  Even well designed large projects will have some adverse

impacts, some potentially very significant.  Large scale projects such as these two, certainly will have some

adverse impacts.  Therefore, a pretty complete and thorough analysis of the impacts is appropriate (and required

by law) before making a decision.  Also, the public has a legal right to know and comment on what is being

proposed.  That means a full Environmental Impact Statement (NEPA 1969) is required for each of these

projects.  An Environmental Assessment (EA) is not adequate.  I do recognize that the past year with Covid 19

has been a problem for both agencies and the public.  Perhaps that is why these projects were so low profile and

only documented with EAs.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/26/2021 6:00:00 AM
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Title:

Comments: To:  Debbie Cress, Forest Supervisor SFNF

 

From:  Billie Bolton, concerned citizen, Dixon, NM

 

Re:  The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

I frequently go to the Santa Fe National Forest for hiking and picnicking, as do thousands of other New Mexicans

and tourists. I am also interested in forests from a climate perspective.  Alarmed by the effects of global warming,

my church in Santa Fe has actively been trying to find opportunities to plant more trees around the state.  So

obviously, I was shocked to discover, at a very late date, about the SFNF's plan to cut down the majority of trees

on 50,000 acres just outside of Santa Fe in a proposed "thinning"!  I am very disappointed that the specifics of

this plan have not been aired more in the media so that we could learn more about it.  To learn that only a small

number of the 5,000 citizen comments submitted  have been  made available to the other citizens was also

deeply disturbing.  The Forest Service needs to be open and include the public to a greater extent on any forest

plans that substantially change the ecology and health of the forest because the forest's health is inextricably

linked to human health and well-being.  After all, this is OUR FOREST TOO and it is in our community.  We

should be included more in the decision making process.

 

 

 

Gifford Pinchot, first chief of the U.S. Forest Service, often said: "Conservation is the foresighted utilization,

preservation and/or renewal of forests, waters, lands and minerals for the greatest good of the greatest number

for the longest time." It has become the agency's motto.  Yet in the age of climate change, the Forest Service has

failed to re-evaluate what exactly constitutes the greatest good for society.  As far as I can tell from reading this

plan, the only ones that will benefit are the logging companies.  It certainly will not preserve and maintain the

forest.  It will remove thousands of trees that normally would clean the air and create more moisture in a very dry

area.  It will increase health risks from the smoke of repeated burnings.  And the natural forest ecosystem will

essentially be wiped out, affecting wildlife in a negative way.... And as we saw in California, thinning the forests

near a town did not stop them from being burned down.

 

 

 

In view of the fact that the project will have significant impacts on the human environment in addition to damaging

forest resources, then it

 

is absolutely necessary for a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement to be done.  The E.I.S. should

includea full range of alternatives. It is a very controversial project, particularly because of how much it impacts

the citizens of Santa Fe, and because of its mere size.  The effects on the community's health and on forest

resources has not been adequately analyzed. A range of alternatives is required.  "Action" and "No Action" are

not enough.  There must be other alternatives, including aconservation alternative.  A range of alternatives will

provide options to find a solution that is acceptable to the public and beneficial to the forest ecosystem.
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Below are my reasons for requesting the Environmental Impact Statement:

 

 

 

1) Forests clean the air, cool the temperature and attract moisture to the Santa Fe area.  For this to work, we

have to leave our

 

forests in tact as a functioning forest.  This plan does the opposite.  I have seen photos of what the SFNF has

already done in the name of

 

"thinning".  What you have already done leaves a barren, non functional landscape where the forest ecology, soil

ecology and wildlife habitat

 

are mostly wiped out.  Essentially there is no "forest" left.  This would not be a plan that Gifford Pinchot would

approve.

 

 

 

The number of trees removed needs to be greatly reduced, by as much as 75%.  We need more trees, not fewer!

Forests that

 

are thinned and/or logged tend to burn more often and at a higher intensity, not at a lower intensity.

 

 

 

2)  A broad range of the best available science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project.

Everything that I have read proves that, so far, this has not been done.  We must take climate change into

account!  We must take overall tree health, soil health and wildlife into account.  The current environmental

assessment does not do that.

 

 

 

3) There is no analysis of the health effects of the increased amount of smoke the public will breathe due to

prescribed burning.  This is

 

a big concern.  I am one of the people who were not able to leave my house this year due to the huge amount of

smoke in the air from

 

wildfires in the west.  It has not been proven that prescribed burns replace wildfire or that prescribed burns do not

increase the amount of

 

smoke that we breathe. The Forest Service must do the analysis to determine how much more smoke the public

will be breathing as a

 

result of this project, compared to the "No Action" alternative.

 

 

 

4) The following condition-based plan is totally UNACCEPTABLE. The parameters for treatments are so general

in this plan that we do
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not know where the treatments will occur or how they will be carried out in a site-specific way.

 

The Environmental Assessment says....

 

"There are maps that show potential thinning/burning units across the project area, but it is also stated that

treatments may be implemented outside of the areas designated on the maps: "The actual location of forest

treatments would occur where deemed appropriate at the time of implementation."

 

The treatment plan must be site specific.

 

 

 

5)  Thinning from approximately 500 trees per acre down to 2-50 trees per acre is approaching a CLEARCUT!  It

leaves the forest too

 

open and dry.  More trees can be blown down from high winds.

 

 

 

6)We need more information about where and how treatments would occur in roadless areas, which are intended

to be preserved in a natural state. There are enough roads into the forest already.  And more roads become

more places for water to run off.

 

 

 

7) The Forest Service used studies done by scientists that agree with their aggressive ecological perspective and

virtually none from scientists with

 

a conservation perspective, which should really be the Forest Service's perspective.

 

 

 

8) The areas of the project where thinning and repeated prescribed burning is done will no longer have an

understory or overstory. There were no references in the environmental assessment to indicate that historical

forests had no substantive understory.  The existence of an understory

 

is a natural condition at this time, and beneficial to many wildlife species. Burning every 5-15 years is too

frequent and does not allow the understory to grow back.

 

 

 

9) Aggressive thinning and burning does not improve the scenic quality of the forest;  it degrades it. Since the

forest attracts visitors to

 

the area, why do you want to degrade it?  It is the place we all go to rejuvenate ourselves.

 

 

 

10) The project analysis assumes that proposed fuel treatments will be beneficial to the Mexican spotted owls

when there are a
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number of studies calling that into question.

 

 

 

11) The Forest Service did not allow the public to view any of the over 5,000 public comments online or even in

person at the

 

Santa Fe Forest headquarters.. This has to change.

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments.  I hope we, the public, can work more closely with the

Forest Service

 

in the future.

 

 

 

Best regards,

 

Billie Bolton
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Comments: My name is Carol J Johnson.  I live in La Cueva directly adjacent to your proposed Santa Fe

Mountain Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP) for 25 years.  My property borders the Santa Fe National

Forest.  In the past 15 years I have seen several thinning projects by the SFNF and the resulting destruction of

the forest.  I am strenuously opposed to the SFMLRP for the following reasons:

 

 

 

Carbon Sequestration:  While uncertainty remains around climate change mitigation strategies, it is well-known

that carbon sequestration by trees and forests have the potential to positively impact climate change.

Unfortunately the SFMLRP does the opposite by cutting and burning our forests, causing carbon to be released

into the atmosphere.  While I applaud the Santa Fe National Forest for reducing the size of the trees cut from

diameters of 24" to 16", a sixteen inch diameter Ponderosa is over 150 years old.  It will continue to contribute to

carbon sequestration for hundreds of years. If cut and burned it may not be replaced due to climate change.  A

young tree will not store carbon for close to one hundred years.  Thus when we "thin" our forests of mature trees

we are killing all life on our planet.  The Forest Service must place a priority on land management which

promotes forest Carbon storage.

 

 

 

Since science cannot predict with certainty the long-term effects of cutting and burning, this project demands an

EIS and alternatives to rampant thinning.

 

 

 

Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs):The Santa Fe National Forest map of the project excludes Inventoried

Roadless Areas (IRAs).  Thus the map misleads the public, resulting in the inability to accurately comment on the

Federally protected IRAs included in the project.  Further, it is impossible to cut and burn 50,566 acres of trees

without creating or expanding roads.  Very few roads exist in IRAs and road-building is prohibited.  An

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is mandatory for logging in IRAs.

 

 

 

The EA states "Overland travel by vehicles that do not require roads to be constructed (e.g., masticators, UTVs)

may occur (U.S. Forest Service 2021).

 

 

 

This sentence indicates that tracked and/or wheeled vehicles will travel overland causing indiscriminate

destruction of soils, plants and wildlife habitat.   This is contrary to the stated purpose of the Roadless Rule and

the SFNF Travel Management Plan and will destroy the primitive wilderness character and the wildlife population.

The Thompson Peak IRA has been proposed as a potential Wilderness area.

 

 

 

This plan must include an Action Alternative that does not include logging in IRAs.  Maps of the EA supplied to

the public must include details of the proposed burning and thinning areas within the IRAs.
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Wildlife:Wildlife is already being significantly negatively impacted by climate change and development.  It is

wrong to employ drastic measures such as the SFMLRP without knowing the ultimate impact on the area's

wildlife.   There is extensive research on the critical benefits of intact forests.  The SFNF must conduct studies of

the adequacy of the habitat before the project begins and must have a monitoring plan to therefore avoid a

potential wildlife disaster.

 

 

 

Environmental Impact Study:  A project of this size, scope and potential impact requires an Environmental Impact

Study not an EA.  It is insanity to proceed with only an EA.

 

 

 

Thank you.

 

 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

 

Carol J. Johnson
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First name: Maria

Last name: Spray

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Good Day,

 

 

 

I am writing to comment on the Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project and my objects to the current version of

the Forest Service's draft environments assessment. I am a member of Audubon Southwest, the Cornell Lab of

Ornithology and the UU Santa Fe Environmental Justice Team. As a birder, I walk in the forests around Santa Fe

county frequently and am always grateful to observe the beauty of all the flora and fauna that thrive in such a

healthy forest with many trees, undergrowth, native plants and other beneficial ecosystems that protect our Earth

from climate change. I am saddened to see the destruction of some of these areas by the Forest Service's

wrong-minded policies that continue to create worsening conditions for everything that depends on the health of

the forest, thus contributing to climate change rather than mitigating it. The Forest Service must stop business as

usual practices and re-examine their draft environment assessment of the Santa Fe Mountains and beyond!

 

 

 

I wholeheartedly agree with the comments below put forth by a number of forest advocates and would add that

those who choose to build their homes in or near a forest should not be the chief beneficiaries of this type of

"resiliency" project. Humans have continually destroyed the natural ecosystems of Earth and this project

continues in the same vein.

 

 

 

Thank you,

 

Maria Spray

 

Santa Fe resident

 

 

 

1) An Environmental Impact Statement must be completed for the project.

 

[mdash] A EIS is required when a project has significant impacts on the human environment that is controversial,

and when a project damages forest resources

 

[mdash] A range of alternatives is required. "Action" and "No Action" are not enough. There must be other

alternatives, including a conservation alternative. This project is complex and has a substantial impact on the

public. A range of alternatives will provide options to find a solution that is acceptable to the public and beneficial

for the forest ecosystem.

 

[mdash] The frequent prescribed burn smoke in the mountains outside of Santa Fe would have a substantial

adverse impact on human health. It is in no way proven that prescribed burns substantially replace wildfire or that

prescribed burns do not increase the amount of smoke we breathe. In fact, indications are that prescribed burns

are largely in addition to wildfire. The Forest Service must do the analysis to determine how much more smoke

the public will be breathing as a result of this project, compared to the "No Action" alternative.
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[mdash] Widespread and aggressive thinning and burning does not improve the scenic quality of the forest;  it

degrades it.

 

2) The condition-based approach should not be used for the analysis of this project.

 

[mdash] The parameters for treatments are so generalized that we know neither where the treatments will occur

nor how they will be carried out in a site-specific way.

 

[mdash] There are maps that show potential thinning/burning units across the project area, but it is also stated

that treatments may be implemented outside of the areas designated on the maps: "The actual location of forest

treatments would occur where deemed appropriate at the time of implementation." (Environmental assessment,

p. 31)

 

[mdash] Residents of forest communities want to know if thinning will occur adjacent to communities, and how

severely.

 

[mdash] We need more information about where and how treatments would occur in Inventoried Roadless Areas,

which are intended to be preserved in a natural state.

 

3) The environmental assessment analysis does not use a broad range of the best available scientific information

 

[mdash] The Forest Service used studies done by scientists that agree with their ecological perspective and

virtually none from scientists with a conservation perspective.

 

[mdash] The areas of the project where thinning and repeated prescribed burning is done will be essentially

lacking an understory. There were no references in the environmental assessment to indicate that historical

forests had no substantive understory. The existence of an understory is a natural condition at this time, and

beneficial to some wildlife species.

 

[mdash] The analysis over-relies on fire scar studies to reconstruct historical fire regimes, and it provides no

discussion of limitations of such studies. Limitations include that the fire scar studies utilized a small number of

plot samples, and that trees that burned at high intensity no longer exist. Multiple lines of evidence are

necessary.

 

[mdash] The analysis assumes that proposed fuel treatments will be beneficial to Mexican spotted owls when

there are a number of studies calling that into question.

 

[mdash] There is no analysis of the health effects of the increased amount of smoke the public will breathe due to

prescribed burning.

 

[mdash] There is no analysis that estimates how much smoke that is emitted by wildfire compared with the

combination of prescribed burns and wildfire.

 

[mdash] Burning every 5-15 years is too frequent and does not allow the understory to return.

 

[mdash] High severity fire is defined in the environmental assessment as over 75% tree mortality, while most

studies define high severity fire as 90% tree mortality. As a result, the potential for high severity fire is overstated.

 

[mdash] Thinning from approximately 500 trees per acre down to 2-50 trees per acre is approaching a clearcut. It

leaves the forest too dry and open, can cause leave trees to blow over, and allows the wind to whip between
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trees, fanning up flames in a wildfire.

 

4) The Forest Service has not genuinely included the public in the analysis process

 

[mdash] The Forest Service has not given sufficient notice of project comment periods. A number of commenters

stated in the scoping comments that they did not know about the comment period in time to write thorough

comments.

 

[mdash] The Forest Service only presented science at public meetings that was in accordance with their own

ecological perspective.

 

[mdash] The Forest Service did not allow the public to view any of the over 5,000 public scoping comments

online or even in person at Santa Fe National Forest headquarters.

 

[mdash] Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests are often fulfilled by the Forest Service months or even

years after the request is made, and often past the time that the FOIA request will be useful to the requestor.

 

[mdash] The Forest Service has been understating the extent of the project to the public. Forest Service

personnel on multiple occasions stated in the media they would only be thinning small trees, when in reality the

draft environmental assessment states that larger-sized trees will be thinned.

 

The Forest Service defines small trees as trees under 9.9" DBH (diameter at breast height), and they propose to

thin trees up to 16" DBH.

 

 

 

5) The Forest Service's project planning and analysis must:

 

[mdash] Include an Environmental Impact Statement, with a full range of alternatives.

 

[mdash] Greatly reduce the amount of trees removed (leave many more trees per acre) and greatly reduce the

number of acres that will be treated. Consider reducing by at least 75%. We need more trees, not fewer, for

carbon sequestration and to hold moisture into the forest. Forests that are thinned and/or logged tend to burn

more often and at a higher intensity, not at a lower intensity. .

 

[mdash] Greatly increase time between prescribed burn treatments.

 

[mdash] Leave most of the forest understory, which is an important part of forest ecology.

 

[mdash] Close and decommission forest roads which increases fire risk and are damaging to forest ecology. Do

not build more roads or improve existing roads, unless there is a critical need to do so.

 

[mdash] Further analyze impacts of thinning and prescribed burning on Mexican spotted owls. The analysis of

this in the environmental assessment is inadequate.

 

[mdash] Do not masticate trees or understory.

 

[mdash] Keep cows out of riparian areas, and preferably keep cows out of the project area altogether.

 

[mdash] Reduce the amount of prescribed burn smoke emitted from the project by at least 75%

 

000170



[mdash] Do not thin in Inventoried Roadless Areas
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First name: Nancy

Last name: Brannin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To the Forest Service,

 

I will leave the technical comments to professionals in that area and will comment on the Forest Service

approaches that are evidenced in this project and so many others.

 

I first became aware of the high handedness of the Forest Service in 1982, when I was pregnant with my first

child. At that time, the Forest Service's focus was on "spray and log" rather than the current "burn and log"

approach. The Forest Service attempted to block our every attempt to address the carbaryl spraying near our

homes. My phone was tapped, and I was forced to evacuate at 35 weeks pregnant for the sake of my unborn

baby. I realized that the Forest Service actually did not follow its own guidelines and operated independently of

public opinion and of the forest's and the community's needs.

 

Apparently very little has changed. The Forest Service is still getting away with not doing an EIS for gigantic

projects. They are giving a very short period (30 days) for public review and then hiding public comments, which

they ignore, from public access. They are still following their own and their industry partners' agenda, and that

agenda is still harming the forest and public health.

 

Cows are still trampling our riparian areas, as any hiker has seen, and now Forest Service people are burning

our forests. I have seen "prescribed burn areas" that are nothing but desolation. The forestry people come in with

lines of green vehicles, damaging the forest floor as they go. How many hundred people are really needed? It

looks like a spurious jobs program to us locals.

 

They subject the public to weeks of intense smoke, which exacerbates existing pulmonary conditions and

damages the lungs of children and the placentas of pregnant women and their babies. Yes, as a midwife I have

seen those grey, gritty placentas.

 

I have gone in after these projects and have seen such sparse living tree growth that it really isn't a forest

anymore, with a missing understory, blackened and dead old growth trees and devastated soil.

 

Trees are the hope of our planet; we need them to sequester CO2 and to cool our earth. The irony of a "Forest

Service" that destroys forests does not escape me.

 

The proliferation of roads further damages our forests and our watersheds. Roads need to exist for public

recreational access to the most important areas and for a bare minimum of forest maintenance, and any roads

need to be structured so as not to damage waterways. The many extraneous roads need to be allowed to return

to nature. We do not need to have more roads for loggers, and our roadless areas need to remain roadless.

 

I have very little hope that these comments will be heeded, but I feel that it is my duty once again to try. This time

I will cc my MoCs. The Santa Fe Project needs to be completely rewritten or abandoned, and the Forest

Service's tactics need to be utterly transformed to serve the forests and the community. The public should no

longer be subjected to miserable months of hazardous smoke, and our forests should be nurtured rather than

assaulted.

 

Sincerely,

 

Nancy L. Brannin
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Organization:

Title:

Comments: While research has been done on the critical regrowth of flowering plants for the return of pollinators

to wildfire burned forest areas. Has the same attention been paid to reseeding areas of prescribed burns for the

same restoration of linked insect and plant ecosystems? This seems critical to a plan of prescribed burns.

 

 

 

"A new U.S. National Science Foundation-funded study in the northern Rockies explores the role of fire in the

finely tuned dance between plants and their pollinators. Published in the Journal of Ecology, the findings by

researchers at Washington University and other institutions are particularly significant in light of recent reports

about the rapid and widespread decline of insects globally.

 

"A large number of studies have looked at how fire affects plants, or how fire affects animals, but what is

understudied is the question of how fire affects both, and about how links within their ecological networks might

respond to fire disturbance," said Jonathan Myers, an ecologist at Washington University and coauthor of the

study."

 

https://www.nsf.gov/discoveries/disc_summ.jsp?cntn_id=301772&org=NSF&from=news
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Comments: Dear Forest Service People -

 

I realize that you do not set policy. I am hoping that you, however, do understand that our federal policies are far,

far behind what our real response to climate change should be - for the future of our forests, and for our future,

for they are interlinked. Without real care and specifically supportive, not extractive, attention, the Santa Fe

National Forest will perish in these next decades. For our accelerated climate change has not permitted these

species the time to move, and no serious  Forest Service plan is relocating, or indeed, even reseeding, them.

Instead you burn the saplings, thinking things are still the same.

 

 

 

The CIty of Santa Fe, the County, and the State of New Mexico are only just reaching these facts as well. In the

next year their citizens will be demanding they assess how SFNF actions will affect them, whether through health

impacts currently unmonitored, or impacts on the water, clear air, views and climactic mitigation the forest is

providing. I request your personal and official cooperation as we the citizens, seek for specific answers on how to

maintain these ecosystems as anchors and drivers of climate in a viable direction not just for SFNF ecosystems,

but for our entire region. We do know that you live here too, so please join us.

 

 

 

Clean air, clean water, temperature buffering, precipitation inducement - all these have value. That includes

financial values that *should* be offsetting the financial value of cutting thousands of acres of trees (massively

diminishing our specific and total ability to sequester carbon, and not even offset by planting trees, as newly

planted trees emit carbon the first 20 years (Bev Law, 2003). Your "thinning" (removal of 90-95% of trees, per the

FS) of trees on approximately 40,000 acres removes at least 200,000 tons of carbon sequestering ability.

Roughly 60% of it  will be released as CO2 back into the air, fueling the climate change that will prevent more of

these long-lived trees from seeding, sequestering carbon, or surviving. 

 

That doesn't even include the carbon your prescribed burns put into the air!

 

Together, these efforts of yours on the forest that could be directly balancing the emissions of 20,000-50,000

cars per year (indirectly is far greater), are instead going up in smoke that damages all wildlife as well as

humans.

 

 

 

Given that, you in the Forest Service have an essential role -  I, we, ask you to mediate FOR the forest's future,

not just for 'forest products' now. Because how well we maintain the integrity of this and all forest will determine

whether they are here in 50 years, or even in 20 years. It would be far better to pause, assess our actions, and

address real forest problems like hydrogeography, appropriate use, and bolstering forest survival, then find out

we have tried to transform p-j forest from one type to another  (unviable: see Janssens WUI talk for NM Counties,

Oct28), or treat ponderosa by thinning/burning methods which worked when we had more precipitation and

snowpack but are now too stressful for both 100% of saplings (Partelli-Feltrin, 2020:

https://doi.org/10.3390/fire3040056 ) and our oldest trees (Law, 2003).
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An EIS is needed, appropriate, and CRUCIAL during this period of accelerated climate change, for the reasons in

this submission. I formally request that not only should the Santa Fe NF perform a complete EIS, but that Santa

Fe be escalated to an edge-case example of problematic Forest Service actions under climate change conditions

and assessed at the national level for

 

- its impact on Net Zero emissions and other adherence to our national and international plans.

 

-preliminary comparative cost/benefit analysis of your thinning/burning and other restoration approaches

 

-soil dryness over time in these conditions of climactic uncertainty and little snowpack

 

-likelihood of damaging ability for next generation of ponderosas, pinons, juniper

 

-whole systems impact of decreasing trees, overthinning in unneeded areas, prescribed fire, and the opportunity

cost of not undergoing positive restoration projects that are needed by the forest such as remediation, seeding,

relocation - on the SFNF.

 

 

 

Some specific notes:

 

SFNF is a unique region

 

-I note specifically that much of Forest Service scientific assessment has been based on studies from South

Dakota, California, and other locations whose tree populations have evolved very differently from ours, who have

weather, wind, and snowpack patterns highly different from ours, and whose forests are not already dealing with

the high-altitude + drought stressors as well as your prescription burning. Please stop applying this literature -

and this thinking - to the SFNF. We don't even have water to put fires out, so comparing prescribed fire from SE

forests that get ten times our precipitation, is ludicrous.

 

 

 

Note research on tree networks & mutualisms - disregarded in your plan

 

Forest networks are critical to forest survival - stop damaging them!

 

-You ignore all recent biology on the networking of trees and understory for sharing water and nutrients, That all

these trees help stabilize each other in high wind storms, which we expect to increase, is not evident in your

revision, wherein high numbers of trees have been documented in blowdown, even making the Forest Service

change "remaining fuel" estimates after your treatments as so many more trees were killed. That forest networks

share water, nutrients, defensive chemicals against attacking invasive species, and the larger microbial networks

that sustain them, is nowhere apparent.

 

I challenge your simplistic view of thinning - that it reduces competition and thus has only a positive effect on

trees and forest is now provably wrong. Removing so much of these trees' network while they are under stress

simply means they will die earlier, for lack of water or support that could have been provided by a healthy

network of trees. But the 1/10th of a network that you leave, further damaged by prescribed and repeated burning

of the understory, is unlikely to survive the increasing water and climate extremities these trees will experience. 
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Climate change not accounted for

 

The Forest Service's assumptions are wrong in a myriad of ways and need a thorough review to determine the

impact of the proposed actions on forests under accelerated climate change. Little of the earlier science

encompassed climate change at all, much less climactic change that we now expect to occur in the next 10

years. FS discussion has often used the year 2100 as a time to be worried; we are now looking at 2030 as +10

years of drought, no snowpack, and massive temperature variability.  This can and should change the basic

equation of what we take and what we destroy in the forest.

 

 

 

This goes to say that we are still looking at the forest in the multi-use context, which will not sustain *the forest

itself* over the coming decades or even years. THIS is what I ask you to challenge, Forest Service: habitual

patterns of short term extraction that have worked in the past because only because the forest was healthy and

resilient. Given climate change, that health and resilience can now last at all, only if we stop taking so much from

the forest. The resilience of these trees is now needed to assist their survival and support their ability to sustain

the rest of the forest network.

 

In case I am not clear, damaging the forest network through cutting and burning 20-40,000 acres will kill trees

and forest - at the very least, faster than they would die.

 

Surely this cannot be your intent. But if so, please review all the science showing we are at a tipping point - and

know that exactly what you do to this forest in the next 10 years may make it sustainable in the next 1000 - or not

at all.  Destroying actual forest integrity - as opposed to the somewhat mythical "ecological health" - will have

devastating effects on our forests - far greater, and for far longer, than the Big Fire you are so worried about that

your workers and BurnMasters believe "we might as well burn it all". And yes, I have that on tape.

 

For at this point it should be obvious to foresters and ecologists: we need our trees for higher purposes than

timber, especially since cutting trees is a short-term, ongoing,  irreversible act. No planting will make up for the

mature trees that we need to be carbon sequestering for the next few decades - the ones you are cutting down.

Nor should the "forest health" produced by your actions be for  'optimize money' or "optimize timber" reasons, but

for the maximized health of the forest itself - because it is going to take all efforts we have to maintain this forest,

or we will have  a million acres of dead, dried trees, and a burn hazard we cannot imagine today.

 

 

 

Fire on the forest

 

-You are all aware of the massive literature which shows that roads are the highest correlation to fire in the forest.

You are concerned about fire, as are we - then let us take real, quantiifable steps to reduce fire on the forest,

without requiring it to be the cheapest -

 

  -reduce planned roads to minimum

 

  -close as much as possible of the 5000+ miles of existing road on the SFNF

 

This is within your purview right now, and could have been used on termporary bases during the latest fire

season. Please do push for such methods, explaining them to the public - if people understand, they WILL agree

and do the right thing. We will all have to work together if the SFNF is simply to survive as a forest.
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   Other efforts that would reduce fire and its risks more than prescribed burns will:

 

-use electronic and other approaches to monitor forest entrance, track campfires, etc (see below)

 

-you, the Forest Service, push for burial of power lines! We will push too! It is stupid to have obvious sources of

gigantic fires (eg. the CA Camp and Dixie fires) still in place.

 

 

 

I truly want to help all our foresters and firefighters as well - and to do that the message should be to upgrade our

modern fire-fighting! New materials and approaches can make it safer for firefighting, can reduce time to register

ignition, can speed first responders to any fire. I am currently writing a white paper on this that urges further

support, upgrading and modernization of our firefighting efforts - this is a way to faster, thus better, control of all

fire on the forest - and I would like *your*input on this, do contact me: valerie.gremillion@gmail.com). Is this still

the 1890s?? Fire lookouts? Let's improve that!

 

 

 

I urge you all, as stewards of the future forest, to see that, like a formerly healthy person, now a sick patient, our

forests are under stress. They cannot take much more human interference without it affecting viability, mortality,

and procreation of the forest.

 

 

 

 

 

Lastly:

 

Please CEASE saying and promulgating that ponderosa forest NEEDS fire: it does not, and to say so is both

incorrect and a lie which makes people believe the forest cannot survive without fire. Ponderosa is fire-adapted,

not fire-requiring,  and healthy forest can be overgrown due to its last 70-years of excess water. If you want to log

it, log it, but stop pretending it is for the sake of the trees. Ponderosa forest does fine without it, and may need

the reservoirs of genetics brought out in large numbers now in our forest, to adapt to the new climate conditions

we humans have created for them.

 

 

 

Specifically,  I asert that treating ponderosa/pinon-juniper forest by thinning/prescribed fire, when added to

current multiple stressors of drought, insect attack, and increased climactic stressors, will effectively kill off these

populations over the the next 20-50 years.

 

 

 

Thin everything from 3 to 20 feet, then burn everything on the ground - used to be viable. Now, saplings won't

recover if they are drought-stressed, and new seeds will not be acclimated to our current climate - thus they will

no longer grow, as you have found in Jemez fires already. Given that the forest produces +40% of the City of

Santa Fe's water, and that the collapse of the forest ecosystem would likely follow, this is an unviable option for

the city, hence an unviable option for the SFNF.

 

 

 

000177



Hence, I object to your conditions-based thinning of ponderosa acres throughout the Santa Fe National Forest.

Not only are your treatments likely to

 

but you could be assisting the real health of the forest by planting and relocating ponderosas to higher-altitude

locations and assisting all ponderosa growth.

 

 

 

Use of Prescribed Fire, with or without thinning

 

I ask you to please reconsider these thinning and burning treatments - while they may have been viable

previously, in the sense of replacement trees still sprouting there according in accordance with your ponderosa

restoration plan, that can no longer be guaranteed. Already studies are finding that the stress of even low-

intensity prescribed fire  will kill 100% of all ponderosa saplings under drought conditions. One hundred percent.

And we are, have been, will be, under drought conditions unless miracles happen.

 

 

 

Lastly, i speak up for the Santa Fe watershed area near Canada de los Alamos: I contest your treatment plans

for this area, it is demonstrably healthy forest and does not need treatment. Ecologists touring the area in fact

remarked on its health - in fact, even Forest Service personnel have done so when they toured the area with us.

Your conditions-based approach makes it impossible for me to be more specific, for you have not been - so

instead i specifically request personnel to show us what the heck they plan to do there. Interference in forest that

is still doing well producing water will only degrade its integrity and diminish 'forest health'.

 

 

 

Finally: I would like my comments to be actually  "analyzed and responded to". My significant and scientific

comments submitted to you last year and still applicable now, were neither analyzed nor responded to, indeed

they were not made public as you stated they would be.

 

 

 

Thank you for considering these comments. I ask you to please not simply 'follow the rules' when it appears we

have learned so little of Nature's rules that we will keep exterminating species and ecosystems based on our own

rules. Instead, do step back for your own Big Picture view of what we are doing to a forest whose survival we

probably require to survive here ourselves. And if that picture indicates the Forest Service -indeed our

government - is on the wrong path, I do hope you join the public in trying to save the ecosystems that have

always saved us.

 

 

 

Thanks for your time on this. I am in the middle of a number of ecological network papers on the SFNF

specifically, and have found a huge amount in the research that should give pause to all forestry people who do

want to preserve these as living forests. I understand that science has presented this as a certain problem and

solution to you, but truly ,there are other solutions. Happy to discuss with any personnel.

 

 

 

Best regards,
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Valerie Gremillion, Ph.D
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Dyan

Last name: Oldenburg

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Ms. Debbie Cress, Forest Supervisor? Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Submitted by email to comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us

 

Friday 29 October 21

 

Ms. Cress,

 

As a resident of Santa Fe's Wildland Urban Interface. I live just 100 yards from the forest boundary. I am also a

former Forest Service employee on the Malhuer National Forest (Region 6). I served as an initial attack firefighter

so I have significant firsthand experience on wildfires.

 

I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this proposed project, the earlier short comment period

allowed to the public. Unfortunately, the repeated response by the Santa Fe National Forest Service employees

is that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on our beloved forest.

 

The SFMLRP is also of unprecedented size. At 50,000 acres it is one of the largest single vegetation clearing

and burning project ever proposed on SFNF's eastside.  It took longer, with more public input, to approve the

small Railyard Project, in comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project. As evidenced by the two public meetings

already earlier held, this project is highly controversial.

 

The lack of details in the earlier scoping documents and in the draft Environmental Assessment, plus the lack of

clarity in answers provided during the public meetings have left the public with insufficient information to submit

thoughtful comments at this time. The public must be genuinely included in project planning.

 

Many in our WUI community are confused. Some our dispirited that their voices don't matter. Residents of our

community adjacent to the forest want to know if thinning will occur adjacent to our homes, and, if so, how

severely will the forest adjacent to our homes be thinned. The maps in EA are illegible at best and easily

misunderstood.

 

I asked the district rangers to attend a community gathering here in La Canada. They attended. However, our

many concerns have not been seriously taken into account. Alas, promises were made and broken. For example,

"There will be no feller bunchers used on the proposed project." The EA includes feller bunchers.

 

Numerous requests that prescribed burning be decreased and health impacts from prescribed burn smoke

documented and considered have been ignored and denigrated. and in relation to their request that a

conservation approach be taken in the planning of the project.

 

The condition-based approach must not be utilized in the analysis of this project. Site-specific information must

be provided. The sites vary greatly from the area surrounding the watershed to those of us that have homes

adjacent to the forest. I understand and appreciate your concern to protect the watershed that provides 40% of

the water for Santa Fe. Treat the area surrounding the watershed intensively. The outlying areas far from the
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watershed do not need that intensive treatment.

 

Furthermore, I don't expect consensus amongst all the scientists. However, A broad range of the best available

science must be incorporated in the planning and analysis of this project. That has not been done so far. The

Agency has chosen to not only ignore but malign the scientists that do not support the Proposed Action. The

environmental assessment analysis does not use a broad range of the best available scientific information. It

appears that the Forest Service used studies done by scientists that agree with your perspective and virtually

none from highly-regarded scientists with a conservation perspective.

 

The Santa Fe National Forest employees and your contract scientists are continuing to argue that the entire

proposed project area needs to be thinned and burned. But, the research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack

Cohen shows that the most effective mitigation of damaged property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat

around homes and structures. This current conservation science must be considered carefully.

 

Leading climate scientistswith experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh in during

this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat, and plants in the proposed project area. The last thing we

need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our only buffer against the climate crisis.

We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the

ground cool as the temperatures rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees

that occur with thinning.

 

So now it is imperative that a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement, with a full range of alternatives,

must be completed for this project. This project is very controversial. The effects on the human environment and

forest resources have not been adequately analyzed during the Environmental Assessment process.

 

The scoping document did not delineate the potential for environmental harm to a host of critical resources,

including: (1) inventoried roadless areas (IRAs); (2) high and moderate value wilderness characteristic areas; and

(3) endangered species, forest service sensitive species, and critical habitat, leaving the "potential for

environmental harm" largely unknown. There is a woefully inadequate coverage of the impact of climate

disruption on the forest now and in the coming years.

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial ignitions containing

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and

well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the

cleanest cities in the country. Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health

affects (whereas the equally impacted wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and increasing the

exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive

species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Many roads in the forest should be completely

obliterated, not improved for access.

 

The following areas of concern were not adequately addressed in your Environmental Assessment.

 

CLIMATE DISRUPTION Fromthe United Nations website regarding climate change.

 

"Climate change is the defining issue of our time and we are at a defining moment. From shifting weather

patterns that threaten food production, to rising sea levels that increase the risk of catastrophic flooding, the

impacts of climate change are global in scope and unprecedented in scale. Without drastic action today, adapting

to these impacts in the future will be more difficult and costly."
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(https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/climate-change/)

 

 

 

HABITAT - AREAS FOR HABITAT IMPROVEMENT What are some of the pressing issues for habitat

improvement that need to be addressed? Please be specific - beavers? Bobcats? Bears?

 

ESA - MOST PRESSING ENDANGERED SPECIES (ESA) ISSUE(S)What are the most pressing ESA issues

that need to be addressed? Mexican spotted Owl? Other threatened species?

 

MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES Thinning and prescribed fires? How likely are they to bring about the major

changes you seek over time?  Do they make sense in light of the realities of climate disruption?

 

EFFECTIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES How effective do you think the management techniques

will be? How often do you see needing to repeat them? Are you prepared to repeat the thinning and burning as

need? Perhaps every 20-30 years?

 

WATERSHED Will increase your focus on areas near the watershed? If so, in what way or how? How will you go

about balancing your long-term, multiyear-projects with many new and pressing issues that arise?

 

 

 

TOP PRIORITIES Please identify top priorities for treatment in the next three years, what would they be?What

factors would you consider when deciding what projects to take on first?

 

WUI - WILDLANDS URBAN INTERFACE What is your plan for management/treatment around the WUIs?

 

 

 

INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS (IRA) What is your plan for management/treatment in IRAs?

 

 

 

INFESTATIONS - MOTHS AND BEETLES What is your plan for management/treatment of pests? Tussocks

moths? Bark beetles?

 

VISUAL BARRIERS AND BUFFERS What are your plans visual barriers and other visual buffers?

 

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS What are your plans road improvements? Forest Road 79? Forest Road 79W?

Ancillary roads? Grading? Widening? How do you plan on getting masticators in the treatment areas?

 

BUDGET What are your projected budget? What funding sources will you be looking for?

 

CONTRACTOR AVAILABILITY How available do you think contractors will be? How will you assure that the

contractors are indeed documented workers that are fairly treated and adequately paid? Where will the

contractors come from? In state? Out of state?

 

CONTRACTOR OVERSIGHT How do you plan on addressing quality assurance and contractor oversight? How

will you oversee the contracts to assure compliance? You will let the contract to the lowest bidder. All too often

the lowest bidders use and abuse undocumented workers.
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Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please include this letter as part of the project record. Let me

know if you have any questions. Please include me on the list of interested parties.

 

Thanks for taking the time to review my comments. I look forward to hearing from you in confirmation.

 

Sincerely,

 

Dyan Oldenburg
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Jon

Last name: Asher

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am vehemently opposed the SFMLRP thinning plan, primarily because I have personally seen the

results of previous thinning projects in the Santa Fe National Forest, and they have not turned out as promised.

 

 

 

Among the negatives I have seen in the thinned areas include, but are not necessarily limited to the following:

 

 

 

1.  The removal of trees far larger than had been outlined has resulted in already serious erosion problems that

are easily visible in any area that's not table-flat.  The runoff from this erosion has already impacted local water

sources for the people living in parts of Glorieta.

 

 

 

2.  The runoff from seasonal rains has increased because the trees that would normally soak up that rain have

been removed, thereby increasing erosional problems.

 

 

 

3.  The negative impacts on wildlife have been significant.  Prey animals that once depended on forest cover for

their survival, are now exposed much of the time.  In an effort to "save themselves" numerous deer have

"migrated" onto a privately held 58-acre tract that's nearby.  Others have moved up to the until-now untreated

areas.   They will soon be forced out of those areas as well

 

 

 

           A.  Abert's squirrels, who prefer travelling in the forest canopy to avoid predators as diverse as foxes,

coyotes, bobcats, have also moved out of the thinned areas because with the removal of the trees they were

forced to travel on the open ground, where they were at considerably higher risk.

 

 

 

           B.  When their prey move on, so do the predators.  Where it was once commonplace to see foxes,

coyotes and the occasional bobcat in the now-thinned areas they are no longer there.

 

 

 

           C. Anecdotally, foxes, skunks and bobcats have also migrated from the thinned areas onto parcels of

private land as outlined in Number 3 above.

 

 

 

At least one local resident has claimed, without any proof whatsoever, that opposition to the thinning project is

coming from a very small minority of residents.  There has been no public opinion polling to back up this charge.
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In one public meeting with the USFS a speaker with a supposed scientific background stated that the thinning

would enable wildlife to get around the forest easier, a statement that apparently went unchallenged.  Are we

then to assume that for literally thousands of years antlered animals such as deer and elk have been "trapped"

among the trees, unable to move around freely?

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For decades the USFS mistakenly followed a plan of complete fire suppression, a policy that has now been

largely rescinded as more scientific evidence is gathered demonstrating that regular, naturally produced fires that

are carefully monitored are essential for removing excessive undergrowth while also keeping the forest healthy.

This is the plan that should be followed in the SFNF, not thinning.

 

 

 

By using carefully controlled burns on small acreages the forest will remain not only a healthy environment for

our wildlife, it will also protect the watershed, which will absolutely be negatively impacted by this massive

thinning project.

 

 

 

The ironic part of all of this is that we -the people the USFS is allegedly supposed to be serving - know that our

words and desires will be ignored because, as I have personally seen in my interactions with  USFS personnel,

the USFS attitude is that only it knows what's best for the forest, and no other opinion counts.

 

 

 

It's that kind of close-minded thinking and attitude that will ultimately result on the long-term destruction of the

forest.

 

 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

 

Jon Asher
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/29/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Lillian

Last name: Koponen

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I have heard about the forest service's plan to burn a lot of acreage very near Santa Fe, and . . .

WHAT??? The best thing to do would be  to leave the forests alone! Micro-managing a forest is not necessary;

nature knows forests and how to care for/heal them far better than "the forest service" (In this instance, calling it

"the forest DISservice" would be appropriate).

 

Whose egos are so big that they have to try to control what is wild and natural?

 

Ending free-roam cattle grazing would be a far more beneficial thing to do for those forests than prescribed

burns.

 

 

 

Thank you for reading,

 

Lillian Koponen
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 10/28/2021 6:00:00 AM

First name: Daniela

Last name: Roth

Organization: EMNRD - Forestry Division

Title:

Comments: 10/28/2021

 

RE: Comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Forest Supervisor:

 

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to review and comment on the draft environmental assessment for

the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project proposed for Santa Fe National Forest lands.

 

The EA as written fails to address potential impacts to state and federally listed endangered plants that may

occur in the project area or are known to occur in the project area (Chapter 3). How does thinning and

mastication, prescribed burns and pile burning, and herbicide applications impact herbaceous sensitive plant

populations? What is the impact of reduction in canopy cover on sensitive plants? If the answer is unknown, then

population of these plants need to be avoided. While plants may survive the impacts of a broadcast burn, they

are less likely to survive a pile burn, or being buried under wood chips, or an incidental herbicide application.

Known occurrence of state listed endangered plants include wood lily (Lilium philadelphicum var. andinum) and

yellow lady's slipper (Cypripedium parviflorum var. pubescens). In addition, the treatment areas are mapped

within 5 miles of known populations of the federally listed Holy Ghost Ipomopsis (Ipomopsis sancti-spiritus).

Although the species is currently only known to occur along the Holy Ghost Canyon Road, it may occur

elsewhere on the Santa Fe National Forest, in the appropriate habitat. Was potential habitat analyzed for Holy

Ghost Ipomopsis in the project area? Surveys for state and federally listed plants are essential prior to any

treatment in the habitat of these sensitive resources, so they can be avoided if found.

 

Sincerely,

 

Daniela Roth
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/16/2019 9:07:07 PM

First name: Lura

Last name: Brookins

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Forest Service, what is the rush to cut and burn?

Please perform an EIS study before any action.

We in Santa Fe deserve time to study, research and evenly debate this drastic plan to cut and burn 50,000 acres.

 

Please honor citizen concern and our forest's ecology.

 

Lura Brookins

Santa Fe
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/16/2019 9:30:14 PM

First name: Nancy

Last name: London

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am respectfully insisting that the 30 day comment period be extended to 90 days, and that before

any further action is taken, the required EIS be implemented
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/18/2019 4:28:52 PM

First name: Colin

Last name: Holloway

Organization:

Title:

Comments: AS a guy that brought the White Water Baldy Complex to ground, fifteen years before it started, I'm

writing to voice (with a caveat) my approval for this project.

I understand the value of returning mixed conifer & ponderosa predominate, mid-altitude, forests to a regime of

high frequency/low-intensity fire activity.

 

As the external combustion, generally with human-caused sources of ignition, during dry periods, has proven to

be well and beyond the historical patterns, and can reasonably be understood, in many cases, as catastrophic, I

advocate for internalising the combustion within chainsaws.

 

With the caveat that I believe that hand crews are significantly more desireable than masticators, soil disruption is

a certainty with tracke and wheeled vehicles, regardless of PSI statistics.

 

I do believe that's all that I need to say at the moment.

 

Cheers
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Doc Title File Name Upload Date Author
__Jean__D 6.24.2019_Darling_Jean_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/02/2019 Jean Darling
MENT___J cara.txt 08/02/2019 Jean Darling

___Fred__ 6.24.2019_King_Fred_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Fred King
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Fred King
Kenneth__ 6.25.2019_Collins_Kenneth_A_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Kenneth Collins
ENT___Ke cara.txt 08/05/2019 Kenneth Collins

__Anon__F cara.txt 07/16/2019 Anon FS-SantaFeForestPlan
_Rodger__ 6.30.2019_McCall_Rodger_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Rodger McCall
MENT___R cara.txt 08/05/2019 Rodger McCall
_Mary__Fla 7.1.2019_Flannery_Mary_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Mary Flannery
MENT___M cara.txt 08/05/2019 Mary Flannery
eigh Ann_ 7.1.2019_Phillips_LeighAnn_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Leigh Ann Phillips
NT___Lei  cara.txt 08/05/2019 Leigh Ann Phillips

Douglas__ 7.2.2019_Conwell_Douglas_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Douglas Conwell
ENT___Do cara.txt 08/05/2019 Douglas Conwell
MMENT__ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Lea Ballo
_Diane__D 7.3.2019_Dupree_Diane_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Diane Dupree
MENT___D cara.txt 08/05/2019 Diane Dupree
Beverley_ 7.3.2019_Leeds_Beverly_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Beverley Leeds

MENT___Be cara.txt 08/05/2019 Beverley Leeds
_Elana__St 7.3.2019_StPierre_Elana_S_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Elana St Pierre
MENT___E  cara.txt 08/05/2019 Elana St Pierre
_Cynthia_ 7.3.2019_West_Cynthia_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Cynthia West
MENT___C cara.txt 08/05/2019 Cynthia West
_Alyssa__ 7.4.2019_Anaya_Alyssa_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Alyssa Anaya
MENT___A cara.txt 08/05/2019 Alyssa Anaya
__Joel__Es 7.4.2019_Estrada_Joel_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Joel Estrada
MENT___J cara.txt 08/05/2019 Joel Estrada

_Adriana__ 7.4.2019_Flores_Adriana_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Adriana Flores
MENT___A cara.txt 08/05/2019 Adriana Flores
_Shania__ 7.4.2019_Hicks_Shania_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Shania Hicks
MENT___S cara.txt 08/05/2019 Shania Hicks
_Jennifer_ 7.4.2019_Horta_Jennifer_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jennifer Horta
MENT___J cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jennifer Horta
__Norah__ 7.4.2019_Jones_Norah_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Norah Jones
MENT___N cara.txt 08/05/2019 Norah Jones
Ashley__M 7.4.2019_Martinez_Ashley_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Ashley Martinez
ENT___As cara.txt 08/05/2019 Ashley Martinez
ennifer__M 7.4.2019_Medeiros_Jennifer_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jennifer Medeiros
NT___Jen cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jennifer Medeiros

_Iona__Ells 7.5.2019_Ellsworth_Iona_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Iona Ellsworth
MENT___Io cara.txt 08/05/2019 Iona Ellsworth
_Chris__Ba 7.6.2019_Bardsley_Chris_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Chris Bardsley
MENT___C cara.txt 08/05/2019 Chris Bardsley
___Sarah__ 7.6.2019_Bau_Sarah_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Sarah Bau
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Sarah Bau
Sophie__C 7.6.2019_Christian_Sophie_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Sophie Christian
ENT___So cara.txt 08/05/2019 Sophie Christian
__Tim__Co 7.6.2019_Condon_Tim_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Tim Condon
MENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Tim Condon

Stanley__C 7.6.2019_Crawford_Stanley_G_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Stanley Crawford
ENT___Sta cara.txt 08/05/2019 Stanley Crawford
risten__Da 7.6.2019_Davenport_Kristen_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Kristen Davenport
NT___Kris cara.txt 08/05/2019 Kristen Davenport
_Jessica_ 7.6.2019_Field_Jessica_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jessica Field
MENT___J cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jessica Field

_Jennifer__ 7.6.2019_Hanlin_Jennifer_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jennifer Hanlin
MENT___Je cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jennifer Hanlin
Katherine_ 7.6.2019_Keeley_Katherine_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Katherine Keeley
ENT___Ka cara.txt 08/05/2019 Katherine Keeley
_Perry__M 7.6.2019_Mackrill_Perry_L_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Perry Mackrill
MENT___P cara.txt 08/05/2019 Perry Mackrill
Phyllis__M 7.6.2019_Malmaud_Phyllis_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Phyllis Malmaud
ENT___Ph cara.txt 08/05/2019 Phyllis Malmaud
_Susan__N 7.6.2019_Nalder_Susan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Susan Nalder

CARA_2225_PHASE_2962_
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MENT___S cara.txt 08/05/2019 Susan Nalder
Katherine_ 7.6.2019_Pallis_Katherine_C_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Katherine Pallis
ENT___Ka cara.txt 08/05/2019 Katherine Pallis

hn__Quyen 7.6.2019_Wickham_John_Q_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 John Quyen Wickham
T___John  cara.txt 08/05/2019 John Quyen Wickham

Karen__W 7.7.2019_Windchild_Karen_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Karen Windchild
ENT___Ka cara.txt 08/05/2019 Karen Windchild
Monika__S 7.10.2019_Steinhoff_Monika_Form1(extra)_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Monika Steinhoff
ENT___Mo cara.txt 08/05/2019 Monika Steinhoff

Robert__Al 2019_Alexander_Robert_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Robert Alexander
ENT___Ro cara.txt 08/05/2019 Robert Alexander
hizuko__A 2019_Alexander_Shizuko_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Shizuko Alexander
NT___Shiz cara.txt 08/05/2019 Shizuko Alexander
_Arleth__A 2019_Alonso_Arleth_V_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Arleth Alonso
MENT___A cara.txt 08/05/2019 Arleth Alonso
David__An 2019_Anderson_David1_Jane2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 David Anderson
ENT___Da cara.txt 08/05/2019 David Anderson

_Jane__An 2019_Anderson_David1_Jane2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jane Anderson
MENT___Ja cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jane Anderson

_Seth__Ar 2019_Arroyos_Seth_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Seth Arroyos
MENT___S cara.txt 08/05/2019 Seth Arroyos
Chris__As 2019_Asmussen_Chris_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Chris Asmussen
ENT___Ch cara.txt 08/05/2019 Chris Asmussen

___Victor__ 2019_Aw_Victor_J_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Victor Awl
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Victor Awl
_Michael_ 2019_Baca_Michael_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Michael Baca
MENT___M cara.txt 08/05/2019 Michael Baca

___Eva__B 2019_Baeza_Eva_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Eva Baeza
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Eva Baeza
se__Franc  2019_Baquera_Jose_F_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jose Franco Baquera
T___Jose  cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jose Franco Baquera

Carla__Ba 2019_Barrientos_Carla_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Carla Barrientos
ENT___Ca cara.txt 08/05/2019 Carla Barrientos
__Sam__B 2019_Berne_Samuel_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Sam Berne

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Sam Berne
aggie Mae_ 2019_Beyeler_MaggieMae_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Maggie Mae Beyeler
NT___Mag  cara.txt 08/05/2019 Maggie Mae Beyeler
James__B 2019_Bottman_James_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 James Bottman

MENT___Ja cara.txt 08/05/2019 James Bottman
___Jan__B 2019_Boyer_Jan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Jan Boyer
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Jan Boyer
hristophe 2019_Brink_Christopher_A_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Christopher Brink
NT___Ch cara.txt 08/05/2019 Christopher Brink

_Deborah_ 2019_Brink_Deborah_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Deborah Brink
MENT___D cara.txt 08/05/2019 Deborah Brink
_Nancy__B 2019_Brown_Nancy_R_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Nancy Brown
MENT___N cara.txt 08/05/2019 Nancy Brown
_Susan__B 2019_Bruneni_Susan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Susan Bruneni
MENT___S cara.txt 08/05/2019 Susan Bruneni

oma__Cas 2019_Castellanos_Roma_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Roma Castellanos
NT___Rom cara.txt 08/05/2019 Roma Castellanos

harlene__C  2019_CdeBaca_Charlene_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Charlene C de Baca
NT___Cha   cara.txt 08/05/2019 Charlene C de Baca
_Haylie__C 2019_Chavez_Haylie_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Haylie Chavez
MENT___H cara.txt 08/05/2019 Haylie Chavez
__Mary__C 2019_Cisper_Mary_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Mary Cisper

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/05/2019 Mary Cisper
__Fred__C 2019_Cooper_Fred_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/05/2019 Fred Cooper
MENT___F cara.txt 08/05/2019 Fred Cooper
Kim__Defe 2019_Defenderfer_Kim_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Kim Defenderfer
ENT___Ki cara.txt 08/06/2019 Kim Defenderfer
Susan__D 2019_Drobeck_Susan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Susan Drobeck

MENT___Su cara.txt 08/06/2019 Susan Drobeck
__Peter__E 2019_Ehlers_Peter_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Peter Ehlers
MENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Peter Ehlers

Melinda__E 2019_Espinoza_Melinda_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Melinda Espinoza
ENT___Me cara.txt 08/06/2019 Melinda Espinoza
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___Ethan__ 2019_Faz_Ethan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Ethan Faz
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Ethan Faz
___Sun__ 2019_Fizi_Sun_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Sun Fizi

OMMENT__ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Sun Fizi
_Kenneth_ 2019_Foote_Kenneth_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Kenneth Foote
MENT___K cara.txt 08/06/2019 Kenneth Foote
arbara__G 2019_Gabaldon_Barbara_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Barbara Gabaldon
NT___Bar cara.txt 08/06/2019 Barbara Gabaldon

_Eulogia__ 2019_Garcia_Eulogia_M_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Eulogia Garcia
MENT___E cara.txt 08/06/2019 Eulogia Garcia
___L__Ga 2019_Garcia_L_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 L Garcia

OMMENT__ cara.txt 08/06/2019 L Garcia
Deanna__H 2019_Hallmark_Deanna_J_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Deanna Hallmark
ENT___De cara.txt 08/06/2019 Deanna Hallmark
John__Ha 2019_Hanasack_John_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 John Hanasack

MENT___Jo cara.txt 08/06/2019 John Hanasack
__Josh__H 2019_Haner_Josh_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Josh Haner

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Josh Haner
__Holly__ 2019_Hays_Holly_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Holly Hays

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Holly Hays
__Christina 2019_Hill_Christina_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Christina Hill
MENT___C cara.txt 08/06/2019 Christina Hill

Richard__H 2019_Holcomb_Richard_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Richard Holcomb
ENT___Ric cara.txt 08/06/2019 Richard Holcomb
___J__How 2019_Howland_J_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 J Howland
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 J Howland
_Josie__Hu 2019_Hultberg_Josie_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Josie Hultberg
MENT___J cara.txt 08/06/2019 Josie Hultberg
ENT___La cara.txt 08/06/2019 LaMonte Hunley
Ann Marie_ 2019_Isleib_AnnMarie_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Ann Marie Isleib
ENT___An  cara.txt 08/06/2019 Ann Marie Isleib
__River__ 2019_Isleib_River_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 River Isleib

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 River Isleib
___Jean__ 2019_Janu_Jean_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Jean Janu
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Jean Janu
_Jason__Ja 2019_Janusch_Jason_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Jason Janusch
MENT___Ja cara.txt 08/06/2019 Jason Janusch
_David__Jo 2019_Johnson_David_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 David Johnson
MENT___D cara.txt 08/06/2019 David Johnson

atherine_ 2019_LaDote_Catherine_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Catherine LaDote
ENT___Ca cara.txt 08/06/2019 Catherine LaDote
___Lisa__ 2019_Law_Lisa_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Lisa Law
MMENT__ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Lisa Law
Christian_ 2019_Leahy_Christian_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Christian Leahy
ENT___Ch cara.txt 08/06/2019 Christian Leahy

__Tiffany_ 2019_Link_Tiffany_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Tiffany Link
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Tiffany Link

___Jan__L 2019_Liya_Jan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Jan Liya
OMMENT__ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Jan Liya
__Leah__L 2019_Lucero_Leah_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Leah Lucero
MENT___L cara.txt 08/06/2019 Leah Lucero
Allen__Ma 2019_Macomber_Allen_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Allen Macomber
ENT___Al cara.txt 08/06/2019 Allen Macomber
_Patricia__ 2019_Malau_Patricia_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Patricia Malau
MENT___P cara.txt 08/06/2019 Patricia Malau
landa__Ma 2019_Manzanares_Yolanda1_Flavio2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Yolanda Manzanares

NT___Yola cara.txt 08/06/2019 Yolanda Manzanares
_Flavio__M 2019_Manzanares_Yolanda1_Flavio2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Flavio Montoya
MENT___Fl cara.txt 08/06/2019 Flavio Montoya
__Robin__ 2019_Marin_Robin_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Robin Marin

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Robin Marin
__Jill__Ma 2019_Markus_Jill_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Jill Markus

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Jill Markus
_Tanya__M 2019_Martinez_Tanya_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Tanya Martinez
MENT___Ta cara.txt 08/06/2019 Tanya Martinez
___Sofi__M 2019_Mazal_Sofi_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Sofi Mazal
MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Sofi Mazal
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uzanne__M 2019_McAlpine_Suzanne1_Brett2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Suzanne McAlpine
NT___Suz cara.txt 08/06/2019 Suzanne McAlpine

_Brett__Mc 2019_McAlpine_Suzanne1_Brett2_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Brett McAlpine
MENT___B cara.txt 08/06/2019 Brett McAlpine
argaret__M 2019_McKenna_Margaret_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Margaret McKenna
NT___Mar cara.txt 08/06/2019 Margaret McKenna

nnaleigh__ 2019_Medeiros_Annaleigh_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Annaleigh Medeiros
NT___Ann cara.txt 08/06/2019 Annaleigh Medeiros
Shaundel_ 2019_Moya_Shaundel_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Shaundel Moya

MENT___Sh cara.txt 08/06/2019 Shaundel Moya
__Babanko  2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 The Babankova's Family
___The__  cara.txt 08/06/2019 The Babankova's Family
Mila__Bab 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Mila Babankova
ENT___Mi cara.txt 08/06/2019 Mila Babankova
Evan__Mc 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Evan McAllister

MENT___Ev cara.txt 08/06/2019 Evan McAllister
arbara__V 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Barbara Vojasova

ENT___Bar cara.txt 08/06/2019 Barbara Vojasova
Manche__B 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Manche Babanek
ENT___Ma cara.txt 08/06/2019 Manche Babanek
_Ellen__Gr 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Ellen Gruskos
MENT___E cara.txt 08/06/2019 Ellen Gruskos
aymond__M 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Raymond McAllister
NT___Ray cara.txt 08/06/2019 Raymond McAllister
_David__B 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 David Barton
MENT___D cara.txt 08/06/2019 David Barton
Jolana__Ja 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Jolana Janisova
ENT___Jo cara.txt 08/06/2019 Jolana Janisova
NT___S__ 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 S L
COMMENT cara.txt 08/06/2019 S L

Petra__Bab 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Petra Babankova
ENT___Pe cara.txt 08/06/2019 Petra Babankova
_Charles_ 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Charles Agos
MENT___C cara.txt 08/06/2019 Charles Agos
NT___B__ 2019_Multi_Sigs_Form1.1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 B A
COMMENT cara.txt 08/06/2019 B A

__Carrie__ 2019_Norris_Carrie_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Carrie Norris
MENT___C cara.txt 08/06/2019 Carrie Norris
aitlin__Ok 2019_Oksenvaag_Caitlin_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Caitlin Oksenvaag
NT___Cai cara.txt 08/06/2019 Caitlin Oksenvaag

Erik__Oks 2019_Oksenvaag_Erik_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Erik Oksenvaag
ENT___Er cara.txt 08/06/2019 Erik Oksenvaag
Daniel__O 2019_Owsiany_Daniel_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Daniel Owsiany

MENT___Da cara.txt 08/06/2019 Daniel Owsiany
_Sze Kim_ 2019_Pang_SzeKim_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Sze Kim Pang
MENT___S  cara.txt 08/06/2019 Sze Kim Pang
_Michael__ 2019_Parker_Michael_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Michael Parker
MENT___M cara.txt 08/06/2019 Michael Parker
_Donna__P 2019_Plemer_Donna_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Donna Plemer
MENT___D cara.txt 08/06/2019 Donna Plemer
__Fatima_ 2019_Pun_Fatima_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Fatima Pun

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Fatima Pun
_Mariah__R 2019_Rambo_Mariah_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Mariah Rambo
MENT___M cara.txt 08/06/2019 Mariah Rambo
Kathy__Re 2019_Reyntjens_Kathy_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Kathy Reyntjens
ENT___Ka cara.txt 08/06/2019 Kathy Reyntjens
__Mayra__ 2019_Rios_Mayra_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/06/2019 Mayra Rios

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/06/2019 Mayra Rios
queline__ 2019_Rodriguez_Jacqueline_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Jacqueline Rodriguez
T___Jacq cara.txt 08/07/2019 Jacqueline Rodriguez
agdalena_ 2019_Romero_Magdalena_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Magdalena Romero
NT___Mag cara.txt 08/07/2019 Magdalena Romero
__Mary__R 2019_Rufka_Mary_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Mary Rufka

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Mary Rufka
__Karol__ 2019_Ryan_Karol_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Karol Ryan

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Karol Ryan
Martha__S 2019_Scheiner_Martha_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Martha Scheiner
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ENT___Ma cara.txt 08/07/2019 Martha Scheiner
merardo_ 2019_Selinae_Emerardo_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Emerardo Selinae

ENT___Em cara.txt 08/07/2019 Emerardo Selinae
__Megan__ 2019_Serra_Megan_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Megan Serra
MENT___M cara.txt 08/07/2019 Megan Serra
__JD__Sh 2019_Sharick_JD_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 JD Sharick

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 JD Sharick
__Kurt__S 2019_Stalzer_Kurt_R_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Kurt Stalzer

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Kurt Stalzer
__Craig__S 2019_Stamm_Craig_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Craig Stamm
MENT___C cara.txt 08/07/2019 Craig Stamm
__Carol__ 2019_Streit_Carol_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Carol Streit

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Carol Streit
__Paul__S 2019_Suozzi_Paul_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Paul Suozzi

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Paul Suozzi
Sharon__S 2019_Sweitzer_Sharon_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Sharon Sweitzer
ENT___Sh cara.txt 08/07/2019 Sharon Sweitzer

__Karen__ 2019_Taylor_Karen_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Karen Taylor
MENT___K cara.txt 08/07/2019 Karen Taylor

__Karen__ 2019_Webb_Karen_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Karen Webb
MENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Karen Webb

__Haley__W 2019_Welsh_Haley_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Haley Welsh
MENT___H cara.txt 08/07/2019 Haley Welsh

Nancy__W 2019_Windheart_Nancy_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Nancy Windheart
ENT___Na cara.txt 08/07/2019 Nancy Windheart
Spencer__ 2019_Wright_Spencer_Form1_SFMLRP.pdf 08/07/2019 Spencer Wright

MENT___Sp cara.txt 08/07/2019 Spencer Wright
__Jack__M mccoy_jack_letter on forest concerns.pdf 08/07/2019 Jack McCoy

MMENT___ cara.txt 08/07/2019 Jack McCoy
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/24/2019 2:18:17 PM

First name: Donald

Last name: Emery

Organization:

Title:

Comments: PLEASE reconsider!
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Doc Title File Name Upload Date Author
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Knight

MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Lippman
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rob Erickson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacey Mazza

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Rogers
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rachel Meltzer
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hashi Hanta
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 W Shafer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joy Brown

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Rudin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cody Goin
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gail Yborra
MENT___Gl cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glenn Hufnagel

ENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Boswell
T___Elizab cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Bonaventura
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Peteron

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ruth Drouin
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Souza
MMENT___l cara.txt 06/25/2019 linda paleias

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michele Page
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suz Garcia

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Rejsek
MENT___m cara.txt 06/25/2019 mynka draper
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bo Breda

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Len Neering
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amelia Linder
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Halina Just
NT___Ami cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amie Corrado-Babe

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Rudner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 sue kremer

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leland Long
ENT___Gay cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gayle Rosenberry

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Nadel
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betsey Porter
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maureen Porcelli
ENT___Lor cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lorenz Steininger
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Bilicke
NT___Fred cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frederick Hamilton
NT___Ann cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anna Sapoundjieva

MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Blair Reynolds
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eric Arroyo
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MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rachel Krucoff
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Wrinn
ENT___Pri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Priscilla Martinez

MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Bauser
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andrea Fritz
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Lopez

ENT___Bri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brianna Hallinan
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellene Duffy
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Weems
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Schueth
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roseanne Hovey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Koehl
__Jacomin cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jacomina Newman-Osmon

ENT___Bar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Aronowitz
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janys Kuznier
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Reckling

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Dail
ENT___Pe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Broderson
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Bradshaw

ENT___Jac cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jackie Tryggeseth
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Troyanovich
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sam Butler
ENT___Hea cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heather Buchanan
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maryann Piccione
MENT___Cy cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Simms
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Allison Castle
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lory Doty
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Freeman
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Roberts

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julia Bottom
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laurette Culbert
MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Ramirez
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Henry sanchez
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Candace Rocha
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laxmi Banerjee
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Dimer
ENT___Rich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Ohlendorf
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Shirey

MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anne Kilgore
ENT___No cara.txt 06/25/2019 Noreen Michaud
NT___Rich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Bartolomeo
ENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Quatteucci
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dayana Avila

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joe Marsala
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ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/25/2019 George Hartman
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kareyl Vatlestad
ENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle DeLaria
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Meghan Frost
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff McCollim
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 J. Gurdin
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tracy Marotta

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diana Saxon
MENT___de cara.txt 06/25/2019 debra espinoza
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pinkyjain Pan

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leah Killeen
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Erika Sirabian
T___Elke_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elke Hoppenbrouwers

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Gasperoni
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary McFarland
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Heitkemper
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lilly Knuth

MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brian Lyczynski
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Clark

MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karl Hamann
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kim Tran

NT___Caro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Caroline Satterfield
NT___Tam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tammy Rohatynski

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Catania
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Myers
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean VanWinkle

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lyn Mont
NT___Barb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Blackwood
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Herndobler
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elliott Sernel

ENT___Bru cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Sadowskas
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marc Fleisher

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 P. Sturm
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Hesse
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff Beard

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Holland
COMMENT cara.txt 06/25/2019 m p

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jill Nicholas
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patty Viers

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela May
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Gregory
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 larry gullick

MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betsy Amber
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jan Slavid
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ENT___Car cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Stenseth
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Franz
ENT___Ada cara.txt 06/25/2019 Adaria Armstrong
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brooks Obr
ENT___Virg cara.txt 06/25/2019 Virginia Jastromb
MENT___Pr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Priscilla Shade
MENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Hoover

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teri Teed
MENT___Lo  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Louis Harris Jr
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julie Knutson
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rick Canning

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ela Thomas
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Derek Green
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kate Harder
ENT___Sy cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sylvana Arguello

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joni Mulder
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Harold Watson
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Ohara
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Head

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sam Heaton
MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Spotts
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anne McCalla
MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vicki Gruman

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Harris
T___Kathe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Katherine Mouzourakis

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Parkhill
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Crystal Elston
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Torres
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Novak
ENT___Daw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dawn Chapdelaine
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peg Borchardt
NT___Fred cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fred Schloessinger
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christine DeMoll
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martha Gorak
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hyun Lee
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Lindsay
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shela Hadley

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dayle Severns
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ralph Collier

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Drescyer
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jamila Hadjsalem
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine McNamara
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Adams
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Van Bunch

000201



MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy McMath
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cindy Shoaf
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Mohning
ENT___Geo cara.txt 06/25/2019 George Stradtman
MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynette Ridder
ENT___Mir cara.txt 06/25/2019 Miranda Mendoza
MENT___Te cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Phillips
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roel Cantu
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Williamson

MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Wilson
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robnett Romero

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Jelinek
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandi Scanlon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Mittan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Cervi
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Louis Fischer
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Longyear
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martin Phillips

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Smyth
MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynne Boynton
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maurice Lapierre

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beverly Hoff
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Rosa

MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Babs Marchand
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Bishop
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Corey Schade

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Epatko
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Erlandson
ENT___Co cara.txt 06/25/2019 Courtney Daniels

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Winston Huang
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Taylor
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Penni Deutsch
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeffrey Christo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Lee
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Vesper
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Bailey
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherry Nerreau
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Farrell
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paige Harrison
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Merchant
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Prostko
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacey Francis
ENT___Lon cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lonna Richmond
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martha Perlmutter

000202



ENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Williamson
ENT___val cara.txt 06/25/2019 valerie Nordeman
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherri Venezia

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julia French
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sheri Ambrose
NT___Deb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Livingston
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 mr.g. west
ENT___Bla cara.txt 06/25/2019 Blaise Brockman

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Proietta
ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deb Brown-Ridley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tim Linerud

NT___Ang cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Roquemore
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Noel Crim

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Bergey
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Brandon

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Denise Bonk
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tim Leighton
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dini DiNatale
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gerald Shaia
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Dickerson

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lowell Palm
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kevin Vaught
NT___Eliz cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Cherubin

MENT___Du cara.txt 06/25/2019 Duncan Brown
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Syre
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heidi Schmitz
MENT___Sy cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sylvia Cardella

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judy Shively
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ed Kraynak
ENT___Cy cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Arneson
ENT___Geo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Georgianne Dunn

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Wilson
NT___John  cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Shirley Valney
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leo Lieber
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Supplee
ENT___Nat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Natalie Aharonian
ENT___Lor cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lorraine Martinez
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Stamm
ENT___Ron cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ronald Ankowski

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Yancey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Carter

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dennis Allen
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Moraski
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jill Davine

000203



MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peggy Loe
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Call
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alex Nagy

ENT___Dav cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Leavengood
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Dunn
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lois White
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Zeller

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tami Phelps
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dale Janssen
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sabine Sturm

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Pauley
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Herzog
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lee Winslow

MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Martinez
ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janice McDonald

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 pat dunn
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Hottle
ENT___He cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heide Coppotelli

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kayla Wortinger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Wills

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Garrison
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Arnold
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christine Drea
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Duran
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Weston

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Rensch
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Jensen
ENT___Vic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Victoria Ziebarth

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jill Alibrandi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tim Midboe
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Sheehy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karin Peck
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Pelakh

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Dickerson
MMENT___F cara.txt 06/25/2019 F. Reuscher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sara Green
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deb Lincoln

MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Calvert
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff Silvani
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Abbott

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 louis peirce
NT___San cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Armendariz
NT___Con cara.txt 06/25/2019 Constantine Bogios
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peggy Malnati

000204



MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marlene Miller
MMENT___k cara.txt 06/25/2019 kelly Caffrey
ENT___Cath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Harrison
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Dobesh
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Petrella
_COMMENT cara.txt 06/25/2019 e p
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Terry Mitchell

MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Mathews
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Belinda Colley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sally Neary
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Wilson
ENT___Loi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Loisann Sciarrillo
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Garitty
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suzanne Hamer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gill Bourne
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Gelfand
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 J Trosper
ENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Lengel
NT___Rich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Patenaude
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Matthew Shapiro
ENT___Gle cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glenna Waterman
MENT___Ab cara.txt 06/25/2019 Abigail Gindele
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roberta Newman
ENT___Sus cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Winkelman
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Cole
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Cerretani
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Washington
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Stimson

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Chinn
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Kerr
MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brenda Eckberg
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Davis
MENT___Pa  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Gary Gover
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Waters
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 C Emerson

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Church
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Suarez
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kat Boylan
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Sullivan
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gladys Porter
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher daly
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shirley McCarthy
___Jennife cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Emerle-Sifuentes
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Khanlian

000205



MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Jones
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Steininger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Miller

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marian Samson
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jack Stansfield
MENT___Ra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ralph Bocchetti
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shirley Little
MENT___As cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ashley Farreny
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Sims

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellin Stiteler
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dwayne Munar

MENT___Ce cara.txt 06/25/2019 Celeste Anacker
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donald Taylor

MENT___Ela cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elaine Benjamin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rob Peters
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brigid Murphy
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherry Weiland
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Buda
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Steuer
ENT___Vio cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vionnette Negron
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rita Hogan
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Ternullo
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Stock
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ken Gibb
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Greg Gazzana
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Rossi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sheryl Lee

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James lindgren
ENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anthony Donnici

MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Hughes
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Esther Garvett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 W Gosney
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Renee Lillard

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arlene Leas
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard O'Donnell
NT___MIC cara.txt 06/25/2019 MICHAEL SCHUMM
MENT___Z cara.txt 06/25/2019 Zarah Austin

MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Samara Hanson
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arthur Payne

ENT___Sus cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susannah Gelbart
ENT___Re cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rene Gelsomino

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Koritz
MENT___No cara.txt 06/25/2019 Norman Kindig
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Marro

000206



MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Pappas
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Kearns

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cyndi Hunt
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mayumi Knox

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Wood
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carl Jr
ENT___gw cara.txt 06/25/2019 gwendolyn blaine
NT___Rebe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rebecca Henderson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maureen Munn
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Klein
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maria Arteaga

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kellie Payne
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Dawson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fay Payton
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacey Larson
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Mazzola

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Val Brumby
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Luck

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jana Austin
ENT___Ela cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elaine Bontempi

MENT___Di cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Sadowski
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tonya Rose
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carla Newberry
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Skup
NT___Cynt  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Paul Phillips
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Henry
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Eide

MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glen Benjamin
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mikki Chalker
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 F Bean
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tracey Archer
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lily Mejia

ENT___San cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Hendricks
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jason Nichols
ENT___Mik cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Inganamort

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Johnston
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roslynn Budoff
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Lega
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 BC Shelby

MMENT___Y cara.txt 06/25/2019 Yefim Maizel
ENT___Kim cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kimberly Sheehan
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam zimmerman
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane McGraw

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rita Clapper

000207



MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Blaha
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wm Laestadius
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Bushaw
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Bousquet
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Mayton
COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Adi S
MENT___Dw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dwight Fellman
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Mead
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Friesen
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Avis Ogilvy
NT___Beat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beatrice Simmonds

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marc Vezian
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Colonel Meyer

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Turner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daisy Kates
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anna Kite

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jason Hartman
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bonnie Zotos

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Hardy
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christine Etapa
MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Brannigan

MENT___v cara.txt 06/25/2019 valerie brown
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laraine Lebron
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Scholl
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steven Korson
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Cobert
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Greenwell

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Madole
ENT___Pam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Chattergoon

MENT___Ell cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen McNeirney
MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen Goodman

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Reback
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sonny Chen

MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alan Leveton
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karon Johnson
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debby Goldman

ENT___Cyn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Hellmuth
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dirk Reed
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Riesch

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julie Kennie
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Neil Hastings
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lois Eppinger
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jonathan Eden
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/25/2019 James McConkey

000208



ENT___Ele cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eleanor Dowson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Miller
ENT___Joh cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Tischhauser
MENT___Co cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connor Hansell
MENT___m cara.txt 06/25/2019 murphy brown
MENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amber Sumrall

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Thomas
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Horowitz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kirk Krebs
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Corrigan
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ralph Tuscher
T___Heidi_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heidi Steinert-Bresilge
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Grieves

MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacy Crawford
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Hughes
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol King
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Bader

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patti-Ann Czipa
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Norma Line
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 V Evan
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Jensen
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dori Bailey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gida Naser
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Long
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rosemary Butka

MENT___Ga cara.txt 06/25/2019 Galen Trembath
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patty Hayes
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mimi Sherin
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dorothy Davies
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christian Dollahon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 tina zenko
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Stevens

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Merelyn Dolins
MENT___Rh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rheta Johnson
MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary LaClair
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nidess Rael
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jason Perlman
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Madeleine Litton

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark White
ENT___Au cara.txt 06/25/2019 Audrey Simpson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandy Steers

MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Gerhart
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Fraser
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Cencula

000209



MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauren Hartung
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Douglas Spurlin

NT___Lois cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lois LooneyKochie
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Puett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Allen
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Beaulieu
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cheryl Krause
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amber Haseltine

MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Virginia Smith
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amber Simmons
ENT___Fra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frances Morrison
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Stahelin
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mariam Shah-Rais
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christine Norman
ENT___Ray cara.txt 06/25/2019 Raymond Nuesch
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Loretta Long

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deanna Draudt
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Gallo
ENT___Her cara.txt 06/25/2019 Herman Villamizar
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arlene Wolf
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Romano

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Donley
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah King

MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynne Simeone
ENT___Yol cara.txt 06/25/2019 Yolanda Ferguson
ENT___Bon cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bonita Sutherland
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Rizzo

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lori Dick
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Harvey Dym
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Becky Calhoun
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 les roberts

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Harris
ENT___Ru cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ruth Braithwaite
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Dickson

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aleasa Crary
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Hickman
ENT___Cat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Charest
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Herbert Ziegler
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tanya Glasser
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Schwartz
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Bullard

MENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Leitao
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eva Partyka
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Jones

000210



MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Weslie Phillips
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Doug Booth
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aimee Wyatt

MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathie Leslie
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Pierce
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Helvie
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeffery Biss
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Oscar Bird
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Padilla
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Celine Blando
ENT___Tif cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tiffany Rapplean
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Jordan
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Summer Hughes

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Allan Weiss
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Dziamba
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laurie Neill
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tom Martin
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lonnie Somer
ENT___Jos cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Bongiorno
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sylvia Hackett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Sweet
ENT___Ed cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edward Sullivan
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanne Wolfe
ENT___Geo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Georgiann Young
ENT___Nic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicholas Santos
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karla Watson
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Russell Wight
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sean Odell

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donny Seals
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Vermillion
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Liza Martin
MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Hamilton
MENT___Di cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Kennedy
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret Ratliff
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Clark

MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anne Easterling
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jon Bricker
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Krista McKee
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Corbin
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dawn Ebersbach
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Sander
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Camardo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Black

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Royce Nakatani

000211



MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kate Skolnick
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristin Kokal
ENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deana Schneider
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janice Beyer

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 sara sexton
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Terri English

MENT___Vir cara.txt 06/25/2019 Virginia Bennett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Greta Rossi
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Skevofilax
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Wasgatt
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Bruckner
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Randi Saslow
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Bolin

MENT___Sc cara.txt 06/25/2019 Scott Finamore
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gwen Jennier

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret Wood
NT___BEN cara.txt 06/25/2019 BENNIE WOODARD

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carroll Abshier
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Grant Wilson

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Gulley
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Biccum
NT___Reb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rebecca Muzychka

MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sinead Lowrie
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Knipp
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cindi Kestrel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Howe

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Rehn
MENT___Cl cara.txt 06/25/2019 Clifford Provost
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maryanne Jerome
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Philip Traynor

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 J. Alexander
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Cantara

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Graff
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Bohn
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karin Akouete
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Wood
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Denise Hosta

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martin Livgren
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Douglas Klein
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Harvey Silver

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jessica Rollins
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 S Lowe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Enos
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Katherine Nelson
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Earl Smith
MMENT___b cara.txt 06/25/2019 barbara akre
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Hashem
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Medina

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janine Morgan
___Debora  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Johnny Alderson
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Kessinger
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Waine
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 George Erceg

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elinore Krell
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Guttridge
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Seth Cramer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Blue

MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arlene Baker
MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kerry Burkhardt
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 So Allen
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julian Corley
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Megan Baker

MENT___Di cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dixie Patterson
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janice Bartlett
T___The__   cara.txt 06/25/2019 The Mary Louise Allen
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Ayers

MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edward Souza
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Darrel Easter
ENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Fowler

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Monica Soto
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Nicholas
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heidi Johnson
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gloria Zimny

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martha Herrero
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Grace Neff
ENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dennis Fritzinger

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Pisano
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Wornum
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacey Snow

MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephen Jacobs
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/28/2019 Michelle Woods

MENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathy Lindler
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Derenzo
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cyndi Bradley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ira Gerard

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Mary Morra
MENT___Gr cara.txt 06/27/2019 Graciela Patrón
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jane Miller
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MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shelly Wallace
ENT___Ev cara.txt 06/26/2019 Evan Sederquest
ENT___Liza cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lizabeth Johnson
ENT___Glo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gloria Gannaway
MENT___X cara.txt 06/26/2019 Xanti Dolittle

MENT___M  cara.txt 06/29/2019 Me Sue Garfitt
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Robert Lutman
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Walker

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Betty Kuhn
MMENT___l cara.txt 06/26/2019 linda infante
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Ropicki
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anna Brewer
ENT___Jai cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jaime Bernthaler
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jewell Batway
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lyda Stillwell
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jana Menard

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Halloran
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 G Simmons
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Sullivan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Will Sloan

MENT___Kr cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kristina Mitchell
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Drobeck
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Charter
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christina Crosby

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Misha Cheema
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mike Petro
NT___Sam cara.txt 06/29/2019 Samuel Morningstar
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 J Bocchino
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jand W
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 KIM PERRY
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Brown

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Edele Heath
ENT___Zo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Zoe Spiropoulou

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/28/2019 Marie Marinakis
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/27/2019 Cathy Curtis

NT___Jose cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joseph Wasserman
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeff Chandler

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ron Torretta
NT___Bern cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bernadette Methven
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacey McRae
MENT___P cara.txt 06/27/2019 Patrick Quinn
MENT___R cara.txt 06/30/2019 Ricki Newman
NT___Rebe cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rebecca McDonough
NT___Dan cara.txt 06/27/2019 Dany Lindenbacher
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MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Knapp
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peter Burval
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ken Canty

MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/29/2019 Francene Shed
MENT___Va cara.txt 06/27/2019 Valerie Leonard
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Craig Voss
COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 jon l.
NT___Chris cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christy Moneymaker

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce Schwartz
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanne Watchie
MENT___Te cara.txt 06/26/2019 Terry Friedman
ENT___Jor cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jordan Longever

MENT___An cara.txt 06/27/2019 Antonia Shouse
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erica Pirrung

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elliot Stern
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mike Stoakes

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ditra Walsh
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Caputo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Jarrard
NT___Magg cara.txt 06/30/2019 Maggie Cunningham
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jody Lewis
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 m kubiak
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanna Leary
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 lana scott

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lynne Miceli
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/29/2019 Jennifer Gonzales
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Reb Babcock
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Toni McCalley
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jim Andaloro
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debbie Snow

ENT___Hun cara.txt 06/26/2019 Huntley Hennessy
MENT___ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 catherine keys
MENT___J cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jane Marquet

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/27/2019 Carmen Buono
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kay Hannah

ENT___We cara.txt 06/26/2019 Wendy Lukowitz
ENT___Geo cara.txt 06/26/2019 George Schneider
NT___Ash cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ashley Hunsberger

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patrice Wallace
MENT___N cara.txt 06/30/2019 Nancy McLean
MENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 John Herberg

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Robert Reed
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jim Chyle

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Nelson
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MENT___O cara.txt 06/26/2019 Olivia Saachi
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marjorie Wing
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joseph Konig
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 L. Lee

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 cathy rupp
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lanna Ultican
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Holly Putman

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Diana Duffy
MENT___So cara.txt 06/27/2019 Soretta Rodack
ENT___Sop cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sophie Dahavarian
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melinda Shaw

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Durrer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janice Lisk
NT___Jacq cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jacqueline Jenkins

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Janet Pecci
MENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Laura Caseley
___Nadiya_ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Nadiya Littlewarrior-Davis
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bobbe Besold
ENT___Kr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristin Gonzalez
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jon Singleton

MENT___Co cara.txt 06/26/2019 Colleen Keegan
NT___Cynth cara.txt 06/29/2019 Cynthia Brooks-Fetty
MENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kelly Bradsher
_COMMEN cara.txt 06/26/2019 f t
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Thornton
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Rafferty

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 ME Scullard
MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephen Farmer
MENT___C cara.txt 06/30/2019 Connie Wigen
MENT___Io cara.txt 06/28/2019 Iona Ellsworth
NT___Debb cara.txt 06/27/2019 Debbie Pinkham-Salt
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dan Meier

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tara Spires
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Wichman
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alicia Lacore
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Bois
ENT___Cas cara.txt 06/30/2019 Cassandra Odom

ENT___Car cara.txt 06/27/2019 Carol Leuenberger
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Renate Pealer

MENT___Lo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorena Peinado
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ericka Kohn
T___MICHA cara.txt 06/26/2019 MICHAEL CARPENTER
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/29/2019 Stephen Bellomo
MENT___H cara.txt 06/27/2019 Herbert Elwell
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Brehm
ENT___Re cara.txt 06/26/2019 Renee Woodman
MENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valerie Fannin
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tanya Taylor

MENT___K cara.txt 06/28/2019 Kevin Stueven
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lisa Salazar
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Hicks

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carlos Arnold
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marge Schwartz
MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Virginia Young
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nina Wouk
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/30/2019 Susan Worden
MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lynette Kessler
ENT___Pau cara.txt 06/27/2019 Paula Hartgraves

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sarah Salter
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Hadcroft
ENT___Th cara.txt 06/26/2019 Theresa Holahan

ENT___Ark cara.txt 06/26/2019 Arkady Vyatchanin
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marie Fannin-Laird
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dan Volpatti
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/29/2019 J Angell
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rose Wolny
ENT___Dam cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dameta Robinson
NT___Elisa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elisabeth Bechmann
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Taylor Jones
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stefanie Johnson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mario Estruch

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jimmy Doty
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Basile
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beth Niederman
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marie Donze

MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim Johnson
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Bunner
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peter Gradoni

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/30/2019 Carolyn Raasch
MENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jennifer Lake

MENT___Ki cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kimberly Harris
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anthony Jammal
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beth Stauber
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Moore

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Mary Smith
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Barbato
MENT___E cara.txt 06/29/2019 Enid Cardinal
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Gina Bates
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ENT___Ale cara.txt 06/26/2019 Aleda Richardson
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cody Oshkide
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Miller

MENT___ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 rodney hemmila
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Obre
ENT___Pat cara.txt 06/27/2019 Patricia Espinosa
ENT___Lau cara.txt 06/28/2019 Lauren Klingman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Paul Wellin
MENT___Ti cara.txt 06/26/2019 Timothy Spong
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathryn Cross
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Renee Vincent
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Troy Lawson

NT___Cour cara.txt 06/26/2019 Courtney Thompson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 susan leber
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ruth Swenson
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/27/2019 Christine Pickrell
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Grossman

MENT___Sc cara.txt 06/26/2019 Scott Watanabe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Aldo Villani
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 J. Scott
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Tia Ja

ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/27/2019 Elizabeth Grainger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ena Sroat
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 joel kay
MENT___Ki cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kimberly Hollis
ENT___Eli cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Miranti

MENT___ar cara.txt 06/26/2019 arlene orlando
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Janke

ENT___Gra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Graciela Manjarres
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Trevor Dunkel
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marie Driscoll

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/26/2019 Theodora Boura
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Betty Winholtz
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Goldberg

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Helen Syen
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marc Westler
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sarah Stimely
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lexi Loch
T___Longw cara.txt 06/26/2019 Longwillow Fudemberg
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Andre

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/29/2019 Shannon Patty
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sara Ottaviano
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jeanne Puerta
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Harlan
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MMENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Walker
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Beavers
T___Annap cara.txt 06/26/2019 Annapoorne Colangelo

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/28/2019 Gerald Kline
MENT___C cara.txt 06/27/2019 Curtis Hughes
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Greg Zyzanski
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brenda Hayes
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Catherine Anderson

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Gosselin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Ryan

MENT___R cara.txt 06/30/2019 Robert Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Anne Hoop
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Monica Supina
MENT___Te cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ted Strasinger
ENT___Tim cara.txt 06/26/2019 Timothy Castine

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marina Morrone
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Tom Walsh
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Pittluck
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Graves
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peter Beves
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gail Noon

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Ray Yow
MENT___Fe cara.txt 06/27/2019 Fernando Soler
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gayle Vistine
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Querner
ENT___Vir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Virginia Sanchez
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cristina Jitcov
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alan Solomon

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Larisa Long
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/27/2019 Cathy Smith
MENT___N cara.txt 06/27/2019 Nooshin Perla
NT___eliza cara.txt 06/26/2019 elizabeth rosenthal
ENT___Rh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rhonda Johnson

MENT___Al cara.txt 06/26/2019 Allan Johnston
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Embry
ENT___Nic cara.txt 06/29/2019 Nichole Diamond
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marilyn Hawrylik
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 marie rago
MENT___J  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jan Jack Kerr
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Crosby
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ronald Woolford

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patrick Boot
MENT___La cara.txt 06/28/2019 Laura Schwind
MENT___De cara.txt 06/27/2019 Deirdre Downey

000219



ENT___Dia cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Bugliarelli
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lee Varian
ENT___Gri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Grisel Rodriguez

MENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ramsay Kieffer
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Every
MENT___K cara.txt 06/30/2019 Kendra Knight
ENT___Bon cara.txt 06/27/2019 Bonnie Miskolczy

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Janae Bailie
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gary Hull

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anna Tangi
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Gross
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Babbitt
MENT___K cara.txt 06/29/2019 Kristie Hudzik
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 CM Daudier
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Britt Tinkle
NT___Kimb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kimberly Musselman
T___Franc cara.txt 06/26/2019 Francois Bezuidenhout
ENT___Na cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nathan Cassiano
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ken Stack
ENT___Brid cara.txt 06/28/2019 Bridgette Hartung
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Haywood

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jana Perinchief
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Barron
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Williamson

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maggie Louden
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Carlson

ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/30/2019 Elizabeth Williams
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Dale Goodin
MENT___N cara.txt 06/27/2019 Norda Gromoll
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Dorsey
MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tatiana Medina
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Scott Walker
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tom Soden
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/29/2019 Maryl Danks
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sherry Goodyear

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Arline Lohli
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sara Miller
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jared Cornelia

MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Frances Jacobs
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Shores

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Toni Vale
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Tina Elton
ENT___Joh cara.txt 06/27/2019 John Schumacher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rose Riker
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COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jo Pa
MENT___Ni cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicole Hoekstra
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Fotos

MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alma Mireles
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Thea Gillam
MENT___Br cara.txt 06/27/2019 Brandon Perras
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Linda Myers
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Johanna Jara

MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Burrows
NT___Jose cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joseph Gammaitoni
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Macy
ENT___Iris  cara.txt 06/29/2019 Iris Patty Yermak

NT___Alexa cara.txt 06/27/2019 Alexandra Rappaport
MENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lani Hummel

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joseph Tolerico
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amy Smereck

MMENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hana Correa
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanne Grossi
MENT___J cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jerry Caldwell
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Noel Orr
MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Story Coleman
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Connie Burris
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donald Cutty

ENT___Man cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mandy Tshibangu
NT___Leon cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leonidas Gucciardo
ENT___Tim cara.txt 06/30/2019 Timothy Fridsma

ENT___Cath cara.txt 06/27/2019 Catherine Milovina
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/27/2019 Eva Raepple

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christi Dillon
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Keating
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lori Esposito

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia DeLuca
ENT___Na cara.txt 06/29/2019 Nancy Pichiotino

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joyce Bogosian
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Dan Bernazani
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anna Zancsn
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diana Turner
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffrey Hearn
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lozz Starseed

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/28/2019 Christina Raptis
MENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lisa Hamilton
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Costa

MENT___Da cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dawn Albanese
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melanie Rushing
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MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Al Dutton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Satya Vayu
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/30/2019 Barrett Goldflies
NT___Susa cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Deans-Smith
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Sapone

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patti Barnes
MENT___W cara.txt 06/28/2019 William Wollner

ENT___Do  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Don Joyce Faulk
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Edye Calderon
MENT___D cara.txt 06/29/2019 Denie English
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sherry Monie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 M Leonard

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marilyn Mick
MENT___F cara.txt 06/26/2019 Fiona Roberts

MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Rogers
ENT___Joh cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Ebersberger
COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 T Mo
MENT___S cara.txt 06/28/2019 Satyna Krebs

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Michele Meli
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Martinez
NT___Ther cara.txt 06/26/2019 Therese MacKenzie

ENT___Ela cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elayne Glassheim
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gail DelSavio

MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Fasano
MENT___K cara.txt 06/30/2019 Karen Friends
NT___The cara.txt 06/27/2019 Theodore Wuerslin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lisa Wirth

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jane Edsall
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Gottfried
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kelly Larkin
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Cohen
MENT___N cara.txt 06/29/2019 Nelson Molina
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/27/2019 Catherine Johnson

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/27/2019 Minerva Mollica
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rita Kain
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Caroline Mislove

ENT___patr cara.txt 06/26/2019 patricia Nicholson
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Daniels
MENT___P cara.txt 06/28/2019 Pete Sandifer
MENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Karen Garone

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Golub
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Doty
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 b Winkler

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Carroll

000222



MMENT___H cara.txt 06/30/2019 Heather Fox
NT___Chri cara.txt 06/27/2019 Chris Talbot-Heindl
ENT___Dia cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diana Daugherty
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cassandra Voss
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Prandi
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Billie Gordon
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amy Holt

MENT___L cara.txt 06/29/2019 Linda Fleming
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Alvaro Regil

MENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Anne Veraldi
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 CARLA DAVIS
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Goody
MENT___al cara.txt 06/26/2019 allison Alberts
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Delaney
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ed Palacio

MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Virginia Gredell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Greg Speer

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Bindseil
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Ledden
NT___Steph cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Netzberger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Mary Walls
MENT___N cara.txt 06/27/2019 Natalie DeBoer

MENT___La cara.txt 06/27/2019 LaDene Mayville
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kate Gualtieri
MENT___To cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tom Hougham

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Simona Vigil
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Andrew Johnson

MENT___De cara.txt 06/29/2019 Debra Reckling
MENT___Di cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diana Stransky
MENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathy Gruber
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leigh Decicco

MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stanley Charles
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Blizard
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gail McIntyre

ENT___Ama cara.txt 06/28/2019 Amanda Dickinson
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sudeshna Ghosh
ENT___Jef cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffrey Hemenez

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Floyd
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erika Lang
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Canada Riley

ENT___Lind cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda DiDomenico
MENT___De cara.txt 06/30/2019 Debbie Koundry
MENT___An cara.txt 06/27/2019 Angela Duronio
MENT___Tr cara.txt 06/27/2019 Trisha Thomas
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MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mona Callahan
ENT___Reb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rebekah Colours

ENT___Nat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nataliya Yakovleva
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Emily Ferland
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Day
MENT___F cara.txt 06/29/2019 Felicia Bruce

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rob Lozon
NT___Mek cara.txt 06/27/2019 Mekala Ravishankar

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kelly Smith
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ashley Lewis

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ila Singh
MENT___m cara.txt 06/26/2019 martha burton
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/28/2019 Kate Sherwood
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/27/2019 Matthew Genaze
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicole Shaffer
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Thiers
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rocio Lario
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Catherine Krug
ENT___Rob cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Fingerman
MENT___s cara.txt 06/30/2019 saul schreier
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Steve Bell

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Annie Spear
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Smith
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristin Enoch

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Leslie
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beverly Schmidt

MENT___He cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heidi Ahlstrand
MENT___A cara.txt 06/29/2019 Amy Wolfberg
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Liz Capizzi
ENT___Ta cara.txt 06/27/2019 Tatyana Stevens

MMENT___t cara.txt 06/26/2019 tara wheeler
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rick Moon
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deanna Green
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Hurley
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/28/2019 Karen McMurray
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 David Meade
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ms. Compton
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 kare m

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeanne Fletcher
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Crouch
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eva Cantu
MENT___S cara.txt 06/30/2019 Shelby Homer

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Anje' Waters
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/27/2019 Nancy Ward
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ENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Douglas Conwell
ENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Lipman

MENT___ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 christian arrecis
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Wilcox
MENT___P cara.txt 06/29/2019 Paula Wright

MENT___Re cara.txt 06/27/2019 Renee Hocevar
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/27/2019 Patti Packer
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anita Nowell
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jill Caldwell
MENT___Di cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Kossman
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 joseph jr
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/28/2019 James Wensveen

MENT___NI cara.txt 06/27/2019 NICK DAWSON
ENT___Will cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Hutchings

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffry Hanus
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Boyer
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Douglas Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jason Fish
ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/30/2019 Deborah Hoffmann
MENT___jo cara.txt 06/27/2019 joanne katzen

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Cindy Greer
ENT___Jua cara.txt 06/26/2019 Juanita Westberg
ENT___Cyn cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Worsham
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vicki Souci
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 jodi daniels
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Merry Smoller

MENT___El cara.txt 06/27/2019 Elizabeth Watts
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hannah Curzio
MENT___O cara.txt 06/26/2019 Owen Tesson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 t mullarkey
MENT___Ru cara.txt 06/26/2019 Russell Novkov
MENT___C cara.txt 06/28/2019 Christine Fluet
MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sandra Herrera
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kimberly Hurtt
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Logan Paul
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Lawrence
T___Melod cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melodie Middlebrooks
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ranko Balog

MENT___Hi cara.txt 06/30/2019 Hillary Koogler
ENT___Dor cara.txt 06/28/2019 Dorothy Anderson

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kitty Savage
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Todd Everett

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Lonas
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rick Paolucci
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Morse
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/29/2019 Rusty Dixon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Gary Thaler
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Michelle Ash

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charlotte Feck
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shandra Officer
MENT___Ji cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jim Nordstrom
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Maillet

NT___Yvon cara.txt 06/28/2019 Yvonne Karathanasis
MENT___SI cara.txt 06/27/2019 SIGRID RAMOS
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paulette Forest
MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Frank Smucker
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Achey

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheila Dempsey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Heck
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/30/2019 Dorothy Brooks
T___Helga cara.txt 06/28/2019 Helgaleena Healingline

MENT___jen cara.txt 06/27/2019 jennifer Bradley
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Inoue

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim Fox
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Myles Hunt
NT___Rose cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosemary Futrovsky
ENT___Wh cara.txt 06/29/2019 Whitney Watters

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ronit Corry
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/27/2019 James Marshall
MENT___Cy cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Bernett
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Weaver
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Candace Davis
ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janine Kondreck

MENT___D cara.txt 06/28/2019 Diane Williams
MENT___B cara.txt 06/27/2019 Barb McCarthy
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Phyl Morello
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Quinn
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brieaux Poche
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Severino
T___Ludm cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ludmila Dmitriev-Odier

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Kim Forrest
MENT___E cara.txt 06/28/2019 Elgrit Russell
NT___Caro cara.txt 06/27/2019 Caroline Richardson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jane Wiley

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Hanks
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ilene Budin
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Huggins
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/29/2019 Kathleen McHendry
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MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/27/2019 Candace Mahki
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/27/2019 Benita Musleve
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Coleen Brock
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leroyce Mead
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Bunte
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Angie Bahris
MENT___F cara.txt 06/26/2019 Felicia Chase

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Gina Bilwin
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathleen Shecter
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Clinger

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Palladino
MENT___El cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Johnson
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dostana Ljusic
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Parzick

MENT___Kr cara.txt 06/30/2019 Kristina Harper
MENT___J cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jamie Santos
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Juli Kring
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Hicks

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dane Horn
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Eells
MENT___Pe cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pearl Holloway
ENT___To cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tony Menechella

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/29/2019 Robert Kuhnert
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joan Stelter
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/27/2019 Maria Hernandez
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claudia Greco

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rita Lemkuil
ENT___Le cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lesley Lillywhite
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Rossi
MENT___Iv cara.txt 06/28/2019 Ivy Buchanan

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lisa Simms
MENT___Ne cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nelson Denman

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gary Gall
ENT___Che cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheyne Cumming
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Reba Worden
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Bonnell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Cay White

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/28/2019 Teresa Ruby
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sherard Wood

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Smith
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula DeFelice
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Don Cote

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christina Leigh
MENT___St cara.txt 06/29/2019 Stephen Bailey
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MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sallie Bingham
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kyle Jones
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Becky Monger
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chelsea Rice

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Fine
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Leonard

MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/28/2019 Francisco Velez
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sheena Jacob
ENT___lin cara.txt 06/26/2019 linda winchester

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peter Ayres
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gordon Cook
ENT___Ta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tawfik Barhoum
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Lemay

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy Laughrey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Tyler Reid
ENT___Car cara.txt 06/28/2019 Carmen Plummer
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/27/2019 Elizabeth Brannon
ENT___Nic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicholas Diamond
ENT___To cara.txt 06/26/2019 Torunn Sivesind
T___Theod cara.txt 06/26/2019 Theodosia Paclawskyj
ENT___Yve cara.txt 06/26/2019 Yvette Fernandez
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/27/2019 S. Nam

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jen Scibetta
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shelley Werner
MENT___Yo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Yolanda Garcia
MENT___Gl cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gloria Callahan

MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Griffin
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martin Marcus
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Janet Ju
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joann Field
MENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 shelley frazier
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amy Kalblein

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ronda O'Bryant
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jared Sacco
ENT___Jer cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeremy Carpenter
MENT___J cara.txt 06/30/2019 Joy Mamoyac

ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/28/2019 Deborah Anderson
NT___Barb cara.txt 06/27/2019 Barbara Rosenkotter
T___Josep  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joseph Diane Williams

MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Holland
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Adams

MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ruth Gilshire
MENT___S cara.txt 06/29/2019 Sandra Couch
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/27/2019 Michele Villeneuve
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MMENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kellie Smith
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sherrie Shown
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rish Harde
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christy Barnes
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jon Hayenga

MENT___C cara.txt 06/28/2019 Cheryl Watters
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Cote
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Esposito

ENT___Jun cara.txt 06/26/2019 June Elliott-Cattell
MENT___So cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sonia Carmona
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Han

MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jovy Jergens
MENT___An cara.txt 06/30/2019 Antonia Powell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Heidi Wood
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marilyn Egan

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Oliver
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 K. Arnone

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristine Moy
MENT___Lo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorraine Lowry
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/29/2019 Carmela Sudano
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Dana Simone
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marcia Walker
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amy Marashinsky
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Ahrens
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Weaver

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Balan
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/28/2019 Pam Nelson

MENT___T cara.txt 06/27/2019 Taylor Myers
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Gallaher
MENT___Kr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristina Fukuda

MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Adarsh Ayyar
NT___Rach cara.txt 06/26/2019 Racheal Eichelberger
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Vicuna

ENT___Vale cara.txt 06/30/2019 Valerie Sanderson
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Lisa Allis
COMMENT cara.txt 06/27/2019 A A
ENT___Ga cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gabrielle Kayser
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Carroll

MMENT___F cara.txt 06/26/2019 Frank Florio
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Glen Andersen
MENT___A cara.txt 06/29/2019 Arthur Connor

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Janet Duran
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ryan Bradley
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ellen Halbert
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MENT___Pu cara.txt 06/26/2019 Purnima Barve
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gene Moy

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Donahue
MENT___Ad cara.txt 06/26/2019 Adam D'Onofrio
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jocelyn Stowell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Amy Wolff
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisha Doucet
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 Genevieve Appel

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anita Kiefer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ellen Kutter
T___Danik cara.txt 06/26/2019 Danika Esden-Tempski
NT___Shar cara.txt 06/30/2019 Sharon Ketcherside

MENT___La cara.txt 06/28/2019 Laurie Woltman
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Millican

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim George
MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Hughes

MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gordon Holm
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Seb Villani
MENT___O cara.txt 06/27/2019 Oleg Varanitsa
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan LoFurno
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Vadnais
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carole Sparks
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Franklin
ardian__Sa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Guardian Sabrinacaulfield@yahoo.com

MENT___Dia cara.txt 06/28/2019 Diane Weinstein
ENT___Jos cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joseph Polansky
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kay Whitaker
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ryan Ross
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jamie Roussel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Lotito
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patty Erwin
MENT___a cara.txt 06/30/2019 alison merkel
MENT___C cara.txt 06/28/2019 Cindy Risvold

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Julie Sicaud
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 J Sharp
ENT___Gle cara.txt 06/26/2019 Glenn Richardson
MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tammy Nogles
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Blandford
MENT___G cara.txt 06/29/2019 Glenn Mullins
MENT___ju cara.txt 06/27/2019 julia berkowitz
MENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 L.L. Wilkinson
ENT___Stac cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacey Rohrbaugh
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Tagawa
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicholas Koch
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MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Brown
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jennifer Gaegler

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sherri Williams
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Hatcher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lori Ugolik

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Rossignol
ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Richards
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Candace LaPorte

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Cole Hague
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/28/2019 Delta Brown

ENT___Jas cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jason Steadmon
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandy Dumke
ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Collodel

MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Bensinger
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Loree Stinson

MMENT___W cara.txt 06/29/2019 Winston Lee
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Robert Rush
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Heath Post
ENT___Jes cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Taliaferro
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Cramer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Hart
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 April Aubin
MENT___k cara.txt 06/28/2019 karen horton

MENT___Al cara.txt 06/27/2019 Alexander Gaya
MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacy Schrader
ENT___She cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sherilyn Coldwell

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ella Robson
MENT___Gi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gitta Racinskas
ENT___Mat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Matthew Boguske
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/30/2019 Donna Campbell
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/28/2019 Sharon Williams

NT___Kelle cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kelley Coleman-Slack
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Seidlitz
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Materi

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Len Jacobs
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Bob Roach
MENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Amy Stoddard
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lori Erbs

ENT___Slo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sloan Shoemaker
ENT___Jul cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julia McLaughlin

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Clellan
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Doris Verkamp

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/28/2019 Terri Reischl
MENT___Al cara.txt 06/27/2019 Albert Valencia

000231



MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Lange
MENT___Cl cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claire Dishman
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donald Watson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lyn Lowry
ENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Alvarado
T___Elizab cara.txt 06/30/2019 Elizabeth Covarrubias

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/28/2019 Jackie Stewart
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jessie Osborne
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Fifer

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Grace Payne
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Grace Ramirez
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Loren Lugg
ENT___Day  cara.txt 06/29/2019 Dayanara De Oca
MENT___C cara.txt 06/27/2019 Carol Fletcher
NT___Step cara.txt 06/27/2019 Stephanie Garofalo

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Trujillo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brad Miller
ENT___Lau cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Lichtman
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Hamilton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Tina Bailey
NT___Don cara.txt 06/27/2019 Donna Bookheimer
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Epstein
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Mireault
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Irene Roos
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Ryder
ENT___Dia cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Gerspacher
MENT___M cara.txt 06/30/2019 Mary Shabbott
___Carla__ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Carla Hasegawa-Ahrendt

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Juli Shields
MENT___Na cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Hartman
ENT___Ta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tara Hottenstein

MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gregory Rouse
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Delgado
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anita Kreager
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Jeff Bence
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 NIck Hood
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Debbie Spear
NT___Geo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Georgia Braithwaite

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tiffany Buell
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenne Sindoni
ENT___Tho cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Wolslegel
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tyra Gaylord
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/28/2019 Cheryl Wakthour
__Joseph_  cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joseph Sandra Windwalker
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cece Samp
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Tabbott
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kimberly Pettit
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dean Borgeson
NT___Susa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Zimmermann
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Clifford

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/30/2019 Sherri Irving
NT___Mar cara.txt 06/28/2019 Maria Clair-Howard

MENT___Di cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Cantwell
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sally Hodson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Bastian
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dawn Lee
ENT___Ke cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kenneth Althiser

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jean Handy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Rob Carter
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Natale
NT___Eliza cara.txt 06/27/2019 Elizabeth MacKelvie
ENT___Abr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Abraham Ramirez
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peggy Fugate

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carolyn LaBerta
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ron Deters
T___Kathy_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Flocco-McMaster
MENT___M cara.txt 06/28/2019 Marie Harrison
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Susan Sebanc

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dixie Parker
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leah Hallow

MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Nobel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Billy Angus
MENT___K cara.txt 06/30/2019 Karla Klueter

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/28/2019 Mary Ramos
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/27/2019 David Thompson
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenny Sowell

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Korallus
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Simpson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Tung

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 James PhD
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Laurie Izzo
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/27/2019 Michelle Fernung

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rosa Rodriguez
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristy Ray

MENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Butcher
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Norden
MMENT___j cara.txt 06/26/2019 john furlong
MENT___M cara.txt 06/28/2019 Marybeth Diss
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NT___Jean cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jean Phillips-Calapai
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 kate nyne
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Oliver
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marianne Lazarus

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michele Balfour
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nick Marling
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Kat Bowley
ENT___sh cara.txt 06/28/2019 shelley bowman
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Dawn Hendry

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 L Nelson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosa Baeza

ENT___He cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Freedman
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Jr.
NT___Nam cara.txt 06/26/2019 Namphuong Quach
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/29/2019 CT Bross
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Irina Clark
NT___Hall cara.txt 06/27/2019 Halley Strongwater
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Andrews

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Gleason
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 D. Miller
ENT___Re cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rebecca Haynes

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Murphey
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joshua Wolff

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peter Lopitz
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Neetu Chopra
MENT___m cara.txt 06/26/2019 marie pappas

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/30/2019 C Rising
MENT___C cara.txt 06/28/2019 Carol Shelton

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathy Alcott
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Fausey

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Holt
ENT___Val cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valerie Bradshaw
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Roig

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janis Frazee
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/29/2019 Julia Ballard
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sandra Fishel

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denys Cope
MENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 stacy sebring
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pilar Iwankiw

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erika Monko
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Dan Larivey
ENT___Juli cara.txt 06/27/2019 Julie Wyrembelski
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margot Lowe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hal Trufan
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MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sherri Kalman
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Ramirez
MENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 stanley sayer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Pat Griffey
NT___Van cara.txt 06/28/2019 Vanassa Lundheim

ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathleen Furness
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carlos Martell
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen McNeill

MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Kantola
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Foster

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leslie Burpo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/30/2019 Cathy Reid
MENT___P cara.txt 06/27/2019 Pamela Peck

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Debbi Pratt
ENT___JO cara.txt 06/26/2019 JOYCE SHIFFRIN
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Price

MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vince Mendieta
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brian Kelly
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 robert cobb
MENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Alyssa Melton
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lori Williams
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Meredith Kent
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Murtagh

MENT___Pe cara.txt 06/26/2019 Peggy England
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Scott Teel

ENT___Elea cara.txt 06/28/2019 Eleanor Smithwick
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Evan Kriss
NT___Mari cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Prokopowycz
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Newman

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joe Buhowsky
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Cecil
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Nowicki
MENT___J cara.txt 06/30/2019 Joey Henson
MENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Danette paris

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jessie Skumatz
MENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Virginia Mudd
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mafalda Castro
ENT___Nim cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nimmi Schueller

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jean Langford
MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/28/2019 Juliet Pearson
MENT___El cara.txt 06/27/2019 Elizabeth Kelly
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carole Maclure
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne McDonnell
MENT___d cara.txt 06/26/2019 daniel burval
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ENT___Gw cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gwendolyn Torres
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Johnson
MENT___J cara.txt 07/01/2019 Ji-Young Kim

MENT___Flo cara.txt 06/28/2019 Florence Arnold
MENT___Na cara.txt 06/27/2019 Nannette Taylor
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bernard Lizak
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 MIKE HLAT
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Henry Kruger

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeremy Bennett
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Voorhies
MENT___L cara.txt 06/30/2019 Lauren Richie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lea Coreau
MENT___te cara.txt 06/27/2019 teresa gingras
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martin Baclija
ENT___mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 michaela fazecas
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debbie Earley
ENT___Min cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mindye Fortgang
MENT___N cara.txt 06/28/2019 Nancy Rowehl
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kathleen O'Connell

ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marylis Saltzmann
MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Dinger
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anthony Ricciuti

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marc Draper
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 M Langelan
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ken Duckert

ENT___Kim cara.txt 07/01/2019 Kimberly Walker
MENT___M cara.txt 06/28/2019 Marguerite Elia
ENT___Hea cara.txt 06/27/2019 Heather Ruckman
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Aaron Kenna

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alan Foster
ENT___Noa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Noah Youngelson

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheila Magesky
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kate Mattson
NT___Caro cara.txt 06/30/2019 Carol DeCrescentis

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Robert Wolf
MENT___R cara.txt 06/27/2019 Robert Smith

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Rosenstein
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Johnson
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Evelyn Fraser
MENT___F cara.txt 06/28/2019 Frank Sennett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Brian Pike
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim Smith
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Kreiner
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Sarabia
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MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nezka Pfeifer
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dana Keawe

MENT___A cara.txt 07/01/2019 Alex Vasquez
MENT___R cara.txt 06/28/2019 Rachael Kast

MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Saxon
MENT___an cara.txt 06/26/2019 angelo sturino

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeanine Fair
MENT___Lo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorraine Dumas
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Piche
MENT___S cara.txt 06/30/2019 Sabine Michell
MENT___B cara.txt 06/27/2019 Bettina Bickel

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/27/2019 Neal Steiner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Siler
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Katherine Dander
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Chappell
MENT___F cara.txt 06/26/2019 Francis Mastri
MENT___E cara.txt 06/28/2019 Erika Whitton
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/27/2019 Margo Robinson

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ross Miller
NT___Kare cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen McGuinness

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeniffer Graham
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Agnes Chao
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marian Feldman

ENT___Mi cara.txt 06/27/2019 Michelle Adcock
MENT___H cara.txt 07/01/2019 Heather Ablog
MENT___D cara.txt 06/28/2019 Dave Daniels

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/27/2019 Ron Mendelblat
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 T Gargiulo
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 George Dillmann
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Weil
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 J Lukas
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bonnie Oliver
MENT___N cara.txt 06/30/2019 Nancy Newton
NT___Hele cara.txt 06/27/2019 Helene Mårtensson

ENT___Jes cara.txt 06/27/2019 Jessica Czereszka
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Hood
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Megraw
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linnea Lorenz
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patti Ransford
ENT___Ken cara.txt 06/28/2019 Kenneth Lapointe
MENT___K cara.txt 06/27/2019 Karen Ratzlaff
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lynn Lee

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Wirth
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Rister
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenny Bryl
MENT___Ho cara.txt 06/26/2019 Holger Mathews

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Paul Thiel
MENT___Mo cara.txt 06/28/2019 Monique Coffey
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marvin Schinnerer
MENT___Am cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amanda Dewey
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Doretta Miller

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 steve lucas
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Darren Frale
ENT___Ber cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bernadette Novak

MENT___Ad cara.txt 06/26/2019 Adrianna Aylard
ENT___Kin cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kinsey Dickmann
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ed Fiedler

MMENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vivien Smith
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Pizarro
MENT___J cara.txt 06/28/2019 Judy Cribbins
MENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Angie Klocke
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheryl Fergeson

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Edwards
ENT___Wil cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Nusbaum

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lori Richter
MMENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vicky Matsui
MMENT___M cara.txt 07/01/2019 Mark Molloy
MMENT___n cara.txt 06/28/2019 namita dalal
ENT___Fra cara.txt 06/27/2019 Franklin Kapustka
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dianne Noblett
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Hartley

MENT___Eli cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Butler
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Rasmussen
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Trasoff

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/30/2019 Karla Devine
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 JL Burns
MENT___A cara.txt 06/27/2019 Amy Cervene

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sam Holden
MENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Andrea Chisari
MENT___Te cara.txt 06/26/2019 Terrie Williams
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kenneth Nash
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/29/2019 Michael Crowden
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 D Stirpe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Lawson
ENT___Kri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kristina Ruhland
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Carr
ENT___Sa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Boylston
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joann Lowes
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MENT___R cara.txt 07/01/2019 Ron Rencher
MENT___V cara.txt 06/28/2019 Virginia Dwyer
MENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Janice Wilfing
COMMENT cara.txt 06/26/2019 A W
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beverly Beatham
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Crystal Howell
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul McCarthy
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Pire
ENT___San cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra McMannis
ENT___Hel cara.txt 06/30/2019 Heloisa Henriques
NT___G.__ cara.txt 06/27/2019 G. Countryman-Mills
MENT___M cara.txt 06/27/2019 Mike Seyfried
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Hellweg
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Craig Figtree
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Catherine Callaghan
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Rynes
MENT___J cara.txt 06/29/2019 Janet Forman
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/27/2019 Mary Wooldridge

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Courts
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Thomas

NT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Gallagher
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 GInger IKeda

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marty Harrison
MENT___Do cara.txt 07/01/2019 Doug Bourquin
MMENT___T cara.txt 06/28/2019 Tem Narvios
MMENT___T cara.txt 06/27/2019 Thom Peters
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Coats
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Miller
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robbyn Sarvas
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chirag Patel

MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jerry Chilson
ENT___Clau cara.txt 06/30/2019 Claudio Henriques
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/27/2019 Holly Beaver
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/27/2019 Deborah Bol
NT___Gretc cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gretchen Zeiger-May
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Winkler
NT___Ger cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gerrilynne Blattner
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Curran
COMMENT cara.txt 06/29/2019 A H
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Suzanne Ross
NT___Sets cara.txt 06/26/2019 Setsuko Maruki-Fox
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Scheld

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Christian
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bridget Irons
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MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ruth Carlone
T___Whitn cara.txt 07/01/2019 Whitney-Bear Bradsher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/28/2019 Sonja Baris
MENT___J cara.txt 06/27/2019 Joan Hansen

MENT___m cara.txt 06/26/2019 michael waters
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephen Dutschke
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jack Ray
MENT___Cl cara.txt 06/30/2019 Claudio Mattos
ENT___Reb cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rebecca Levinson
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sandra Cole
ENT___Sta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stanley Hutchison
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brian Gibbons
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pam Miller
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mike McCool
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/29/2019 Miriam K.

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Chris King
NT___Barb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Greenwood
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Hurd

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jane Leavitt
MMENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 sandy reese
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 MB Honaker
MENT___P cara.txt 07/01/2019 Phyllis Leuven
ENT___Rh cara.txt 06/28/2019 Rhonda Lawford

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Hilda Wehe
MENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 sabine greger
MENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valerie Snyder
MENT___Lo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorraine Akiba
MENT___H cara.txt 06/30/2019 Heloisa Mattos
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Diane Rohn
MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kenneth Fisher

NT___Tho cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Littelmann
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 JoAnne Simson
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jan Thomas
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Hart
MENT___A cara.txt 06/29/2019 Armagh Cassil
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 jean polous

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Dian
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debbie Blair

MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Martin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy Sikes
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Sherry Dunn

MENT___A cara.txt 06/28/2019 Angela Callis
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/27/2019 Marijean Dornback
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Akins
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MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Clayman
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Castillo
MENT___P cara.txt 06/30/2019 Phyllis Grove
MENT___P cara.txt 06/27/2019 Paula Jampsa
ENT___Arm cara.txt 06/27/2019 Armand Ramirez
ENT___He cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Buchanan

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Bravo
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Fletcher

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 emme g
MENT___C cara.txt 06/29/2019 Claire Watson

COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lee K
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Fischer
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Matranga
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Randi Langas
NT___Den cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Hartenstine

ENT___Ren cara.txt 06/28/2019 Rena Zaman-Zade
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 K.M. Smith
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Kelly
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 d gryk

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vicki Peters
MENT___L cara.txt 06/30/2019 Linda Mooney
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/27/2019 Meghan Houston

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Bob Yarger
MENT___he cara.txt 06/26/2019 helen Chantler
ENT___Car cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carolyn Stabenow
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Scott

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kirsten Feije
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/29/2019 Charles Tribbey
MENT___S cara.txt 06/27/2019 Shari Krueger
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Logan
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heike Brown
MENT___p cara.txt 06/26/2019 patricia moon

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janell Smith
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Burns

MENT___W cara.txt 06/28/2019 Wendy Forster
MENT___P cara.txt 06/27/2019 Patricia Bode

MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Brennan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Clara Halfin
MENT___Bo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bobbie Hensley
MENT___T cara.txt 06/30/2019 Therese Ryan

ENT___Cha cara.txt 06/27/2019 Charlene Donovan
MENT___Ki cara.txt 06/27/2019 Kimberly Wiley
ENT___He cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heather McHugh

MENT___Aa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Aaron Borowski
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MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jacob Glass
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Llewellyn
ENT___sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 shiela cockshott
MENT___M cara.txt 06/29/2019 Marian Shirin

MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/27/2019 Richard Babula
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Weil
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Reber
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 RICKY Sloan

MENT___Ki cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kinney Douglas
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roxane Dow
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/28/2019 Susan Grant
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/27/2019 Rose Jones
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Noelle Cormier
ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Flinkstrom

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deanna Pini
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael McQuown
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lary McKee
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/30/2019 Carrie Eberhardt

MENT___Pip cara.txt 06/27/2019 Pippa Pearthree
MENT___Na cara.txt 06/27/2019 Nancy Fomenko
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Randy Nelsen
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sylvia Brown

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sam Catron
ENT___ISA cara.txt 06/26/2019 ISABEL CERVERA
NT___Sha cara.txt 06/29/2019 Shawn Jones-Bunn
MENT___L cara.txt 06/27/2019 Lucy Tyndall
NT___Caro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Giles-Straight

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Jennings
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce Cousino
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mindy Maxwell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul West

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Smyth
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paddy Fletcher
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Ducey
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gerry Rhoades
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Sears
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dudney B

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Allen
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Greg Maier

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Ortiz
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brenda Perry
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carolyn Johnson
MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lynne Hughes
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel Harris
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MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Martinez
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Kanavy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Levin

MENT___Ni cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicole Fountain
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Gullo
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Colleen Cabot
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce Grajczyk
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Sloan
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Wheeler
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce Coe
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Evelyn Malone
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Schafer
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Laxon
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Helen Webb
_and Ginn     cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dr and Ginny Bonometti (LTC USA Ret)

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Grubbs
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Pflugrad
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barb Morrison
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Emrick
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alice Artzt

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Schreiber
T___CHRIS cara.txt 06/26/2019 CHRISTIE LAGADINOS

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jonathan Peter
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Russell Weisz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Irene Foley
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charles Lange
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Copper

NT___PAM_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 PAM BONAVENTURA
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Ollove

MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vonya Morris
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alice Bowron

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Viacrucis
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joline Barth
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Swain
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Bostick

MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bridgett Heinly
ENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Grossman

MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Louise Rangel
ENT___Tra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracey Katsouros
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Puchli

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dana Barela
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 D. Rincon
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Albert Gauna

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gerald Telep
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MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Harper
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Kerr
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 gwen irish
MENT___Al cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alicia Paravola
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 caryl speck
MENT___Cr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cricket Blanton
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ayana Baltrip
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dianne Bragg

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Moreno
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Dickey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Kelly
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Crystal Hart
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Riddle
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Hazynski
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eve Danner
NT___Ros cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosemary Busterna

MMENT___j cara.txt 06/26/2019 john phillips
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marsha Malone
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Quinn
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Petty
ENT___Mir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Miranda Vorhees

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carrie West
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christen King
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erma Lowe
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tim Browning

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Berberi
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Thelot

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lyle Collins
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sara Carroll
MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Clark
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Bayer
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hilarie Ericson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Putrich

MENT___Pi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pierre Schlemel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Reed
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Wachowiak
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joe S.
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Slowik

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Elizabeth
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Freeman
MENT___Er cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erica Johanson
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shauna Sparlin
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Jenkins
MENT___Ru cara.txt 06/25/2019 Russell Ziegler
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NT___Ama cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amanda Savopoulos
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandi Ross
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gina Spinetta
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Todd Lipcsey

MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Richman
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Louise Kane
T___Pat__B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Blackwell-Marchant
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karyn Graham

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jason Green
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Monica Evans
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 R.A.L. West
NT___Spy cara.txt 06/26/2019 Spyros Braoudakis

MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Martin
ENT___Br cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brenda Hartman

MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gilda Levinson
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Boyd Lay
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Todd Monson
MENT___n cara.txt 06/26/2019 nancy danard
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mellisa Elrick
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gerry Milliken
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 A Hansen

MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paula Fougere
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donald Glenister

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margarita Perez
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Ahlfeld

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Keth Luke
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Rippetoe

MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laurel Wagner
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mal Gaff
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gertrude Wilbero

ENT___Bre cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brenda Boudreaux
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Nelson
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Sheridan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ed Loosli

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jean Heaps
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roberta Syme
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jean Bails
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathryn Johanessen

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff Blanton
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marge Taniwaki
MENT___Cy cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Benkert
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosann Lynch
ENT___Lor cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lorraine Johnson
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jessica Reyes
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MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gabriel Bobek
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Hert

ENT___Lau cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Fenenbock
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maryellen Todd
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patti Davis
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Alfaro
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Loretta Olsen
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alan Conklin
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Valdez

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elaine Eudy
MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Sewald

MENT___te cara.txt 06/26/2019 terry poulson
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen O'Brien

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mari Dominguez
ENT___Ale cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alena Jorgensen
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Davenport
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nikki Doyle
NT___Rose cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roseann Santangelo
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dawn Silver
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joanne Bergen

MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Smith
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Foster

MENT___Te cara.txt 06/26/2019 Terrence Ward
ENT___Reb cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rebecca Canright
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Ward
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wayne Ott

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret Silver
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 Geraldin Fogarty
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Stingle

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rich Moser
NT___Lau cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Roddenberry
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ronald Parry

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Unger
_Morgan__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Morgan MacConaugha-Snyder
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Oda

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandy J.
ENT___Bre cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brenda Trueblood
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Hon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 R Vanstrien
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Guard
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bruce Shilling
NT___Bern cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bernadette Andaloro

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Drew Pelton
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Reed
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MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anita Simons
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Dougherty

MENT___Na cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nan Stevenson
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rose Brown

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Hreha
MENT___Vic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Victoria Pawlick
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Blackburn

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Ferraro
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathe Garbrick
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Stella
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Rossi

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Sullivan
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Doyle
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andy Lupenko

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dan O'Keefe
MENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Victoria Miller
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hope Schnee

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Willie Hinze
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Annie McCuen
MENT___Gl cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gloria Picchetti
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffrey Kramer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laurie Hein
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ms. Lilith

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Kroll
MMENT___F cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fredrick Seil

MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Hinshaw
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pete Martinez

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheryl Robison
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Simpson

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sally Brown
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Guerin
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 L. Fielder

MENT___Tr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracy Ouellette
ENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Randall Foreman
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Collins
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jo Kirsch
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Selim Uzuner

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Lebas
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Whitehurst

MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Larsen
ENT___Gu cara.txt 06/25/2019 Guadalupe Yanez

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jared Howe
MENT___Cla cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claire Maddlone

MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lira Johnson
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MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kevin Swallow
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kacey Donston
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joshua Angelus
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mazen JIshi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Victor
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Colleen Cleary
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Neal Ferris

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Brown
ENT___Tak cara.txt 06/25/2019 Takako Ishii-Keifer
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kay Lockridge
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christy Burns
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Toni Thomas
NT___Mau cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maureen Mcdonald
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glen Williams
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cheryl Carney
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Lupien
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janette Wells
NT___Jacq cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jacqueline Eldridge
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Daloia
ENT___Re cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rebecca Burnett
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Roberts

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Gonzalez
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Rose
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rhonda Oxley
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Essman

MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Levinson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jodi Rodar
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Holly Barr

ENT___Mar  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martha D Bushnell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracy Cole

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betty Kowall
MENT___Al cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aleta Bruzzese
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Groot
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rita Castillo
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Switlik

ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chantal Boisvert
MENT___Wi cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Marsico
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roth Woods

MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Parker
NT___Gret cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gretchen Hammond
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Amrod

MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennie Sabato
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Williams
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Aber
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ENT___San cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandy McGovern
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Griffith
NT___Debo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Iannizzotto

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Serio
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dona Pereira
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Rossin

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Uffer
ENT___Lau cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lauren Thompson
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lenore Reeves
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ruth Hosek
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Pruitt

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Liz Reed
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Olenjack

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roberta Wagner
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jan Siemucha
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Heron
MENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Annette Benton
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Herbert Wiley
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Celia Maness

MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Wilson
MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Wood

MENT___Ir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Iris Rochkind
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shawna Zanney
MENT___Kn cara.txt 06/26/2019 Knecht Thomas
ENT___Vir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vira Confectioner
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Keithler
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeri Petersen
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sissil Towler

NT___Rene cara.txt 06/26/2019 Renee Simone-Wiley
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy Ruperti

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vicki Parker
ENT___Lu cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lucia Pasqualini

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Koch
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eric Edwards

ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 MaryAnna Foskett
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brian Larson
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Delphine Bez

ENT___Jes cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jessica Macomber
ENT___Ru cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ruthanne James
ENT___Bri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brian Bogdanski
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dehra Iverson
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ellen Atkinson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erin Dalpe
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lil Judd
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MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patsy Cushing
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rev. Zenker
ENT___Isis cara.txt 06/26/2019 Isis Brenner-Ward
ENT___rob cara.txt 06/26/2019 roberta claypool

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dianne Poland
ENT___Patr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Fleetwood
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Kirchner
ENT___Lou cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lourdes Guzman

MENT___sa cara.txt 06/26/2019 sandra hazzard
MENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Raymond Arent
T___Elizab cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Cunningham
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marsha Dalton
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elaine Phillips
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Edie Bruce
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Devon Seltzer
T___James  cara.txt 06/26/2019 James April Thompson

MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Georgia Carver
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marcus Lanskey
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 E. Neal
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Andrea Salvo

MMENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Mayer
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Candace Smith
MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andrea Bonnett
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Daniels
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marianne Frusteri
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Suzanne Schaem
ENT___My cara.txt 06/26/2019 Myron Rightman
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Puaoi

MENT___Ad cara.txt 06/25/2019 Adam Dominiak
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Scarabin

ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathryn Santana
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Travis
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Gazzola
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martin Henderson

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Walton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jan Lowrey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim Sellon
MENT___El cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Woodriff
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ria Kubota
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Darla Kravetz

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynda Barry
ENT___D'A cara.txt 06/26/2019 D'Anna Fortunato
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margie McCormick
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claire Prevost
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MENT___na cara.txt 06/25/2019 nancy hartman
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Schumacher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dawn Skok
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marguery Zucker

MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Edith Simpson
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Priscilla Lane

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Brooks
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Rubino
ENT___Car cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carole Duckworth
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 A.M. Brehm
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kay Reinfried

MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacy Cornelius
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dorothy Varellas

MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dorene Randall
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 Whitney Metz
MENT___fr cara.txt 06/26/2019 frederique joly
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Evalyn Bemis

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donald Nelson
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenny Mottola
ENT___Sta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacy White-Masi
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Mcmahon
ENT___Joh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Johanna Schroth

ENT___Pat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Chambers
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brandy Horne
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dana Petre-Miller

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Carlton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Allen Myers
MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vincent Petta

ENT___SUS cara.txt 06/26/2019 SUSAN WOOSTER
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gisela Zech
MENT___TO cara.txt 06/26/2019 TONI FREEMAN
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cheryl Dzubak
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Baker
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Guillory
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Jackson
NT___Jorg cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jorge Belloso-curiel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erik LaRue
NT___Pene cara.txt 06/25/2019 Penelope Prochazka
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melinda Hirsch
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carolyn Bemis
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Rothstein
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane DiFante
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alan Papscun
MENT___k cara.txt 06/25/2019 kathleen kiely
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steven Sy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Lake
NT___Anto cara.txt 06/26/2019 Antoinette Ambrosio
ENT___Lan cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lance Kammerud
MENT___Ph cara.txt 06/25/2019 Phillip Mitchell
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Bein

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Colleen Bergh
ENT___Lor cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorraine Brabham
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rita Levy

MENT___Ad cara.txt 06/25/2019 Adam Glickfield
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie Raper

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Rice
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martha Brown

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Phillip Hope
NT___Patri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Copenhaver
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Liz Piercey
ENT___Arle cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arlene Zuckerman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Smith

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bruce Olson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Terry S.C.
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beverly Tiemann

MMENT___l cara.txt 06/25/2019 leslie spoon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Amber Eby
ENT___Jon cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jonathan Hartman
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Barbara
ENT___Car cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carola Tschiemer
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Williams

MENT___Si cara.txt 06/25/2019 Silvana Borrelli
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maggie Topalian

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Lindsay
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Harriet Shalat

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lori Mulvey
MENT___Ivy cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ivylle Anderson
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Evelyn Verrill

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Potts
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Allen
MENT___F cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frances Heath
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Camille Gilbert
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 D Huber
ENT___Che cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chelsea Vukovich
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donald Turken
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marc Sadoux

MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bradley Budnik
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Melvin
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OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 S. Peirce
MENT___p cara.txt 06/26/2019 paula ozzello
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lee Johnson
NT___Patr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Cummings

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mariko Wheeler
MENT___Ir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ira Weissman

MENT___Di cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Sheheen
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Darlene Falk
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kandyce Koop
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Ardito
ENT___Suz cara.txt 06/26/2019 Suzanne Paterson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Tyska
___Debbie_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debbie Sequichie-Kerchee
COMMENT cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jo K
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gina Paige
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Cochrane
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Fura
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Katherine Iosif
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Webb
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Terry Bragg
ENT___Hea cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heather Schraeder
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alicia Jackson
MENT___Ph cara.txt 06/26/2019 Phoenix Giffen
ENT___She cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheilagh Bergeron
_COMMEN cara.txt 06/25/2019 j h

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anne Garcia
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dolores Fifer
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pam Speagle
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Colwill
ENT___Les cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leslie Armstrong
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Dea
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dorothy Keeler
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Skelton

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Maxson
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Hicklin
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Marshall
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Allister Layne
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alexis LaMere
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 Wallace Rhine
T___Pamel cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Vouroscallahan
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy McWhorter

MENT___st cara.txt 06/25/2019 stephanie lewis
ENT___My cara.txt 06/26/2019 Myles Robertson

MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steven Cypher
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MENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valerie Weiss
ENT___Lou cara.txt 06/26/2019 Louise Friedenson
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joy Edwards
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Lewis
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Renfrow

MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beth Stanberry
ENT___Gla cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gladys Gonzalez
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Slack

ENT___Wen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Hinsberger
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Wiley
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Meyers

NT___Steph cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Hedgecoke
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenni Kovich

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patrick Knif
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Iovino
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Tolliver

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Tarallo
ENT___Wi cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Holcomb
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Kestel
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dan Heffernan
NT___Joh  cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Jean Fleming

MENT___El cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elanne Palcich
___Dena__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dena Hernandez-Kosche

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 June Curley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel Mink
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Georgia Labey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 DJ Wagner
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheryl Cusella
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karla Kirmse
NT___Ton cara.txt 06/25/2019 Toni Caldwell-Clark

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Rogers
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kyle Peterson
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 Georgina Wright

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ken Sanford
NT___Rich cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Stevenson

NT___Judi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Maron-Friend
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Reinert
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheree Bala
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 William Shearer
MENT___rh cara.txt 06/26/2019 rhonda freeman
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Bradley
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janice Hunter

MMENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Velda Smith
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Norm Mika
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OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tina Ann
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Wigfield
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heather Cross
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Vitro
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 EJ Loring
ENT___He cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heidi Handsaker
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dale Beasley

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tyra Pellerin
ENT___Mat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Matthew Coleman
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michele Mattingly

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christine Parus
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 J Cantino
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Owen
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ido Kek
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donald Shaw

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Nick
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tung Vu
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Haman
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Katy Whitehouse

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wayne Langley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Moss
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dale Shero
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Porter

MENT___Bi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Birgit Hermann
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Baier
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Sands
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arthur Noble

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jon Kiesling
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bonnie McGill
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Hernandez

ENT___Rho cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rhonda Patterson
ENT___Wi cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Malmros
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steven Hill
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Williams

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Helen Greer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet White
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frank Ortiz
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maria Pagano

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carole Voeltner
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carolyn Massey
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Diamond
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Smith

MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kenneth Martin
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eugene Cahill
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tom Rarey
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Catherine Jurgensen
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Headley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Kirk

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Muller
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauren Maclise
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lorene Jajtner
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judy Eng

T___VIRGIN cara.txt 06/26/2019 VIRGINIA RICHARDSON
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Hill
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Todd Cisna
NT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marshall Carpenter
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Ramirez

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Fine
ENT___Van cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vanessa Jamison
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Summer Shah
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Natalie Blasco
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gary Poperin
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 June Craigen
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gloria Navan

MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Francesca Rago
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Matthews
ENT___BRI cara.txt 06/25/2019 BRIAN VICTURINE
ENT___be cara.txt 06/26/2019 bernardo mujica

MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tika Bordelon
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Doris Rodriguez
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Franson
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Camie Rodgers
MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fred Granlund
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rev. Burg
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dorothy Parshall
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Katz

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Marquette
T___William cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Gerdes-McClain

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Joos
MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Frances Recca
MENT___Ev cara.txt 06/26/2019 Evan McDermit
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shari Grounds
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christine Schmidt
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Duane Patrick

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Kohn
ENT___Ces cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cesarina Somogy

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanne Nikides
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cara Schmidt
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ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher Smith
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 E Mckenzie
MENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Berchert
NT___Lisa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa-May Reynolds

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dr. King
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Darlington
ENT___Cat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathie Kwasneski
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dee Jolley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alice Rush
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Strayer

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Esther Prexl
ENT___Ger cara.txt 06/26/2019 Germano Brandes
NT___Maryf cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maryfrances Careccia
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Aydelott
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deb Stringham
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jesse Calderon
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Messing
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 sun kim
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Sanford
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Lima
ENT___Sta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacy Goldschen

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Wall
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Retherford
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Berliner
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/26/2019 Daniel Rosenthal
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sue Habegger
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 D Leary
MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Virginia Baksa
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jason Kemple
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kevin Hughes
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sacha Nijs
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erica Munn
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roland Goyette
MENT___Ir cara.txt 06/25/2019 Irene Snavely

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Atkinson
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert O'Brien
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tami Hillman

NT___Jeffe cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffery Morgenthaler
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Hinkelman
ENT___Cla cara.txt 06/25/2019 Clairann Venable
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Kingsley

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lana Brown
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leila Lappin

MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie Dunn
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Ford
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Tice
MENT___Fe cara.txt 06/26/2019 Felena Puentes
NT___Agn cara.txt 06/26/2019 Agnieszka Beletsky

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Clark
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Johnny Wilson
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Goodrich
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beti Trauth
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 todd atkins
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Evelyn Foster
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bill Ahrens
NT___Jenn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Sumiyoshi

MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kevin Laliberte
__Shoshan cara.txt 06/26/2019 Shoshana Serxner-Merchant
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 I Lopez
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Barth

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dale Riehart
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christine Bolis
ENT___Nic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nicole Zanetakos
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Trigg III
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Teli
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Buehl
MENT___d cara.txt 06/26/2019 dorinda kelley
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Bauer
MENT___Cr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Crystal Hawley
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Cauley
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rachel Onstott
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steven Nasta

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Emily Krack
T___Janet_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Lyons-Fairbanks

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Kirby
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rashid Patch
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Haney
NT___Chri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christina Campbell

MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elise Margulis
ENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Randolph Hogan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 terri ducay
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karyn Morales

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Milford
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Heytler
NT___Con cara.txt 06/26/2019 Connie McPherson

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Carl
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aida Marina
MMENT___k cara.txt 06/25/2019 kelly byrnes
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MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charlene Rush
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathleen Holman
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cindy Murphy
MENT___Tr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracy Kalesnik

MENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Eagan
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Justin Small
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lori Kegler

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Knott
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tim DiChiara
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Craig

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dena Turner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Francis S.
___Jennife cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Claunch-Meyers

MENT___Al cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alina Cardenas
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patrick Beaudry
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Nolan

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Jones
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Brenda Goode
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anne Baker
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maj-Britt Eagle
ENT___Joh cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Christopher

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kyle Yaskin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deja Brown
ENT___Mik cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mika Gentili-Lloyd
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maryan Infield
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marc Gold
ENT___Cha cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charles Hochberg
ENT___Lav cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lavaune Guenther
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lyle Austin
ENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Parsons
NT___Mich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Malaspino

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ya Shih
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Harley Pierce
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Forsyth

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Glenn Nappi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 m sanders

MENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amanda Caster
ENT___Sali cara.txt 06/26/2019 Saliane Anderssen
MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kevin Fairbanks
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Ress
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ben Goodin
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 April Eversole
MENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Angela Gantos
MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tammy Bullock
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MENT___Di cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diana Slawson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stacey Solum

MENT___Va cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vanessa Bartley
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer D'Andrea
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 C Williams

NT___Chris cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christine Pylypowycz
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Seeley
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacey Bradley
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Denise Scholz
ENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ramiro Noguerol

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Sanger
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mimsi Milton

MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anita Brandariz
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marcia Ouellette
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bonnie Svec
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kevin Walsh
MENT___ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 charles mcnulty
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 JoLynn Jarboe
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Doucette
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Kindel

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barry Medlin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rick Miller
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Naomi Dunlap
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Arlene Dobra
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marcia Kellam
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mona Chatterji
ENT___Bea cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beatrice Narbona
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Martin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 S. Andregg
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joann Ramos

MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tamara Cibellis
MENT___Va cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valerie Romero
MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barclay Hauber
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanna Martin
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jamie Shultz

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Theresa Skager
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denise Parsons

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy Barton
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leo Kucewicz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hylin White
MMENT___w cara.txt 06/25/2019 wendy fears
MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephanie Glatt
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Ruggiero
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 P. LeVous
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MENT___Th cara.txt 06/26/2019 Theresa Yandell
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aloysius Wald

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathi Lyons
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tod Boyer
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linnea Fronce

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robin Miller
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Sturbaum

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michele Paxson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susanne Ruby
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 M Timmins
ENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dobi Dobroslawa

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susanna Askins
T___Debor cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Golembiewski

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Looby
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donald Goppert
MENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Sneddon
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Kawszan
NT___Charm cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charmaine Henriques
ENT___Fra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Francisco Salazar
ENT___Bar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Bradshaw
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Baxter
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracy Nguyen
ENT___Wa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wanda Plucinski

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cheryl Gilchrist
MENT___Ra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ramona Krause
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Geary
MMENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Taylor Smith
MENT___m cara.txt 06/25/2019 michelle evans
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Grayson Henry
ENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 JoEllen Rudolph
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheri Snyder
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jon Hager
ENT___Sam cara.txt 06/26/2019 Samantha Schou
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Wiant
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tori Herbst
MENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Brown

ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marguerite Weiner
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roberto Romo

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Hunt
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Hopkins

ENT___Zsa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Zsanine Alexander
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/26/2019 Catherine Foley

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vicki Call
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Hegh
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sarah Taft
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Wilson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Faich
ENT___Mo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Monica Takiguchi
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Casper

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charis Rosales
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tonya Michel
ENT___Tra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tracy Leinbaugh

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erik Hvoslef
MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lynne Oulman
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Debra Gagliano

ENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janie Humphrey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kate Solisti
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lloyd Hedger

MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/26/2019 Keeta Beaubien
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jolyne Kane
MENT___Ab cara.txt 06/26/2019 Abigail Villodas
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brent Spencer
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Glasser
MENT___a cara.txt 06/26/2019 andres suarez
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donald Russo
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Dorer

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Iltis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deb Sands

MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hal Pillinger
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bernie Cremin
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Roehrig
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Hall
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Jackson

MENT___Ly cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynne Glaeske
ENT___Con cara.txt 06/26/2019 Constance Wessel
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eve Oconnor
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eileen Moceri

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Dunphy
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ronald Kestler
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Tomke
ENT___Lil cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lilyana Srnoguy
NT___She cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sherry McCullough
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Glenn Novak

ENT___Gre cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gregory Freeman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kurt Cruger
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Franzmann
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Wechsler
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martin Hecht
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MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kris Lacy
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patsy Shafchuk
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff Hay
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Squires
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michelle Mitchell

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robin Terry
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tommy Brady

NT___Susa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Messerschmitt
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce S
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Lawler
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mike Rueli
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charlotte Serazio
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharinne Lercara

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Fox
MENT___Cy cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia OByrne
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erica Coco
NT___Ron cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ronda Cooperstein
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lindy Dohlen

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Parker
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Healy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mark Davis

MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Beattie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Greg Lara
ENT___Na cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy Paskowitz

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Wertz
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Jackson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Hansen

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Lawler
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Fitch
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joanne Tenney
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elise Adibi
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Scott Cowan

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Ogren
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cherie Townsend
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jack Branson
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jan Mcdonagh
MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Crawford
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Regina Brooks
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hayley Somers
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Heather Riser

MENT___Si cara.txt 06/26/2019 Siegrid Berman
ENT___Les cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leslie Richardson
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daisy Rundell
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margarita Latimer
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NT___Zhan cara.txt 06/26/2019 Zhanna Kuznetsova
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marc Conrad

NT___Debo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Boomhower
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mildred Badlu
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Bruder
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeannie Roberts

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Taylor
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheri Kuticka
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jane Broendel
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kay Brainerd

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Majors
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Gordon
ENT___Pen cara.txt 06/26/2019 Penny Mackenzie
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stan Janczuk
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Prudden

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Pope
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Doug Brown

ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Khambholja
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Darovic
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy Cretser

ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher Henry
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Williamson

MENT___El cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Chao
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susie Martin

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dan Racz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elena Knox
MENT___Ai cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ainslie Gilligan
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michael Smith

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Michele Roberts
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leah Overbeck
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Jagiello
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lindsay Luke

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Newman
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Harris
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anita McNamara

MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jon Anderholm
MENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Girvin

MENT___Tra cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tracey Peterson
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/26/2019 Letitia Siemion
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cathy McDow
ENT___Lea cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leanne Friedman

MENT___m cara.txt 07/09/2019 manuela wolter
MMENT___G cara.txt 07/15/2019 Gayle Smith
ENT___Fab cara.txt 07/11/2019 Fabienne Cesaro
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MMENT___ cara.txt 07/17/2019 Caer Reider
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/14/2019 Amy Biggs
MENT___Jo cara.txt 07/11/2019 Jorge Tamargo
MENT___m cara.txt 07/13/2019 maralyn james
MENT___Az cara.txt 07/12/2019 Azza Elsherbini
MENT___cy cara.txt 07/17/2019 cynthia wilcox

MMENT___d cara.txt 07/16/2019 diana paegle
MENT___C cara.txt 07/13/2019 Claude Mattel
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/15/2019 Julie Ozias

MMENT___S cara.txt 07/16/2019 Selah Kaiser
MENT___D cara.txt 07/14/2019 Dianna Suslo
MENT___H cara.txt 07/12/2019 Harrison Hook
ENT___Ka cara.txt 07/11/2019 Katherine Straus

ENT___Dar cara.txt 07/13/2019 Darcy MacConnell
MENT___M cara.txt 07/10/2019 Martha Fischer
MENT___El cara.txt 07/16/2019 Elaine Shannon
MENT___LA cara.txt 07/12/2019 LAURA LESSLY
MENT___M cara.txt 07/17/2019 Martha Zamora
MENT___Le cara.txt 07/15/2019 Leslee Nicholas

MENT___B cara.txt 07/14/2019 Bonnie Faith
MENT___D cara.txt 07/11/2019 David Abram

MENT___Am cara.txt 07/17/2019 Amber Gilchrist
MENT___J cara.txt 07/13/2019 Joann Butkus
MENT___J cara.txt 07/17/2019 Jill Miyagawa
MENT___S cara.txt 07/17/2019 Sharon Tozzi
MENT___A cara.txt 07/16/2019 Anon Bhadra

MENT___De cara.txt 07/16/2019 Debra Cameron
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/10/2019 Lisa Bianco
MENT___E cara.txt 07/13/2019 Erica Hryniuk
ENT___Ma cara.txt 07/11/2019 Martin Wangberg
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 vicki Smith
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/17/2019 Brad Yoho
ENT___Ga cara.txt 07/13/2019 Gary Connaught

MENT___Ca cara.txt 07/10/2019 Caroline McCall
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 Ann Harvey
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 Jan Tomski
MENT___N cara.txt 07/14/2019 Norma Hanson
MENT___G cara.txt 07/11/2019 Gregg Fletcher
MENT___H cara.txt 07/14/2019 Heather Davis
MENT___P cara.txt 07/10/2019 Patricia Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/11/2019 Zoe Quinn
MENT___E cara.txt 07/13/2019 Evan Hartman
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/10/2019 Gail Farmer
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 mahita ma
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MMENT___ cara.txt 07/18/2019 Maya Kurtz
MENT___Ja cara.txt 07/11/2019 Jason Caramico
MMENT___D cara.txt 07/17/2019 Dorothy Neff
MENT___Ro cara.txt 07/12/2019 Rosalie DeRyan
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/15/2019 Jenny Blair
MENT___R cara.txt 07/14/2019 Richard Fehr

MENT___Ma cara.txt 07/11/2019 Marcy Chamblin
MENT___D cara.txt 07/16/2019 Dianne Barnes
MENT___Da cara.txt 07/16/2019 Darlene Maurer
MENT___D cara.txt 07/10/2019 Delicia Burnell
OMMENT__ cara.txt 07/14/2019 Lisa Hey
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 Amanda Pal
MENT___Er cara.txt 07/17/2019 Ersyla Nellajoy
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/11/2019 Orva Gullett
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/16/2019 Jo Sullivan
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/13/2019 Karl Fugate
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelli Reynolds

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Don Pew
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Stark
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heather Payne

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sally Nelson
MENT___Ha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hayley Schwitz
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Jehn
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Gross
ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janeene Porcher

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marcia Crosbie
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leigh Sands
MENT___Co cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie curnow
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Erin Enger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rob White
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sue Ellerman
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shannon Leitner

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patrick Diehl
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Oberdorf
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Harriet Grose

MENT___D' cara.txt 06/25/2019 D'arcy Bruderer
MENT___Gi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gina Mondazze
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marie DAnna
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Marrs
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Kern
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stuart Niebel
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Lyman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Goetz
MENT___Al cara.txt 06/25/2019 Allan Goldstein
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 N. Dumser
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 B Alexis
ENT___Kath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Bernardo
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Perry Gx
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Kent
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Haley

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michele Hondo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Harris
NT___Kare cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Christiansen

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carrie Breen
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 S Jitreun
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andrea Zinn

MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Nowak
MENT___ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 james walton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Wahl
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gail Veiby
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Termini
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Wiseman
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wayne Lewis
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elaine Taylor

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Kalina
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Gooch
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Dow

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Jerome
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Metzger
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher Keefe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sylvia Vairo
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ashley Carter
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marce Walsh
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Kelly
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Cochran
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joe Suarez
NT___JENN cara.txt 06/25/2019 JENNIFER HANDLIN
NT___Sam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sammia Panciocco

MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Krawisz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Gazik

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Naomi Klass
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Funk

MMENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wayne Kelly
ENT___Dou cara.txt 06/25/2019 Douglas Schneller
NT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marguerite Donnay
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kevin Brown

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tim Dressel
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeannie Pollak
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MMENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Terri Pigford
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Burbes
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Stewart
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patrick Reilly
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marilee Corey
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Merlin Emrys

T___Jordan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jordan Hashemi-Briskin
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shawn Johnson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Dovell
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Uebel

MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Raymond Ings
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sally Madigan
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Deemer
MENT___Sy cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sydney Dunlap
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gregory David
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel O'Brien
MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Gann
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tia Triplett
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Lyles-Diers
ENT___Rob cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Rutkowski
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Clippingr
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Becky Watson
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pati Jio

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Sheeler
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Wishnosky
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shirley Sutter
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betty Clark
ENT___Wil cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Welkowitz
ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Crist-Whitzel
ENT___kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 kathy haverkamp
ENT___Fra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frances Harriman
ENT___Shir cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shirley Johannsen
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karla Frandson
NT___Jenn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Cunningham
ENT___Ann cara.txt 06/25/2019 Annette Pieniazek

MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Heatherly
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tim Magee

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marjorie Angelo
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 GENE JONES

MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Runa Schlaffer
MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angelika Altum
ENT___And cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andrelene Babbitt
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rick Mitchell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 jim Gergat
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MENT___a cara.txt 06/25/2019 agnew wilson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 BB Mielke
NT___Mrs  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mrs. D. Waterworth

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marie Veek
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 ruth sears
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Carley

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lillian Swindell
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jamie Le
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marla Feierabend
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 George Pizzio

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brendan Lee
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Hill

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ryan Davis
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jay Rutherdale
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dee Randolph

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margot Moulton
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Will Agee

MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 Darlene Jakusz
MENT___Da  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dave Rita Cross
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julie Hawkins
ENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Violante
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leslie Pinilla
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lori Kidd

MENT___Al cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aleks Kosowicz
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wilder Kingsley

MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Justin Cohen
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jazmine Harvey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sue Davies
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephanie Myers

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 CW Cox
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Colin Donohue
ENT___Jul cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julia Sidelnikova

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanine Mielke
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Haynes
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Halloran

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kim Brower
ENT___Ali cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alice Neuhauser

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Caliga
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Marshall
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jude Lotz

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanine Center
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Latiker

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Faith Kirk
__Jeannie_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeannie Finlay-Kochanowski
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T___Karen_   cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Will Lozow Cleary
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Taravella
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Valentine

MMENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wesley Tyler
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Belinda Biddle
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Al Bhaiji
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dawn Pesicka
ENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Townsend
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicolas Duon
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maxine Goodyear
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Margolis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heidi Bean
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brandie Deal

ENT___Che cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cheryl Kallenbach
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Elfin
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbra golden
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steven Nelson

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glenn Rubar
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carlos Nunez
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kurt Steinman
ENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Theodore Johns
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Louis Levi
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martha Carrington
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Sheriff

MENT___Di cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Mcmahon
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ginnie Preuss
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janie Martinez
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Hill
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary McAuliffe
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lane King
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nico Duon
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Glory Arroyos
ENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deb Christensen

MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rita Glasscock
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Willcutt

MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brenda Ashman
MENT___Fa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fanny Whitman
ENT___Cath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Sanchez
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Merrill Dellas

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 jeb fries
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diana Duncan
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Terrock
ENT___Ju cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Anderson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Kuter
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NT___Pier cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pierina Provenzano
NT___Bren cara.txt 06/25/2019 BrendaLee Lennick

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert DeMuth
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristine Soly

ENT___Nich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicholas Lenchner
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arthur Alfreds
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Miller

MENT___Te cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teena Wildman
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Herndon
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nina French
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Allis

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christie Vaughn
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Doyle Sebesta

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alice McFall
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Emily Boliver
ENT___Jon cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jonathan Metivier
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Muriel Kruppa
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Abler
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aaron Levine

MENT___Er cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eric Nichandros
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Myrna Foust

ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Katherine Sayles
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Happel
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Kobran

ENT___Tho cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Pintagro
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lois Jordan
MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gail Roberts

MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Timothy Post
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Orner
ENT___Kri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Krissa Cumpston
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marianne Amann

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Guillet
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Rost
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lindsey Caudill
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Porcino
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Ralph
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Ringle
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julie Levin
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicola Nicolai

MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brooke Shaffer
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Binderim
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sheila Draughon

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mina Toole
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gay Salter
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Ray
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Stout
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Caroline Carver
ENT___Kar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karl Wirtenberger

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathryn Mosher
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Jackson
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathy Brunick
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nelson Baker

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanine Weber
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nina Aronoff
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Vincent

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Esposito
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roger Hollander

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Tucker
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tania Malven
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Delia Gordon

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James McClure
ENT___Roc cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rochelle Gravance
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edith Nash

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andra Heide
NT___Patri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patrizia Ford-Duettra
ENT___Kim cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kimberly McGuire
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Hathaway
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nina Davis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jill Mulato
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Adams
NT___Cons cara.txt 06/25/2019 Constance Anderson
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Rankin
MENT___ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 barbara poland
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Thoman
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nadia Samuels
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Silver

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Emmet Ryan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Peale
ENT___Pam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Harper-Smith
NT___Max cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maxine Bookbinder
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Jenkins
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Harrity
ENT___Cla cara.txt 06/25/2019 Claudia Garoutte

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathy Wood
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Dineen
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Letitia Dace
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Rose
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Ramon
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ENT___Tri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tristine DeBryne
MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julia Stevenson
ENT___Cla cara.txt 06/25/2019 Claude Cernuschi
ENT___Rob cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Schuessler
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Esparza
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Negri

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Kunkel
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Schwager
NT___Cath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Lambeau
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dan Pepin
NT___Edw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edward Drinkwater
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 George Hurst

MENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Conroy
MMENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Mays
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Lynch
MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tami Schreurs
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joyce Kolasa

MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Staci Tefertiller
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 R Wells
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jan Buckwald

MENT___Te cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresia LaFleur
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Larry Weingart
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sophe Stine

MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Shadle
NT___Susa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Meeker-Lowry
NT___FRED cara.txt 06/25/2019 FREDERICK REMUS
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stanley Brewer
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susanne Kiriaty
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lori Vaccaro
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 I. Engle
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Allarde
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gretchen Wolf
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Belinda Scott
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alissa Sollitto
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Maggied
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Haslem

MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Freer
MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Perkins
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nawal Tamimi
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martin Wieland
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ryan Hanson
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jerry Mawhorter
ENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Haferkamp

MENT___el cara.txt 06/25/2019 elizabeth grant

000273



MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Revesz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julie Harris
MMENT___O cara.txt 06/25/2019 Oliver Smith
MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bronwen Evans
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Brun
MENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anthony Byrne
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sofia Kotlyar
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Raymond Job

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 K Krupinski
NT___Brid cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bridget Williamson

ENT___Edw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edward Wolfsohn
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Przybycien
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Zack

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cindy Janac
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brian Gray
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Perez

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Owen
MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen Wertheim
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cliff Johnson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Lincoln

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kerby Miller
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherri Robertson

ENT___Nad cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nadine Duckworth
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Massey

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Frank
NT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret Fularczyk

MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vincent Elliott
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mia Dravis

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rocio Luparello
ENT___Cat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathy Thompson

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sheila Miller
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 A. Wolf
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bobbi Hill
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maura Chazin
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 P. Kalbac

MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carole Smudin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Walt Brown
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Thompson

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Bonetti
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeane Harrison
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Annie D'Alima

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Moody
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joanne Snyder
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynne Weiske
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MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robyn Reichert
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephanie Lovell
MENT___Il cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ilya Speranza
NT___Alis cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alison Wasielewski

MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dallas Windham
MENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauri DesMarais
MENT___Me cara.txt 06/25/2019 Megan Martinez
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chad Johnson
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Spears
MENT___Ki cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kimberly Seger
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Catherine Dugan

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Annecone
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary McGeary
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fay Forman
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Brown
MMENT___l cara.txt 06/25/2019 leslie brown
ENT___Arth cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arthur Rosenberg
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Van Deist

MENT___Ed cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edmund Pusch
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mandy Gervase
ENT___Dav cara.txt 06/25/2019 Davvon McKenzie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jan Cowan
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Hartley
NT___Mich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michele Vaillancourt

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathryn Carroll
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Fischoff
ENT___Ray cara.txt 06/25/2019 Raymond Keeling

MENT___Me cara.txt 06/25/2019 Meri-Beth Koch
NT___Prisc cara.txt 06/25/2019 Priscilla Roquemore
ENT___Col cara.txt 06/25/2019 Colleen McMullen

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Rauscher
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Julia Otero
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Theresa Willis

MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elihu Cohen
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Gindt
ENT___Car cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Vaughan

MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Elder
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elan Carlson
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Doreen Domb
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ken Peterson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Grant Fujii
COMMENT cara.txt 06/25/2019 D L

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Max Salt
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Aziz

000275



MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jon Krueger
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Clare Somer
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Alexander
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda DeLaquil
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Woolley
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Heinle

NT___Yam cara.txt 06/25/2019 Yamuna Landsberg
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Ahern
ENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Werner
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen McCann
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pam Slater-Price
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judy Allen

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shana Smith
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Bellano

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Lyndale
MENT___Eu cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eugene Brusin

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paula Feldmeier
ENT___Alin cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aline Rosenzweig
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen Jahos
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Nierhake
ENT___Eli cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Metcalf
ENT___Con cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie Wilkinson
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Hanson

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diana Kaiser
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leonid Volovnik

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 sandy hall
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Swain
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Parker

MENT___Os cara.txt 06/25/2019 Oscar Gutierrez
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Desiree Nagyfy
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edith Ogella
MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vivian Stratton

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arlen Tucker
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Mace
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elana Rose
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sara Hale

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann McGill
ENT___Eil cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eileen Robinson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pat Wynn

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joshua Seff
ENT___Kev cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kevin Branstetter

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suzanne Esaine
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melanie Kenoyer
ENT___Ru cara.txt 06/25/2019 Russell Congdon
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MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristin Louis
ENT___Lon cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lonny Lachapelle
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Ferrante
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Doty
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gina Landino

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cindy Alton
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Byrne
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Miss Adoue
ENT___Nag cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nagender Kaushik
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dawn Smith
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rita Falsetto
NT___Alexa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alexander Goasdoue
ENT___Th cara.txt 06/25/2019 Theresa Sullivan

ENT___Nat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Natasha Saravanja
T___Karen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Keating-Secular
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mika Menasco
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ashley Yonker
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Banta

MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Schnee
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Fisher

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Barrett
NT___Jenn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Thompson
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lyn Younger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 N Jackson

MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dean Onessimo
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Chase
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Dorchin
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jason Nardell
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann White
ENT___Cyn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Hendricks
MENT___Me cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Cleaver
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Donnelly
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edwin Michael
MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judy Cacioppo

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Feuchter
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joel Barkley
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Pease

MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Walker
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rita Grolitzer
ENT___San cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra Breakfield
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Robinson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Garry Taroli
ENT___Kath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Katheryne Mitchell
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 su shain
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Erin Worth

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Killam
T___Patrici cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Pippin-emanuel

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marge Remmich
ENT___Sha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shannon Milhaupt
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Donnell
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roger Schmidt
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lori Triggs
ENT___Ho cara.txt 06/25/2019 Howard Whitaker

MENT___Na cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nalei Kahakalau
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chad Fuqua
ENT___Va cara.txt 06/25/2019 Van Rookhuyzen

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aixa Fielder
ENT___Den cara.txt 06/25/2019 Denise Lenardson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Workman
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Bender
MENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Voletta Chavis
ENT___Patr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Kaiserman
T___Domin cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dominique Edmondson
NT___Rosa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rosa Jordan-Guzman

MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aileen Glynn
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Perri Kimono

MENT___ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 chris blendard
MENT___da cara.txt 06/25/2019 dale micherone
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jamila Garrecht
MENT___Cl cara.txt 06/25/2019 Claudia Chaffin
ENT___Gre cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gregory Penchoen
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dorothea Paiva
NT___Dom cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dominique Jeannot
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Evette Garcia
T___Suzan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suzanne Deerlyjohnson
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Belinda Valdez
MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Vincent Young

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brenda Choi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jack Mahrt
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jamie Greer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tony Wise

MMENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Herwig
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donald Smith
MENT___Y cara.txt 06/25/2019 Yusuf Ahmed
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gail Walter

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Naples
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Fleming
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MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Juliann Rule
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Wanninger

MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Kennedy
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heidi Sikina
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Matusow
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gloria Howard
ENT___Lo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lois Nottingham
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bert Barry

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 J. Houlahan
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Anshin
ENT___Pau cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paula Willebrands
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dara Rider
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Griffith

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Drumright
MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Valentine
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Worcester
MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Tacker
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Kirschling

MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marlena Tzakis
ENT___kar cara.txt 06/25/2019 karen kalmenson

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Smith
ENT___Lyn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Shoemaker
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Notestine
ENT___Rob cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Husbands
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Al Bradley
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Sardineer
NT___TAR cara.txt 06/25/2019 TARRIE COSELMAN
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Johnson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jan Weisel
MENT___Br cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bronwyn Poole
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Aaron Ucko
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stacy Wykle
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Riley

MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Schwartz
MENT___Lo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lorraine Barrie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Betti
ENT___Hel cara.txt 06/25/2019 Helen Goodsperd
ENT___Dw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dwight Bodycott
NT___Deb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Wellington
ENT___su cara.txt 06/25/2019 susan thompson

MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suzanne Cook
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Faust
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Kusnic

NT___Step cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Greenberg

000279



MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gavi Stevens
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brant Kotch
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judy Fisher
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shirlene Harris
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brian Gingras

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dylan Shaw
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gloria Shen
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charleen Steeves

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marc Daniel
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daris Wiebe
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Krause
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Brown
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maria Magana

MMENT___c cara.txt 06/26/2019 cecilia nevel
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marjo Garrison
MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elisabeth Jakab
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Hatfield
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Burns
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Handforth
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Phillips
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Coll

MENT___Me cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa VerDuin
MENT___Ha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hans Hagedorn
ENT___Yv cara.txt 06/25/2019 Yves Decargouet
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janie Roberts

MMENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Crist
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Signa Larralde
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Sewick
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melvin Eberle
NT___Rich  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rich Eileen Heaning
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nora Polk

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debra Evon
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Wynne
COMMENT cara.txt 06/25/2019 L A

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Bescript
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karl Koessel

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Stern
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Gaffney
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara D'Emilio

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bryant Belli
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betty C.
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Guier
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Laddin
NT___Sylw cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sylwia Kruszewska

000280



ENT___Rich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richard Perkowski
___Cathy__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathy KINGcHUPARKOFF
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Fraser

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Alden
ENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 AnaLisa Crandall
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Saja

MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Bevagna
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Segal

MENT___Mi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Vandeman
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Drozda
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristin Green
NT___Cha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charlene Ferguson

MENT___B cara.txt 06/22/2019 Beverly Harris
MENT___G cara.txt 06/15/2019 Gail McMullen
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/15/2019 Lisa Neste
NT___Bon cara.txt 06/15/2019 Bonnie MacKinnon

MENT___N cara.txt 06/21/2019 Norman Howe
ENT___San cara.txt 06/18/2019 Sanford Hurlocker
ENT___Hris cara.txt 06/15/2019 Hristina Boncheva
MENT___S cara.txt 06/17/2019 Stefanie Yellis

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/20/2019 Charles Hooker
NT___char cara.txt 06/21/2019 charles mcsweeney
ENT___ma cara.txt 06/16/2019 mauricio carvajal

MENT___Vi cara.txt 06/15/2019 Victoria Peyser
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/15/2019 Cher Clarke
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/15/2019 Animae Chi
MENT___C cara.txt 06/17/2019 Carol Johnson
MENT___C cara.txt 06/15/2019 Colleen Lobel
MENT___D cara.txt 06/16/2019 David Thieke
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/16/2019 Patricia Vazquez
MENT___J cara.txt 06/15/2019 Javier Rivera
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/22/2019 Marti May
MENT___R cara.txt 06/16/2019 Raleigh koritz
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/21/2019 Gary Babb

MENT___Be cara.txt 06/21/2019 Beverly Nichols
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/16/2019 Karen Slote
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/17/2019 Dee Blanco
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/24/2019 Cinzia B.
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/15/2019 Liz Field
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/15/2019 Allen Olson
MENT___Ju cara.txt 07/02/2019 Judy Pasqualini
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/04/2019 Evelio Pina
MENT___Am cara.txt 07/06/2019 Amanda Collins

ENT___An cara.txt 07/07/2019 Andrew Robbins
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T___Collee cara.txt 07/09/2019 Colleen Wysser-Martin
MENT___S cara.txt 07/02/2019 Susan Mufson
MENT___Am cara.txt 07/05/2019 Amy Anderson
ENT___Me cara.txt 07/01/2019 Melody Huffman
MENT___M cara.txt 07/02/2019 Mary Masters

ENT___Frie cara.txt 07/03/2019 Friedmann Bonnie
MENT___C cara.txt 07/05/2019 Christel Capps
MENT___Je cara.txt 07/07/2019 Jennifer Sellers
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 Andrea Hall
MMENT___S cara.txt 07/07/2019 Sheila Ward
MENT___P cara.txt 07/10/2019 Patrick Martin
MENT___Pa cara.txt 07/01/2019 Pamela Nelson
ENT___mar cara.txt 07/02/2019 marsha armstrong
MENT___E cara.txt 07/04/2019 Ellaine Janicki
NT___Sam cara.txt 07/06/2019 Samantha Solomon
NT___Step cara.txt 07/07/2019 Stephanie Pasanen

MMENT___L cara.txt 07/09/2019 Lynne Miles
MMENT__ cara.txt 07/03/2019 Amy Zink
COMMENT cara.txt 07/01/2019 N H

MENT___Ma cara.txt 07/02/2019 Martha Spencer
MENT___M cara.txt 07/06/2019 Molly Hanson

MMENT___C cara.txt 07/03/2019 Carol Leonis
MENT___Pe cara.txt 07/05/2019 Peggy Kocoras
ENT___Lav cara.txt 07/07/2019 Lava Ewersmeyer
MENT___H cara.txt 07/08/2019 Helen Drwinga
MENT___P cara.txt 07/10/2019 Patricia Smith
MENT___J cara.txt 07/01/2019 Jim Loveland

MMENT___L cara.txt 07/01/2019 Lorrie Ogren
ENT___Da cara.txt 07/02/2019 Dameon Hansen
ENT___Ca cara.txt 07/04/2019 Catherine Macan
ENT___Deb cara.txt 07/06/2019 Deborah Coviello
ENT___Ma cara.txt 07/07/2019 Martin Comerford
ENT___Lor cara.txt 07/09/2019 Lorraine Swanick

MMENT___a cara.txt 07/01/2019 anna howes
ENT___Ric cara.txt 07/03/2019 Richard Spratley
T___Dawn_ cara.txt 07/05/2019 Dawn Ehrhard-Wingard

MMENT___B cara.txt 07/07/2019 Brad Nelson
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 Sylvie Eyral

NT___San cara.txt 07/01/2019 Sandra McPherson
MENT___M cara.txt 07/02/2019 Maudie Valero

MENT___Gr cara.txt 07/04/2019 Grace Padelford
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/06/2019 Darcy Baril
ENT___Dh cara.txt 07/07/2019 Dheeresha Moore
MENT___L cara.txt 07/09/2019 Laura Collins
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MENT___W cara.txt 07/01/2019 Walter Schultz
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/03/2019 Mary Leitch
MENT___J cara.txt 07/05/2019 Jillana Laufer

MENT___Da cara.txt 07/07/2019 Darlene Banach
MENT___C cara.txt 07/08/2019 Clinton Nagel
MENT___L cara.txt 07/08/2019 Linda Fowler

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Tim Schmitt
MMENT___R cara.txt 07/04/2019 Robert Gore
MMENT___C cara.txt 07/06/2019 Cindy Dutka

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/07/2019 Anna Rull
MMENT___T cara.txt 07/02/2019 Tess Kramer
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Carl Tyndall
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/03/2019 Anette Cyr
MENT___A cara.txt 07/05/2019 Andrea Ndiaye
MENT___G cara.txt 07/07/2019 Goldie Benson
ENT___Su cara.txt 07/08/2019 Susan Breazeale
MENT___N cara.txt 07/07/2019 Natalie Wells

MMENT___R cara.txt 07/02/2019 Rose Vawter
ENT___Gin cara.txt 07/02/2019 Ginger Anderson

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Peter Davis
MENT___A cara.txt 07/04/2019 Andrea Nutley
MENT___Br cara.txt 07/06/2019 Brianna Onken
OMMENT__ cara.txt 07/07/2019 Lin Heidt
MENT___Co cara.txt 07/09/2019 CoraLee Brown
ENT___Ch cara.txt 07/02/2019 Christina Covello
MENT___M cara.txt 07/03/2019 Michele Smith

MMENT___K cara.txt 07/05/2019 Karin Arielle
ENT___Leo cara.txt 07/07/2019 Leonora Lorenzo

MENT___M cara.txt 07/08/2019 Missy Kendrick
MENT___J cara.txt 07/03/2019 Jim Summers

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Tina Brenza
MENT___L cara.txt 07/01/2019 Lori Emmons
MENT___C cara.txt 07/02/2019 Connie Devine
MENT___Jo cara.txt 07/04/2019 John Fitzgerald
MENT___S cara.txt 07/06/2019 Sarah Langley

MENT___Ch cara.txt 07/09/2019 Chantal Gacond
MMENT__ cara.txt 07/05/2019 paul thiel

MENT___An cara.txt 07/02/2019 Ann Sunderland
MENT___P cara.txt 07/03/2019 Peggy Moody

MMENT___K cara.txt 07/05/2019 Karin Arielle
MENT___C cara.txt 07/08/2019 Connor Duffy
ENT___Kim cara.txt 07/01/2019 Kimberly Rigano

MENT___Ta cara.txt 07/01/2019 Tamara Voyles
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/03/2019 Kim Justice

000283



NT___Sharo cara.txt 07/02/2019 Sharon Dietrich-jones
MENT___G cara.txt 07/06/2019 Glen Anderson
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Ahrens
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Greg Rosas
MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martin Tripp
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nina Utigaard

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Rupp
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jesse Mallory

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bob Brucker
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paula Zerzan

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Caroline Bering
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 April Doyle

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marilyn Waltasti
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Paul Tagatz
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jami Shaver

ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maureen Gibson
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Kestrel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Loretta Aja
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debi Griepsma
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Phillip Crabill

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Parente
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ian Peisner
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Craig Downer
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Lewis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judy King
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Teto
ENT___Ros cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rosemary Hewett
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Melissa Kallick
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathleen Lewis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Claire Levy
ENT___Ve cara.txt 06/25/2019 Veronica Liebert

ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephanie Walton
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brad Walker
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jo MacDonnell
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Martin
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ronald Prado
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rolf Friis

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ken Rosen
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauren Hess

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deanna Pena
ENT___Mar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret McCourt

MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Caprina
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Posch
ENT___La cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Prestridge

000284



MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Miller
MENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beverly Mitchell

ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marie Spaulding
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carrie Darling

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kent Minault
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Jenkins
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joan Peter

MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elena Langarita
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Haslag
ENT___Jea cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanne Davenport
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maureen Ebner
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Edward Kush
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Baldwin
NT___Tina cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Colafranceschi
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sally Jacques
ENT___Fra  cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frank Lee Poppie

NT___Sallie cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sallie Robbins-Druian
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Ramirez
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Billie Ambrose
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amanda Gordon

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Neil Resico
MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fred Coppotelli
MENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Balaban
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jarrett Cloud
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter McCone
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Scott Kennedy
NT___Chri cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher Panayi

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Taylor
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Mudrick
ENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jessica Grantier
ENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dana Bleckinger

MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Samantha Siler
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ralph Ward
MENT___Kr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristen Renton
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane August

MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Philip Shook
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Bendix
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherry Knoppers

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelly Walker
___Theres cara.txt 06/25/2019 Theresa Hadden-Martinez

NT___Eliza cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Molenkamp
ENT___Chr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Christopher Minic

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Watts
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Grassman

000285



ENT___Cra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Craig Thompson
MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Douglas Cooke
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dave Allison
MENT___Pe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Bisschop

NT___Eliz cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Wiseman
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kate Ravenstein

NT___Mich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle MacKenzie
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Lombardi

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Everett
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eric Naji
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charles Wirth
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 N Coyle
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Poklemba
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brian Cocco
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joy Casey
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Wetzel
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Swope

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tova Cohen
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Cohen

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 blake wu
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ray Miller

ENT___Dan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel Weinberger
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Charlie Burns
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Cappetta

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marilyn Fritz
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/25/2019 Genny Genevich

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wanda Russell
ENT___Kat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathryn Christian
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Bittner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 cathy levin
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 P Wagner
ENT___Fra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Fran Malsheimer
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Carivan
ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Sugarman

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Ruggeri
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Devoss
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicki Marx

MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jacci McKenna
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bret Polish
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maureen Burke
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michele Johnson
ENT___Na cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nadine Blancato

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Steiger
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Evans
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MENT___ka cara.txt 06/25/2019 kathleen conroy
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Filip

ENT___Jac cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jacqueline Jacoby
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 DONNA LEWIS
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hannah King

MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leigh Yeoman
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathryn Bienemann

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Hand
ENT___THE cara.txt 06/25/2019 THEODORE Mertig
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie Tate
ENT___Les cara.txt 06/25/2019 Leslie O'Loughlin

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelley Clare
MENT___kr cara.txt 06/25/2019 kristine gaffney
__Lorraine cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lorraine Whispell-Gonzalez

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Vayda
MENT___Ge cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gerald Mcnellis
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roz Downing
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Matthew Hartlieb

ENT___LOL cara.txt 06/25/2019 LOLA CUADRADO
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 * Zentura
NT___Heat cara.txt 06/25/2019 Heather Richardson
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carina Chadwick
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jenna Fallaw

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Pirazzi
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Doris Oldham
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alan Dickie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Wald
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanette Shutay

ENT___Jan cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet McCalister
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Noyes
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynn Forsht

ENT___Eu cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eugenie Jenkins
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Walter Ramsey
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeffrey Rix
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maxine Stopfer
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Erdeljac
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sue Leahy

MMENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Toni Semple
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 K Hutchins
ENT___Pe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peggy Brownlee

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Rosen
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Warshaw
MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/25/2019 Juliette Cunico
MENT___Wi cara.txt 06/25/2019 William Jerrems
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_Claudia__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Claudia Bosshammer-Bilimek
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Micheal Cain

MENT___Do cara.txt 06/25/2019 Donna Zsoldos
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maria Aragon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jack West
ENT___Ric cara.txt 06/25/2019 Richita Anderson

NT___Barb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Cunningham
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Miskelly
ENT___Lill cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lillian McCracken
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brooke Kane

MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Blastos
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Love
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeffrey Bains

COMMENT_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Liz D.
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cindy Grimes
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joy Smiley

MMENT___V cara.txt 06/25/2019 Valerie Clark
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alex Cifelli
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dana Sklar
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jody Gothard

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Long
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gina Petty
MENT___m cara.txt 06/25/2019 maggi rankin

MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen Callahan
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joe Cundari
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Peter Curia
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bernard Rafferty

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Piper Burch
ENT___Ph cara.txt 06/25/2019 Phillip McMurray
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Laura Hackler

MENT___Bo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bobby Belknap
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tony Jones
ENT___Sh cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shari Sutherland
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ryan Baka
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Metta Lieb
MENT___Ir cara.txt 06/25/2019 Irena Franchi
ENT___Ing cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ingrid Rochester

NT___Susa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Schneeberger
MENT___r cara.txt 06/25/2019 ruth overdier
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamylle Greinke
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Shurtleff

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeremy Spencer
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gilia Humrich
MENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anthony Buch
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ENT___San cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandra McLuckie
ENT___Co cara.txt 06/25/2019 Corinna Hasbach
NT___Gab cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gabrielle Granofsky

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kari Mueller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ian Hannon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alan Goga
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dawn Crist
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Miriam Paisner
MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Brayfield
ENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deirdre Brownell
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Debbie Lyons
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Pamela Scovil
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Alexander
MENT___FL cara.txt 06/25/2019 FLORA ROSAS
MMENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hilary Lubin

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Hall
MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Blanca Ross

ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Schmidt
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Cota
NT___Mich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Mondragon
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jess Summers
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Toigo

MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carolyn Marion
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Dacus
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeanne Out
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gale Luce

MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hosea Mcadoo
___Stephe cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephen Scholl-Buckwald

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chas Griffin
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cathy Stansell

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarosh Patel
ENT___Ros cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rosalyn MORROW
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Betsy Ruhe
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hector Bertin

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Wright
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Geraci

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 P Nunez
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Cooper
ENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Jumonville

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Moore
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ruth Wise
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Anita Das
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chirleia Desousa
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Holly Dowling
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ENT___Rob cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Spiegelman
ENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beverly Solomon
ENT___Lis cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Sidebottom
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Pedone

MENT___Ar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Arthur Kennedy
MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel Figueroa
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sterling Proffitt
NT___Susa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Susan Bridenbaugh
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauren Becker
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ellen Dryer
NT___Liz__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Liz Erpelding-Garratt
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dylan Flather
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 JoAnn Alberts
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chuck Graver
ENT___Meg cara.txt 06/26/2019 Meghan Capulong
ENT___Tho cara.txt 06/25/2019 Thomas Reynolds
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Diercks

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ben Arnold
ENT___Kar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Burroughs
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Leske

MENT___El cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Jache
NT___Barb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Bennigson
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carin Pavlinchak
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 An Feig
ENT___Cyn cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Dietzmann
ENT___Mon cara.txt 06/25/2019 Monique Edwards
ENT___Par cara.txt 06/25/2019 Parrie Henderson
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Zamagni
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eric Hensgen

MENT___Li cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Treuhaft
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Keith Portka
NT___Nich cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nicholas Prychodko
COMMENT cara.txt 06/26/2019 D B
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kerry Willhoft
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dacia Murphy
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Noah Hanmer

MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Conrad
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dan Auerbach
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 robert swift
MENT___So cara.txt 06/25/2019 Soozi MacLeod
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Craig Gasser

MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Wendy Weldon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Star Scott

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Daniel O'Keefe
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MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Megan Warren
ENT___Brit cara.txt 06/25/2019 Brittany Barringer

MMENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kim Rosario
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Solo Greene
ENT___Kel cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kelley Rosenbach
ENT___Den cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dennis Feichtinger
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Denise Kastner
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ron Landskroner
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Drew Cucuzza
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robin Reindle

MMENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beth Reimel
ENT___Ry cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ryan McCulloch

MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Teresa Woods
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lezlie Ringland
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Eric Meyer

MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sarah Murdoch
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Flores
NT___Patr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Libengood

OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ken Box
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bruce Ross
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ben Grego
ENT___do cara.txt 06/25/2019 donald solomon

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Variola
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mike Fegan
ENT___Mic cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michelle Kaufman

MENT___Be cara.txt 06/25/2019 Beatriz Pallanes
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ed Wolf
MENT___N cara.txt 06/25/2019 Nancy Fleming
MENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Candie Glisson
ENT___Bar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barry Hutchinson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kay Corum
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ann Green
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Michael Gerber
MENT___Da cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Lamiquiz
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marylyn Stroup
ENT___Geo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Georgiaj Shankeld
ENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joseph Shulman

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deb Kilgore
MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tammy Lettieri
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kirk Schaeffer
MENT___Hi cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hilary Capstick
MMENT___I cara.txt 06/25/2019 Irwin Hoenig
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Luck
ENT___Ros cara.txt 06/25/2019 Rosemary Colson
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MMENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Su Johnson
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Wingate
ENT___Dou cara.txt 06/25/2019 Douglas Langenau
MMENT___F cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frances Bell

ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Wohlberg
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joyce Banzhaf
MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tatjana Patitz
MENT___li cara.txt 06/25/2019 linda williams
ENT___Am cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amanda Graham
NT___Eliza cara.txt 06/25/2019 Elizabeth Badenhop

MENT___Co cara.txt 06/25/2019 Connie Hodges
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Grenard

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Nazzaro
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephen Davie
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tara Shaw
NT___Kath cara.txt 06/25/2019 Katherine Hutchins
ENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Charlotte Adams

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Carol Perry
MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/25/2019 Judith Roberts
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Dale Carpenter
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lydia Garvey
NT___Carm cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carmen Guillemette
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Lyon
MENT___G cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gilda Fusilier
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tom Kozel
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 James Falsken
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jerry Curow
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Betts
___Jeanne cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeanne Held-Warmkessel
MMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jerry Flis
ENT___An cara.txt 06/25/2019 Angela Stuebben

ENT___Sus cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Castelli-Hill
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shelley Mr.
MENT___Ra cara.txt 06/25/2019 Randy Harrison
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Hurley
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Stowe
MENT___W cara.txt 06/25/2019 Walter Kuciej
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jill Jacob
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jerri Berg
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Ranta
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Marilyn Shepherd

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Maryetta Brown
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sherry Lewis
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kat Klahn

000292



MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Dragon
ENT___Ca cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cary Appenzeller
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bobbie Knight
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bruno Cilione
MENT___ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 janet trinkaus
MENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cynthia Miller
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gary Jones
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Martha Sexton
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 karen smith
ENT___Sha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Teagardin

MENT___Lin cara.txt 06/25/2019 Linda Calbreath
COMMENT cara.txt 06/25/2019 C W
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mick Robinson
ENT___Ad cara.txt 06/26/2019 Adriana Micciulla
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jo Baxter

MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Erin Ferguson
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Regina Bock
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Howell
MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 A Kasbarian
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/25/2019 Roberta Boyden
MENT___Lil cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lily Lau-Enright
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julie Squire
MENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Larry Carradine
MMENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cynthia Hull
MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Curry
ENT___Cla cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claudia Adamson

ENT___Step cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephanie Campen
MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Eppler
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Beldin
ENT___Clau cara.txt 06/26/2019 Claudette Kulkarni
MMENT___  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dr. V. Eck
ENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 AnnaLea Griffith

ENT___Kath cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathryn Meermans
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Lund

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jennifer Cuadra
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Teevan
NT___Alex cara.txt 06/26/2019 Alexandra Tumarkin
NT___Ros cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosemarie Sawdon
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Norm Ellis
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elissa Wagner
NT___Lasc cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lascinda Goetschius
__Patrick__    cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patrick La Garza Und Senkel

MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diana Koeck
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Shauna Kiple
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MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Barrett
MENT___B cara.txt 06/25/2019 Briana Purcell
ENT___Jo cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jonathan Boyne
MENT___c cara.txt 06/25/2019 cheryl herbert
ENT___Jen cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jennifer Graham
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Kitter

ENT___Ann cara.txt 06/25/2019 Annette Overstreet
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joanie Vigh
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Margaret Weimer
MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jillian Fiedor

MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Malcolm
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cammy Colton
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mark Gotvald

ENT___And cara.txt 06/25/2019 Andrew Mittelman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ruth Cook
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynda West
MENT___F cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frank Wissler
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sister Murphy
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Ross

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mattie Goodwin
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 John Nelson
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chuck Wieland
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 jane esq
MENT___Af cara.txt 06/25/2019 Afshin Sadeghi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Chris Davis
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Adamo
MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 David Powell

MENT___Ji cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jim Strickland
MENT___Je cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jean Johnston
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheryl Williams
___Jackie_ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jackie Sylvander-Sodano

ENT___Mor cara.txt 06/25/2019 Moriah Woolworth
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stasia Vercos

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Jones
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Erika Agnew
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jane Clevenger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lisa Muryn

MENT___St cara.txt 06/26/2019 Stephen Wilson
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tanya Piker
MENT___Alv cara.txt 06/25/2019 Alvera Pritchard
MENT___De cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Martin
MENT___Br cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bruce Rauscher

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Bell
ENT___Deb cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Fallender
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ENT___Tiff cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tiffany Honorable
MENT___Ba cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barb Fitzgerald
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 a.f. shayne

MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kevin O'Rourke
MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/25/2019 Madeline Wright
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kim Streich
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Diane Verna
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Daniel Rosnik
NT___Sha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Nicodemus

MENT___Ta cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tammy Bobbitt
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Hanson
ENT___Bar cara.txt 06/25/2019 Barbara Schneider
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Csolak

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Karen Wolf
ENT___Ste cara.txt 06/25/2019 Stephanie Jones

MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Uyenishi
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Terri Knauber

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Joy Strasser
MENT___St cara.txt 06/25/2019 Steve Schatvet
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sofia Dober

ENT___Sig cara.txt 06/26/2019 Signe Wetteland
MENT___E cara.txt 06/25/2019 Ed Dornheim

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jayne Cerny
MENT___S cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sharon Smith
NT___Willi cara.txt 06/25/2019 William McCullough
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Gene Fox
ENT___Cli cara.txt 06/26/2019 Clivonne Corbett
MENT___R cara.txt 06/25/2019 Robert Neuzil

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Patricia Sullivan
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Todd Heiler
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jan Barshis
MENT___So cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sophia McAskill

MENT___J cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Bolasci
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lauren Amick

MMENT___C cara.txt 06/25/2019 Cason Snow
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Glenda Lilling

MENT___Ke cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kenneth Hyche
MMENT___j cara.txt 06/25/2019 jud woodard

MENT___T cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tiana Brachel
MENT___Jo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jody Riesberg
MENT___Fr cara.txt 06/25/2019 Frances Blythe
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary Quimby

ENT___Kris cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kristopher Deapen
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Delene Hanson
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MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tina Cook
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Doug Lenier

MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathy Turner
MENT___L cara.txt 06/25/2019 Lynda Aubrey

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Patricia Lenzen
MENT___M cara.txt 06/25/2019 Matt Brzezinski
MENT___Ja cara.txt 06/25/2019 Janet Snowden
MENT___Sa cara.txt 06/25/2019 Sandy Brubaker
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Mary White
MENT___W cara.txt 06/26/2019 Wayne Straight
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Tom Tripp

MENT___D cara.txt 06/25/2019 Deborah Smith
MENT___K cara.txt 06/25/2019 Kathie Takush
ENT___Su cara.txt 06/25/2019 Suzanne Gaspar

MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martin Plessis
MENT___H cara.txt 06/25/2019 Hiroko Ishigo
MENT___P cara.txt 06/25/2019 Palmeta Baier

MMENT___A cara.txt 06/25/2019 Amy Moreno
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/25/2019 Jeff Hanna

MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rita Council
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/25/2019 P Miller
NT___Baha cara.txt 06/25/2019 Bahareh Kianpourian
MMENT___K cara.txt 07/05/2019 Karin Arielle
MENT___M cara.txt 07/09/2019 Michele Carella
MENT___th cara.txt 07/01/2019 theresa stechly
MENT___Am cara.txt 07/02/2019 Amanda Young
OMMENT__ cara.txt 07/08/2019 art hehn
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/04/2019 Meg Emry

ENT___Deb cara.txt 07/08/2019 Deborah Gandolfo
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/05/2019 Jeff Nadler
MENT___R cara.txt 07/06/2019 Rhonda Carter
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 Dara Mark
MENT___S cara.txt 07/09/2019 Sam Baldwin

MENT___Ja cara.txt 07/05/2019 Janet Witzeman
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Julia Broad
MENT___E cara.txt 07/02/2019 Eddie Pittmon
ENT___Pen cara.txt 07/04/2019 Penny Chambers

MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 Matt Emmer
MMENT___N cara.txt 07/01/2019 Niki Keenan
MENT___B cara.txt 07/02/2019 Bijan Foroutan
ENT___Eli cara.txt 07/03/2019 Elizabeth Seltzer
ENT___Kat cara.txt 07/05/2019 Kathryn Lemoine
T___Aubri cara.txt 07/07/2019 Aubrianna Schlottman
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 liz murphy
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MENT___M cara.txt 07/09/2019 Melissa Paige
ENT___Vale cara.txt 07/01/2019 Valerie Hildebrand
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/02/2019 Jill Giencke
MENT___S cara.txt 07/04/2019 Stacey Liguori
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/06/2019 Janet Thew
NT___Lavo cara.txt 07/07/2019 Lavonne Engelman
MENT___W cara.txt 07/03/2019 Wendy Weikel

MMENT___L cara.txt 07/01/2019 Lauren Ellul
MENT___El cara.txt 07/02/2019 Elizabeth Peck
MENT___S cara.txt 07/07/2019 Sarah Lindsey
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/07/2019 Clifton Bain
MENT___Ch cara.txt 07/08/2019 Christine Hayes
ENT___Sus cara.txt 07/03/2019 Susan SUMMERS
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/09/2019 Mags Roy

MMENT___B cara.txt 07/02/2019 Brent Earles
MENT___B cara.txt 07/07/2019 Brian Pappas

___Ivory__W   cara.txt 07/04/2019 Ivory Wildflower DVM MPH
MMENT___B cara.txt 07/06/2019 Beth Goode
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/08/2019 Holly Ford

MMENT___L cara.txt 07/02/2019 Lynn Wilbur
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/05/2019 Ady Larsen
MENT___D cara.txt 07/07/2019 Deborah Henry
ENT___Virg cara.txt 07/08/2019 Virginia Holloway
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/09/2019 Jan Barden
T___Keyto cara.txt 07/01/2019 Keytoe Goggins-Kiriaty
ENT___Gre cara.txt 07/02/2019 Gretchen Messer

MMENT___T cara.txt 07/04/2019 Tasha Curtis
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/09/2019 John Ballo
T___Dhara cara.txt 07/07/2019 Dharambir Priyamvada

MMENT___C cara.txt 07/06/2019 Canan Tzelil
MENT___C cara.txt 07/02/2019 Carroll Harris
MENT___M cara.txt 07/05/2019 Marian Scena

MENT___Em cara.txt 07/07/2019 Emmy Koponen
MENT___M cara.txt 07/10/2019 Mark Sarnacki
MENT___D cara.txt 07/02/2019 Dianne Ensign
NT___Stev cara.txt 07/04/2019 Steve Schildwachter
MMENT___ cara.txt 07/06/2019 grietje laga
MENT___Le cara.txt 07/07/2019 Leigh Castellon

MENT___N cara.txt 07/09/2019 Nancy Keiter
MENT___Ri cara.txt 07/03/2019 Richard Sawyer
MENT___L cara.txt 07/02/2019 Linda Howard
MENT___P cara.txt 07/01/2019 Peter Kahigian
ENT___Kri cara.txt 07/03/2019 Kristin Campbell

ENT___Pat cara.txt 07/07/2019 Patricia McDonald
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NT___JANN cara.txt 07/08/2019 JANNINE CABOSSEL
ENT___He cara.txt 07/01/2019 Henry Berkowitz
OMMENT_ cara.txt 07/01/2019 Paul A
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ronald Ratner
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nova Wolf
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Audrey Minick
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Teresa Beutel

MENT___Co cara.txt 06/26/2019 Colleen Rodger
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nat Childs
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Meya Law

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jamie Green
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maria Gomez

MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christie Walker
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Tountas

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Kenion
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Daniel Slade

MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barb Gelman
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karla Taylor
OMMENT_ cara.txt 06/26/2019 H. Guh
ENT___Jam cara.txt 06/26/2019 James Robertson

MENT___Do cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna DeBroux
MENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Prof. Messina

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Brown
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dennis Wittern
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Denny Duncan
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 George Norris
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Beth Horwitz
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Vinch
ENT___Ant cara.txt 06/26/2019 Anthony McCradic
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura LaVertu
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Freeman
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steve Davis

ENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jenny Bramlette
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jaime Becker
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Martie Enfield
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Varga
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Cathey

MENT___Bi cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bianca Molgora
MENT___G cara.txt 06/26/2019 Graciela Huth

ENT___Beth cara.txt 06/26/2019 Bethany Bradshaw
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Eisenberg
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marie Michl
MENT___Vir cara.txt 06/26/2019 Virginia Watson
T___Sandr cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Gehri-Bergman

000298



MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leann Turley
MENT___B cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Tapia

MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathi Patterson
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kathy Gainard
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kari Jackson`
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sarah Souder

MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Poessel
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Rock
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joyce Dixon

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Petrillo
MENT___Cl cara.txt 06/26/2019 Clayton Mumaw
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Judith Miller
MENT___H cara.txt 06/26/2019 Hillary Ostrow

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Mitchell
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Connie Allison
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jim Freeberg

MENT___Ju cara.txt 06/26/2019 Justin Philipps
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Gallardo
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Joan Yates

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Margaret Scripp
ENT___Meg cara.txt 06/26/2019 Megan Burkholder
MENT___De cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deb Williamson
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Roxie Piatigorski

MENT___Su cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Nimchick
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna Fine
MMENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Eury Ramos
MMENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Valarie Snell

ENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Katherine Brown
MENT___Ri cara.txt 06/26/2019 Richard Warren
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Wonders
MENT___Ka cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Waltman
MENT___Li cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lila Browndog
MENT___Le cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leslie Bradford
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim Gentes
ENT___Suz cara.txt 06/26/2019 Suzanne a'Becket
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Tucker

MENT___Ea cara.txt 06/26/2019 Earl Frounfelter
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandi Cornez

MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Donna O'Berry
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dave Mills
ENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Manuel rodriguez
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Luna Gooding

MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jim Chambo
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Luke Metzger
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MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ruth Curiale
ENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Vasquez

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nina Spelter
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Daniela Larsen
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Utrecht

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carol Brady
ENT___Ba cara.txt 06/26/2019 Barbara Nardone

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Leslie Kuhn
MMENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nick Barcott

MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Carly Owens
ENT___Sus cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Campanini
ENT___Glo cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gloria McClintock
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ellen Hogarty

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pat Bowers
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Camilla Spicer

MMENT___s cara.txt 06/26/2019 susan delles
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ana Chou
MENT___E cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elaine Fischer
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marti Cooksey
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Larsen

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pilar Zorrilla
MENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Schaap

ENT___Mat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Matthew Anderson
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheryl Arthur
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Timmie Smith

MENT___te cara.txt 06/26/2019 terry mcfadden
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pete Gang

MMENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Molly Hauck
T___Rose_  cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rose Gonzales Nielsen

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jeffrey Sanders
ENT___Ed cara.txt 06/26/2019 Edward Handley
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 RAUL SOLAR
NT___Chris cara.txt 06/26/2019 Christopher Dowling

MENT___Ga cara.txt 06/26/2019 Gayle Blakeslee
ENT___Eliz cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elizabeth Javinsky
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 olga hurt
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Steven Prince

MMENT___V cara.txt 06/26/2019 Vicki Brown
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Selbin

MMENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Foley
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mara Price
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Allen Price
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Krista Taylor

COMMENT cara.txt 06/26/2019 B. E.
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MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sharon Case
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mija Gentes
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Liz Dyer
OMMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Allan Hill
MENT___A cara.txt 06/26/2019 Arrie Hammel

MENT___Je cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Stewart
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Susan Palmer

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Davis
MMENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rene Suarez

MMENT__ cara.txt 06/26/2019 A.L. Hern
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karina Black
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Philip Hyun
MMENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Keris Escott

NT___Mar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marianne Flanagan
ENT___Ju cara.txt 06/26/2019 Julianne Arfsten

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Maureen O'Neal
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 chris burns
T___Jessic cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jessica Mitchell-Shihabi
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Ann Nevans
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janet Laur
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Marilee Meyer
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Tom Quinn
MENT___C cara.txt 06/26/2019 Chris Dildine
MENT___S cara.txt 06/26/2019 Scarlet Rivera
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Thomas Diehl
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Greg Sells

MENT___JO cara.txt 06/26/2019 JOE DONOHOE
COMMENT cara.txt 06/26/2019 C M

MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Pamela Spacek
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Watson
ENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rosemary Caolo

MMENT___N cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nancy White
MMENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dawn Kosec
MENT___Ro cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Hughes
MENT___K cara.txt 06/26/2019 Karen Benson
MENT___T cara.txt 06/26/2019 Traci Phillips
ENT___Me cara.txt 06/26/2019 Melissa Cathcart

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mary Heller
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Fexis
T___Janen cara.txt 06/26/2019 Janene Wong-Brehmer
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Deborah Efron
MENT___Sh cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sheila Cowden
MENT___M cara.txt 06/26/2019 Midori Furutate
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Linda Howie
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MENT___La cara.txt 06/26/2019 Laura Anastasio
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 Diane Nowak
MENT___D cara.txt 06/26/2019 David Laramie

MENT___Ma cara.txt 06/26/2019 Mariana Salerno
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Rachel Imholte
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 G. Johnson
ENT___Ge cara.txt 06/26/2019 George Gatcomb
ENT___Nat cara.txt 06/26/2019 Nathaniel Stitzlein

MMENT___P cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paul Runion
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Sandra Kerr
MENT___Ar cara.txt 06/26/2019 Arifa Goodman
MENT___Di cara.txt 06/26/2019 Dianne Doochin
MENT___An cara.txt 06/26/2019 Annie Davidson
MMENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Barger
MENT___Ch cara.txt 06/26/2019 Cheryl Mitchell
MENT___R cara.txt 06/26/2019 Robert Ferrara
MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Jamie Lurtz
MENT___Pa cara.txt 06/26/2019 Paula Pedersen

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Elke Blair
MMENT___L cara.txt 06/26/2019 Lisa Cubeiro

MMENT___ cara.txt 06/26/2019 Kim White
MENT___J cara.txt 06/26/2019 John Bertaina

MMENT___l cara.txt 06/26/2019 leslie lakind
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/25/2019 8:20:30 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Anon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please analyze the impacts of this project in a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement and

not short-change the environmental review and public participation process by using the much more limited

Environmental Analysis.  Also please fully analyze the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative as an alternative to this

proposal .  I think they have a better plan.  Thanks.  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/25/2019 10:49:15 PM

First name: Katherine

Last name: Delanoy

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 25, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Document for

the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. Because we are

losing wildlife, wildlife habitats, and whole eco-systems at an

alarming rate, I have a number of concerns with the Forest Service's

proposal:

 

1. An EA is completely inappropriate for a project of this size and

complexity that impacts many threatened and sensitive species, old

growth forests, roadless areas and streams and riparian areas. A

thorough, site-specific analysis of all environmental impacts in an

Environmental Impact Statement is required.

2. The Forest Service should analyze the full range of alternatives to

the agency's proposal, including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative.

 

3. The Forest Service should identify and implement the minimum road

system on a landscape scale and employ an intelligent, strategic

approach to assuring public access while reducing negative impacts from

forest roads to water quality and aquatic habitats, and improving

watersheds and forest resiliency. This can be done in part by returning

expensive, deteriorating, and seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

4. The Forest Service should consider the best available science. The

agency should not pick the science and data to support its proposal

while ignoring contrary credible views and data.

5. Climate change intensifies the adverse impacts associated with tree

thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest Service should

consider the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project.

6. The Forest Service should analyze the cumulative impacts of the

proposed project with all other past, present and foreseeable future

projects within the broader landscape, including the Hyde Park and

Pacheco Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

Please do what is right for our threatened environment and help it to

be truly resilient.

 

Sincerely,
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Katherine Delanoy

P.O. Box 144

Eagle, CO 81631-0144

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/25/2019 8:49:56 PM

First name: Bruce

Last name: Hlodnicki

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 25, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

Thank you for the chance to comment on the Scoping Document for the

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.

 

I'm glad the Forest Service soliciting public comment on this project

and I hope you will actually consider such comments in your decisions.

 

I am worried by the Forest Service's proposal:

 

1. An EA is inappropriate for a project of this scale and complexity.

The consequences of acting without a complete assessment endangers many

threatened and sensitive species, old growth forests, roadless areas

and streams and riparian areas.  None of this can ever be replaced once

it is destroyed.  This project will damage these and other resources, a

thorough, site-specific analysis of all environmental effects in an

comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement must be required--now.

2. The Forest Service must analyze a complete range of alternatives to

the agency's proposal.  The Forest Service must include the Santa Fe

Conservation Alternative submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others

for consideration.

3. The Forest Service must identify and implement the minimum road

system on a landscape scale.  You must employ a thoughtful, strategic

approach to assuring public access.  You must also minimize the damage

from forest roads to water quality, aquatic habitats, watersheds and

forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and

seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

4. The Forest Service must first and foremost use the best available

science! The agency can never cherry-pick the science or the data to

advantage its proposal.  The Forest Service must never ignore the

evidence against its preferred alternative.

5. Climate change will continue to magnify the negative consequences

from timber harvesting, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest

Service must fully weigh the risks from increased disruptions when

analyzing the proposed project.

6. The Forest Service must realize and adjust its plans to the

cumulative harms from the addition of this project to those harms of

all the other past, present and foreseeable future projects.  Such

damage is more than additive; they are negatively synergistic.  You
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must include the entire landscape affected, including the Hyde Park and

Pacheco Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

Sincerely,

 

Bruce Hlodnicki

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46226

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/25/2019 11:49:16 PM

First name: Maggie

Last name: Frazier

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 25, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

Frankly, the idea that your plan is supposed to "restore forest

health" really sounds like you want to get all the commercial

profit out of this 50,000 acres while cutting down old growth forests,

killing off Mexican spotted owls & probably  many other species of

wildlife that uses this forest as habitat, and to top it off, putting

more roads (which will be needed by loggers) in a very fragile forest!

We (US American taxpayers) dont need more "former" forests -

we need MORE forests, MORE wildlife habitat.  Its time to do the right

thing for our remaining wilderness areas - of which this national

forest is one.

The Santa Fe Conservation Alternative sounds like the way to do that.

Listen to them!

 

Sincerely,

 

Maggie Frazier

Windsor, NY 13865

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

000308



Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/25/2019 9:49:22 PM

First name: Jim

Last name: Knight

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 25, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Document for

the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. I appreciate the

Forest Service soliciting public comment on this project, but have a

number of concerns with the Forest Service's proposal:

 

1. An EA is inappropriate for a project of this scale and complexity

that impacts many threatened and sensitive species, old growth forests,

roadless areas and streams and riparian areas. Because this project

will have significant impacts to these and other resources, a thorough,

site-specific analysis of all environmental impacts in an Environmental

Impact Statement is required.

2. The Forest Service must analyze a full range of alternatives to the

agency's proposal, including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others.

3. The Forest Service must identify and implement the minimum road

system on a landscape scale and employ a thoughtful, strategic approach

to assuring public access while reducing negative impacts from forest

roads to water quality and aquatic habitats, and improving watersheds

and forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and

seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

4. The Forest Service must consider the best available science. The

agency cannot cherry-pick the science and data to support its proposal

while ignoring contrary, credible views and data.

5. Climate change intensifies the adverse impacts associated with tree

thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest Service must

consider the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project, as part of the affected environment, and as part of the

agency's hard look at impacts.

6. The Forest Service must analyze the cumulative impacts of the

proposed project with all other past, present and foreseeable future

projects within the broader landscape, including the Hyde Park and

Pacheco Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

Sincerely,

 

Jim Knight

(b) (6)
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Kent, WA 98032-4224

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/26/2019 3:50:22 PM

First name: Carol

Last name: Steinhart

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 26, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

I appreciate the Forest Service's accepting public comment on this

project. I have several concerns with the Forest Service's proposal:

 

First, an Environmental Assessment is inappropriate for a project of

this scale and complexity that impacts many threatened and sensitive

species, old growth forests, roadless areas, streams, and riparian

areas. Because this project will have significant consequences for

these and other resources, a thorough, a thorough Environmental Impact

Statement is required for this site.

 

Second, the Forest Service must analyze the full range of alternatives

to its proposal, including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others.

 

Third, the Forest Service must identify and implement the minimum road

system on a landscape scale and employ a thoughtful, strategic approach

to assuring public access while reducing negative impacts from forest

roads on water quality and aquatic habitats, and improving watersheds

and forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and

seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

 

Fourth, the Forest Service must consider the best available science.

The agency cannot cherry-pick the science and data to support its

proposal while ignoring contrary, credible views and data.

 

Fifth, climate change intensifies the damage associated with tree

thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest Service must

consider the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project, as part of the affected environment and the agency's thorough,

science-based consideration of impacts.

 

Sixth, the Forest Service must analyze the cumulative effects of the

proposed project in conjunction with all other past, present and

foreseeable future projects within the broader landscape, including the

Hyde Park and Pacheco Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized

use.
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Thank you.

 

Sincerely,

 

Carol Steinhart

Madison, WI, WI 53705

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/26/2019 5:25:24 AM

First name: Gayle

Last name: Janzen

Organization:

Title:

Comments: RE: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 26, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

I believe your current proposed Scoping Document for the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is problematic and I think the

public needs more time to comment. My concerns with your proposal are:

 

1. I think an EA is inadequate for a project of this scale and

complexity as it impacts many threatened and sensitive species, old

growth forests, roadless areas and streams and riparian areas. A more

thorough, site-specific analysis of ALL environmental impacts in an

Environmental Impact Statement should be done.

2. The FS needs to analyze a full range of alternatives to the agency's

proposal, specifically the comprehensive Santa Fe Conservation

Alternative submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others.

3. The FS should be identifying and implementing the minimum road

system on a landscape scale and come up with a well balanced and

strategic approach to assuring public access while reducing negative

impacts from forest roads to water quality and aquatic habitats, and

improving watersheds and forest resiliency by returning expensive,

deteriorating, and seldom-used forest roads to the wild. The landscape

needs to remain as wild as possible as the forests need to be protected

so they can remain as resilient as possible in this time of drastic

climate chaos.

4. It is frustrating that the FS is not considering the best available

science and is instead cherry-picking the science and data to support

its proposal while ignoring contrary, credible views and data that

deserve to be considered. So if the FS prefers to make this proposal

based on its own political agenda, then why even open it up for public

comment?

5. Climate chaos is intensifying the negative impacts associated with

tree thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The FS needs to take into

account the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project, as part of the affected environment, and as part of the

agency's hard look at impacts.

6. The FS should analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed project

with all other past, present and foreseeable future projects within the

broader landscape, which include the Hyde Park and Pacheco Canyon

projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

000313



Thank you.

 

Sincerely,

 

Gayle Janzen

Seattle, WA 98133

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/26/2019 12:19:21 AM

First name: Rebecca

Last name: Walding

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jun 25, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

I appreciate the Forest Service soliciting public comment on the

Scoping Document for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project, but have a number of concerns with the Forest Service's

proposal:

 

An EA is inappropriate for a project of this scale and complexity that

impacts many threatened and sensitive species, old growth because this

project will have significant impacts to these and other resources, a

thorough, site-specific analysis of all environmental impacts in an

Environmental Impact Statement is required.

 

The Forest Service must analyze a full range of alternatives to the

agency's proposal, including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others.

 

The Forest Service must identify and implement the minimum road system

on a landscape scale and employ a thoughtful, strategic approach to

assuring public access while reducing negative impacts from forest

roads to water quality and aquatic habitats, and improving watersheds

and forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and

seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

 

The Forest Service should not be allowed to cherry-pick the science and

data to support its proposal while ignoring contrary, credible views

and data.

 

Climate change intensifies the adverse impacts associated with tree

thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest Service must

consider the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project, as part of the affected environment, and as part of the

agency's hard look at impacts.

 

The Forest Service must analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed

project with all other past, present and foreseeable future projects

within the broader landscape, including the Hyde Park and Pacheco

Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

000315



Sincerely,

 

Rebecca Walding

P.O. Box 146

Cerrillos, NM 87010

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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MENT___P cara.txt 06/30/2019 Paula McGee
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 6/30/2019 12:43:42 AM

First name: Paula

Last name: McGee

Organization: retired educator and government manager

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

Please consider my comments regarding the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. My family

frequently uses this forest area for recreation. Please ensure that an Environmental Impact Statement is

prepared that cites the negative impacts of extensive burning and clearing over several years. This measure

could help ensure that current scientific studies are considered and implemented for the safety of the forest as

well as the surrounding communities.

 

 

As you know, the Santa Fe National Forest is marred by unlawful roadways already. These old roads should be

blocked and not used further by vehicle traffic, including tree clearing equipment. Illegal trapping is already a

significant hazard for two and four legged visitors and remedying these improper roadways would help to

enhance safety in the area.

 

 

The proposed actions in the designated roadless areas will not provide a remedy to the existing safety hazards

posed to those who reside near the forest. The proposed plan will merely provide a false sense of security and

negate any possible productive proactive measures that the public could take to establish useful fire breaks.

 

 

More detail on this plan is needed for meaningful consideration. Please extend the comment period to at least 90

days since 30 days is not sufficient for meaningful public comment.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Paula M.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/2/2019 3:10:21 PM

First name: aurora

Last name: hvidsten

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Concerns about thinning the forest

 

Hello,

 

 

I am a long time resident of Santa Fe. I was born and raised here (grew up in Canada de Los Alamos) and

continue my adult life in this wonderful city. I am about to have a child and am excited about them growing up

here in Santa Fe.

 

 

I love and cherish our forest and I know my child will too. Santa Fe is a gem that offers refuge from the hot desert

landscape with a lush and plentiful forest. We are so fortunate.

 

 

I am concerned about the upcoming thinning of the forest. I understand and believe that forests need occasional

burns and thinning, but the upcoming project the forest service intends to do is vague, not yet supported by

thorough environmental research and a knee jerk reaction to fires in California, that have sadly affected people

that have chosen to build in dangerous canyons and fire zones. We are not in the same position. I believe NPR

called the nation wide forest service clearings &quot;akin to commercial logging.&quot;

 

 

As I concerned citizen I urge you to slow down and do the proper research, inform the public of your actual

intentions and allow our opinions to be heard. This is our forest too. Please consider the following:

 

 

A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may have

significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

 

2) Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague for it to be possible to

even make meaningful scoping comments.

 

 

Thank you,

 

 

Aurora Hvidsten
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/2/2019 9:44:46 PM

First name: Ted

Last name: Pomeroy

Organization:

Title:

Comments: ��Fwd: Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Address corrected.

 

 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Ted Pomeroy &lt;ted.pome@gmail.com&gt;

Date: Tue, Jul 2, 2019, 2:39 PM

Subject: Landscape Resiliency Project

To: &lt;comments-southwest-santafe@fs.fed.us&gt;

 

 

 

 

Mr. Melonas, I want to discourage the massive intervention in the Santa Fe National Forest above Santa Fe.

Having seen both groomed and wild areas I thoroughly believe the less we humans do the more resilient the

forest can remain.

The areas we groom, cut and burn will become more, not less suceptible to future erosion and fire. Each human

ignited fire worsens the forest and the local air quality. The &quot;Total Impact&quot; of each planned action

needs more review before we try to manage nature. We are likely to produce more problems with aggressive

management that would be avoided by decreasing human presence and protecting the Wild forest areas.

Thank you, Theodore Pomeroy, Santa Fe, NM
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/3/2019 2:30:55 PM

First name: Craig D.

Last name: Jolly

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a resident of Santa Fe who lives in a wooded area on the east side of the city, .79 miles from the

SFNF boundary, I write in support of the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative to the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project, as put forth jointly by the Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife, and WildEarth

Guardians.

 

During my many years of residence and homeownership within this state, over a period of three decades and

always within a mile or less of this Forest (Los Alamos, Ilfeld, and Santa Fe), I have been witness to more than a

dozen significant wildfires within sight of my residences and workplaces. Among these, I have witnessed the

Dome Fire, caused by an abandoned campfire on Forest land; I have witnessed the Cerro Grande Fire, caused

by a so-called "controlled burn" on Park Service land that quickly spread to Forest land; and I have witnessed the

Las Conchas Fire, caused by a downed electrical line. All three of these, which both individually and cumulatively

have had a profound effect on the Jemez mountains I have at times lived in, done research in, and recreated in

for thirty years, were human caused. Two of these, the Cerro Grande and the Las Conchas Fires, destroyed the

homes of people I knew. I would also add that we in Santa Fe are all too aware of the fact that the recent

Doghead Fire in the Manzanos, which burned 17,000 acres and destroying 12 homes, actually began during a

thinning operation on National Forest land. All of us who live in Santa Fe have a direct interest in preventing what

has happened multiple times in the Jemez and just two years ago on the Cibola-namely, the ignition of large

human-caused fires during the windy pre-monsoon dry months, ultimately leading to loss of homes, which all of

these were. But it bears emphasizing that too many of the largest and most "catastrophic" fires that have

occurred in the last twenty years have been the result, not of natural causes and Park Service and Forest Service

inactions, but of human and agency "management" actions, including a century of Forest Service fire

suppression in blatant ignorance of and disregard for the role of fire in our forest ecology.  Furthermore, too many

of those who did lose homes did so because they failed to make their homes and communities defensible against

the fires that will inevitably occur in these forests.

 

As a resident of Santa Fe who lives within a WUI area, I support the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative for the

following reasons:

 

1. When not caused by human intention or carelessness, fire is by definition a naturally occurring phenomenon in

our lightning prone southwestern forests. As such, the ultimate responsibility for the safety of homes and

structures within a fire prone ecosystem rests with those who build and live in those structures, which means

ensuring fire resistant building materials and the creation and maintenance by landowners of defensible areas

around their own homes. These forests require the hands-off return of the intermittent naturally occurring

lightning-caused monsoon season fires that have been suppressed for too long, and not large scale "thinning", to

return to actual health, which is marked by ongoing natural processes and not continuous human interventions

and counters-interventions in an attempt to achieve some arbitrarily determined ideal state. And that means they

need to be allowed to burn when ignited by lightning. The ultimate onus for community and residential safety on

private land thus lies with those communities, landowners, and homeowners, and not the Forest. If this is a

responsibility adjoining landowners and homeowners are unwilling to accept, they should choose to live

elsewhere. The Santa Fe Conservation Alternative places clear responsibility upon adjoining landowners and

communities, rather than on an underfunded and overworked Forest, to address the defensibility of neighboring

private land and structures against wildfire.

 

2. This Forest, last I knew, has one Law Enforcement officer. With 1.6 million acres to oversee, this is absolutely

insufficient to the mandate of this Forest to protect the land and natural resources under its oversight. The Santa

Fe Conservation Alternative specifically endorses increased education and enforcement as essential to
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prevention of so-called "catastrophic" wildfire, which, again, have more often than been caused by human ignition

during  the windy pre-monsoon months. Prevention and education through a significantly increased field

presence by additional Forest law enforcement must be an explicit component of this plan, and it bears pointing

out that such an increased enforcement presence will also have the effect of helping this Forest address many of

its other rampant violation issues (illegal dumping, trespass cattle, illegal ORV use, illegal road construction, etc.)

in the process. Education and enforcement in wildfire related issues does not and cannot occur solely through a

web site and signage. It requires Forest Service boots on the ground and in the field, monitoring for and

addressing human ignorance and carelessness. The funding of forest "thinning", which is not a natural process

and has entirely different ecological effects than fire, comes at the expense of the additional law enforcement this

singular Forest deserves and absolutely must have.

 

3. Given what is at stake for all of us who live here, in terms of our economy, our scenic values, our principal

water source in the Forest's watershed reservoirs, and the ecology of a Forest land area that includes Inventoried

Roadless Areas and old growth forest with Federally listed Mexican Spotted Owl habitat and Forest Sensitive

Species Goshawk habitat, as well as habitat for a number of other of the 32 species on the Forests own Species

of Conservation Concern list, the SFMLRP proposal must include an EIS. Given the exceedingly high stakes-not

simply our homes but also the health and very existence of bird, mammal, plant, amphibian, fish, and

invertebrate species within this proposed project area-the Forest and the public need to know and understand the

full implications of all of the various actions this Forest proposes to undertake as part of this plan. This is

especially important since the SFNF is still in the midst of its long overdue Forest Plan Revision Process and is

currently operating under a Plan it has itself acknowledged is outdated, which it nonetheless cites in the SFMLRP

proposal. The new Forest Plan draft, which has just been released, has yet to receive public comment, has yet to

be revised again following public comment, and has yet to be enacted. Additionally, this Draft Forest Plan

revision includes a proposed (and very welcome) Wilderness Management Area designation within and adjacent

to this proposed project area   (Thompson Peak). It is thus imperative that this Forest complete an EIS that fully

evaluates the effects and risks this project entails for all of the above. This is all the more vital given the

escalating pressures and changes these forests (which are complex living ecosystems and not simply "scenery"

and "fuel loads") face as a result of current and projected climate change stressors,  which necessitates for a

project of this scale and type the granularity an EIS and not an EA provides.

 

4. Finally, I request that the public comment period for this proposal be extended to 90 days, 30 days being

grossly insufficient for full and detailed public participation on a project of this scale. I should mention that I am

still waiting for fulfillment of a FOIA request I submitted to the Santa Fe National Forest four and a half months

ago, a fulfillment delay that is considerably over the twenty working days mandated by Federal law. Conscious of

the effects of the Federal shutdown this last winter, along with what I know are other budget and personnel

constraints beyond the control of this Forest, I have myself been exceedingly patient with the Santa Fe National

Forest's excuses and pleas for more time on my own FOIA request, and I think the very least this Forest can do

is extend that same courtesy to the public and the citizens of this city, county, state, and nation, all of whom have

either a personal or legal interest in these public lands, by extending the comment period to a length

commensurate with the complexity of this proposal.

 

Thank you for all of your hard work and for your attention to these concerns. Also, I request an email

acknowledgment that these comments have been received.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/5/2019 8:16:03 PM

First name: Patricia

Last name: Erdmann

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I have been hearing about many concerns about the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project. Please note my concerns:

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague for it to be possible to

even make meaningful scoping comments.

 

Thank you, Patricia Erdmann
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/5/2019 8:12:09 PM

First name: Mark

Last name: Wingard

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

USFS,

 

 

I strongly oppose the plan known Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. While I understand the

concern about a catastrophic wildfire, your proposed solution will not only fail to prevent such a fire, it will have

the same effect in destroying the forest. There are so many reasons why your plan is both inadequate and short-

sighted, it is impossible to detail them all, but to mention a few:

 

 

1) The mechanical thinning is a highly destructive process that make fire a greater risk due the slash left on the

ground, not to mention the increased risk of insect infestation.

 

 

2) Your approach to the prescribed burns using highly toxic potassium permanganate is both dangerous and

irresponsible, not to mention the nearly constant smoke in the air over all of the years you plan to conduct this

project.

 

 

 

3) Reducing the forest by early 90% in the targeted area will only lead to erosion, loss of wildlife habitat and

increase greenhouse gases. You are charged with protecting the forest, not leveling it!

 

 

Please analyze my concerns. A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is both essential and required

for a project of this scope and size that may have significant impacts on the environment and on resources such

as recreation, roadless areas, and wildlife. And the analysis must be site-specific.

 

 

I hope you take my concerns seriously.

 

 

Mark Wingard
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/6/2019 4:51:56 PM

First name: Jonathan

Last name: Crews

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

To whom it may concern,

 

 

I want to make a comment about the proposed thinning of 50,000 acres in the  Santa Fe National Forest.  I

believe that a project of this magnitude and with this much controversy should meet two requirements:

 

 

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, roadless areas, and

wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

 

2) Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague for it to be possible to

even make meaningful scoping comments.

 

 

 

--Jonathan Crews
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 7:57:09 PM

First name: cynthia

Last name: wilcox

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To the guardians of our National Forests in Santa Fe,

Please complete a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement before burning acreage in the National

Forest..

The scope of the plans as i have been made aware is vast and must consider the human , wildlife, and recreation

damage that would result from these burns.

Also, the plan should be site specific, if implemented not a vague general approach to the entire 20,00- 40,000

acre proposal.

Please send updates. Thank-you for your consideration to this letter, concerns,

Cynthia Wilcox,

Santa Fe, NM

000326



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 12:59:14 AM

First name: Bruce

Last name: Warren

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Resilency Landscape Project

 

Dear Public Officials:

 

 

Before going ahead with this project, it's absolutely necessary that a comprehensive environmental impact

statement be done and this analysis must be site-specific.

 

 

I realize that your intentions are to prevent future forest fires by these burns. However, prescribed burns in the

past have not only severely damaged new tree growth for generations, but these fires have frequently gotten out

of control when unpredictable NM winds have arisen.

 

 

As an avid hiker and boater for years in NM, I sincerely plead with you not to damage our precious forests for

years to come by these at-will prescribed burns, which will also harm wildlife.

 

 

Sincerely yours,

 

 

Bruce Warren

Albuquerque, NM
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 3:17:44 PM

First name: Lynn

Last name: Walters

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To Whom It May Concern:

 

 

I am writing to request the your office, The Forest Service, prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to

determine if the bet plan to cut and burn trees in the Sangre de Cristo Mountains.

 

 

Thank you for taking the time to fulfill this request.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Lynn Walters, PhD
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 3:47:44 PM

First name: Lura

Last name: Brookins

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

Desr Sirs,

 

 

Please perform an EIS document for our Santa Fe National Forest before any cutting and burning!

 

 

There has been no debate, discussion or openness to alternative theories of forest stewardship.

 

 

Please respond.

 

 

Lura Brookins

Santa Fe
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 9:30:05 PM

First name: William

Last name: III

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To whom this correspondence is directed:

 

 

Please do not proceed with this ill conceived project.

 

Not only is it not a sound environmental policy, you are moving ahead way too fast without having an

environmental impact statement prepared.

 

Just stop now.

Thank you.

 

 

Respectfully,

William E. Hill III
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: SatyaDeborah

Last name: Kirsch

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Signed by Deborah(Satya) Kirsch

 

Sent from my iPhone

 

Attached Comment:

 

"

 

July 10, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the

 

short comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service

 

employees that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on our

 

beloved forest. It took longer, with more public input, to approve the small Railyard Project, in

 

comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project.

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our

 

forests? Please extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

 

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but, the

 

research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most effective mitigation of

 

damaged property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures.
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This current science must be considered carefully.

 

I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr.

 

Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species,

 

habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area and throughout the world before settling on the

 

final draft of this plan.

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe

 

our only buffer against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other

 

plant in Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures

 

rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with

 

thinning.

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial

 

ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how

 

these are currently affecting our health and well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact

 

the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country.

 

Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health affects (whereas

 

the equally impacted wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas)

 

and increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can

 

degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free

 

access. Many roads in the forest should be completely obliterated, not improved for access.

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.

 

Sincerely,

 

"
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/7/2019 7:39:43 PM

First name: Y.

Last name: Pang

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor? Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

RE: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

 

As a resident of Earth and a citizen of the USA, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project,

the short comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that

there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on the forest. Surely a project of this scope

and potential consequence deserves the deep level of care a EIP signifies. 

 

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our forests? Please

extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

 

 

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but the research of Dr. Chad

Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen show that the most effective way to minimize property damage in the event of

wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures. This current science must be considered carefully and

acted upon accordingly.

 

 

Please allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh

in. During this critical time of massive species, habitat, and plant loss in the local Santa Fe area as well as

throughout the world, surely we should consult the experts before settling on the final draft of this plan.

?

I believe the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe its only buffer

against the extreme weather that climate breakdown &amp; instability will bring. We truly need every tree we

have and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the

temperatures rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with

thinning.

 

 

Please, also consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial ignitions containing potassium

permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and well-being.

These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest

cities in the country. Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health affects (the

equally impacted wildlife, however, cannot).
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I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and increasing the

exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry.  This degrades wildlife habitat, helps spread

invasive species, and allows arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Many roads in the forest should be

completely rewilded, not improved for access.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.?

 

 

Sincerely,

Yi Pang
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 5:19:12 AM

First name: Wendy

Last name: Dolci

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I'm concerned that removing trees, and burning trees will contribute to pollution and climate change.

Recent studies show that we should be planting trees, not removing them. In addition, the smoke that results in

burning the forests is detrimental to health. Recent burns in forests have resulted in heavy smoke where I live.

I'm an avid hiker, and hike often in the Santa Fe National Forest. Recently I and a group of my friends cancelled

a major hike because we did not want to be inhaling thick smoke that day. I think that the Forest service should

take the time to do a full environmental study and provide enough time for public comments to be registered and

taken into account. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 1:15:19 PM

First name: Janice

Last name: Quinn

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The rush to burn so many trees and vast acreage of the SF forests without an Environmental Impact

Statement, and without a longer period of public comment, seems not only foolhardy but dangerous. I encourage

closer collaboration with environmentalists and studies where less drastic measures have resulted in a safer

environment for everyone. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 1:29:35 PM

First name: Sirivaishnov

Last name: Gaia-Khan

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Here are the reasons why we are opposed to

the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project:

 

Point #1: Mitigating climate change is now humanity's highest priority. Our big problem

is high carbon levels in the atmosphere, primarily human-caused, that are driving up global

temperatures. The needed response is to keep carbon where it is, in the carbon sinks we

presently have - forests, trees, grasses etc.; and not to continue releasing it in the

atmosphere. 

Point #2: The US Forest Service and the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition are now close to

implementing the 50,556 acre Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project. Up to

21,000 acres are to be 'thinned' (the Forest Service's favorite term); but which in reality end

up being pretty close to clear cut. Come with us to visit a 'thinned' area to witness the

destruction for yourself. A 1-hour-up, 1-hour-down, medium-strenuous hike through an old

growth forest starts at the top of the Black Canyon Campground, just a few minutes from

downtown Santa Fe on the ski basin road. Hiking up to the ridge top, and looking into the

Santa Fe watershed, will show you the sad state of a 'treated' or 'fire-adapted' forest. Typical

thinning prescriptions can call for removal of up to 90% of the trees and vegetation.

Point #3: Up to 43,000 acres of the Project Area will be subjected to a landscape-level

program of 'prescribed burns'. Dr. Chad Hansen (https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/

219122_1da801668a894c9db9f827d9f86f953b.pdf) writes: "Contrary to popular assumption,

high-intensity fire patches produce relatively lower particulate smoke emissions, due to high

efficiency of flaming combustion, while low intensity prescribed fires produce high particulate

smoke emissions, due to the inefficiency of smoldering combustion.

Therefore, even though high-intensity fire patches consume about three times more biomass

per acre than low-intensity fire (Campbell et al. 2007), low-intensity fires produce 3-4 times

more particulate smoke than high-intensity fire, for an equal tonnage of biomass consumed

(Ward and Hardy 1991, Reid et al. 2005). As a result, a landscape-level program of

prescribed burning would cause at least a ten-fold increase in smoke emissions relative to

current fire levels, and it would not stop wildland fires when they occur (Stephens et al.

2009)."

Given our rapidly mushrooming climate crisis, the Forest Service and the Fireshed Coalition

are willing to do exactly what we should not be doing! The priorities of climate mitigation

now trump those of wildfire mitigation.

Point #4: A 'prescribed burn' (a euphemism for burning cut trees, duff and underbrush) is

commonly ignited from the air by helicopter. They drop ping-pong-ball-sized containers filled

with potassium permanganate crystals (a known toxicant causing respiratory distress in many

Santa Fe residents - both human and animal), and ignited with ethylene glycol (antifreeze).

Diesel fuel, aluminum gelled gasoline is used with a firing wand to further accelerate the

ignition. During the burn, the remaining traumatized trees are often scorched 'accidentally',

potentially raising the percentage of trees killed to above 90%. Often, the wood is not

harvested, or used in any way, but wastefully incinerated.

Point #5: The goal of Coalition is to implement these radical clearing projects in an effort to

stop high-intensity wildfires, like the big fires in California and the Jemez in years past. Their

stated intention is to reintroduce repeated low-intensity fires into the landscape, which they

think will restore the forest to an idealized version of what it supposedly was 100 years

ago, before aggressive suppression of all wildfires became policy on public lands. However,
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the forests we have today are not the forests of 100 years ago. And today's climate conditions

are nowhere close to those of 100 years ago!

Point #6: The Resilience Project is intended to protect lives, homes, and property - even

though much of the 'thinning' will be done far away from any human structures, but will

negatively impact many wild animal 'structures' and habitat. The Project will result in the

destruction of animal and insect habitat. It disrespects the rights of nature, ignores the health

of Santa Fe's economy and tourism, and frankly is an affront to the very soul and reason we

live here.

Point #7: The Project also flies in the face of much current fire science, which the Forest

Service is choosing to ignore. The new science argues that protecting homes is the best way to

insure human safety, NOT the obscene destruction of whole forests that we need more than

ever for carbon sequestration, moderating rainfall and ambient temperatures. The latest

research suggests that the determining factor of wildfire intensity is less the density of

vegetation, as the Forest Service and its Coalition argue, and more the extremity of

weather conditions at the time of the fire - which takes us right back to climate change.

Point #8: Trump signed Executive Order 13855 in December of 2018, which was clearly

written by lobbyists from the major extractive industries. It orders the Forest Service and the

contractors they hire to remove an additional 4.4 billion board feet of lumber from federal

public lands. Our forests are commodities to be 'managed'. They have dollarable value, rather

than inherent rights. The trees they choose to 'manage' are the valuable mixed conifers

(Ponderosa Pine, Douglas Fir, etc.). Other varieties, such as Piñon and Juniper, are considered

to be worthless 'weeds'. Many of these clearing and burning 'prescriptions' have already

being implemented in Hyde Park, in Pacheco Canyon and La Cueva, and on Rowe Mesa.

 

In conclusion: This project is irresponsible and outright harmful to all human, tree and animal LIFE!!! Please wake

up! This is NOT a time to burn our forests! We must use science and everything we can to protect our forests.

DO NOT GO THROUGH WITH THIS> IT IS A VERY BIG MISTAKE.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 2:48:19 PM

First name: Kathryn

Last name: Toll

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing to object to theSanta Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and the  very large

prescribed burn that is part of it. It is my understanding that this project is going forward without an Environmental

Impact Study which I strongly request. Any project of this scope is likely to have unintended consequences when

not carefully planned.

I am very concerned for the young wildlife sheltered in the forest at this time of year. Also for the plant life that in

our climate takes a very long time to reestablish. Resiliency gets harder and harder as our climate challenges get

larger and larger. Even after what was a wetter than our recent normal winter, we are dry now.

Smaller more measured, targeted efforts of "management" are likely to reap bigger benefits.

 

The following recommendations were developed by respected environmental stewards who share the same

goals as your agency and the good work that you do. You have probably seen these recommendations before

and I submit them again in a spirit of collaboration, not challenge. Thank you for all that you do.

 

Santa Fe Conservation Alternative (SFCA): Recommendations

 

The "desired conditions" of the SFCA are as follows:

1) Require a site specific plan for each project within the SFMLRP that strategically targets limited areas to treat,

creates buffered boundary areas to protect property and access ROWs, and safety zones to protect lives;

2) Require that riparian areas and critical wildlife habitat receive additional restoration monitoring and mitigation

procedures developed in collaboration with NM Department of Game and Fish; and,

3) Encourage public input regarding preservation of places, landscapes, cultural sites and landmarks of local

significance.

 

Thinning

 

(Note: Projections for post treatment density are: 165.05 TPA across treatment stands - 4.0"+ DBH. 29.3% of

stands are >81 TPA and 90.3% of stands have >52% trees <16" DBH.)

-Limited hand thinning (up to 9") only in dry pine and mixed conifer outside of IRAs

 

-Stumps cut down to the ground

-No thinning adjacent to the WUI for the purpose of protection of structures or communities except within 150 feet

of structures, and for fire fighter safety zones. -Maximum trees removed in most thinned areas to 80 BA

-Leave tree groupings (50% minimum) and maintain a shrub understory. Utilize a wildlife habitat based

determination of tree and vegetation retention

-Identify riparian area concerns and plan to protect from erosion or sedimentation Slash management

-Pile burning of activity fuels

-Reevaluate slash management timing and methods to avoid potential bark beetle outbreaks, and sterilization of

soil under slash piles. No slash over 3" left on the ground during the dry season

 

Prescribed burning

 

-Utilize managed wildland fire and pile burning wherever possible. Utilize minimal broadcast prescribed burns

only in areas that are not assessable for pile burns.

 

IRAs
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-No thinning in IRAs

-Identify Roadless Area concerns and develop policy to restore

 

Monitoring (Essential method of reaching desired outcomes of healthy forest habitat and protection of public

health)

-Set aside test plots for monitoring purposes

-Soil sampling - plot number and spacing to be determined

 

-Baseline species evaluation (i.e. population capacity and presence/absence) - Improved air quality standards

and monitoring to protect sensitive (human) population

 

Reclamation and restoration

 

-Reclamation of any USFS roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan -Hand build structures (ex.

Zuni bowls) in arroyos to slow flood waters -Planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow

floodwaters -Reintroduction of beaver where appropriate

 

WUI and community forests

 

-Develop program to support fire-proofing of structures and surrounding 100 feet, at least through increased

outreach and education (County should make this a homeowner responsibility)

-If possible, support development of an alternative egress for communities with a single egress

 

-Leave most areas accessible to the public for recreation

-Take into account local opinion to preserve areas that are special to communities, like Cougar Canyon

-Increase law enforcement to protect against unsafe fire behavior by forest visitors

 

Scenic quality

 

-Maintain the scenic quality of treated areas. Develop a standard for acceptable scenic quality with local input

 

Submitted to SFNF Supervisor James Melonas, May 16, 2019.

 

Teresa Seamster

Chair, Northern NM Group of Sierra Club

 

Bryan Bird

SW Regional Director Defenders of Wildlife

 

Sarah Hyden

Forest Advocate WildEarth Guardians

000344



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 3:44:30 PM

First name: melissa

Last name: haid

Organization:

Title:

Comments: PLEASE PLEASE DO NOT GO FORWARD WITH THIS SO CALLED LANDSCAPE RESILIENCY

PLAN!!!!! wiping out those trees is in a word, unconscious.

clear cutting has never proven to be a solution.  not to mention the potential for flooding disasters below that

entire are. THIS PROPOSED PROJECT MUST BE DISMISSED!!!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 5:06:22 PM

First name: Ann

Last name: Hendrie

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

Your so-called "resiliency project" is a total misnomer! The thinning and burning of our forests under the guise of

fuel reduction to prevent..what?!?...forest fires(!!) is completely antithetical to a true understanding of the forest's

own natural resilience in the face of climate change.The prescriptions of the Forest Service are DRASTIC, not

conservative. They endanger not only the ecological balance and habitat for wildlife, as well as the respiratory

health of humans nearby. Our government has attempted to eliminate the need for an  EIS and any

precautionary  approaches to the management of our natural resources. This is a travesty being enacted on all of

nature.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 8:32:55 PM

First name: Sandra

Last name: Wheeler

Organization:

Title:

Comments: You hypocrites are promoting wreckage, not resiliency. 

We need vast swaths of additional forests to sequester the CO2 humans foolishly keep pumping into the

atmospheric sphere so you have the bright idea to eliminate 90% of the one we've got in Santa Fe?!?!

I'm sure you've got a buyer, but after the government finishes pandering to profiteers and the planet is cindering

itself, where are your children and grandchildren going to go to escape the hellhole you want to sell us into. 

You can't be  paid enough to do so much harm and call it resiliency.  Take off the blinders.  Grow a backbone.

Stop fueling the problem. 
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Patrick

Last name: Cox

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Letter is attached

 

 

 

July 6, 2019

Mr. James Melonas

Forest Supervisor

Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM, 87508

 

Dear Mr. Melonas

 

Re: Comments on the Scoping of Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

We are writing to add our comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. We do support

the Forest Service and its goal to institute good land management practices here in Santa Fe.

 

Little information has been provided about the project, so these comments are at a general level. Once further

project information is developed and made

available to the community, we can be specific in our comments.

 

Decision making: This project represents a significant undertaking and will

have lasting impact on the community. The project scoping should include

how the decision making process will be conducted to ensure that high quality decisions are made for the project.

The failure of many projects can be traced back to bad decisions: either the decision was framed poorly, or

based on

inaccurate information, or excluded important decision drivers. Having a

rigorous process for making decisions is critical for the project's success and should be laid out early in scoping

documents.*

 

Risk assessment: Next to a good decision making process a strong risk

assessment and management process should be part of the project scoping. The process should be transparent

so that community members can see what risks the project team is focused on and how they are mitigating them.

 

 

Environmental impact: We believe strongly that the Landscape Resiliency

Project is on the edge of our understanding of the best practices for wild land management. New information is

becoming available on the long-term impact that forest clearing and burning practices have on wildlife and global

CO2

levels. We are not expecting that the Forest Service Project embark on years of study. However key project

decisions are being made which will have an environmental impact at some level. The project should identify

those

decisions and make clear what current science believes the impacts and

tradeoffs are.

 

000348



Rolling scope: The Forest Service has set up the project to run for 10 years. The project planning should take

advantage of the rolling nature of the work by gathering data as the work is executed and evaluating key

performance

parameters at certain timely intervals along the way. Then use that

performance data to go back and evaluate the decisions made in the original project plan to determine if any

changes are warranted.

 

We recognize the good faith efforts the Forest Service is making to not only manage the forest resource, but also

to involve the community in the project. We believe maintaining a healthy forest is a goal the whole community

can

get behind if allowed to be involved. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments to the Forest

Service.

 

*Please see Strategic Decision Group from Stanford University at https://sdg.com/thought-leadership/decision-

quality-defined/

 

July 6, 2019

Mr. James Melonas

Forest Supervisor

Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM, 87508

 

Dear Mr. Melonas

 

Re: Comments on the Scoping of Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

We are writing to add our comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. We do support

the Forest Service and its goal to institute good land management practices here in Santa Fe.

 

Little information has been provided about the project, so these comments are at a general level. Once further

project information is developed and made

available to the community, we can be specific in our comments.

 

Decision making: This project represents a significant undertaking and will

have lasting impact on the community. The project scoping should include

how the decision making process will be conducted to ensure that high quality decisions are made for the project.

The failure of many projects can be traced back to bad decisions: either the decision was framed poorly, or

based on

inaccurate information, or excluded important decision drivers. Having a

rigorous process for making decisions is critical for the project's success and should be laid out early in scoping

documents.*

 

Risk assessment: Next to a good decision making process a strong risk

assessment and management process should be part of the project scoping. The process should be transparent

so that community members can see what risks the project team is focused on and how they are mitigating them.

 

 

Environmental impact: We believe strongly that the Landscape Resiliency

Project is on the edge of our understanding of the best practices for wild land management. New information is

becoming available on the long-term impact that forest clearing and burning practices have on wildlife and global
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CO2

levels. We are not expecting that the Forest Service Project embark on years of study. However key project

decisions are being made which will have an environmental impact at some level. The project should identify

those

decisions and make clear what current science believes the impacts and

tradeoffs are.

 

Rolling scope: The Forest Service has set up the project to run for 10 years. The project planning should take

advantage of the rolling nature of the work by gathering data as the work is executed and evaluating key

performance

parameters at certain timely intervals along the way. Then use that

performance data to go back and evaluate the decisions made in the original project plan to determine if any

changes are warranted.

 

We recognize the good faith efforts the Forest Service is making to not only manage the forest resource, but also

to involve the community in the project. We believe maintaining a healthy forest is a goal the whole community

can

get behind if allowed to be involved. We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments to the Forest

Service.

 

*Please see Strategic Decision Group from Stanford University at https://sdg.com/thought-leadership/decision-

quality-defined/
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 11:19:57 PM

First name: Peter

Last name: McCarthy

Organization:

Title:

Comments: When I moved to Santa Fe, I was under the impression that the air quality here was superior

because of so little industy, and I touted that fact to my many visitors. In the last few years, however, I started

using the Apple Weather App that has an air quality index, and would enter the places I traveled to like D.C.,

L.A., San Diego, Oakland, Madision, and was startled to consistently find that Santa Fe, on any given day, not

only didn't have the best air quality but, usually, had the worst of the locals I'd been to. This finding really blew my

mind because I was such a firm believer in the exact opposite. Now, with the US Forest Service exempt from

needing to do an environmental impact report for this project, you can be certain that with their massive plan of

cutting, some say up to 90% of existing trees, in the project areas, and then doing widespread prescribed burns

of the debris using toxic accelerants like diesel and gas and potassium permanganate, our air quality here is

really going to deteriorate even further and seriously impact for the worse the health of vulnerable Santa Feans;

additionally, Santa Fe is a city with a burgeoning demographic of senior citizens, who on average are more prone

to respiratory maladies. Further, because of our dependence on tourism, this precarious endeavor, in all

likelihood, will seriously hurt our economy as well. For a health-nut, who loves to hike, the undertaking of this

project by the Forest Service is a real bummer and could cause a major deterioration of the overall quality of life

here in Santa Fe. I hope the Forest Service will reconsider this project and do a thorough environmental impact

report assessing the health risks posed by the deterioration of our air from this project, and if they still find it

necessary to still do thinning, do it in such a way that the large debris can be hauled out and the smaller either

mulched or composted, forgoing any need for deleterious burning.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 10:30:45 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Lauri

Organization:

Title:

Comments: comment re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Respected forest service: Regarding the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project, what is the rush? We live on the near eastern border

of the intended burn and thinning area near Canoncito. I have had no

information on how to comment until just today. Where is the study

information and environmental impact statement. When and what and how is

this process going to affect us and our neighbors? And the longer term

geo-meteorological cycles? We need information on the actual assessment

and analysis of the proposed forest reduction process. I know this

process is the latest popular "scientific" method but there are many

other studied science opinions and methods. Let us all work out what is

best for our specific location and conditions. Thank you. Lauri Hakola

lauri@nets.com

 

 

000352



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 11:06:22 PM

First name: rahima

Last name: Schmall

Organization:

Title:

Comments: controlled burns

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,  I am very concerned  about the huge number of burns that are being planned.  There has

been no environmental impact statement and very little public input into this project.  I am concerned about the

effects on the forests, the wildlife and all of us humans who are subject to the constant smoke polluting our

precious Santa Fe air.  I have not seen any evidence that these burns will actually prevent forest fires or help the

fires.

 

 

I am also concerned about the impact the smoke is having on me personally as well as many others who are

susceptible to the effects of smoke and chemicals with which you use to burn our precious forests.  I am a health

psychologist and many of my clients who already compromised have been unable to leave their houses for days

on end, causing depression in addition to the lung and immunological problems they already have.  I am

concerned about children and the long term effects the smoke will have on their health.

 

 

I believe an impact study and open forum should happen prior to additional burns.

 

 

Sincerely,

Susan Rahima Schmall, PhD, RN
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:07:08 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: 

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Canada de los Alamos Forest

 

To: Whom It May Concern:

 

1. A Comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a

project of this scope and the size may have significant impact on the

human environment and on the resources such as recreation, roadless areas

and wildlife.

 

2. The analysis must be site-specific. This condition-based approach is

too vague to make meaningful scoping comments.

 

Sincerely,

Susan Breazeale

Arroyo Hondo, NM 87513

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Bill

Last name: Dam

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Email to the following address:comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us

 

Re: Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

July 8, 2019

 

From:

 

Bill Dam

 

To:

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator

 

Joe Norell, Deputy Forest Supervisor

 

Josh Hail, Ecosystems

 

Lance Elmore, Fire and Aviation

 

Julie Anne Overton, Public Affairs Officer

 

c/o Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Dear Mr. Melonas, Ms. Bergemann, Mr, Norell, Mr. Hail, Mr. Elmore, and Ms. Overton:

 

 

 

The USFS Scoping Document provides a general description of the proposed actions for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project. The purpose and need statement does not adequately provide justification for

burning up to 43,000 acres which is about 40% of the project area. This also contradicts establishment of a multi-

age young to old growth forest as desired in the forest structure. Additional historical context is needed to

describe extent of significant previous fires to explain how these devastating fires were not adequate in order to

justify that new fires are beneficial to the environment.

 

Given the significance of the Santa Fe National Forest and major federal action impacting many diverse cultures,

a full EIS is needed rather than an EA and the public comment period should be extended to 90 days. The cost-

benefits must consider numerous factors including impacts on public health, socioeconomics and the

environment.
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I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our

 

only buffer against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in

 

Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and

 

decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

 

Leaving downed trees/ slash on the ground can also draw bark beetle infestations. We cannot

 

afford to lose thousands of healthy trees as occurred in the past due to bark beetles.

 

 

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial

 

ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are

 

currently affecting our health and well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the

 

economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country.

 

 

 

I have asthma and know many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health effects

(whereas the equally impacted wildlife cannot). I personally am severely affected as are many people I know by

the smoke and the toxic chemicals that are in the air when prescribed burns are being conducted.

 

 

 

This year, 2019 has been especially difficult as the USFS has extended prescribed

 

burns and "managed burns" into July. These burns are becoming larger and larger and smoke

 

from burns from other US Forest Service areas of New Mexico are reaching Santa Fe.

 

People with Chemical Sensitivities, Asthma, Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD),

 

Emphysema, Heart disease and other serious health and respiratory disorders are being made

 

extremely ill from all the smoke. Our children and the elderly are especially affected. Santa Fe

 

has a large population of elderly and retired people.

 

 

 

It appears the US Forest Service does not consider smoke from the prescribed burns to be a
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public health hazard. It is time to wake up to this fact. This smoke is literally life threatening for

 

many people.

 

 

 

Please take into consideration all the impacts of this Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project.

 

Please consider the health of the people and animals. Please extend the deadline for public

 

comments. Please provide an Environmental Impact Statement.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 1:49:54 PM

First name: Joan

Last name: Halifax

Organization:

Title:

Comments: concerned

 

to whom it may concern,

 

 

the &quot;fire abatement project&quot; being proposed in the sf watershed is very concerning. i feel further

evaluation needs to be done.

 

 

 

Rev. Joan Jiko Halifax

 

Abbot, Upaya Zen Center

Santa Fe, NM

www.upaya.org
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: James

Last name: Eagle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Please accept the attached pdf document containing comments regarding the subject project.

 

Thank you.

 

James Eagle

 

 

Santa Fe, NM 87505

 

To: Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

Subj: Comments on SF Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

I[rsquo]m writing to express some ideas, suggestions, and concerns regarding the subject project.

 

1. The Forest.  As you know, the Santa Fe National Forest extends over a great many different environmental

regions.  Where I live, near Ca[ntilde]ada de los Alamos, has been referred to as a [ldquo]marginal zone[rdquo]

of the Forest.   At 7800 ft, we are very near the southern edge of the Ponderosa forest.  Due to the past 10-15

years of drought and high summer temperatures, this southern big-tree forest edge has been slowly moving

north, following the rain and cooler temperatures.  The understory and most ground animals have already largely

disappeared.  In essence, our part of the forest is thinning itself, and doesn[rsquo]t require much, if any,

assistance to accelerate this process.  I[rsquo]d rather see attempts to nurture the remaining trees, slow the

Forest[rsquo]s northward migration, and to restore the soil, understory, and wildlife habitat.  On our own property,

which abuts the Forest, we have completed several permaculture projects to slow water flow and soil erosion

during monsoon rains. Essentially, we are attempting to keep the soil and water as high up-slope as possible.

I[rsquo]d like to see the Forest Service adopt similar goals for those parts of the Forest particularly susceptible to

erosion.  These actions will not necessarily stop high-temperature and drought-related changes to the Forest, but

there is no reason for us to willfully accelerate these adverse effects by over-thinning.  Another positive step

would be to reintroduce beaver into Apache Canyon.  Recently, I[rsquo]ve hiked into this canyon with my wife

and neighbor Dyan Oldenburg to see where beaver have partially dammed the creek and created a beautiful

wetland meadow environment (35.62633 lat., -105.83827 long.  See map.).  This is an example of delicate part of

our Forest which needs restoration and protection, not thinning.

 

2. Fire.  I am greatly appreciative to the USFS for their fire fighting work.  These are brave men and women, and

they deserve our sincere gratitude.  But I would not advocate thinning the entire Forest to protect those private

properties (like mine) near to Forest boundaries.  In our neighborhood, many have taken steps to firesafe our

homes.  These efforts include having metal roofs, creating  defensible areas, completing multiple inspections (by

individual home insurers and U.S. Forest Service representatives), and installing a 30,000 gallon fire suppression

tank for neighborhood use.  Those of us who choose to live near the Forest should, in my opinion, accept the

major responsibility for making our properties as fire-resilient as possible.  USDA/USFS efforts like the  Wood

Innovations Grant program are a great idea, and should be continued.

 

3. Emergency Egress.  The USFS could also consider improving emergency fire egress routes.  Included below

is a map showing one suggestion near our home.  It is a route from Forest Road 79 (35.61894 lat., -105.86119

long.) to La Barberia Rd.  It is currently a hiking trail and crosses private property, but might be suitable for

(b) (6)
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widening to accept AWD vehicles.  If Ca[ntilde]ada Village Rd. is blocked, this route could potentially provide an

emergency exit for my community to Old Santa Fe Trail.

 

4. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Finally, I'd like to encourage the Forest Service to conduct a full EIS.

This project is just too large in scale, home to too many recreational activities, sensitive habitats, and surrounded

by a property owners (like myself) who bought homes here because of access to a vast and beautiful forest.  My

wife and I take daily hikes into the Forest, and recently we[rsquo]ve been wondering how the current vistas will

appear post-thinning.  To help answer that question, we hiked Black Canyon Trail to the Santa Fe Municipal

Watershed, and were disheartened by the degree of thinning already accomplished there.  Is that what we should

expect along Forest Road 79 and Apache Canyon?  Not having been provided specific information about the

thinning planned near our home, it[rsquo]s all too easy to assume a worst case; i.e., 90%.  That would be

devastating to us personally, but also to the remaining animal habitat and carbon sequestering capability of our

landscape.  I doubt we would have purchased property here 5 years ago, if thinning to that degree had been

completed or even seriously contemplated.  It might be the case that the Forest Service has not shared a

location-specific thinning plan because that plan has yet to be developed.  If so, an EIS would allow a more

complete specification of how much thinning is planned, of what type, and in what location.  Without such

specifics, how can those of us living every day with the Forest assess the necessity and wisdom of this project?

 

James Eagle
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 5:41:58 PM

First name: Judith

Last name: Stevens

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project" in the subject line.

 

To whom it may concern

 

I have these comments:

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments.

 

Thank you,

Judith Stevens

Santa Fe, New Mexico

87507

 

 

            

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 8:10:26 PM

First name: George

Last name: Wright

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Forest Service -

 

Regarding the Santa Fe fountains Landscape Resiliency Project - I would like to request that a comprehensive

Environmental Impact Statement be prepared before any work begins.

 

 

Thanks for all your hard work and devotion to the forests,

 

Best wishes,

George Wright

Santa Fe, NM 87507

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 9:37:27 PM

First name: Jane

Last name: Shoenfeld

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I would like to see a FULL Environmental Impact Statement and a full assessment and analysis done based on

specific locations and treatments.s

 

 

Please respond to :

 

Jane Shoenfeld

PO Box 5912, Santa Fe, NM 87502

 

 

 

Thank you.

 

 

Jane Shoenfeld

 

https://vimeo.com/300197027 

 

The Centre Cannot Hold: Yeat's &quot;The Second Coming in Paint and Pastel&quot;  This series of pastel

abstractions and small acrylic paintings  are in response to W.B. Yeats' prophetic poem, &quot;The Second

Coming.&quot; This presentation includes a live video and images of individual paintings with voice-overs of lines

from the poem.  These semi or totally abstract pieces move within the mind, into the receptive unconscious, the

collective, and the imagination.

https://vimeo.com/152208063       Abstracts of Nature   Shoenfeld's love of nature underlies all of her painting.

This video includes her large studio abstractions, vivid plein air pastels, and a new series of paintings in response

to poetry about global climate change and species demise,  The film beautifully weaves short recordings of

poetry, shots of the artist in her Santa Fe Studio, and superimposed images of the actual landscape.

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Julia

Last name: Henriques

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Please see attached comments on the above project.

 

Julia Henriques ?  (M) ? j

 

Attached Comment:

 

"July 8, 2019

 

James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Re: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr Melonas,

 

As a US taxpayer and long time (30+ years) visitor to Santa Fe and other parts of my favorite

state, New Mexico, I[rsquo]m deeply concerned about the above project.

 

COMMENT PERIOD: Given the enormous size of this project, the public comment period is far too

short. And the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that there will be no

Environmental Impact Statement regarding its e?ects on our beloved forest is distressing. As a

comparison, it took longer [ndash] and with more public input [ndash] to approve the small Railyard Project,

compared to the 50,000 acres in this project. Why there is such a rush to push this permanent

cutting and burning of our forests?  I'm requesting that you please extend the comment period to 90

days to allow a more democratic process.

 

MITIGATING WILDFIRE DAMAGE. The Forest Service argues that the entire forest needs to be thinned

and burned. However, the research of Dr Chad Hansen and Dr Jack Cohen shows that the most e?ective

mitigation of damaged property in the event of wild?re is to directly treat around homes and

structures. This current science must be considered carefully to avoid making tragic and

irreversible decisions.

 

SCIENTIFIC OPINIONS. Please allow scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dominick Della

Salla PhD, to provide their opinions during this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat

and plants in the Santa Fe area [ndash] and throughout the world [ndash] before settling on the ?nal draft of

this plan.

 

PROTECT AGAINST CLIMATE CHANGE. The last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants.

They provide Santa Fe's only bu?er against the climate crisis. We need every tree and every plant

to help bring moisture and rain; to keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise; and to reduce

winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

(b) (6) (b) (6)
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HARMFUL CHEMICALS. I also ask that you consider the health of the wildlife and the public before

using aerial ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel. Please

consider how these harmful chemicals a?ect not just health and well-being [ndash] but also impact the

economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country. Many

citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current ?res and the health e?ects.  Unfortunately, the

equally-impacted wildlife has no voice in this discussion.

 

ROAD ACCESS. I'm also concerned about opening roads (whether lightly loaded or inventoried roadless

areas), which increases our wilderness to further exploitation by industry. This can degrade

wildlife habitat, spread invasive species

 

[ndash]   and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Instead of improving access, many roads

in the forest should be completely obliterated.

 

Thank you for considering my requests.

 

Sincerely,

 

Julia Henriques"
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Dominick

Last name: DellaSala

Organization:

Title:

Comments: July 8, 2019

Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator 

Espa[ntilde]ola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger Districts 

Santa Fe National Forest 

Santa Fe County and San Miguel County, New Mexico

Submitted via: Hannah.Bergemann@usda.gov

Submitted by: Dominick A. DellaSala, Ph. D, Conservation Scientist

 

Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Comments

Please accept these detailed scoping comments for the public record regarding the Santa Fe Landscape

Mountains Resilience Project (SFLMRP). I am a conservation scientist with over 30 years-experience in forest

ecosystems, including fire-dependent forests (DellaSala and Hanson 2015 [1

https://www.elsevier.com/books/the-ecological-importance-of-mixed-severity-fires/dellasala/978-0-12-802749-3]).

My relevant expertise includes developing conservation science approaches to accommodate wildfires for

ecosystem benefits while reducing fire risks to communities. I have published extensively on how logging has

increased fire severity in western forests (Bradley et al. 2016, pdf provided), limitations of forest thinning in a

changing climate (2 https://www.forestlegacies.org/programs/fire-ecology/1410-everything-you-wanted-to-know-

about-wildland-fires-in-forests-but-were-afraid-to-ask), livestock grazing impacts to fire regimes (Beschta et al.

2012), increases in fire ignitions associated with road access (Ibisch et al. 2017), and climate change effects on

altered fire regimes (DellaSala and Hanson 2015; also see Abatzoglou and Williams 2017) among other relevant

works. 

In general, the SFLMRP will not achieve its stated intent to protect communities from wildfire, is based on faulty

fire reconstruction sampling resulting in over-reliance on inappropriate levels of thinning and road improvements,

will harm important wildlife habitat and water quality, and may elevate fire risks from increased road access. For

these reasons, I am requesting that the Santa Fe National Forest publish a full environmental impact statement

pursuant to NEPA.  

My detailed comments and supporting pdfs follow this signature page.

 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR DEFICIENCIES IN PROJECT SCOPING & EIS REQUEST While I generally support the

SFLMRP need to improve watershed conditions and wildlife habitat, I am greatly concerned that aggressive

thinning and road improvements will not protect communities. A tendency to rely on fire-scars to reconstruct

historic fire regimes as baseline conditions underlines excessive use of thinning that will remove an undisclosed

quantity of mid-size trees which, in fact, may degrade mature and old-growth characteristics that the Santa Fe

National Forest plan (1987) purports to maintain. Over-reliance on fire scar sampling is apparent in project

scoping which, in part, tiers to GTR-310 (Restoring Composition and Structure in Southwest Frequent Fire

Forests). Notably, the GTR-310 does not even align with the geographic scope of the project area, as the

SFLMRP is within the Colorado Rockies Forest Ecoregion yet GTR-310 is predominately within the Arizona

Mountain Forest Ecoregion, which has a different climate, soil types, historical conditions, and fire regime.

Extrapolating from one region to another is clearly inappropriate (Moritz et al. 2018) and thus GTR-310 cannot be

relied on for project-specific descriptions or actions. 

Importantly, the SFLMRP is in an area of high conservation importance to the Santa Fe watershed and the

surrounding communities, including:

 

? Presence of large inventoried roadless and low density roaded areas.

? Undisturbed forests and wildlife habitat that have not been logged or roaded in many decades.

? Nesting territories and critical habitat for the threatened Mexican Spotted Owl (MSO).
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? Intact (unroaded, low road densities) habitat for many large carnivores.

 

The SFLMRP proposes to improve 94 miles of roads and this may harm water quality, introduce undesirable non-

native plants that can alter fire regimes, fragment wildlife habitat and increase unintentional human-caused

wildfire ignitions (associated with greater access along roads). This cascade of ecological impacts is clearly

significant and thus issuing a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is ill-advised. The Forest Service scoping

document provides insufficient information for the public to properly assess the numerous impacts to cultural and

ecological resources or to assess the efficacy of fuel treatments as claimed. In particular, the delineation, extent

and impacts to inventoried roadless areas in the SFLMRP are not even disclosed. Given the expansive

ecological footprint of the project (e.g., thousands of acres cleared and 94 miles of road improvements), and the

lack of sufficient project details provided in scoping, the Forest Service must prepare a full environmental impact

statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A range of alternatives is required to

minimize direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from significant project actions. The SFLMRP also presents

highly controversial and highly uncertain effects involving unique and unknown risks that need sufficient analysis

pursuant to an EIS and not an EA (Environmental Assessment).

 

The EIS should evaluate the following project-related issues:

 

1. Prioritize community wildfire safety and fire-risk reduction, including home-hardening, defensible space,

additional road closures/decommissioning to reduce ignitions, and identification/maintenance of community

evacuation routes: The most prudent means of community fire protection is to work from the home-out rather

than the wildlands-in (emphasis added) according to retired Forest Service researcher Jack Cohen (2000; also

see Youtube interviews [3 National Fire Protection Association presentations by Jack Cohen -

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vL_syp1ZScM;https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RqKFDDBGd5o]) and

related home fire-risk reduction work (Syphard et al. 2013, 2014). Defensible space is not even mentioned in

scoping despite claims of making Santa Fe and surrounding communities more resilient and adapted to fire (p.

2). Community and fire-fighter safety actions should be directed at home protection and anthropogenic fire-

ignitions along highways and high-use roads (especially ingress/egress). Importantly, recent research

demonstrates that there is a very low (<1%) probability of thinned areas encountering a fire when fuels are lowest

(see below). Therefore, it is imperative that the Forest Service strategically direct limited resources at protecting

homes rather than thinning in the backcountry which does nothing for home protection.

 

2. Reduce human-caused wildfire ignitions (see Balch et al. 2017) associated with road access: 94 miles of road

improvements are proposed with only 1.5 miles of seasonal road closures and 20 miles of road decommissioning

(p. 15, Table 7). The Forest Service needs to conduct a project-specific transportation plan to determine the

probability of human-caused fire ignitions in relation to road densities, road improvements, and increased human

access along improved roads. This plan should address a broad scope of road-related impacts and choose an

alternative based on minimal road access (see below).

 

3. Protect high value conservation areas from logging/thinning/road improvements: The SFLMRP needs to fully

disclose impacts of road improvements and thinning on low-density (<1 mi/sq mile) and inventoried roadless

areas (see below) and make clear how late-successional forests within the project area will be protected from

logging or restored. In particular, total acreage and distribution of late-successional forests in relation to reference

landscapes/conditions need full disclosure. According to the SFLMRP, late-seral forests will be maintained at the

minimum 20% level, based on arbitrary old growth standards in the Forest Plan (p. 8). The Plan, however,

provides no historical or reference condition on whether the minimum 20% is sufficient to sustain this unique

habitat nor discloses the cumulative effects of multiple project stressors (e.g., grazing, roads, livestock, past-

current logging) on late-seral maintenance and restoration. If the project area is truly predominately a low-

severity fire regime, then historically late-successional forests would theoretically have been much more

widespread than 20%. Additionally, project scoping states "there is a need to improve riparian vegetation where

conditions are departed and conifers are encroaching" (p. 10). Little information is provided - other than fencing
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may be used - on how livestock impact riparian conditions. Despite the emphasis on water quality (p. 10), there is

no disclosure of the cumulative impacts of livestock nor sediment delivery from roads on this unique habitat type.

There is an extensive literature that must be considered on livestock impacts to ecosystems in a changing

climate (reviewed in Beschta et al. 2012). At a minimum, this includes livestock impacts to stream channel

morphology, stream flow, bank erosion, and soil compaction in association with climate change impacts. 

 

4. Greatly limit thinning of mid-size tree cohorts: The scoping document notes "thinning would primarily

(emphasis added) target small diameter trees and medium diameter trees (up to 12 inches dbh) and no trees

above 24 inches dbh would be cut"(p. 12). The Forest Service needs to fully disclose how much tree removal will

occur in the mid-size class rather than relying on "what we find on the ground" (emphasis added) (p. 11).

Disclosure should include tree diameter distributions from stand inventories in reference sites (see GTR-310 Fig.

10 as an example of diameter distribution plots) and how thinning may affect mid-size class (12-24 inch dbh) in

relation to reference conditions and recruitment of large-trees over time. As it stands, it is impossible for the

public to assess project impacts when ambiguous statements are used such as "primarily" and "what we find on

the ground. This is particularly important as, depending on site conditions, mid-size trees may already possess

mature/old-growth characteristics in the project area. For instance, "The Minimum Criteria for the Structural

Attributes Used to Determine Old-Growth" in the Santa Fe Forest Management Plan of 1987 includes the same

mid-tree size category that would qualify as old growth under the standards definition.  Therefore, logging trees

up to 24 in dbh (12-24 in) is inconsistent with the Forest Plan that strives ". . . to create or sustain as much old

growth compositional, structural, and functional flow as possible over time at multiple-area scales" (emphasis

added).

 

5. Discuss limitations and uncertainties of fire-scar sampling, importance of fire-free periods to shrub and tree

recruitment, and include more robust fire

occurrence/severity estimators that account for variability in fire-free and frequent-fire intervals: The SFLMRP

primarily relies on fire-scar sampling to determine the dominant fire regime present yet provides no discussion of

uncertainties and limitations in sampling approaches (i.e., confidence levels). Notably, paleo-ecology studies

conducted over longer timelines (millennia) than fire scar sampling show high variability in fire regimes related

primarily to regional and local microclimatic factors (slope, aspect, elevation) over time (Meyer 2010). Large fires

historically included portions of high severity patches during alternating cycles of wet followed by droughts

(Margolis et al. 2011). This is particularly important as extreme fire-weather (top-down driver) is known to over-

ride bottom up influences (fuels) on fire behavior in the Rockies (Bessie and Johnson 1995, Schoennagel et al.

2004) and elsewhere (Abatzoglou and Williams 2017). The effect of global heating and increased likelihood of

regional droughts may (Margolis et al. 2011) or may not (i.e., sufficient biomass is consumed initially leading to

lower severities later; Parks et al. 2016, Margolis et al. 2017) increase fire severity. This uncertainty is most

significant and must be analyzed in an EIS to determine the need for and limitations of extensive fuels treatments

based predominately on limited assumptions regarding frequent-fire regimes that may become increasingly

equivocal in a rapidly changing climate. Additionally, variability in fire return (point/plot scale) and fire rotation

(landscape scale) intervals accounts for longer fire-free periods that allow for shrub and small tree recruitment,

including both dense and open forest conditions (see below). Thus, the SFLMRP needs to clearly define what it

means by a low-severity fire regime with respect to this variability and in relation to tree canopy mortality, shrub

and small tree densities. Notably, even low severity systems have occasional fire-flare ups that kill dominant

overstory trees and that allow for sufficient shrub and small tree recruitment (see Baker 2017).

 

6. Remove thinning treatments in pinyon-juniper (4,000 ac) and spruce-fir (3,000 ac) as they are not ecologically

appropriate: There is no ecological justification for thinning treatments in these forest types and doing so may

result in ecosystem type shifts and novel conditions. The SFLMRP inappropriately targets them without providing

vegetation-specific fuel loads, fire regimes, and stand density diameter distributions characteristic of reference

conditions. Fuel loads are only disclosed for ponderosa pine and mixed conifer (p. 9). There is no citation or link

back to reference conditions for fuel targets in pinyon-juniper and spruce-fir (extrapolating conditions from one

forest type to another is clearly inappropriate if that is what is going on here). Notably, upper elevation spruce-fir
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stands and lower elevation pinyon-juniper stands are on longer (than dry

pine/mixed conifer) and more varied (with high severity predominant) fire return intervals (35-100 years and

>300-400 years in places depending on elevation, slope, and other site conditions) allowing for recruitment of

older forest conditions and fuels overtime (Huffman et al. 2008, Romme et al. 2008, Margolis et al. 2011). In

particular, Romme et al. (2008) notes that "Recent large, severe (stand-replacing) fires in persistent pi[ntilde]on-

juniper woodlands are normal kinds of fires, for the most part, because similar fires occurred historically.

However, the frequency and size of severe fires appears to have increased throughout much of the West since

the mid-1980s, in pi[ntilde]on-juniper and also in other vegetation types. The causes of this recent increase in

large pi[ntilde]on-juniper fires are uncertain, and it is unclear whether the very large sizes of some recent fires are

exceptional or represent infrequent but nevertheless natural events." They further note

"the fuel structure in wooded shrublands typically is not conducive to a spreading, low-severity fire that would

consume fine fuels without killing the dominant trees or shrubs, because the fine fuels are usually discontinuous."

 

7. Reduce livestock grazing impacts in riparian areas and high value conservation areas: Project scoping

repeatedly mentions the contribution of livestock grazing to altered fire regimes and poorly functioning riparian

areas yet provides no information on livestock AUMs and whether they will be removed or curtailed other than

"fencing may be installed to protect restored areas" (p. 11). There must be full disclosure of AUMs in  relation to

riparian and water quality conditions, including cumulative effects of livestock grazing, invasive species

(particularly flammable vegetation like cheat grass) and climate change (Beschta et al. 2012).

 

8. Disclose and avoid impacts to imperiled species like the Mexican Spotted Owl

(MSO): The SFLMRP provides no detail on whether thinning and road improvements will be conducted within

MSO PACs or critical habitat. There is no discussion of importance of mixed-severity wildfires in maintaining

foraging habitat for spotted owls (Lee 2018, pdf enclosed). Instead, the SFLMRP (p. 9) incorrectly assumes,

without site-specific data on owl occupancy, that "the current risk for large, high-severity fire also poses a

substantial threat to MSO habitats across the Project Area." However, Lee (2018) conducted a meta-analysis of

fire effects on all three owl subspecies concluding that mixed-severity fire, including patches of large severity,

was not the main cause of owl nest abandonment; pre- and post-fire logging was the predominant factor. Also,

full disclosure of incidental take under the Endangered Species Act is required.

 

9. Reduce emissions from logging and roads: A stated intent of the SFLMRP is to provide for resilience to climate

change yet there is no analysis of project-related emissions from tree clearing and road improvements. Notably,

emissions from wildfires are typically much lower than landscape-level logging projects aimed at reducing

wildfires (e.g., see Mitchell et al. 2009, Campbell et al. 2016, Law et al. 2018 as examples of appropriate

methodologies). Actions that minimize emissions should be compared in CO2 equivalents, including the social

cost of carbon (4 See https://19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/climatechange/social-cost-carbon_.html). Project

alternatives should then be selected with the lowest emissions.

 

10. Provide a cost-benefits analysis of managing wildfires for ecosystem benefits by working with fire under safe

conditions: The SFLMRP must disclose project-related costs of thinning, prescribed fire, and road improvements

in comparison to managing fire for ecosystem benefits as a viable alternative under safe conditions (e.g., refer to

the Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy for wildfire ecosystem benefits (5 See

https://www.forestsandrangelands.gov/strategy/) and 2012 forest planning rule regarding ecosystem integrity,

vegetation diversity, and wildfire maintenance). Thus, it must be disclosed under what conditions will wildfires be

managed for ecosystem benefits vs. suppressed so that when fires do eventually occur appropriate actions are

taken based on pre-fire response planning.

 

UNCERTAINTIES OF FIRE SCAR METHODOLOGY AND NEED FOR MULTIPLE LINES OF EVIDENCE

While local sampling is important for estimating fire return intervals at the stand level, there are significant

uncertainties with extrapolating fire scar point data over large landscapes to reconstruct historic fire regimes as

comparisons to contemporary conditions (Baker 2017). They include sample-site selection bias, lack of tree scars
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in fire-killed trees (thereby grossly underestimating high severity occurrence), and the fundamental uncertainties

of site-specific data to draw landscape-level conclusions (Baker 2017). The hypothetical figure below illustrates

the inherent sampling bias of grouping individual fire scar data to construct composite fire interval (mean CFI).

 

 

 

In sum, the variability in CFI estimates is masked whenever the scope of inference is inappropriately extrapolated

over large areas and measures of central tendency (rather than the range) are used. This results in a bias toward

very short fire return intervals and overly aggressive management to open stand conditions. The best estimator

of fire intervals at landscape scales is fire rotation (Baker 2017).

Baker (2017) notes that fire rotations at the landscape scale can be derived from:

 

1. Areas burned in recent fires from agency fire records or records from remotely sensed data.

2. Historical areas burned reconstructed from scarred trees or plot locations.

3. Historical areas burned reconstructed using a ratio method and scarred-tree or plot records, or comparable

data in a table or graph.

 

The Forest Service must provide information on the fire rotations using methodologies in Baker (2017) and the

paleo-ecology literature that can be used to reduce sampling bias associated with fire scar extrapolations. For

instance, Baker (2017) goes through each source of bias in tree-ring reconstructions and shows that using

corrected estimators actually yields longer fire rotation periods for dry pine/mixed conifer areas. Note that Figure

3 and Figure 4 in Baker (2017) show the diversity of fire rotations (longer intervals) in the Santa Fe area and the

S2 Table has individual estimates for New Mexico. The sampling bias in fire-scar data must be disclosed as the

entire project is based mainly on fire-scar interpolation from plots to landscapes thereby compounding errors. 

To correct for sampling bias, the Forest Service must account for variability in fire-free intervals using more

robust methodologies, disclose whether there are historic accounts of fires in the project area beyond just fire-

scars, and include paleo-ecology studies from nearby sites to illustrate variability in fire regimes over longer time

intervals. Significant discrepancies and debate among researchers about fire scar sampling must be disclosed

(e.g., see Odion et al. 2016 response to Stephens et al. 2016 and Moritz et al. 2018). 

A key fire-history study for the nearby Santa Fe watershed is Margolis and Balmat (2009). These researchers

indicate that the historical low-severity fire rotation in the Santa Fe watershed for dry pine forests was estimated

at 39.80 years. They define frequent fire as < 25 years. Using their definition means that the Santa Fe watershed

would not qualify as a frequent-fire regime, as this is a sufficient mean number of years between surface fires to

allow understory fuels including shrubs and small trees to accumulate levels that would certainly enable the

occurrence of some mixed and high-severity fires overtime. Moreover, this longer period corresponds with the

paleo-record from charcoal sediments showing that when wet periods are followed by successive droughts, large

fires, including patches of high severity, do indeed occur (Meyer 2010).

It is important to accommodate this variability in fire return intervals as heterogeneity in the ensuing burn severity

patches at the landscape scale results in high levels of biodiversity (i.e., pyrodiversity of fire severity patches

begets biodiversity, DellaSala and Hanson 2015). Notably, even slight differences in fire-return intervals are

consequential. Baker (2017) reports that understory fuels in dry forests recover after fires in 7-25 years. If mean

fire-return intervals were <25 years, understory fuels would be limited. However, if the interval was >25 years, as

reported by Margolis and Balmart (2009), then shrubs and small trees would recover across the landscape and

excessive thinning to shift forest to more open-canopy forests with minimal shrub cover would be inappropriate at

large spatial scales. 

The role of shrubs and understory vegetation is also a key ecosystem component in dry forests allowing for

nutrient cycling and below-ground processes, water absorption and retention, provision of wildlife habitat,

pollination and other ecosystem services. Spatial heterogeneity in fire-return intervals at landscape scales is a

key indicator of resilience as it allows for both fire refugia (longer return intervals) and fire-mediated biodiversity

(short return intervals). It is essential to manage for this variability to accommodate wildlife that require low,

moderate and high fire severity classes. In other words, when it comes to fire, nature is complex while
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management tends for uniformity typically at the expense of fire-mediated biodiversity.

 

The following Baker (2017) observations about fire interval estimators need to be addressed in the SFLMRP:

 

"Dry-forest landscapes until recently were thought to have historically been primarily old growth forests, with a

history of frequent low-severity fire, across their extent (e.g. [72 ]), but this has been refuted by GLO

reconstructions and early aerial photographs (Table 6 ), paleoecological evidence [24 ], and early forest-reserve

reports and other evidence [63 , 73 ]. Even in Arizona, which had abundant old forests with frequent fire (Fig 3 ),

denser forests and high severity fire were extensive at certain times and in certain places, as on Black Mesa and

parts of the Mogollon Plateau [60 , 73 ]. It is sensible to restore low-severity fire to its former dominance in the

parts of dry-forest landscapes with a history of primarily low-severity fire, historically averaging about 34% of

western dry-forest landscapes (Table 6 ). Estimated mean PMFI/FRs [population mean fire interval/fire rotation]

here provide a guide for restoration and management of low-severity fire in extant old-forest parts of landscapes.

For most dry-forests today, which are not old, using frequent fire (PMFI/FR <  25 years) in restoration is not

supported, and fuels do not need to be substantially reduced, because historical PMFI/FRs naturally allowed

historical shrubs and small trees to fully recover after fires. Restoration of low-severity fire is still needed. The

most appropriate approach, given likely long but uncertain mean rates of historical low-severity fire, is for most

dry forests today to receive at most one prescribed fire, followed by managed fire for resource benefit, with the

goal of mimicking mean historical PMFI/FRs and variability in fire (fire-size distributions, unburned area) as

forests reach old age."

 

Thus, based on Baker (2017) and the problems noted in estimating fire return intervals, the SFLMRP needs to

greatly scale back thinning and road improvements except where thinning of small trees (<12 in dbh) is needed

to introduce fire nearest homes. 

ROAD IMPACTS AND ROADLESS AREA IMPORTANCE

Roads - Given the extensive and cumulative impacts of roads on ecosystem processes, wildlife, water quality,

and fire ignitions (see below), a minimum road density analysis needs to be conducted to assure the public that

there are no redundant roads and that more roads can and should be decommissioned and obliterated rather

than improving 94 miles of roads. The SFLMRP needs to provide a transportation plan analysis to fully assess

road-related fire ignitions associated with improved access and to come up with an alternative that reduces them.

 

Simply improving culverts and surfacing primitive dirt roads with poor drainage also may not be enough to

improve water quality. Notably, the SFLMRP provides no information on Clean Water Act 303d water-quality

limited streams and how project-related impacts will be minimized to comply with state and federal water quality

standards (6 Particularly in relation to EPA standards are

https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyNET.exe/00001O9W.TXT?ZyActionD=ZyDocument&Client=EPA&Index=1986+Thru

+1990&Docs=&Query=&Time=&EndTime=&SearchMethod=1&TocRestrict=n&Toc=&TocEntry=&QField=&Q

FieldYear=&QFieldMonth=&QFieldDay=&IntQFieldOp=0&ExtQFieldOp=0&XmlQuery=&File=D%3A%5Czyfil

es%5CIndex%20Data%5C86thru90%5CTxt5C00000001%5C00001O9W.txt&User=ANONYMOUS&Password=

anonymous&SortMethod=h%7C-

&MaximumDocuments=1&FuzzyDegree=0&ImageQuality=r75g8/r75g8/x150y150g16/i425&Display=hpfr&DefSe

ekPage=x&SearchBack=ZyActionL&Back=ZyActionS&BackDesc=Results%20page&MaximumPages=1&ZyEntr

y=1&SeekPage=x&ZyPURL) . Water quality must be assessed in relation to road improvements, greater road

access, thinning impacts, and road-stream intersections. 

 

In sum, the project needs to fully disclose road-related impacts as follows:

 

? Roads and thinning contributions to soil erosion and sediment inputs affecting water-quality even when roads

are improved.

? Probability of human-caused wildfire ignitions associated with improved road access (see Balch et al. 2017 for

human-caused ignitions, pdf enclosed).
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? Fragmentation and degradation of wildlife habitat at road densities > 1 mi/sq mi, particularly impacts to large

carnivores and aquatics.

? Spread of invasive species and their effects on fire regimes.

? Likelihood of mass-wasting events on steep erosive slopes along the road prism.

 

Ibisch et al. (2017) provide a global synthesis of road-related impacts including: wildlife mortality (vehicle

collisions); poaching pressure; sediment increases (runoff); chemical contamination; carbon emissions; spread of

invasives; fire ignitions; and habitat fragmentation among others. These impacts can extend out to 1 km on either

side of the road prism. Thus, the enclosed road impacts need to be fully addressed and properly mitigated to

assess planned extensive road upgrades and access. 

Roadless Areas - The ecological importance of roadless and lightly roaded areas, and their relatively lower

priority in fuels reduction projects compared to heavily roaded areas, is well-documented in the literature

(DellaSala and Frost 2000, Strittholt and DellaSala 2001, Loucks et al. 2003, Crist et al. 2005, Selva et al. 2011,

Ibisch et al. 2017) and emphasized in landmark Forest Service policies such as the Roadless Conservation Rule

(7https://www.fs.usda.gov/roadmain/roadless/2001roadlessrule) and Interior Columbia River Basin strategy

(8https://www.fs.fed.us/r6/icbemp/html/ICBEMP_Frameworkmemorandum-and-strategy_2014.pdf ).  At a

minimum, the SFLMRP needs to disclose any treatments proposed in inventoried roadless areas and low density

roaded areas (<1 mi/sq mi) and must avoid thinning in these areas because of their high conservation value,

particularly as relatively unfragmented blocks of wildlife habitat. Roadless areas and low-density roaded areas

are of considerable importance to ecosystem integrity (as defined by the 2012 planning rule) as they are often at

the headwaters of watersheds essential in maintaining water quality and terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem

integrity (DellaSala and Olson 2011). Roadless areas also tend to be of much lower priority for fuels reduction

given their fire regimes are less altered by suppression and they lack the ignition problems associated with

roaded areas (e.g., Roadless Conservation Rule, Columbia River Basin strategy, DellaSala and Frost 2001). 

 

THINNING HAS LIMITED EFFECT ON FIRE BEHAVIOR IN A CHANGING CLIMATE AND SLASH PILE

BURNING CAN CAUSE EXTENSIVE SOIL DAMAGE  The figure below summarizes uncertainties of relying on

thinning to reduce fire intensity given that the period of when fuels are lowest is generally short lived and fires

rarely encounter thinned sites when fuels are lowest (Schoennagel et al. 2017). The extremely low probability of

fire and thinned site co-occurrence greatly reduces the project's assumptions about lowering fire intensity. Simply

increasing the area thinned does not change these odds appreciably given one cannot accurately predict when

and where a fire will occur and many areas are inaccessible (Schoennagel et al. 2017). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Moreover, the SFLMRP needs to disclose the difference between prescribed fire that is applied at the stand level

(where impacts to soils can be dispersed and limited) vs. pile burning to consume slash that can cause localized

extreme soil damage (excessive soil heating) facilitating the spread of invasive plants and delayed forest

succession (especially if livestock grazing also occurs, Besctha et. al 2012). 

Excessive opening of the tree canopy can also lead to an increase in shrub growth (even after prescribed fire),

higher wind penetrance, and rapid fire spread, particularly if thinning is conducted on steep slopes and in remote

areas with limited access. In a warming climate where more extreme fire weather is likely (Abatzoglou and

Williams 2017), thinning is even less likely to alter fire behavior (Abatzoglou and Williams 2017, Schoennagel et

al. 2017).

AVOIDING BIASED APPROACHES, AREAS OF AGREEMENT & DISAGREEMENT Bias: The SFLMRP needs

to avoid disputed approaches and biased perspectives on fire as generally noted by Iftekhar and Pannell (2015)

and Moritz et al. 2018 (below). The following biased perspectives are inherent in the SFLMRP scoping

documents:
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? Action bias - tendency to take actions even when it is better to delay action (in this case the impacts of

aggressive clearing and roads may be more significant than effects of fire on ecosystems given uncertainties of

treatment effectiveness as noted).

? Framing effect - tendency to respond differently to alternatively worded but objectively equivalent descriptions

of the same item (use of catastrophic fire terminology that fails to account for ecosystem benefits of mixed-

severity fires, including periodic flare-ups of high severity patches).

? Reference-point bias - tendency to overemphasize a pre-determined benchmark for a variable when estimating

the level of that variably (i.e., over-reliance on fire scar sampling rather than presenting more robust and multiple

lines of evidence).

? Satisficing rule - tendency to stop searching for a better decision (i.e., a NEPA based range of alternatives)

once a decision that seems sufficiently good is identified.

? Loss aversion - tendency to value losses more highly than similar gains (i.e., managing wildfire of moderate-

high intensity for ecosystem benefits instead of avoiding it by mechanical thinning and fire suppression).

? Limited reliance on systematic learning - tendency to use information from past successful efforts rather than

using information from both successful and failed efforts via extensive and well-funded ecosystem monitoring

(adaptive management and learning is not possible without well-funded monitoring; there is no mention of

monitoring in scoping).

 

The best way to avoid these biases is to use multiple lines of evidence in re-constructing fire regimes, not rely

mainly on fire scars, and conduct well-funded monitoring studies that fully assess project effects on species of

conservation concern and ecological and cultural values. Multiple lines of evidence and monitoring are discussed

in Odion et al. 2016 and Moritz et al. (2018) in the Common Ground Report (see below).

 

Areas of Agreement/Disagreement (Common Ground): I participated as one of the respondents in the so-called

"Common Ground" report and am thoroughly familiar with the report's findings. The SFLMRP should pay

particular attention to the following key findings in relation to areas of agreement, uncertainty, and disagreement

and adjust project actions accordingly. 

 

Areas of Agreement (high certainty):

 

? The role of changing climatic conditions is increasingly important in influencing fires.

? Multiple fire ecology and fire history research can be useful.

? Heterogeneity of fire effects, including patterns of patches created by fires of all severities, is important to forest

resilience to future fires.

? Generalized models of historical fire regimes vary by ecoregion and forest type.

? Even within the same ecoregion and forest type, there is variation in historical fire regimes among differing

environmental gradients.

? Historically, some degree of low-, moderate-, and high-severity fire has occurred in all forest types, but in

substantially different proportions and patch size distributions at different locations.

? Classification of historical fire regimes according to forest types can be coarse; thus, failure to recognize

variation of historical fire regimes within forest types can lead to overgeneralization and oversimplification of

landscape conditions.

? Presence of roads, road density and railways, livestock grazing, invasives, and mining can alter fire regimes.

Even a single one of these influences can have profound effects on vegetation and fire behavior conditions.

When present in combinations, cumulative effects will arise that may push ecosystems past tipping points (Paine

et al. 1999, Lindenmayer et al. 2011).

? Knowledge of historical range of variability (HRV) is useful but does not dictate land management goals. HRV

findings from one area may or may not have relevance elsewhere.

? Recent trends in many western forest regions of more large fires and more area burned are linked to recent

climatic trends of hotter droughts and longer, more severe fire seasons.
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? Respondents who emphasized the longer time scales of charcoal records noted that most areas of

predominantly low-severity fires showed some incidence of moderate- or high-severity fire over longer time

frames.

? It is desirable to use multiple methods to reconstruct historical fire regimes. More can be learned using multiple

approaches and considering data from diverse temporal and spatial scales.

 

* Importance of local context in management of fire-prone landscapes underscores the need to move away from

oversimplified narratives that encourage application of fire research beyond its original scope of inference. Note:

the scope of inference is of particular concern here as over reliance on fire scar sampling for landscape scale

interpolation has inherent biases and uncertainties.

 

Areas of Disagreement (high uncertainty):

 

? Fire regime inferences from historical and modern tree inventory data, simulation models, and other

approaches have levels of uncertainty.

? Whether large, high-severity fires have increased to a significant and measurable degree in all forest types in

comparison to historical fire regimes (i.e., prior to modern fire suppression) remains debatable.

? Fuel treatments are urgently needed across nearly all forests remains debatable.

? Fuel treatments should be focused around communities and plantations; but hazard fuel reduction elsewhere

remains debatable.

? There is high uncertainty about where and when fuel treatments are beneficial.

? Commonly used vegetation classification schemes as a suitable basis for generalizing about fire regimes

remains debatable. Known geographic variation in fire regimes within forest types argues for improved forest and

fire regime classifications.

? Tree-ring evidence sometimes supports conclusions that contrast with those derived from landscape-scale

inventory and monitoring data using different sampling frames creates uncertainty.

? General applicability of "thinning and prescribed burning remedies" to offset human influences is debatable.

? Human impacts on forest successional conditions in moist and cold forests remains debatable.

? Extent to which landscape tipping points have been reached as a result of high-severity fires is debatable.

? Effectiveness of fuel treatments under projected climate futures and associated more extreme fire weather is

uncertain.

? Interpretation of any research evidence and the scope of related inferences is limited by scaling (uncertainty)

and sampling concerns associated with the methods, and these limitations apply to all research methods.

? All methods for reconstructing historical fire regimes are necessarily indirect and have degrees of uncertainty.

They may include, but are not limited to, interpreting evidence of past fires or the extent of fire-dependent

ecosystems from historical documents, land surveys, aerial photographic reconstructions, fire-scar and growth-

release data from tree rings, tree age and death dates from tree-ring data, climatic data linked with past fires,

charcoal and pollen deposits, current characteristics of stands (i.e., structure, species, and stand age

distribution), fire perimeter mapping, historical timber survey data, and use of statistical distributions for modeling

stand-replacing fire.

 

CONCLUSIONS

I am very concerned that the SFLMRP will result in adverse and unnecessary impacts to inventoried roadless

areas and low-road density areas, fragment and degrade important wildlife habitat and water quality, impact

mature forests and riparian areas (along with wildlife and cultural values), and uses methodologies inappropriate

to the sampling scope of inference. There is a heavy reliance on fire-scar sampling without disclosure of biases

and uncertainties, thinning of mid-size trees that already may possess old growth characteristics, including

inappropriate thinning within pinyon-juniper and spruce-fir stands, and road improvements that may increase fire

ignitions and undermine the integrity of the watershed. The effectiveness of proposed treatments is highly

uncertain because of the likelihood that the region's fire regimes will increasingly shift to large and more intense

burns due primarily to climate change (Abatzoglou and Williams 2017) and the extremely low odds that thinned
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sites will encounter a fire when fuels are lowest (Schoennagel et al. 2017). At a minimum, the agency should do

the following:

 

? Provide an EIS that analyzes the ten major issues noted in my comments (p. 1), includes a range of

alternatives focused on community protection (defensible space), and a wildfire management plan that clearly

determines the conditions under which fire is to be suppressed vs. managed for ecosystem benefits.

? Compartmentalize the project area into fire management units to determine when to suppress fire for

community safety vs. working with fire for ecosystem benefits. (9see

https://www.fs.fed.us/rmrs/publications/framework-developing-safe-and-effective-large-fire-response-new-fire-

management;https://www.fs.fed.us/rmrs/publications/spatial-optimization-operationally-relevant-large-fire-confine-

and-point-protection )

? Make strategic (rather than broad-scale) use of thinning by concentrating on a narrow buffer around heavily

used highways and ingress/egress routes for community safety.

? Conduct a minimum road access analysis that decommissions and obliterates more roads to limit impacts to

water quality, wildlife habitat and the likelihood of human-caused fire ignitions.

? Protect areas of high conservation and cultural values by conducting only (not primarily) small tree thinning

(<12 in dbh) and prescribed fire (if ecologically appropriate).

? Avoid thinning within MSO PACs and owl critical habitat, and within pinyon-juniper and spruce-fir stands.

 

Importantly, contrary to what is often claimed, insect and disease outbreaks are not associated with increased

fire intensity. Insect-fire studies, including a meta-analysis of outbreaks and fire intensity in the Rockies and

elsewhere (Romme et al. 2006, Six et al. 2014, Hart et al. 2015, Meigs et al. 2016), have shown that there is no

coupling of fire intensity with outbreaks and, in fact, outbreaks may actually lower fire intensity once the needles

of dead trees fall to the ground (within 1-3 years) as canopy fuels and therefore crown fires become highly

unlikely. Dead trees also do not contribute to fire spread as they do not fall all at once nor result in accumulation

of fine fuels (fine fuel accumulation is associated with logging). Dead trees are keystone elements - i.e., biological

legacies - that provide essential habitat for cavity nesting birds, denning mammals, and numerous other wildlife.

Their role in forest ecosystems needs to be disclosed.

In closing, while wildfire clearly can be devastating to human communities, it is not an ecological catastrophe as

often claimed. Thus, at a minimum, the agency needs to define exactly what it means by "catastrophic wildfire"

as this view does not comport with the literature on large fires that typically result in pyrodiverse landscapes in

dry mixed conifer and dry pine forests. The SFLMRP needs to develop alternatives that focus first and foremost

on community protection where there is strong scientific agreement (see Moritz et al. 2014, Schoennagel et al.

2017, Moritz et al. 2018). 

I close with a plea that the Santa Fe National Forest protect the amazing cultural and ecologically values inherent

to these headwater forests that you have been entrusted to maintain by the public.

PDF enclosures

Bradley et al. 2016; Beschta et al. 2012; Ibisch et al. 2017; Abatzoglou and Williams 2017; Moritz et al. 2018;

Cohen 2000; Syphard et al. 2013, 2014; Balch et al. 2017; Meyer 2010; Bessie and Johnson 1995 (abstract

only); Margolis et al. 2011, 2017; Parks et al 2016; Baker 2017; Huffman et al. 2008; Romme et al. 2008; Lee

2018; Mitchell et al. 2009; Law et al 2018; Odion et al. 2016; Moritz et al. 2014, 2018; Schoennagel et al. 2004,

2017; Margolis and Balmart 2009; Strittholt and DellaSala 2000; DellaSala and Olson 2011; DellaSala and Frost

2000; Iftekhar and Pannell 2015; Paine et al. 1999; Lindenmayer et al. 2011; Hart et al. 2015; Meigs et al. 2016;

Six et al. 2014; Loucks et al. 2003; Selva et al. 2011; Crist et al. 2005
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 3:01:41 PM

First name: Lyra

Last name: Barron-Newby

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I have lived on and off in the area Canada de los Alamos for over 30 years, and I am horrified to hear that the

Forest Service intends to go into that area with its drastic thinning, an area so beloved by so many who live in,

hike in and enjoy the natural untouched beauty of the area. 

?I would absolutely urge a comprehensive Environmental Impact Study be required for such a large project and

one with such significant impacts on so many, to determine the effects on the human environment, on roadless

areas and on the wildlife.  This analysis must be site-specific in order to be meaningful.  I am also concerned

about the effects on the soil, as you are talking of removing huge amounts of organic matter in taking out those

trees that took hundreds of years to grow, and who knows if the land would ever fully recover.  I have read a

great deal about this, and what you are talking about begins a process called "desertification".  I have gone to

other areas that have been treated by FS and have seen with my own eyes the degradation to the area, things

are not growing back, and areas that were once beautiful look devastated.  I also know that FS is not doing the

required monitoring after such projects that are in fact required by your their guidelines.  I know this because they

they admitted it to a group of us.

 

Furthermore I just read a recently released study on climate change, identifying the one most significant thing we

can do to curb climate change to be PLANTING trees, stating we could completely turn things around faster this

way than any other.  So it makes no sense when you look at the big picture, for the FS to be cutting down such

significant numbers of trees, especially at this time.  It is so short sighted, and I believe completely the wrong

approach.  I encourage you to read excerpts from a recent study by Tom Crowther, a professor at the Swiss

university ETH Zürich, that indicates our best path to stem off climate change is planting trees, and an end to

deforestation, attached below.

 

The FS is exacerbating the greatest problem of our time, and at the same time destroying the natural beauty of

our region.  This is public land, and it is required by law that the FS listen to the people, and everyone I know

opposes this project.  At the very least an EIS MUST be required.

 

Respectfully,

Lyra Barron

Resident of the forests around Santa Fe for 37 years
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Patty

Last name: Mann

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

July 8, 2019

 

From:

 

Patricia Mann RN, MSN

 

Santa Fe, New Mexico

 

 

 

To:

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator

 

Joe Norell, Deputy Forest Supervisor

 

Josh Hail, Ecosystems

 

Lance Elmore, Fire and Aviation

 

Julie Anne Overton, Public Affairs Officer

 

c/o Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Melonas, Ms. Bergemann, Mr, Norell, Mr. Hail, Mr. Elmore, Ms. Overton,

 

 

 

As a native New Mexican and resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this

project, the short comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service

employees that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on our beloved forest.
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I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our forests?

 

 

 

Please extend the comment period to 90 days.

 

 

 

Please include an Environmental Impact Statement.  This project will impact all the citizens of the Santa Fe area

as well as the plants, trees, animals and animal and bird habitats in a severe and unhealthy way.

 

 

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our only buffer

against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring

moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests

and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning. Leaving downed trees/ slash on the ground can also draw

bark beetle infestatations. We cannot afford to lose thousands of healthy trees as occurred in the past due to

bark beetles.

 

 

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial ignitions containing

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and

well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the

cleanest cities in the country.

 

 

 

Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health affects (whereas the equally

impacted wildlife cannot). I personally am severely affected as are many people I know by the smoke and the

toxic chemicals that are in the air when prescribed burns are being conducted.  This year, 2019 has been

especially difficult as the USFS has extended prescribed burns and "managed burns" into July. These burns are

becomiing larger and larger and smoke from burns from other US Forest Service areas of New Mexico are

reaching Santa Fe.

 

People with Chemical Sensitivities, Asthma, Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD), Emphysema,

Heart disease and other serious health and respiratory disorders are being made extremely ill from all the smoke.

Our children and the elderly are especially affected. Santa Fe has a large population of elderly and retired

people.

 

It appears the US Forest Service does not consider smoke from the prescribed burns to be a public health

hazard.  It is time to wake up to this fact. This smoke is literally life threatening for many people.

 

 

 

Please take into consideration all the impacts of this Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project.  Please consider the

health of the people and animals. Please extend the deadine for public comments. Please provide an

Environmental Impact Statement.

 

Thank you,
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Patricia Mann
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/8/2019 1:56:56 AM

First name: William

Last name: Parks

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor  Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Mr. Melonas,

I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the short comment period allowed to the public,

and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that there will be no Environmental Impact

Statement regarding its effects on our beloved forest. It took longer, with more public input, to approve the small

Railyard Project, in comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project.

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our forests? Please

extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but, the research of Dr. Chad

Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most effective mitigation of damaged property in the event of wildfire

is to directly treat around homes and structures. This current science must be considered carefully.

I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della Salla,

PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area

and throughout the world before settling on the final draft of this plan.

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our only buffer

against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring

moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests

and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial ignitions containing

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and

well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the

cleanest cities in the country. Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health

affects (whereas the equally impacted wildlife cannot).

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and increasing the

exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive

species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Many roads in the forest should be completely

obliterated, not improved for access.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.  Sincerely, William P.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 9:35:23 AM

First name: Marianne

Last name: Patinelli-Dubay

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I respectfully request that the Santa Fe National Forest prepare a NEPA-compliant Environmental

Impact Statement as part of the proposed Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and extend the

public comment period to 90 days.  This report should address the concerns of individuals as well as those raised

by advocacy groups including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative to the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project, as put forth jointly by the Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife, and WildEarth Guardians.

 

I make this request as an annual visitor to Santa Fe and longtime resident of the Adirondack State Park, NY.

Here in the Adirondacks, similarly important public land management decisions are made through a deliberative

process like the one that has been implemented in the Santa Fe Mountains. Despite the difficulty involved in

reaching consensus among natural resource professionals, advocacy groups and individuals, the advantages of

doing so are well known to those of us who are dedicated to ethical approaches to natural resource

management.

 

Despite the tensions inherent to such a process, the importance of a method that is responsive to public inquiry

and input, that includes comprehensive research and reporting by the decision-making entity cannot be

overstated.  The consequences of implementing a management plan that falls short of these ideals includes an

erosion of trust in State and Federal Agencies that undermines progress towards common ground and the

collaborative ethical stewardship of our public lands. 

 

Thank you for your consideration.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 3:17:53 PM

First name: Michael

Last name: Quinn

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please reconsider the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and allow more time for

research into the value of this project.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 3:21:15 PM

First name: Nicole

Last name: Rassmuson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am reaching out as a concerned citizen of Santa Fe. 

 

After I have learned what US Forest Service is planning on destroying Forty - three thousand acres, I am asking

the US Forest Service to evaluate IN DEPTH the risks and costs of this disastrous plan.

 

I believe that scientist, environmentalist and city officials have a responsibility to review and question these plans

for our forest for their economic, legal, liability, health and safety and obviously environmental impacts on the city

and county of Santa Fe.

 

Thank you for your time, Nicole
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 3:23:08 PM

First name: Nicole

Last name: Rassmuson

Organization: Artisan Minds

Title:

Comments: Hi, I am reaching out as a concerned business owner and community leader of Santa Fe. 

 

After I have learned what US Forest Service is planning on destroying Forty - three thousand acres, I am asking

the US Forest Service to evaluate IN DEPTH the risks and costs of this disastrous plan.

 

I believe that scientist, environmentalist and city officials have a responsibility to review in depth and question

these plans for our forest for their economic, legal, liability, health and safety and obviously environmental

impacts on the city and county of Santa Fe.

 

Thank you for your time,
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 3:58:31 PM

First name: gary

Last name: rouleau

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please stop destroying our forests and air.

 

Burning the forest helps no one and causes more damage to the planet.

 

 

thank you

 

gary rouleau

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 4:35:52 PM

First name: Hannah-Leigh

Last name: Bull

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a NM resident for 21 years, I am opposed to the Project 55088 plan. It is critical to release an

Environmental Impact Statement on Forest Service plans to burn and clear so much of our forest. I am told that

other ways exist to better safeguard all life during a wildfire (see research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack

Cohen showing that the most e?ective mitigation of damaged property in the event of wild?re is to directly treat

around homes and structures). Re: climate change, every tree humans eliminate can make matters worse by

releasing the very carbon they have sequestered. Also, we need every tree and plant to bring moisture, keep the

ground cool as temps rise, and decrease winds and spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with

thinning. Please consider the health of wildlife and and humans when using aerial ignitions containing potassium

permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently a?ecting our health and well-being; I

am finally recovering from the effects of the State's herbicide spraying in 2017 and hope we can end potentially

toxic spraying. We need a longer public response and research period. I request extending the comment period

by at least 90 days and am opposed to the project as it now reads. Thank you so much.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 6:23:30 PM

First name: Dawna

Last name: Coutant

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing in support of the Forest Service plan for prescribed burns. I understand the fears of

some people, but the scientific evidence supports prescribed burns to avoid disastrous wildfires. We can

compare areas of the US that use prescribed burns and their rates of wildfires compared to areas that do not. It is

clear that prescribed burns and planned forest maintenance are effective, if not intuitive. I do not want to see

what happens in California happen here. Let's trust the science!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 8:14:12 PM

First name: stephen

Last name: worchel

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I strongly support the proposed prescribed burn. Research supports the value of this approach. The

dangers of not burning ground cover brush an thinning forests far outweigh the dangers of the controlled burn.

The anti-burn position is as foolish as the anti-vac position; neither is supported by empirical data and failure to

act poses significant risks.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 8:03:51 PM

First name: Doug

Last name: Harrel

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

With the proposal of cutting down 90% of the trees and shrubs across up to 33 square miles, the forest service

will certainly be minimizing forest fires in that area, but not in a healthy way.  This kind of clearing is devastating

to the ecosystem, removing homes from the animal population, soil-holding roots that the plant population

depend upon, and providing a basis for mass erosion that will surely decimate the area for generations to come.

This is clearly the government taking the easiest route to preventing forest fires by eliminating the forests rather

than managing the forests for their enjoyment by all.  Additionally, minimizing the light absorption that the

effected volume of trees and shrubs currently provide with their energy-use and release of oxygen byproduct, will

result in heating that same effected area which will mean the remaining trees and shrubs will have to adapt to a

harsher, dryer and hotter living space, and many of those remaining 10% will likely die off, leaving more of a

desert environment than a managed forest.  If the US Forest Service doesn't want to manage the forests and

their respective ecosystems, then they should give these forests back to the various states.  Each state may not

be equipped to handle the extra burden of work involved, but by simply not doing anything which would surely

result in such a case, the forests and their respective ecosystems would at least in the short-term, be protected.

 

Respectfully,

Douglas L. Harrel, resident

Santa Fe County, New Mexico
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 8:04:33 PM

First name: Melanie

Last name: West

Organization:

Title:

Comments: "Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project"

 

Hello,

 

I am writing to urge that you cease doing prescribed burns of our

forests.  The dropping of poisonous chemicals to start fires that often

burn out of control is not the method for best forest management.  We

must begin to build resiliency in the current times of global warming

and climate disruption.  This means protecting homes directly near the

home site.  But do not burn the forests.  If a forest fire starts

naturally we will be able to mitigate it but no added fires are needed

and they actually worsen the climate strife.

 

Thank you for your time and the opportunity to encourage your wiser actions.

 

Sincerely,

Melanie West
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 8:47:34 PM

First name: Joy&#39;s

Last name: Stone Massage

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please don't cut down all the trees!

 

Please don't cut down all the trees!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 1:07:07 AM

First name: Blair

Last name: Thrall

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Environmental impact of deforestation

 

Dear Mr. Melonas and others,

I believe there should be a site specific Environmental Impact Study done for a project with such significant

impacts to determine the effects on the human environment, on roadless areas and on the wildlife.I am also

concerned about the effects on the soil, as you are talking of removing huge amounts of organic matter in taking

out those trees that took hundreds of years to grow, and who knows if the land would ever fully recover.

Experts and experience shows our best path to stem off climate change is planting trees, and to end

deforestation.

 

The FS is exacerbating the greatest problem of our time, and at the same time destroying the natural beauty of

our region.  This is public land, and it is required by law that the FS listen to the people, and everyone I know

opposes this project.  At the very least an Environmental Impact Study should be required.

 

 

Thank you for your consideration,

Blair Thrall

Santa Fe ,NM
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 10:02:12 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: 

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

As a citizen of Santa Fe, I would like to comment on the Forest Service plan to drastically thin 1,800 acres in the

Hyde Memorial State Park and Pacheco Canyon areas beginning in October. The comments also refer to future

plans to thin thousands of acres in the Sangre de Christos mountains. I understand that all of this is to be done

without an environmental impact study!

 

I am strongly opposed to these actions. An environmental impact study must be done. Further, the analysis must

be site specific to be meaningful.

 

Please do not proceed as planned! It will be bad for the citizens of the area and for the USFS.

 

Jim Allen

Santa Fe, NM 87501

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 10:03:15 PM

First name: Kurt

Last name: Stritzl

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

 

To whom it may concern,

 

I respectfully request that Forest Service prepares an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that fully complies

with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in regard to the tree cutting and burning program for the

scenic 107,000 acre forest on the western slope of the Sangre de Cristo mountains above Santa Fe known as

the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed. The EIS must evaluate alternatives that protect road less areas, wildlife

populations, soil, water, and the ecological integrity of the forest using the best available science.

 

I further request that the Forest Service halts all tree clearing projects in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed until an

EIS has been completed and the public fully informed and involved in the process.

 

Thanks,

 

Kurt Stritzl	
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 10:51:53 PM

First name: George

Last name: Greer

Organization:

Title:

Comments: COMMENT: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

USFS,

 

An EIS must be done before implementing this plan to thin trees in the Hyde State Park and Pacheco Canyon

areas.  The analysis must be site specific to be meaningful.

 

George Greer, MD

Santa Fe, NM 87508

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 3:21:14 PM

First name: Nicole

Last name: Rassmuson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: "Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project"

 

Hi,

 

I am reaching out as a concerned citizen of Santa Fe. 

 

 

After I have learned what US Forest Service is planning on destroying Forty - three thousand acres, I am asking

the US Forest Service to evaluate IN DEPTH the risks and costs of this disastrous plan.

 

 

I believe that scientist, environmentalist and city officials have a responsibility to review and question these plans

for our forest for their economic, legal, liability, health and safety and obviously environmental impacts on the city

and county of Santa Fe.

 

 

Thank you for your time,

 

 

Nicole Rassmuson

Citizens of Santa Fe, NM since 2007

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Nicole Rassmuson

mobile

505 570 5834 studio

nicole@artisanminds.com

artisanminds.com

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 4:12:42 PM

First name: Matthew

Last name: Ford

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hazardous Wood Smoke

 

More burning in and around Santa Fe is hazardous and an environmental disaster, don't do it! Please see studies

and links on the hazard of wood smoke pollution and the negative impact it has on our environment.

There are alternative methods to cleaning up and preserving our forest.

Burning wood is just plain stupid and barbaric!

 

 

 

http://www.familiesforcleanair.org/

 

 

http://www.familiesforcleanair.org/resources/resources3/#ref6

 

 

Matthew Ford

Santa Fe NM 87505

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 5:23:58 PM

First name: Mary

Last name: Amuso

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscapr Resiliency Project

 

I am concerned that here was no ENVIRONMENTAL

 

IMPACT STUDY, that to me would be incredible information for all of us. I am concerned there is such a short

comment period, please extend to 90 days, allowing the public to respond and more research as well.

 

I would like also for you to allow Climate Scientists with forestry experience  ex> Dr. Dominick Della Salla ,PHD

to weigh in as well

 

Please consult research Of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr Jack Cohen  Most effective Mitigation  is around homes.

 

Thank you for your time,

Mary Ellen Amuso
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 5:51:24 PM

First name: Linda

Last name: Sperling

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

The project named above, slated for our local Sangre de Cristo Mountains, is to cut down most trees and shrubs

across up to 33 square miles and set prescribed fires across up to 67 square miles. This is not wise as it will

exacerbate the problem, not fix it. We should be planting, not destroying trees. It is essential that an

Environmental Impact Study that is site-specific be done before this misguided plan launches in October. Further,

the public is fed up with FS's lack of transparency around plans such as these. This is something that affects all

of us who live here and outdated thinking about forestry and not alerting us will just not do.

Linda Sperling

PO Box 23346

Santa Fe, NM 87502-3346
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 6:20:10 PM

First name: Dawna

Last name: Coutant

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Hello,

 

 

I am writing in support of the Forest Service plan for prescribed burns. I understand the fears of some people, but

the scientific evidence supports prescribed burns to avoid disastrous wildfires. I do not want to see what

happened in California happening here. Let's trust the science.

 

 

Sincerely,

Dawna Coutant

 

 

 

 

Dawna Coutant

Senior Fellow

Institute for Strategic and Innovative Technologies
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Charlie

Last name: Carruthers

Organization:

Title:

Comments: re. Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

I am forwarding the above pdf. because, like many others, I agree with the points it brings up. The public scoping

period has felt very rushed. I attended both public meetings recently and I feel the process was inadequate at

best, primarily because of the limited time frame- a number of questions or comments were not fully allowed or

adequately addressed. There are obviously differing opinions on how to maintain/restore the health of our

forests, from forest/ fire ecologists to lay persons who are doing their best to educate themselves within the time

frame the Forest Service has allowed. From my observations of areas the FS has 'treated', the affected areas

look anything but healthy, and in light of current climatic conditions, feels very detrimental. For these reasons and

others, I feel an Environmental Impact Statement should be required.

 

Sincerely,

 

Charles Carruthers

 

Attached Comment:

 

"Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Drive Santa Fe, NM 87508

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Mr. Melonas,

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the short

comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees

that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its e?ects on our beloved forest. It

took longer, with more public input, to approve the small Railyard Project, in comparison to the

50,000 acres in this project.

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our

forests? Please extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but, the

research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most e?ective mitigation of damaged

property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures. This current

science must be considered carefully.

 

I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr.

Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species,

habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area and throughout the world before settling on the

final draft of this plan.

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our

only bu?er against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in

Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and

decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

000403



 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial

ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are

currently a?ecting our health and well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy,

tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country. Many citizens of

Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health a?ects (whereas the equally impacted

wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and

increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade

wildlife habitat, spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access.

Many roads in the forest should be completely obliterated, not improved for access.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.

Sincerely,"
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 9:57:02 PM

First name: Genevi&#232;ve

Last name: Okuma

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor?Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Mr. Melonas,

Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns about the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.

I am deeply concerned to hear the Forest Service will not conduct an Environmental Impact Statement regarding

its impact on the forest and the health and well-being of our community and the crumbling climate. I'm also

distressed the commenting period was so short for the public to fully research and comprehend a plan of this

scale which impacts the city we love for its art and natural beauty.

Please, consider extending the comment period to 90 days as is appropriate for a project of this scale.

The research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen demonstrates the most effective mitigation of damaged

property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures. I'm hopeful the Forest Service

might instead consider a program which goes towards addressing fireproofing homes rather than treating the

woods as though they are the problem. Climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della

Salla, PhD, would be valuable voices to add to the integrity of how the Forest Service seeks to protect its

citizens.

Our climate crisis indicates we cannot afford to cut our carbon sequestering plants. We need every tree we have

and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures

rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and increasing the

exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive

species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.?

Sincerely,

 

Geneviève Okuma
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 4:12:42 PM

First name: Matthew

Last name: Ford

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hazardous Wood Smoke

 

More burning in and around Santa Fe is hazardous and an environmental disaster, don't do it! Please see studies

and links on the hazard of wood smoke pollution and the negative impact it has on our environment.

There are alternative methods to cleaning up and preserving our forest.

Burning wood is just plain stupid and barbaric!

 

 

 

http://www.familiesforcleanair.org/

 

 

http://www.familiesforcleanair.org/resources/resources3/#ref6

 

 

Matthew Ford

Santa Fe NM 87505

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 4:11:30 AM

First name: arlene

Last name: griffin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Thank you for allowing public comment on the Scoping Document for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project, #55088.

 

 

This project will impact all the citizens of the Santa Fe area, not to mention the flora and fauna and their habitats

in significant and harmful ways.  A thorough, site-specific analysis of all environmental impacts via an

Environmental Impact Statement is required.

 

The Forest Service should analyze alternatives to the agency's proposal, including those submitted by Wild Earth

Guardians and others.  Furthermore, the Forest Service should consider the best available science, especially as

relates to climate change.  We all know climate change intensifies the adverse impacts associated with tree

thinning and prescribed burning.  This project #55088 should be studied in the context of all related projects

(past/present/near future) to understand the cumulative and additive effects of its actions.

 

I personally relocated to Santa Fe from the Philadelphia area over a decade ago because of the better air quality

in NM, but now I find the ongoing "prescribed burns" create a very unhealthy situation for me because of

respiratory health issues.  And I know I am not alone in this regard -- children, the elderly, and residents with

asthma, COPD, MCS, emphysema, and heart disease are made more ill by the smoke from the burns and the

chemicals used in the ignitions.

 

Please consider a full assessment before creating more harm.  The ecosystem of which we are a part is beautiful

and fragile and deserves to be treated with great care.

 

Thank you for your consideration.

000407



000408



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 4:04:08 AM

First name: Anon

Last name: 

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

July 8, 2019

 

 

Mr. Melonas

Forest Supervisor

Santa Fe National Forest

 

 

Below are my scoping comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project:

 

 

1.  An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must be done because of the sheer size of the project and the

scientific controversy regarding the cause of large forest fires.  An Environmental Analysis (EA) is insufficient.

This project would inevitably have a very significant impact on habitat, soil, wildlife, water quality, and public

health.

 

 

2.  Many scientists believe that Increased fires are the result of global warming rather than too many trees.

Studies have shown that logged/thinned forests are more prone to fires than intact forests, and that thinning

forests does little to reduce fire.  We need more trees, not less, to help sequester carbon and help curb global

warming.  Removing trees by burning is a double whammy because this puts more carbon into the atmosphere

and worsens the global warming problem. The issue of global warming needs to be analyzed in depth, including

quantifying carbon emissions and reduced sequestration ability that would result from implementing the proposed

project.  And the alternative action of planting trees rather than removing them needs to be considered.

 

 

3.  The impact of forest fire smoke on public health, and its associated costs, also need to be analyzed in detail.

There is no safe level of 2.5 particulate matter.  Everyone who breathes smoke is being adversely impacted to

some degree.  Especially vulnerable populations, like the young, pregnant women, the elderly, those with

chemical sensitivities, cardiovascular disease, asthma, or respiratory disease, and even those with diabetes, are

at increased risk from exposure to smoke and these groups account for more than half the population. Repeated

prescribed burns exposes people to much more smoke than a rare natural fire that might occur in the project

area. Furthermore, smoldering fires such as those that occur during prescribed burns emit more particulate

matter than hotter fires.

 

 

Please keep me informed about activities and decisions regarding this project.

 

 

Thank you.

 

 

Ann McCampbell, MD

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

000409



Santa Fe, NM 87508

505-466-3622
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/9/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Dorothy

Last name: Dean

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

 

RE[rdquo] Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

 

The Forest Service should complete an Environmental Impact Statement before clearing any more of our forests.

After meeting with forest officials, attending Fireshed Coalition meetings and visiting several cleared areas I can

only conclude that this plan has not been thought out thoroughly.

 

 

 

Many of our questions are unanswered. Simple questions such as how will you keep ATVs from driving into

cleared areas? How will you address erosion, which is more destructive than fire? Who will be monitoring the

contractors who are performing the work? Are there plans to offset the release of carbon during the cutting and

burning of the Santa Fe forests? Have you considered other scientific studies, which show that the most effective

mitigation is to treat directly around homes and structures to protect properties and human life?

 

 

 

When I walk in these areas that are being cleared it is like walking through a culled group of people chosen for

their age shape and size, it is becoming a monoculture without the diversity that has taken so long to grow.

Where are the future generations? I was told by one ecologist, that there is no way to quantify mycorrahiza so it

isn[rsquo]t considered in the prescribed burning process.

 

 

 

When I walk along the edge of the watershed, which was cleared 16 years ago and burned twice since, I see a

meadow trying to establish, with little diversity of plants. I see trees that were intended to be preserved, are falling

over and dying because there is no windbreak. I am looking for the diversity that the forest service claims will

come as a result of the thinning and burning, I asked about studies that have been done since the beginning of

the watershed thinning and there are none, I am referred to studies out of Colorado. The Ecologists at the

Fireshed Coalition dismissed studies from California because fire has a very "local" behavior. Why would I look to

Colorado for examples of diversity after a fire in New Mexico? With more access and roads there will be more

000411



multinational corporations exploring for minerals as the Australian company is doing in Terrero. This plan is not

considering the long term consequences of this action. It is not making our forests more resilient it is causing

more roads, erosion and access to humans in areas that should remain wild. We need a more informed

approach. We need an Environmental Impact Statement.

 

Thank you for your time,

 

Dorothy Dean
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 1:16:11 AM

First name: mary

Last name: hilley

Organization:

Title:

Comments:  I oppose the thinning project. A study should be implemented as per federal law before any more

thinning is enacted at the very least.

The data available on desert forest lands proves the thinning process simply dries the forest out, removes the

protective cooling canopy and eventually destroys habitat, nutrients for trees and wildlife habitat.

 

I am against destruction of our trees when we need them most, under the guise of "forest resiliency", when it is

clear there is a hidden agenda being put in to place.

 

Forest service should be planting millions of trees in damaged control burn areas including Los Alamos county

instead of focusing on destroying the santa fe national forest. Trees have family ties to the trees around them that

need to be considered and supported before cutting is implemented.

Old growth trees should not ever be cut down. Takes much longer for the trees to grow in this dry climate. The

old growth trees provide critical habitat for wildlife and must maintained.

 

The forest should not be thinned.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 3:56:47 AM

First name: Jennifer

Last name: Sprague

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I have been a resident of Santa Fe County for nearly twenty years and use the Santa Fe National

Forest frequently for recreation, birdwatching, wildlife watching, and other nature study.

 

As a birdwatcher, I support the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative as presented by the Sierra Club, the WildEarth

Guardians, and the Defenders of Wildlife, and I request that the SFNF prepare a NEPA-compliant Environmental

Impact Statement for this project, since the project area includes habitat and potential habitat for at least a dozen

different threatened and at-risk species, including the Mexican Spotted Owl, a Federally Listed species.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 4:16:37 AM

First name: Larry

Last name: Glover

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Folks,

Thanks for considering my comments. Primarily, I would like to encourage a full EIS be conducted due to the

scale of this project.

 

In today's world of climate destabilization, carbon release concerns trump all other factors. The current plan fails

entirely to consider this issue, and is therefore inadequate.

 

I write this as a former forest fire fighter who knows first hand these forests will burn. We now live in a different

world than even five years ago.... I am not convinced the current plan reflects the latest science and thinking,

even though it clearly reflects my own thinking up until the last couple of years.

 

Our forests are in trouble and there is no good solution, short of an National 'Moon shot' CCC kind of effort. Let's

slow down and allow for more public input and education... and more input from the latest climate science. What

we thought to be ideal forests even 5 years ago may no long be so.

 

Thanks for considering these perspectives.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 2:38:34 PM

First name: Dean

Last name: Rainey

Organization:

Title:

Comments: As a frequent recreational user of the Santa Fe National Forest, I am concerned about both the

project itself and the process for evaluating it. I urge to to extend the public comment period, and to produce an

environmental impact statement. I am aware of alternative views about the scope of this project that should be

given fuller consideration, including those advocating a more limited scope for treatment and, more generally, the

probable negative impact on the forest, its wild inhabitants, and the surrounding human communities. In this time

when accelerating climate change is a huge concern worldwide, it seems ill-advised to destroy carbon-

sequestering trees and other forest plants The opening of additional forest roads will only exacerbate the

destructive effects of this project on the forest. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Rachel

Last name: Jankowitz

Organization: Native Plant Society of NM

Title:

Comments: Please find attached the comments of the Native Plant Society of NM.

 

 

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

This letter is in response to your request for public comment on the scoping document for the above referenced

project. The purpose of the project is to improve the ecosystem resilience of a priority landscape to future

disturbances including wildfire, climate change, and insect outbreaks. This comment is submitted on behalf of the

Native Plant Society of NM (NPSNM), a non-profit organization with approximately 900 members in seven

chapters located around the state and in El Paso, Texas. Our mission is to educate the public about native plants

by promoting knowledge of plant identification, ecology, and uses; foster plant conservation and the preservation

of natural habitats; support botanical research; and encourage the appropriate use of native plants to conserve

water, land, and wildlife.

 

NPSNM would like to express our support for the component activities of thinning, controlled burning, riparian

restoration, and road improvements and closures, in support of forest resiliency. We are also pleased to learn

that this project results from cooperative interagency planning by the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition.

However, the scoping document raises several questions and concerns that should be addressed in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

 

1. How is the Fireshed boundary defined? And, how was the Project Area selected?

2. The spruce-fir forest type is not adapted to frequent fire, and normally occurs as even-age stands with only

small incidence of disturbance. We 3. On page 10, the scoping document discusses the desired effect to

"stimulate the growth of an herbaceous understory that provides forage". It is important that the increase of

forage for wildlife not be entirely negated by increased livestock grazing. This issue should be addressed

specifically in the DEIS, since there is a segment of the public who are suspicious that Forest Service motives

are driven entirely by a desire to benefit grazing on public lands.

4. On page 11, the document mentions site-specific "applicable resource protection measures" that will be

followed when planning treatments. While these measures will necessarily be customized for each treatment, it is

important that the DEIS list the measures that maybe considered in each case. NPSNM especially urges the

Forest Service to identify, and where necessary conduct surveys for, the locations of rare plant species and their

habitat, and avoid adverse effects to rare plants.

5. Riparian restoration practices that involve removal of non-native elm, olive, tamarisk and Tree-of-Heaven,

should only be approved where funding and plans are in place to re-treat with chemical controls for at least three

years. Cutting these species without follow-up treatment will only lead to a worse infestation through re-sprouting.

 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to contribute scoping comments on the resiliency project. We look

forward to reviewing the DEIS when it becomes available.

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project
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This letter is in response to your request for public comment on the scoping document for the above referenced

project. The purpose of the project is to improve the ecosystem resilience of a priority landscape to future

disturbances including wildfire, climate change, and insect outbreaks. This comment is submitted on behalf of the

Native Plant Society of NM (NPSNM), a non-profit organization with approximately 900 members in seven

chapters located around the state and in El Paso, Texas. Our mission is to educate the public about native plants

by promoting knowledge of plant identification, ecology, and uses; foster plant conservation and the preservation

of natural habitats; support botanical research; and encourage the appropriate use of native plants to conserve

water, land, and wildlife.

 

NPSNM would like to express our support for the component activities of thinning, controlled burning, riparian

restoration, and road improvements and closures, in support of forest resiliency. We are also pleased to learn

that this project results from cooperative interagency planning by the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition.

However, the scoping document raises several questions and concerns that should be addressed in the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).

 

1. How is the Fireshed boundary defined? And, how was the Project Area selected?

2. The spruce-fir forest type is not adapted to frequent fire, and normally occurs as even-age stands with only

small incidence of disturbance. We 3. On page 10, the scoping document discusses the desired effect to

"stimulate the growth of an herbaceous understory that provides forage". It is important that the increase of

forage for wildlife not be entirely negated by increased livestock grazing. This issue should be addressed

specifically in the DEIS, since there is a segment of the public who are suspicious that Forest Service motives

are driven entirely by a desire to benefit grazing on public lands.

4. On page 11, the document mentions site-specific "applicable resource protection measures" that will be

followed when planning treatments. While these measures will necessarily be customized for each treatment, it is

important that the DEIS list the measures that maybe considered in each case. NPSNM especially urges the

Forest Service to identify, and where necessary conduct surveys for, the locations of rare plant species and their

habitat, and avoid adverse effects to rare plants.

5. Riparian restoration practices that involve removal of non-native elm, olive, tamarisk and Tree-of-Heaven,

should only be approved where funding and plans are in place to re-treat with chemical controls for at least three

years. Cutting these species without follow-up treatment will only lead to a worse infestation through re-sprouting.

 

Thank you for providing this opportunity to contribute scoping comments on the resiliency project. We look

forward to reviewing the DEIS when it becomes available.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 5:56:51 PM

First name: Carolyn

Last name: Beste

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I am writing to object to the proposed plan for a number of reasons but, primarily, because of all the

suffering that will be caused. And, I firmly believe such terrible suffering is so needless in that the very project

proposed will have the inverse impact of the stated objectives.

 

First, I know that this project will cause immense suffering for all the creatures who live in the forest. It will destroy

our forest and all the beautiful creation therein.

 

I am sad to think of the future suffering of the firefighters and others who are exposed to the chemicals that will

be used in this project. While these may now be strong and healthy people today, in the long term, we will look

back with regret at how this project caused their illnesses. I am sad to know of the short and long term suffering

that this project will contribute to those who live near the chemical plants that manufacture the materials used in

the prescribed or treated forests.

 

I am directly asking that this proposed plan not move in effect for my own sake.

My unique combination of genetics and having grown up near the manufacture of Agent Orange during the

Vietnam War in the proud Chemical Valley(the Kanawha River Valley) of West Virginia has resulted in a life time

of suffering for me.

It is so sad and disheartening to have tried to escape the impact of chemical manufacturing and utter disregard

for the environment of my home state by moving to the beautiful pristine state of New Mexico only to find our

federal government subjecting the people of New Mexico to the same horrors of illness and suffering as those in

my beloved Mountain State.

 

Let me be clear, my genetic predisposition means that I suffer immediate effects from even minute exposures to

the chemicals which will be released into the air near Santa Fe. I ask you to reconsider and not cause the harm

the project will surely cause. I ask for myself and I ask to please end the suffering for our young people and other

vulnerable individuals.

 

I recently suffered a major cerebral vascular event at my home in Santa Fe which  is believed to be due, in part,

from the smoke I have endured from recent prescribed or treated burns. It is very difficult for me to read and write

at this time so I hope I will have another opportunity to "speak". I had to leave that home at great risk-as travel is

quite risky for me-to try to get better.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you in this way.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:10:41 PM

First name: Marc

Last name: Bedner

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The Forest Service response to the current reaction to the Naranjo Fire shows the problems with

their management of what they call the Fireshed:

"The Naranjo Fire is being managed for multiple resource benefits, such as: improve forest health, reduce fuel

loadings and improve wildlife habitat for elk and deer.

"Smoke-sensitive individuals and people with respiratory problems or heart disease are encouraged to take

precautionary measures."

There are two immediate problems with this approach: (1) managing a forest for "resources" including huntable

wildlife such as elk and deer. (2) Dismissing health problems as a matter for only certain "sensitive individuals."

In a time of climate crisis and extinction crisis, it is time for the Forest Service to take a different approach. We

need to protect the forest ecosystem, not only the trees but also the wildlife who live there. "Thinning" forests

exacerbates both the climate crisis and the extinction crisis. The result will be more fires, not fewer, until the

entire forest has disappeared.

As the New York Times recently reported: "Restoring Forests Could Help Put a Brake on Global Warming, Study

Finds"

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/07/05/climate/trees-forests-climate-change.html

It is long past time that the Forest Service recognized the science of climate change. Protect our forests, don't

burn them!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 10:20:19 PM

First name: Anna

Last name: Hamilton

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Pg 6 of 16; #3 in numbered list of 'desired forest structure, 'site index' is listed as one of the criteria

that would be used to determine tree density-site index not a 'common knowledge' term, and should be defined.

Pg 7 of 16, Figure 2:  needs a key to define the different shades of gray (I assume these may represent either

different forest types or different species, depending on scale of the component of the figure shown).

Pgs. 11-16 Proposed Action:

*	The proposal is to do 'condition-based treatment', and at the bottom of pg 11, it says: "…the Forest Service

would identify specific treatment units and prescriptions based on site specific conditions. Treatments would be

guided by landscape features (what we find on the ground)." It then says "……Once a set of landscape features

is identified, we would then identify the types of treatment tools, design criteria, and any applicable resource

protection measures that we could use to treat those features."  However, many of the landscape features

specified as being needed to define treatments (e.g., cover types, slope, scenic sensitivity levels, or threatened

and endangered species habitat) can be defined at the regional scale of this project using GIS. Using GIS, it is

easy, for example, to define slope characteristics, and thus to delineate the areas where no mechanical thinning

would be used (i.e. on slopes >40%). It also would be easy to delineate the general areas of each forest type, so

the general pattern of major cover types, and therefore of types of required treatments, could be shown. I

strongly recommend this be done.  I appreciate the desire to have flexibility; however, the types and range of

flexibility needed in each major cover type can be indicated, while still giving more clear information on where

treatments would be done. Historically, NEPA has required project actions to be clearly specified, and the

concept of putting a 'condition-based' treatment project through NEPA has not really been tested, and I suspect it

will be challenged. Using GIS to mapped areas where each type of cover occurs, and being more clear about

what treatments will be used based on other key conditions within those cover types such as slope, would

address this concern.

Pg 12: Ponderosa Pine & Dry Mixed Conifer (up to 14,000 acres)

*	The section on treatment says that trees less than 12 inches dbh would be targeted, but that trees up to 24

inches dbh could be cut. During in-person discussion, the district rangers presenting this project indicated larger

trees between 12-24 inches dbh would only be cut under limited circumstances.  I strongly suggest that prior to

initiation of this project, the particular circumstances that would justify the cutting of any larger trees be explicitly

defined, and that associated decision criteria be specified and reviewed by a stakeholder group. This would help

get buy-in, and assure stakeholders that there are, in fact, definable limits to when larger trees would even be

considered for cutting, and that this is based on need and science.

Pgs 12-13: Treatment: Noncommercial mechanical and hand-thinning treatments

*	Every subsection (by forest type) indicates cut material would be either lopped & scattered or piled. Your own

documentation of the science indicates that piling cut material INCREASES fire risk. Since this goes directly

against the objectives of this project stated in this scoping document, I strongly recommend that realistic options

for disposal of the piles, as well as alternatives to scattering 'fire wood' across the forest floor, be defined,

including decision criteria. I recognize that pile burning is mentioned in the next section (prescribed fire).

However, we know from previous projects (e.g., La Cueva) and from common sense that there is a high

probability that after cutting is done, the piles will not be able to be burned due to prevailing weather conditions.

Leaving piles for multiple years is an unacceptable risk; therefore, a realistic process and decision structure

needs to be generated and included in the project plan.

*	Table 3: for Ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer, the table indicates that 14,000 ac will be treated with a mix of

thinning and burning, and 22,000 will be treated with only burning. That totals 36,000 acres, whereas Table 1

shows there are only a total of 35,678 acres of these 2 forest types combined. This suggests that 100% of these

2 forest types within the project area will be treated. Overall (the Total line in Table 3), up to 43,000 ac of the

50,000 ac project area (86%) will be treated. The project intention of treating 100% of the 2 dominant forest types

is hidden in this table and has been de-emphasized in the public meeting presentations. In addition, it seems to
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be in conflict with the stated objective of project resulting in a matrix of patches of different endpoint habitats

(e.g., stands of different ages, mono-age stands, open areas, etc.).  This should be clarified in the scoping

document and any future project descriptions.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 10:38:47 PM

First name: Laura

Last name: Dean

Organization:

Title:

Comments: The forest has a better chance of surviving or recovering from a fire than the thinning, road building

devastation that is in progress. The science is not with this absurd method of destroying old growth forests. The

comment period is way too short, stop please!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 10:44:25 PM

First name: Champe

Last name: Green

Organization: Santa Fe-Pojoaque Soil and Water Conservation District

Title:

Comments: The Board of Supervisors of the Santa Fe-Pojoaque Soil and Water Conservation District strongly

supports the draft purpose and need statement and associated project information in the scoping document for

the Santa Fe Mountain Landscape Resiliency Project.

 

Champe Green

Board of Supervisors

Santa Fe-Pojoaque SWCD
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:24:04 PM

First name: Valerie

Last name: Gremillion

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

 

 

James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

RE: THIS IS MY SCOPING COMMENT for the SF "Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project"

 

To James Melonas and the Forest Service of the SFNF:

 

Please accept these comments on your proposal in the spirit in which they are given, as a call to the Forest

Service to renew its commitment to the health of our public forest in a way that respects the latest science and

the need for policy decisions to utilize it, as the Forest Service itself claims to do.

 

While they are lengthy, I apologize for their not being more concise - in fact they are incomplete, and I will be

sending references (which I have had no time to document as no one is paying me to do this!) and other

resources to you as I hope to discuss alternative and more cost-effective proposals.

 

The latest years of science are showing multiple findings critical to this Forest Service proposal:

 

1.     prescribed fire may not help in any way to prevent fires, indeed it appears the less forest is touched by

humans, the less severe the fire. Alternatively, one can say that when an ecosystem's integrity is high, it is very

resilient. When impacted by multiple stressors including humans, responsible for ~90% of fires, it loses resilience

and is degraded. The implication of this science is that humans should stop messing so much with wilderness,

especially when our scientific view of how that should look has been shaped by the ecosystems which evolved in

a previous climatological regime, and may not be at all applicable to the new one which we have entered.

 

2.     We should retain the areas as roadless as possible since roads demonstrably bring the human

arson/accident threat deeper into the forest,

 

3.     and most of all we should pause on any irreparable actions - like burning forests to be 'fire-adapted' when

there is a 100% requirement that they be extreme-climate-instability-tolerant and generally adaptable instead.

 

The VERY latest science - July 4, 2019 -finds that reforestation, planting new trees, and active deforestation - is

capable of ameliorating 2/3 of climate change, at,  prices tenable for the world ($300B). Increasingly, and i list

only a few references on this topic below, it is clear that we must weight keeping all forest far more heavily than

we did when we were in the previous climate regime. The new one we have just entered (as declared by NOAA

and others) is uncertain only in its rate of acceleration, not in its general direction of increasing temperature.

Given these scientific certainties, it thus becomes critical on a national and global level as well as a local one that

we do everything possible to sustain the forests we have, both for their intrinsic capacities to reclaim CO2 but

also to moderate our local temperature, thus allowing the forest itself to maintain its own homeostatic

temperatures better.

 

The Forest Service has changed its mind on how to manage the forests before, especially regarding fire. I ask

that they reweight the cost/benefits equation to take extreme climate instability and the new climatological

conditions creating change in all aspects of our ecosystems- like an extra 100 inches of snow this winter- and
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that we strive more to keep all the forest we have, rather than use 'thinning' and fire to try to redesign the layouts

of trees to match ideals dating to a century ago, whose conditions no longer exist (these ideal tree distributions

take up a few pages of the SFLMRP proposal). We thus have no real data that previously shown patterns of

forest distribution will work equally well under climate stress, and in fact our fairly healthy forest has been

adapting by itself all along, and may already be creating new viable 'forest distribution' attractors in the new

climate space. I will also add that from a systems science perspective, you cannot go back to a now non-existent

system, which is indeed what the historical observed pattern you are trying to replicate, is.

 

4. As a scientist currently working on large-scale ecological models that include human impacts, and aware of

how divorced ecology is from the study of human impacts, I contest this entire proposal on its science. Recently it

has become clear that the ecosystems we have been studying are and have been in the midst of tremendous

change, driven by new global climate instability and concomitant increase in temperatures. While I have been

unable to complete my research into the areas addressed by this proposal as it is impossible to read all of the

relevant research in 30 days even for a relative expert, it has become clear in Forest Service doc GTR-310 that

the Forest Service formed its thinking and planning on forest treatments  before the very recent and current

understanding of the unprecedented nature of climate change. Global climatological organizations have even

formally declared that we have entered a new climate regime - far less predictable than before and exposing a

different set of critical imperatives for the forest.

 

Given that the FS' thinking is NOT based on the most recent science, which is finding that forests are critical to

both mitigation and adaptation to climate instability, and that reforestation and the prevention of all deforestation

are paramount, I request that they work with all relevant authorities to establish a new proposal that addresses

some of the major resistance to this Project. Convene discussions with local historical communities who have

shown different approaches to forest health, as well as all citizens  impacted by these massive proposed actions

on the SFNF,  to rethink their approach to our forests in the light of unprecented catastrophic climate change and

the multi-scale need to keep trees as forest.

 

While the FS continues to proclaim the validity of and necessity for prescribed burns, there is definitely not a

scientific consensus on this issue, especially going by the most recent research of the last 5 years. Moreover, as

they have already engaged in exactly the proposed work in La Cueva outside of Glorieta, I can report that many

unintended and unforeseen consequences of the FS' large-scale treatments of thin-and-burn are negative. They

have disrupted forest ecosystem's integrity, for example trees that had grown tightly together as supportive

infrastructure are now, without support, being blown down by winds. In addition the Forest Service has done no

monitoring to oversee the results of their actions there, but these areas are showing no signs of recovery after 8

years, and  instead show many patches of dead trees on denuded mineral soil or bedrock.

 

Because I and all who live here have seen this time and time again in 'treated' areas, it is clear that not only does

the Forest Service's thinning and burning cause loss of soil integrity, loss of soil ecosystems, and soil erosion, but

that it has the capacity to alter the hydrogeography, both small scale - around small stands of trees, for instance-

and large-scale, up to and including what were originally rough dirt roads becoming akin to carved-in-stone

structures at bedrock, capable of channeling vast amounts of water flow with little-to-no water absorption

throughout the journey. In other words, the slow snow melt and monsoon rains that descend on the mountains

are channeled by human impacts through roads, prescribed burns, and the use of other heavy mechanized

machines, into destructive and unsustainable waters flowing swiftly down and away from the mountains. I charge

that the resulting changes in aquifer recharge due to hydrogeographic changes are substantial, and could

potentially alter the future of the SFNF and thus the region due to this change in functional hydrogeographic

infrastructure.

 

I thus request that the FS assess and analyze the impacts of the proposed plan on the hydrogeographical

structure of the SFNF.
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I further request that you formally assess, evaluate and analyze all of the following issues and topics and make

your findings directly accessible to the public:

 

"-all impacts on water, hydrology, and hydrogeology from this project or anything connected with it and both

surface water quality and non-surface water quality;

 

-all impacts on air quality, including readings of radionuclides we would be exposed to by the burning of old

growth forest that you intend, and data from the DOE which monitors such radioactive hazards - what are the

increased likelihoods of cancer, respiratory diseases, or other diseases  and health toxicity from the smoke? Is

the Forest liable for these increased risks that can be correlated and for which they may be sued, along with

other hazards, such as

 

-all impacts from any additional chemicals or treatments used, whether herbicides or the potassium

permanganate/antifreeze combination used for aerial ignition. What studies document their safety?

 

-all impacts on soil and other measures of forest viability. For instance, large masticators and other machinery

used by the FS in any of its treatments can cause soil compaction, hydrological runoff issues and induce

sedimentation in our surface water flows.

 

-all impacts on wildlife, including all listed species; how will the frequent presence of fire across the SFNF impact

the mating, breeding, and thriving of these species?

 

-all impacts on habitat for such species, on biodiversity in general, and on the integrity of the ecological network

of these forests."

 

I AND the Forest Service needs this information before they make huge decisions that could generate huge

negative impacts on every scale, including climatological disaster for the Santa Fe region.

 

 

 

FURTHER COMMENTS

 

Part of the problem seems to be what the Forest Service regards as 'acceptable' and what we who live here,

consider acceptable. Despite their mandate to remediate and occasionally stated plans to 'restore' thinned and

burned acres, our actual experience (for instance recently and over the past eight years in La Cueva) is that the

Forest Service will not be monitoring the health of the forest or the areas they have burned, for remediation if

necessary - instead they have left thinned and burned areas to 'recover' naturally - and they have not, and are

not doing so. It is not clear we will have the environmental and weather conditions to regrow our forest; under

new climate regime conditions we are unlikely to see pinon-juniper forest or ponderosa forest recover or

regenerate if our west-facing slopes have been disrupted and the integrity of their ecosystems breached, by

these levels of inadvertent, and even if short term, destruction.

 

Destruction of the SFNF's ecological integrity is clearly a consequence of actions of the proposed magnitude. At

the least the road-building, clearing and thinning, mastication, and burning change the working structure of an

actively adapting forest, one that received an astonishing and record 100" extra snow this year. To be blunt,

highly complex processes are happening in this gigantic forest as all aspects and species within are forced to

exist and adapt within this new climate regime - and too often humans are the monkey wrench in larger scale

processes that we cannot see or do not value. It was, for instance, once so with fire -fire was a devalued

ecological process. And while the correction towards prescribed fire was highly appropriate in the 70s 80s and

90s when we had predictable amounts of monsoon and winter moisture, our entrance to the new climate regime

requires FAR more caution.
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Given that trees are the wonderful active CO2 capturers that they are, the most recent science, indeed an

increasing amount of science in this arena worldwide, finds that retaining our forests, reforestation, and planting

new trees, is our best chance for massively putting the breaks on climate change. This makes it impossible not to

see our existing forests as far more valuable as viable carbon sinks and carbon storage, than 'restoring health to

the forest' by releasing all that carbon in burned trees just to supposedly optimize for their distribution patterns.

Given the state of our climate uncertainty, we need to leave the forests alone to adapt as they can while

mitigating climate change and actively adapting to changes in temperature by replanting appropriate forests to

replace vanishing pinon-juniper. In fact I wish the Forest Service would engage in more 'restoration' in the

customary sense of the word, and replant areas they have burned.

 

This proposal gives no reasoning for your tiny amount of road decommissioning and relatively large amount of

road-building/repair/surfacing. The Forest Service says, it is only 94 miles. Yet even this degree of roadwork is

one of the most costly and destructive things that can be done to the forest. Moreover, roads are a primary cause

of the most expensive and largest forest fires  because they enable humans, the primary starter of all fire on the

forest (84%-90% are started by humans and their stuff - 15-25% due to suspended electrical lines), to get deeper

into the forest more easily.

 

Therefore I argue that the Forest Service has it exactly backwards - you are building roads so you can go deeper

into the forest to 'fix' forest structure back to what you think it should be 'for the health of the forest' - despite 1.

what 'the health of the forest shall be, is highly uncertain due to extreme climate instability, and 2.your enabling of

fire deeper in the forest through road surfacing surely counters 'forest health'. Meanwhile your actions have the

unintended consequence of sacrificing actual forest health in order to restore your idea of what forest health was-

which may no longer be applicable.

 

I therefore request a cost/benefit analysis of your surfacing of roads, especially those assisted in order to support

heavy machinery you wish to take into the forest; and of prescribed fire itself, in terms of short and long-term

impacts on species viability, habitat sufficiency, interference with breeding, mating, and migrating seasons, all

other impacts on species distribution in the forest and resulting unintended consequences.

 

Yet because roads are highly destructive in themselves, and bring pests, invasive species, hydrogeographic

changes, and increase the risks of FIRE, you should not build them, surface them, but decommission them.

Please examine the relevant costs, benefits and risks, as they are clearly not incorporated into your current

analysis.

 

I request that you assess and analyze this system for metrics on the quality of ecosystem services provided by

the forest, and how they are disrupted or impacted by the proposed actions, for costs to intrinsic ecological

infrastructure such as hydrogeography, and discussion of what real resilience looks like on this landscape across

our relevant species, habitat, soil, air and water. In addition,

                                                             

-A multitide of  risk assessment models should be used to assess the many ignitions required to do prescribed

burns, which intrinsically and as proven by our own experience on the west side of the SFNF are dangerous - in

order to analyze and assess the risks of any prescribed burn done by the Forest Service.

 

-what cost/benefit analysis or models have been done to various aspects of your treatment plan, e.g.

costs/benefits of prescribed burning, riparian restoration, road building and resurfacing.

 

I request that you assess, evaluate, and analyze all of the matters below, and respond to these concerns with

data and scientific references. I request that you analyze all scientific data -  epidemiological,  biochemical,

ecological, climatological and all other relevant data -and assess the impacts to not just the forest, but all forest

inhabitants including humans.
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Health impacts - aside from smoke, which warrants its own discussion and investigation by the city and county -

the "aerial ignition" that you mention is bombing our forests from the air with neurotoxin and chemical-filled ping-

pong balls that combust on impact with both organics (plants, trees, your dog, your hand)  and METALS. But

metals are one way people on the WUI have been advised by the Forest Service to use in defending themselves

against fire. It seems to me one of the most predictable risky ventures is to use any such form of aerial ignition

near  the Woodland Urban Interface, as you have a HEIGHTENED LIKELIHOOD of causing undesired fire.  The

combination in these golf balls is potassium permanganate plus antifreeze; what are the current risks of using

both of these chemicals, given that they are toxic and KMNO4 is a neurotoxin? What is the effect on our rivers

and their aquatic life? On the soil and its life? What happens to their residues and what metabolites are left? How

toxic are these materials considered now, and how much of it and where would you be using it? What other

health and safety issues are involved with any other chemical treatments on the forest, including pesticides,

slurry, or anything else?

 

EXTREME CLIMATE INSTABILITY AND LAST COMMENTS (FOR NOW, references and more to follow)

 

From a complex systems perspective, the Forest Service is trying to reach what it believes is the 'ideal' state - but

that is not necessarily any longer an attractor in this or any other system given the increasing temperatures. Or if

I put it in layman's terms, you are going to burn lots of the forest to rearrange some trees, in the hopes that what

is left  will survive through any further fires? This is trying to rearrange your clothes when you are falling off a cliff,

we have virtual certainty that our temperatures will continue rising throughout the next century, so shouldn't we

be first selecting for climate and drought-tolerant trees by allowing them to go through this transition period, and

see where our ecosystem is headed?

 

We do not even know if these patterns of trees and other ecosystem 'standards' the FS seems to be trying to

achieve, are any longer at all achievable, given warming and other new climactic patterns. What is clear is that

Santa Fe's trend and changing climate may not be towards what the Forest Service assumes  - or at least when

asked if they believe Santa Fe will become like Albuquerque's ecosystems, they agree and say 'or even more like

El Paso' - a far lower, completely desert??, when it could instead tend toward temperate rainforest

 

Genetically speaking, resilience with respect to temperature - so that the forest can keep existing! - is far more

important than resilience to wildfire, which is far more probabilistic than the certainty of increased temperatures.

 

As the world struggles to find ways of slowing global warming, there are few that are less costly than NOT

spending millions of dollars to release carbon via purposely burned forests! It is virtually insane to do the opposite

of preventing climate change.

 

Rather than burn +40,000 acres and make lots of surfaced roads for giant trucks which we DO NOT WANT and

DO NOT BELONG on the SFNF, we suggest the more current scientific approach of defending the perimeter of

homes that are in the WUI, and otherwise seeking to prevent fires starting nearby.

 

THE FOREST YOU BURN IS IRREPLACEABLE

 

The FS' basic assumption is that recovery of these areas will happen. Current evidence is to the contrary -

'thinning' in La Cueva has not recovered, nor has there been any remediation by the FS. The pinon-juniper forest

will not recover, as it is slow growing and seeding  to higher altitudes given increasing temperatures, if at all. Yet

the FS is not claiming it will really 'restore' forest - they mean something different, restore it to an idea of the

forest that they have, or that USED TO BE.

 

In fact, it is unlikely that slow-growing pinon (at 3 inches a year) will replace itself at all in many of the places fire

has already been used, yet much of the forest in the plan is pinon that is not fire-adapted yet is thriving better at
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altitudes of 7500 than much lower in Santa Fe proper.

 

In other words, entire ecosystems are shifting under the dual pressures of humans themselves, and the changing

weather and climate we have created. Another example of this is in GTR-310 itself which gives the altitude of

ponderosa forest

 

When systems are already under stress because they are shifting, is NOT the time for us to interfere in them, for

humans are a massive and horrendous, the worst, in fact, stressor to the forest.

 

1.      The case for a serious EIS and even beyond that, additional risk assessment and cost/benefit analysis for

the people, the forest, the city and the county is also the case for waiting to burn our forests: things are changing

drastically and we cannot predict how. This Project plan is based on 20th century science and pre-climate

change assumptions of ecosystem and other behavior. We need 21st century science - which finds that the so-

called  megafires are more a function of 'fire weather' including Santa Ana winds and extremely high

temperatures that generate cyclonic fires and heat- than of the actual fuels available do.  Conflating this with

biomass-density risk is problematic and unproven for our high altitude temperatures.

 

2.      The FS seems to be of the idea that we must have an all or nothing approach to prescribed fire, that you

are either for its use as a tool or not. I would instead say that most people believe that prescribed fire should be

the tool of LAST APPROACH, not a no-fire policy - but that any such fire be examined in the light that it is

burning irreplaceable forest under climate change condition.

 

3.      You have not had a discussion with our community about this level of burning (see section 1: DISPUTE

YOUR INVOLVEMENT OF THE PUBLIC), certainly not to the extent where we could discuss alternatives with

you.

 

4.      The most recent science - which finds that deforestation is a huge problem and climate change - and the

threat of mega-fires, I might add - is best dealt with by keeping our forests and planting new trees. If the Forest

Service wants to rely on the science to determine and justify its actions, then it should revisit its use of 20th

century science, and use both the latest scientific approaches to our worst and most certain enemy, climate

change and inevitable temperature rise.

 

5.      In other words, we have far bigger problems than rearranging tree stands, building unneeded roads to suit,

and burning thousands of acres to suit the Forest Service's belief about what is best for this forest, when we have

provable and certain threats to the SFNF as a whole in climate change and extreme climate instability that is

already occurring. Please reprioritize accordingly!

 

 

 

Additional important notes for the SFNF Forest Service:

 

I.                 Your process: first,  your public involvement process does not reflect the desired transparency and

public engagement, and betrays instead an unwillingness to inform the public. Two public meetings 14 and 19

days in to the 30 day period, NOT located in the Project area, not posted in any of the project area

neighborhoods, and a truly insignificant amount of PR activity around any of this. You actually listed in a handout

how you have gone 'over and beyond' requirements for public involvement but not even those four events were

public; two were requested by individuals.

 

II.                Further , I complain that this is an unwarrantably short deadline, first because it is virtually impossible

to complete reading of all of the relevant scientific literature in 30 days, and second, I need to do that myself if

only because the Forest Service was highly UNRESPONSIVE to questions about recent research that does not
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support their claims of the necessity to use so much prescribed fire.

 

III.              At the Canada de los Alamos meeting referred to as 'public' by the Forest Service, we were in fact

told that we would have 60 days to do scoping comments. Even that is inadequate for a real review of this huge

project directly abutting the capitol city of Santa Fe, one of the largest projects ever proposed on this forest. Yet

the Forest Service claims, without justification, that the SFMLRP does not deserve a full Environmental Impact

Statement, despite clear risks to one of the largest populations in New Mexico, despite clear risks to the air

quality that supports our tourism, wilderness, art, and film markets, not to mention the health impacts on both

residents, visitors, and animals? I object to this and request a full environmental impact statement (EIS) which is

justified by both the letter and the spirit of the law.

 

IV.               A further general comment on the Project proposal itself: it is far too vague about what is important,

and far too specific in laying out particular ways the Forest Service believes they need to reorganize trees and

other ecosystem components in the landscape. Their description is however, undocumented by any attached

scientific references, and without those I cannot comment on the appropriateness of major aspects of the project

plan. In fact, the 'conditions-based' approach it employs, with no locations set forth for us to be able to consider

actual sites near our homes, businesses, neighborhood, makes it impossible for me to comment on the scientific

or any other basis for the actions they propose. This fact makes a mockery of the public involvement process,

and requires the scoping comment period be extended to after you present us with the site-specific data, which

was promised to us BEFORE the scoping letter, at the Forest Service's December 2018 pre-scoping meeting.

 

V.               Therefore I formally request this plan be amended with site-specific data and RE- presented to the

public as well as the city, county and state for scoping comments. Only with site-specific proposals can they

consider the associated risk and cost-benefit calculations (will insurance increase, KNOWING the Forest Service

plans to burn near many of the most expensive homes in Santa Fe county?).

 

However, despite your imposed restrictions on our knowledge of your actual project plan, I make these additional

scoping comments in an attempt to address relevant and known concerns, often ones you have glossed over or

not made clear in the proposal. There are valid concerns that merit much further discussion and not a drive-by 30

day comment period that includes summer vacation AND the 4th of July holiday. It almost looks like you are

trying to minimize opinion!

 

So please re-open this project, discuss it with THE PUBLIC including neighborhoods affected, and let us work

together with our local governments to keep us all safe AND the forest healthy in the new world system in which

we find ourselves.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Keari

Last name: Platt

Organization: Cleveland National Forest Foundation

Title:

Comments: Dear Forest Service Management,

 

 

 

Please see the attachment for comments on the Sante Fe Mountains Resiliency project.

 

 

 

Best Regards,

 

Keari Platt

 

Board Member

 

Cleveland National Forest Foundation

 

 

 

June 28, 2019

 

Via Electronic Mail

 

James Melonas

 

Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

 

Re:Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

           Save Our Forest and Ranchlands ([ldquo]SOFAR[rdquo]) and the Cleveland National Forest Foundation

([ldquo]CNFF[rdquo]), two organizations dedicated to progressive land use planning and the protection of vital

natural resources in San Diego County, are requesting a 90 comment period for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project and for an Environmental Impact Statement ([ldquo]EIS[rdquo]) to be completed.

As the Project is one of the largest vegetation clearing projects ever proposed in the Santa Fe National Forest

and will have impacts upon the surrounding natural and human environment, SOFAR and CNFF are requesting
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that the Santa Fe National Forest ([ldquo]SFNF[rdquo]) comply with the National Environmental Policy Act

([ldquo]NEPA[rdquo]) by preparing an EIS.

 

The Project, which entails a tree cutting and burning program for the 107,000 acre forest on the western slope of

the Sangre de Cristo Mountains above Santa Fe known as the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed, would have significant

impacts upon the social and ecological integrity of the surrounding areas. For SFNF to be in compliance with

federal law, NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an EIS for all [ldquo]major federal actions significantly

affecting the human environment.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(C). Therefore, SFNF[rsquo]s environmental

analysis must demonstrate that the agency took a [ldquo]hard look[rdquo] at the environmental impacts of the

action. See The Steamboaters v. Fed. Energy Regulatory Comm[rsquo]n, 759 F.2d 1382, 1393 (9th Cir. 1985);

Foundation for North American Wild Sheep v. U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 681 F.2d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 1982). As

SFNF has foregone completing an EIS, [ldquo]An agency[rsquo]s decision not to prepare an EIS will be

considered unreasonable if the agency fails to supply a convincing statement of reasons why potential effects are

insignificant.[rdquo] See Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1211 (9th Cir. 1998)

(internal citations omitted). Without a reasonable range of alternatives considered, as well as an analysis of

significant impacts, many concerns are being raised about the health of the nearby human and natural

environment. [ldquo]Substantial questions [are raised][hellip]as to whether an action[hellip]may cause significant

degradation of some human environmental factor,[rdquo] Ocean Advocates v. Army Corp. of Engineers, 402

F.3d 846, 864 (9th Cir. 2004) (internal citations omitted).

 

NEPA requires that a consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action that would

achieve the action[rsquo]s purpose.  See 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(E); 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.9(b); see also Center

for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1217 (9th Cir. 2008)

([ldquo]NEPA requires that alternatives be given full and meaningful consideration, whether an agency prepares

an EA or an EIS.[rdquo]) (internal citations omitted); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 177 F.3d 800,

813 (9th Cir. 1999) (agency must evaluate reasonable alternatives that would achieve the stated purpose of the

proposed action); Environmental Def. Fund, Inc. v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng[rsquo]rs, 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 (5th

Cir. 1974) ([ldquo]. . . no major federal project should be undertaken without intense consideration of other more

ecologically sound courses of action, including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing the same result by

entirely different means.[rdquo]). Furthermore, SFNF is required to take a [ldquo]hard look[rdquo] before rejecting

proposed alternatives.  See Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center v. U.S. Forest Serv., 373 F. Supp. 2d 1068,

1088[ndash]89 (E.D. Cal. 2004) (agency arbitrarily and capriciously rejected all proposed alternatives where it

rejected any reduction in timber harvest but provided no analysis of amount of revenue lost from each alternative

or other economic analysis). In rejecting alternatives, SFNF must also address whether any other means of

environmental protection are available.  See Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 813 (rejection of alternative

abuse of discretion where nothing in the record demonstrated agency consideration of other means of achieving

increased protection proposed by alternative).

 

In completing the required EIS, alternatives to the Project become critically important in determining the best

method for fire protection and tree clearance in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed. For example, have burning

periods in the winter months been studied? Have burn periods been staggered? Have smaller burn areas been

considered to study the impacts on habitat flora and fauna?

 

CNFF and SOFAR urge SFNF to not only complete an EIS, but to also consider how the current Project

compares to a natural fire regime, which would preserve [ldquo]80% or more of the dominant

vegetation[rdquo].[1] Additionally, studies have found that adding more unnatural fire to a landscape may pose

significant ecological effects, including increased growth of invasive and non-native plants. [2]

 

           We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this most important project and thank you in advance for

reviewing our requests.
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[1]https://oregonexplorer.info/content/what-fire-regime

 

[2]http://www.californiachaparral.com/images/Eco_Found_for_Fire_Management_forest_and_shrublands_Keeley

_et_al_pnw_gtr779.pdf

 

June 28, 2019

 

Via Electronic Mail

 

James Melonas

 

Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

 

Re:Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

           Save Our Forest and Ranchlands ([ldquo]SOFAR[rdquo]) and the Cleveland National Forest Foundation

([ldquo]CNFF[rdquo]), two organizations dedicated to progressive land use planning and the protection of vital

natural resources in San Diego County, are requesting a 90 comment period for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project and for an Environmental Impact Statement ([ldquo]EIS[rdquo]) to be completed.

As the Project is one of the largest vegetation clearing projects ever proposed in the Santa Fe National Forest

and will have impacts upon the surrounding natural and human environment, SOFAR and CNFF are requesting

that the Santa Fe National Forest ([ldquo]SFNF[rdquo]) comply with the National Environmental Policy Act

([ldquo]NEPA[rdquo]) by preparing an EIS.

 

The Project, which entails a tree cutting and burning program for the 107,000 acre forest on the western slope of

the Sangre de Cristo Mountains above Santa Fe known as the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed, would have significant

impacts upon the social and ecological integrity of the surrounding areas. For SFNF to be in compliance with

federal law, NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare an EIS for all [ldquo]major federal actions significantly

affecting the human environment.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(C). Therefore, SFNF[rsquo]s environmental

analysis must demonstrate that the agency took a [ldquo]hard look[rdquo] at the environmental impacts of the

action. See The Steamboaters v. Fed. Energy Regulatory Comm[rsquo]n, 759 F.2d 1382, 1393 (9th Cir. 1985);

Foundation for North American Wild Sheep v. U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 681 F.2d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 1982). As

SFNF has foregone completing an EIS, [ldquo]An agency[rsquo]s decision not to prepare an EIS will be

considered unreasonable if the agency fails to supply a convincing statement of reasons why potential effects are

insignificant.[rdquo] See Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1211 (9th Cir. 1998)

(internal citations omitted). Without a reasonable range of alternatives considered, as well as an analysis of

significant impacts, many concerns are being raised about the health of the nearby human and natural

environment. [ldquo]Substantial questions [are raised][hellip]as to whether an action[hellip]may cause significant
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degradation of some human environmental factor,[rdquo] Ocean Advocates v. Army Corp. of Engineers, 402

F.3d 846, 864 (9th Cir. 2004) (internal citations omitted).

 

NEPA requires that a consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed action that would

achieve the action[rsquo]s purpose.  See 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(E); 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.9(b); see also Center

for Biological Diversity v. National Highway Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1217 (9th Cir. 2008)

([ldquo]NEPA requires that alternatives be given full and meaningful consideration, whether an agency prepares

an EA or an EIS.[rdquo]) (internal citations omitted); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 177 F.3d 800,

813 (9th Cir. 1999) (agency must evaluate reasonable alternatives that would achieve the stated purpose of the

proposed action); Environmental Def. Fund, Inc. v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng[rsquo]rs, 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 (5th

Cir. 1974) ([ldquo]. . . no major federal project should be undertaken without intense consideration of other more

ecologically sound courses of action, including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing the same result by

entirely different means.[rdquo]). Furthermore, SFNF is required to take a [ldquo]hard look[rdquo] before rejecting

proposed alternatives.  See Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center v. U.S. Forest Serv., 373 F. Supp. 2d 1068,

1088[ndash]89 (E.D. Cal. 2004) (agency arbitrarily and capriciously rejected all proposed alternatives where it

rejected any reduction in timber harvest but provided no analysis of amount of revenue lost from each alternative

or other economic analysis). In rejecting alternatives, SFNF must also address whether any other means of

environmental protection are available.  See Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 813 (rejection of alternative

abuse of discretion where nothing in the record demonstrated agency consideration of other means of achieving

increased protection proposed by alternative).

 

In completing the required EIS, alternatives to the Project become critically important in determining the best

method for fire protection and tree clearance in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed. For example, have burning

periods in the winter months been studied? Have burn periods been staggered? Have smaller burn areas been

considered to study the impacts on habitat flora and fauna?

 

CNFF and SOFAR urge SFNF to not only complete an EIS, but to also consider how the current Project

compares to a natural fire regime, which would preserve [ldquo]80% or more of the dominant

vegetation[rdquo].[1] Additionally, studies have found that adding more unnatural fire to a landscape may pose

significant ecological effects, including increased growth of invasive and non-native plants. [2]

 

           We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this most important project and thank you in advance for

reviewing our requests.

 

 

[1]https://oregonexplorer.info/content/what-fire-regime

 

[2]http://www.californiachaparral.com/images/Eco_Found_for_Fire_Management_forest_and_shrublands_Keeley

_et_al_pnw_gtr779.pdf
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Jonathan

Last name: Glass

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Santa Fe National Forest,

 

 

 

Please accept and consider the attached scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project.

 

 

 

Please note that this is a possible duplicate submission. Earlier tonight, at 10:31pm 07/10/2019, I emailed the

same PDF attachment to comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us with "Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project" in the subject line. I am not in receipt of a confirmation of this email (as of now, 11:46pm

07/10/2019), so I am hereby resubmitting online via your web form.

 

 

 

Thank you for your attention.

 

 

 

July 10, 2019

 

Re: Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Santa Fe National Forest,

 

I do not believe it is in our best interests for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project to proceed. In

my estimation, the Project will be unable to attain its stated goals of reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire and

improving our forest's resistance to climate chance and insect outbreaks. Instead, I believe the Project will be

ecologically destructive, will contribute to climate chance, will substantially uglify our natural surroundings, and

will overall be a highly unwelcome setback for our forest and our community.

 

If you do not can the Project:

 

1) I request that you prepare an Environmental Impact Statement required under the National Environmental

Policy Act for major federal actions which "significantly affect the quality of the human environment." Examples of

how the Project would significantly affect the quality of the human environment include:

 

a) Decreasing the appeal of Santa Fe as an outdoor, nature-oriented destination by removing the majority of

trees and vegetation from Santa Fe's most proximate and most-used recreational forest area.

 

b) Contributing a global warming by burning carbon sequestering trees and vegetation.

 

c) Exposing our community to the health hazard of high-particulate smoke from low-intensity prescribed burning.

 

2) I request that you make the following maps readily available to the public as soon as possible, preferably in
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layers easily viewable online:

 

a) A map of the treatment units in the Project Area, accompanied by unit sizes and the parameters of the fuels

treatment prescription(s) to be issued for each unit.

 

b) A map of all existing roads, tracks, and trails in the Project Area, specify for each different segment its type of

road, track, or trail along with its width and condition.

 

c) A map showing all existing roads in the Project Area which are slated for improvement, specifying for each

different segment the desired type of road and its desired width. Please also display on this map roads slated to

be decommissioned.

 

d) A map of Inventoried Roadless Areas in and around the Project Area.

 

e) A map of proposed wilderness in and around the Project Area.

 

f) A map of former logging operations in the Project Area, with accompanying dates, and targeted tree species.

 

g) A high-resolution contour map of the Project Area and its surroundings.

 

3) I request that you please:

 

a) Analyze the extent to which the Proposed Action will protect the Project Area from wildfire. Please include

what weight you assign to the forest drying out as a result of:

 

i) removal of live trees and vegetation which contain significant amounts of water including in their roots

 

ii) greater exposure of soil and remaining trees to heat and sunlight via removal of much of the forest canopy

 

iii) increased wind speeds through the forest as a result of extensive tree removal

 

b) Specify both the pre-treatment and post-treatment probability per year of the Project Area's experiencing i)

low-medium-severity wildfire, and ii) high-severity wildfire. Please document the sources and calculation methods

of these state probabilities, and discuss areas of uncertainty contained in such probabilities from both an

ecological and mathematical perspective.

 

c) Perform a cost/benefit analysis of the risks of thinning and prescribed burning operations leading to high-

intensity wildfire compared with the probability of such treatments both encountering and substantially

moderating high-intensity wildfire.

 

d) Explain why you believe the Proposed Action will help protect the forest from climate change, taking into

account the effect on global warming from the removal of carbon sequestering trees and other vegetation.

 

e) Analyze how the Proposed Action will on balance serve to protect the forest from insect outbreaks.

 

f) Analyze i) how removing the majority of trees and vegetation from treatment areas on balance improves

wildfire habitat there, and ii) how you weight the lives and habitat of animals currently residing in the Project Area.

 

g) Compare and contrast road improvement in Inventoried Roadless Areas with road reconstruction in such

areas, meaning reconstruction as referred to by the Roadless Rule.
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h) Evaluate the benefits of conducting fuels treatments in Inventoried Roadless Areas relative to the intention that

Inventoried Roadless Areas be left intact and undisturbed.

 

i) Analyze the extent to which fuels treatments more than 200 feet from homes and other infrastructure are

protective of such homes and infrastructure.

 

j) Specify the estimated cost of the Project, broken down by location and category of expense, including future

maintenance and monitoring costs.

 

k) Discuss peer-reviewed scientific studies which implicitly counter the suggestion that the Proposed Action will

achieve the Project's stated purposed of improving the forest's resilience to wildfire, climate change, and insect

outbreaks.

 

Thank you for your consideration.

 

July 10, 2019

 

Re: Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Santa Fe National Forest,

 

I do not believe it is in our best interests for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project to proceed. In

my estimation, the Project will be unable to attain its stated goals of reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire and

improving our forest's resistance to climate chance and insect outbreaks. Instead, I believe the Project will be

ecologically destructive, will contribute to climate chance, will substantially uglify our natural surroundings, and

will overall be a highly unwelcome setback for our forest and our community.

 

If you do not can the Project:

 

1) I request that you prepare an Environmental Impact Statement required under the National Environmental

Policy Act for major federal actions which "significantly affect the quality of the human environment." Examples of

how the Project would significantly affect the quality of the human environment include:

 

a) Decreasing the appeal of Santa Fe as an outdoor, nature-oriented destination by removing the majority of

trees and vegetation from Santa Fe's most proximate and most-used recreational forest area.

 

b) Contributing a global warming by burning carbon sequestering trees and vegetation.

 

c) Exposing our community to the health hazard of high-particulate smoke from low-intensity prescribed burning.

 

2) I request that you make the following maps readily available to the public as soon as possible, preferably in

layers easily viewable online:

 

a) A map of the treatment units in the Project Area, accompanied by unit sizes and the parameters of the fuels

treatment prescription(s) to be issued for each unit.

 

b) A map of all existing roads, tracks, and trails in the Project Area, specify for each different segment its type of

road, track, or trail along with its width and condition.

 

c) A map showing all existing roads in the Project Area which are slated for improvement, specifying for each

different segment the desired type of road and its desired width. Please also display on this map roads slated to
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be decommissioned.

 

d) A map of Inventoried Roadless Areas in and around the Project Area.

 

e) A map of proposed wilderness in and around the Project Area.

 

f) A map of former logging operations in the Project Area, with accompanying dates, and targeted tree species.

 

g) A high-resolution contour map of the Project Area and its surroundings.

 

3) I request that you please:

 

a) Analyze the extent to which the Proposed Action will protect the Project Area from wildfire. Please include

what weight you assign to the forest drying out as a result of:

 

i) removal of live trees and vegetation which contain significant amounts of water including in their roots

 

ii) greater exposure of soil and remaining trees to heat and sunlight via removal of much of the forest canopy

 

iii) increased wind speeds through the forest as a result of extensive tree removal

 

b) Specify both the pre-treatment and post-treatment probability per year of the Project Area's experiencing i)

low-medium-severity wildfire, and ii) high-severity wildfire. Please document the sources and calculation methods

of these state probabilities, and discuss areas of uncertainty contained in such probabilities from both an

ecological and mathematical perspective.

 

c) Perform a cost/benefit analysis of the risks of thinning and prescribed burning operations leading to high-

intensity wildfire compared with the probability of such treatments both encountering and substantially

moderating high-intensity wildfire.

 

d) Explain why you believe the Proposed Action will help protect the forest from climate change, taking into

account the effect on global warming from the removal of carbon sequestering trees and other vegetation.

 

e) Analyze how the Proposed Action will on balance serve to protect the forest from insect outbreaks.

 

f) Analyze i) how removing the majority of trees and vegetation from treatment areas on balance improves

wildfire habitat there, and ii) how you weight the lives and habitat of animals currently residing in the Project Area.

 

g) Compare and contrast road improvement in Inventoried Roadless Areas with road reconstruction in such

areas, meaning reconstruction as referred to by the Roadless Rule.

 

h) Evaluate the benefits of conducting fuels treatments in Inventoried Roadless Areas relative to the intention that

Inventoried Roadless Areas be left intact and undisturbed.

 

i) Analyze the extent to which fuels treatments more than 200 feet from homes and other infrastructure are

protective of such homes and infrastructure.

 

j) Specify the estimated cost of the Project, broken down by location and category of expense, including future

maintenance and monitoring costs.

 

k) Discuss peer-reviewed scientific studies which implicitly counter the suggestion that the Proposed Action will
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achieve the Project's stated purposed of improving the forest's resilience to wildfire, climate change, and insect

outbreaks.

 

Thank you for your consideration.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 3:08:45 PM

First name: Jon

Last name: Asher

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Good Morning Supervisor Melonas:

 

 

Because there are many more erudite individuals and organizations opposed to this ill-advised thinning project I'll

leave the heavy lifting to them.

 

 

1.  The Map

 

 

Sir, the inaccuracies in the map provided to the citizenry by the USFS are such that it appears intentionally

designed to mislead the public.  No Roadless Areas are included on the map, yet this information is critically

important.  A corrected map must be issued so that accurate and thoughtful comments from the public may be

included in the discussion. 

 

 

Because this inaccurate map has been distributed, and it will take time to send out a corrected version, the Public

Commentary Period must be extended.

 

 

Frankly, a cynic might believe that the map, with its missing portions, was issued to purposely mislead the public.

 

 

2.  Roadless Areas

 

 

With the courts affirming their objections to logging in roadless areas, why is thinning being proposed in these

areas?

 

 

3.  Wildlife in the area proposed for thinning

 

 

Sir, there are no scientific studies in support of this and similar thinning projects.  If there were the USFS would

be extensively quoting them to gain public support.  Beyond the impact this thinning would inevitably have on the

Endangered Species known to be living in the proposed area, where are the scientific studies that say otherwise?

They don't exist.  Therefore there appears to be little justification for this project other than to generate money for

a few specific thinning-friendly and supporting groups.

 

 

This project reeks of efforts by some groups to generate funding through their inclusion in the project.  The
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residents in my "neighborhood" saw this first-hand in a recent thinning project when the Forest Steward Guild

pushed very hard for the thinning because they were going to be paid to do a considerable amount of the work.

Despite their having what appears to be an environmentally-friendly moniker, they are anything but that.  Again,

despite there being no scientific studies backing the thinning, they pushed hard for it, and won.

 

 

They won while the forest and all of its denizens lost.

 

 

I'll close with a prediction.  The thinning project will make significant money for a few groups.  Despite claims to

the contrary, most of the trees cut down will be stolen during the dark of night, as has happened repeatedly in

thinning projects in my area because there's virtually no budget for law enforcement.  When these wood thefts

are reported the USFS will promise to stop it, but will then do nothing.  When the trees are gone, and there's

been absolutely no appreciable increase in fire protection for the public, and your children and grandchildren are

asking where the trees, birds, deer, bobcats, squirrels and everything else has gone maybe you'll be able to

cobble together a sensible response, but I doubt it.

 

 

Despite knowing your negative reaction to my closing statement, it must be said:  The USFS is one more

example of why so many Americans no longer trust their government to do what's "right" for the public.

 

 

Jon Asher

Glorieta
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:01:14 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Cary

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Forest manat

 

Dear Sirs.  As a long time fire manager, I totally support the efforts that USFS proposed to restore our forests.

Believe me when i say that most of my neighbors believe the same. They're just not letter writers. Sincerly. Cary

Brien. Canada de Las Alamos

 

Sent from my iPhone
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 3:16:03 AM

First name: evone

Last name: prada

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I am a member of a family that has lived in Canada de los Alamos since the land was homesteaded in

&gt;&gt;&gt;&gt;.  Our family has depended on the firewood collected from the surrounding forest to cook food

and warm their homes for many years.  How will your proposed thinning/burning affect our ability to continue to

use the resources provided by the forest?

 

 

A forest fire has always been a concern for us since we reside so close to the forest.  So we, as a community,

are not opposed to some thinning of the overgrowth in the area or putting into place a long-term plan to maintain

the forest through cutting of firewood, etc. However, what you are proposing to do would result in a much scarier

scenario that would affect not only the families in this area, but affect the environment for many generations to

come.

 

 

 

Ultimately, how is this thinning/burning of the forest going to affect our ecosystem?  If you destroy the forest,

there are all kinds of changes that will take place.  First of all it will affect the wildlife in the area.  They will be

forced to move out of the area.  There will be no firewood or pinon nuts available to many future generations.  But

the most devastating thing that will occur is that our landscape will become a desert.  There will be no more rain!

You realize when you remove trees it changes the entire ecosystem!  Our forest will not only become a desert,

there will be no wildlife, no resources for the families in the area, but more importantly, there will be no rain, no

snow!!!  Why do you think God put forests on the planet in the first place?  We are already in a drought crisis,

why would anyone in their right mind make that whole situation a million times worse!!! It takes moisture to create

clouds which create rain and snow.  Anybody knows that!  If the landscape is barren of trees, it will affect our

rainfall and snowfall immensely!  The city of Santa Fe gets most of it's water supply from the snowfall in the

mountains around Santa Fe!  It will take decades for the trees to regrow if they ever grow back because there will

be no seed available to begin new growth of the forest trees.

 

 

This plan must be talked about and studies must be conducted before something this devastating is done

because there will be no going back.  Once it's done, the result could affect our people and our environment for

many, many years to come.  We, as a community, will never see the forest again in our lifetime.

 

 

We must take pause, we must re-think this proposal.

 

 

Evone E. Prada

(505) 983-6052

, Santa Fe, NM  87505

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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First name: Liz

Last name: G

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

 

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

 

 

We live in Santa Fe County. We are extremely concerned about the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project, which will cause enormous damage to the Santa Fe National Forest near our home and close to the

pueblos of Tesuque and Namb[eacute], including our beloved Namb[eacute] Falls Recreation Area.

 

 

 

We are especially concerned that you are allowing only a very short comment period and that there will be no

Environmental Impact Study done before launching into this huge and destructive project. Why the rush, unless

you believe that more people will object to the project if you allow a full 90 days?

 

 

 

We understand that the Forest Service believes that thinning and burning will help save the forest from

disastrous large wildfires. However, the latest science suggests that this is the wrong approach, and furthermore

that this decades-old policy has led to fires with far more disastrous consequences, such as the recent fires in

California.

 

 

 

We suggest you take a look at the recent policy document on California wildfire policy entitled "A New Direction

for California Wildfire Policy-Working from the Home Outward," in which a panel of experts explains that the

hundreds of millions of dollars being poured into logging and burning would be far better spent taking

preventative measures around homes and structures, "working from the home outward."

 

 

 

These scientists argue that our forests are not unnaturally dense and "overgrown," and denser forests do not

necessarily burn more intensely. Also, "thinning" really means intensive commercial logging projects that build or

improve roads and remove most of the trees, allowing winds and fire to spread more quickly through the forest.

"In fact, extensive research shows that commercial logging, conducted under the guise of 'thinning', often makes

wildland fires spread faster, and in most cases also increases fire intensity, in terms of the percentage of trees

killed (Cruz et al. 2008, 2014)."
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Moreover, climate scientists argue that one of the main causes of fire is global warming. Thinning and burning

will contribute to global warming not only from the burning, but from removing trees and habitat that help

sequester carbon, cool the ground, and contribute to the cycle that brings us life-giving rain.

 

 

 

Prescribed burning often uses aerial ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel

fuel, which are disastrous for the environment and human health, as well as our tourist economy. Already the

prescribed burns in the Santa Fe National Forest have been horrible for the health of our own family members

with asthma, and have poisoned the skies and driven tourists away.

 

 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of our concerns.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

 

Kathryn Elizabeth Gold

 

Debra Lynn Denison
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First name: Kate

Last name: Latimer

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I am emailing due to my concern about the proposed Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project plan to

manage fire danger by cutting/burning in our forest. I would like to ask for further study before any approval

moves forward on this plan.

 

 

Kate Latimer

Santa Fe Resident

 

 

Get Outlook for iOS
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First name: Anon

Last name: Cary

Organization:

Title:

Comments: EIS

 

 

We do NOT need an EIS. An EA will do just fine

Sent from my iPhone
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First name: deborah

Last name: lamal

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Burn.

 

 

Keep the trees. We need them to absorb the CO2.

Sent from my iPhone
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First name: Patricia

Last name: Monaghan

Organization:

Title:

Comments: ��Fwd: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

This is to express great opposition to the Forest Service plan to drastically thin 1,800 acres in the Hyde Memorial

State Park and Pacheco Canyon  areas.  The Forest Service's future plans to thin thousands of acres in the

Sangre de Christos mountains will take millions of trees at a time when our trees are more important than ever

because of climate change.  A recent study indicates our best path to stem off climate change is planting trees,

and an end to deforestation.  The Forest Service is exacerbating the greatest problem of our

time, and simultaneously destroying the natural beauty of our region.  Please get an EIS (Environmental Study

Impact) done with site specific analysis.

 

 

Thank you,

Tricia Monaghan

 

 

Patricia M. Monaghan

(505) 275-2738

(b) (6)
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First name: Glenn

Last name: Wikle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Project scoping feedback

 

- The project plan should address the impact of the project on global warming.  Scientific research has found that

the most powerful and practical solution to global warming within the jurisdiction of the Forest Service is to plant

trees that will sequester carbon.  Fire and thinning has the opposite effect: increasing carbon emissions.

Removing trees by any method removes valuable carbon sinks.  The Forest Service must use a scientific

approach to assess the environmental impact that would be caused by increased carbon emissions resulting

from the project.

 

 

- The actual scope of this project is 107,000 acres.  It appears the project has been broken into smaller projects

for the express purpose of avoiding the requirement to produce an Environmental Impact Statement.  The Forest

Service must comply with the intent of the law and produce an Environmental Impact Statement.

 

 

- Analysis of the project should be site-specific, not &quot;condition-based&quot;.

 

 

- The period for submitting feedback must be extended to account for a bug on the project web site that made it

impossible to submit email to the correct email address.  An unknown number of people submitting comments

found their comments had &quot;bounced&quot; as undeliverable.

 

 

- The Forest Service must allow equal time for opposition groups to speak at public information sessions: it's not

healthy or democratic for government to silence any subset of its constituents.
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First name: Cate

Last name: Moses

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Questions for scoping

 

1) The project fails to address the impact of &quot;thinning&quot; (aka clearcutting) and burning forests on the

severe global warming that Earth is already experiencing and that is increasing at a much higher rate than the

Forest Service has ever acknowledged.  Current science is clear that the most powerful and doable solution to

global warming within the jurisdiction of the Forest Service is to plant trees that will sequester carbon--NOT cut

them down and burn them up, which releases into the atmosphere the carbon that trees have sequestered.  The

exacerbating impact of the project on global warming must be studied thoroughly and MUST be studied in

comparison with the sane and scientific approach, which would be to PLANT TREES not cut them down and

burn them up.   

 

 

2) The whole project must be thoroughly analyzed by an Environmental Impact Statement.

 

 

2) Analysis should be site-specific, not "condition-based.&quot;

 

 

3) The Scoping Document is severely lacking in a range of important information that is needed to write

meaningful scoping comments.  See #1, above.

 

 

4) The scoping comment period must be extended so the public has more time to engage and to become

informed.  It must be extended due to the fact that the Forest Service failed to provide a way that the public could

actually comment via email, by setting up an email comment opportunity that appeared to submit users'

comments but in reality returned them as &quot;undeliverable,&quot; with no alternative functional email address.

 

 

 

Cate Moses Studio

Pronouns: she, her, hers

Santa Fe , NM

www.catemoses.com
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First name: Teresa

Last name: Seamster

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Mr. James Melonas

 

Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508 Email: jmelonas@fs.fed.us May 17, 2019

 

Re: Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

 

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP)

 

Dear Supervisor James Melonas,

 

The members of Northern New Mexico Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife and WildEarth Guardians

appreciate the opportunity to submit a community based [ldquo]Conservation Alternative[rdquo] to the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP). Our non-[shy]-profit conservation organizations are

deeply involved in promoting best forestry and watershed management practices and preserving our

unique New Mexico wildlife species and habitats for generations to come.

 

According to the Project Statement of Purpose and Need:

 

The purpose of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is to increase the resilience of

a priority landscape to future disturbances such as high-[shy]-severity wildfire, drought, and insect

and disease outbreaks. Resilience is the [ldquo]ability of a social or ecological system to absorb

disturbance while retaining the same basic structure and ways of functioning, the capacity for

self-[shy]-organization, and the capacity to adapt to stress and change[rdquo] (Forest Service Manual

2020.5).

 

The Statement outlines how Santa Fe National Forest will achieve this change in forest status:

 

To increase the resilience of the forests, watersheds, and communities of the Fireshed, there is a

need to:

 

[bull]  Move forests and woodlands (including ponderosa pine, dry mixed conifer,

 

aspen, and pi[ntilde]on-[shy]-juniper) in the Project Area towards their characteristic species composition,

structure and spatial patterns in order to improve ecological function;

 

[bull]  Reduce the risk for high-[shy]-severity wildfire, create safe, defensible zones for firefighters in

areas of continuous fuels and near valued resources that are at risk,

 

and avoid negative post-[shy]-fire impacts;

[bull]  Improve the diversity and quality of habitat for wildlife; and

 

[bull]  Improve soil and watershed conditions.
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The SFMLRP has been presented to the public through public forums, county commission hearings, and

face-[shy]-to-[shy]-face meetings with many conservation organizations and concerned landowners who live in

Santa Fe County.  The residents who have spoken in opposition to the project represent thousands of

our organizations[rsquo] local members, deeply concerned about the SFMLRP and its potential impact on

Santa Fe[rsquo]s forest, watershed, wildlife habitat, recreational values, landmark appearance, and

wildfire risk.

 

The future ability of the forest to [ldquo]adapt to stress and change[rdquo] is at the heart of this project

and has raised ongoing questions how treatments work, for how long, at what cost, and with what

success in reducing wildfire damage.

 

As several members of the public have asked: [ldquo]If we[rsquo]re spending millions to cut and burn trees in

the forest when many are likely to die from insects or wildfire anyway (i.e. the natural process),

why not spend those funds on protecting communities, public preparedness training, and early fire

detection?[rdquo]

 

1. Treated/untreated acres respond differently but are short-[shy]lived and over time are [ldquo]nearly

identical[rdquo]

 

There is evidence that high intensity wildland fire impacts can be reduced if they  burn over

treated areas, and that some can contribute to achieving short-[shy]-term resiliency goals. Other

evidence suggests that fuel treatments are much more effective in reducing low and moderate

intensity fire, and are generally not that effective for very high intensity fire, for example Las

Conchas Fire. Low to moderate and even some high intensity fire is considered to be beneficial to

the fire-[shy]-adapted forest landscape, so that makes the efficacy of fuel treatments questionable in

many cases.

 

Treatments are short-[shy]-lived and require repeated thins and prescribed burns to maintain their

function.

 

In the study: [ldquo]Evaluating spatiotemporal tradeoffs under alternative fuel management and

suppression policies: measuring returns on investment.[rdquo] (USFS,Thompson, Riley, Loeffler and Hass. 

2016) Modeling results confirmed that fire-[shy]-fuel treatment encounters are rare, such that median

fire suppression cost savings is zero. Sierra National Forest was used as study site to reflect a

microcosm of many of the challenges surrounding contemporary fire and fuels management in the

western U.S. https://www.firescience.gov/projects/13-[shy]-1-[shy]-03-[shy]-12/project/13-[shy]-1-[shy]-03-[shy]-

12_final_report.pdf

 

There is also evidence that post-[shy]-fire recovery is initially similar in treated and untreated

areas and that treatment benefits are nullified in the long term.

 

 

The 2002 Rodeo[ndash]Chediski fire, one of the largest wildfire in south-[shy]-western USA history, burned

over treated stands and adjacent untreated stands in the Apache[ndash]Sitgreaves National Forest, setting

the stage for a natural experiment testing the effectiveness of fuel reduction treatments under

conditions of extraordinary fire severity. In seven pairs of treated[ndash] untreated study sites

measured 2 years after the fire, thinning was strongly associated with reduced burn severity.

Initial post-[shy]fire recovery was relatively similar between treated and untreated areas. Only fuel

loadings and Manzanita density were significantly different. Fuel loading in terms of fine and

coarse woody debris, as well as forest floor weight, were substantially greater in treated areas
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Treated areas initially had more trees, but as untreated areas had more regeneration, they quickly

became denser; this difference slowly declined over the course of the simulation. All treatment and

regeneration combinations led to some self-[shy]- thinning, but Regen-[shy]-2 (scheduling measured

regeneration in 2004 and adjusted regeneration in 2024) in untreated areas led to an especially

high pulse of density and a correspondingly steep decline. After 100 years, treated and untreated

areas were nearly identical.1

 

Given the similar long-[shy]-term effects of fire over treated and untreated areas, and the probability

that any fuel treatment will be encountered by a fire is very low, the potential benefits do not

seem to justify the ecological damage from the impacts of widespread fuel treatments. Removing the

forest understory mechanically and then burning regrowth of the understory with periodic prescribed

burns profoundly damages many of the ecological cycles of the forest.

 

2. What steps work effectively to reduce Wildland Fire damage?

 

USFS Deputy Chief Victoria Christiansen testimony to the Senate Energy & Natural Resources

Committee (2017) read: [ldquo]Wildland Fire Management programs at U.S. Forest Service and the Department

of the Interior seek to achieve a cost-[shy]-efficient and a technically effective fire management plan

that meets resource and safety objectives. The guiding principles and priorities, as outlined in

the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy (Cohesive Strategy), are to [ldquo]safely and

effectively respond to wildfires, promote fire-[shy]-adapted communities, and create fire-[shy]-resilient

landscapes through direct program activities and strong Federal, State, tribal and local

collaboration. Firefighter and public safety are the primary considerations for all operations.[rdquo]

 

Wildfire prevention is a critical element to working collaboratively across land ownership

boundaries. The agency uses cooperative fire agreements to further

 

1  Barbara A. Strom and Peter Z. Ful[eacute], [ldquo]Pre-[shy]-wildfire fuel treatments affect long-[shy]-term

ponderosa

pine forest dynamics[rdquo]. International Journal of Wildland Fire, 2007, 16, 128[ndash]138

 

 

the goals and implementation of the Cohesive Strategy. Nationally, nearly 9 out of 10 wildfires are

caused by humans, including some of the most costly wildfires. (Note: In northern NM, Cerro Grande

Fire was caused by a prescribed burn, Las Conchas Fire was caused by a downed transmission line,

and Doghead Fire was caused by a spark from a USFS masticator). If we prevent unwanted,

human-[shy]-caused fires from igniting, we can proactively use our resources to create resilient

landscapes, improve our response to the other wildfires that need attention, and engage communities

to be prepared for and live with wildfire.

 

The goal of wildfire prevention is to stop unwanted human-[shy]-caused wildfires before they start and

to reduce the negative effects of wildfires. Prevention occurs in three main areas:

 

[bull]  Education aimed at changing behavior through awareness and knowledge.

 

[bull]  Engineering designed to shield an ignition source or prevent wildfire from impacting something

we value. Examples include clearing debris from around a house, installing spark arrestors on

equipment, and utilizing well-[shy]-designed campfire pits. (It can also be used to protect valuable

infrastructure in flood-[shy]- prone areas.)
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[bull]  Enforcement efforts to gain compliance with fire regulations and laws (primarily a State and

local role). Elements of enforcement include detection to keep fires small, patrols to increase

visibility and public awareness of fire danger, and public compliance with wildfire regulations.

 

Wildfire prevention education activities can reduce the number of human-[shy]- caused wildfires and

thus fire-[shy]-related costs. A 2009 study on wildfire prevention education programs in the state of

Florida found that the benefit to cost ratio could be as much as 35 to 1. That is, every additional

dollar spent would have reduced wildfire related losses (e.g., home and timber losses, etc.) and

suppression costs by 35 dollars. 2

 

A good example of fire prevention [ldquo]enforcement[rdquo] was the administrative decision to close Santa Fe

National Forest, during High Fire Danger weather in 2018, to remove fire hazards from outdoor

activities and camping, and to increase public awareness of wildfire risk.

 

3. Wildfire education, prevention of human source ignition, and enforcement are top priorities for

Santa Fe County residents

 

2  Testimony of Victoria C. Christiansen, Deputy Chief, State & Private Forestry, USDA, Forest

Service. US Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee hearing. August 3, 2017.

 

 

Housing developments and new construction in the wildland-[shy]-urban interface are issues residents

are willing to discuss but not prohibit. The promotion of Firewise communities has gained

popularity and with strong political leadership could become the norm with tighter housing

ordinances in both city and county. Treated right-[shy]-of-[shy]- ways for neighborhood access roads,

underground utility lines, fire retardant building and roofing materials, water tanks and surface

ponds for fire fighting, are all desired conditions for residents living near the forest.

 

Wildfire preparedness clinics are well attended in Santa Fe as are workshops that demonstrate

landowner treatments and clean ups. Programs that show fire behavior and wildfire simulations are

equally popular. Funding for such ongoing programs by SFNF and City & County Fire Departments

should be ongoing.

 

Mapping of potential Firewise Communities has already been done as part of the proposed project. 

Focal areas for Firewise education, fire prevention and enforcement, include Chupadero inholdings,

Summit Estates (Hyde Park Road), Canyon Atalaya, La Barbaria, Canada de los Alamos, Glorieta and La

Cueva. Within Santa Fe National Forest, Hyde Park Road to Ski Santa Fe has also been identified as

a high risk, high value corridor.

 

Controlling low to moderate intensity wildfires away from focal areas, but letting them burn

through forest areas with heavy fuel loads is generally well accepted by the public.

 

4. Santa Fe Conservation Alternative (SFCA): Recommendations

 

The [ldquo]desired conditions[rdquo] of the SFCA are as follows:

 

1) Require a site specific plan for each project within the SFMLRP that strategically targets

limited areas to treat, creates buffered boundary areas to protect property and access ROWs, and

safety zones to protect lives;

 

2) Require that riparian areas and critical wildlife habitat receive additional restoration

000458



monitoring and mitigation procedures developed in collaboration with NM Department of Game and

Fish; and,

 

3) Encourage public input regarding preservation of places, landscapes, cultural sites and

landmarks of local significance.

 

Thinning (Note: Projections for post treatment density are: 165.05 TPA across treatment stands [ndash]

4.0[rdquo]+ DBH. 29.3% of stands are >81 TPA and 90.3% of stands have

 

>52% trees <16[rdquo] DBH.)

 

[mdash]Limited hand thinning (up to 9") only in dry pine and mixed conifer outside of IRAs.

 

[mdash]Stumps cut down to the ground

 

[mdash]No thinning adjacent to the WUI for the purpose of protection of structures or communities except

within 150 feet of structures, and for fire fighter safety zones.

 

 

[mdash]Maximum trees removed in most thinned areas to 80 BA

 

[mdash]Leave tree groupings (50% minimum) and maintain a shrub understory. Utilize a wildlife habitat

based determination of tree and vegetation retention

 

[mdash]Identify riparian area concerns and plan to protect from erosion or sedimentation

 

Slash management

 

[mdash]Pile burning of activity fuels

 

[mdash]Reevaluate slash management timing and methods to avoid potential bark beetle outbreaks, and

sterilization of soil under slash piles. No slash over 3[rdquo] left on the ground during the dry season

 

Prescribed burning

 

[mdash]Utilize managed wildland fire and pile burning wherever possible. Utilize minimal broadcast

prescribed burns only in areas that are not assessable for pile burns.

 

IRAs

 

[mdash]No thinning in IRAs

 

[mdash]Identify Roadless Area concerns and develop policy to restore

 

Monitoring (Essential method of reaching desired outcomes of healthy forest habitat and

 

protection of public health)

 

[mdash]Set aside test plots for monitoring purposes

 

[mdash]Soil sampling -[shy]- plot number and spacing to be determined
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[mdash]Baseline species evaluation (i.e. population capacity and presence/absence)

 

[mdash]Improved air quality standards and monitoring to protect sensitive (human) population

 

Reclamation and restoration

 

[mdash]Reclamation of any USFS roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan

 

[mdash]Hand build structures (ex. Zuni bowls) in arroyos to slow flood waters

 

[mdash]Planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow floodwaters

 

[mdash]Reintroduction of beaver where appropriate

 

WUI and community forests

 

[mdash]Develop program to support fire-[shy]-proofing of structures and surrounding 100 feet, at least

through increased outreach and education (County should make this a homeowner responsibility)

 

[mdash]If possible, support development of an alternative egress for communities with a single egress

 

[mdash]Leave most areas accessible to the public for recreation

 

[mdash]Take into account local opinion to preserve areas that are special to communities, like Cougar

Canyon

 

[mdash]Increase law enforcement to protect against unsafe fire behavior by forest visitors

 

Scenic quality

 

[mdash]Maintain the scenic quality of treated areas. Develop a standard for acceptable scenic quality

with local input

 

All of Santa Fe and the surrounding inhabitants depend on the thousands of acres of forest that

give us clean air and water, seasonal runoff and acequias, historically thriving pueblos and small

rural communities, native fish and wildlife, several converging ecoregions with differing

landscapes, and inspiring natural beauty.

 

We are all deeply invested in the success of this important project.

 

Respectfully,

 

Teresa Seamster

 

Bryan Bird

 

Sarah Hyden
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Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project

 

Mr. James Melonas

Forest Supervisor Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

In Buddhist countries they use the word 'ignorance' quite differently than you and I do. To them it means ignoring

or disregarding the big picture, and getting all caught up in one's little piece of things.

 

For all 7.3 billion of us on Earth today, the big picture is climate disruption, caused by warming stemming from

too much carbon being dumped into the atmosphere. What few references to climate-related factors I've seen in

your communications, or heard at your meetings, are seriously outdated and impoverished.

 

We have no choice now but to begin keeping carbon in the ground and in the forest. If the city sewer was

flooding your basement, you'd obviously address that. But if in the process you realized your house was on fire,

that would take precedence. Like it or not, the priorities of climate mitigation now trump those of wildfire

mitigation.

 

In a letter (included in full at the bottom of this) signed by 40 climate scientists, they state:

 

"While high-tech carbon dioxide removal solutions are under development, the "natural technology" of forests is

currently the only proven means of removing and storing atmospheric CO2 at a scale that can meaningfully

contribute to achieving carbon balance."

 

I am afraid that the pre-climate-change slash and burn technologies of the Resilience Project will not only ignore

the priorities of global climate stability, they will significantly add to our mushrooming crisis.

 

Dr. Chad Hansen writes:

 

"Any short-term reduction in potential fire behavior following prescribed fire lasts only 10-20 years, so using low-

intensity prescribed fires ostensibly as a means to prevent mixed-intensity wildland fires would require burning a

given area of forest every 10-20 years (Rhodes and Baker 2008).

 

This would represent a tenfold increase, or more, over current rates of burning occurring from wildland fire (Parks

et al. 2015). Contrary to popular assumption, high-intensity fire patches produce relatively lower particulate

smoke emissions (due to high efficiency of flaming combustion) while lowintensity prescribed fires produce high

particulate smoke emissions, due to the inefficiency of smoldering combustion.

 

Therefore, even though high-intensity fire patches consume about three times more biomass per acre than low-

intensity fire (Campbell et al. 2007), low-intensity fires produce 3-4 times more particulate smoke than high-

intensity fire, for an equal tonnage of biomass consumed (Ward and Hardy 1991, Reid et al. 2005).
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As a result, a landscape-level program of prescribed burning would cause at least a ten-fold increase in smoke

emissions relative to current fire levels, and it would not stop wildland fires when they occur (Stephens et al.

2009)."

 

In other words: from a climate perspective, if the forest is to burn we're actually better off if it burns at moderate to

high intensity than at low! You have chance here to be part of the solution rather than the problem. I urge you to

consider that.

 

Personally speaking, I live on 10 acres in the WUI, adjacent to the Santa Fe National Forest. We thinned our 10

acres several years ago following a State Forestry prescription. We have not seen any benefit. In fact, our land

has noticeably suffered. Thinning in drought conditions is NOT forest restoration; it's deforestation. When I think

of what we did to degrade our 10 acres being done on 50,000 it makes me very angry and determined to fight

your plan every inch of the way.

 

Respectfully (believe it or not),

 

Tom Brady

Santa Fe, NM

 

 

Five Reasons The Earth's Climate Depends On Forests

 

Statement from Scientist Signatories:

 

"The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) will issue a new report soon on the impacts of 1.5°C of

global warming. Limiting average temperature rise to 1.5°C requires both drastic reduction of carbon dioxide

(CO2) emissions and removing excess carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. While high-tech carbon dioxide

removal solutions are under development, the "natural technology" of forests is currently the only proven means

of removing and storing atmospheric CO2 at a scale that can meaningfully contribute to achieving carbon

balance.

 

In advance of the IPCC report, we highlight five often overlooked reasons why limiting global warming requires

protecting and sustainably managing the forests we have, and restoring the forests we've lost.

 

1.  The world's forests contain more carbon than exploitable oil, gas, and coal deposits, hence avoiding forest

carbon emissions is just as urgent as halting fossil fuel use. Recent research suggests that, in order to have a

chance of limiting warming to 1.5°C, we cannot emit more than about 750 billion tons of CO2 in the coming

century[i]. The carbon in readily exploitable fossil reserves could release 2.7 trillion tons[ii] of CO2 up to 2100. By

comparison, forests store enough carbon to release over 3 trillion tons[iii] of CO2 if destroyed. And climate

change itself makes forests more vulnerable, including to uncontrollable wildfires.

 

2.  Forests currently remove around a quarter of the CO2 humans add to the atmosphere, keeping climate

change from getting even worse. By destroying forests, we not only emit carbon dioxide but also lose the role

forests play, through photosynthesis, in taking carbon dioxide out of the atmosphere. Of the 39 billion tons of

CO2 that we emit into the atmosphere each year, 28%[iv] is removed on land (mostly by forests), and around a

quarter by oceans. The remainder stays in the atmosphere. Maintaining and improving the management of

existing forests is a critical part of climate change mitigation, with substantial additional benefits, including

reducing air pollution, buffering against flooding, and conserving biodiversity.

 

(b) (6)
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3. Achieving the 1.5°C goal also requires massive forest restoration to remove excess carbon dioxide from the

atmosphere. Reforestation and improving forest management together have large potential to remove CO2 from

the atmosphere. These "natural climate solutions" could provide 18%[v] of cost-effective mitigation through 2030.

 

4.  Bioenergy is not the primary solution[vi]. Achieving significant amounts of carbon dioxide removal through use

of wood for energy and capturing the resulting carbon in geological reservoirs requires technology that is

untested at large scale. In some areas, such as high carbon tropical forests and peatlands-both of which

continuously remove carbon from the atmosphere-conservation is the best option. Climate benefits could also

come from increased use of sustainably produced wood in longer-lived products, such as buildings, where timber

can store carbon and substitute energy-intensive materials like concrete and steel.

 

5.   Tropical forests cool the air around them and the entire planet, as well as creating the rainfall essential for

growing food in their regions and beyond[vii]. Standing forests pull moisture out of the ground and release water

vapor to the atmosphere, regulating local, regional and global precipitation patterns and acting as a natural air

conditioner[viii]. In contrast, cutting down tropical forests increases local surface temperatures by up to 3°C[ix].

These "climate regulation" effects of tropical forests make their conservation essential to protect food and water

security.

 

In sum, we must protect and maintain healthy forests to avoid dangerous climate change and to ensure the

world's forests continue to provide services critical for the well-being of the planet and ourselves. The natural

technology forests provide underpins economic growth but, like crumbling infrastructure, we've allowed forests to

be degraded, even as we know that deferring maintenance and repair only increases the costs and the risk of

disaster. In responding to the IPCC report, our message as scientists is simple: Our planet's future climate is

inextricably tied to the future of its forests."

 

Signatories:

1. Paulo Artaxo, Physics Department, University of São Paulo

2. Gregory Asner, Department of Global Ecology, Carnegie Institution for Science and US National Academy of

Sciences

3. Mercedes Bustamante, Ecology Department, University of Brasilia and Brazilian Academy of Sciences

4. Stephen Carpenter, Center for Limnology, University of Wisconsin-Madison

5. Philippe Ciais, Laboratoire des Sciences du Climat et de l'Environnement, Centre d'Etudes Orme des

Merisiers

6. James Clark, Nicholas School of the Environment, Duke University

7. Michael Coe, Woods Hole Research Center

8. Gretchen C. Daily, Department of Biology and Woods Institute, Stanford University and US National Academy

of Sciences

9. Eric Davidson, University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science and President of the American

Geophysical Union

10. Ruth S. DeFries, Department of Ecology, Evolution and Environmental Biology, Columbia University and US

National Academy of Sciences

11. Karlheinz Erb, University of Natural Resources and Life Sciences, Vienna (BOKU)

12. Nina Fedoroff, Department of Biology, Penn State University

13. David R. Foster, Harvard University

14. James N. Galloway, Department of Environmental Sciences, University of Virginia

15. Holly Gibbs, Center for Sustainability and the Global Environment, University of Wisconsin-Madison

16. Giacomo Grassi

17. Matthew C. Hansen, Department of Geographical Sciences, University of Maryland

18. George Homberger, Vanderbilt Institute for Energy and Environment

19. Richard Houghton, Woods Hole Research Center

20. Jo House, Cabot Institute for the Environment and Department of Geographical Sciences, University of
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Bristol.

21. Robert Howarth, Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Cornell University

22. Daniel Janzen, Department of Biology, University of Pennsylvania and US National Academy of Sciences

23. Carlos Joly, Institute of Biology, University of Campinas

24. Werner Kurz, Canada

25. William F. Laurance, College of Science and Engineering, James Cook University

26. Deborah Lawrence, Department of Environmental Sciences, University of Virginia

27. Katharine Mach, Stanford University Earth System Science

28. Jose Marengo, National Centre for Monitoring and Early Warning and Natural Disasters (CEMADEN, Brazil)

29. William R. Moomaw, Global Development and Environment Institute, Tufts University and Board Chair,

Woods Hole Research Center

30. Jerry Melillo, Marine Biological Laboratory, University of Chicago

31. Carlos Nobre, Institute of Advanced Studies, University of São Paulo and US Academy of Sciences

32. Fabio Scarano, Institute of Biology, Federal University of Rio de Janeiro, and Brazilian Foundation for

Sustainable Development (FBDS)

33. Herman H. Shugart, Department of Environmental Sciences, University of Virginia

34. Pete Smith, FRS, FRSE, University of Aberdeen, United Kingdom

35. Britaldo Soares Filho, Institute of Geosciences, Federal University of Minas Gerais

36. John W. Terborgh, Nicholas School of the Environment, Duke University

37. G. David Tilman, College of Biological Sciences, University of Minnesota

38. Adalberto Luis Val, Brazilian National Institute for Research of the Amazon (INPA)

39. Louis Verchot, International Center for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT)

40. Richard Waring, Department of Forest Ecosystems and Society, Oregon State University

 

The views expressed are those of the signatories as individuals and may not be regarded as stating an official

position of their respective institutions.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 2:42:16 AM

First name: Willa

Last name: Tanas

Organization:

Title:

Comments: fires

 

I moved to Santa Fe 27 years ago on the advice of my doctors. I need clean, fresh, unpolluted air. I chose NM

because I thought that would be what I would find here.I suffer from asthma, pulmonary fibrosis,multiple chemical

sensitivity as well as a few other diseases. I started to get better here until all of this burning started. I have hardly

been able to leave my house and my health is deteriorating. What purpose can be served by destroying our

beautiful forests? The environmental impact is frightening as well as the health impact on all who live here. NM is

no longer the land of enchantment. Do more research before you proceed with your plan remove more trees.

Please take into consideration the  long lasting effect this will have on the population as well as our ecosystem.

Thank you.

Willa Halpern Tanas
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 5:18:16 PM

First name: Kyle

Last name: Okuma

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. Melonas,

I appreciate your time and the difficulty of your position in regards to receiving comments questioning the Santa

Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.

I think it's in everyone's best interest that the Forest Service conduct an Environmental Impact Statement

regarding its impact on our community and the climate. I understand this is not in the current plan and feel this

should be corrected.

I would like to see the Forest Service explore fireproofing homes rather than burning trees in light of our current

climate crisis. I'm also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and

increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade wildlife habitat,

spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

 

Kyle Okuma
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 5:53:21 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Mark

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Assesment/Analysis Request for environmental impact

 

 

7-10-2019

                                    Mark A. Garcia

                                    

                                     Santa Fe, N.M.  87505

 

Re:  Request for a full environmental impact

       statement be done based on specific

        locations  Assesment/Analysis  on

        forest burn in New Mexico.

 

Dear Sir/Madam,

 

I am concerned about possible burning by the Forest service without a full Assesment and Analysis being done. I

am requesting a full impact statement on how environment may be affected based on specific locations.

 

                                           Thank you,

 

                                           Mark A. Garcia

                                           

Sent from my iPhone

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Bob

Last name: Funkhouser

Organization:

Title:

Comments: July 10, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Re: Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

I live in pi[ntilde]on-juniper woodlands off of County Road 51, near the 51C branch to the Santa Fe

National Forest. I am a retired engineer, systems analyst, and IT professional. In New Mexico I

worked five years at the Santa Fe Institute followed by thirteen years at the Los Alamos National

Laboratory. In 2008 I was hired by the State of New Mexico EMNRD department to produce a report on

Off-Road Vehicle Recreation in New Mexico. I currently am associated with the Santa Fe Forest

Coalition. However, these comments are my personal comments as a landowner living near a National

Forest and as a citizen concerned about the health of the forest ecosystem and the Web of Life

within it.

 

I appreciate the goals of the SFMLRP and agree with them in principle. However, without a

comprehensive EIS using all of the latest research (not just GTR-310 or cherry-picked studies) and

evaluating alternative actions, including no action, it is my view that the severe thinning and

prescribed fire planned for over 50,000 acres will do serious and lasting damage to the Santa Fe

National Forest and result in serious negative effects on recreation, tourism, wildlife habitat,

air quality, and overall desirability of living in and visiting Santa Fe and the Santa Fe National

Forest.

 

I do support actions to decommission and close roads but please be careful with improvements lest

it invite additional traffic or off-roading in the area. And I support restoration of riparian

areas as long as it does not involve severe thinning and prescribed fire. I would also support and

recommend pro-active measures to prevent flooding and debris flows in the event of a large fire,

and to prevent damaging flooding and debris flows which can occur under the right conditions in the

absence of a large fire. We know that storms are increasing in intensity. It is quite reasonable to

expect a 1,000 year storm within the next 50 years. If this should occur and perhaps coincide with

a heavy snowmelt then massive flooding and damaging debris flows could result even without a recent

major fire. It makes sense as a preventive measure to prepare for such an event with (some, but

minimal) contour felling, moving earth, creating check dams, holding ponds, drainage ditches, berms

and swales, and whatever else can

 

 

be done to pro-actively mitigate flash floods and debris flows. Such work should also have positive

effects on the forest and wildlife by increasing water retention.

 

I would also support minor thinning around WUIs to help protect those areas from wildfire but in
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addition, homeowners need to take action to reduce the ignitability of their properties using

proven Firewise practices. This is even more important and urgent for homeowners living in

"Intermix areas", where natural vegetation is dominant. It makes no sense, and is a waste of

resources, to perform drastic fuel reduction in the wildlands if homeowners in Intermix and WUI

areas do nothing to protect their homes.

 

Regarding fuel treatments to reduce fire in wildlands, Professor William Baker, in his fine and

very detailed 2009 book "Fire Ecology in Rocky Mountain Landscapes", says:

 

"Fuel reduction and fuel breaks are shown to have limited effectiveness and deleterious impacts on

nature and are best used only in defensive positions adjacent to housing and infrastructure." (p.

452)

 

and:

 

"Fuel reduction outside of community fire-planning zones is a waste of funding that would be better

directed at interfaces." (p. 459)

 

and further:

 

"Since fire may not have declined relative to the HRV and may increase several times in coming

decades, there is no need to conduct prescribed burns to offset a perceived fire deficit or to

regenerate shrubs or trees." (p. 459)

 

And finally:

 

"Fuel reduction outside the community fire-planning zones is not needed." (p. 460)

 

Professor Baker does support the judicious use of "managed fire" (allowing naturally occurring fire

to burn, with limits), as do I.  And it makes sense to create a few safe zones for firefighters,

though I think these should be small, strategic, and done so as to double as meadow for Nature.

 

I have visited the Santa Fe Watershed area above Black Canyon Campground which has been thinned and

burned. And I have visited treated areas in La Cueva. I find the results appalling and the

antithesis of thriving, compelling, inviting Nature. The reality I have seen is not anything like

the beautiful, inviting, park-like pictures the Forest Service shows on its website or uses in

GTR-310.

 

When you walk from the old growth area above the Black Canyon campground to the border of the

watershed with the "no entrance" sign, it is clear that the majority of wildlife would avoid the

treated area. In essence it is habitat destruction on a large scale. I understand and appreciate,

and support, the need to protect special assets such as water supplies and so in those cases,

thinning and prescribed burning makes sense. But I am very concerned that widespread severe

thinning and prescribed burning

 

 

in 50,000+ acres will not only seriously compromise the area for wildlife and recreationists, but

in this

 

era of rapid climate change (unprecedented in history) will result in major ecosystem destruction.
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Let me repeat that reality -- we are living in an era of UNPRECEDENTED CLIMATE CHANGE. Here is the

leading paragraph from the United Nations website on the issue:

 

"Climate Change is the defining issue of our time and we are at a defining moment. From shifting

weather patterns that threaten food production, to rising sea levels that increase the risk of

catastrophic flooding, the impacts of climate change are global in scope and unprecedented in

scale. Without drastic action today, adapting to these impacts in the future will be more difficult

and costly."

 

(https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/climate-change/)

 

I don't recall GTR-310 incorporating UNPRECEDENTED CLIMATE CHANGE into the assumptions. GTR-310

does say this in the Executive Summary (underline added for emphasis):

 

"We recognize that reference conditions in frequent-fire forest may become less relevant in

changing climates, but believe that restoring their composition, structure, and characteristic

processes today should aid the retention of ecosystem components while research and management

develop options for whatever the future might bring."

 

The above is from 2013 which was based upon data and studies done before 2013, and before science

recognized the urgency of climate change that has since been recognized. A lot has happened in

ten-plus years, and so I submit to you that the assumption (and it is an assumption) that you can

restore the forest to a long-ago reference condition using the guidelines of GTR-310 is foolish,

risky and ill-advised. And not only are the guidelines of GTR-310 of questionable applicability

because of climate change,

 

GTR-310 is based on research data from other forests, other ecosystems (all things considered) and

other historical periods. A thorough Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared which takes

the actual composition of the forest, the soil, the plant life, the wildlife, and the climate of

the Sangre de Cristos into account, and it must include rapid and unprecedented climate change to

have any credibility.

 

Thank you for considering my comments.

 

Sincerely,

 

Bob Funkhouser
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:40:40 PM

First name: Teresa

Last name: Seamster

Organization:

Title:

Comments: SFMLRP - Wildlife comments

 

Please accept the attached wildlife species lists and information, as part of the SFNF scoping process for the SF

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. This data was provided by NM Department of Game &amp; Fish in

response to a request by Sierra Club to TNC to include NMERT (NM Environmental Review Tool) sub-county

level wildlife data as part of the project's &quot;valuable resources&quot; assessment. The species lists are

based on spatial data provided by TNC for the Santa Fe Watershed plus a 200m buffer. Consideration of

seasonal wildlife needs and habitat requirements are important for a successful SFMLRP.

 

 

 

Best regards,

Teresa Seamster

 

 

Chair, Northern NM Group

Rio Grande Chapter of Sierra Club

1807 Second Street, Suite 45

Santa Fe, NM 87505

505-983-2703

505-466-8964

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:42:05 PM

First name: Amanjeet

Last name: Kaur

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project - Urgent comments

 

July 10, 2019

 

 

To whom it may concern,

 

 

 

The proposed cutting of trees in the Santa Fe Mountains can have disastrous consequences on our environment

and contribute to global warming.  Please read what the world's leading scientists have warned us in their

Landmark report published in October of 2018 as attached below.  The US is supposed to be planting new

forests the size of Canada, not cutting or thinning existing ones.  Thinning existing forests accelerates the heating

of the planet. Please do not do it.

 

 

The deadline for comments concerning the 50,000 acre Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

affecting the Canada de los Alamos Forest, the forest by the Amma Center, is July 10.

The Forest Service proposes thinning 21,000 acres of our National Forest, with additional prescribed burns on

43,000 acres. Past such projects have been very severe, with over 90% of trees removed and then new growth

burned off regularly. The forest becomes ecologically broken.

 

The publication of a landmark UN report in October, 2018 indicates that the world's leading scientists warned

there are just a dozen years in which to keep global warming under 1.5C, (above preindustrial levels) beyond

which even half a degree will significantly worsen the risks of drought, floods and extreme heat…'  In the

Timeinc.net article dated October 10, 2018, titled: 'Here's what Humanity must do immediately to prevent

catastrophic climate change,' "According to the new U.N. report called, Climate Change an Urgent and

Potentially Irreversible Threat to Human Societies and the Planet,…" warned that "delayed action would make it

impossible to limit warming to 2.7degrees F…"  One of the important recommendations that is listed in this

article, is for new forests to be planted equal to the size of Canada.

 

Regards,

 

 

Amanjeet A. Kaur
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 10:02:32 PM

First name: Michael

Last name: Kaye

Organization:

Title:

Comments: no slash + burn

 

I oppose plans to burn and cut more of what little we have left of our forests.

 

 

Reforestation works, and the last thing we need is fewer trees.

 

 

You are paid to protect, not destroy, the forests, whatever your pals Trump and the Koch Brothers (Georgia

Pacific) may say.

 

 

Please protect the forests; don't destroy what we have left.

 

 

Slash &#43; burn does not protect forests.

 

 

 

 

Michael B. Kaye

 

 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:54:38 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Marc

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

By exacerbating the climate crisis, &quot;thinning&quot; forests makes increased wildfires more likely.  As the

New York Times just reported, &quot;Restoring Forests Could Help Put a Brake on Global Warming.&quot; It is

time for the Forest Service to protect forests, not destroy them.

 

The Naranjo Fire now going on is an example of the problems with the current Forest Service approach. The

official Forest Service report states:

The Naranjo Fire is being managed for multiple resource benefits, such as: improve forest health, reduce fuel

loadings and improve wildlife habitat for elk and deer.

Smoke-sensitive individuals and people with respiratory problems or heart disease are encouraged to take

precautionary measures.

 

Fire affects everyone trying to breathe the air, not just a few &quot;smoke-sensitive individuals&quot; and not just

humans. The climate crisis has exacerbated the extinction crisis, which affects all wildlife, not just the deer and

elk which the Forest Service regards as a &quot;resource&quot; for hunters.

All &quot;thinning&quot; projects should be stopped until there is a full Environmental Impact Statement review

which takes into account the full impact of the climate crisis.

 

Marc Bedner &amp; Rosemary Lowe

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

(b) (6)

000475



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 7:44:33 PM

First name: Ruth

Last name: Faust

Organization:

Title:

Comments: STOP THE INSANITY OF TAKING OUT BEAUTIFUL FORESTS

 

ON NO LEVEL DOES IT MAKE SENSE TO WIPE OUT BEAUTIFUL FORESTS, CREATING MORE GLOBAL

WARMING, POISONING US ALL, rather than pursuing a wise course of selecting trees to thin forests to make

them strong and more viable in the midst of fire threats.

 

 

Ruth Anne Faust

 

 

 

, cell

 

505-216-5166, Santa Fe casita

 

(not on phones or computer during shabbat or holy days)

 

**For anything that requires a timely response, please give

a call.  I apologize ahead of time that I just don't keep up

with my e-mails!**

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Karen

Last name: Weber

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Scoping Comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Please see attachment for my comments.

 

Please also add my name to the contact list to receive any future public notices regarding this project.

 

Thank you.

 

Karen

 

Karen Weber

 

James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

 

Submitted via email at: comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us

 

 

 

RE: Scoping Comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Dt: July 10, 2019

 

 

 

I live in Santa Fe and work as a teacher in the Santa Fe Public School system.  I am writing with

 

pressing concerns about the proposed Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.  Although these are

not the only issues with this project, there are of particular importance to me personally as the basis for an urgent

request that an EIS (Environmental Impact Study) be done before this project proceeds.

 

 

 

My first concern is that of air quality.  As you may know, chemical accelerants are used to start the proposed

prescribed burns in this project.  Besides the toxic fallout from smoke itself, the air is also polluted with small

particulate matter from these chemicals.  Though apparently there has not been a full monitoring of the local

impact of air pollution on our community from prescribed burns, it is a known fact that even short term exposure
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has harmful effects especially for those suffering from lung weakness and disease.  Recent studies have also

shown that it may likely have a negative effect on the cognitive development of children.

 

 

 

1. Xin Zhang et al., [ldquo]The Impact of Exposure to Air Pollution on Cognitive Performance,[rdquo] Proceedings

of the National Academy of Sciences, 155, no. 37, September 2018

2. Benjamin D. Horne, et al., [ldquo]Short Term Elevation of Fine Particulate Matter Air Pollution and Acute Lower

Respiratory Infection,[rdquo] American Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine 198, no. 6, September

2018

 

 

 

Secondly, this project includes going into roadless areas of the Santa Fe National Forest which will impact the

environment and wildlife habitat.  Although the Forest Service does not propose creating new roads and instead

decommissioning some roads, they obviously will need to expand those roads to be used for burning and

thinning to allow for equipment and traffic.  This can potentially take away the eligibility of these areas as

Wilderness, basically taking away that protection for the future. As cited in the Wilderness Act of 1964, (2a), such

Wilderness areas are to [ldquo]be administered for the enjoyment of the American people in such manner as will

leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness, and so as to provide for the protection of

these areas, the preservation of their wilderness character.[rdquo]  A grave concern I have with going into these

roadless areas, which are public lands, is that this project will actually open them up to further development, and

possibly extraction as we are seeing with the recent mining exploration in the Santa Fe National Forest near

Terrero.  When attending a Forest Service public meeting and presentation, I received no assurances from them

that this is not the case.

 

 

 

1.[ldquo]Mining Company Plans Drilling in Santa Fe National Forest[rdquo], Associated Press, June 7, 2019

 

 

 

 

 

Thirdly, as you are aware, we are currently in the midst of climate disruption and already experiencing the effects

of it.  Current studies show the importance of preserving our forests as a way to mitigate even worse effects. By

thinning away the natural diversity of our forest and cutting away its high canopy, we are actually heating the soil

even more, creating drier conditions, let alone reducing the sequestering of carbon that trees provide. The Forest

Service has not acknowledged that bigger and more frequent high-severity fires is a result of the climate

disruption we are experiencing, not because of more undergrowth or accumulation of living and dead wood as

they claim. In addition, this project does not work with natural processes to help the forest adapt to a warmer and

drier climate, but in fact interferes with that.  As we are confronted with climate disruption and the suffering it

causes, which will only become more devastating in the near future, it is common sense - it is morally demanded

- that we do whatever we can to mitigate those disastrous consequences and that suffering.  

 

 

 

1. Craig D. Allen, David D. Bershears, and Nate G. McDowell, [ldquo]On Underestimation of Global Vulnerability

to Tree Mortality and Forest Die-off from Hotter Drought in the Anthropocene,[rdquo] Ecosphere 6, no. 8, August

2015

2. John T. Abatzoglou and A. Park Williams, [ldquo]Impact of Anthropogenic Climate Change on Wildfire Across
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Western US Forests,[rdquo] Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America

113, no. 42, October 18, 2016

3. Seth Borenstein, [ldquo]Wildfires Worse Due to Global Warming, Studies Say,[rdquo] Phys.org, May 18, 2014

4.  [ldquo]Deforestation and Its Extreme Effect on Global Warming, Scientific American

5. [ldquo]US Forest Service Finds Global Forests Absorb One-Third of Carbon Emissions Annually,[rdquo]  US

Forest Service, July 4, 2011

6. Oliver Milman, [ldquo]Scientists Say Halting Deforestation 'Just as Urgent' as Reducing Emissions[rdquo], The

Guardian, October 4, 2018

 

 

 

I am writing to you not only on behalf of my young students, and to all of us here now, but for the generations to

come, urging that we preserve and protect the natural beauty and benefits of the Santa Fe National Forest, and

its importance to our health and wellbeing and that of those to come. This is our highest responsibility. 

 

 

 

I respectfully but urgently ask that an Environmental Impact Study be done to assure that all the issues, including

those I raise here, be fully addressed and made publicly known as is required before this project proceeds.
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Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I am commenting as an individual, though to avoid unnecessary

repetition I highly recommend and adopt by reference the attached comments by Rachel Jankowitz, the

Conservation Chair of the Native Plant Society of New Mexico. The Forest Service is to be commended for

undertaking this long term effort to restore forest health. I believe that prescribed burns and forest thinning are

necessary tools, properly used, to achieve that goal.

 

Additional comments and questions I wish to make are:

 

1. Livestock Grazing:  What acreage and in what areas are existing permits? What are the plans for future

grazing permitting, especially with increased patches of meadows contemplated by this project?

 

2. Post thinning and prescribed burn monitoring: while monitoring the outcomes of individual projects is implied, I

believe that the requirement should be explicit. Especially important is the determination whether invasive and

non-natives colonize burned or thinned areas. Followup practices to deal with those invasive should also be

standard. Also, soil sampling in areas covered by burned slash piles should be done to determine the effects of

the intense burns and the results, if adverse, should be used to give preference to scattering the thinning debris,

rather than burning piles.

 

3. Public Outreach:  Continuation of the USFS and the Fireside Coalition's public education and outreach

practices should be continued, as well as the alerts given for individual prescribed burns. At some point in the

EIS process consideration should be given to conducting a public debate of scientists with opponents of burns

and thinning, some of whose claims I believe are misleading to the public.  While coping with climate change is

the impetus for this Project, the anti-environmentalist stances of the present national administration has

enhanced skepticism and distrust of federal agencies. Though perhaps giving legitimacy to unfounded claims,

such a public debate, widely attended and publicized, would allow the public to understand the issues better and

accept the science on which this Project is based.

 

4. Legal Status of Individual Prescribed Burn & Thinning Projects:  This SFML Resiliency Project contemplates

many individual projects conducted over 10 to 15 years with those projects determined by experience,

catastrophic wildfire risk and funding. Assuming an EIS or EA is adopted for this Project, under what legal

authority will the individual projects be conducted?

 

USFS has made a good effort to explain the NEPA process. Despite that, there is much public confusion with the

clamor for an EIS and uncertainty about the alternatives to it. Until I read Judge Parker's recent decision

approving the USFS' Hyde Park and Pacheco prescribed burns (copy attached), I realized I did not understand

by what authority those burns were to be conducted. Is the decision-making for the individual projects to be in

accord with the legal framework in that opinion? While the intricacies of the relevant body of law can be

overwhelming to most, making that decision, and the results of the current appeal of it, and the legal rationale for

individual projects available to the public can dispel at least some of the public confusion.

 

Sincerely,

 

Barbara Fix

(b) (6)
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Comments: June 10, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor

 

Mr. Gennaro Falco, Forestry Program Manager Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Drive Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. Melonas and Mr. Falcon,

 

Mr. Falcon, you asked me to send my ideas and therefore I address this letter to you and Supervisor

Melonas.

 

As a WUI resident of Ca[ntilde]ada de los Alamos I would request you accept my comments as part of the

public record regarding the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.

 

I ask that you to carefully review the current studies from world-renown, dedicated and respected

scientists (listed below), some from your own organization. Any decisions made for any project, of

any size, at this point in time should consider and include the information shared by these learned

people, and should be considered in an EIS.

 

But frankly, for me, after reviewing the scoping document, attending meetings, and hiking through

other prescription areas in the Santa Fe National Forest for many years, I am firmly and completely

against any semblance of thinning and burning currently exemplified.

 

As a biologist, I see no improvement in habitat, diversity, or resiliency of the forest in these

areas. On the contrary, I see the opposite.  And I see decades needed to generate even a moderate

recovery of health. Combined with the run-away-freight train of climate chaos we have no wiggle

room to play the odds. A management plan gone bad will certainly reduce our ability to insulate

Santa Fe from severe climatic change.

 

As a living, breathing resident of the community I am physically affected by the [lsquo]prescribed[rsquo]

burns, as are many others, including the ones without voices - the animals. This plan to reinitiate

fire into our landscape by bombing oxidizing toxicants such as potassium permanganate and ethylene

glycol is not only inhumane to the animals and insects in the forest who cannot run from this

dastardly [lsquo]treatment,[rsquo] but is creating more ill-will for the Forest Service than you

 

 

probably realize. As a medical doctor I would like to state my strong opposition to this practice

of all [lsquo]prescribed[rsquo] burning and especially with the use of these toxicants.

 

I understand it must weigh heavy on the shoulders of the Forest Service that another mega-fire

could take lives and property. The blame would surely land on your organization. But, to undertake

such drastic, permanent [lsquo]treatments[rsquo] as you are proposing in response to fear reminds me of my
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clients who are terrified their animal might catch a contagion, and then fool-heartedly agree to

toxic, invasive procedures only to have more illness and often more expense.

 

Mr. Falcon, you asked for ideas and I submit these comments and scientific studies as the backbone

of those ideas. I eagerly welcome the opportunity to discuss specific projects to improve the

health of the forest and include the community of Santa Fe - the children, the artists, the

elderly, the WUI residents, the urban slickers, the environmental groups, the farmers, and everyone

else in between.

 

These troubling times call for bold, daring and innovative solutions. It seems to me it is the time

to think, cooperate, and function like a forest. I realize the Forest Service is mandated by

higher-ups; but if the Forest Service could undertake a brave, new approach I guarantee there will

be the widest and deepest support for a change in consciousness and methodology. Anything short of

a new way of relating will meet with opposition, frustration and frankly the further demise of our

climate and community. Essentially, a zero-sum game.

 

If you are interested in truly finding a [lsquo]common ground,[rsquo] and not just an inculcation of the

public, please know that I, along with many others, are interested in thinking and working like a

forest, with you, with Nature, but not against her.

 

Sincerely,

 

Dr. Dee Blanco, DVM Ca[ntilde]ada de los Alamos

 

 

FIRE SCIENCE

 

Dr. Jack Cohen, USFS Fire Specialist, retired

 

How risk management can prevent future wildfire disaster in the wildland-urban interface

 

https://www.pnas.org/content/111/2/746

 

Protecting Homes in the Wildlands-Urban Interface

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2004_barkeley_y001.pdf

 

Home Ignitability in the Wildland-Urban Interface

https://www.fs.fed.us/rm/pubs_other/rmrs_2000_cohen_j002.pdf

 

Dr. Jennifer Balch

 

Human-ignited wildfires expand the fire niche across the United States https://

www.pnas.org/content/114/11/2946https://

 

Dr. W. C. Bessie, Dr. E. A. Johnson

 

The Relative Importance of Fuels and Weather on Fire Behavior in Subalpine Forests

 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/ c4e1/5cb29dc3b2a89c24f302564c01346d306b49.pdf

 

Dr. Max Moritz, et al
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Learning to Coexist With Wildfire https://www.researchgate.net/publication/

267778667_Learning_to_coexist_with_wildfire

 

FOREST ECOLOGY

 

Dr. Suzanne Simard

 

Mother Trees and connections between trees https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-8SORM4dYG8

 

Dr. Chad Hansen

 

Common Myths about Forests and Fire https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/

219122_1da801668a894c9db9f827d9f86f953b.pdf

 

The Ecological Importance of Mixed-Severity Fires

http://johnmuirproject.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/BookFlyer.pdf

 

 

Dr. Diana L. Six

 

Management for Mountain Pine Beetle Outbreak Suppression: Does Relevant Science Support Current

Policy?

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/

259714120_Management_for_Mountain_Pine_Beetle_Outbreak_Suppression_Do

es_Relevant_Science_Support_Current_Policy

 

PLANT COGNITIVE ECOLOGY

 

Dr. Monica Gagliano

 

Plants learn and remember: lets get used to it.

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s00442-017-4029-7

 

Dr. Tania Schoennagel

 

Adapt to more wildfire in western North American forest as climate change

https://www.pnas.org/content/114/18/4582

 

The interaction of fire, fuels, and climate across Rocky Mountain forests.

https://academic.oup.com/bioscience/article/54/7/661/223530

 

CLIMATE CHANGE

 

Climate and Land Use Alliance

 

40 scientists from around the world as signatories

 

5 Reasons The Earth[rsquo]s Climate Depends on Forest

http://www.climateandlandusealliance.org/scientists-statement/
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Dr. Dominick DellaSala

 

Facts About California Forests, Wildfires, and Carbon Whole Community Adaptation

https://www.climatewise.org/

 

The United Nations

 

https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/climate-change/

 

Dr. Beverly E. Law

 

Land Use Strategies to Mitigate Climate Change in Carbon Dense Temperate Forests

 

https://www.pnas.org/content/115/14/3663

 

 

Dr. Stephen R. Mitchell, et al

 

Forest fuel reduction alters fire

 

on storage in three Pacific Northwestern ecosystems

https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1890/08-0501.1

 

WILDLIFE

 

Robert L. Beschta, et al

 

Adapting to Climate Change on Western Public Lands: Addressing the Ecological E?ects of Domestic,

Wild, and Feral Ungulates https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23151970
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Comments: WildEarth Guardians and Defenders of Wildlife comments, revised copy, please use only this one

 

Please accept the following comments concerning the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

submitted by WildEarth Guardians and Defenders of Wildlife.

 

We have been struggling with combining two drafts which has created some errors in our comments. We want a

clean copy in the project record, so are submitting for a third time. Please delete the previous two copies, and

use only this one. Please only keep and use this copy with the title "Comments from WildEarth Guardians and

Defenders of Wildlife on SFMLR Project&quot;.

 

Thank you for your understanding and consideration.

 

Sarah Hyden

 

(Attached Comment)

 

July 10, 2019

 

James Melonas, Forest Supervisor Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Submitted via email at: comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us

 

RE: Scoping Comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas,

 

WildEarth Guardians and Defenders of Wildlife respectfully submit these scoping comments to the

U.S. Forest Service concerning the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP),

spanning approximately 50,566 acres located within the Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger

Districts on the Santa Fe National Forest. This landscape-scale vegetation management project

involves a number of activities requiring rigorous environmental analysis, including mechanical and

hand thinning on up to 21,000 acres, prescribed fire on up to 43,000 acres, riparian restoration on

up to 557 acres, and road improvement, decommissioning and closure on up to 115 miles of National

Forest System roads. Please add our names and organizations to the contact list to receive any

future public notices regarding this project.

 

WildEarth Guardians is a nonprofit conservation organization headquartered in Santa Fe, NM with

offices in several western states. With more than 230,000 members and supporters, WildEarth

Guardians works to protect and restore the wildlife, wild places, wild rivers, and health of the

American West.

 

Defenders of Wildlife is a nonprofit organization with 1.8 million members and supporters across

the nation, including nearly 20,000 in New Mexico. Defenders is dedicated to the protection of all

native animals and plants in their natural communities. Defenders of Wildlife protects and restores
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imperiled species by transforming policies and institutions and promoting innovative solutions

needed to conserve wildlife and habitat. Defenders has field offices across the country, including

in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

 

Please consider the following comments regarding this project:

 

 

Some of our organizations members and supporters live in the Project area, and many more have

enjoyed recreating and observing wildlife in the remarkable forests included in this project.

 

Together, we stand united in our defense of wildlife and healthy ecosystems on our public lands.

 

We support light-handed, targeted and ecologically sound restoration projects in southwestern

ecosystems insofar as they (1) follow science-based methods for strategically placing limited fuel

treatments; (2) reduce and do not add to existing road systems; (3) develop and describe in detail

science-based monitoring and adaptive management systems; (4) meet the requirements of the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Endangered Species Act (ESA), the National Forest Management Act

(NFMA), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and other environmental protection laws; (5)

include the unambiguous retention of all large and old trees and forests, and of a diverse range of

tree size classes and species; (6) utilize a full range of the best available site-specific

scientific information for development of project-specific and climate appropriate desired

conditions; (7) develop management courses of action and prescriptions from relevant field-based

information; (8) maintain or increase protections for threatened, endangered, sensitive, or

candidate species and for roadless, unloaded and wilderness areas; and (9) address the impacts of

livestock grazing on project success and ecological sustainability.

 

While this Project makes steps in the direction of these shared objectives, our experiences at the

public meetings and with previous projects on the Santa Fe National Forest, and our review of the

Scoping Document leaves us concerned that the project still has a long way to go before we can

consider supporting it. For each of these criteria, the Proposed Action falls short.

 

I.         An Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared, with site-specific analysis and a

range of alternatives

 

A.  Environmental Impact Statement

 

A project of this size and scope clearly contemplates significant effects that are best analyzed in

an EIS, and the Forest Service must conduct site-specific analysis as a part of the DEIS. This

includes explicitly delineating where thinning and prescribed fire treatments will occur, what type

of treatments will occur and where, where roads activities will be conducted (including

maintenance, [ldquo]improvements[rdquo], construction of temporary or new roads, reconstruction of closed

roads, etc.), and the resulting impacts of such activity on important forest resources.

 

NEPA requires that the hard look assessment take place at the site-specific level if there are no

additional NEPA processes yet to occur in the future to fully implement the project and the

environmental impacts are reasonably foreseeable. Specifically, NEPA requires the Forest Service to

disclose and analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts and consequences of its

activities. 40 C.F.R. [sect][sect] 1502.16(a), 1502.16(b), 1508.25(c), 1508.27(b)(7).

 

The Forest Service should prepare an EIS for robust analysis of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project, ensuring that it complies with NEPA[rsquo]s [ldquo]hard look[rdquo] requirement. The
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National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the Forest Service to prepare an EIS if a project "may"

cause significant impacts to resources such as roadless areas, wildlife habitat, riparian areas, soils and

recreation. A project of this size and intensity meets that requirement.

An Environmental Assessment simply does not provide for sufficient analysis and range of

alternatives for such a large-scale and impactful project.

 

The term [rdquo]Significantly" as used in NEPA requires considerations of both context and intensity (40

CFR [sect]1508.27):

 

Context [ldquo]means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts such as

society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the

locality.[rdquo] 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.27(a).

 

The SFMLRP is proposed to occur on National Forest land adjacent to the City of Santa Fe and

surrounding communities including Rio en Medio, Tesuque Village, La Cueva, Ca[ntilde]ada de los Alamos,

Glorieta, Ca[ntilde]oncito and Nambe. The Project Area is also used and valued by tribal communities,

including the Pueblos of Tesuque, Ohkay Owingeh, Santa Clara, San Ildefonso, San Felipe, Cochiti,

Jemez, Santo Domingo, Nambe, and Pojoaque. Much of the project area is intensively used and valued

by a large number of residents of these communities due to close proximity and excellent

recreational opportunities, and adverse impacts are amplified by this proximity, including health

impacts from prescribed burn smoke.

 

Intensity [ldquo]refers to the severity of impact[hellip] The following should be considered in evaluating

intensity:[rdquo] (40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.27(b)

 

(1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist even if the

Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.

 

The Forest Service must analyze both beneficial and adverse impacts. We are concerned that the

agency is ignoring the best available science and a host of likely adverse impacts. By insisting

that it need only prepare an EA instead of an EIS, the agency has demonstrated bias and a refusal

to objectively analyze and evaluate all potential impacts and alternatives. We provide more detail

on potentially significant impacts, below.

 

(2) The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety.

 

There is a serious concern among the public about the health effects of prescribed burn smoke, and

doubts about the accuracy of air quality monitoring during prescribed burns. Many members of the

public, especially sensitive individuals, report a number of adverse health effects from prescribed

burn smoke, including asthma, burning eyes, irritated nasal passages and throat, and headache, etc.

Members of the public testified to these effects at two Santa Fe Board of County Commission

meetings dated 3/26/19 and 4/9/19, and at a City Council meeting dated 6/12/19.

 

These impacts must be analyzed in an EIS. Please see below for more discussion on this issue.

 

(3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural

resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical

areas.

 

All unique areas and characteristics within the project area must be identified and analyzed in an
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EIS.

 

 

(4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly

controversial.

 

The SFMLR Project is highly controversial, much of the public is very concerned about impacts to

the Santa Fe National Forest and surrounding areas, largely based on the impacts of previous

thinning and prescribed fire projects in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed area. This is evidenced by

the large amount of discussion and debate about the project in both the media (newspapers and

radio) and on social media. Testimony at the above-mentioned Board of County Commission meetings

and City Council meeting, gave evidence of the high degree of controversy concerning impacts to air

quality, forest and watershed health, wildlife habitat, roadless areas, water quality, riparian

areas and recreation, among other issues. At two recent Forest Service meetings concerning this

project on 6/24/19 and 6/29/19, members of the public expressed concern, upset and some anger about

the extent and potential impact of this project.

 

(5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or

involve unique or unknown risks.

 

There are a number of highly uncertain effects and unique or unknown risks with this project. The

Forest Service claims that it can reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire and improve ecosystem

resilience by restoring forest structure and composition through human intervention [ndash] intensive

thinning and prescribed burning. Such human intervention has not worked in the past, and there is

significant debate, controversy and uncertainty throughout the scientific community surrounding

such a claim. The Forest Service cannot ignore this uncertainty or the scientific research behind

it.

 

Further, the lack of site-specific data and information on current conditions and specific project

locations, and thus site-specific impacts, and make this entire project highly uncertain with

unknown risks, requiring preparation of an EIS.

 

(6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant

effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.

 

If the SFMLR Project is not thoroughly analyzed with an EIS, this will be the first time this has

occurred in relation to a large landscape-scale project of more than 50,000 acres in the Santa Fe

National Forest, that may have substantial impacts on resources. This sets a very concerning

precedent that future large landscape-scale projects to be completed in the Santa Fe National

Forest will be planned without genuine regard to public concerns, and without an EIS. The Santa Fe

National Forest is in a long-term drought and has become ecologically fragile, and any widespread

and potentially impactful actions require careful consideration and analysis.

 

The Santa Fe Watershed Project, which comprised approximately 7,270 acres, was analyzed with an

EIS, and the Ski Basin expansion, which included only approximately 785 acres, was also analyzed

with an EIS. The SFMLR Project involves approximately 2,000 acres in the Santa Fe watershed, that

provides a substantial portion of the City of Santa Fe[rsquo]s water supply. This

 

50,566-acre project should also be analyzed in an EIS.

 

(7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively
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significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively

significant impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action

temporary or by breaking it down into small component parts.

 

 

The Forest Service must analyze the cumulative impacts of the proposed project with all other past,

present and foreseeable future projects within the broader landscape, including, but not limited

to, the Hyde Park WUI Project, the Pacheco Canyon Forest Resiliency Project, the Santa Fe Watershed

Project, The La Cueva Fuel Break Project, livestock grazing, roads and motorized use. The impacts

of all these actions are cumulative and significant.

 

(8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or

objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause

loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.

 

The Forest Service must identify all scientific, cultural and historical resources within the

project area and identify the potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project on

each site.

 

(9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its

habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

 

The Forest Service must identify all threatened and endangered species within the project area and

analyze the impacts of the project an all such species and their critical habitat. The Scoping

Document identifies only Mexican Spotted Owl as a threatened species within the project area. Fuel

treatments could potentially harm owl habitat by reducing the canopy cover and/or removing large

trees. Removal of understory vegetation and use of heavy equipment such as masticators may impact

MSO prey species. In addition, recent studies have found that thinning and other tree-removal

treatments may have more significant impacts on MSO than wildfire.

 

(10) Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements

imposed for the protection of the environment.

 

The EIS must identify all relative federal, state and local laws and requirements, such as state

water quality and air quality standards, and analyze whether the project will violate them.

 

An EA is used to determine whether the project may have significant impacts and, thus, an EIS is

necessary. However, the Forest Service may choose to prepare an EIS in the first instance, which is

what we have consistently recommended. If the Forest Service persists in preparing an EA for this

project, it must do so in an objective manner and thoroughly analyze all of the significance

factors. Throughout these comments we provide additional ways that this project may have

significant adverse impacts, including the following:

 

1) The project may have adverse impacts on recreational use of the project area because the heavy

thinning proposed here would affect the naturalness of the area and the ability to view birds and

wildlife. In many areas the thinning prescriptions would leave few trees, multitudes of stumps and

little forest understory, giving it a barren and dry appearance and reducing some types of bird and

wildlife habitat quality. The Forest Service periodically burns off new understory growth. Many

forest users are concerned that the views, vistas and wildlife and bird habitat near their favorite

hiking, downhill skiing, and cross-country skiing, mountain biking and back-country trails are

going to change significantly.
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2) While we do not oppose burning of slash piles, and prescribed burns under certain infrequent

conditions, the resulting smoke may have significant adverse impacts on the health of residents of

the greater Santa Fe area. During prescribed burns there are frequent complaints by residents about

the adverse effects of the smoke on their health, even when monitoring indicates that levels are in

an acceptable range. These complaints are mostly undocumented [ndash] we request that the Forest Service

document such complaints. Monitoring does not measure any of the other harmful chemicals in

prescribed burn smoke other than particulate smaller than PM 2.5. The adverse health effects of

prescribed burn smoke needs to be especially considered for the chemically sensitive, residents

with asthma, heart conditions, the elderly and children. Further, when and where prescribed burns

take place must take into account, and make every effort to avoid, the negative health impacts of

smoke on all residents.

 

3) Prescribed fire and mechanical thinning can and does put WUI residents[rsquo] homes and the public[rsquo]s

enjoyment of the forest at risk due to the possibility of accidentally set wildfire. Two examples

of this occurring in New Mexico in recent decades are the Cerro Grande Fire of 2000, precipitated

by a prescribed burn (by the National Parks Service) which burned down more than 200 homes and

burned 47,650 acres of the SFNF,  and the Dog Head Fire of 2016 started by a spark from a Forest

Service masticator which burned down 12 homes and burned 17,912 acres.

 

4) Large-scale thinning and burning may have significant impacts on soils, water quality, and fish

and wildlife habitat throughout the SFMLR Project area. We are concerned that thinning, followed by

prescribed burns which removes most of the forest understory, could harm soils and increase erosion

and sedimentation flow into waterways.

 

The Forest Service must consider the best available science. The agency cannot cherry-pick the

science and data to support its proposal while ignoring contrary, credible views and data. The

agency may not ignore topics if the information is uncertain or unknown. Where information is

lacking or uncertain, the Forest Service must make clear that the information is lacking,

demonstrate the relevance of the lacking information to the evaluation of foreseeable significant

adverse effects, summarize the existing science, and provide its own evaluation based on

theoretical approaches. 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1502.22.

 

B.  The Forest Service[rsquo]s [ldquo]condition-based approach[rdquo] violates NEPA

 

[ldquo]NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public officials and

citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken. The information must be of high

quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential to

implementing NEPA. Most important, NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly

significant to the action in question, rather than amassing needless detail.[rdquo]

 

40 C.F.R. [sect]1500.1(b).

 

Based on the Scoping Document, it appears that the Forest Service will not provide the required

high-quality environmental information or accurate scientific analysis. The Proposed Action states:

[ldquo]This Proposed Action does not define specific treatment units, but rather general areas throughout the

project area where treatments are most likely to occur and the suite of tools that

would be used. We do not have complete information about the conditions found on every acre, but we

do have enough information to make informed decisions about the types of treatments that work best

in certain conditions.[rdquo] It goes on to state that the [ldquo]condition-based approach[rdquo] will be utilized.

Scoping Document, p. 11.
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NEPA requires that analysis disclose specific information about the when, where, and how of any

agency action, so that the impacts and alternatives can be described and weighed. The

[ldquo]condition-based approach[rdquo] is likely to contain almost no such data. Instead, in seeking

flexibility to respond to changing conditions as part of its [ldquo]toolbox approach,[rdquo] the Forest Service

intends to postpone site-specific project design and analysis until after the agency decision is

made. This upends NEPA[rsquo]s central purpose that agencies look before they leap.

 

The Scoping Document states that [ldquo]prior to project implementation, the Forest Service would

identify specific treatment units and prescriptions based on site-specific conditions. Treatments

would be guided by landscape features (what we find on the ground). Examples of landscape features

are cover types, slope, scenic sensitivity levels, or threatened and endangered species habitat.

Once a set of landscape features is identified, we would then identify the types of treatment

tools, design criteria, and any applicable resource protection measures that we could use to treat

those features.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 11.

 

But this is exactly what NEPA was enacted to ensure occurs before decisions are made. The purpose

of NEPA is to ensure informed agency decision-making and to provide the public with the information

necessary for informed participation. By waiting to provide most of the relevant information until

after the decision is made contradicts the whole purpose of NEPA. The Forest Service and the

Fireshed Coalition have been preparing for this project for a significant time.

 

Further, the Forest Plan requires regular monitoring of all of the above listed resources. It

appears that the Forest hasn[rsquo]t completed the required monitoring because it does not know what the

condition of the project area is, particularly in MSO and other important species[rsquo] habitats.

 

The Forest Service cannot now use its lack of monitoring to circumvent NEPA compliance, which

includes an analysis of baseline conditions as well as the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts

of the project.

 

In addition, the Proposed Action provides only general guidelines as to what the desired conditions

are for various vegetation types. It provides a wide latitude of parameters for the Forest Service

to make site-specific decisions after NEPA analysis is complete, including allowing for the removal

of trees in dry ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer up to 24 inches DBH. It does not state where

treatments will take place in the 50,556 acre project area except for very general indications,

which are not enough to conduct the site-specific analysis NEPA requires.

 

The Forest Service[rsquo]s strategy means that the basic design elements of each project would be decided

after the NEPA process is completed and will not be vetted through a range of alternatives. This is

not acceptable for a project of this scope and size that may impact threatened and sensitive

species and roadless areas, and that may have significant and substantial impacts.

 

In fact the Scoping Document is so generalized that it is difficult to prepare effective comments.

 

 

For example, the Scoping Document contains no information about what treatments would be completed

in Inventoried Roadless Areas, which comprise approximately half of the project area, and no maps

that indicate where IRAs are located within the project area. This brings into question whether the

Agency has fulfilled its NEPA obligations in preparing this Scoping Document. It is of critical

importance to know how much of the SFMLR Project area is in IRAs, and how much is in areas being

evaluated for Wilderness expansion, if any, and what types of treatments the Forest Service intends
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to do in these areas.

 

The Scoping Document should also identify where fuel treatments will occur near local communities.

Many residents of WUI communities are very concerned about what types of fuel treatments would be

completed, the extent of fuel treatments and where they will occur in the SFNF in relation to their

communities. These residents require that information to respond to during the NEPA process, not

afterwards when they no longer have any ability to comment or influence the agency[rsquo]s decision.

 

There is also concern among the conservation community and the public about how extensively the

Forest Service will thin larger trees (12[rdquo] DBH to 24[rdquo] DBH), and how much old growth will be cut.

The Proposed Action gives no indication other than to say [ldquo]most[rdquo] trees cut will be under 12[rdquo]

DBH.

[ldquo]Most[rdquo] does not suffice. The Forest Service must identify all areas of old growth where treatments

are proposed.

 

The Proposed Action also indicates that there would be road improvement on up to 94 miles of

selected roads throughout the project area, without identifying where in the project area specific

road improvements will take place, or what types of [ldquo]improvements[rdquo] will be done. Accordingly, the

public has no ability to provide input and potential impacts cannot be evaluated.

 

The lack of information provided by the Forest Service violates NEPA[rsquo]s overarching mandate that

high quality environmental information and accurate scientific analysis are available to public

officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken.

 

C.  The Forest Service must analyze a range of alternatives, including the Santa Fe Conservation

Alternative submitted by WildEarth Guardians, the Sierra Club, and Defenders of Wildlife.

 

NEPA Section 102(2)(E) requires the Forest Service to [ldquo]study, develop, and describe appropriate

alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts

concerning alternative uses of available resources.[rdquo] Accordingly, the Forest Service must analyze a

broad range of alternatives for this project because there are numerous uncertainties and

unresolved conflicts involved in execution of the Proposed Action. Alternative plans must be

considered, including a plan that supports conservation of our forest and substantially lessens

risk of adverse environmental consequences.

 

WildEarth Guardians, along with Sierra Club and Defenders of Wildlife have developed an

environmentally preferable alternative called the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative that seeks to

reduce the adverse impacts and risks of the Proposed Action while achieving the primary goals

 

in a focused and targeted way. We submitted this alternative to the Forest Service on May 17, 2019,

attached as Exhibit A. Whether the Forest Service prepares an EA or an EIS, the Santa Fe

Conservation Alternative must be fully analyzed, along with additional alternatives to the Proposed

Action.

 

II. Additional Concerns

 

According to the Scoping Document, the purpose of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project is to improve the ecosystem resilience of a priority landscape to future disturbances by

restoring forest structure and composition and reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire. Scoping

Document, p. 4. Resilience is defined as the [ldquo]ability of a social or ecological system to absorb

disturbance while retaining the same basic structure and ways of functioning, the capacity for
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self-organization, and the capacity to adapt to stress and change.[rdquo] Forest Service Manual 2020.5.

 

The Scoping Document further states that to increase the resilience of the forests and watersheds

of the Santa Fe Mountains Project Area, there is a need to:

 

1.  Move frequent-fire forests in the Project Area towards their characteristic species

composition, structure and spatial patterns in order to improve ecological function;

 

2. Create conditions that facilitate the safe reintroduction of fire, allowing fire to play its

natural role in frequent fire forest types;

 

3. Reduce the risk for large high-intensity wildfires, create safe, defensible zones for

firefighters and minimize the risk of fire to nearby valued resources;

 

4. Improve and maintain diverse wildlife habitats to provide a large array of habitat types,

habitat components, seral stages and corridors for a variety of species that utilize the area; and

 

5. Improve watershed conditions by restoring the vegetative structure and composition of riparian

ecosystems and by maintaining and improving water quality.

 

Scoping Document, p. 5

 

A.  Assumptions

 

The assumptions underlying the stated purpose of the SFMLR Project need to be re-examined and

re-evaluated before proceeding with this project. First is the overall assumption that human

interference on such a broad scale can increase forest resilience. As discussed above, and as we

have provided through scientific literature and testimony, this is a highly controversial and

unproven assumption. The Forest Service must recognize and address these diverse views in an EIS.

 

A primary assumption contained above is that it is both possible and desirable to move our forest

towards [ldquo]characteristic[rdquo] species composition, structure and spatial patterns, and that ecological

function will be improved by doing so. In our changing climate, we may be on a new ecological

trajectory, and what has been characteristic of the project area historically, may no longer be

possible, or may no longer be a healthy state for our forest.

 

 

A second assumption is that [ldquo]with a changing climate, the frequency, intensity, and extent of

disturbances are expected to worsen. Moving forest conditions towards their characteristic

composition, structures, and spatial patterns would improve these forests[rsquo] resilience to

disturbances and improve ecosystem function.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 6. It is necessary to provide

more information and analysis on the assumption that disturbances are, in fact, worsening due to

climate change. What is the scientific basis for the Forest Service[rsquo]s claim that disturbances are

expected to worsen? And, exactly what disturbances is the Forest Service referring to? Fire has

always been a necessary and natural part of forest and grassland ecological processes and

functions. In fact, prior to the 1960[rsquo]s, wildfires were much more widespread and intense than they

are today. Accordingly, fires (even more intense fires) are not necessarily a [ldquo]worsening[rdquo]

disturbance. Multiple lines of evidence suggests that mixed conifer and ponderosa pine forests such

as those found in the project area were historically characterized by mixed- severity fire that

include ecologically significant amounts of weather-driven, high-severity fire.
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Indeed, it is more likely that disturbances have and will [ldquo]worsen[rdquo] due to human influences such as

fire suppression, livestock grazing, roads and motorized use, development in forest and grassland

ecosystems, and increased logging and thinning under the guise of [ldquo]restoration.[rdquo]  To best improve

ecological function, the Forest Service must analyze how each of these activities are [ldquo]worsening[rdquo]

disturbances, and develop this project and a range of alternatives to address them. Merely thinning

and burning, without addressing the underlying causes why the forests are outside of their

[ldquo]characteristic[rdquo] composition and why disturbances are worsening will not result in healthy

watersheds or reduced fire intensities.

 

We request the scientific justification for the Forest Service[rsquo]s assumptions.  Instead of assuming

that historic structure and composition provide the framework of what[rsquo]s needed, the Forest Service

must analyze the impacts of climate change and all other human influences on ecological functions,

species composition, etc. to determine what is needed for the ecological resilience of the Forest[rsquo]s

different ecosystems, watersheds and species.

 

A third assumption is that is that widespread thinning will necessarily reduce insect attack on

trees. Disturbances to the forest often increase trees susceptibility to insect attack, especially

during times of drought. And, it is well known that slash left through a warm season can promote

bark beetle outbreaks. Thinning is a massive disturbance, even hand-thinning. With our forest in a

generally dry and fragile condition, care and restraint should be primary.

 

A bark beetle outbreak was precipitated in the area of Canada de Los Alamos from slash left from a

NRCS thinning projects done by prescriptions written by the New Mexico State Forestry Division,

that were very similar to typical Forest Service prescriptions. This was confirmed in a memo

written for community members of Canada de Los Alamos by the New Mexico State Forestry Division

entomologist John Formby, attached as Exhibit B. Some residual pinons became unhealthy, lost

needles, new needles are shorter, and needles have generally become sparse. No one is certain about

what is happening to the pinons, but it is apparent to local residents that it is related to the

thinning project as the affected pinons are adjacent to where the cut trees were.

 

A fourth assumption is that thinning and burning will result in attaining the agency[rsquo]s identified

[ldquo]desired conditions.[rdquo] Yet, the Santa Fe National Forest has no example to show of having achieved

desired conditions in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed area as a result of completing fuel treatments.

At a meeting at the Defenders of Wildlife office on 4/29/19, Ranger Hurlocker, Ranger Romero and

Fireshed Coordinator Hannah Bergemann were asked to show an example of a project that has

successfully resulted in meeting desired conditions on the Eastside SFNF. They stated there is no

example to show, despite the fact that there have been a number of fuel treatment projects done in

recent years. Out of all projects that have been completed, even those after the publication of

GTR-310, there are none that the Forest Service believes have achieved the stated desired

condition. Accordingly, the Forest Service is relying on unproven assumptions

 

[ndash] indeed, it appears that the Forest Service[rsquo]s assumptions may have been proven wrong.

 

A fifth assumption concerns reducing risk for high-intensity fires nearby valued resources. Many

resources such as structures and roads only require a 100-foot thinned and fire-proofed zone

surrounding it, according to the research of now retired USFS physical scientist Jack Cohen and

others.1  The assumption appears to be that thinning further out from some types of valued

resources will help protect those resources. This assumption needs to be clarified and evaluated,

and we request that the Forest Service incorporate the scientific research that we provided

previously from Mr. Cohen and others.
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A sixth assumption is that fuel treatments can and will improve or maintain diverse wildlife

habitat. The Forest Service provides no scientific basis or analysis for this assumption, and can

provide no nearby examples. Fuel treatments and associated roads can have significant impacts on

wildlife and fish by, for example, fragmenting habitat, inhibiting movement, delivering sediment to

streams, and removing overhead cover and the understory relied on by small mammals and prey

species. The Forest Service cannot assume that all fuels treatments are beneficial and must provide

an objective, scientifically-based analysis of the impacts the project will have on diverse

wildlife habitat.

 

B.  Risk of fire and flooding in Project area

 

We believe it is necessary to estimate the risk of high-intensity fire within the SFMLRP area. This

was not done in the Fireshed Wildfire Risk Assessment completed by Steve Bassett of The Nature

Conservancy. Only the relative risk of fire from one pixel on the map to another was determined.2 

A scientific estimate of the absolute risk of fire in the project area would assist in completing a

realistic cost/benefit analysis of damage that fuel treatments may cause to forest ecology vs. the

benefit in fire risk reduction and fire behavior modification. The cost and efficacy of methods to

reduce or mitigate fire risk (thinning, prescribed burning, etc.) has also not been analyzed, and

we request that these be analyzed as well. Please provide information as to how the Fireshed

Wildfire Risk Assessment was and will be utilized in the development of the SFMLR Project.

 

Human behavior has been a large component of some major fires in New Mexico, such as the Las

Conchas Fire (power lines not properly maintained), the Cerro Grande Fire (prescribed burn that

went out of control) and the Dog Head Fire (a spark from a masticator). Campfires are left

unextinguished regularly in the SFNF. The Agency should evaluate the effects of modifying human behaviors on

wildfire risk. Our Conservation Alternatives incorporates human behavior modification and enforcement.

 

Lightening strike fires which account for the majority of fires in the SFMLR Project area by

number, tend to be accompanied by rain, which usually substantially limits the size of the fires.

Accordingly, when considering assumptions relating to the cause and effects of fire, the size of

fires should be taken into account and weighted appropriately, as a relatively large proportion of

high intensity fires are human caused.

 

The Scoping Document (pp. 8-9) states [ldquo]Large, high-intensity wildfire would threaten the many

ecosystem services provided by the forests of the Project Area, such as wildlife habitat, clean

air, recreation, and drinking water production, and would also have devastating post-fire effects

to downstream communities, such as floods[rdquo]. The Agency should quantify flood risk and indicate on

the project map the communities and values that are at substantial risk from floods. In addition,

the Forest Service must incorporate into the project measures other than fuel treatments to reduce

flood risk, such as stream and riparian restoration, road decommissioning, and removing livestock.

 

C.  Cost/benefit analysis

 

A cost/benefit analysis of potential damage to forest ecology and wildlife habitat from execution

of fuel treatments vs. the likelihood and benefit of reducing or mitigating fire risk, or

moderating fire behavior should be completed. This would include use of heavy equipment, increased

usage and impacts of widening roads, the drying effect of opening up the tree canopy, damage to

wildlife and wildlife habitat during thinning and prescribed fire operations, the spread of

invasive weeds, etc.

 

D.  Thinning
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We are in full agreement that safe, defensible zones for firefighters are needed, and support

thinning to create such zones where needed. However, the severity of widespread and large-scale

thinning projects in recent years in the SFNF are a serious concern to conservation groups and to

members of the public. It is unclear from the public meetings and the Scoping Document what forest

structure and composition the Forest Service is attempting to achieve. Forests are dynamic systems

that change over time due to climate, wildfire, and innumerable other influences.

 

Attempting to achieve and maintain a chosen, static ecological condition is contrary to forest and

fire ecology. The Forest Service must provide the scientific basis for its chosen structure and

composition beyond the historical range of variability, and how that will best meet species[rsquo] needs

and provide for ecological resilience over time without repeated fuel reduction intrusions. We

request that the Forest Service evaluate the effects of leaving a greater density of trees in

thinning projects, average BA 80 or more, and substantially decreasing the total acres thinned.

 

The Proposed Action does not give any clear indication to what densities the USFS intends to thin

in each vegetation type, except in terms of tons per acre which is not a metric that is easily

usable to determine what densities of vegetation would be left residual after thinning projects in

terms of basal area. There should be clarification of what density trees will be left residual

after thinning in the four vegetation types, including site-specific information.

 

Please quantify approximately how much understory vegetation will exist post mechanical thinning

and hand thinning, both immediately after treatment is completed, and at follow-up intervals.

 

The Proposed Action states that the desired condition for ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer

forests would generally include multiple age classes in groups, including seedlings, saplings, old

growth and snags, and interspaces[rdquo], p. 6. The thinning specifications for the Hyde Park WUI Project

states [ldquo]Cut all ponderosa pine and southwestern white pine that are less than or equal to 9 inches

DBH and taller than 3 feet. Cut all white fir and Douglas-fir trees that are less than or equal to

11 inches DBH and taller than 3 feet.[rdquo] Hyde Park WUI Project work order, attached as Exhibit C.

Trees that are 9 inches DBH and 11 inches DBH can be 25 feet tall. These thinning specifications

require the complete removal of an entire group of size classes of trees and do not conform with

the desired condition. This is concerning as it is a current project, and is presumably designed in

accordance to the guidelines of GTR-310. If the Forest Service is going to incorporate similar

prescriptions in this project, the agency must evaluate the effects on ecological function of

removing an entire group of size classes of trees.

 

In the Proposed Action the Forest Service prioritizes trees species for retention based at least

partially on their understanding of historical forest species composition. In our warming and

drying climate those may not be the trees that are most likely to survive, it may be more heat

tolerant species like junipers. The Agency should evaluate the desired species composition in the

light of potential future climatic conditions in the project area.

 

E.   Slash management

 

Slash from thinning projects is often left on the ground in the Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger

Districts for years, both in slash piles and broadcast. This is a serious fire hazard which makes

the treated area more at risk from fire than when the trees are standing.

 

The Forest Service often uses the 2018 Venado Fire as an example of how forest fuel treatments can

moderate high intensity fire behavior, but it could equally be considered a lesson about how risky
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it is to leave slash piles in the forest during fire season. Once the Venado Fire dropped down

after encountering the San Joaquin fuel treatment, it veered to the east and encroached into an

area of the San Joaquin fuel treatment area that had slash piles remaining. which could have

greatly increased fire intensity. Fortunately, rain came, wetting down the forest and remaining

slash piles, and giving firefighters the opportunity to go out at night and burn the slash piles

before the fire hit them. The Forest Service has not presented the totality of the facts when

recounting this fire in public meetings and in the media.

 

Further, leaving slash on the ground through one dry and hot season can precipitate a bark beetle

outbreak, potentially a large-scale one due to the current long-term drought conditions in the

SFNF, and is unacceptable. Yet, burning slash piles on the ground can cause damage to the soil

under the piles from excessive heat. So far, a fire- and ecologically-safe method for managing

large amounts of slash has not been developed for use in the SFNF. This must be done as part of this project

and no slash larger than 3[rdquo] in diameter should be left throughout a dry season. Slash

piles should only be burned in winter when the ground is cold.

 

Please evaluate existing slash treatment methods and develop a method that does not create a fire

and bark beetle hazard, and does not damage soils underneath slash piles. We urge you to have

developed an ecologically sound slash management procedure before moving forward with the NEPA

process so that the public has the opportunity to review and comment.

 

F.   Prescribed burns

 

The Proposed Action states that up to 43,000 acres of the SFMLR Project area will be treated with

prescribed fire.

 

According to the 2005 report [ldquo]Prescribed Fire Lessons Learned, posted on fs.fed.us, one in a

hundred prescribed burns are either [ldquo]near misses[rdquo] or escaped control.3  While that is a good record

of successful burns (99%), the impacts of out-of-control prescribed burns can be substantial. The

Cerro Grande Fire is an example of a prescribed burn going out of control with tragic results.

Every time a fire is started in the forest, there are risks of the fire spreading, especially in

the SFNF where winds can arise quickly and sometimes unexpectedly.

 

The Agency should evaluate the probability of a broadcast prescribed burn precipitating a fire in

the SFNF. The Agency should also evaluate the effects of a substantially reduced amount of slash

burned primarily in pile burns on fire safety, air quality and bark beetle risk.

 

Repeated prescribed burns after mechanical or hand thinning prevents the forest understory from

substantially returning, and severely impacts forest ecology due to the lack of forest understory

to protect soils, for wildlife, and to maintain a healthy forest structure which should include

trees of all size and age classes. A portion of the Santa Fe watershed was thinned in 2002 and

treated with prescribed fire twice since then, photo attached as Exhibit D. There appears to be

primarily only grasses, and few young trees or shrub understory. It is unclear what [ldquo]desired

condition[rdquo] this is meeting and how it has impacted soils and wildlife in the area.

 

The Agency must analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of repeated prescribed burns on

soils and forest health in terms of forest understory and structure, and wildlife habitat.

 

G.  Health impacts from prescribed burns

 

Many residents of Santa Fe report negative health effects from prescribed burn smoke, even when
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particulate is measured to be within an acceptable range. As stated in Section I. A., many members

of the public testified to the negative effects on their health, including asthma attacks, from

prescribed burn smoke. The USFS has not seriously considered resident[rsquo]s reports, but instead simply

state that the particulate levels are in an acceptable range. Please consider and evaluate the

incongruity between Santa Fe area residents experiences with prescribed burn smoke and the impacts

on their health, and the levels obtained by current monitoring methods.

 

USFS spokespeople and other USFS personnel often express the viewpoint that [ldquo]we will have to breathe

smoke either through prescribed burns or wildfire,[rdquo] and this viewpoint is reflected in

policy concerning prescribed burns in the SFNF. This statement contains assumptions that need to be

re-evaluated.

 

This viewpoint is addressed in a fact sheet put out by the John Muir Project [ldquo]Forest and Fire

Myths[rdquo], attached as Exhibit E.

 

Would Landscape-Scale Prescribed Burning Reduce Smoke Particulates? No, it[rsquo]s the opposite. Any

short-term reduction in potential fire behavior following prescribed fire lasts only 10-20 years,

so using low-intensity prescribed fires ostensibly as a means to prevent mixed-intensity wildland

fires would require burning a given area of forest every 10-20 years (Rhodes and Baker 2008). This

would represent a tenfold increase, or more, over current rates of burning occurring from wildland

fire (Parks et al. 2015). Contrary to popular assumption, high-intensity fire patches produce

relatively lower particulate smoke emissions (due to high efficiency of flaming combustion) while

low intensity prescribed fires produce high particulate smoke emissions, due to the inefficiency of

smoldering combustion. Therefore, even though high-intensity fire patches consume about three times

more biomass per acre than low-intensity fire (Campbell et al. 2007), low-intensity fires produce

3-4 times more particulate smoke than high-intensity fire, for an equal tonnage of biomass consumed

(Ward and Hardy 1991, Reid et al. 2005). As a result,

 

a landscape-level program of prescribed burning would cause at least a ten-fold increase in smoke

emissions relative to current fire levels, and it would not stop wildland fires when they occur

(Stephens et al. 2009).

 

According to the 2016 USFS study, [ldquo]Evaluating spatiotemporal tradeoffs under alternative fuel

management and suppression policies: measuring returns on investment[rdquo] by Thompson, Riley, Loeffler

and Hass, the probability a fire will ever meet with a fuel treated area is very small.4 Most

prescribed burn (and thinning) treatments are not preventing a wildfire, so the smoke the public

breathes from prescribed burns is not likely to be a trade-off for breathing smoke from wildfire.

 

The Agency should prepare an estimation of the amount of particulate and other pollutants that are

put into the air by wildfire smoke vs. prescribed burn smoke in the past decade, and the number of

days particulate levels are elevated to the extent that the sensitive population would be affected.

 

Smoke from prescribed burns contains more than particulate, it contains a range of pollutants

including heavy metals and their impacts on human and wildlife health should be considered and

evaluated.

 

Many Santa Fe area residents are also very concerned that they are being exposed to fire accelerant

chemicals potassium permanganate and diesel volatilized in prescribed burn smoke. The USDA document

[ldquo]Residues of Fire Accelerant Chemicals Vol.1[rdquo], states under [ldquo]Human Health Risk

Characterization,[rdquo]

"Risks from inhalation exposures (of the various accelerants) were outside the scope of this
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assessment, requiring a complex analysis of simultaneous exposure to the products of burning

vegetation to accurately depict the overall risk from inhalation at a prescribed burn.[rdquo], p. 26.5 

This is the document that the USFS uses to evaluate potential harm to the public and the environment from

exposure to fire accelerant chemicals that

they use regularly in prescribed burns.

 

The International Programme on Chemical Safety card on potassium permanganate states under the

heading [ldquo]fire and explosion[rdquo], that potassium permanganate is [ldquo]Not combustible but enhances

combustion of other substances.6  Gives off irritating or toxic fumes (or gases) in a fire.[rdquo] It

also states under the heading [ldquo]chemical dangers[rdquo] that potassium permanganate [ldquo]Decomposes

on

heating. This produces toxic gases and irritating fumes.[rdquo]

 

The Forest Service currently has no data to base an assumption that potassium permanganate in

prescribed burn smoke is not toxic to humans and wildlife, and there are indications it is of

concern. It certainly depends on the levels of the chemical in prescribed burn smoke, but the

Forest Service does not know what levels generally exist in prescribed burn smoke. It is not valid

to make assumptions about levels of the chemical in the form of smoke based solely on the amounts

that are applied on the ground.

 

The Agency should analyze the risks to the public and to wildlife from breathing prescribed burn

smoke in relation to volatilized potassium permanganate and diesel, and any other chemicals or

toxins contained in prescribed burn smoke.

 

H.  Wildlife

 

The Forest Service must analyze the existing baseline conditions of, as well as the direct,

indirect and cumulative impacts of the project on, threatened, endangered and sensitive species,

species of concern, and management indicator species.

 

The Scoping Document states [ldquo]The Project Area is currently occupied by many wildlife species

including the Mexican spotted owl (MSO), a federally listed Threatened species, and the northern

goshawk, a Forest Service Sensitive species. There are currently four Mexican Spotted Owl Protected

Activity Centers (PAC), along with restricted areas, and critical habitat in the Project Area.[rdquo]

Scoping Document, p. 9.

 

The Scoping Document also states "the Project Area can provide continued habitat needs for these

species [Mexican spotted owl and northern goshawk] and others into the future if habitats are

maintained and improved to be healthy and resilient." Scoping Document, p. 9. According to the 2016

Santa Fe National Forest Plan At-Risk Species Selection Process and Justification Document, [ldquo]timber

harvest, prescribed burning, and other management activities are designed following the Mexican

Spotted Owl Recovery Plan 2012 along with consultation with the USFWS. These management activities

can still have disturbance affects to the Mexican spotted owl and its habitat.[rdquo]7

 

We agree that the management activities in the Proposed Action can have disturbance affects on MSO.

The Forest Service[rsquo]s assumptions regarding the beneficial impacts of fuel treatment practices on

MSO are, at best, unproven and, more likely, incorrect. WildEarth Guardians is currently in

litigation against the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Forest Service concerning their

failure to conserve and recover MSO in New Mexico and Arizona due to the Forest Service[rsquo]s long and

continuing history of failing to implement the [ldquo]adaptive management[rdquo]

approach that it adopted to comply with its ESA obligations in connection with MSO.
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According to our Motion for Summary Judgement in this case (which is available for public review):

 

since the listing of the MSO as a threatened species in 1993 there has been a widely acknowledged

institutional failure on the part of FWS and USFS to develop critical information on the impacts of

various USFS timber management practices on the MSO. The FWS admits that [ldquo]unfortunately, empirical

data on the effects of thinning and other mechanical forest treatments on Mexican spotted owls are

nonexistent,[rdquo] and that [ldquo]although this has been clearly noted for years, no studies on this topic

have been funded to date.[rdquo] Alarmingly, the FWS went on to state that extrapolations from studies of

other subspecies of spotted owls [ldquo]suggest that at least some kinds of mechanical forest treatments

may negatively affect spotted owls.[rdquo] However, even as the population of Mexican spotted owls

continued to plunge in the years following its ESA listing, and even as studies of other spotted

owl subspecies indicated that USFS timber management practices [ldquo]negatively affect spotted owls,[rdquo]

the FWS and the USFS knowingly (1) neglected to conduct any studies to assess how on-going USFS

timber management activities in Arizona and New Mexico affect the survival and recovery of the MSO

and (2) neglected to conduct rigorous MSO population trend monitoring.

 

See, Plaintiff[rsquo]s Motion for Summary Judgment, WildEarth Guardians v. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

et al., D. AZ, No. 13-151-RCC, filed 3/31/2016. While the case has yet to be decided, our briefing

is replete with information and examples of the negative impacts of Forest Service timber

management practices on spotted owls, and counters the repeated assumptions made by the Forest

Service that its [ldquo]adaptive management[rdquo] benefits MSO.

 

The effects of mechanical thinning on the Mexican spotted owl have not been extensively studied and

are not well understood. Prominent owl scientists have recently stated that [ldquo]Existing studies on

the effects of fuels reduction treatments on spotted owls universally suggest negative effects from

these treatments[rdquo]8  and that [ldquo]forest restoration and thinning activities also may threaten owls and

their existing habitat.[rdquo]9

 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service assumes that fuel treatments will yield desired results and all

of the MSO PACs in the project area may be treated, despite the stark fact that [ldquo]No empirical

studies have evaluated these management activities on the Mexican spotted owl.[rdquo]10  The Forest

Service must address these studies, which undermine the basis for this project, in the NEPA

document.

 

Some relevant studies from dry, frequent fire adapted forests of southern California have published

findings indicating deleterious effects of thinning of spotted owls. Stephens and colleagues11 

reported that in the Plumas National Forest of California, spotted owl territorial sites declined

43% within 3-4 years of landscape-scale thinning treatments, and following treatment owls

redistributed across the landscape. Elsewhere in the Sierra Nevada, Tempel and colleagues12  found that, as

expected, canopy cover and demographic rates were strongly positively

related, and that medium intensity fuel reduction  treatments were  negatively related to  owl 

reproduction.  Other  researchers  have concluded  that  thinning  effects  would  be  less

impactful  than  severe  wildfire,13  leading to uncertainty of the true impacts of thinning on

spotted owls.

 

The Forest Service also has information[mdash]based on recent monitoring of Mexican spotted owls in the

area of the Nuttall-Gibson Fire of 2004 in the Coronado National Forest[mdash]that Mexican spotted owls

appear to survive and thrive in a post-fire environment.14  This information directly undercuts the

2012 Mexican spotted owl revised Recovery Plan[rsquo]s assumptions with respect to Mexican spotted owl

responses to fire and, more importantly, the conclusion that the risk to Mexican spotted owl
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habitat posed by the threat of fire justifies large-scale [ldquo]restoration[rdquo] projects which is itself

associated with significant negative effects to the Mexican spotted owl and its habitat. Indeed,

the evidence suggests that wildfire may actually promote the recovery  of the Mexican spotted owl

despite the 2012 Revised Recovery Plan[rsquo]s suggestion to the contrary.

 

Accordingly, there is considerable uncertainty about the impacts of wildfire and thinning on MSO.

This uncertainty requires that the agency proceed with extreme caution and should only begin

planning a project such as this one after collecting extensive baseline data and developing

extensive, mandatory post-project monitoring protocols. Neither have happened so far in this

instance.

 

The Forest Service must ensure that the project will conserve and recover MSO in the project area.

To do so, the agency must provide detailed site-specific baseline data, as well as a site- specific

analysis of the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the project. As this project is

currently proposed, the agency is unable to do this.

 

The Forest Service must analyze and incorporate all of the relevant scientific information in the

NEPA document. This is particularly important because the Forest Service is advancing similar

landscape-scale projects throughout MSO habitat and the region that may cumulatively unravel MSO

habitat and existing management direction and protections for MSO. The Forest Service is required

to give a hard look to the overall cumulative effect of this project and others that affect

management of the threatened species and its critical habitat.

 

Similar site-specific baseline data and post-project, mandatory monitoring protocols must be

implemented for all threatened, endangered and sensitive species, species of concern, and

management indicator species, as well as site-specific impact analyses. Vague generalization about

[ldquo]some risk[rdquo] and unsupported assumptions of beneficial impacts do not suffice.

 

Large trees, high tree densities and dense canopies have been demonstrated to be important

components of northern goshawk foraging habitat. The agency must demonstrate how it is planning for

expansion of northern goshawk populations.

 

In the Biological Assessment for the Hyde Park WUI Project, The New Mexico meadow jumping mouse was

listed as a species that may occur within or near the project area and is a federally listed

endangered species, p. 3.15  There was no mention of the New Mexican meadow jumping mouse in the Scoping

Document. Please survey for New Mexico meadow jumping mouse population

and create a plan for protection of this species if they exist in the project area.

 

The Santa Fe National Forest Plan At-Risk Species Selection Process and Justification (2016),

prepared by this Forest as part of its current Forest Plan Revision process, yields in addition to

Mexican Spotted Owl and Northern Goshawk, at least eleven (11) at-risk species of mammals, birds

and amphibians, based upon the Forest[rsquo]s own geographic data and ERU assessments, may occur within

or near the SFMLR Project area.16  These species are spotted bat, snowshoe hare, Pacific marten,

masked shrew, water shrew, boreal owl, black swift, American peregrine falcon, pinyon jay,

white-tailed ptarmigan, and Lewis[rsquo]s woodpecker. The flammulated owl is also listed as a Species of

Greatest Conservation Need by the County of Santa Fe.

 

The Agency must identify all at-risk species that exist in the SFMLR Project area, analyze baseline

conditions, and create a plan for both short-term and long-term protection of at-risk species and

species of concern.
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The Agency should document how it will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as a component of

fuel treatment planning in the SFMLR Project area, and evaluate whether any aspects of the Proposed

Action may violate the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

 

Since approximately half of the SFMLR Project area is located in Inventoried Roadless Areas, much

of which has never been logged or thinned, we are concerned about the potential impacts on wildlife

associated with older forest. The Forest Service must evaluate these potential impacts.

 

In forests with a variety of species and mixed disturbance regimes, large tree removal reduces

forest canopy and diminishes recruitment of large snags and downed logs, which in turn affects

long-term forest dynamics, stand development and wildlife habitat suitability. If significant

reductions of crown bulk density are deemed necessary to meet the purpose and need then it is

highly unlikely that the project will maintain habitat for threatened and sensitive wildlife

species associated with closed-canopy forest. An unambiguous commitment to old and large tree

retention would maintain wildlife habitat in the short-term and mitigate adverse effects of the

proposed treatments.

 

The Fireshed Wildfire Risk Assessment does not contain a wildlife layer. If this risk assessment

has been or will be used in project planning, the Agency should add a wildlife layer.

 

I.    Invasive weeds

 

The introduction of invasive species into the SFMLR Project area is a potential adverse impact of

widespread thinning, extensive soil disturbance, roads and motorized use, and prescribed fire. In

ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer forests of western North America, the response of invasive

species to fuel treatments is not well documented, particularly of species that are capable of

altering environmental conditions (transformers). WildEarth Guardians is very concerned about

potential adverse impacts from invasive species, especially transformers.

 

 

As part of its baseline conditions analysis, the Forest Service must identify areas of known

concentrations of invasive weeds within the Project area, including species names and locations,

and the causes of these invasive species infestations. The Agency should also analyze all invasive

weed impacts from previous fuel treatments in the SFMLR Project area.

 

The Agency should quantify the extent to which invasive weeds are expected to increase or decrease

in the Project Area as a result of the Proposed Action, and address the expected effects of opening

the forest canopy on the spread of invasive weeds.

 

Please provide the Agency[rsquo]s protocol to limit the propagation of invasive weeds in the Project

area.

 

J.   Inventoried Roadless Areas and Wilderness Management Area

 

There is no mention of Inventoried Roadless Areas at all in the Scoping Document other than to

state IRAs will be discussed at two upcoming meetings. IRAs in the project area are not shown on

the project map in the Scoping Document, and it is not stated what percentage of the SFMLR Project

area is in IRAs. After repeated inquiries, the Agency has approximated that about half the project

area is contained in IRAs and finally provided a map of the project area that shows IRAs.

 

WildEarth Guardians believes that the impacts of mechanical thinning, and even hand thinning may be
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contrary to the purpose of maintaining the wilderness character of IRAs. The Agency must create a

protocol for any thinning undertaken in IRAs to maintain the existing wilderness character.

 

There is no indication of what percentage of the up to 21,000 acres of mechanical and hand thinning

will be done in IRAs. Please provide detailed maps of each IRA that includes all areas where

mechanical or hand thinning, and prescribed burning is proposed.

 

It is essential that the public be informed of the existing conditions and potential impacts of

fuel treatments on Roadless area values and characteristics. The Forest Service must identify all

roads in or adjacent to IRAs that will be [ldquo]improved[rdquo] and what specific improvements will occur.

 

There areas designated to have either high or moderate [ldquo]Wilderness Evaluation Characteristic

Rating[rdquo] in the SFMLR Project area. Nowhere in the Scoping Document does the Agency discuss the

potential impacts to the wilderness character of the affected IRAs, nor the potential for

designation as wilderness under the Wilderness Act of 1964. This is an unacceptable lack of

critical information.

 

The new Draft Forest Plan revision includes a proposed Wilderness Management Area designation

adjacent to the SFMLR Project area (Thompson Peak). The Forest Service should include a map with

Recommended Wilderness areas identified that are either in or adjacent to the SFMLR Project area.

Fuel treatments should not occur in IRAs adjacent to the proposed Thomson Wilderness Management

Area expansion because it is currently unknown what the boundary of the Wilderness Management Area

expansion will be. The Agency should state specifically what they intend to do in this area.

 

 

K.  Riparian areas and water quality

 

According to the Scoping Document, [ldquo]the primary resource concerns for riparian areas in the Project

Area include departed vegetative conditions, wildfire risk, and impacts to water quality from roads

and trails.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 10. The Forest Service must provide detailed baseline analysis of

the causes of these departed vegetative conditions, and provide detailed information on the impacts

to water quality and riparian areas from all roads and trails. We also request that the Forest

Service provide the watershed analyses that determined that sub- watersheds within the project area

are [ldquo]functioning at risk.[rdquo] Are these streams currently meeting water quality standards? The Forest

Service must ensure compliance with the Clean Water Act and state water quality standards.

 

The Forest Service must also analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project on

riparian areas, streams and water quality, including an evaluation of the risks of increased

sedimentation in waterways from proposed fuel treatments, and subsequent decrease in water quality

relating to sedimentation flow.

 

The Proposed Action states that [ldquo]Native species such as willow, cottonwood, alder, grasses and

forbs would be planted if natural regeneration is determined to be insufficient following conifer

and non-native species removal.[rdquo] We are in favor of these potential restoration activities, but the

Agency should evaluate thoroughly to what extent conifers should be removed and how to do it

without excessive impacts on riparian areas.

 

L.   Roads

 

According to the Scoping Document, [ldquo]there is a need for improving the transportation system that

would be used for project implementation activities.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 11. This statement
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demonstrates a serious lack of appreciation of the impacts that roads have on ecosystem health, and

of the requirements of the Roads Rule and other environmental laws. The stated Purpose of this

project is to [ldquo]improve the ecosystem resilience of a priority landscape to future disturbances

including wildfire, climate change, and insect outbreaks.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 2. As explained

below, roads have a significant impact on ecosystem resilience.

 

Thus, to meet the stated purpose of this project, the Forest Service must pay significantly more

attention to the impacts that roads are having throughout the project area, and must do more as

part of this project to reduce those impacts. There is not merely a need to ensure a safe

transportation system for this project [ndash] there is a need to reduce the impacts of the existing

transportation system on the forest at a landscape scale.

 

According to the 2008 Travel Management Record of Decision for the Santa Fe National Forest, 2,878

miles of open system roads were to be closed for public use. We cannot easily determine how many

miles of those roads are in the SFMLR Project area, but we can assume there would be a significant

number of miles, perhaps several hundred. A map should be created showing the existing road system

in the project area, and how many miles of existing roads are closed for public use in the Travel

Management decision.

 

 

The Forest Service should fully consider the Santa Fe National Forest[rsquo]s travel analysis report,

identify the minimum road system for the project area, and identify more unneeded roads to

prioritize for decommissioning or other uses.

 

The Forest Service faces many challenges with its vastly oversized, under-maintained, and

unaffordable road system. The impacts from roads to water, fish, wildlife, and ecosystems are

tremendous and well documented in scientific literature. The Santa Fe National Forest is no

exception, with many miles of system roads, the required maintenance of which exceeds annual

maintenance costs. To address its unsustainable and deteriorating road system, the Forest Service

promulgated the Roads Rule (referred to as [ldquo]subpart A[rdquo]) in 2001. 66 Fed. Reg. 3206 (Jan. 12, 2001);

 

36 C.F.R. [sect] 212, subpart A. The Roads Rule created two important obligations for the agency. One

obligation is to identify the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for the

protection, management, and use of National Forest system lands. Id.

 

[sect]212.5(b)(1). Another obligation is to identify unneeded roads to prioritize for decommissioning or

to be considered for other uses. 36 C.F.R. [sect]212.5(b)(2).

 

Identifying a resilient future road network is one of the most important endeavors the Forest

Service can undertake to restore aquatic systems and wildlife habitat, facilitate adaptation to

climate change, ensure reliable recreational access, and operate within budgetary constraints. And

it is a win-win-win approach: (1) it[rsquo]s a win for the Forest Service[rsquo]s budget, closing the gap

between large maintenance needs and drastically declining funding through congressional

appropriations; (2) it[rsquo]s a win for wildlife and natural resources because it reduces negative

impacts from the forest road system; and (3) it[rsquo]s a win for the public because removing unneeded

roads from the landscape allows the agency to focus its limited resources on the roads we all use,

improving public access across the forest and helping ensure roads withstand strong storms.

 

If this is truly a landscape resilience project, then the Forest Service must consider the SFNF[rsquo]s

road system on a landscape-scale, using a thoughtful, strategic approach to improving public access

to the forest, reducing negative impacts from forest roads to water quality and aquatic habitats,

000504



and improving watersheds and forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and seldom

used forest roads to the wild.

 

Please explain how the travel analysis report and list of unneeded roads informed identification of

the minimum road system in the NEPA analysis. The Santa Fe National Forest must demonstrate how it

is utilizing its travel analysis report, and following direction under subpart A, for identifying

and implementing the minimum road system. National guidance directs this to happen through analysis

of site-specific projects under NEPA. The Forest Service must demonstrate how it has relied on the

travel analysis process to develop the proposed road treatments. Given the Forest Service is

considering changes across over 50,000 acres of NFS lands that include a large number of miles of

roads, this is the perfect opportunity for the Forest Service to utilize its travel analysis report

and to identify and begin implementing the minimum road system.

 

The Forest Service should assess its proposed road actions in relation to the risks and benefits

analysis in its forest-wide and district level travel analysis reports, as well as the factors for

a minimum road system, with the goal of minimizing adverse environmental impacts. To the extent that any of the

alternatives differ from what is recommended in the travel analysis report,

the Forest Service should explain that inconsistency.  See, e.g., Smiley v. Citibank, 517 U.S. 735

(1996) ([ldquo]Sudden and unexplained change . . . or change that does not take account of legitimate

reliance on prior interpretation . . . may be arbitrary, capricious [or] an abuse of discretion[rdquo])

(internal citations omitted).

 

Subpart A directs the agency to [ldquo]identify the roads on lands under Forest Service jurisdiction that

are no longer needed,[rdquo] and therefore should be closed or decommissioned. While we strongly support

the Forest Service[rsquo]s proposal to decommission up to 20 miles of system roads, we also urge the

agency to further identify decommissioning opportunities. Based on current natural resource

conditions, assessed risks from the existing road network, road densities across the landscape, the

agency[rsquo]s limited resources, and long-term funding expectations, we believe additional

decommissioning or closures are warranted. The Forest Service should decommission any high-risk

road or explain the need for such a road, how the Forest Service will mitigate those risks and its

capacity to do so under current and future budget projections. The agency should also provide this

explanation for any medium risk road retained in the project area.

 

The Forest Service must disclose current open and total road densities in all watersheds and the

project area as a whole. We also urge the Forest Service to include total open route densities in

order to incorporate the fact that unauthorized routes contribute to degraded watershed conditions

and reduce wildlife habitat effectiveness.

 

The Forest Service must accurately define the official road network as the baseline for the NEPA

analysis. The baseline and no-action alternative can, and sometimes do differ. Analysis of the road

system in this project area should recognize and build on those distinctions. Current management

direction does not compel the Forest Service to recognize decommissioned roads and unauthorized

roads as part of the official road system. But disclosure of the actual number and location of

decommissioned routes and unauthorized routes on the landscape, as well as the impacts of those

routes, is a necessary component of the no-action alternative that should be disclosed to inform

meaningful public comment. An assessment of the no-action alternative should therefore be separate

and distinct from the identification of the baseline (the official open road system).

 

The Forest Service should consider a broad array of impacts related to forest roads in its NEPA

analysis. Here, site-specific analysis is crucial. The Scoping Document provides no site- specific

identification of existing roads, or those proposed for [ldquo]treatment.[rdquo] There is no identification of
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unauthorized routes and whether the Forest Service will be using or [ldquo]improving[rdquo] those routes as

part of this project. Road treatments include road improvement, decommissioning, and/or closure.

The Forest Service must provide analysis demonstrating the agency[rsquo]s ability to effectively

implement closures and decommissioning.

 

The best available science shows that forest roads have significant adverse impacts on forest

resources. A 2014 literature review from The Wilderness Society surveys the extensive and best

available scientific literature[mdash]including the Forest Service[rsquo]s General Technical Report

synthesizing the scientific information on forest roads (Gucinski 2001)[mdash]on a wide range of

road-related impacts to ecosystem processes and integrity on National Forest lands.  See The

 

 

Wilderness Society, Transportation Infrastructure and Access on National Forests and Grasslands: A

Literature Review (May 2014).17  Erosion, compaction, and other alterations in forest geomorphology

and hydrology associated with roads seriously impair water quality and aquatic species viability.

Roads disturb and fragment wildlife habitat, altering species distribution, interfering with

critical life functions such as feeding, breeding, and nesting, and resulting in loss of

biodiversity. Roads facilitate increased human intrusion into sensitive areas, resulting in

poaching of rare plants and animals, human-ignited wildfires, introduction of exotic species, and

damage to archaeological resources. In fact, much of this project focuses on reducing wildland fire

risk, but makes no mention of the intersection between roads and fire ignitions or fire behavior.

The Forest Service must disclose how road densities can change micro-climates and alter fire

behavior in comparison to roadless conditions.

 

Roads often contribute to degraded baseline conditions in watersheds containing native fish

species. Roads are a primary source of sediment impacts to developed watersheds. Accumulation of

fine sediment is detrimental to fish habitat. Sediment delivered to streams is greatest in riparian

areas where roads cross the streams. Fords and approaches to the crossings deliver sediment

directly to streams. Culverts can produce a large amount of sediment if the culvert plugs and

fails. Travel management decisions affecting roads and trails are most likely to affect substrate

embeddedness and stream bank condition. Plus, roads and trails paralleling streams can interfere

with large wood reaching the stream and cause increased erosion and decreased stream bank

condition.

 

We strongly support decommissioning or closing all unauthorized routes, and urge they not be added

to the NFS road or trail system. The agency states it proposes to close or decommission up to 21.5

miles of road. Does this include unauthorized routes? How many miles of unauthorized routes are in

the project area? The agency should increase its road closures and decommissioning to include all

user-created trails and unauthorized roads. The continuing presence of user-created routes on the

landscape, certainly known to those who created them, continues to allow harassment of wildlife,

fragmentation of wildlife habitat, littering, fires and invasive plant distribution all while

contributing to the degradation of fish habitat and riparian areas. The agency must also consider

the cumulative impacts suffered by the landscape.

 

Ranger Sandy Hurlocker stated at the SFMLR Project Scoping meeting of June 29, 2019 that they would

widen UTV tracks into roads in some situations to accommodate trucks and vehicles for thinning

operations. This was not stated in the Scoping Document, and we do not know if that constitutes

[ldquo]road improvement[rdquo], as UTV tracks are not roads, or if it is actually road construction. The Forest

Service should define what is meant by [ldquo]road improvement.[rdquo]

 

M. Old growth
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The Scoping Document states [ldquo]In accordance with the Old Growth Standards outlined in the current

Forest Plan, 20% of the forested areas in the Project Area would be identified, allocated and

managed as old growth. The desired condition in these areas is a healthy and resilient forest

ecosystem with a component of old, large trees or a component of trees that would develop toward

old, large trees in the long-term.[rdquo] Scoping Document, p. 8.

 

 

The Forest Service should utilize the Forest Plan[rsquo]s detailed old growth management criteria and

standards for identifying old growth and apply the standards carefully in site specific analysis.

 

Old growth is one of the most fire resistant forest landscapes, and we encourage the Agency to

manage much more than 20% of the project area as old growth. It is stated in [ldquo]Fire Ecology in Rocky

Mountain Landscapes[rdquo], by William L. Baker, [ldquo]Another low-impact defensive approach (tool for living

with fire in landscapes) is to restore dense, old-growth forests, which would be ecological

restoration and would also lower fire risk relative to middle-aged forests. Old-growth

mixed-conifer forests without fuel reduction were modeled to be as resistant to crown fire as

forests thinned from below, because high tree canopies resist crowning and shade keeps moisture

high (Stephens and Moghaddas 2005a).[rdquo] Pg. 434.18

 

N.  Monitoring

 

There is no information about monitoring in the Scoping Document. Monitoring is a critical aspect

of a landscape-scale fuel treatment project that is essentially a land experiment. Please develop a

comprehensive, mandatory monitoring program that includes vegetation and species monitoring, soil

sampling, water quality sampling and improved air quality sampling to monitor prescribed burn

particulate levels. Please develop and identify locations for test plots.

 

O.  WUI concerns

 

Members of the public live in communities near the SFNF for a variety of reasons, including beauty

of the forest, the enjoyment of living among the trees, and the opportunities to observe birds and

wildlife. There is an increasing awareness among residents of forest communities that their safety

in a wildfire depends on how they fire-proof their own homes and the 100-foot radius around their

homes. USFS physical scientist Jack Cohen (now retired) has identified very precisely the steps

residents in the wildland/urban interface need to take to protect themselves from the effects of

wildfire.19

 

Residents in the WUI adjacent to the SFNF want to know what the Forest Service intends to do in the

forest adjacent to their neighborhoods. Please provide specific information about where fuel

treatments are proposed to occur in the WUI, so those residents can provide meaningful comments.

 

The Agency should consider the needs of communities to have natural and intact National Forest

nearby, especially as most Eastside forest communities are upwind of the SFNF and not in

significant risk of fire from the SFNF. The primary fire risk for many Eastside SFNF communities

comes from private lands. There appears to be little flooding risk that could impact most Eastside

SFNF communities. The agency should evaluate flooding risk for all WUI areas if they intend to do

fuel treatments to protect Eastside forest communities adjacent to the SFNF from flooding hazard.

 

Please evaluate the effects of greater educational outreach by the US Forest Service concerning

fire safety for WUI residents.
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III.       The Santa Fe Conservation Alternative (SFCA)

 

WildEarth Guardians, along with Sierra Club and Defenders of  Wildlife have developed an

alternative for analysis in both an EA and/or an EIS, the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative, to

address the purpose and need of the SFMLR Project in a way that conserves forest resources.

 

The purpose of the SFMLR Project is to improve the resilience of a priority landscape to further

disturbances by restoring forest and watershed health and to reduce the risk for catastrophic

wildfire. This purpose contains two primary objectives that may be incompatible. One primary

objective is to reduce fire risk and moderate fire behavior. The Proposed Action indicates this

would be accomplished by removing large amounts of vegetation across a widespread landscape, and

then repeatedly burning off new growth with prescribed fire. The other primary objective is to

restore the ecological function of the forest in the project area, or to increase forest health.

 

Based on past thinning projects carried out in the Eastside SFNF, these types of projects, even

recent ones that followed GTR-310 specifications, have resulted in less functional ecosystems[mdash]

substantially less healthy forests, and the forest does not seem to be regaining productivity in

treated areas. Also, there is no local research that indicates widespread fuel treatments will

significantly moderate fire behavior, especially high intensity fire, during hot and dry weather.

 

Thinning is a massive disturbance, even hand-thinning, but especially mechanical thinning. With our

forest in a generally dry and fragile condition, care and restraint is the best and safest policy,

and the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative is designed to be light-handed and targeted to the

specific limited areas that would protect valued resources from the effects of fire, and that would

reduce tree density in very dense stands of trees.

 

The Santa Fe Conservation Alternative seeks to resolve the incompatibility of the primary

objectives of the SFMLRP by limiting thinning treatments and being very site-specific and strategic

in placement of the treatments carried out. Almost all environmental impacts from thinning can be

greatly reduced by leaving more residual trees per acre, and substantially decreasing the amount of

acres thinned. Ecologically sound slash management, which is nearly impossible on a large scale,

can be completed when thinning treatments are carried out on a much smaller scale. Treatments can

be focused around important values, including up to 150 feet from structures.

 

Areas that are thinned would be no less than an average of 80 BA, instead of the average of 35- 45

BA commonly prescribed for thinning treatments in the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed area in recent

decades. Trees greater than 9[rdquo] would not be cut, residual trees would be left in all size and age

classes, and the majority of trees would be left in their natural groupings. The understory would

be left largely intact, and broadcast prescribed burns would generally not be done, except to burn

thinning slash under circumstances where slash piles can[rsquo]t reasonably be done. Naturally caused

fires would be allowed to burn when safe to do so.

 

The SFCA has a strong focus on forest reclamation and restoration including reclamation of any USFS

roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan, hand building of structures (example Zuni

bowls) in arroyos to slow flood water, planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow

floodwaters, and reintroduction of beaver where appropriate.

 

The Proposed Action indicates native species such as willow, cottonwood, alder, grasses and forbs

would be planted if natural regeneration is determined to be insufficient following conifer and
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non-native species removal. The reclamation and restoration methods outlined in the SFCA are

compatible with these objectives.

 

It is important to start with small projects and monitor to find out what desired condition is

possible and actually does support better ecological function and forest health, and protects

values from the effects of fire in a very targeted and site-specific way.

 

This alternative also focuses on prevention of fire through increased fire safety education, both

for forest users and WUI residents, and increased law enforcement in the project area to decrease

illegal human behaviors that put the project area at risk.

 

We are requesting that this alternative be fully analyzed because it supports forest health, and

greatly reduces the possibility of creating an ecological disaster. Removing large amounts of trees

over widespread areas and performing repeated prescribed burns--fundamentally damaging forest

ecology in order to protect the forest from damage as a result of fire - is an equation that may

not be reasonable or valid. A better plan needs to be considered.

 

The basic principles of the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative are: Thinning

 

[mdash]Limited hand thinning (up to 9") only in dry pine and mixed conifer outside of IRAs.

 

[mdash]Stumps cut down to the ground

 

[mdash]No thinning adjacent to the WUI for the purpose of protection of structures or communities except

within 150 feet of structures, and for fire fighter safety zones.

 

[mdash]Maximum trees removed in most thinned areas to 80 BA

 

[mdash]Leave more tree groupings (50% minimum) and maintain a shrub understory. Utilize a wildlife

habitat-based determination of tree and vegetation retention

 

[mdash]Identify riparian area concerns and create plan to protect Slash management

 

[mdash]Pile burning of activity fuels

 

[mdash]Reevaluate slash management timing and methods to avoid potential bark beetle outbreaks, and

sterilization of soil under slash piles. No slash over 3[rdquo] left on the ground during the dry season

 

Prescribed burning

 

[mdash]Managed wildland fire and pile burning only. No broadcast prescribed burns

 

 

IRAs

 

[mdash]No thinning in IRAs

 

[mdash]Identify Roadless Area concerns and develop a policy to restore

 

Monitoring (key means of reaching desired outcomes of healthy forest habitat and protection of

public health)
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[mdash]Test plots for monitoring purposes

 

[mdash]Soil sampling - plot number and spacing to be determined

 

[mdash]Baseline species evaluation (i.e. population capacity and presence/absence)

 

[mdash]Improved air quality standards and monitoring to protect sensitive (human) population Reclamation

and restoration

 

[mdash]Reclamation of any USFS roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan

 

[mdash]Hand building of structures (example Zuni bowls) in arroyos to slow flood waters

 

[mdash]Planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow floodwaters

 

[mdash]Reintroduction of beaver where appropriate WUI and community forests

 

[mdash]Develop a program to support fire-proofing of structures and surrounding 100 feet, at least

through increased outreach and education. This should be a homeowner responsibility

 

[mdash]If possible, support development of an alternative egress for communities with a single egress

 

[mdash]Leave most areas that the public uses for recreation, including forests adjacent to communities,

natural and intact.

 

--Take into greater account the need to preserve areas that are special to communities, like Cougar

Canyon

 

[mdash]Increased law enforcement to protect against unsafe fire behavior by forest visitors Scenic

quality

 

[mdash]Maintain the scenic quality of all treated areas. Develop a standard for acceptable scenic

quality.

 

 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these scoping comments. Sincerely,

 

Sarah Hyden

 

Santa Fe National Forest Advocate WildEarth Guardians

 

Judi Brawer

 

Wild Places Program Director WildEarth Guardians

 

Bryan Bird

 

Southwest Program Director Defenders of Wildlife
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EXHIBIT A

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Email: jmelonas@fs.fed.us May 17, 2019

 

Re: Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

 

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP)

 

Dear Supervisor James Melonas,

 

The members of Northern New Mexico Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife and WildEarth Guardians

appreciate the opportunity to submit a community based [ldquo]Conservation Alternative[rdquo] to the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP). Our non-[shy]-profit conservation organizations are

deeply involved in promoting best forestry and watershed management practices and preserving our

unique New Mexico wildlife species and habitats for generations to come.

 

According to the Project Statement of Purpose and Need:

 

The purpose of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is to increase the resilience of

000512



a priority landscape to future disturbances such as high-[shy]-severity wildfire, drought, and insect

and disease outbreaks. Resilience is the [ldquo]ability of a social or ecological system to absorb

disturbance while retaining the same basic structure and ways of functioning, the capacity for

self-[shy]-organization, and the capacity to adapt to stress and change[rdquo] (Forest Service Manual

2020.5).

 

The Statement outlines how Santa Fe National Forest will achieve this change in forest status:

 

To increase the resilience of the forests, watersheds, and communities of the Fireshed, there is a

need to:

 

[bull]  Move forests and woodlands (including ponderosa pine, dry mixed conifer,

 

aspen, and pi[ntilde]on-[shy]-juniper) in the Project Area towards their characteristic species composition,

structure and spatial patterns in order to improve ecological function;

 

[bull]  Reduce the risk for high-[shy]-severity wildfire, create safe, defensible zones for firefighters in

areas of continuous fuels and near valued resources that are at risk, and avoid negative

post-[shy]-fire impacts;

 

 

[bull]  Improve the diversity and quality of habitat for wildlife; and

 

[bull]  Improve soil and watershed conditions.

 

The SFMLRP has been presented to the public through public forums, county commission hearings, and

face-[shy]-to-[shy]-face meetings with many conservation organizations and concerned landowners who live in

Santa Fe County.  The residents who have spoken in opposition to the project represent thousands of

our organizations[rsquo] local members, deeply concerned about the SFMLRP and its potential impact on

Santa Fe[rsquo]s forest, watershed, wildlife habitat, recreational values, landmark appearance, and

wildfire risk.

 

The future ability of the forest to [ldquo]adapt to stress and change[rdquo] is at the heart of this project

and has raised ongoing questions how treatments work, for how long, at what cost, and with what

success in reducing wildfire damage.

 

As several members of the public have asked: [ldquo]If we[rsquo]re spending millions to cut and burn trees in

the forest when many are likely to die from insects or wildfire anyway (i.e. the natural process),

why not spend those funds on protecting communities, public preparedness training, and early fire

detection?[rdquo]

 

1. Treated/untreated acres respond differently but are short-[shy]lived and over time are [ldquo]nearly

identical[rdquo]

 

There is evidence that high intensity wildland fire impacts can be reduced if they  burn over

treated areas, and that some can contribute to achieving short-[shy]-term resiliency goals. Other

evidence suggests that fuel treatments are much more effective in reducing low and moderate

intensity fire, and are generally not that effective for very high intensity fire, for example Las

Conchas Fire. Low to moderate and even some high intensity fire is considered to be beneficial to

the fire-[shy]-adapted forest landscape, so that makes the efficacy of fuel treatments questionable in

many cases.
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Treatments are short-[shy]-lived and require repeated thins and prescribed burns to maintain their

function.

 

In the study: [ldquo]Evaluating spatiotemporal tradeoffs under alternative fuel management and

suppression policies: measuring returns on investment.[rdquo] (USFS,Thompson, Riley, Loeffler and Hass. 

2016) Modeling results confirmed that fire-[shy]-fuel treatment encounters are rare, such that median

fire suppression cost savings is zero. Sierra National Forest was used as study site to reflect a

microcosm of many of the challenges surrounding contemporary fire and fuels management in the

western U.S. https://www.firescience.gov/projects/13-[shy]-1-[shy]-03-[shy]-12/project/13-[shy]-1-[shy]-03-[shy]-

12_final_report.pdf

 

There is also evidence that post-[shy]-fire recovery is initially similar in treated and untreated

areas and that treatment benefits are nullified in the long term.

 

 

The 2002 Rodeo[ndash]Chediski fire, one of the largest wildfire in south-[shy]-western USA history, burned

over treated stands and adjacent untreated stands in the Apache[ndash]Sitgreaves National Forest, setting

the stage for a natural experiment testing the effectiveness of fuel reduction treatments under

conditions of extraordinary fire severity. In seven pairs of treated[ndash] untreated study sites

measured 2 years after the fire, thinning was strongly associated with reduced burn severity.

Initial post-[shy]fire recovery was relatively similar between treated and untreated areas. Only fuel

loadings and Manzanita density were significantly different. Fuel loading in terms of fine and

coarse woody debris, as well as forest floor weight, were substantially greater in treated areas

 

Treated areas initially had more trees, but as untreated areas had more regeneration, they quickly

became denser; this difference slowly declined over the course of the simulation. All treatment and

regeneration combinations led to some self-[shy]- thinning, but Regen-[shy]-2 (scheduling measured

regeneration in 2004 and adjusted regeneration in 2024) in untreated areas led to an especially

high pulse of density and a correspondingly steep decline. After 100 years, treated and untreated

areas were nearly identical.1

 

Given the similar long-[shy]-term effects of fire over treated and untreated areas, and the probability

that any fuel treatment will be encountered by a fire is very low, the potential benefits do not

seem to justify the ecological damage from the impacts of widespread fuel treatments. Removing the

forest understory mechanically and then burning regrowth of the understory with periodic prescribed

burns profoundly damages many of the ecological cycles of the forest.

 

2. What steps work effectively to reduce Wildland Fire damage?

 

USFS Deputy Chief Victoria Christiansen testimony to the Senate Energy & Natural Resources

Committee (2017) read: [ldquo]Wildland Fire Management programs at U.S. Forest Service and the Department

of the Interior seek to achieve a cost-[shy]-efficient and a technically effective fire management plan

that meets resource and safety objectives. The guiding principles and priorities, as outlined in

the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy (Cohesive Strategy), are to [ldquo]safely and

effectively respond to wildfires, promote fire-[shy]-adapted communities, and create fire-[shy]-resilient

landscapes through direct program activities and strong Federal, State, tribal and local

collaboration. Firefighter and public safety are the primary considerations for all operations.[rdquo]

 

Wildfire prevention is a critical element to working collaboratively across land ownership

boundaries. The agency uses cooperative fire agreements to further
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1  Barbara A. Strom and Peter Z. Ful[eacute], [ldquo]Pre-[shy]-wildfire fuel treatments affect long-[shy]-term

ponderosa

pine forest dynamics[rdquo]. International Journal of Wildland Fire, 2007, 16, 128[ndash]138

 

 

the goals and implementation of the Cohesive Strategy. Nationally, nearly 9 out of 10 wildfires are

caused by humans, including some of the most costly wildfires. (Note: In northern NM, Cerro Grande

Fire was caused by a prescribed burn, Las Conchas Fire was caused by a downed transmission line,

and Doghead Fire was caused by a spark from a USFS masticator). If we prevent unwanted,

human-[shy]-caused fires from igniting, we can proactively use our resources to create resilient

landscapes, improve our response to the other wildfires that need attention, and engage communities

to be prepared for and live with wildfire.

 

The goal of wildfire prevention is to stop unwanted human-[shy]-caused wildfires before they start and

to reduce the negative effects of wildfires. Prevention occurs in three main areas:

 

[bull]  Education aimed at changing behavior through awareness and knowledge.

 

[bull]  Engineering designed to shield an ignition source or prevent wildfire from impacting something

we value. Examples include clearing debris from around a house, installing spark arrestors on

equipment, and utilizing well-[shy]-designed campfire pits. (It can also be used to protect valuable

infrastructure in flood-[shy]- prone areas.)

 

[bull]  Enforcement efforts to gain compliance with fire regulations and laws (primarily a State and

local role). Elements of enforcement include detection to keep fires small, patrols to increase

visibility and public awareness of fire danger, and public compliance with wildfire regulations.

 

Wildfire prevention education activities can reduce the number of human-[shy]- caused wildfires and

thus fire-[shy]-related costs. A 2009 study on wildfire prevention education programs in the state of

Florida found that the benefit to cost ratio could be as much as 35 to 1. That is, every additional

dollar spent would have reduced wildfire related losses (e.g., home and timber losses, etc.) and

suppression costs by 35 dollars. 2

 

A good example of fire prevention [ldquo]enforcement[rdquo] was the administrative decision to close Santa Fe

National Forest, during High Fire Danger weather in 2018, to remove fire hazards from outdoor

activities and camping, and to increase public awareness of wildfire risk.

 

3. Wildfire education, prevention of human source ignition, and enforcement are top priorities for

Santa Fe County residents

 

2  Testimony of Victoria C. Christiansen, Deputy Chief, State & Private Forestry, USDA, Forest

Service. US Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee hearing. August 3, 2017.

 

Housing developments and new construction in the wildland-[shy]-urban interface are issues residents

are willing to discuss but not prohibit. The promotion of Firewise communities has gained

popularity and with strong political leadership could become the norm with tighter housing

ordinances in both city and county. Treated right-[shy]-of-[shy]- ways for neighborhood access roads,

underground utility lines, fire retardant building and roofing materials, water tanks and surface

ponds for fire fighting, are all desired conditions for residents living near the forest.
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Wildfire preparedness clinics are well attended in Santa Fe as are workshops that demonstrate

landowner treatments and clean ups. Programs that show fire behavior and wildfire simulations are

equally popular. Funding for such ongoing programs by SFNF and City & County Fire Departments

should be ongoing.

 

Mapping of potential Firewise Communities has already been done as part of the proposed project. 

Focal areas for Firewise education, fire prevention and enforcement, include Chupadero inholdings,

Summit Estates (Hyde Park Road), Canyon Atalaya, La Barbaria, Canada de los Alamos, Glorieta and La

Cueva. Within Santa Fe National Forest, Hyde Park Road to Ski Santa Fe has also been identified as

a high risk, high value corridor.

 

Controlling low to moderate intensity wildfires away from focal areas, but letting them burn

through forest areas with heavy fuel loads is generally well accepted by the public.

 

4. Santa Fe Conservation Alternative (SFCA): Recommendations

 

The [ldquo]desired conditions[rdquo] of the SFCA are as follows:

 

1) Require a site specific plan for each project within the SFMLRP that strategically targets

limited areas to treat, creates buffered boundary areas to protect property and access ROWs, and

safety zones to protect lives;

 

2) Require that riparian areas and critical wildlife habitat receive additional restoration

monitoring and mitigation procedures developed in collaboration with NM Department of Game and

Fish; and,

 

3) Encourage public input regarding preservation of places, landscapes, cultural sites and

landmarks of local significance.

 

Thinning (Note: Projections for post treatment density are: 165.05 TPA across treatment stands [ndash]

4.0[rdquo]+ DBH. 29.3% of stands are >81 TPA and 90.3% of stands have

 

>52% trees <16[rdquo] DBH.)

 

[mdash]Limited hand thinning (up to 9") only in dry pine and mixed conifer outside of IRAs.

 

[mdash]Stumps cut down to the ground

 

[mdash]No thinning adjacent to the WUI for the purpose of protection of structures or communities except

within 150 feet of structures, and for fire fighter safety zones.

 

 

[mdash]Maximum trees removed in most thinned areas to 80 BA

 

[mdash]Leave tree groupings (50% minimum) and maintain a shrub understory. Utilize a wildlife habitat

based determination of tree and vegetation retention

 

[mdash]Identify riparian area concerns and plan to protect from erosion or sedimentation

 

Slash management
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[mdash]Pile burning of activity fuels

 

[mdash]Reevaluate slash management timing and methods to avoid potential bark beetle outbreaks, and

sterilization of soil under slash piles. No slash over 3[rdquo] left on the ground during the dry season

 

Prescribed burning

 

[mdash]Utilize managed wildland fire and pile burning wherever possible. Utilize minimal broadcast

prescribed burns only in areas that are not assessable for pile burns.

 

IRAs

 

[mdash]No thinning in IRAs

 

[mdash]Identify Roadless Area concerns and develop policy to restore

 

Monitoring (Essential method of reaching desired outcomes of healthy forest habitat and

 

protection of public health)

 

[mdash]Set aside test plots for monitoring purposes

 

[mdash]Soil sampling -[shy]- plot number and spacing to be determined

 

[mdash]Baseline species evaluation (i.e. population capacity and presence/absence)

 

[mdash]Improved air quality standards and monitoring to protect sensitive (human) population

 

Reclamation and restoration

 

[mdash]Reclamation of any USFS roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan

 

[mdash]Hand build structures (ex. Zuni bowls) in arroyos to slow flood waters

 

[mdash]Planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow floodwaters

 

[mdash]Reintroduction of beaver where appropriate

 

WUI and community forests

 

[mdash]Develop program to support fire-[shy]-proofing of structures and surrounding 100 feet, at least

through increased outreach and education (County should make this a homeowner responsibility)

 

[mdash]If possible, support development of an alternative egress for communities with a single egress

 

[mdash]Leave most areas accessible to the public for recreation

 

[mdash]Take into account local opinion to preserve areas that are special to communities, like Cougar

Canyon

 

[mdash]Increase law enforcement to protect against unsafe fire behavior by forest visitors
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Scenic quality

 

[mdash]Maintain the scenic quality of treated areas. Develop a standard for acceptable scenic quality

with local input

 

All of Santa Fe and the surrounding inhabitants depend on the thousands of acres of forest that

give us clean air and water, seasonal runoff and acequias, historically thriving pueblos and small

rural communities, native fish and wildlife, several converging ecoregions with differing

landscapes, and inspiring natural beauty.

 

We are all deeply invested in the success of this important project. Respectfully,

 

Teresa Seamster

 

Chair, Northern New Mexico Group of Sierra Club

 

Bryan Bird

 

Southwest Program Director, Defenders of Wildlife

 

Sarah Hyden

 

SFNF Protection Advocate, WildEarth Guardians

 

 

EXHIBIT B

 

Observations, Condition, and Management of the Ips Infested Trees in the Areas Around the NRCS

Thinning on Cougar Ridge Road

 

John P. Formby, Ph.D. Forest Health Program Manager

 

New Mexico State Forestry (505) 469-6660

 

[bull]     Observed numerous trees around the thinned area infested with Ips bark beetles (see pictures

below)

 

[bull]     Some green trees may be freshly attacked this year, but will not show signs (crowns fading

from top down) until next year (will need to monitor trees next year for infestations)

 

[bull]     Current Ips infested trees are breeding grounds for thousands of offspring, which could cause

a larger localized Ips outbreak in the community (especially if drought conditions worsen)

 

[bull]     Offspring development time for Ips spp. in ponderosa pine = 30-45 days, i.e. time is critical

and trees need to be immediately felled/removed or felled/chopped into firewood to limit spread of

the species in the community. All tree materials that are > 3[rsquo][rsquo] in diameter need to be removed from

the site or immediately cut into firewood pieces. All materials < 3[rsquo][rsquo] in diameter can be cut into

short sections and left on site.

 

000518



[bull]     Other bark beetles (Dendroctonus spp.) may be attracted to the Ips attacked trees, which

could lead to a larger bark beetle outbreak in the community (another reason to fell currently

infested trees)

 

 

Ponderosa pines infested with Ips bark beetles

 

 

Ponderosa pines infested with Ips bark beetles

 

 

Ponderosa pines infested with Ips bark beetles

 

Ips frass from boring activity in ponderosa pine

 

 

EXHIBIT C

 

from Hyde Park WUI Project work order

 

The following stand and treatment descriptions are in general in nature and may not apply to

specific conditions. The designation by prescription may be altered if agreed upon by the

Contractor and COR to better meet the Forest Service objectives.

 

1) Thinning Specifications

 

1)   Cut all ponderosa pine and southwestern white pine that are less than or equal to 9 inches DBH

and taller than 3 feet. Cut all white fir and Douglas-fir trees that are less than or equal to 11

inches DBH and taller than 3 feet.

 

2)   Cut trees shall be felled within unit boundaries and away from archeological sites, roads,

trails, telephone/power lines, fences, and land corners. Any tree falling on such areas shall be

removed.

 

3)   All cut trees shall be completely severed from the stump; hung trees shall not be permitted.

 

4)   The maximum stump height shall not exceed 8 inches above ground level or 4 inches above any

natural object that would prevent severing the tree at a lower point.  All live limbs below the

cutting point shall be removed.

 

5)   Deciduous tree species will be found in the project area. These species shall not be cut

unless they pose a safety hazard or impede access.

 

2) Slash and Piling Specifications

 

1)   Contractor shall cut limbs flush with the bole and cut the tree top off where the diameter is

at 6 inches. Contractor generated slash smaller than 6 inches in diameter shall be piled.

 

2)   Tree boles shall be bucked into 8-10 foot long pieces so that the bole shall be in contact

with the ground in at least three points. Creating jackpots of boles shall be avoided.
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3)   Slash treatments shall be concurrent and progress with the thinning.

 

4)   Piles shall be constructed to facilitate full consumption when they are burned. Piles shall be

tight and compact with most small diameter slash on the bottom.

 

5)   Piles shall not be less than 10 feet in diameter and 6 feet in height.

 

6)   All slash that protrudes 2 or more feet from the outer edge of the pile shall be bucked off

and placed on the pile.

 

 

7)   Slash piles shall not be place in roads, ditches or within 10 feet of project boundary.  Slash

treatment along roads shall be done without affecting the proper functioning of channels leading to

and from drainage structures.

 

RESOURCE PROTECTION STANDARDS:

 

Water Quality - The following measures shall be observed to protect stream courses:

 

1)   Wheeled or track-laying equipment shall cross streams at crossings designated by the COR.

 

Other Resource Protection

 

All of the activities associated with this project shall be conducted in such a manner that there

shall not be any adverse impact to the following resources listed.

 

1)   Protection of Improvements and Survey Monuments - The Contractor(s) shall avoid any damage to

improvements such as, but not limited to, fences, gates, utility poles, survey markers or

monuments, survey witness trees and cultural sites.  The Contractor will be required to repair or

pay fair market value to replace any damaged improvements.

 

2)   Cultural Sites [ndash] Protected cultural areas will be flagged by the Forest Service for avoidance

with white ribbon. Should any additional heritage or cultural sites be discovered during

operations, the Contractor shall immediately stop treatment in that area and contact the COR.

 

Safety

 

When the Contractor[rsquo]s operations are in progress adjacent to or on Forest Service/County controlled

roads and trails open to public travel, the Contractor shall furnish, install and maintain all

temporary traffic controls that provide the user with adequate warning of hazardous or potentially

hazardous conditions associated with the Contractor[rsquo]s operations.

 

Contractor shall take precautions when operating directly adjacent to private land to avoid

creating hazardous conditions that compromise the safety of residents or that may damage buildings

and property.

 

 

EXHIBIT D

 

A portion of the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed thinned in 2002 and treated with prescribed fire

twice since
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EXHIBIT E

 

Common Myths about Forests and Fire

 

Does Logging in Forests Distant from Homes Protect Communities? No. Defensible space work within

100 feet or less from homes, along with making homes themselves more fire-safe, is very effective

in protecting homes from wildland fire, but vegetation management activities beyond 100 feet from

homes has no additional influence on whether or not a home survives a wildland fire (Syphard et al.

2014, DellaSala and Hanson 2015).

 

Do [ldquo]Thinning[rdquo] Logging Operations Stop or Slow Wildland Fires? No. [ldquo]Thinning[rdquo] is just a

euphemism

for intensive commercial logging, which kills and removes most of the trees in a stand, including

many mature and old- growth trees. With fewer trees, winds, and fire, can spread faster through the

forest. In fact, extensive research shows that commercial logging, conducted under the guise of

[ldquo]thinning[rdquo], often makes wildland fires spread faster, and in most cases also increases fire

intensity, in terms of the percentage of trees killed (Cruz et al. 2008, 2014).

 

Does Reducing Environmental Protections, and Increasing Logging, Curb Forest Fires?  No, based on

the largest analysis ever conducted, this approach increases fire intensity (Bradley et al. 2016).

Logging reduces the cooling shade of the forest canopy, creating hotter and drier conditions,

leaves behind kindling-like [ldquo]slash[rdquo] debris, and spreads combustible invasive weeds such as

cheatgrass.

 

Do [ldquo]Thinning[rdquo] Logging Operations Improve Forest Carbon Storage? No. In fact, this type of logging

results in a large overall net reduction in forest carbon storage, and an increase in carbon

emissions, relative to wildland fire alone (no logging), while protecting forests from logging

maximizes carbon storage and removes more CO2 from the atmosphere (Campbell et al. 2012, Law et al.

2018). To mitigate climate change, we must protect forests.

 

Are Our Forests Unnaturally Dense and [ldquo]Overgrown[rdquo], and Do Denser Forests Necessarily Burn

More

Intensely?  No. We currently have a similar number of trees per acre compared to historical forests

(Williams and Baker 2012, Baker 2014, Baker and Hanson 2007), but we have fewer medium/large trees,

and less overall biomass[mdash]and therefore less carbon (McIntyre et al. 2015). Our forests actually

have a carbon deficit, due to decades of logging. Historical forests were variable in density, with

both open and very dense forests (Baker et al. 2018).

 

Recent studies by U.S. Forest Service scientists, regarding historical tree density, omitted

historical data on small tree density, and density of non-conifer trees. When these missing data

were included, it was revealed that historical tree density was 7 times higher than previously

reported in ponderosa pine forests, and 17 times higher than previously reported in mixed-conifer

forests (Baker et al. 2018). Wildland fire is driven mostly by weather, while forest density is a

[ldquo]poor predictor[rdquo] of future fire behavior (Zald and Dunn 2018).

 

Do Forests with More Dead Trees Burn More Intensely?  Small-scale studies are mixed within 1-2

years after trees die, i.e., the [ldquo]red phase[rdquo] (Bond et al. 2009, Stephens et al. 2018), but the

largest analysis, spanning the entire western U.S., found no effect (Hart et al. 2015). Later,

after needles and twigs fall and quickly decay into soil, and after many snags have fallen, such
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areas have similar or lower fire intensity than areas with fewer dead trees (Hart et al. 2015,

Meigs et al. 2016).

 

Do We Currently Have an Unnatural Excess of Fire in our Forests?  No. The is a broad consensus

among fire ecologists that we currently have far less fire in western US forests than we did

historically, prior to fire suppression (Hanson et al. 2015). We also have less high-intensity fire

now then we had historically (Mallek et al. 2013, DellaSala and Hanson 2015, Baker et al. 2018).

 

Do Current Fires Burn Mostly at High-Intensity Due to Fire Suppression?  Current fires burn mostly

at low/moderate-intensity in western US forests, including the largest fires (Mallek et al. 2013,

Baker et al. 2018). For example, over 70% of the Rim Fire burned at low and moderate intensity. The

most long-unburned forests experience mostly low/moderate-intensity fire (Odion and Hanson 2008,

Miller et al. 2012, van Wagtendonk et al. 2012).

 

 

Are Forest Fires Causing Forests to Become a Carbon Source?  No. Recent unpublished reports from

the Forest Service, and some state agencies, regarding wildfire carbon emissions are based on a

discredited model (FOFEM) that has repeatedly been shown to exaggerate carbon emissions by nearly

threefold (French et al. 2011). Further, the FOFEM model falsely assumes that nothing grows back

after a fire to pull CO2 out of the atmosphere. Field studies of large fires find only about 11% of

forest carbon is consumed, and only 3% of the carbon in trees (Campbell et al. 2007), and vigorous

post-fire forest regrowth absorbs huge amounts of CO2 from the atmosphere; within a decade after

fire, post-fire growth absorbs more carbon from the atmosphere than the fire emitted (Meigs et al.

2009).1

 

Would Landscape-Scale Prescribed Burning Reduce Smoke Particulates? No, it[rsquo]s the opposite. Any

short-term reduction in potential fire behavior following prescribed fire lasts only 10-20 years,

so using low-intensity prescribed fires ostensibly as a means to prevent mixed-intensity wildland

fires would require burning a given area of forest every 10-20 years (Rhodes and Baker 2008). This

would represent a tenfold increase, or more, over current rates of burning occurring from wildland

fire (Parks et al. 2015). Contrary to popular assumption, high-intensity fire patches produce

relatively lower particulate smoke emissions (due to high efficiency of flaming combustion) while

low- intensity prescribed fires produce high particulate smoke emissions, due to the inefficiency

of smoldering combustion. Therefore, even though high-intensity fire patches consume about three

times more biomass per acre than low-intensity fire (Campbell et al. 2007), low-intensity fires

produce 3-4 times more particulate smoke than high-intensity fire, for an equal tonnage of biomass

consumed (Ward and Hardy 1991, Reid et al. 2005). As a result, a landscape-level program of

prescribed burning would cause at least a ten-fold increase in smoke emissions relative to current

fire levels, and it would not stop wildland fires when they occur (Stephens et al. 2009).

 

Are Recent Large Fires Unprecedented?  No. Fires similar in size to the Rim fire and Rough fire, or

larger, occurred in the 1800s, such as in 1829, 1864, and 1889 (Bekker and Taylor 2010, Caprio

2016). Forest fires hundreds of thousands of acres in size are not unprecedented.

 

Do Large High-Intensity Fire Patches Destroy Wildlife Habitat or Prevent Forest Regeneration? No.

Hundreds of peer-reviewed scientific studies find that patches of high-intensity fire create [ldquo]snag

forest habitat[rdquo], which is comparable to old-growth forest in terms of native biodiversity and

wildlife abundance (summarized in DellaSala and Hanson 2015). In fact, more plant, animal, and

insect species are associated with mature forests that burn at high- intensity, where most or all

of the trees are killed, than any other habitat type in the forest (Swanson et al. 2014).
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Forests naturally regenerate in heterogeneous, ecologically beneficial ways in large high-intensity

fire patches (DellaSala and Hanson 2015, Hanson 2018).

 

Do Occasional Cycles of Drought and Native Bark Beetles Make Forests [ldquo]Unhealthy[rdquo]? Actually,

it[rsquo]s

the opposite. During droughts, native bark beetles selectively kill the weakest and least

climate-adapted trees, leaving the stronger and more climate-resilient trees to survive and

reproduce (Six et al. 2018). In areas with many new snags from drought and native bark beetles,

most bird and small mammal species increase in numbers in such areas, because snags provide such

excellent wildlife habitat (Stone 1995).

 

Is Climate Change a Factor in Recent Large Fires?  Yes. Human-caused climate change increases

temperatures, which influences wildland fire. Some mistakenly assume this means we must have too

much fire but, due to fire suppression, we still have a substantial fire deficit in our forests.

 

For more information, contact Chad Hanson, Ph.D., Ecologist, John Muir Project

(cthanson1@gmail.com).
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 10:04:34 PM

First name: Robert

Last name: Foster

Organization:

Title:

Comments: proposed forest resilency plan

 

To whom it may concern,

 

I attended both Santa Fe public meetings about this proposal which includes large tracts of tree thinning and

prescribed burns.  I want to voice my very strong concern about, and even stronger opposition to this proposal.

At a time when others are proposing reducing carbon dioxide through the planting of one trillion trees globally, I

just can't see the intelligence of doing just the opposite to our Santa Fe forests.  What is the Forest Service

thinking?  Or, are they?

 

Sincerely,

Robb Foster
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First name: Elizabeth

Last name: West

Organization:

Title:

Comments: the rush to burn is not advisable

 

I wish the Forest Service were able to come up with a way to control fires by burning less forest acreage and

without using so many chemicals; I do not trust the Forest Service at this point since the number of acres to be

burnt is so large, and since the apparent overuse of chemicals is alarming.

 

When there is such outcry about this there must be a way to modify what the Forest Service is hankering to do.

Very annoying that scare tactics are being used by both sides in this argument.

 

And perhaps it needs to be noted that just because a homeowner or a builder gets a permit to build in the forest

does not mean that that homeowner or builder can demand protection in risky areas. Those folks who persist in

living is risky areas need to be able to leave when there is danger of fire and move away to keep themselves and

their families safe, while being prepared to lose a building or home. The same sensible approach is

recommended for those who insist on building in floodplains. Yes, this harsh and I do not recommend

abandoning people even if they have been foolish enough to build selfishly, but we all need to be more protective

of the forests and modify our use of controlled burns and find better methods than the exciting chemical drops.

 

I have friends in both camps. That means I favor discussion.

 

Good luck -- and that doesn't mean just business as usual.

 

Elizabeth West

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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First name: Anon

Last name: mary@mary-layne.com

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Action needed today! PLEASE Be For The Forest!

 

Dear Forest Service,

You know there is great concern:

The three most important points are-

 

1) PLEASE! this project should be analyzed by an Environmental Impact Statement.

 

2) PLEASE! Analysis should be site-specific! PLEASE do not use the &quot;condition-based approach&quot;.

 

3) PLEASE! This Scoping Document is severely lacking in a range of important information that is needed to

write meaningful scoping comments.

 

4) Please! I ask that the scoping comment period be extended so the Public has more time to engage and to

become informed. Especially due to the Glitch on your site regarding an Incorrect E-mail Address! A 30-day

scoping comment period is minimal.

 

My concerns about the project are great. PLEASE, Forest Service, analyze fully for this environmental

assessment by agreeing to an Environmental Impact Statement.

 

I am For the forest,

 

Sincerely,

 

Mary Layne, Realtor

Coldwell Banker Trails West Realty

mary@mary-layne.com

 

 

 

The forest we love, let's keep it that way!

 

 

 

_______________________________________________

 

 

(b) (6)
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First name: Brenda

Last name: Utzerath

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Please see attachment.

 

On behalf of the animals...

 

Brenda Utzerath

 

Certified Small Animal Acupressure Practitioner

 

Certified Pet Nutrition Specialist

 

Web Site: Modern Dog

 

Email: 

 

Phone: 

 

Sniff Us out on Facebook! Search pages for Modern Dog Acupressure

 

Modern Dog is not a substitution for veterinary care.

 

&quot;You did then what you knew how to do, and when you knew better, you did

 

better.&quot; Maya Angelou

 

Attached Comment:

 

"July 10, 2019

 

James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Re: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr Melonas,

 

As a US taxpayer I[rsquo]m deeply concerned about the above project.

 

COMMENT PERIOD: Given the enormous size of this project, the public comment period is far too

short. And the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that there will be no

Environmental Impact Statement regarding its e?ects on our beloved forest is distressing. As a

comparison, it took longer [ndash] and with more public input [ndash] to approve the small Railyard Project,

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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compared to the 50,000 acres in this project. Why there is such a rush to push this permanent

cutting and burning of our forests?  I'm requesting that you please extend the comment period to 90

days to allow a more democratic process.

 

MITIGATING WILDFIRE DAMAGE. The Forest Service argues that the entire forest needs to be thinned

and burned. However, the research of Dr Chad Hansen and Dr Jack Cohen shows that the most e?ective

mitigation of damaged property in the event of wild?re is to directly treat around homes and

structures. This current science must be considered carefully to avoid making tragic and

irreversible decisions.

 

SCIENTIFIC OPINIONS. Please allow scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dominick Della

Salla PhD, to provide their opinions during this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat

and plants in the Santa Fe area [ndash] and throughout the world [ndash] before settling on the ?nal draft of

this plan.

 

PROTECT AGAINST CLIMATE CHANGE. The last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants.

They provide Santa Fe's only bu?er against the climate crisis. We need every tree and every plant

to help bring moisture and rain; to keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise; and to reduce

winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

 

HARMFUL CHEMICALS. I also ask that you consider the health of the wildlife and the public before

using aerial ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel. Please

consider how these harmful chemicals a?ect not just health and well-[shy]-being [ndash] but also impact the

economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country. Many

citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current ?res and the health e?ects.  Unfortunately, the

equally-[shy]-impacted wildlife has no voice in this discussion.

 

ROAD ACCESS. I'm also concerned about opening roads (whether lightly loaded or inventoried roadless

areas), which increases our wilderness to further exploitation by industry. This can degrade

wildlife habitat, spread invasive species

 

[ndash]   and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Instead of improving access, many roads

in the forest should be completely obliterated.

 

Thank you for considering my requests.

 

Sincerely,

 

Brenda Utzerath"
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First name: page

Last name: press

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Thoughts  on Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

                                                    Dear Forest Service Officials of  the Santa Fe National Forest Region ,

                                                                      After   reviewing   your proposed   plans  for  burning  ,  thinning ,

and  &quot;restoring&quot; in  the  Santa  Fe mountain  region , I  hereby need  to  voice  my  most  vigorous

and  heartfelt protest   and  opposition  to  your activities   and procedures   funded  by   the people's  taxes . I

am  a  native  of Santa Fe  and  have  spent a   large   portion  of my  life  hiking  ,  skiing   ,  camping    and

communing  with  the  natural  world  of  the Santa Fe Mountains since  I  was   4    years  old (  currently  61

).What  I  have  personally   seen  recently  in Hyde Park  ,La  Cueva  ,  and  the Jemez   mountains  makes  me

greatly  fear  for  the future of  the  local  ecosystems  ,  wildlife   ,  trees   and  people  in  the  path  of   resulting

smokeout of  forest  thinning   and  burning  .

                                                                      Now  I  realize  that  many  of   you  have  college  degrees  in

silviculture , forest  management  and biology  etc .but  I'm  very  much  doubting   your   ability to  see  the  larger

picture of   the  forest   as  an  evolving ecosystem guided   by  its  own  innate wisdom  and  natural  laws .Your

claims  that  you  need   to  correct former fire suppression  policies and  unhealthy densities  of  trees ,denies

nature's  own  resilience  and  wisdom  to  do  what  it  needs   to  do without  being  orchestrated  by  humans

who  don't  understand the  forest's  own  natural evolution .Furthermore  ,  fires  always  break out  in

unexpected  places   and remote  areas so your   cutting ,  thinning  and  burning   will  always  be  inadequate  to

address   the  inherent  randomness  of  fire's  origins .

                                                                    I  know  there  are  many  well intentioned  ,  sincere  people  in  the

Forest Service   who  believe  they  are  doing  the  right  thing  with  thinning  , cutting  ,  and  burning in  the

Santa Fe mountains . If   you are  careful  and  concerned guardians   of  the Forest   and wildlands  , I  invite

you to  implement a  full  and  unbiased Environmental Impact statement ,  and   a  full  review and  analysis  of

the  possible  consequences  of   what   you  are  intending  to  do .I've   been  a  little  disturbed   by   the

arrogance   and inability  to listen    to  local  concerned  citizens by the  Forest  Service Hierarchy- after   all  ,

this  is  a  democracy   and  you  are  charged with  doing  the  highest   and  best   thing  for  the  forest   and  all

its residents .Hopefully  ,  there  will be  more  public  input  and  monitoring  of  what  has  seemed   to  be  a

very   secretive and dictatorial  approach  to  forest  management in  the  future . I  was  part  of   a  successful

campaign  to  stop  the Santa  Fe Ski Area  from ill  conceived  plan of building  lifts  into  the Big Tesuque Basin

and  will  continue  to fight for  well balanced  and  cooperative ( all  concerned  parties -  not  just  forest  service

officials  and  their  contractors) management of  the  beautiful  ,  natural  heritage  of   the Santa Fe National

Forest .Thank   you  for  your  time   and  concern ,Mr.Page  C Press

PS Two  of  the  worst  fires  in  this  region in  the  past  10  years  have  been  caused  by  powerlines breaking

and  sparking - now  that would  be  an  effort  I  could  support -  having  an  inventory of  high risk  power  lines

that  could  start  another  catastrophic   fire with  branches   or  trees falling  on  such lines !
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First name: Sam

Last name: Hitt

Organization:

Title:

Comments: July 10, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor USDA Forest Service

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508

 

delivery via email: jmelonas@fs.fed.us , comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us re: Comments on

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Report

 

Dear James:

 

The following are comments to the Scoping Report issued June 10, 2019 for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project (Project) located on the Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger

Districts, Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF). Please accept these comments on behalf of the Santa Fe

Forest Coalition, Wild Watershed and the nearly 500 citizens who signed the attached online and

paper petitions requesting that all activities halt in the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed

until an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared. The 30-day comments period ends July 10,

2019 making these comments timely.

 

The Santa Fe Forest Coalition is an all volunteer nonprofit that educates the public, the media and

policy makers on critical issues concerning forest and wildlife preservation in New Mexico. Member

groups include Wild Watershed, Once a Forest, Multiple Chemical Sensitivities Taskforce, La Cueva

Guardians, Tree Huggers Santa Fe and others. Wild Watershed is an all volunteer organization

focused on aquatic conservation and wilderness preservation.

 

These comments are constrained by the minimal 30-day comment period. The SFNF has offered no

justification for limiting public involvement in scoping to such a degree. Due to lack of time

important issues may have been overlooked and the full implication of others unrealized.

 

Therefore, these comments are filed under protest.

 

 

1.    SIGNIFIANT IMPACTS TO INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS REQUIRE DISCLOSURE IN AN

ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT

 

As can be seen from the following history, the SFNF has consistently failed to comply with the

National Environmental Policy Act[rsquo]s (NEPA) requirement to disclose and analyze the cumulative

impacts of repeated clearing and annual burning over vast stretches of inventoried roadless areas

(IRAs) adjacent to the Pecos Wilderness above Santa Fe. William Odum (1982) succinctly described

the resulting environmental degradation from cumulative effects as [ldquo]the tyranny of small

decisions.[rdquo]

 

In 2001 the SFNF prepared an environmental impact statement (EIS) to analyze the impacts of what
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turned out to be endless clearing and burning of forests in the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed. It

was hardly mentioned during the protracted analysis for this project that nearly all 15,000 acres

(6720 acres within Pecos Wilderness) were national forest inventoried roadless lands.

 

In 2004, the Hyde Park Wildland Urban Interface Project proposed to clear and burn nearly 2000

acres of inventoried roadless forests to the north of the watershed. That project was successfully

appealed twice for failure to consider impacts to IRAs. Hyde Park was resurrected soon after

President Trump assumed office. In March of 2018 it was approved using a categorical exclusion for

qualifying projects under an amendment to the 2014 Farm Bill. Within weeks another project

impacting IRAs, the Pacheco Canyon Forest Resiliency Project, was also approved using the same

expedited decision making process.

 

Despite repeated promises by the Washington office that the Forest Service would comply with all

environmental laws, including NEPA, attorneys for the Forest Service argued in Wild Watershed v.

Hurlocker that Congress had created a [ldquo]statutory exemption[rdquo] from NEPA and therefore disclosure

and

analysis of cumulative impacts was not required.

 

The Project discussed here, consistent with this history, failed during scoping to even identify

protection of IRAs as a potential issue. No information was presented to the public concerning the

delineation, location and potential impact to IRAs. A SFNF official said in an email [ldquo]. . .

 

IRAs are not a layer in the GIS data sets available on our webpage. I'm afraid I've come up

empty-handed.[rdquo] According to a former Forest Service planner, this is consistent with a longstanding

practice of [ldquo]data-free analysis and analysis-free decision-making[rdquo] that has plagued the agency for

decades (Fairbanks 2005).

 

This history reveals an institutional bias within the agency as well as a deep local antipathy to

roadless area conservation. It is relevant, then, to review the long struggle to preserve roadless

areas and wilderness. This review is intended not only to prompt a re-evaluation of the agency[rsquo]s policy of

denial and obstruction but also to honor those who have worked for decades to protect the

well-springs of life found in untrammeled wild lands.

 

In particular, we pay homage to our friend and colleague Carol Johnson for her tireless efforts to

preserve the Pecos Wilderness and the surrounding forests that will be impacted by this Project.

 

Review of Roadless Area Conservation

 

The U.S. Forest Service Roadless Rule prohibits timber harvest in IRAs with certain limited

exceptions. 36 CFR [sect] 294.13. If history is any indication, this Project will likely be approved

based upon the following exception: [ldquo]To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem

composition and structure, such as to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects, within

the range of variability that would be expected to occur under natural disturbance regimes of the

current climatic period.[rdquo]

 

Multiple lines of evidence suggests that dry mixed conifer and ponderosa pine forests such as those

found in the Project area are shaped and characterized by periodic mixed-severity wildfires that

include ecologically significant amounts of weather-driven, high-severity fire. It is well

established that large, infrequent, and quite often severe natural disturbances shape and lend

complex structure to historical landscapes, and thereby maintain the biological diversity (see Dr.

DellaSala comments to the Project, pp. 6-9)
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In 1964, Congress passed the Wilderness Act, creating the National Wilderness Preservation System.

In addition to designating 9 million acres of National Forest System land as Wilderness, the Act

directed the Secretary of Agriculture to complete a study of 34 administratively designated

"primitive areas" and determine their suitability for Wilderness designation by September 2, 1974.

 

In 1971 the Forest Service expanded the scope of the review to include all roadless areas in the

inventory and evaluation. This process was known as the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE).

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for RARE was released in 1973.

 

The FEIS identified 247 roadless areas to be studied further for possible wilderness status.

 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) replaced that evaluation process in place at the

time with the requirement for an integrated Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) for each

forest and grassland. By June of 1977, concerns were expressed that the NFMA land management

planning process would be too slow to allow timely completion of review of the 247 study areas

identified in RARE. Concerns were also raised that some areas might have been overlooked, and that

RARE did not adequately inventory the National Grasslands and the Eastern National Forests.

 

 

In response to these concerns, the Secretary of Agriculture initiated a nationwide administrative

study of roadless areas referred to as RARE II. The FEIS for RARE II was released in January of

1979.

 

In June, 1979 the State of California initiated a lawsuit (California v. Block) challenging a RARE

II decision to designate certain roadless areas in California as non-wilderness. In June of 1980

the U.S District Court ruled that the Rare II FElS did not comply with NEPA. The Ninth Circuit

Court of Appeals affirmed this decision and identified the following deficiencies:

 

1) failure to identify distinguishing wilderness characteristics of each roadless area; 2) failure

to adequately assess the wilderness value of each area and to evaluate the impact of non-wilderness

designation upon each area's wilderness characteristics and value; 3) failure to consider the

effect of non-wilderness classification upon future wilderness opportunities; and 4) failure to

weigh the economic benefit attributable to development in each area against the wilderness loss

each area will suffer from development.

 

The decision was largely based on the Court's interpretation that NFMA regulations

 

precluded further consideration of wilderness features in assessing environmental consequences of

development projects in areas not recommended for wilderness. Because of this lack of discretion,

the Court concluded that "[t]he critical decision to commit these areas for non- wilderness uses,

at least for the next ten to fifteen years is irreversible and irretrievable.[rdquo]

 

Following the Circuit Court's decision, the Department of Agriculture revised the

 

NFMA regulations regarding evaluation of roadless areas in forest planning (36 CFR [sect] 219.17

[1982]). These changes included: 1) establishment of new forest planning procedures for evaluating

roadless lands for recommendation as wilderness; and 2) removal of language that the Ninth Circuit

Court interpreted to mean the Forest Service was foreclosed from considering the roadless character

of a roadless area if specific projects were proposed and evaluated in areas allocated to

non-wilderness management.
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The 1982 NFMA regulations allowed adequate discretion over development of Inventoried Roadless

Areas, after approval of forest plans, by making non-wilderness allocation of roadless lands not a

"critical decision" or an "irreversible and irretrievable" commitment of resources to development.

 

This legal premise has since been affirmed by the Ninth Circuit in the case City of Tenakee Springs

v. Block, 778 F.2d 1402 (9th Cir.1985), where the Court found that non-wilderness multiple-use

management prescriptions on the Tongass National Forest Plan were permissive rather than a mandate

or commitment to development. The concurring opinion also agreed that NEPA documents for projects

proposed under the forest plan in roadless areas assigned to a non- wilderness management

prescription must examine the issue of whether to treat, not just how to treat, such areas in order

to comply with the Wilderness Act.

 

 

In 1994 the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals further addressed the need to analyze the effects of

proposed treatment areas to roadless areas. In Smith v. USFS, the Court reaffirmed the legal

requirement to consider a no-action alternative when proposing such treatments, citing Idaho

Conservation, 956 F.2d at 1515, in order to [ldquo]preserve the possibility that the area might someday

be designated as wilderness.[rdquo]

 

The 9th Circuit again reaffirmed the significance of development in roadless areas in Lands Council

v. Martin (2008), where the Court states:

 

In Smith, 33 F.3d at 1078-79, we held that there are at least two separate reasons why logging in

roadless areas is environmentally significant, so that its environmental consequences must be

considered. First, roadless areas have certain attributes that must be analyzed. Those attributes,

such as water resources, soils, wildlife habitat, and recreation opportunities, possess independent

environmental significance. Second, roadless areas are significant because of their potential for

designation as wilderness areas under the Wilderness Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. [sect][sect] 1131-1136. Lands

Council, 479 F. 3d at 640; Smith, 33 F.3d at 1078-79.

 

According to the Forest Service analysis of these legal precedents, dealing with their continuing

obligations under the Wilderness Act:

 

Based on court history and past direction from the Chief, projects within roadless areas must

analyze the environmental consequences, including irreversible and irretrievable commitment of

resources on roadless area attributes, and the effects for potential designation as wilderness

under the Wilderness Act of 1964.... The purpose of the

 

analysis on the roadless resource is to disclose potential effects to roadless and wilderness

attributes and determine if, or to what extent it might affect future consideration for wilderness

recommendations.

 

This analysis focuses on the potential effects of project activities on wilderness characteristics

as defined in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 (72.1). These wilderness characteristics

include the following:

 

1) Natural [ndash] The extent to which long-term ecological processes are intact and operating;

 

2) Undeveloped [ndash] The degree to which the impacts documented in natural integrity are apparent to

most visitors; 3) Outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive unconfined recreation [ndash]
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Solitude is a personal, subjective value defined as the isolation from sights, sounds, and presence

of others and from developments and evidence of humans. Primitive recreation is characterized by

meeting nature on its own terms, without comfort and convenience of facilities; 4) Special features

and values [ndash] Unique ecological, geographical, scenic, and historical features of an area; 5)

Manageability [ndash] The ability to manage an area for wilderness consideration and maintain wilderness

attributes.

 

 

Concerning the potential for cumulative effects of proposed treatments within an IRA, the Forest

Service has described the following steps:

 

1) Identify the cumulative effects boundary in space and in time; 2) Describe the cumulative

effects boundary [ndash] this will be the roadless area expanse. Describe what factors this is based on;

3) Describe the temporal boundary [ndash] this will be how long effects of the action will occur on the

landscape. Describe what factors this is based on; and 4) Describe the past actions and their

effects on current conditions. Describe what past actions were considered and summarize how they

affected the five wilderness attributes described above. If there are comments that other past

actions should have been considered discuss why they were or were not; 5) Contrast the effects of

proposed actions with past actions. Describe how past actions were developed in relation to the

roadless resource and how this proposal considered the roadless resource in its design, e.g.

summarize the past actions that occurred, whether or not the actions occurred before or after the

forest plan was established, whether or not those past actions were designed to minimize effects on

the roadless resources (and if so whether or not they were effective) and how this proposed action

contrast with those past actions; 6) Describe the effects of ongoing and reasonably foreseeable

actions. Identify what actions were considered. If there are comments that others should have been

considered discuss why they were or were not. Describe how these actions could affect the five

wilderness attributes; 7) Describe the combined effects from past, proposed, ongoing, and

reasonably foreseeable future actions. Describe the cumulative effects of the proposed action, in

addition to the past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on the five wilderness attributes.

Describe whether or not there would be irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources.

 

National forest roadless lands are heralded for their conservation values. Those values are

described at length in the preamble of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (RACR) and in the Final

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the RACR. They include: high quality or undisturbed soil,

water, and air; sources of public drinking water; diverse plant and animal communities; habitat for

threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for those species dependent

on large, undisturbed areas of land; primitive, semi-primitive non- motorized, and semi-primitive

motorized classes of dispersed recreation; reference landscapes; natural appearing landscapes with

high scenic quality; traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and other locally identified

unique characteristics (e.g., uncommon geological formations, unique wetland complexes, exceptional

hunting and fishing opportunities).

 

Roadless lands are also responsible for higher quality water and watersheds. Anderson et al. 2012

assessed the relationship of watershed condition and land management status, and found a strong

spatial association between watershed health and protective designations. DellaSalla et al. 2011

found that undeveloped and roadless watersheds are important for supplying downstream users with

high-quality drinking water, and that developing those watersheds comes at significant costs

 

 

associated with declining water quality and availability. Protecting and connecting undeveloped

areas is also an important action agencies can take to enhance climate change adaptation.
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NEPA requires federal agencies[rsquo] environmental analysis to consider [ldquo]any adverse environmental

effects which cannot be avoided.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(C)(ii). When several

 

actions may have cumulative or synergistic environmental impacts, Forest Service must consider

these actions together and prepare a more comprehensive environmental analysis. 40 C.F.R. [sect]

1508.8(b). Cumulative impacts are [ldquo]the impact[s] on the environment which result from the

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable

future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person understands such

actions.[rdquo] 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.7.

 

This Project is part of a much larger and more ambitious program to [ldquo]change forest conditions[rdquo] on

the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed, a large proportion of which is within IRAs. These

actions in aggregate will likely cause significant adverse direct, indirect and cumulative impacts

on the human environment[mdash]including but not limited to significant health effects for the

surrounding community from regular and repetitive prescribed burns, as well as to wildlife

communities that are commonly associated with dense forests like those the Project is intended to

substantially alter, and on the wilderness characteristics, whose use and enjoyment is appreciated

by many who value untrammeled natural amenities found in the roadless areas.

 

It is also likely that there are substantial [ldquo]unroaded[rdquo] areas that could become inventoried

roadless lands and recommended for wilderness designation in the future. These lands play an

important ecological role in ensuring the persistence of species, providing connectivity and

ensuring watershed functionality.

 

Maintaining and enhancing the roadless character of these lands will contribute to the achievement

of the substantive provisions in sections 219.8, 219.9, and 219.10 of the 2012 forest planning

rule. The improvement of 94 miles of road may have significant damaging impacts on the natural

values and scenic integrity of these unroaded lands by increasing access, altering water flows and

reducing wildlife security.

 

Therefore, the Project planning team must identify, delineate and quantify unroaded lands and take

the required hard look to determine if planned clearing and burning activities may have significant

impacts. We strongly oppose any developments in unroaded portions of the Project area until

potential impacts can be comprehensively disclosed and analyzed.

 

In summary, the cumulative effects of clearing and burning thousands of acres over many decades in

unroaded, lightly-roaded and IRAs eligible for wilderness must be analyzed and disclosed in an EIS.

 

 

2.    PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED ARE INCONSISTENT WITH HFRA[rsquo]S REQUIREMENT TO

RETAIN LARGE AND OLD

TREES AND NFMA[rsquo]S CONSISTENCY STANDARD

 

Projects authorized under Section 602 of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) may only be

implemented [ldquo]in a manner that maximizes the retention of old growth and large trees, as appropriate

for the forest type, to the extent that the trees promote stands that are resilient to insects and

disease.[rdquo] 16 U.S.C. [sect] 6591a(e).

 

In addition, the HFRA requires that the Forest Service: "fully maintain, or contribute toward the

restoration of, the structure and composition of old growth stands according to the pre-fire
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suppression old growth conditions characteristic of the forest type, taking into account the

contribution of the stand to landscape fire adaptation and watershed health, and retaining the

large trees contributing to old growth structure.[rdquo] https://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/field-guide/

web/page11.php.

 

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) also imposes on the Forest Service a duty to ensure that

any specific project in the forest complies with the [ldquo]land resource management plan of the entire

forest,[rdquo] in this case the SFNF Plan. 16 U.S.C [sect] 1604(i).

 

The SFNF Plan[rsquo]s old growth standards begin with an admission of uncertainty, followed by a

commitment to learn and identify old growth in all project planning:

 

Old growth is not well understood in the Southwest. Consequently, as knowledge is gained the

characteristics and inherent values of old growth stands will be better defined. Site specific

identification of old growth will occur during ecosystem area analysis or project planning. (SFNF

Plan p. 67)

 

Uncertainty prompts our concerns. First, why is only the bare minimum of 20 percent of the project

area[mdash]the floor established by the SFNF Plan[mdash]being managed for old growth?

 

Managing for minimums gives no room for error and errors are inevitable given the acknowledged

uncertainty and unprecedented scale and intensity of proposed activities. How is managing for

minimums consistent with the SFNF Plan that requires projects to [ldquo]strive to create or sustain as

much old growth compositional, structural, and functional flow as possible over time at

multiple-area scales?[rdquo]

 

It is unclear how old growth can be sustained as required by the SFNF Plan when as much as 30

percent of remainder trees left after aggressive clearing die in prescribed fires; more from wind

throw in newly opened stands. Also, Ips beetle populations increase dramatically in untreated slash

during dry conditions often overwhelming old growth ponderosa pines.

 

Second, how does managing for minimum old growth, together with the admitted lack of understanding,

[ldquo]maximize the retention of old growth and large trees[rdquo] required by HFRA? Third,

 

 

how does discretionary cutting of trees up to 24 inches dbh [ldquo]maximize the retention of old growth?[rdquo]

 

Fourth, how will project-level knowledge be gained to better define [ldquo]the characteristics and

inherent values of old growth stands?[rdquo] For example, how have the SFNF Plan[rsquo]s parameters for

determining old growth been refined for this Project? These include: number of live trees in main

canopy; variation in tree diameters; dead trees (standing snags and downed logs); tree decadence;

number of tree canopies; total basal area; and, total percent canopy cover. Five, will

project-level monitoring be done to ensure compliance with the HFRA old growth retention standard?

 

3.    THE SCOPING DOCUMENT LACKS THE NECESSARY SITE-SPECIFIC DETAIL TO COMPLY WITH

NEPA

 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our basic national charter for protection of the

environment. 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1500.1. In enacting NEPA, Congress recognized the [ldquo]profound impact[rdquo]

of

human activities, including [ldquo]resource exploitation,[rdquo] on the environment and declared a national
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policy [ldquo]to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive

harmony.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4331(a).

 

The statute has two fundamental two goals: (1) to ensure that the agency will have detailed

information on significant environmental impacts when it makes decisions; and (2) to guarantee that

this information will be available to a larger audience. Envtl. Prot. Info. Ctr. v. Blackwell, 389

F. Supp. 2d 1174, 1184 (N.D. Cal. 2004) (quoting Neighbors of Cuddy Mt. v. Alexander, 303 F.3d

1059, 1063 (9th Cir. 2002)).

 

Analyzing and disclosing site-specific impacts is critical to achieve these goals because when,

where and how activities occur on a landscape strongly determines the nature of the impact.

 

Location data is especially critical to the site-specific analysis NEPA requires. New Mexico ex rel

Richardson, 565 F.3d at 706 and 707.

 

NEPA further mandates that the agency provide the public [ldquo][lsquo]the underlying environmental

data[rsquo] from

which the Forest Service develop[ed] its opinions and arrive[d] at its decisions.[rdquo] WildEarth

Guardians v. Mont. Snowmobile Ass[rsquo]n, 790 F.3d 920, 925 (9th Cir. 2015).

 

In this case, the SFNF failed to disclose site-specific impacts and failed to provide the public

with any underlaying data supporting the Project[rsquo]s purpose and need. In particular, the scoping

document does not disclose when, where, how much, what sequence or the specific location of tree

clearing, burning and road improvements. Nor does it provide detailed disclosure of the necessary

mitigation measures designed to lessen the impacts of Project implementation.

 

 

Instead, in seeking flexibility to respond to changing conditions, the SFNF apparently intends to

postpone site-specific project design and analysis until after the agency decision is made. This

upends NEPA[rsquo]s central purpose that agencies look before they leap. More importantly, keeping

essential details of Project implementation under wraps until after the close of the comment period

prevents the public from being involved [ldquo]to the fullest extent possible . . . in decisions which

affect the quality of the human environment.[rdquo] 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1500.2(d).

 

As noted earlier, no information was presented to the public concerning the delineation, location

and potential impact to IRAs. The impacts of tree clearing and burning projects in Hyde Park,

Pacheco Canyon and the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed were not revealed despite these on-going

projects being adjacent to or enclosed within the Project area. Nor were reasonably foreseeable

future actions within the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed disclosed. Without this

information, the public is left in the dark concerning the cumulative impacts of a host of

environmentally significant interconnected issues.

 

The Project proposes to upgrade 94 miles little used roads that will likely significantly impact

soils, water quality, unfragmented habitat blocks, critical habitats, and fire risk. This is a

significant issue for environmental analysis, yet many details are lacking. Portions of the project

area feature steep slopes where improved roads and ground-based tree clearing activities may

permanently impair soil productivity even if their use is temporary (Gucinski et al. 2001). Road-

related soil erosion is a chronic source of sediment that can limit water quality and affect

habitat for riparian-dependent species.

 

Road-stream crossings have high potential to adversely impact water quality (Endicott 2008) but the

000540



location of crossings is not disclosed. Road construction, tree clearing and burning may combine to

increase overland water flow and runoff by removing vegetation and altering physical and chemical

properties of soil, which can permanently alter watershed function (Elliot 2010 and Robichaud et

al. 2010).

 

The scoping document does not disclose the presence of unauthorized roads and trails that may be

causing significant resource damage. Simply blocking entrances along other measures is often

ineffective at preventing longstanding unauthorized use or addressing resource concerns. This is a

significant issue that requires detailed disclosure of the extent, location and impacts. The lack

of specificity precludes our ability to provide meaningful comments or determine the efficacy of

the mitigation measures.

 

The extent of unauthorized roads should have been informed by the SFNF forest-wide Travel Analysis

Report (TAR) generated to support compliance with Subpart A of the Travel Management Rule, or by a

project specific TAR. Subpart A also directs the agency to [ldquo]identify the roads on lands under

Forest Service jurisdiction that are no longer needed,[rdquo] and therefore should be closed or

decommissioned. A project specific analysis must evaluate all unneeded roads in the Project area

for closure or decommissioning.

 

 

4.    PROTECTION OF THE UNIQUE POPULATION OF SWWP IS A SIGNIFICANT ISSUE THAT WAS NOT

IDENTIFIED IN

THE SCOPING DOCUMENT

 

In 2009 the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed 20 Year Protection Plan recommended that a self-

sustaining population of Southwestern White Pine (SWWP) be protected during on-going maintenance

activities. To quote from the Protection Plan:

 

During planning of restoration treatments a concern was expressed for the fate of Southwestern

white pines in the watershed, because populations have suffered in the West in recent years due to

the exotic white pine blister rust. White pines in the watershed have been reproducing successfully

in spite of the threat of blister rust and thus the Santa Fe Watershed has been identified as a

possible sub-regional refugia for this tree species. The protection of southwestern white pines

should continue to be an objective throughout long-term prescribed burning maintenance. (p. 20)

 

The SWWP refugia mentioned in this plan extends into the Project area. At the northern limits of

its distribution, SWWP may be exhibiting unique resistance to white pine blister rust. Removing

individuals that are genetically resistant before it can be determined their value in countering

the disease would be a significant loss to regional biodiversity.

 

Also, this Project must be consistent with the SFNF Plan[rsquo]s reforestation standards that require a

minimum of 120 SWWP remain per acre following clearing and burning (replacement page 69a).

 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service has a long history of ignoring evolutionary processes such as

natural selection. In its formative years the agency encouraged land owners along the eastern

seaboard to cut down all American chestnuts before they were killed by an exotic blight. As a

result genetically resistant trees that may have allowed the species to survive and adapt were lost

(Kelly 1924). A more recent example is salvage logging of beetle killed white bark pine in the

northern Rockies (Six et al. 2018).

 

This vital issue was not mentioned during scoping despite the SFNF being alerted last December to
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the loss of thousands of SWWP during the initial clearing of the Hyde Park WUI project (see

attached letter to Melonas Dec. 18, 2018).

 

5.    A VIEWSHED CORRIDOR PLAN MUST BE PREPARED AND OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES TAKEN

TO BE

CONSISTENT WITH THE SFNF FOREST PLAN.

 

 

NFMA requires that any action taken at the project-specific level must comply with the national

forest[rsquo]s Forest Plan. 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(i). Forest Service procedures also require consistency

with the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FSM 1922.12 and FSH 1909.12).

 

The SFNF Plan for management area D (p. 113) requires that site-specific projects [ldquo]develop Viewshed

Corridor Plans as a part of project level planning for all vegetation management projects.[rdquo] The

Viewshed Corridor Plan must be developed in order to meet the visual quality objective of

retention. Management area D (p. 116) also specifies that [ldquo]fuel treatment methods with effects

lasting no longer than one year are acceptable.[rdquo] Management area L requires that [ldquo]roads

constructed

will be closed immediately following the activity, scarified and reseeded.[rdquo] The purpose and need of

this Project did not reflect these SFNF Plan requirements.

 

Please ensure that these SFNF Plan consistency requirements are included in the EIS.

 

6.    A RISK ASSESSMENT REVIEW SHOWED THAT A TNC RISK ASSESSMENT CANNOT BE USED TO

SUPPORT WILDFIRE

RISK REDUCTION TREATMENTS

 

A wildfire risk assessment of the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed produced by The Nature Conservancy

(TNC) cannot be relied on by the SFNF to support this Project because it did not address the key

issue of probability. The review is attached.

 

It also did not estimate the costs of potentially damaged resources or the cost associated with

risk reduction treatments. Further, the TNC study did not address the likelihood that resources

would be damaged in the event of a fire or address the effectiveness of risk reduction treatments.

The review notes that the likelihood of a wildfire occurring could have been calculated from

historic records of wildfire along with consideration of the potential impacts of climate change.

But this did not occur.

 

7.    QUESTIONS THAT WERE NOT ADDRESSED DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS

 

The two public meeting held in conjunction with Project scoping were dominated by SFNF

presentations. Time for questions from public was limited. Public meetings where the public is

mostly relegated to being an audience does not comport with a fundamental purpose of NEPA which

mandates that [ldquo]federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible . . . encourage and facilitate

public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.[rdquo] 40

 

C.F.R. [sect] 1500.2(d). Therefore, we are exercising our public involvement rights during the scoping

period by submitting the following substantive questions:

 

 

1.    PURPOSE AND NEED AND NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT
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?   Why isn[rsquo]t protecting lives and property the primary purpose of this project? Making vulnerable

homes fire-safe and clearing flammable vegetation immediately around structures

 

are proven strategies.

 

?   Will measures to protect soils, water quality and wildlife habitat be mandatory and enforceable

if they are proposed in an Environmental Assessment as opposed to an

 

Environmental Impact Statement? Please explain the role of mitigation measures in each document.

 

2.    ROADLESS FORESTS AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT

 

?   How many inventoried roadless areas exist in this area? Will they be proposed for Wilderness in

the new forest plan? Why weren[rsquo]t project overlays of roadless areas presented in the

 

scoping document or at public meetings?

 

?   Improving roads will increase human caused fires in this area. Does the SFNF have the capacity

of responding to this increase?

 

?   How will road decommissioning [ldquo]restore[rdquo] unneeded roads? Shouldn[rsquo]t unneeded roads be

 

obliterated to protect water quality and wildlife habitat and prevent the spread of invasive

 

plants and access by arsonists and poachers?

 

?   How will ATVs be effectively restricted from newly improved roads?

 

3.    CLIMATE DISRUPTION

 

?   Is the Forest Service allowed to discuss the role that human emissions play in creating a

hotter and drier climate in the Southwest? If so, why is climate disruption so rarely

 

addressed by the SFNF?

 

?   Is current climate science being used to analyze the impacts of clearing trees and annual

burning?

 

?   Why isn[rsquo]t climate change mentioned as the primary driver of larger and more frequent high-

 

severity fires, not the build up of fuels?

 

?   Why is the aim of this project to restore past forest structure instead of working with natural

succession and evolutionary processes to help the forest adapt to a warmer and drier climate?

 

4.    WILDLIFE AND ANCIENT FORESTS

 

?   How will wildlife corridors be maintained in areas cleared and annually burned? Have corridors

been identified in the project area?
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?   Will clearing and burning be restricted in the spring to protect breeding bird nests and other

 

wildlife? If not, please explain why.

 

?   Old growth aspen is important breeding bird habitat. Clearing and burning conifers in the

understory will cause significant harm. Will bird populations in old growth aspen habitat be

 

monitored to determine impacts? If not, please explain why.

 

 

?   Why are the threats of high severity fire to Mexican spotted owl habitat highlighted while it[rsquo]s

benefits and the adaptability of the owl to burned forest habitat not discussed? Does the

 

SFNF monitor the Mexican spotted owl population? If so, what are the current trends?

 

?   Why is retaining the minimum allowed old growth the aim of this project when the forest plan

requires as much old growth be managed as possible?

 

?   Preservation of old growth and fuel reduction have conflicting aims. How will old growth

 

forests with their dense multistoried and high canopy cover be maintained on a minimum of

 

20% of the project area?

 

5.    CLEARING TREES AND ANNUAL BURNING

 

?   How many live trees will remain after the initial clearing and burning? How many remainder

trees are expected to die in prescribed fires and subsequent wind throw in newly opened

 

stands?

 

?   Will the legally required regeneration standards for remainder trees be monitored? If so will

that data publicly be available?

 

?   Will the size of burned debris piles be limited to protect soils and discourage invasive plants

 

from becoming established?

 

?   Why do spruce/fir and pi[ntilde]on/juniper forests with mixed-severity fire regimes receive the same

treatment as ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer forests with low-severity fire

 

regimes?

 

?   Why are protection measures for the currently secure but vulnerable Southwestern White Pine

population not discussed? Will you cut down genetically resistant white pines before it

 

can be determined their value in countering white pine blister rust?

 

?   Will on-going livestock grazing impede the goal of restoring low-severity fire regimes?

 

?   Reference conditions are mentioned as being used to establish a desired forest structure.
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Please identify the reference sites in the project[rsquo]s Colorado Rockies bioregion.

 

Respectfully Submitted,

 

/s/ Sam Hitt Sam Hitt

 

President SFFC

 

Founder Wild Watershed
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 8:56:18 PM

First name: Lianne

Last name: Joy

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the short comment

period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that there will be no

Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on our beloved forest. It took longer, with more public input,

to approve the small Railyard Project, in comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project.

 

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our forests? Please

extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.  

 

 

Who says the land can be so resilient from such a brash, irreversable act?  

--

 

Lianne Joy
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Dyan

Last name: Oldenburg

Organization:

Title:

Comments: SFMLRP comments

 

Dear Hannah -

 

Please accept the attached comments on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project.

 

Thanks for taking the time to review my comments.

 

I look forward to hearing from you in confirmation.

 

Respectfully,

 

Dyan Oldenburg

 

Attached Comment:

 

"

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor? Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Submitted by email to  comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us  and to Hannah.Bergemann@usda.gov?

 

Wednesday 10 July 19

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

As a resident of Santa Fe[rsquo]s Wildland Urban Interface, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of

this proposed project, the short comment period allowed to the public. Unfortunately the repeated response by

the Santa Fe National Forest Service employees is that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement

regarding its effects on our beloved forest.

 

The SFMLRP is also of unprecedented size. At 50,000 acres it is one of the largest single vegetation clearing

and burning project ever proposed on SFNF[rsquo]s eastside.  It took longer, with more public input, to approve

the small Railyard Project, in comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project. As evidenced by the two public

meetings already held, this project is highly controversial. The lack of details in the scoping documents, and lack

of clarity in answers provided during the public meetings have left the public with insufficient information to submit

thoughtful comments at this time.

 

As currently written, the scoping document does not delineate the potential for environmental harm to a host of

critical resources, including: (1) inventoried roadless areas (IRAs); (2) high and moderate value wilderness

characteristic areas; and (3) endangered species, forest service sensitive species, and critical habitat, leaving the

[ldquo]potential for environmental harm[rdquo] largely unknown.
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I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our forests? Please

extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

 

The Santa Fe National Forest employees are arguing that the entire proposed project area needs to be thinned

and burned. But, the research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most effective mitigation

of damaged property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures. This current science

must be considered carefully.

 

I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della Salla,

PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat, and plants in the proposed project

area. The last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our only buffer

against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in Santa Fe to help us bring

moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests

and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial ignitions containing

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and

well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the

cleanest cities in the country. Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health

affects (whereas the equally impacted wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and increasing the

exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive

species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access. Many roads in the forest should be completely

obliterated, not improved for access.

 

Please review the following areas of concern as well in your Environmental Assessment.

 

CLIMATE DISRUPTION From the United Nations website regarding climate change.

 

"Climate change is the defining issue of our time and we are at a defining moment. From shifting weather

patterns that threaten food production, to rising sea levels that increase the risk of catastrophic flooding, the

impacts of climate change are global in scope and unprecedented in scale. Without drastic action today, adapting

to these impacts in the future will be more difficult and costly."

 

(https://www.un.org/en/sections/issues-depth/climate-change/)

 

 

 

HABITAT - AREAS FOR HABITAT IMPROVEMENT What are some of the pressing issues for habitat

improvement that need to be addressed? Please be specific [ndash] beavers? Bobcats? Bears?

 

ESA - MOST PRESSING ENDANGERED SPECIES (ESA) ISSUE(S)What are the most pressing ESA issues

that need to be addressed? Mexican spotted Owl? Other threatened species?

 

MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES Thinning and prescribed fires? How likely are they to bring about the major

changes you seek over time?  Do they make sense in light of the realities of climate disruption?

 

EFFECTIVENESS OF MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES How effective do you think the management techniques

will be? How often do you see needing to repeat them?
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WATERSHED Will increase your focus on areas near the watershed? If so, in what way or how? How will you go

about balancing your long-term, multi year-projects with new issues that arise?

 

 

 

TOP PRIORITIES Please identify top priorities for treatment in the next three years, what would they be? What

factors would you consider when deciding what projects to take on first?

 

WUI [ndash] WILDLANDS URBAN INTERFACE What is your plan for management/treatment around the WUIs?

 

 

 

INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS (IRA) What is your plan for management/treatment in IRAs?

 

 

 

INFESTATIONS [ndash] MOTHS AND BEETLES What is your plan for management/treatment of pests?

Tussocks moths? Bark beetles?

 

VISUAL BARRIERS AND BUFFERS What are your plans visual barriers and other visual buffers?

 

ROAD IMPROVEMENTS What are your plans road improvements? Forest Road 79? Forest Road 79W?

Ancillary roads? Grading? Widening? How do you plan on getting masticators in the treatment areas?

 

BUDGET What are your projected budget? What funding sources will you be looking for?

 

CONTRACTOR AVAILABILITY How available do you think contractors will be? How will you assure that the

contractors are indeed documented workers that are fairly treated and adequately paid? Where will the

contractors come from? In state? Out of state?

 

CONTRACTOR OVERSIGHT How do you plan on addressing quality assurance and contractor oversight? How

will you oversee the contracts to assure compliance?

 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Please include this letter as part of the project record. Let me

know if you have any questions. Please include me on the list of interested parties.

 

Thanks for taking the time to review my comments. I look forward to hearing from you in confirmation.

 

Sincerely,

 

Dyan Oldenburg"
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 4:01:39 AM

First name: Carol

Last name: Ennis

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

 

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

Having been a long time resident of New Mexico, I am very concerned about the proposed project by the Forest

Service to drastically reduce the number of trees over 50,000 acres of forest.  It is critical that a longer time be

allotted for public comment and for expert witnesses to have the opportunity to speak about their deep

understanding of the consequences of what appears to be a hurried decision. 

 

 

Since carbon sequestering is so important in this time of climate crisis, it is essential to review all the scientific

data available about the most likely results of such a large project, a project that reduces the amount of carbon

sequestration by such a tremendous percentage.  Rather than speeding to approve this vast project, it would be

wise to allow a range of experts and the public to share their experience and intelligent viewpoints, which may

help bring forth alternative measures to help mitigate the impact of wildfires.  I urge you to allow for other

solutions to be considered, solutions that will not have such far reaching negative effects as this project will on

carbon sequestration, wildlife and rain fall (it is known that rain fall is lessened in areas where forests have been

reduced, and increases as forests are increased).  In this time of great environmental concern, and

Environmental Impact Statement is also an important aspect of the process.

 

 

I sincerely hope you will take to heart the concerns of the public to save the forests, to keep as many trees intact

as possible, and to search for less destructive avenues to achieve the ultimate end of less wildfire destruction.

 

 

Respectfully,

Carol Ennis

Albuquerque, NM

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 5:42:16 AM

First name: Kali

Last name: Music

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear SFMLRP Person!

 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Document for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project and the hard work that's been done.  Yet I do have a number of concerns with the Forest

Service's proposal:

 

Firstly, this is a BIG DEAL for us here in the Santa Fe area and for the forest itself.  Thus, it is appropriate - and

possibly a legal requirement - that a complete Environmental Assessment be done.  This really should form the

basis of any plan going forward.

 

Secondly, while your proposal is &quot;pretty good&quot;, it's not great.  Therefore, the FS needs to also

consider alternative plans.  Personally, I favor the WildEarth Guardians' plan.  But that may not be the best either.

So all alternatives should be considered.

 

Thirdly, haven't we had enough burning of forests?  The smoke is a hazard to human health, tourism and thus

economic health.  It's a very old way of going about thinning a forest.  It's indiscriminate: fire doesn't know or care

whether it's burning down old growth or new.  There are other ways - more in line with our current climate crisis

and also in line with current scientific methods that are now available to us. 

 

So in closing it's my strong feeling and belief that we need a thorough EA for this Project.  And a very careful look

at alternative ways of achieving our objectives.

 

Thank you again for allowing me to comment and for your consideration of my comments.

 

~ Steve Levine

.

 

--

~ Steven Levine, Owner

Kali Music Repair Service, LLC

v/txt: (b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 9:26:58 PM

First name: OM

Last name: Harrison

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Tree Thinning

 

Stop!

 

 

An EIS (Environmental Study Impact) must be done. The analysis must be sit specific to be meaningful.

 

 

 

 

Harrison Hook

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/10/2019 2:41:04 PM

First name: Merlin

Last name: Emrys

Organization:

Title:

Comments: re: deforestation plan

 

I have just become aware of your plan to destroy millions of trees and perform controlled burns in the SFNF.

This is beyond appalling, given that the planting of trees is vital to help undo the human-caused elements

contributing to climate change.

Has an EIS been done?  Is is site-specific?  If so, where is that study available? 

 

Who will profit from this masssive environmental destruction (e.g. what happens to the destroyed trees)?

I find your planned actions to be unconscionable and self-serving.

Merlin Emrys, 29 Chapala Road, Santa Fe, NM 87508
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 12:26:53 AM

First name: Todd

Last name: Hochman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I have many objections to the current proposed Santa Fe "Mountains Landscape Resiliency" Project

as discussed with myself and others concerned at the public meeting in June.

A 30-day comment period for a project of this scope, proximity to heavily populated WUI areas, and potential

consequence is absurd. The period is barely long enough for anyone affected to hear of this, much less develop

and voice an opinion. This period absolutely must be extended, substantially.

We are seeing current, substantial, increasing and incontrovertible consequences of what climatologist friends of

mine are referring to as Extreme Climate Instability, otherwise known as Climate Change. Given the numerous

unknowns regarding potential changes to seasonal weather patterns for the Santa Fe Forest area under a

changed climate regime, it is abundantly clear that an Environmental Assessment is not adequate for this project.

This project demands a full Environmental Impact Statement.

Related to this, the current Federal Administration has declared on numerous occasions it does not consider

Climate Change to be an issue, or even admit to its reality, despite the overwhelming scientific evidence to the

contrary. This same administration has instructed its agencies to avoid the use of even the term Climate Change,

much less take any potential consequences of such change; how then can the communities affected have any

confidence that the current Project Plan is taking into account how altering the composition such a large area

might alter or exacerbate the effects of Climate Change? I insist that no project move forward without current,

sound science -- that includes climatological science - to back up the planned actions and acreages. I have seen

no evidence that that is the case currently; the science referenced is all over 10 years old and does not reference

Climate Change nor take it into account. As such I request that this Project not be rushed nor prioritized by the

USFS until it reviews current science and offers something other than verbal assurances that Climate Change

will be taken into account in decisions regarding the execution of this project.

To expand on that, I would like to formally request that you evaluate, analyze and assess all of the following

factors and that the results of those evaluations, etc. have influence in the Project Plan:

*	Impacts on local air quality from planned prescribed burn activities, and potential increases to local health

hazards as a result? Are those health hazards identified and listed, as well as being taken into account? Given

the proximity to so many people this must be considered.

*	Impacts on water, including water quality, as a result of runoff from burned areas.

*	Impacts on hydrology from both the planned actions of the project as well as related activities, such as the

proposed resurfacing of 94 miles of roads.

*	Regarding this resurfacing, I would like to know why the USFS considers this resurfacing a good use of its

surely scarce resources? Resurfacing is expensive and increases the likelihood that the road will be utilized,

which increases the traffic into those parts of the forest, which increases the likelihood of accidental fire. It

seemed to me at the public meeting that it makes more sense to close or even decommission more roads than

the meager couple miles mentioned, especially in contrast to 94 miles of resurfacing. This makes no sense to me

and I wish to know the justification for this part of the plan.

*	What is the potential increase in fire risk due to the increased presence of Forest Service personnel and their

contractors, masticators, chainsaws, etc.?

*	What is the risk of a fire going out of control, given so many prescribed burns? It seems that numerous burns

increase the likelihood that one will go awry.

*	Has any risk/benefit analysis been done for the various treatments? Especially given the risk of one of the many

prescribed fires going wild - a possibility perhaps made more likely given the uncertainties of Climate Change --

and posing a threat to inhabited areas.

*	I have seen science on this subject that indicates that areas least treated by the USFS have had the best

response and recovery from fire. Has the USFS seen those studies and what is its response to them? Are those

studies being taken into account in the USFS' planning?

*	Impacts from any chemicals or treatments used, including herbicides and/or especially the potassium
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permanganate/antifreeze combination used for aerial ignition. What studies document their safety? Are there

studies that show them to be toxic? Again given proximity to population this must be considered.

*	Given the proximity of the treatment areas to populated ones, what assurance can be given that the intended

aerial ignition will be safely contained to the project area? My WW2 vet grandfather would have told you that

bombing from the air is something at which it is very difficult to be accurate. It seems that firebombing would have

numerous possible scenarios under which it could go very, very wrong. Has the USFS calculated these risks and

included them in the justifications for using aerial ignition?

*	Impacts on soil. Large lumber masticators and other machinery used by the USFS in any of its treatments can

cause soil compaction, hydrological runoff issues and induce sedimentation in our surface water flows.

*	Impacts on wildlife, including all Listed Species; how will the frequent presence of fire across the SFNF impact

the mating, breeding, and thriving of these species? How will the thinning of up to 95% of trees in some areas

affect habitat and biodiversity?

*	Impacts on the integrity of the ecological network of these forests. What reduction in ecosystem services

currently provided to the city of Santa Fe by the forest, do you expect? These are not idle questions, though we

have in our historical obliviousness so far ignored them. Climate Change is proof that doing so is foolish, ergo

here we should be very careful not to repeat that mistake.

*	Forest have direct impact on weather patterns and especially moist weather, effectively acting as water

generators. Has Santa Fe County or City been made aware that the proposed project actions may have effects

that directly result in decreasing water availability for its citizens?

*	Has the amount of Carbon Dioxide that will be released by the proposed project been calculated? How is the

USFS planning to offset the release of this CO2, again given the aforementioned issues around Climate Change

itself vis-à-vis the Administration?

The details provided so far for the project are insufficient for even a well-informed person to assess the potential

local impacts of this project as proposed. Only vague hand-waving was given at the public meeting, when -- for a

project occurring so close to so many people -- it seems obvious that a clearer picture of acreages, treatment

types, and specific locations is necessary. I also ask for some sort of timeframe around which people could

expect and plan for; a window of a few weeks at the least, with several weeks or even months of advance notice

for those potentially affected.

Sadly and as much as it pains me as an American to say, it must also be mentioned that the current Federal

Administration is defensibly notorious for its willingness to attempt to exploit the authority of its agencies in order

to punish those it perceives as political enemies. Given the fact that the Santa Fe area has a reputation for being

a so-called "Liberal Stronghold", the sudden urgency that the USFS seems to feel for this project is unfortunately

suspect. This is even more reason to make sure that the proposed project is based on certain, current and sound

science and not be rushed or begun lightly.

Sincerely,

Eric Hochman
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 1:51:53 AM

First name: Anita

Last name: Caldwell

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I object to the prescribed burn.  My neighbors lost their home in the 2000 burn in Los Alamos.  
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 2:35:15 AM

First name: Olivia

Last name: Harrison

Organization:

Title:

Comments: MY first issue is that this shouldbe  an EIS rather than EA because of the importance and the scale

of this project. My first primary concern is about the sheer acreage you are using, and secondly that I only heard

about this today!!

 

Because I just heard this, I do not have time to write up my full comments on this but my major concerns are that

you evaluate, assess and analyze

-all health issues related to smoke and particulates

- all concerns about air quality, water quality and soil quality;

-impacts on all issues raised by County Commissioner Anna Hansen, because they are so complete;

-I have serious concerns abut the number of prescribed burns and burn days and the possibility an uncontrolled

fire could be triggered by any of your prescribed burns, and indeed near to our houses.

 

We need FAR more transparency, including location-based information of all the treatments, without which we do

not know what you are doing and where you are doing it, so how are we supposed to comment on it.

 

I would also like to seriously complain about the fact that there there was no notification to the residents of my

affected neighborhood, we have received no announcements about meetings, thus no way to be informed or to

voice an opinion.

 

Also you are discussing a highly concentrated residential area whether in Rio en Medio or Canada de los

ALamos. While you have successfully performed  prescribed burns elsewhere, they are not in this situation - we

and our horses and our other animals as well as thousands of humans are at risk, thus it is shocking that there is

this little transparency. One thing goes wrong and we could lose everything - and we are 8th generation on this

land.

 

I have many other comments but your 30 day insufficient does not allow me to respond. Please set up a meeting

with Canada de los Alamos pronto!!
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 2:56:21 AM

First name: Cynthia

Last name: Roper

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Please consider the health of WILDLIFE and the public when using aerial ignitions containing

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are currently affecting our health and

well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the

cleanest cities in the country.

 

I am also concerned about opening roads and increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by

industry which can degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free

access. Many roads in the forest should be completely obliterated, not improved for access.

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 1:24:06 AM

First name: Barbara

Last name: Powell

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

A site specific environmental study must be done!!!

 

Sent from my iPhone
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 2:07:28 AM

First name: Anon

Last name: Shada

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I have recently learned of the plan to remove 95% off the trees on 43,000 acres in the forested area just outside

of my home. 

 

 

I have deep concerns about this for many reasons and am asking for an assessment be made on specific

locations.  I also would like a full environmental impact statement to be made. 

 

 

Thank you,

Shada McKenzie

Santa Fe NM

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 2:49:50 AM

First name: Sandra

Last name: Wheeler

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Your destructive "resiliency" plan

 

To whom it may concern:

 

You must know that forests-intact, healthy forests-are the most effective tool for sequestering carbon dioxide the

planet has, a tool we all need desperately right now. 

 

I know the Trump administration is squelching science at every turn, but I am still shocked that you can put the

word "resiliency" in the title of the plan.  Fake title, words mean what the powerful say they mean. 

 

Nevertheless, I hope you are ashamed of yourselves for "only taking orders."

 

I cannot say how MUCH I oppose your planned slash and burn project at a time we need to be planting trees by

the trillion. 

 

You may think you are selling lumber.  You are selling the future of our beautiful home. 

 

Stop it.

 

Sandra Wheeler

Farmington, NM

 

 

Sent from my iPhone
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 3:31:04 AM

First name: David

Last name: Abram

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To the Forest Service,

 

 

          I wish to submit this comment regarding the &quot;Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

Project&quot; for the Santa Fe National Forest.

 

          I am dismayed that the Trump administration - in cahoots with logging interests and lobbyists - are using

the fear of wildfires to stoke such an ill considered plan to aggressively clear, thin, and burn our precious forests.

Far too much research demonstrates the foolhardiness of this kind of blunderbuss approach to protecting our

town. This plan seems, among other things, to be an ugly and mighty deceptive timber grab that would destroy

the homes of countless woodland animals, wrecking the ecological integrity of these forests primarily to put

money in the pockets of a few folks who couldn't care less about the lives of deer, and Abert's squirrels, and elk,

of black bears and hairy woodpeckers and Mexican spotted owls and thrushes and goshawks. And who couldn't

care less about those of us who really live here, or about the lives of the great trees themselves, these towering

ponderosa pines or the aspen groves whose sensitive trunks all rise from a common rhizomal root system

underground, whose chattering leaves grace our lives each summer with their hushed gossip, and fill our hearts

with wonder every autumn as their honey-gold shimmer blankets the slopes (as if these mountains were all

cloaked in Jason's golden fleece), and then in winter we're enchanted by their white trunks etched with black

eyes gazing back at us as we ponder their linear black shadows upon the white snow, and the fractalled

complexity of their branches against the intense blue sky.

           For any and all of us who've lived in this town for more than a few years, our own lives and our psyches

are thoroughly entangled with the leafing and needled sentience of these forests - these woodlands are a part of

our own health and our own wholeness (since, after all, the oxygen these trees breathe out is what all of us need

to breathe in, and since what all us animals breathe out is precisely what all of these deep-rooted and needled

folks need to breathe in for their own photosynthetic metabolism). These forests, these trees are completely a

part of us, as we're a part of them - each a part of each other -- and we can't let their fate, which is our fate, be

decided in such a slapdash fashion. I am not at all against carefully thought through selective logging, nor

carefully planned prescribed burning when it can really help. But this is hardly such a thought-through and

necessary plan. So why is this being rushed through, without even the research for a careful Environmental

Impact Statement, when it will profoundly affect our lives, the culture of our city, and the integrity of our

wildlands? To me it seems a travesty, and along with many I will  stand strong against it.

 

 

 

 

Sincerely,

Dr. David Abram

director@wildethics.org
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First name: Lila

Last name: Chirieleison

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Scoping questions

 

1) The project does not adequately address the impact of "thinning" and burning forests on the extreme global

warming that Earth is already experiencing and that is worsening at a much greater rate than the Forest Service

recognizes.  Current science is clear that the most powerful and practical solution to global warming within the

jurisdiction of the Forest Service is to plant trees that will sequester carbon--NOT cut them down and burn them

up, which releases into the atmosphere the carbon that trees have sequestered.  The impact of the project on

global warming must be studied thoroughly and should ideally  be studied in comparison with the scientific

approach, which would be to PLANT TREES, not cut them down and burn them up.   

 

2) The whole project must be analyzed via an Environmental Impact Statement. The Forest Service has broken

up a 107,000-acre project into several smaller projects.  This is an attempt to avoid the Environtmental Impact

Statement that is required by law for the actual scope of this 107,000-acre project..      

 

3) Analysis should be site-specific, not "condition-based."

 

4) The Scoping Document is severely lacking in the range of important information that is needed to write

meaningful scoping comments.  See #1, above.

 

5) The scoping comment period must be extended for at least 30-60 days, due to the fact that the Forest Service

failed to provide a way that the public could submit comment via email, by providing an email comment link that

appeared to submit users' comments but in reality returned them as "undeliverable," with no alternative functional

email address.   Additionally, the public needs more time to engage and to become informed, especially since the

Forest Service has silenced citizen groups opposed to the project by not giving these groups equal time in Public

information sessions.

 

Sincerely,

Lila Loffredo
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Title:

Comments: Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Staff of the Santa Fe National Forest,

 

I was very involved in writing the WildEarth Guardians and Defenders of the Wildlife comments, so I have gone

into many of the issues relating to the SFMLRP Scoping Document and the project. The following comments are

my personal comments.

 

I am strongly urging the USFS to complete an Environmental Impact Statement for this large-scale and clearly

impactful project. NEPA law requires an EIS for projects that may have significant impact on the human

environment, which this project will because many people, including myself, experience that the prescribed burn

smoke negatively impacts our health. Thinning and prescribed burning takes away from the beauty and

enjoyment of our local forest. We feel emotions ranging from sad, to devastated, to angry when we see stump

fields and strewn cut up trees where a beautiful forest used to be. NEPA law also requires that an EIS be

completed for projects that may have significant impacts on resources such as Inventoried Roadless Area,

wildlife, riparian ways, air quality and recreation. It is clear there will be significant impacts, and this project is also

highly controversial.

 

Analysis should be site-specific, it is not acceptable to use the condition-based approach, and likely not in

accordance with NEPA law.

 

We need much more information than was contained in the Scoping Document, in almost every respect.

 

I have been deeply concerned about where this project is headed. I think there is a fairly high probability that if

you go forward with the types of thinning prescriptions that have been done in recent years on the Eastside

SFNF on a large-scale, or even with prescriptions that are a little better, some type of environmental disaster will

occur. I fear for the forest. I am asking that you step back and re-evaluate many of the assumptions you are

proceeding with. Take some time to plan a good project that promotes forest health instead of damaging it. Do an

EIS and include a broad range of scientific research and perspective. Genuinely include the public in the process.

 

I understand that the forest is in trouble either way, whether we do fuel treatments or not, but I trust nature to find

it's appropriate balance in order to recover from past damaging practices such as logging, grazing and

unchecked OHV use in the forest, and from the warming and drying of the climate. And sometimes it will be very

painful to see.

 

But humans going out and cutting down the vast majority of trees, trampling the fragile soil and demolishing the

understory is so much worse. And then burning off whatever tries to come back. What right do we have to do

that? What right do we have to demolish wildlife habitat, the habitat of the wildlife living in the forest right now-

who are alive and sentient and feel pain. And trees are alive too.

 

Are you certain you know how to redesign the ecosystem? It's very complex. It's easy for it to go very wrong.

 

Here in Canada de los Alamos, when trees were thinned under the NRCS grant program, we saw that the pinons

that were not cut started to look very unhealthy with short and sparse needles. They still do. That is important

and should be considered, as well as the bark beetle outbreak that started from the slash left through the warm

season. How will you prevent that from happening on a much larger scale? I am requesting that you try to
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understand the lessons of what happened here from thinning prescriptions almost identical to the prescriptions

USFS silviculturists write.

 

I understand you are under a lot of pressure from up the USFS chain of command and some elected

representatives to get the job done, and do fuel treatments over large areas of our local forest-and fast. If ever

there was a time to stand up for what is right, this is it. It is unclear if our forests would recover from the impacts

of such large-scale and heavy-handed treatments. Slow down and do full and thorough analysis.

 

The concept of cutting down the majority of trees, then burning periodically after that, so the forest understory

never really recovers and the ground is dry and parched in-between the widely spaced individual leave trees,

even if some grasses grow back until they are burned off again, is not an ecologically sound concept.

 

It's not respectful to the natural world which has order, value and life of it's own.

 

Please consider something much more light-handed, targeted and limited. Please enlist the help of

environmental organizations who want to help. Please listen to the many people of Santa Fe who want to protect

the forests from such extreme treatments. If you look at the comments coming in on the FS scoping comment

reading room site, about 90% want the USFS to slow down, do the analysis and respect the "mind" and

"knowing" of the natural world, and do an EIS. And some want you to stop entirely.

 

Please respect the understanding of those of us who choose to live among the trees and see them on a daily

basis, and see that they are often very badly impacted by thinning treatments and the forest does not seem to be

recovering from the impacts of thinning projects.

 

I request that the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative be fully analyzed and seriously considered as a more

reasonable way to protect what we value, while being ecologically sound and respectful of the natural world-both

during the environmental assessment you are in process of completing, and for a subsequent EIS.

 

Thank you,

 

Sarah Hyden

Resident of Canada de los Alamos
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First name: Claire

Last name: Pfister

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr Melonas,

I am writing alongside many who have written in regard to concern about the planned thinning project in our

Santa Fe mountains. I am writing with a heavy heart. I truly believe in the power of democracy and our country's

strong desire to do things 'better';  with more insight into righting the wrongs of the past and improving on the

terrible mistakes of our ignorances. When short sighted decisions such as the thinning of our precious forest are

made by the power of only a few it is disheartening. To continue to act in ways that view our natural world as a

commodity to serve only a few select humans is criminal and a mistake of our past ignorances that is outmoded.

Mr Melonas, you have the ability, position and influence to create positivity for our futures. You have the chance

to be a part of redirecting our outmoded ideas of the past and stand for something that is truly larger than just this

project. I hope that you will give attention to the voices that are beseeching you with substantial and valuable

arguments to reconsider this project. This project that will only have a short term benefit for so few but such long

lasting destructive impact on so many. 

With hope.

Regards

Claire Pfister

 

Sent from my iPhone
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First name: Peter

Last name: Prince

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project #55088

 

Dear Hannah Bergemann,

I am writing to express my support for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project #55088.  Although I

now reside in Santa Fe, I lived for many decades within the community of Los Alamos.  From my youth through

adulthood, I traveled the forest landscape that surrounds the city of Los Alamos and the Pajarito plateau.  My

travels enabled me to become intimately familiar with the mesas, canyons, and forests.  I also had the

opportunity to experience the big fires that swept over the landscape, beginning in the mid-1970s. 

 

At the time of the Cerro Grande and Las Conchas fires, I resided in the urban/woodland interface on Woodland

Avenue on the northern perimeter of the town which placed me adjacent to the treated area north of Arizona Ave.

Also, my office at S-site, near the west gate and Hwy 502 allowed me to periodically view both the treatment and

the recovery of the forest located west of SR502.   Post-fire as I once again traveled the forest, I was struck by

how the areas that received mechanical treatment and low-intensity burning of the debris, and were subsequently

burned by one or both of the fires, retained the mature trees and topsoil. These treated areas quickly regained

the characteristics of a healthy forest.

 

In comparison,  untreated areas such as Guaje or Chochiti canyons burned with a frightening ferocity. Not only

did these canyons burn very hot, destroying all flora and fauna, but the subsequent rains created flooding and

debris flows that wholly altered the canyon floors.  What was once lush meadowland with mature trees was now

a large gravel bed studded with boulders and broken trees.  What was once some of my favorite locations in the

forest were no longer recognizable! The trails and roads that traversed the area were no longer visible!  Travel

through the areas became very difficult.  Restoration will take centuries!

 

Due to my residence in Los Alamos, I have the most familiarity with the Pajarito plateau, but I have witnessed

similar comparisons across the forest of the Rocky Mountains. I note that I did have the opportunity to walk the

area north of FR 102 after the prescribed burning that occurred there this year, and it appears that the treatment

and subsequent burning was very successful.    Good job on that one!

 

Based on my observations I suggest that if the western slope of the Sangre de Cristo mountains does not receive

treated as described in project #55088, the fire will burn with the ferocity that occurred in so many locations of the

untreated Jemez mountains and the Pajarito plateau.  The results will be devastating for the communities and

residences located downstream from the burn areas.  Imagine a flood similar to that which occurred in Guaje

Canyon occurring in Upper Canyon Road.  The damage to property would be substantial, and many of the

structures may no longer be inhabitable. Can the same result be predicted for the villages of Tesueque, Rio en

Medio, Nambe, Cundiyo, Cordova? The public cries of pain and outrage will be substantial!.

 

I place minimal weight to the argument that mechanical treatment and subsequent low-intensity burning will

substantially harm flora and fauna.  I have been in the forest when controlled burns have been ongoing, and I did

not find them threatening.  The velocity of the fires is slow enough that fauna, including myself, can move on. The

intensity of the fire is low enough that those faunae that cannot move on can hunker down and wait out the event.

In contrast, I have come across the skeletons of elk that were overtaken by the Las Conchas fire. 

 

What I don't understand is why the controlled fires occur so infrequently and why do they not start until after the

snowpack has melted? It would seem to me that in a forest heavily loaded with burnable material that the best

approach would be to repeatedly burn the area with each burn designed to reduce a smaller portion of the fuel
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loading.  Begin treatment of the forest in the fall and drop the dog hair and collect it into appropriately located

piles. Wait for the snowpack to develop and burn the piles, not the forest.  Repeat the process, taking additional

dog hair and larger trees, followed by more burning of the piles.  Each burn reduces the available fuel until

sufficient confidence predicts that the safe burn of the forest floor is possible.  Why attempt to remove all the

excessive fuel in a single burn forcing a wait for perfect conditions?

 

In a moisture blessed year such as 2019, I would be happy to see crews working and possibly burning the

landscape every day.  The future of the local  communities depends on the thinning of the forests.

 

Sincerely

Peter Prince

Santa Fe, NM 87501

 

 

(b) (6)
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First name: Anon

Last name: jdblagg

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I've attended one of your presentations, and felt like your staff did a good job fielding questions and keeping the

focus on the broader concept that you're proposing. We're a tough group, "the public", and I applaud everyones

willingness to listen and answer questions.

My question at the meeting was in reference to the riparian treatments. I work in those systems, have trapped

and relocated beaver into a variety of habitats and situations, and I feel like the reason for failure is almost

always grazing and habitat depletion. Beaver will cultivate water if you give them half a chance. On my property

it's the elk, but as we are learning here in the southwest it's often livestock. In almost every case where we have

had success, the how and where to fence was key. You cannot count on riders or the promise of the grazer to

move the cattle or horses, cuz it doesn't happen. Valle Vidal may be the exception, but in my minds-eye that too

isn't working perfectly.

So please, get informed as to what works and what doesn't, allow the beaver to grow the habitat without

competing, or make wolf a part of your plan to balance things out (I know, I know, pipe dream).

Good luck, and thank you all for your effort.

John David Blagg
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First name: Emanuela

Last name: Aureli

Organization:

Title:

Comments: irresponsible 'prescribed' burns

 

Are you people insane??

Why in the world do you keep conducting these wasteful prescribed burns?

 

You put more combustion and smoke in the air, you destroy habitats for the dwindling animal and insect

population, you force people to stay indoors not to get sick by the smoke…this is NOT what we need or want!

 

We should be planting millions of trees, NOT burning them down!

 

Why not, INSTEAD, issue permits for people to go in those areas and collect firewood?

I, for one, would be first in line.

 

My 2 cents,

thanks for reading.

 

emanuela

 

emanuela aureli

santa fe/new mexico/usa

 

 

emanuela aureli

santa fe/new mexico/usa
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First name: Penny
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Organization:

Title:

Comments: Tree cutting in the Eldorado and Sangre desert Cristo Mtns.

 

Please perform studies and alert Santa Fe  residents to  you secret plan to cut million of trees in our area.

 

Environmental  studies must be performed  before  you  begin obliterating  much needed trees due to climate

change.  Thank you

 

Lisa Moore

 

 

Get Outlook for Android
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Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Ms. Bergemann:

 

 

 

I am re-sending our comment regarding the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project to this address. I

originally sent our comment directly to you, but since receiving a notice of the comment period being extended an

extra week now have the appropriate email address.

 

 

 

Thank you,

 

 

 

Logan

 

Attached Comment:

 

"July 10, 2019

Santa Fe National Forest

Attn: Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator

11 Forest Lane

Santa Fe, NM 87508

Submitted via email to: Hannah.Bergemann@usda.gov

 

Re: COMMENTS ON SANTA FE MOUINTAINS LANDSCAPE RESILIENCY PROJECT SCOPING DOCUMENT

 

Dear Ms. Bergemann:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP)

Scoping Document. (1

Santa Fe National Forest, Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Document (June 2019),

https://www.fs.usda.gov/nfs/ 11558/www/nepa/ I I 0443 FSPL T3 4655386.pdf [hereinafter "Scoping Document"].)

 

New Mexico Wilderness Alliance is a statewide non-profit organization dedicated to the protection, restoration,

and continued enjoyment of New Mexico's wild lands and wilderness areas. As such, we advocate for increased

protections for, and the prevention of damage to public lands, and we participate in all levels of agency planning.

We have thousands of members in New Mexico and across the country, many of whom regularly visit the Santa

Fe National Forest (SFNF), and particularly the area covered by this project proposal.

 

We have reviewed the scoping document and it raises some significant concerns. We are particularly concerned

that the scoping document does not address how the SFMLRP will impact currently designated Wilderness,

proposed wilderness management areas, or Inventoried Roadless Areas. We are also concerned that the SFNF

will rely upon the SFMLRP in making wilderness proposal decisions during its broader forest plan revision
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process, potentially excluding areas from being managed as wilderness due to decisions made in the SFMLRP.

 

Before we begin our comments on the specific proposal, we would like to remind SFNF of the Forest Service's

(USFS) mission, its decision-making discretion, and its public trust . responsibilities as a federal land

management agency.

 

The USFS mission is "Caring for the Land and Serving People". USFS guidance states that this means the

agency must, among other things, advocate a conservation ethic in promoting the health, productivity, diversity,

and beauty of forests and associated lands, listen to people and respond to their diverse needs in making

decisions, and protect and manage the national forests and grasslands so that they best demonstrate the

sustainable multiple-use management concept.

 

The agency holds federal land in trust for future generations of the American public. While the agency has a

multiple use mission, it is not charged with allowing every use on every acre. Quite the opposite; it is expected

that the agency will reserve some areas for conservation and recreation, and will close certain areas to

development. This is in conformance with the multiple use mandate. Additionally, agencies are given enormous

discretion in their decision making authority. Unless Congress directly tells the agency what to do in a specific

scenario, or the agency acts with no rational basis for its decisions, the agency has full discretion to make

decisions within its mission. We encourage SFNF to remember that it is not bound to allow restoration projects

here by any law, rule, or guidance whatsoever.

 

I. NEPA Requirements

 

Public Participation

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and its accompanying guidance both from the Council on

Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the USFS NEPA Manual, make it clear that public agencies should include

those parties who are actually interested in the development of a decision document. Forest Service Manual

1909 .15 .10 [sect] 11. 52 ( 4) states that USFS shall, "[ e ]nsure that the level of effort to inform and to involve

the public is consistent with the scale and importance of the proposed action and the degree of public interest."

The Pecos/Las Vegas and Espanola Ranger Districts are certainly two of the most visited USFS ranger districts

in New Mexico, used extensively by hikers, backpackers, hunters, and anglers. The level of public interest is

extremely high.

 

The agency has ample discretion to increase the comment period to 60 or even 90 days, which would be in

conformance with USFS' s NEPA goals and would alleviate some of the frustration expressed at the public

meetings. We hope SFNF will consider extending the public comment period and holding at least one additional

public meeting dedicated to answering the public's questions in a more robust way. We submitted a letter on July

5, 2019, specifically requesting an extension of the comment period and additional public meetings.

 

Prohibition on Predecision

NEPA prohibits an agency from being "predecisional." In other words, NEPA requires that federal agencies take

a "hard look" at the issues presented, the public's interest, the best available science, and the potential

environmental impacts of various alternatives, and to actually weigh that evidence when making a decision. (2

See Natural Resources Defense Council v. Morton, 459 F.2d 827, 838 ( D.C. Cir. 1972), see also Question 1a,

Forty Most Asked questions Concerning the CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act, available at

https://www.energv.gov/sites/prod/files/2018/06/f53/G-CEO-40Ouestions.pdf (NEPA "includes all reasonable

alterna).  An agency is not permitted to have made decisions internally before the NEPA process is complete.

 

SFNF must not simply adopt the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed's desires without thorough consideration of impacts

through NEPA analysis and consideration of how those impacts would affect SFNF's obligations under the

National Forest Management Act (NFMA). The Greater Santa Fe Fireshed has a different objective than SFNF.
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SFNF must evaluate all available information during this process and proceed in conformity with the USFS' s

responsibility of sustainably holding land in trust for the use and enjoyment of future generations of the American

public.

 

II Best Available Science

 

USPS is directed by NEPA, agency guidance, and Executive Orders to make its decisions based on the best

scientific information available. NEPA regulations require that in an environmental analysis, "[t]he information

must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency comments, and public scrutiny are essential

to implementing NEPA. " 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1500.l(b). Executive Order 13563 (2011), affirming Executive Order

12866 (1993) states that, "[o]ur regulatory system ... must be based on the best available science." The 2012

Forest Planning Rule states that the best available scientific information must be used to inform the planning

process and documentation of how science was used in the plan must be included. See FSH 1909.12.

 

III. Boundaries

 

We are confused and concerned about the source of the boundaries for this analysis. USPS lands comprise

more acres within the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed than those included in the project area. Similarly, the project

area contains acres outside of the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed. The scoping document does not provide the basis

for the boundary lines of the project area.

 

There appear to be more than 23,500 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) within the project area,

comprised of portions of at least six IRAs. (3 Based upon our review of SFNF's IRA GIS overlays and comparison

with the proposed project area.) As you know, IRAs are areas which have been inventoried by USPS and found

to possess wilderness characteristics. While not formally designated as protected areas through legislation, they

are areas which are potentially suitable for future wilderness designation by Congress, and which are generally

managed for preservation of their wilderness characteristics by USPS.

 

In 2001, the Roadless Rule was finalized, and it has survived several federal court challenges. The USPS

website states that, "[t]he 2001 Roadless Rule establishes prohibitions on road construction, road reconstruction,

and timber harvesting on 58.5 million acres of inventoried roadless areas on National Forest System lands. The

intent of the 2001 Roadless Rule is to provide lasting protection for inventoried roadless areas within the National

Forest System in the context of multiple-use management. " (4

https://www.fs.usda.gov/roadmain/roadless/2001roadlessrule.)  We are concerned about the complete lack of

discussion of IRAs within the scoping document. SFNF should clarify the SFMLRP's impact on these IRAs. If

SFNF is using an exception to the 2001 Roadless Rule, it needs to make that clear to the public.

 

Further, most of the IRAs included within the project area have been evaluated in the draft documents for the

upcoming forest plan revision as containing high wilderness characteristics, and one IRA was evaluated as

containing moderate wilderness characteristics. Again, we are concerned with the scoping document's complete

lack of discussion of areas with moderate or high wilderness characteristics. Uses which could degrade these

areas should not be permitted or even considered before SFNF has completed its forest plan revision process

and submitted its wilderness proposals to Congress. If SFNF makes a decision on the SFMLRP first, SFNF may

exclude areas from protection in the forest plan which would otherwise qualify for wilderness management. At the

very least, SFNF should clarify how the SFMLRP will preserve or enhance the wilderness characteristics of

inventoried areas within the project area.

 

IV. Endangered Species

 

The official policy of the United States, as expressed in the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is that "all Federal

departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species." 16 U.S.C.
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[sect]1531(c)(l). Under the ESA, USFS has an affirmative duty to ensure that any action it authorizes is not likely

to jeopardize listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Id.

[sect] 1536(a)(2). In order to fulfill this responsibility, when USFS knows that listed species are present in the

action area, which is true in this case, it must conduct a biological assessment. Id. [sect] 1536(c). We request

that the biological assessment(s) for this project be made available on the project website, for ease of public

accessibility.

 

Further, when, as part of the biological assessment, USFS determines that either listed species or critical habitat

are likely to be adversely affected, formal consultation and/or conference with FWS is necessary. 50 C.F.R. [sect]

402.12. In this case, based on the potential likely impacts to both listed species and designated critical habitat,

we believe that a determination that this project may adversely affect both is likely, and therefore SFNF should

initiate formal consultation with FWS upon completion of the biological assessment. We request that the draft

Environmental Assessment (draft EA) explain the consultation and/or conference process used by USFS for this

project, as well as the information contained in any biological assessment and biological opinion, including any

discretionary conservation recommendations provided by Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS).

 

We know that there is at least one listed species in the analysis area, the Mexican Spotted Owl (MSO). Based on

previously completed mapping, we believe that MSO have designated critical habitat both within and near the

project area. This is not discussed in detail within the scoping materials, except for the fact that MSO Protected

Activity Center (PAC) locations within the project area have been noted, but must be both disclosed and

analyzed within the draft EA. The identity of all listed species and critical habitat within the project area must be

presented in the draft EA, along with the potential impacts to those species and habitats. We also note that USFS

should include a comprehensive monitoring and mitigation strategy for all listed species as part of the draft EA

and any project that moves forward within the area.

 

The scoping materials do not mention the significant impacts to MSO that may occur based on activities that may

take place throughout the proposed action area. MSOs have been threatened throughout the Southwest for

many decades, and recovery has not been achieved. Moreover, because of their use of a wide variety of habitats

and the number of projects that take place on forest lands, the cumulative effects to this species are significant in

any large-scale project undertaken over many years.

 

Breeding and nesting periods are a particularly significant time for raptor populations. In studies of MSO in New

Mexico, breeding and nesting activities took place from March until July (Delaney et al. 1999:44). Additionally,

foraging behavior also increased during this period (Delaney et al. 1999: 46). It is also important to note that

MSO rely on small prey species, and the impacts of activity associated with this project on those populations are

important to understanding the overall impacts to MSO viability and recovery. It is unclear based on the scoping

materials how much ground disturbance and overall habitat fragmentation that might directly impact prey species

would occur. This should be made clear in the draft EA.

 

MSO are also particularly sensitive to noise pollution and disruption caused by human activities. Because of the

potential scope of the activities within the entire project area, we assume that noise pollution throughout the

lifespan of these activities will be varied, dispersed, and significant. Studies of MSO have demonstrated that

noise from even relatively limited recreation activities can disrupt owl activity and have "caused declines in

several important activities that could adversely affect the reproductive success of owls" (Swarthout and Stiedl

2003: 311 ). The research suggests that human activity of any kind, especially near nesting sites, can create

disruptions to MSO behavior and activity that directly threaten reproductive success. We encourage USFS to

analyze the potential noise impacts from this project and future related activities as it considers the impacts to

MSO in the area. Further, we request USFS assess how noise pollution and human behaviors in the area from

ongoing recreation will contribute to the cumulative impacts here.

 

Additionally, we are unsure about SFNF's level (if any) of consultation with FWS, which will need to be consulted
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on endangered species. USFS Manual 1909 notes that the "[ r ]esponsible official shall identify and contact other

federal, state, or local agencies with an interest in the action." See [sect] 11.3 (emphasis added). It also states

that the Lead Agency shall request the participation of each cooperating agency in the NEPA process at the

earliest possible time.

 

None of the documents on the SFMLRP website mention any discussions thus far with FWS, and there were no

FWS representatives at the public meetings. As discussed in more detail below, this project overlaps Critical

Habitat for the Mexican Spotted Owl (MSO). SNF is prohibited by the Endangered Species Act from jeopardizing

this species, and should have notified FWS at the earliest possible point to get a list of endangered species in the

proposal area. SFNF must then prepare a Biological Assessment for each listed species to determine whether or

not the proposed action may jeopardize any of the species. (5 50 C.F.R. [sect] 402.12) If the Assessment

determines jeopardy may occur, SFNF must initiate formal consultation with FWS. (6 Id)

 

We would appreciate clarification of the process SFNF went through to get to this point, and again, encourage

the agency to extend the comment period and to host additional public meetings to be more within the spirit of

the NEPA regulations of widely including the public.

 

We understand that SFNF expects to conduct an environmental analysis and reach a finding of no significant

impact, but we are concerned that a project of this size and scope is more appropriately analyzed through an

environmental impact statement. At over 50,000 acres it is one of the largest single vegetation clearing and

burning projects ever proposed on SFNF. An EA will not provide sufficient analysis for such a large-scale project

with potential impacts on a broad spectrum of resources and wildlife.

 

V. USFS Sensitive Species

 

The official policy of USFS, as expressed in the Forest Service Manual (FSM), is to "[a]void or minimize impacts

to species whose viability has been identified as a concern." FSM [sect] 2670.32. Further, decisions "must not

result in loss of species viability or create significant trends toward federal listing." FSM [sect] 2670.32.

 

The scoping materials do not mention the significant impacts to northern goshawk that may occur based on

activities that may take place throughout the proposed action area. The northern goshawk has been listed on

USFS Region 3 's Sensitive Species list since 1982. (Reynolds et al. 1992:1). In studies of the northern goshawk

across the region, breeding and nesting takes place from early March until late September. (Reynolds et al.

1992:3) It is also important to note that northern goshawk rely on small prey species, and the impacts of activity

associated with this project on those populations are important to understanding the overall impacts to northern

goshawk viability and recovery. It is unclear based on the scoping materials how much ground disturbance and

overall habitat fragmentation that might directly impact prey species would occur. This should be made clear in

the draft EA.

 

Where northern goshawk communities exist outside of MSO protected and restricted areas, a less stringent, but

still existent set of standards and guidelines apply. (7Santa Fe National Forest Plan, 1987, amended 2010, app.

D. )  These guidelines instruct SFNF to "[l]imit human activities in or near nest sites and post-fledgling family

area's during the breeding season[,]" and to prepare a fire management plan whenever a fire is planned in the

occupied nest area. The scoping documents do not make clear how these standards and guidelines will be

implemented throughout the project area, and as such do not make clear the extent of impacts upon this species

and its habitat as a result of the SFMLRP. This should be made clear in the draft EA.

 

VI. The public's use of, and interest in, this area.

 

The draft EA should include extensive analysis of the public's use of, and interest in, this area. Public use in the

SFNF is high for hiking, backpacking, equestrian trail riding, hunting, and fishing. It likely has one of the highest
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levels of public use of any public land in the State of New Mexico, with the possible exception of the Sandia

Mountains. People care deeply and passionately about this area.

 

SFNF should consider this, both with regards to whether the project is actually appropriate, and also with regards

to any future public meetings it may choose to hold at future stages of this process. SFNF has discretion to allow

longer comment periods and a greater number of public meetings than the number required by NEPA.

 

VII. Conclusion

 

As currently written, it is unclear whether the proposal meets SFNF's responsibilities to preserve public land for

the use and enjoyment of future generations of Americans. The project proposal calls for extensive thinning and

prescribed burning, without apparent consideration of the wilderness characteristics of large swaths of the

proposed action area.

 

We believe it should become more clear to SFNF that the proposal must be re-written to address:

 

* The impacts to IRAs and potential wilderness areas

* The impacts to threatened or endangered species and USFS sensitive species:

* The need for an EIS, as opposed to the SFNF contemplated EA;

* The prohibition on pre-decision; and

* The impacts of the SFMLRP on SFNF's ongoing Forest Plan Revision process.

 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments, please include these comments as part of the project record,

let us know if you have any questions, and please include us on the list of interested parties.

 

Sincerely,

 

Logan Glasenapp, Staff Attorney, New Mexico Wilderness Alliance
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 5:43:11 AM

First name: Joe

Last name: Trudeau

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas and Fireshed Coordinator Bergemann,

The attached letter supplies the Center for Biological Diversity's ("the Center") comments on the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Document which was made available to the public on June 10,

2019. The scoping document specified that comments are due by Wednesday, July 10th 2019, making this letter

timely.

Please also see the attached documents and add these to the project record.  A thumb drive will follow by mail

with additional documents.

Thank you,

Joe Trudeau, Southwest Advocate

Center for Biological Diversity

PO Box 1013, Prescott, Arizona 86302

jtrudeau@biologicaldiversity.org

(cell) 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/11/2019 2:57:25 AM

First name: Sylvia

Last name: Williamson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To: Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor, Santa Fe National Forest

Re: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

As a resident of Santa Fe County, I am alarmed by the enormous size of this project as well as the short

comment period allowed, and the response by Forest Service employees that there will be no Environmental

Impact Statement regarding effects on the forest. Please extend the comment period to 90 days which will allow

for a more democratic process. Please extend the comment period to  90 days which will allow for a more

democratic process. Please allow climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr. Dominick Della Salla,

PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species, habitat, and plants in our region and

throughout the world. The last thing needed is to reduce carbon sequestering plants, our major buffer against the

climate crisis. Please consider the negative health effects this excessive plan for burning has on vulnerable

populations, such as children, elderly, and otherwise health compromised individuals (of which I happen to be

one; won't belabor the negative effects it has on my health in this particular email). Please consider the effects on

generations to come - are you a father, grandfather, uncle, brother or any relation to those of a younger

generation? Please consider the legacy we are leaving those who will live in years to come. Although more labor

intensive, intelligent and selective thinning by hand (as well as replanting desired species) is by far a safer option.

 

Thanks you for your service and care of our forests, and for your taking the time to consider the comments you

are receiving about this initiative and allowing for the 90 day comment period.

 

Sincerely,

Sylvia Williamson

Espanola, NM  87532

505-753-8904                                                                   

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/12/2019 4:34:55 PM

First name: Lura

Last name: Brookins

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

Dear Sirs,

 

 

Performing an EIS needs to be happening now to protect the future of our forests here in New Mexico!

 

 

Lura Brookins

Santa Fe
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/13/2019 6:24:27 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: carolj

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I submitted comments on July 10, 2019.  I have not received an acknowledgment to date.  Please send an

acknowledgment immediately so I know my comments were received.  If necessary I will resubmit

them on July 15.  In the past acknowledgements were sent immediately.

 

 

 

Jon Asher also sent comments on July 10, 2019 and has not received an acknowledgment yet.  Please send him

an acknowledgement.

 

 

Carol Johnson

 

 

Carol Johnson

Glorieta, NM 87535

505-757-2650 (home)

 (cell)

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/13/2019 2:49:55 PM

First name: David

Last name: Old

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency plan.

 

Greetings,

 

 

Any large scale forest restoration project must have a commercial component unless the entities involved simply

admit they are just going to use public funds for a lengthy and expensive process with no intent to bring benefit to

the community at large.

To deny the community access to materials, paying work and engagement from youth to senior,  is to deny a vital

arm of any holistic environmental approach.

 

 

The Santa Fe watershed has been swayed for years by wealthy 'second homers' and the very well-to-do living on

Canyon Road who unanimously said 'not in my back yard' (NIMBY's) to any  removal of the simplest and most

fundamental of forest products: firewood.

The NIMBY's somehow convinced all and sundry that NO trucks of any kind should be allowed on 'their road'. 

 

 

Their road is NOT their road.   It is a public thoroughfare which in days gone by saw thousands of tons of crops,

wood, even fish, transported to town from the canyon and even the Pecos watershed beyond which was serviced

by a network of trails and even the aborted Prison Road.

 

 

Educational entities should be engaged, work related training absolutely should be based in, on and around the

project (forest worker safety training, commercial firewood processing, micro-sawmilling, fisheries, botanicals and

others). 

 

 

I stand eager and ready to bring sane, holistic and triple bottom line engagement to the entire process but it must

be a given that the commercial leg of the stool that is overall scientific forestry is necessary and should have

authority at the table of peers.

 

 

I believe this is NOT the case at present. 

 

 

Respectfully,

 

 

 

David J. Old, 

 

 

 

Proud recipient of the 2015 President's Excellence in Exporting "E" Award.
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(505) 454-6007 - office

 - cell

(888) 545-9663 - toll free

 

www.oldwood.us

www.douglasfirfloors.com

www.woodblockfloors.com

 

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/14/2019 4:33:49 PM

First name: Dominique

Last name: Vorillon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: "Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project"

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Mr. Melonas,

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the short comment

period allowed for the public and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees that there will be no

Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effect on our beloved forest. It took longer to approve the small

Railyard Project than it did to decide on the "fire adapting" of this 50,556 acre project. It forces me to wonder why

when the ramifications are so significant.

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this cutting and burning of our forests when it is such a

permanent, irreparable action? If fire is a natural process of these forests, why are we pushing it unnaturally?

Yes, the odds that fire will occur is obvious, but, why exacerbate the risks? Fire suppression was the rule for 100

years and now the Forest Service proposes the exact 180 degree opposite as the new rule? This seems to be an

equally dangerous and short-sighted view.

It appears the Forest Service is using the fear of fire to convince citizens - especially those in the Wildland Urban

Interface (WUI) - of the potential danger instead of providing them with funds (if needed) and resources to treat

around their homes in order to be more protected in the event of a fire. I do not see where Dr. Chad Hansen's or

Dr. Jack Cohen's research is considered and used as a baseline for home protection.

I am also concerned there is not an obvious opportunity for climate scientists to weigh in during this critical

climate crisis which is causing devastating losses of species, habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area and

throughout the world. I request the Forest Service to investigate the work of more climate scientists such as Dr.

Dominick DellaSala before the implementation of this plan.

With climate change looming over us, the last thing we need is to reduce our carbon sequestering plants. These

plants provide Santa Fe our only buffer against the crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant

in Santa Fe to help attract moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as temperatures rise, help decrease winds

and prevent the spread of pests and parasites traveling from tree to tree fostered by thinning.

There already is a natural thinning occurring due to the drought conditions of the last decade. Why increase

those conditions now rather than follow the lead of the natural environmental cycles?

I would also like you to consider the health of wildlife and the public when using the aerial ignitions using

potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel. A true interest in public safety could include

investigating how these chemicals are currently affecting our health and well-being. Additionally, it must be noted

how the impact of implementing the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project applies to the economy,

tourism and reputation of Santa Fe which was once rated as one of the cleanest cities in the country and now is

rated B.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these great concerns.

Sincerely,

Dominique Vorillon
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/14/2019 11:39:04 PM

First name: melissa

Last name: haid

Organization:

Title:

Comments: santafemountains resiliency project

 

PLEASE DO NOT CLEAR CUT IN THE SANTA FE NATIONAL FOREST.

IF YOU CUT DOWN 90% OF THE TREES, WHAT DO YOU MANAGE?

DONT YOU KNOW THAT WE NEED TO BE PLANTING MORE TREES, NOT CUTTING THEM DOWN. WE

DESPERATELY NEED THE CO2 EXCHANGE.

CONSIDER THE FLASH FLOODING IMPACT.

PLEASE BE CONSCIENTIOUS IN PERFORMING YOUR JOBS. YOU ARE MEANT TO BE THE FRONT LINE

OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRESERVATION, NOT  CLEAR CUTTING LUMBER.

THE ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE THIS COULD PERPETRATE WOULD BE FAR WORSE THAN FIRE.

THANK YOU, MELISSA & ESME HAID
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/14/2019 11:30:41 PM

First name: Lura

Last name: Brookins

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

Dear Sirs,

 

 

Many of us voters in Santa Fe are upset by the Forest Service plan to cut and burn 50,000 acres of our treasured

forest without first performing an EIS!

 

 

Please open this matter to scientific debate on the ecological results on various methods of preserving our forest.

And most importantly, this debate must be heard by public officials and the public in general.

 

 

I expect to receive a response and a record of this communication.

 

 

Lura Brookins

Santa Fe
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/14/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Anon

Last name: carolj

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Comments Resubmitted #2 - I am having problems with your website so I am resubmitting a 2nd time. Please

disregard the Resubmitted Comments today and use these instead. Thank you. I would appreciate an

acknowledgment.

 

Carol

 

------------

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas:

As members of the public, we respectfully submit comments to the U.S. Forest Service concerning the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP), spanning approximately 50,566 acres located within the

Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger Districts on the Santa Fe National Forest. Please add our names to the

contact list to receive future public notices regarding this project and please send us an acknowledgement of

these comments.

Please consider the following comments regarding this project:

 

1) The public is asked to comment on a project of great magnitude for which the Forest Service has supplied an

inadequate map, which does not include existing Inventoried Roadless Areas

(IRAs). These areas are Federally designated, protected and potential Wilderness. They are shown on the

attached map entitled "SF Front Country- Watersheds,fire history, IRAs."

The Santa Fe National Forest has provided a map to the public which excludes IRAs and when questioned about

this omission, we were told that the Forest "did not have that information in their GIS datasets." Yet this

information is clearly available to the Forest Service on maps and, whether or not it was intentional or due to

ignorance, they chose not to make this information available to the public during scoping.

We vigorously object to the current, misleading map of the project. The map must be revised to clearly include

the IRAs and the scoping period extended accordingly so that the public is aware of the existing IRAs and can

comment accurately.

 

2) The Santa Fe National Forest is currently in the process of revising the Forest Plan. The SFMLRP scoping

period and SFMLRP project is not suitable at this time, it may be contradictory and should be delayed until after

the Revised Forest Plan is formally adopted.

3) The SFMLRP is subject to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Ninth Circuit reaffirms that logging

in roadless areas is irreversible and irretrievable. That means an EIS must be done. A key question is: What are

the impacts for logging and roadbuilding?

 

4) The 50,566 acres of the SFMLRP is currently critical wildlife habitat and provides extensive, necessary

connectivity. This habitat is now intact and will be negatively affected by the project. Have surveys been

conducted in the project area by a qualified biologist and when were those surveys done? What is the plan for

habitat analysis? How will the Forest Service monitor the effects of the projects and what impacts the treatments

would have on existing wildlife?

 

5) There are Endangered Species in the project area including Mexican Spotted Owl, Rio Grande Cutthroat Trout

and the Goshawk, a Species of Greatest Concern. Have surveys been conducted and studies of the adequacy of

the habitat before the project begins? What is the monitoring protocol, particularly regarding Protected Activity
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Centers (PACs)?

6) Research shows the necessity for connectivity and the impacts roads have on wildlife. There is extensive

research showing that roads result in erosion and damaged soils. What are the plans for decommissioning

temporary roads created by the lumbering operation? And how will the roads within IRAs be used?

7) Please include an action alternative that does not log in the IRAs. Also an alternative that meets soil, habitat

and watershed objectives.

8) The 2001 Roadless Rule clearly states the conservation aim "the intent of this final rule is to provide lasting

protection of inventoried roadless areas within the National Forest System." To achieve this, the rule was

structured "to immediately stop activities that pose the greatest risks to the social and ecological values of

inventoried roadless areas" which include restrictions on

"road construction, reconstruction, and timber harvest." We ask the Santa Fe National Forest to provide reasons

for an exception to the Roadless Rule, which has been granted by the Regional Forester. This rule has been

upheld by the courts many times but this time the Forest Service appears to have created its own rule.

 

We thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to working with you on management

activities in the Santa Fe National Forest.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/14/2019 7:41:20 PM

First name: robert

Last name: benon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I am a nurse practitioner and an environmentalist in Santa Fe and I'm just as concerned about public health/air

quality/forest health as the next person. 

I support the Forest Service's Resiliency Project and appreciate the plan to have efforts adapt to the particular

micro-environment where work is being done and to minimize damage to the forest as the over-dense tree

population is addressed and to change tactics as more is learned as the project goes on.

I think the smoke effects on the population with this project will be less than what we would be more likely to

experience with the uncontrolled crown fires that the project will hopefully prevent.

I think an EIS at this point would slow the process down unnecessarily.

I'd like to see science guide the decision-making, not pseudoscience in which people cherry-pick research

studies to suit already established opinions.

 

 

Thank you,

Robert Benon, CNP
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/15/2019 11:16:05 PM

First name: dee

Last name: drdeeblanco.com

Organization:

Title:

Comments: DellaSala comments

 

 

Attachments available until Aug 14, 2019

 

This is a resubmission of comments for the SFMLRP, as requested by Dr DellaSala.

 

 

Click to Download

DellaSalacombinedsubmissionwithpdfs7-8-19.pdf

67.4 MB

Click to Download

Margolis* SW multi-seasonal climate, drought, wildfire 2017 Climatic Change.pdf

3.8 MB

Click to Download

Margolis*&#43; crown fire history Southern Rockies 2007 CJFR.pdf

536 KB

Click to Download

Margolis*&#43; SW Sky Island crown fire FireEcol 2011.pdf

2.1 MB

Click to Download

Margolis&amp;Balmat_SFe W firehistory 2009 FEM.pdf

1.2 MB
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/15/2019 6:53:43 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: orykat

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Forest

 

More information is required n regards to the removal of 50,000

acres of forest in northern New Mexico.  Some say this is good for the forests in order to reduce forest fires.

Question.  Is this possibly a preliminary move to establish a path that can conveniently become a highway in the

near future?

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE Device
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/15/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Marcy

Last name: pompei

Organization:

Title:

Comments: comments attached

 

To Whom It May Concern:

 

Please consider my comments during your period of input from the public.

 

Thank you, Marcy Pompei

 

Marcy Pompei

 

Associate Broker License # 52096

 

Realty One - Santa Fe

 

 

 

Attached Comment:

 

"

 

Please consider my testimony with regard to the forest service management of the Santa Fe National Forest:

 

 

 

A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may have

significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague for it to be possible to

even make meaningful scoping comments.

 

3) There was not nearly enough information in the Scoping Document to make informed comments about the

project.

 

Thank you,

 

Marcy Pompei"

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 2:05:22 AM

First name: Jonathan

Last name: Crews

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountain Resiliency Project

 

To who it may concern,

 

 

I do not believe that the Santa Fe Mountain Resiliency Project has been well thought out.  It is hard to believe

that this project is proposing removing 90% of the trees in the Santa Fe National Forest and doing so with toxic

chemicals.  There needs to be an Environmental Impact Statement done on this proposed project and it must be

site-specific.  This project would create an environmental disaster for our area.  It would also adversely affect

tourism.  This is our beautiful home.  Do not destroy it.

 

 

                                                                                                           Jonathan Crews

                                                                                                           

                                                                                                           Santa Fe, NM 87501

                                                                                                           505-982-1144

 

 

 

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments.

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 3:05:18 AM

First name: Maureen

Last name: Chase

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife.

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments.

Maureen Chase

Santa Fe NM 87505
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 9:45:23 PM

First name: JOHN

Last name: CAMPBELL

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project

 

Minimize the impact on nature.

 

 

John L. Campbell

Santa Fe
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 1:51:37 PM

First name: Patty

Last name: Smith

Organization:

Title:

Comments: SANTA Fe mountains resiliency Project

 

To Whom It May Concern:

Santa Fe National Forest

Re: Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP)

Dear Supervisor James Melonas,

The members of Northern New Mexico Sierra Club, Defenders of Wildlife and WildEarth Guardians appreciate

the opportunity to submit a community based "Conservation Alternative" to the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project (SFMLRP). Our non-profit conservation organizations are deeply involved in promoting best

forestry and watershed management practices and preserving our unique New Mexico wildlife species and

habitats for generations to come.

According to the Project Statement of Purpose and Need:

The purpose of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project is to increase the resilience of a priority

landscape to future disturbances such as high-severity wildfire, drought, and insect and disease outbreaks.

Resilience is the "ability of a social or ecological system to absorb disturbance while retaining the same basic

structure and ways of functioning, the capacity for self-organization, and the capacity to adapt to stress and

change" (Forest Service Manual 2020.5).

The Statement outlines how Santa Fe National Forest will achieve this change in forest status:

To increase the resilience of the forests, watersheds, and communities of the Fireshed, there is a need to:

* Move forests and woodlands (including ponderosa pine, dry mixed conifer, aspen, and piñon-juniper) in the

Project Area towards their characteristic species composition, structure and spatial patterns in order to improve

ecological function;

* Reduce the risk for high-severity wildfire, create safe, defensible zones for firefighters in areas of continuous

fuels and near valued resources that are at risk, and avoid negative post-fire impacts;

 

* Improve the diversity and quality of habitat for wildlife; and * Improve soil and watershed conditions.

The SFMLRP has been presented to the public through public forums, county commission hearings, and face-to-

face meetings with many conservation organizations and concerned landowners who live in Santa Fe County.

The residents who have spoken in opposition to the project represent thousands of our organizations' local

members, deeply concerned about the SFMLRP and its potential impact on Santa Fe's forest, watershed, wildlife

habitat, recreational values, landmark appearance, and wildfire risk.

The future ability of the forest to "adapt to stress and change" is at the heart of this project and has raised

ongoing questions how treatments work, for how long, at what cost, and with what success in reducing wildfire

damage.

As several members of the public have asked: "If we're spending millions to cut and burn trees in the forest when

many are likely to die from insects or wildfire anyway (i.e. the natural process), why not spend those funds on

protecting communities, public preparedness training, and early fire detection?"

1. Treated/untreated acres respond differently but are short-lived and over time are "nearly identical"

There is evidence that high intensity wildland fire impacts can be reduced if they burn over treated areas, and

that some can contribute to achieving short-term resiliency goals. Other evidence suggests that fuel treatments

are much more effective in reducing low and moderate intensity fire, and are generally not that effective for very

high intensity fire, for example Las Conchas Fire. Low to moderate and even some high intensity fire is

considered to be beneficial to the fire-adapted forest landscape, so that makes the efficacy of fuel treatments

questionable in many cases. Treatments are short-lived and require repeated thins and prescribed burns to

maintain their function.
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In the study: "Evaluating spatiotemporal tradeoffs under alternative fuel management and suppression policies:

measuring returns on investment." (USFS,Thompson, Riley, Loeffler and Hass. 2016) Modeling results confirmed

that fire-fuel treatment encounters are rare, such that median fire suppression cost savings is zero. Sierra

National Forest was used as study site to reflect a microcosm of many of the challenges surrounding

contemporary fire and fuels management in the western U.S. https://www.firescience.gov/projects/13-1-03-

12/project/13-1-03- 12_final_report.pdf

There is also evidence that post-fire recovery is initially similar in treated and untreated areas and that treatment

benefits are nullified in the long term.

 2

The 2002 Rodeo-Chediski fire, one of the largest wildfire in south-western USA history, burned over treated

stands and adjacent untreated stands in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest, setting the stage for a natural

experiment testing the effectiveness of fuel reduction treatments under conditions of extraordinary fire severity. In

seven pairs of treated- untreated study sites measured 2 years after the fire, thinning was strongly associated

with reduced burn severity. Initial post-fire recovery was relatively similar between treated and untreated areas.

Only fuel loadings and Manzanita density were significantly different. Fuel loading in terms of fine and coarse

woody debris, as well as forest floor weight, were substantially greater in treated areas

Treated areas initially had more trees, but as untreated areas had more regeneration, they quickly became

denser; this difference slowly declined over the course of the simulation. All treatment and regeneration

combinations led to some self- thinning, but Regen-2 (scheduling measured regeneration in 2004 and adjusted

regeneration in 2024) in untreated areas led to an especially high pulse of density and a correspondingly steep

decline. After 100 years, treated and untreated areas were nearly identical.1

Given the similar long-term effects of fire over treated and untreated areas, and the probability that any fuel

treatment will be encountered by a fire is very low, the potential benefits do not seem to justify the ecological

damage from the impacts of widespread fuel treatments. Removing the forest understory mechanically and then

burning regrowth of the understory with periodic prescribed burns profoundly damages many of the ecological

cycles of the forest.

2. What steps work effectively to reduce Wildland Fire damage?

USFS Deputy Chief Victoria Christiansen testimony to the Senate Energy &amp; Natural Resources Committee

(2017) read: "Wildland Fire Management programs at U.S. Forest Service and the Department of the Interior

seek to achieve a cost-efficient and a technically effective fire management plan that meets resource and safety

objectives. The guiding principles and priorities, as outlined in the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management

Strategy (Cohesive Strategy), are to "safely and effectively respond to wildfires, promote fire-adapted

communities, and create fire-resilient landscapes through direct program activities and strong Federal, State,

tribal and local collaboration. Firefighter and public safety are the primary considerations for all operations."

Wildfire prevention is a critical element to working collaboratively across land ownership boundaries. The agency

uses cooperative fire agreements to further

1 Barbara A. Strom and Peter Z. Fulé, "Pre-wildfire fuel treatments affect long-term ponderosa pine forest

dynamics". International Journal of Wildland Fire, 2007, 16, 128-138

3

the goals and implementation of the Cohesive Strategy. Nationally, nearly 9 out of 10 wildfires are caused by

humans, including some of the most costly wildfires. (Note: In northern NM, Cerro Grande Fire was caused by a

prescribed burn, Las Conchas Fire was caused by a downed transmission line, and Doghead Fire was caused by

a spark from a USFS masticator). If we prevent unwanted, human-caused fires from igniting, we can proactively

use our resources to create resilient landscapes, improve our response to the other wildfires that need attention,

and engage communities to be prepared for and live with wildfire.

The goal of wildfire prevention is to stop unwanted human-caused wildfires before they start and to reduce the

negative effects of wildfires. Prevention occurs in three main areas:
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* Education aimed at changing behavior through awareness and knowledge.

* Engineering designed to shield an ignition source or prevent wildfire from impacting something we value.

Examples include clearing debris from around a house, installing spark arrestors on equipment, and utilizing well-

designed campfire pits. (It can also be used to protect valuable infrastructure in flood- prone areas.)

* Enforcement efforts to gain compliance with fire regulations and laws (primarily a State and local role).

Elements of enforcement include detection to keep fires small, patrols to increase visibility and public awareness

of fire danger, and public compliance with wildfire regulations.

Wildfire prevention education activities can reduce the number of human- caused wildfires and thus fire-related

costs. A 2009 study on wildfire prevention education programs in the state of Florida found that the benefit to cost

ratio could be as much as 35 to 1. That is, every additional dollar spent would have reduced wildfire related

losses (e.g., home and timber losses, etc.) and suppression costs by 35 dollars. 2

A good example of fire prevention "enforcement" was the administrative decision to close Santa Fe National

Forest, during High Fire Danger weather in 2018, to remove fire hazards from outdoor activities and camping,

and to increase public awareness of wildfire risk.

3. Wildfire education, prevention of human source ignition, and enforcement are top priorities for Santa Fe

County residents

2 Testimony of Victoria C. Christiansen, Deputy Chief, State &amp; Private Forestry, USDA, Forest Service. US

Senate Energy &amp; Natural Resources Committee hearing. August 3, 2017.

4

 

 

Housing developments and new construction in the wildland-urban interface are issues residents are willing to

discuss but not prohibit. The promotion of Firewise communities has gained popularity and with strong political

leadership could become the norm with tighter housing ordinances in both city and county. Treated right-of- ways

for neighborhood access roads, underground utility lines, fire retardant building and roofing materials, water tanks

and surface ponds for fire fighting, are all desired conditions for residents living near the forest.

Wildfire preparedness clinics are well attended in Santa Fe as are workshops that demonstrate landowner

treatments and clean ups. Programs that show fire behavior and wildfire simulations are equally popular. Funding

for such ongoing programs by SFNF and City &amp; County Fire Departments should be ongoing.

Mapping of potential Firewise Communities has already been done as part of the proposed project. Focal areas

for Firewise education, fire prevention and enforcement, include Chupadero inholdings, Summit Estates (Hyde

Park Road), Canyon Atalaya, La Barbaria, Canada de los Alamos, Glorieta and La Cueva. Within Santa Fe

National Forest, Hyde Park Road to Ski Santa Fe has also been identified as a high risk, high value corridor.

Controlling low to moderate intensity wildfires away from focal areas, but letting them burn through forest areas

with heavy fuel loads is generally well accepted by the public.

4. Santa Fe Conservation Alternative (SFCA): Recommendations

The "desired conditions" of the SFCA are as follows:

1) Require a site specific plan for each project within the SFMLRP that strategically targets limited areas to treat,

creates buffered boundary areas to protect property and access ROWs, and safety zones to protect lives;

2) Require that riparian areas and critical wildlife habitat receive additional restoration monitoring and mitigation

procedures developed in collaboration with NM Department of Game and Fish; and,

3) Encourage public input regarding preservation of places, landscapes, cultural sites and landmarks of local

significance.

Thinning (Note: Projections for post treatment density are: 165.05 TPA across treatment stands - 4.0"&#43; DBH.

29.3% of stands are &gt;81 TPA and 90.3% of stands have &gt;52% trees &lt;16" DBH.)

-Limited hand thinning (up to 9&quot;) only in dry pine and mixed conifer outside of IRAs. -Stumps cut down to

the ground

-No thinning adjacent to the WUI for the purpose of protection of structures or communities except within 150 feet

of structures, and for fire fighter safety zones.

5
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-Maximum trees removed in most thinned areas to 80 BA

-Leave tree groupings (50% minimum) and maintain a shrub understory. Utilize a wildlife habitat based

determination of tree and vegetation retention

-Identify riparian area concerns and plan to protect from erosion or sedimentation

Slash management

-Pile burning of activity fuels

-Reevaluate slash management timing and methods to avoid potential bark beetle outbreaks, and sterilization of

soil under slash piles. No slash over 3" left on the ground during the dry season

Prescribed burning

-Utilize managed wildland fire and pile burning wherever possible. Utilize minimal broadcast prescribed burns

only in areas that are not assessable for pile burns.

IRAs

-No thinning in IRAs

-Identify Roadless Area concerns and develop policy to restore

Monitoring (Essential method of reaching desired outcomes of healthy forest habitat and

protection of public health)

-Set aside test plots for monitoring purposes

-Soil sampling - plot number and spacing to be determined

-Baseline species evaluation (i.e. population capacity and presence/absence) -Improved air quality standards

and monitoring to protect sensitive (human) population

Reclamation and restoration

-Reclamation of any USFS roads deemed unessential in Travel Management Plan -Hand build structures (ex.

Zuni bowls) in arroyos to slow flood waters -Planting native, stream side vegetation where appropriate to slow

floodwaters -Reintroduction of beaver where appropriate

WUI and community forests

-Develop program to support fire-proofing of structures and surrounding 100 feet, at least through increased

outreach and education (County should make this a homeowner responsibility)

-If possible, support development of an alternative egress for communities with a single egress

-Leave most areas accessible to the public for recreation

-Take into account local opinion to preserve areas that are special to communities, like Cougar Canyon

-Increase law enforcement to protect against unsafe fire behavior by forest visitors

     6

 

 

Scenic quality

-Maintain the scenic quality of treated areas. Develop a standard for acceptable scenic quality with local input

All of Santa Fe and the surrounding inhabitants depend on the thousands of acres of forest that give us clean air

and water, seasonal runoff and acequias, historically thriving pueblos and small rural communities, native fish

and wildlife, several converging ecoregions with differing landscapes, and inspiring natural beauty.

We are all deeply invested in the success of this important project. Respectfully,

Patricia Smith

18 Calle San Acacia

SANTA Fe NM 87506

     

 

 

Sent from my iPhone

 

 

??? Gagana
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? ????? ??????? ?????? ??????

 

Om Lokah Samastah Sukino Bhavantu

 

 

Patty smith

Cell no. 

Home phone: 989-3350

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 3:05:14 PM

First name: Annie

Last name: Mattingley

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

I live in Santa Fe, New Mexico and am deeply concerned about the proposed thinning of 21,000 acres and

prescribed burning of 43,000 acres in nearby forests. I understand the necessity of such actions; I request that a

site-specific, comprehensive environmental impact statement be done for a project of this scope and size. This

will evaluate the impact on humans, wildlife, and the vibrancy of the forest itself.

 

As a citizen with health issues that cause me to react unfavorably to extensive prescribed burns, I hope these

burns can be kept to the absolutely essential minimum and the environmental impact statement can determine

that minimum.

Regards,

Annie Mattingley

 

 

www.anniemattingley.com

https://www.facebook.com/Anniemattingleyauthor/

https://twitter.com/@AMattingley_/

 

 

 

 

To order The After Death Chronicles:

https://anniemattingley.com/books/

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 5:09:30 PM

First name: Mary

Last name: Gonzales

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Before you finalize plans for this project and begin it, I hope you will do a complete Environmental Impact

Statement! I know there is concern and urgency to get it started, but of much more concern is not increasing the

harm.

 

 

Thank you for considering my comment.

 

 

Please send me a confirmation that you have received this comment.

 

 

Thank you so much!

 

 

Mary Ellen Gonzales

 

 

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 7:34:54 PM

First name: Lisa

Last name: Burns

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Resiliency Project

 

July, 16, 2019

 

Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project, prescribed burn of 50,500 acres.

 

I am requesting a longer comment period and more public awareness on this project. The details of this project

are insufficient for even a well-informed scientist to assess the potential impacts of burning and thinning of

50,500 acres of forest. Historically, NEPA has required project actions to be clearly specified, and the concept of

putting a 'condition-based' treatment project through NEPA has not really been challenged. Clarity about

treatments, and burning including key conditions, slope, and weather must be considered.  A complete EIA

assessment is needed.

The project intention of treating 100% of the two dominant forest types has been de-emphasized during the

limited (2) public meetings.

 

This project seems to be on a fast track, adding to the public mistrust of the current administration's governing

agencies. The USDA, EPA, BLM and the Department of the Interior have been gutted.  The USDA is currently on

track to dispel career climate scientists.

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/moving-usda-research-agencies-is-part-of-trumps-war-on-science-

and-statistics/2019/06/17/51c85328-9134-11e9-aadb-74e6b2b46f6a_story.html

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/climate-environment/2019/07/15/interior-move-one-fifth-bureau-land-

managements-dc-staff-out-west-part-larger-reorganization-push/

 

The people of Santa Fe do not support this administration.

Thank You for considering my comment.

I wish to remain informed.

Sincerely,

Lisa Burns

Past President Santa Fe Gateway Alliance
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: paula

Last name: seaton

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To whom it may concern:

 

This is a response to the comments for managing the Santa Fe National Forest.

 

I use the forest for purposes of hiking, skiing, birding, camping and I love nature and it replenishes my spirit.

 

It brings something that I can't find in other places- it brings peace of mind and spiritual happiness.

 

This is such an important use of the forest and I believe it is needed than ever at this time of human existence on

our planet.

 

We all know that the earth is heating up and global warming is our biggest threat to survival as humans and to all

of life on the planet. We know that trees absorbs the carbon and gives back fresh oxygen for us to breath.

 

I believe that now is the time to increase size and health of forests rather than decrease them by logging, mining,

controlled burning and constant damage by building more roads and other activities that create destruction of

wildlife habitat and causes degradation of rivers and streams.

 

Stop deforestation by unsustainable logging practices, livestock grazing and burning of the forests. We don't

have time to waste with Global warming looming and we need to take each moment we have to develop healthier

and larger forests with a multilayered canopy and mixed conifers.

 

We should be planting more trees not burning more trees down. The controlled burns in the past have not proven

effective for stopping forest fires. I believe that as trees die, and as the forest composts- it brings nutrients back

to the soil that is so often lost when it has been burned. It adds a protection layer to the ground floor of the forest

and serves as a habitat to many animal and plants species that are so threatened.

 

I believe we should be expanding forests and wilderness areas.

 

This is urgent and we need to respond as rapidly as possibly.

 

Thank you.

 

Paula Seaton
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 7:58:39 PM

First name: sue

Last name: rempel

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency project

 

Please do a FULL environmental impact statement and share with all.

I am requesting a full assessment /analysis be done based on specific locations and treatments.

thank you

sue rempel

, Santa Fe, NM 87505, USA

 

 

(b) (6)
(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 12:11:40 AM

First name: Edward

Last name: Brown

Organization:

Title:

Comments:

 

 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 2:10:18 AM

First name: Dominick

Last name: DellaSala

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: DellaSala comments

 

Hi folks - I was in the field all week and away from internet so Dee Blanco submitted my comments - I'm writing to

request confirmation of my comments received as the file was very large due to all the pdfs included in one

complete file submission. Please confirm receipt as I'm back in the field tomorrow

 

 

 

Dominick A. DellaSala, Ph.D | President, Chief Scientist

 

Editor and prime author &quot;Temperate and Boreal Rainforests of the World: Ecology &amp;

Conservation&quot; https://islandpress.org/author/dominick-a-dellasala

Co-editor and author &quot;The Ecological Importance of Mixed-Severity Fires:Nature's Phoenix&quot;

www.scitechconnect.elsevier.com/author/dominick-dellasala/

Co-editor &quot;Encyclopedia of the Anthropocene&quot; https://www.elsevier.com/books/encyclopedia-of-the-

anthropocene/dellasala/978-0-12-809665-9

Global change editor &quot;Earth Systems and Environmental Sciences&quot;

https://www.sciencedirect.com/referencework/9780124095489/earth-systems-and-environmental-sciences

Co-editor &quot;The World's Biomes&quot; (Elsevier, in press)

 

Geos Institute | 84 Fourth Street | Ashland, Oregon 97520

Phone: 541.482.4459 x302 | (cell) | Fax: 541.482.7282

E-mail:  | Website: www.geosinstitute.org

 

The Geos Institute is leading the way to climate change solutions that matter.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On Mon, Jul 15, 2019 at 4:16 PM ; wrote:

 

 

Attachments available until Aug 14, 2019

 

This is a resubmission of comments for the SFMLRP, as requested by Dr DellaSala.

 

 

Click to Download

DellaSalacombinedsubmissionwithpdfs7-8-19.pdf

67.4 MB

Click to Download

Margolis* SW multi-seasonal climate, drought, wildfire 2017 Climatic Change.pdf

3.8 MB

(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6)
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Click to Download

Margolis*&#43; crown fire history Southern Rockies 2007 CJFR.pdf

536 KB

Click to Download

Margolis*&#43; SW Sky Island crown fire FireEcol 2011.pdf

2.1 MB

Click to Download

Margolis&amp;Balmat_SFe W firehistory 2009 FEM.pdf

1.2 MB
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 4:04:40 AM

First name: Kaye

Last name: Burr

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To:  Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor, Santa Fe National Forest

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

I am deeply concerned about the size and scope of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.  I am

especially concerned that there

is to be no Environmental Impact Statement.  The amount of smoke and toxic fumes in the air of Santa Fe from a

project this size will

undoubtedly have very negative impact on elderly,  people with allergies and asthma - and the public in general.

It seems very irresponsible

to plan to do this without an EIS.

 

Santa Fe is known for its clean air and that is part of what draws the tourists to Santa Fe, which is the largest

source of income for this

city.  The impact to incomes if this drives tourism away from this area would be catastrophic for our citizens.

 

Please extend the comment period to another 90 days to hear the concerns of our citizens.  And please take their

(our) input into consideration

Before you make a plan.

 

I believe that this plan to thin and burn the entire forest is very misguided and that recent research shows that the

most effective mitigation is

to directly treat around homes and structures.  Please see the research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen

about this.  Also, please

allow climate scientists e.g. Dr. Dominick Della Salla, PhD to give input about the loss of species habitat and

plants in this Santa Fe area.

Recent climate science shows that we need all of the trees we can to overcome the negative effects to our

climate and environment.  So, to

destroy a large number of trees is clearly the wrong approach for the overall well being of our Forest, our city,

and our planet.

 

Also, the use of aerial ignitions conatining potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel will cause

negative effects to our human

health and the health of all the wildlife in our beloved forest. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of all of these points.

Sincerely,

Kaye Burr,  Santa Fe resident
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 1:06:21 AM

First name: S.

Last name: CUTLER

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

To whom it may concern:

 

 

I'm writing to ask two things related to the Santa Fe Mountains Lanscape Resiliency Project:

 

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments.

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for taking these key specific components into account as you evaluate Forest management.

 

 

Thank you,

Sarah M Cutler, Santa Fe NM

_______________________________

??

To praise is the whole thing. One who praises comes to us like ore out of the great silence of the rock.

-Rilke

 

 

&#43;1-832-217-6916 (WhatsApp)

&#43;91  (India mobile)

Sent from my iPhone; please assume the best of any autocorrect bloopers.

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 3:43:03 PM

First name: Nicholas

Last name: Medina

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe forest areas

 

To the forest service,

I have recently read that your department wants to thin the forest around Santa Fe, NM.  Your department's

history with controlled burns is awful and with the residents that live in those wooded areas I feel it will be

dangerous and possibly deadly.  The following specific concerns are also among my highest priority to address:

 

 

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife (or any others you want to mention).

 

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments.

 

 

 

 

Nick Medina

NM resident and land owner
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 5:05:18 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Catherine

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Comment regarding the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

 

 

A project of this size is required to have a comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement. This project may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources, such as recreation and wildlife. Further,

the Santa Fe environment is prone to high rates of rapid rainfall during thunderstorms. How will thinning trees

and burning brush prevent loss of water and soil erosion? This must be studied before such actions are taken.

 

 

Further, any analysis must be site-specific. A condition-based approach is too general and does not allow

stakeholders to have a voice in the proposed actions.

 

 

It is very concerning that the Forest Service, which is supposed to represent communities and consider impacts

on not just human activity but on wildlife, wishes to proceed with a project of this size without looking at the

implications of taking such actions. I support a detailed and comprehensive environmental impact statement that

will clarify how this project will benefit humans and wildlife in the Santa Fe Mountains.

 

 

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Catherine Edwards

Santa Fe, NM 87501

000618



Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 1:56:48 PM

First name: Anon

Last name: Desertheart

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project

 

 

 

To whom it may concern:

 

The Forest Service proposes thinning 21,000 acres of our National Forest, with additional prescribed burns on

43,000 acres. With this proposal, the result could be the forest becomes ecologically broken. Please evaluate

this.

 

A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may have

significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas, and

Wildlife. Please analyze this.

Also, as a healthcare provider, I experience many, many of my patients suffering moderate to severe health

issues when prescribed burns occur. Please evaluate these possible health repercussions.

 

The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make meaningful

scoping comments.

There are many additional issues to be addressed: increased beetle outbreaks, impacts on wildlife, recreation,

carbon sequestration by the trees, the effects of never allowing thinning areas to recover ecologically, effects on

soils, such as erosion. Please evaluate this.

Thank you for your time,

Michele Flynn
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 7:02:03 PM

First name: Helen

Last name: Chantler

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Hello,

 

 

I am writing to ask that you please do a properly considered and authorized impact study before you go through

with this project .  I suspect the study will find this project will have terrible consequences for our forest causing

massive destruction of the ecosystem, wildlife and watersheds.  Not to mention the unknown effect climate

change will have on the areas recovery.

Please send a confirmation number to show you have received this email.

 

 

Yours Sincerely

Helen Chantler

Santa Fe NM
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 3:33:52 AM

First name: Rachael

Last name: Gilman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I am writing to express my concern for the Santa Fe mountains reliliancy project  as it currently stands 

This area is much too large to cut corners and time and is a major part of our eco system.

1) A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may

have significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, Roadless Areas,

Wildlife, weather, mudslides and more.

 

2) The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach is too general and vague to make

meaningful scoping comments

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Rachael Gilman

87501

.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/16/2019 4:45:17 PM

First name: Starwoman

Last name: P

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Sir/Madam

 

1. A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is required for

  a project of this scope and size that may have significant impacts

  on the human environment and on resources such as recreation,

  Roadless Areas, and Wildlife.

 

2.  The Analysis must be site-specific. The condition-based approach

    is too general and vague to make meaningful scoping comments.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Blessings

Walk in Beauty
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: paula

Last name: seaton

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Here is my comment for the use of Santa Fe National Forest

 

To whom it may concern,

 

I want to add my comment that I emailed yesterday.

 

The consequences of building roads, thinning, controlled burns, crazing and logging all may have such dire

results to our environment that it is crucial to have the NFS do a comprehensive EIS before continuing this

proposed project for the Santa Fe watershed.

 

Thank you.

 

Paula Seaton
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Sam

Last name: Hitt

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

The eternal project of mankind is

 

to learn what forests have figured out.

 

Pat Westerford

 

------

 

Sam Hitt

 

WILD WATERSHED

 

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

505-438-1057

 

sam@wildwatershed.org

 

Attached Comment:

 

"

 

July 17, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas, Forest Supervisor USDA Forest Service

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87508

 

submitted to: https://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=55088

 

re: Supplemental Comments on Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Report

 

Dear James:

 

These supplemental comments are in addition to the timely comments below submitted via email on

July 10, 2019 to the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project Scoping Report (SFMLRP).

Today[rsquo]s supplemental comments are also timely as they are submitted within the extended comment

period which ends July 17, 2019. The references cited in both comments are consolidated at the end.

 

These supplemental comments concern the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) requirement that any

(b) (6)
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action taken at the project-specific level comply with the national forest[rsquo]s Forest Plan. 16 U.S.C.

Sec. 1604(i). Forest Service procedures also require consistency with the Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan (FSM 1922.12 and FSH 1909.12).

 

The Santa Fe National Forest Plan (SFNFP) requires that canopy cover of mid-aged (VSS 4)1, mature

(VSS 5) and old (VSS 6) ponderosa pine forests be managed for an average canopy cover

 

1 VSS is Vegetative Structural Stage. Canopy cover is the percentage of ground area shaded by

overhead foliage (Daubenmire 1959 cited in Ganey and Block 1994:21) measured by the vertical crown

projection of the upper, mid and lower canopies (USDA Forest Service 1996:92). of 40 percent or greater. For

mixed conifer forests the canopy cover averages are one-third 60

percent and two-third 40 percent or greater for mid-aged forest (VSS 4), 50 percent or greater for

mature forests (VSS 5) and 60 percent or greater for old forest (VSS 6). Average canopy cover for

spruce-fir is one-third 60 percent or greater and two-thirds 40 percent or greater for mid-aged

forest (VSS 4) and 60 percent or greater for mature and old forests (VSS 5 and 6).

 

The SFNFP[rsquo]s canopy cover standards apply to all forest and woodland communities not already

protected as Mexican spotted owl habitat (USDA Forest Service 1996:91). These canopy cover minimums

protect the Northern Goshawk (Accipiter gentiles), a raptor morphologically adapted to dense

forests that studies using radio telemetry consistently demonstrate selects habitats with high

canopy closure (Austin 1993; Beier and Drennan 1997; Boal et al. 2001; Bright-Smith and Mannan

1994; Drennan and Beier 2003; Hargis et al. 1994 and Stephans 2001). Please indicate the methods

used to identify the VSS classes in the project area that meet these canopy cover requirements.

 

The SFNFP requires the project to [ldquo]identify and manage dispersal (Goshawk) post-family fledging

areas (PFA) and nest habitat at 2 to 2.5 miles spacing across the landscape[rdquo] (USDA Forest Service

1996:92). The SFNFP links VSS, tree density and tree age to the [ldquo]site quality of the ecosystem

management area[rdquo] (USDA Forest Service 1996:92).

 

The SFNFP also lists [ldquo]dozer piling[rdquo] as the least preferred treatment for woody debris and wisely

[ldquo]limits dozer use for piling or scattering of logging debris so that the forest floor and

herbaceous layer is not displaced or destroyed[rdquo] (USDA Forest Service 1996:94). Maintaining the

organic surface soil layers where ectomycorrhizae fungi are concentrated[mdash]mobilizing nutrients and

providing food for Goshawk prey[mdash]is critically important to sustaining healthy forest ecosystems

(Reynolds et al. 1992:31). Please indicate site-specific measures that will be taken to limit dozer

piling.

 

The SFNFP says [ldquo]no treatments should occur in a stand managed for old growth once the stand has

achieved minimum structural characteristics of old growth[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 69).2 To determine old growth

please indicate the methods used for determining the age of trees in the main canopy; the size,

height and number of standing dead trees; the size, length and pieces of down dead trees; the

number of decadent trees; the number of tree canopies; and the total percent of canopy cover and

how this site-specific data will be used in the [ldquo]quantitative models[rdquo] specified in the SFNFP (USDA

Forest Service 1996:95).

 

In addition, please document how the SFMLRP  is [ldquo]incorporating natural variation . . . into

management prescriptions[rdquo] . . . maintaining [ldquo]all species of native trees[rdquo]. . [ldquo]allowing

natural

canopy gap processes to occur[rdquo] . . . (USDA Forest Service 1996:89) and [ldquo]monitoring management

practices within designated peregrine falcon habitat[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 62) . . . provide [ldquo]. .

 

000625



2  Old growth is defined on p. 69a of the Forest Plan by cover type for a range of live trees in

main canopy, variation in tree diameters, dead trees, tree decadence, number of tree canopies,

total basal area and total canopy cover.

 

 

. adequate perch and roost trees for raptors . . . within a 200 foot wide stand along . . . major

ridges[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 66) . . . coordinate timber activities in turkey nesting areas [ldquo]to minimize

impacts between April 20 and June 10[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 72) . . . locate log landing areas to the extent

practical [ldquo]outside . . . threatened and endangered species habitat[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 73) . . . maintain

adequate cover [ldquo]within 8 chains (530 feet) of actively used elk wallows, licks, and

 

seeps[rdquo] (SFNFP, p. 73) and, finally, protect [ldquo]trails, blaze trees, and trail markers[rdquo] during timber

harvest activities (SFNFP, p. 74).

 

[mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash][mdash]-

 

The following are comments to the Scoping Report issued June 10, 2019 for the Santa Fe Mountains

Landscape Resiliency Project (Project) located on the Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger

Districts, Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF). Please accept these comments on behalf of the Santa Fe

Forest Coalition, Wild Watershed and the nearly 500 citizens who signed the attached online and

paper petitions requesting that all activities halt in the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed

until an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared. The 30-day comments period ends July 10,

2019 making these comments timely.

 

The Santa Fe Forest Coalition is an all volunteer nonprofit that educates the public, the media and

policy makers on critical issues concerning forest and wildlife preservation in New Mexico. Member

groups include Wild Watershed, Once a Forest, Multiple Chemical Sensitivities Taskforce, La Cueva

Guardians, Tree Huggers Santa Fe and others. Wild Watershed is an all volunteer organization

focused on aquatic conservation and wilderness preservation.

 

These comments are constrained by the minimal 30-day comment period. The SFNF has offered no

justification for limiting public involvement in scoping to such a degree. Due to lack of time

important issues may have been overlooked and the full implication of others unrealized.

 

Therefore, these comments are filed under protest.

 

1.    SIGNIFIANT IMPACTS TO INVENTORIED ROADLESS AREAS REQUIRE DISCLOSURE IN AN

ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT

 

As can be seen from the following history, the SFNF has consistently failed to comply with the

National Environmental Policy Act[rsquo]s (NEPA) requirement to disclose and analyze the cumulative

impacts of repeated clearing and annual burning over vast stretches of inventoried roadless areas

(IRAs) adjacent to the Pecos Wilderness above Santa Fe. William Odum (1982) succinctly described

the resulting environmental degradation from cumulative effects as [ldquo]the tyranny of small

decisions.[rdquo]

 

In 2001 the SFNF prepared an environmental impact statement (EIS) to analyze the impacts of what

turned out to be endless clearing and burning of forests in the Santa Fe Municipal
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Watershed. It was hardly mentioned during the protracted analysis for this project that nearly all

15,000 acres (6720 acres within Pecos Wilderness) were national forest inventoried roadless lands.

 

In 2004, the Hyde Park Wildland Urban Interface Project proposed to clear and burn nearly 2000

acres of inventoried roadless forests to the north of the watershed. That project was successfully

appealed twice for failure to consider impacts to IRAs. Hyde Park was resurrected soon after

President Trump assumed office. In March of 2018 it was approved using a categorical exclusion for

qualifying projects under an amendment to the 2014 Farm Bill. Within weeks another project

impacting IRAs, the Pacheco Canyon Forest Resiliency Project, was also approved using the same

expedited decision making process.

 

Despite repeated promises by the Washington office that the Forest Service would comply with all

environmental laws, including NEPA, attorneys for the Forest Service argued in Wild Watershed v.

Hurlocker that Congress had created a [ldquo]statutory exemption[rdquo] from NEPA and therefore disclosure

and

analysis of cumulative impacts was not required.

 

The Project discussed here, consistent with this history, failed during scoping to even identify

protection of IRAs as a potential issue. No information was presented to the public concerning the

delineation, location and potential impact to IRAs. A SFNF official said in an email [ldquo]. . .

 

IRAs are not a layer in the GIS data sets available on our webpage. I'm afraid I've come up

empty-handed.[rdquo] According to a former Forest Service planner, this is consistent with a longstanding

practice of [ldquo]data-free analysis and analysis-free decision-making[rdquo] that has plagued the agency for

decades (Fairbanks 2005).

 

This history reveals an institutional bias within the agency as well as a deep local antipathy to

roadless area conservation. It is relevant, then, to review the long struggle to preserve roadless

areas and wilderness. This review is intended not only to prompt a re-evaluation of the agency[rsquo]s

policy of denial and obstruction but also to honor those who have worked for decades to protect the

well-springs of life found in untrammeled wild lands.

 

In particular, we pay homage to our friend and colleague Carol Johnson for her tireless efforts to

preserve the Pecos Wilderness and the surrounding forests that will be impacted by this Project.

 

Review of Roadless Area Conservation

 

The U.S. Forest Service Roadless Rule prohibits timber harvest in IRAs with certain limited

exceptions. 36 CFR [sect] 294.13. If history is any indication, this Project will likely be approved

based upon the following exception: [ldquo]To maintain or restore the characteristics of ecosystem

composition and structure, such as to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects, within

the range of variability that would be expected to occur under natural disturbance regimes of the current climatic

period.[rdquo]

 

Multiple lines of evidence suggests that dry mixed conifer and ponderosa pine forests such as those

found in the Project area are shaped and characterized by periodic mixed-severity wildfires that

include ecologically significant amounts of weather-driven, high-severity fire. It is well

established that large, infrequent, and quite often severe natural disturbances shape and lend

complex structure to historical landscapes, and thereby maintain the biological diversity (see Dr.

DellaSala comments to the Project, pp. 6-9)
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In 1964, Congress passed the Wilderness Act, creating the National Wilderness Preservation System.

In addition to designating 9 million acres of National Forest System land as Wilderness, the Act

directed the Secretary of Agriculture to complete a study of 34 administratively designated

"primitive areas" and determine their suitability for Wilderness designation by September 2, 1974.

 

In 1971 the Forest Service expanded the scope of the review to include all roadless areas in the

inventory and evaluation. This process was known as the Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE).

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for RARE was released in 1973.

 

The FEIS identified 247 roadless areas to be studied further for possible wilderness status.

 

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMA) replaced that evaluation process in place at the

time with the requirement for an integrated Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) for each

forest and grassland. By June of 1977, concerns were expressed that the NFMA land management

planning process would be too slow to allow timely completion of review of the 247 study areas

identified in RARE. Concerns were also raised that some areas might have been overlooked, and that

RARE did not adequately inventory the National Grasslands and the Eastern National Forests.

 

In response to these concerns, the Secretary of Agriculture initiated a nationwide administrative

study of roadless areas referred to as RARE II. The FEIS for RARE II was released in January of

1979.

 

In June, 1979 the State of California initiated a lawsuit (California v. Block) challenging a RARE

II decision to designate certain roadless areas in California as non-wilderness. In June of 1980

the U.S District Court ruled that the Rare II FElS did not comply with NEPA. The Ninth Circuit

Court of Appeals affirmed this decision and identified the following deficiencies:

 

1) failure to identify distinguishing wilderness characteristics of each roadless area; 2) failure

to adequately assess the wilderness value of each area and to evaluate the impact of non-wilderness

designation upon each area's wilderness characteristics and value; 3) failure to consider the

effect of non-wilderness classification upon future wilderness opportunities; and 4) failure to

weigh the economic benefit attributable to development in each area against the wilderness loss each area will

suffer from development.

 

The decision was largely based on the Court's interpretation that NFMA regulations precluded further

consideration of wilderness features in assessing environmental consequences of

development projects in areas not recommended for wilderness. Because of this lack of discretion,

the Court concluded that "[t]he critical decision to commit these areas for non- wilderness uses,

at least for the next ten to fifteen years is irreversible and irretrievable.[rdquo]

 

Following the Circuit Court's decision, the Department of Agriculture revised the NFMA regulations regarding

evaluation of roadless areas in forest planning (36 CFR [sect] 219.17

[1982]). These changes included: 1) establishment of new forest planning procedures for evaluating

roadless lands for recommendation as wilderness; and 2) removal of language that the Ninth Circuit

Court interpreted to mean the Forest Service was foreclosed from considering the roadless character

of a roadless area if specific projects were proposed and evaluated in areas allocated to

non-wilderness management.

 

The 1982 NFMA regulations allowed adequate discretion over development of Inventoried Roadless

Areas, after approval of forest plans, by making non-wilderness allocation of roadless lands not a

"critical decision" or an "irreversible and irretrievable" commitment of resources to development.
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This legal premise has since been affirmed by the Ninth Circuit in the case City of Tenakee Springs

v. Block, 778 F.2d 1402 (9th Cir.1985), where the Court found that non-wilderness multiple-use

management prescriptions on the Tongass National Forest Plan were permissive rather than a mandate

or commitment to development. The concurring opinion also agreed that NEPA documents for projects

proposed under the forest plan in roadless areas assigned to a non- wilderness management

prescription must examine the issue of whether to treat, not just how to treat, such areas in order

to comply with the Wilderness Act.

 

In 1994 the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals further addressed the need to analyze the effects of

proposed treatment areas to roadless areas. In Smith v. USFS, the Court reaffirmed the legal

requirement to consider a no-action alternative when proposing such treatments, citing Idaho

Conservation, 956 F.2d at 1515, in order to [ldquo]preserve the possibility that the area might someday

be designated as wilderness.[rdquo]

 

The 9th Circuit again reaffirmed the significance of development in roadless areas in Lands Council

v. Martin (2008), where the Court states:

 

In Smith, 33 F.3d at 1078-79, we held that there are at least two separate reasons why logging in

roadless areas is environmentally significant, so that its environmental consequences must be

considered. First, roadless areas have certain attributes that must be analyzed. Those attributes,

such as water resources, soils, wildlife habitat, and recreation opportunities, possess independent environmental

significance. Second, roadless areas

are significant because of their potential for designation as wilderness areas under the Wilderness

Act of 1964, 16 U.S.C. [sect][sect] 1131-1136. Lands Council, 479 F. 3d at 640; Smith, 33 F.3d at 1078-79.

 

According to the Forest Service analysis of these legal precedents, dealing with their continuing

obligations under the Wilderness Act:

 

Based on court history and past direction from the Chief, projects within roadless areas must

analyze the environmental consequences, including irreversible and irretrievable commitment of

resources on roadless area attributes, and the effects for potential designation as wilderness

under the Wilderness Act of 1964.... The purpose of the analysis on the roadless resource is to disclose potential

effects to roadless and wilderness

attributes and determine if, or to what extent it might affect future consideration for wilderness

recommendations.

 

This analysis focuses on the potential effects of project activities on wilderness characteristics

as defined in the Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12 (72.1). These wilderness characteristics

include the following:

 

1) Natural [ndash] The extent to which long-term ecological processes are intact and operating;

 

2) Undeveloped [ndash] The degree to which the impacts documented in natural integrity are apparent to

most visitors; 3) Outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive unconfined recreation [ndash]

Solitude is a personal, subjective value defined as the isolation from sights, sounds, and presence

of others and from developments and evidence of humans. Primitive recreation is characterized by

meeting nature on its own terms, without comfort and convenience of facilities; 4) Special features

and values [ndash] Unique ecological, geographical, scenic, and historical features of an area; 5)

Manageability [ndash] The ability to manage an area for wilderness consideration and maintain wilderness

attributes.
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Concerning the potential for cumulative effects of proposed treatments within an IRA, the Forest

Service has described the following steps:

 

1) Identify the cumulative effects boundary in space and in time; 2) Describe the cumulative

effects boundary [ndash] this will be the roadless area expanse. Describe what factors this is based on;

3) Describe the temporal boundary [ndash] this will be how long effects of the action will occur on the

landscape. Describe what factors this is based on; and 4) Describe the past actions and their

effects on current conditions. Describe what past actions were considered and summarize how they

affected the five wilderness attributes described above. If there are comments that other past

actions should have been considered discuss why they were or were not; 5) Contrast the effects of

proposed actions with past actions. Describe how past actions were developed in relation to the

roadless resource and how this proposal considered the roadless resource in its design, e.g. summarize the past

actions that occurred, whether or not the actions occurred before or after the

forest plan was established, whether or not those past actions were designed to minimize effects on

the roadless resources (and if so whether or not they were effective) and how this proposed action

contrast with those past actions; 6) Describe the effects of ongoing and reasonably foreseeable

actions. Identify what actions were considered. If there are comments that others should have been

considered discuss why they were or were not. Describe how these actions could affect the five

wilderness attributes; 7) Describe the combined effects from past, proposed, ongoing, and

reasonably foreseeable future actions. Describe the cumulative effects of the proposed action, in

addition to the past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions on the five wilderness attributes.

 

Describe whether or not there would be irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources.

 

National forest roadless lands are heralded for their conservation values. Those values are

described at length in the preamble of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (RACR) and in the Final

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the RACR. They include: high quality or undisturbed soil,

water, and air; sources of public drinking water; diverse plant and animal communities; habitat for

threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for those species dependent

on large, undisturbed areas of land; primitive, semi-primitive non- motorized, and semi-primitive

motorized classes of dispersed recreation; reference landscapes; natural appearing landscapes with

high scenic quality; traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and other locally identified

unique characteristics (e.g., uncommon geological formations, unique wetland complexes, exceptional

hunting and fishing opportunities).

 

Roadless lands are also responsible for higher quality water and watersheds. Anderson et al. 2012

assessed the relationship of watershed condition and land management status, and found a strong

spatial association between watershed health and protective designations. DellaSalla et al. 2011

found that undeveloped and roadless watersheds are important for supplying downstream users with

high-quality drinking water, and that developing those watersheds comes at significant costs

associated with declining water quality and availability. Protecting and connecting undeveloped

areas is also an important action agencies can take to enhance climate change adaptation.

 

NEPA requires federal agencies[rsquo] environmental analysis to consider [ldquo]any adverse environmental

effects which cannot be avoided.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4332(2)(C)(ii). When several actions may have

cumulative or synergistic environmental impacts, Forest Service must consider

these actions together and prepare a more comprehensive environmental analysis. 40 C.F.R. [sect]

1508.8(b). Cumulative impacts are [ldquo]the impact[s] on the environment which result from the

incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable

future actions, regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person understands such
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actions.[rdquo] 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1508.7.

 

This Project is part of a much larger and more ambitious program to [ldquo]change forest conditions[rdquo] on

the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed, a large proportion of which is within IRAs. These actions in

aggregate will likely cause significant adverse direct, indirect and cumulative impacts

on the human environment[mdash]including but not limited to significant health effects for the

surrounding community from regular and repetitive prescribed burns, as well as to wildlife

communities that are commonly associated with dense forests like those the Project is intended to

substantially alter, and on the wilderness characteristics, whose use and enjoyment is appreciated

by many who value untrammeled natural amenities found in the roadless areas.

 

It is also likely that there are substantial [ldquo]unroaded[rdquo] areas that could become inventoried

roadless lands and recommended for wilderness designation in the future. These lands play an

important ecological role in ensuring the persistence of species, providing connectivity and

ensuring watershed functionality.

 

Maintaining and enhancing the roadless character of these lands will contribute to the achievement

of the substantive provisions in sections 219.8, 219.9, and 219.10 of the 2012 forest planning

rule. The improvement of 94 miles of road may have significant damaging impacts on the natural

values and scenic integrity of these unroaded lands by increasing access, altering water flows and

reducing wildlife security.

 

Therefore, the Project planning team must identify, delineate and quantify unroaded lands and take

the required hard look to determine if planned clearing and burning activities may have significant

impacts. We strongly oppose any developments in unroaded portions of the Project area until

potential impacts can be comprehensively disclosed and analyzed.

 

In summary, the cumulative effects of clearing and burning thousands of acres over many decades in

unroaded, lightly-roaded and IRAs eligible for wilderness must be analyzed and disclosed in an EIS.

 

2.    PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED ARE INCONSISTENT WITH HFRA[rsquo]S REQUIREMENT TO

RETAIN LARGE AND OLD

TREES AND NFMA[rsquo]S CONSISTENCY STANDARD

 

Projects authorized under Section 602 of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) may only be

implemented [ldquo]in a manner that maximizes the retention of old growth and large trees, as appropriate

for the forest type, to the extent that the trees promote stands that are resilient to insects and

disease.[rdquo] 16 U.S.C. [sect] 6591a(e).

 

In addition, the HFRA requires that the Forest Service: "fully maintain, or contribute toward the

restoration of, the structure and composition of old growth stands according to the pre-fire

suppression old growth conditions characteristic of the forest type, taking into account the

contribution of the stand to landscape fire adaptation and watershed health, and retaining the

large trees contributing to old growth structure.[rdquo] https://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/field-guide/

web/page11.php.

 

 

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) also imposes on the Forest Service a duty to ensure that

any specific project in the forest complies with the [ldquo]land resource management plan of the entire

forest,[rdquo] in this case the SFNF Plan. 16 U.S.C [sect] 1604(i).
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The SFNF Plan[rsquo]s old growth standards begin with an admission of uncertainty, followed by a

commitment to learn and identify old growth in all project planning:

 

Old growth is not well understood in the Southwest. Consequently, as knowledge is gained the

characteristics and inherent values of old growth stands will be better defined. Site specific

identification of old growth will occur during ecosystem area analysis or project planning. (SFNF

Plan p. 67)

 

Uncertainty prompts our concerns. First, why is only the bare minimum of 20 percent of the project

area[mdash]the floor established by the SFNF Plan[mdash]being managed for old growth?

 

Managing for minimums gives no room for error and errors are inevitable given the acknowledged

uncertainty and unprecedented scale and intensity of proposed activities. How is managing for

minimums consistent with the SFNF Plan that requires projects to [ldquo]strive to create or sustain as

much old growth compositional, structural, and functional flow as possible over time at

multiple-area scales?[rdquo]

 

It is unclear how old growth can be sustained as required by the SFNF Plan when as much as 30

percent of remainder trees left after aggressive clearing die in prescribed fires; more from wind

throw in newly opened stands. Also, Ips beetle populations increase dramatically in untreated slash

during dry conditions often overwhelming old growth ponderosa pines.

 

Second, how does managing for minimum old growth, together with the admitted lack of understanding,

[ldquo]maximize the retention of old growth and large trees[rdquo] required by HFRA? Third, how does

discretionary cutting of trees up to 24 inches dbh [ldquo]maximize the retention of old growth?[rdquo]

 

Fourth, how will project-level knowledge be gained to better define [ldquo]the characteristics and

inherent values of old growth stands?[rdquo] For example, how have the SFNF Plan[rsquo]s parameters for

determining old growth been refined for this Project? These include: number of live trees in main

canopy; variation in tree diameters; dead trees (standing snags and downed logs); tree decadence;

number of tree canopies; total basal area; and, total percent canopy cover. Five, will

project-level monitoring be done to ensure compliance with the HFRA old growth retention standard?

 

3.    THE SCOPING DOCUMENT LACKS THE NECESSARY SITE-SPECIFIC DETAIL TO COMPLY WITH

NEPA

 

 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) is our basic national charter for protection of the

environment. 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1500.1. In enacting NEPA, Congress recognized the [ldquo]profound impact[rdquo]

of

human activities, including [ldquo]resource exploitation,[rdquo] on the environment and declared a national

policy [ldquo]to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive

harmony.[rdquo] 42 U.S.C. [sect] 4331(a).

 

The statute has two fundamental two goals: (1) to ensure that the agency will have detailed

information on significant environmental impacts when it makes decisions; and (2) to guarantee that

this information will be available to a larger audience. Envtl. Prot. Info. Ctr. v. Blackwell, 389

F. Supp. 2d 1174, 1184 (N.D. Cal. 2004) (quoting Neighbors of Cuddy Mt. v. Alexander, 303 F.3d

1059, 1063 (9th Cir. 2002)).

 

Analyzing and disclosing site-specific impacts is critical to achieve these goals because when,
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where and how activities occur on a landscape strongly determines the nature of the impact.

 

Location data is especially critical to the site-specific analysis NEPA requires. New Mexico ex rel

Richardson, 565 F.3d at 706 and 707.

 

NEPA further mandates that the agency provide the public [ldquo][lsquo]the underlying environmental

data[rsquo] from

which the Forest Service develop[ed] its opinions and arrive[d] at its decisions.[rdquo] WildEarth

Guardians v. Mont. Snowmobile Ass[rsquo]n, 790 F.3d 920, 925 (9th Cir. 2015).

 

In this case, the SFNF failed to disclose site-specific impacts and failed to provide the public

with any underlaying data supporting the Project[rsquo]s purpose and need. In particular, the scoping

document does not disclose when, where, how much, what sequence or the specific location of tree

clearing, burning and road improvements. Nor does it provide detailed disclosure of the necessary

mitigation measures designed to lessen the impacts of Project implementation.

 

Instead, in seeking flexibility to respond to changing conditions, the SFNF apparently intends to

postpone site-specific project design and analysis until after the agency decision is made. This

upends NEPA[rsquo]s central purpose that agencies look before they leap. More importantly, keeping

essential details of Project implementation under wraps until after the close of the comment period

prevents the public from being involved [ldquo]to the fullest extent possible . . . in decisions which

affect the quality of the human environment.[rdquo] 40 C.F.R. [sect] 1500.2(d).

 

As noted earlier, no information was presented to the public concerning the delineation, location

and potential impact to IRAs. The impacts of tree clearing and burning projects in Hyde Park,

Pacheco Canyon and the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed were not revealed despite these on-going

projects being adjacent to or enclosed within the Project area. Nor were reasonably foreseeable

future actions within the 107,000 acre Greater Santa Fe Fireshed disclosed. Without this

information, the public is left in the dark concerning the cumulative impacts of a host of

environmentally significant interconnected issues.

 

 

The Project proposes to upgrade 94 miles little used roads that will likely significantly impact

soils, water quality, unfragmented habitat blocks, critical habitats, and fire risk. This is a

significant issue for environmental analysis, yet many details are lacking. Portions of the project

area feature steep slopes where improved roads and ground-based tree clearing activities may

permanently impair soil productivity even if their use is temporary (Gucinski et al. 2001). Road-

related soil erosion is a chronic source of sediment that can limit water quality and affect

habitat for riparian-dependent species.

 

Road-stream crossings have high potential to adversely impact water quality (Endicott 2008) but the

location of crossings is not disclosed. Road construction, tree clearing and burning may combine to

increase overland water flow and runoff by removing vegetation and altering physical and chemical

properties of soil, which can permanently alter watershed function (Elliot 2010 and Robichaud et

al. 2010).

 

The scoping document does not disclose the presence of unauthorized roads and trails that may be

causing significant resource damage. Simply blocking entrances along other measures is often

ineffective at preventing longstanding unauthorized use or addressing resource concerns. This is a

significant issue that requires detailed disclosure of the extent, location and impacts. The lack

of specificity precludes our ability to provide meaningful comments or determine the efficacy of
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the mitigation measures.

 

The extent of unauthorized roads should have been informed by the SFNF forest-wide Travel Analysis

Report (TAR) generated to support compliance with Subpart A of the Travel Management Rule, or by a

project specific TAR. Subpart A also directs the agency to [ldquo]identify the roads on lands under

Forest Service jurisdiction that are no longer needed,[rdquo] and therefore should be closed or

decommissioned. A project specific analysis must evaluate all unneeded roads in the Project area

for closure or decommissioning.

 

4.    PROTECTION OF THE UNIQUE POPULATION OF SWWP IS A SIGNIFICANT ISSUE THAT WAS NOT

IDENTIFIED IN

THE SCOPING DOCUMENT

 

In 2009 the Santa Fe Municipal Watershed 20 Year Protection Plan recommended that a self-

sustaining population of Southwestern White Pine (SWWP) be protected during on-going maintenance

activities. To quote from the Protection Plan:

 

During planning of restoration treatments a concern was expressed for the fate of Southwestern

white pines in the watershed, because populations have suffered in the West in recent years due to

the exotic white pine blister rust. White pines in the watershed have been reproducing successfully

in spite of the threat of blister rust and thus the Santa Fe Watershed has been identified as a

possible sub-regional refugia for this tree species. The protection of southwestern white pines should continue to

be an objective throughout long-term prescribed burning

maintenance. (p. 20)

 

The SWWP refugia mentioned in this plan extends into the Project area. At the northern limits of

its distribution, SWWP may be exhibiting unique resistance to white pine blister rust. Removing

individuals that are genetically resistant before it can be determined their value in countering

the disease would be a significant loss to regional biodiversity.

 

Also, this Project must be consistent with the SFNF Plan[rsquo]s reforestation standards that require a

minimum of 120 SWWP remain per acre following clearing and burning (replacement page 69a).

 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service has a long history of ignoring evolutionary processes such as

natural selection. In its formative years the agency encouraged land owners along the eastern

seaboard to cut down all American chestnuts before they were killed by an exotic blight. As a

result genetically resistant trees that may have allowed the species to survive and adapt were lost

(Kelly 1924). A more recent example is salvage logging of beetle killed white bark pine in the

northern Rockies (Six et al. 2018).

 

This vital issue was not mentioned during scoping despite the SFNF being alerted last December to

the loss of thousands of SWWP during the initial clearing of the Hyde Park WUI project (see

attached letter to Melonas Dec. 18, 2018).

 

5.    A VIEWSHED CORRIDOR PLAN MUST BE PREPARED AND OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES TAKEN

TO BE

CONSISTENT WITH THE SFNF FOREST PLAN.

 

NFMA requires that any action taken at the project-specific level must comply with the national

forest[rsquo]s Forest Plan. 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1604(i). Forest Service procedures also require consistency

with the Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (FSM 1922.12 and FSH 1909.12).
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The SFNF Plan for management area D (p. 113) requires that site-specific projects [ldquo]develop Viewshed

Corridor Plans as a part of project level planning for all vegetation management projects.[rdquo] The

Viewshed Corridor Plan must be developed in order to meet the visual quality objective of

retention. Management area D (p. 116) also specifies that [ldquo]fuel treatment methods with effects

lasting no longer than one year are acceptable.[rdquo] Management area L requires that [ldquo]roads

constructed

will be closed immediately following the activity, scarified and reseeded.[rdquo] The purpose and need of

this Project did not reflect these SFNF Plan requirements.

 

Please ensure that these SFNF Plan consistency requirements are included in the EIS.

 

 

6.    A RISK ASSESSMENT REVIEW SHOWED THAT A TNC RISK ASSESSMENT CANNOT BE USED TO

SUPPORT WILDFIRE

RISK REDUCTION TREATMENTS

 

A wildfire risk assessment of the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed produced by The Nature Conservancy

(TNC) cannot be relied on by the SFNF to support this Project because it did not address the key

issue of probability. The review is attached.

 

It also did not estimate the costs of potentially damaged resources or the cost associated with

risk reduction treatments. Further, the TNC study did not address the likelihood that resources

would be damaged in the event of a fire or address the effectiveness of risk reduction treatments.

The review notes that the likelihood of a wildfire occurring could have been calculated from

historic records of wildfire along with consideration of the potential impacts of climate change.

But this did not occur.

 

7.    QUESTIONS THAT WERE NOT ADDRESSED DURING PUBLIC MEETINGS

 

The two public meeting held in conjunction with Project scoping were dominated by SFNF

presentations. Time for questions from public was limited. Public meetings where the public is

mostly relegated to being an audience does not comport with a fundamental purpose of NEPA which

mandates that [ldquo]federal agencies shall to the fullest extent possible . . . encourage and facilitate

public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.[rdquo] 40

 

C.F.R. [sect] 1500.2(d). Therefore, we are exercising our public involvement rights during the scoping

period by submitting the following substantive questions:

 

1.    PURPOSE AND NEED AND NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

 

?   Why isn[rsquo]t protecting lives and property the primary purpose of this project? Making vulnerable

homes fire-safe and clearing flammable vegetation immediately around structures

 

are proven strategies.

 

?   Will measures to protect soils, water quality and wildlife habitat be mandatory and enforceable

if they are proposed in an Environmental Assessment as opposed to an

 

Environmental Impact Statement? Please explain the role of mitigation measures in each document.
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2.    ROADLESS FORESTS AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT

 

?   How many inventoried roadless areas exist in this area? Will they be proposed for Wilderness in

the new forest plan? Why weren[rsquo]t project overlays of roadless areas presented in the

 

scoping document or at public meetings?

 

 

?   Improving roads will increase human caused fires in this area. Does the SFNF have the capacity

of responding to this increase?

 

?   How will road decommissioning [ldquo]restore[rdquo] unneeded roads? Shouldn[rsquo]t unneeded roads be

 

obliterated to protect water quality and wildlife habitat and prevent the spread of invasive

 

plants and access by arsonists and poachers?

 

?   How will ATVs be effectively restricted from newly improved roads?

 

3.    CLIMATE DISRUPTION

 

?   Is the Forest Service allowed to discuss the role that human emissions play in creating a

hotter and drier climate in the Southwest? If so, why is climate disruption so rarely

 

addressed by the SFNF?

 

?   Is current climate science being used to analyze the impacts of clearing trees and annual

burning?

 

?   Why isn[rsquo]t climate change mentioned as the primary driver of larger and more frequent high-

 

severity fires, not the build up of fuels?

 

?   Why is the aim of this project to restore past forest structure instead of working with natural

succession and evolutionary processes to help the forest adapt to a warmer and drier climate?

 

4.    WILDLIFE AND ANCIENT FORESTS

 

?   How will wildlife corridors be maintained in areas cleared and annually burned? Have corridors

been identified in the project area?

 

?   Will clearing and burning be restricted in the spring to protect breeding bird nests and other

 

wildlife? If not, please explain why.

 

?   Old growth aspen is important breeding bird habitat. Clearing and burning conifers in the

understory will cause significant harm. Will bird populations in old growth aspen habitat be

 

monitored to determine impacts? If not, please explain why.

 

?   Why are the threats of high severity fire to Mexican spotted owl habitat highlighted while it[rsquo]s
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benefits and the adaptability of the owl to burned forest habitat not discussed? Does the

 

SFNF monitor the Mexican spotted owl population? If so, what are the current trends?

 

?   Why is retaining the minimum allowed old growth the aim of this project when the forest plan

requires as much old growth be managed as possible?

 

?   Preservation of old growth and fuel reduction have conflicting aims. How will old growth

 

forests with their dense multistoried and high canopy cover be maintained on a minimum of

 

20% of the project area?

 

5.    CLEARING TREES AND ANNUAL BURNING

 

?   How many live trees will remain after the initial clearing and burning? How many remainder

trees are expected to die in prescribed fires and subsequent wind throw in newly opened

 

stands?

 

 

?   Will the legally required regeneration standards for remainder trees be monitored? If so will

that data publicly be available?

 

?   Will the size of burned debris piles be limited to protect soils and discourage invasive plants

 

from becoming established?

 

?   Why do spruce/fir and pi[ntilde]on/juniper forests with mixed-severity fire regimes receive the same

treatment as ponderosa pine and dry mixed conifer forests with low-severity fire

 

regimes?

 

?   Why are protection measures for the currently secure but vulnerable Southwestern White Pine

population not discussed? Will you cut down genetically resistant white pines before it

 

can be determined their value in countering white pine blister rust?

 

?   Will on-going livestock grazing impede the goal of restoring low-severity fire regimes?

 

?   Reference conditions are mentioned as being used to establish a desired forest structure.

 

Please identify the reference sites in the project[rsquo]s Colorado Rockies bioregion.

 

Respectfully Submitted,

 

/s/ Sam Hitt Sam Hitt

 

President SFFC

 

Founder Wild Watershed
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 3:21:36 PM

First name: cynthia

Last name: wilcox

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe mountains resiliency project

 

Dear friends of the forest,

I am requesting that you stop and research thoroughly in the usual fashion of a full EIS before carrying out this

plan

It seems we owe this much to our earth, the critters that WILL BE affected, the humans as well, our air quality

which is already becoming a concern here lately

thank you for responding to these concerns before it is too late to change direction.

Thank-you for your consideration,

Cynthia Wilcox

Santa Fe resident

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 3:41:23 PM

First name: cynthia

Last name: wilcox

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

Jul 17, 2019

 

Forest Supervisor James Melonas

 

Dear Forest Supervisor Melonas,

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping Document for

the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project. I appreciate the

Forest Service soliciting public comment on this project, but have a

number of concerns with the Forest Service's proposal:

 

1. An EA is inappropriate for a project of this scale and complexity

that impacts many threatened and sensitive species, old growth forests,

roadless areas and streams and riparian areas. Because this project

will have significant impacts to these and other resources, a thorough,

site-specific analysis of all environmental impacts in an Environmental

Impact Statement is required.

2. The Forest Service must analyze a full range of alternatives to the

agency's proposal, including the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative

submitted by WildEarth Guardians and others.

3. The Forest Service must identify and implement the minimum road

system on a landscape scale and employ a thoughtful, strategic approach

to assuring public access while reducing negative impacts from forest

roads to water quality and aquatic habitats, and improving watersheds

and forest resiliency by returning expensive, deteriorating, and

seldom-used forest roads to the wild.

4. The Forest Service must consider the best available science. The

agency cannot cherry-pick the science and data to support its proposal

while ignoring contrary, credible views and data.

5. Climate change intensifies the adverse impacts associated with tree

thinning, prescribed burning, and roads. The Forest Service must

consider the risks of increased disturbance when analyzing the proposed

project, as part of the affected environment, and as part of the

agency's hard look at impacts.

6. The Forest Service must analyze the cumulative impacts of the

proposed project with all other past, present and foreseeable future

projects within the broader landscape, including the Hyde Park and

Pacheco Canyon projects, livestock grazing, and motorized use.

 

Sincerely,

 

cynthia wilcox

(b) (6)

000641



SANTA FE, NM 875053310

 

 

 

(b) (6)
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 11:01:45 PM

First name: Mary

Last name: Ogle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Please prepare a complete Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) before continuing with your SFMLR project. I

believe there are issues and conclusions that will not benefit our forests, and do not consider the natural

resilience of our highly complicated bio systems.

 

Thanks,

Mary Ogle
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A year before the Pecos fire I was hiking Holy Cross trail. I arrived at the Windsor Trail and the conifirs were all

covered in moss and dead. The next day I called the SFNF / RT 14 and they said they couldn't do anything since

it was Wilderness. 

 

 

Fast forward to SFNF proposal for a water shed clearing and burn in the Pecos Wilderness.  I questioned the

ability of the SFNF being abe to do that. The PA person got back to me and stated that there is a 1960s law on

the books that allows  &quot;heavy equipment&quot; to be bought in.

 

 

Bottom line is the SFNF folks can go in and clean it out.

 

 

The question  is will they?

 

 

It is a DIRECT threat to Ski Santa Fe and approriate measures must be taken.

 

 

 

My two cents.

 

 

Ed

 

 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

 

 

On Wed, Jun 19, 2019 at 10:18, Overton, Julie Anne - FS

&lt;julieanne.overton@usda.gov&gt; wrote:

ÀyyyaaaaapHi Ed,

I will share your email with the District Ranger and the Fire and Natural Resources staff on the Pecos/Las Vegas

District.

Wilderness areas are, as you know, managed differently than the rest of the forest.  Generally, we don't cut trees

in Wilderness areas.  But I'll let folks know what you've seen and let the experts make the call.

We appreciate your information sharing and concern about the health of the forest.

Best regards,

Julie Anne

 

From: Edward R. Brown [mailto

Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 8:56 AM

To: Overton, Julie Anne - FS &lt;julieanne.overton@usda.gov&gt;

Subject: Re: News Release: SFNF Plans Prescribed Burn on Jemez Ranger District This Week

 

Hi Julie

 

(b) (6)
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We hiked in the Pecos Wilderness a few days ago from the ski Santa Fe side and saw a lot of dead trees due to

moss growth. This is a replay of what happened on the Pecos side and the ensuing fire.

 

Will you be doing anything to clear out the dead trees?

 

One lighten strick there and we will have a major blaze.

 

Ed

 

 

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

 

On Tue, Jun 18, 2019 at 8:37, Overton, Julie Anne - FS

&lt;julieanne.overton@usda.gov&gt; wrote:

 

SFNF Plans Prescribed Burn on Jemez Ranger District This Week

SANTA FE, NM - June 18, 2019 - Fire managers on the Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF) are planning to

implement the previously announced Tent Rocks prescribed burn on the Jemez Ranger District this week if

conditions remain favorable. Ignitions could begin as early as tomorrow, June 19, and are expected to conclude

by Friday, June 21.

The Tent Rocks treatment area is approximately 2 miles north of Jemez Springs, NM, and less than 1 mile

southwest of La Cueva, NM. 

Up to 1,520 acres will be treated to reduce the risk of high-severity wildfire, improve wildlife habitat and improve

forest health. The decision to proceed with the prescribed burn will be based on fuel moisture levels, air quality,

winds and forecasted weather. Prescribed burns are managed with firefighter and public safety as the first

priority.

Forest Roads 604 and 607 will remain open, but visitors are discouraged from using the roads during prescribed

burn activities.  Camping is also not recommended due to the smoke potential for smoke.

Smoke will likely be visible from US Highway 550, NM Highway 4, San Ysidro, Jemez Pueblo, Jemez Springs

and La Cueva. Smoke may settle into lower elevations and in drainage areas during the evenings but should lift

by mid-morning.

Smoke-sensitive individuals and people with respiratory problems or heart disease are encouraged to take

precautionary measures. Information on air quality and protecting your health by using the 5-3-1 visibility method

can be found online at the New Mexico Department of Health (NMDOH) Environmental Public Health Tracking

(EPHT) website at https://nmtracking.org/fire. People with health concerns can also call NMDOH at 505-827-

0006 for additional information.  For information on the HEPA filter loan program, go to

https://www.santafefireshed.org/hepa-filter-loan-program/.

Fire updates are posted on the New Mexico Fire Information website at www.nmfireinfo.com,

www.facebook.com/SantaFeNF and Twitter @SantafeNF.  For additional information about the prescribed burn,

please contact the Jemez Ranger District at 575-829-3535.

###

USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender.

 

 

 

 

 

 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any

unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the
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law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error,

please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Stephen

Last name: Tanner

Organization:

Title:

Comments: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]Santa Fe Mountains Resiliency Project

 

PROCEED WITH CAUTION: This message triggered warnings of potentially malicious web content. Evaluate

this email by considering whether you are expecting the message, along with inspection for suspicious links.

 

Questions: Spam.Abuse@wdc.usda.gov

 

Mr. Melona,

 

I am concerned that there will be no environmental impact statement and such a short comment period for such a

large project that will impact our forest and community.

 

Thank you for taking my comments.

 

Stephen Tanner

 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Ftreehuggersantafe.org%2Fwp-

content%2Fuploads%2F2019%2F07%2FTree-Hugger-Santa-Fe-Guidelines-and-Letter-Template-for-the-Forest-

Service.pdf&amp;amp;data=01%7C01%7C%7C723299b2ce1c4879088808d70ac68436%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc

867ee03cfa0d4697%7C1&amp;amp;sdata=0BjLVbzo0H%2B1CjVLFHwqsK6zTgqHr0S1KFB4ojZmsIk%3D&amp

;amp;reserved=0

 

Sent from my iPhone

 

Attached Comment:

 

"

 

 

Mr. James Melonas Fores              isor Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Drive Santa Fe, NM 87508

RE: Scoping comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Mr. Melonas,

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the short

comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service employees

that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its e?ects on our beloved forest. It

took longer, with more public input, to approve the small Railyard Project, in comparison to the

50,000 acres in this project.

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our

forests? Please extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but, the

research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most e?ective mitigation of damaged

property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures. This current

science must be considered carefully.
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I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr.

Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species,

habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area and throughout the world before settling on the

final draft of this plan.

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe our

only bu?er against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other plant in

Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures rise, and

decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with thinning.

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial

ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how these are

currently a?ecting our health and well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact the economy,

tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country. Many citizens of

Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health a?ects (whereas the equally impacted

wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas) and

increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can degrade

wildlife habitat, spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free access.

Many roads in the forest should be completely obliterated, not improved for access.

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.

Sincerely,"
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 11:08:07 PM

First name: viktoria

Last name: hudimac

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I am writing to request that a full environmental impact statement be published for the Santa Fe National Forest

SFMLRP pursuant to NEPA.

 

 

According to Prof. W. Baker in Fire Ecology in the Rocky Mountain Landscapes, &quot;fuel reduction outside of

community fire-planning zones is a waste of funding that would be better directed at...Wildland Urban

interfaces.&quot;

 

 

This finding is supported by the studies of D.A. DellaSala, PhD conservation scientist, who furthermore writes

that the proposed SFMLRP &quot;will harm important wildlife habitat and water quality, may elevate fire risks

from increased road access&quot;, and &quot;is based on faulty fire reconstruction sampling...&quot;

 

 

As a resident of the city of Santa Fe, I am concerned about the negative health impacts of repeated burning so

close to the city, as well as harm to humans and wildlife due to toxic accelerant exposure.

 

 

Thus I respectfully ask that the SFMLRP environmental impacts be fully examined before any burning or thinning

is conducted in the Santa Fe National Forest.

 

 

Sincerely,

Victoria Hudimac
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 4:49:09 PM

First name: Diana

Last name: Stege

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

I wish to register our rejection of this project on several grounds:

  First, we know from the Los Alamos fire that intentional burns get out of hand.

  A burn this close to Santa Fe will cause a severe loss of air quality.

  Even more important is the loss of untrammeled forest.

  Have you revealed what lumber company stands to gain from our and wildlife 's           loss? Who is it? What

power do they have to make this happen?

   There are other measures that can be encouraged that protect homes better than massive logging and burns.

   We have moved to Santa Fe in part because there still are sections of untrammeled forest and natural life.

Don't take this away.

 

Please, NO, NO, NO to this destructive project.

Diana and John Stege

434 San Pasqual, Santa Fe, NM 87505

 

Sent from my iPad
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 5:04:44 PM

First name: Cindy

Last name: Gregory

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Fire Policy

 

Please do not create a spaghetti soup of roads in our wonderful wilderness.  There are better ways.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Eytan

Last name: Krasilovsky

Organization:

Title:

Comments: July 17, 2019

 

Hannah Bergemann

 

Espanola District, Santa Fe National Forest PO Box 3307 Fairview Station

 

Espanola, NM 87533

 

RE: Support for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project, #55088

 

Dear Mr. Hurlocker,

 

The Forest Stewards Guild supports the proposed use of thinning and prescribed fire in The Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SF Mountains Project) to protect important ecological  and 

human  values  from  increased  wildfire  and  drought  associated  with  climate change and a

legacy of fire suppression.

 

As  global  climate  changes,  temperature  increases  create  dramatic,  cascading  effects  in 

the water-limited state of New Mexico, making it critical that we do everything in our power to

protect our water resources. The combined effects of climate change and a century of fire

suppression have changed the structure and composition of the forests surrounding Santa Fe,

increasing their vulnerability to high severity wildfire. The vulnerability of adjacent forests to

high severity wildfire, of our watersheds to dramatic post-fire flooding and erosion, and the of

our local economy from wildfire translates into vulnerability in our communities. Almost half of

The City of Santa Fe[rsquo]s municipal drinking water comes from the forested mountains that surround us,

and protecting this clean drinking water from high severity fire requires the ecologically 

sensitive  forest  management  that  is  proposed  in  the  Santa  Fe  Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project.

 

We  acknowledge  that  managing  wildfire  hazard  is  not  the  only  consideration  on  federal

forestland, and therefore propose that the SF Mountains Project develop an old and large tree

retention strategy to build trust and preserve biological legacy trees. The Forest Stewards Guild

has  worked  on  creating  old  and  large  tree  retention  strategies  on  past  projects  (e.g. 

NM Restoration Principles and the Zuni Mountains CFLR), we strongly advise that a strategy be

developed specifically to the unique social and ecological context of the SF Mountains Project. The

Guild is willing to collaborate with diverse partners to develop this strategy, and would like to

see it built into prescriptions to ensure that it is implemented in an effective manner.

 

Sincerely,

 

Eytan Krasilovsky

 

Deputy Director
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 7/17/2019 3:21:48 PM

First name: Patricia

Last name: Putnam

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Mr. James Melonas

Forest Supervisor

Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Drive

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

I write to ask you to protect the forests above Santa Fe by preparing an Environmental Impact Statement that

acknowledges the significant cumulative impacts and scientific controversy of extensive clearing and burning

over many decades.

 

 

We need our forests, and I ask that you find other ways to manage the build-up of fuels that has occurred from

decades of Forest Service fire suppression. I've seen the destruction of many prescribed burns that have gotten

out of control here in northern New Mexico; we don't need more of these.

 

 

We need to save the roadless forests above Santa Fe in order to protect our watersheds, our clean air, the

opportunities for outdoor recreation that support local economies, wildlife habitat, and the climate-stabilizing work

of trees.

 

 

 

As generations of native New Mexicans have said, &quot;Sin pinos, no hay agua.&quot;

 

 

Please provide more detail and extend the comment period to 90 days. 

 

 

Thank you,

Patricia Putnam

Truchas, NM 87578
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First name: deadtreetalks

Last name: Dewhurst

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear People....

  Please consider my input concerning the proposed implementation of the forest management plans discussed

.... particularly in light of the alleged &quot;computer glitch&quot; which erased all previous public comments.

 

 

     I strongly feel

A comprehensive environmental impact statement is required for a project of this scope and size that may have

significant impacts on the human environment and on resources such as recreation, roadless areas and wildlife.

 

 

    In addition I raise an objection which is generally ignored or dismissed as &quot;not relevant&quot;  ( to the

concerns of money and efficiency )...the unknown &amp; uncalculated cost of killing living beings ...all the insects

and animals and plants that are part of our own extended body ....to just simply refuse to acknowledge this is a

sign of a deeply alienated mindset;  the impacts of such a procedure obviously go far beyond a specific site and

resonate with the entire ecology we are all a part of.

 

 

The above is a preface to a request and demand that the analysis of such a project must be

&quot;site-specific &quot; in the legal lingo ....the &quot;condition- based&quot; approach is too general and

vague to make meaningful sweeping decisions.

 

 

    I urge you with all my heart to

take my opinion into account as well as consider it in the perspective of the suspicion and bad will generated by

the alleged &quot;computer glitch&quot; which erased all previous comment....

 

 

Sincerely &amp; Respectfully

BOB DEWHURST

New Mexico Native
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First name: Anon

Last name: tsimek6452@aol.com

Organization:

Title:

Comments: July 17, 2019

 

Mr. James Melonas Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest 11 Forest Drive

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Re:  Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

I add my voice to those asking you to protect the forests above Santa Fe by preparing an

Environmental Impact Statement that acknowledges the significant cumulative impacts and scientific

controversy of extensive clearing and burning over many decades.

 

Roadless forests above Santa Fe should be protected as Wilderness to stabilize the climate and

provide opportunities for outdoor recreation critical to Santa Fe[rsquo]s economy. Clearing vegetation

and burning in roadless areas does nothing to improve the safety of residents living adjacent to

the forest.

 

Most old roads should be completely obliterated instead of improved for access by tree clearing

equipment. Roads harm water supplies, degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive plants and disease

and allow access to arsonists and wildlife poachers.

 

Instead of reducing risk, cleared areas may become more flammable by encouraging the growth of

combustible grasses, shrubs and small trees and opening forests to drying sunlight and wind.

 

Public health is negatively impacted by repeated burning close to urban areas. There is no known

safe level of exposure to small particulate matter in smoke. In addition, I am concerned about the

cumulative exposure of people and wildlife to toxic fire accelerants.

 

 

It is difficult to provide meaningful comments due to the lack of site- specific information and

the short 30 day comment period. Please

 

provide more detail and extend the comment period to 90 days.

 

Sincerely,

 

Thomas Simek
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First name: Basia

Last name: Miller

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

 

 

Dear Ms. Overton,

 

 

I am a resident of the city of Santa Fe and have owned a home here for thirty years. I have toured the sites of the

Cerro Grande and Las Conchas fires and I understand the concern about fires in the national forests.

 

 

I request that the Forest Service provide an Environmental Impact Statement prior to executing the plans for

managing the 50,000 acres in the Santa Fe National Forest.

 

 

The public has been insufficiently included in the planning stages. This is evidenced by and the result of the

poorly distributed notice of the comment period.

 

 

The forest serves to moderate our weather and to enhance growth and biodiversity in the area in many ways.

The project as outlined does not appear to respect many of these traditional values.

 

 

Please keep me informed of progress on the project and on the request (which I know is supported by many) to

prepare an EIS prior to advancing the work.

 

 

Thank you for your attention,

Basia Miller

Santa Fe, NM 87507
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Comment Period for Santa Fe Mountains Project Scoping Extended to July 17

Contact(s): Julie Anne Overton

 

 

Santa Fe, NM - July 12, 2019 - The Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF) has extended the scoping period for the

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency (SFMLR) project until Wednesday, July 17, 2019, because of a

technical issue with the comment submission inbox that may have made some comments undeliverable. The 30-

day comment period was scheduled to end July 10.

"Comments received during the scoping period literally help us determine the scope of the entire project," SFNF

Supervisor James Melonas said. "On a project of this importance, we want to make sure that every comment is

received and becomes part of the project record."

The SFMLR project is designed to restore forest and watershed health and reduce the risk of catastrophic wildfire

across approximately 50,000 acres of the SFNF in the Sangre de Cristo Mountains. The project is part of a larger

multi-partner collaborative, the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition, that was created to proactively address the

risk of high-severity wildfire and post-fire flooding and debris flow in and around Santa Fe.

To submit a scoping comment by email, send an email to comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us with

&quot;Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project&quot; in the subject line.  If attaching a document,

please use .doc, .txt, .pdf, or .rtf formats only. Written comments can also be submitted by mail or in person at

the SFNF headquarters in Santa Fe. Additional information on the project and instructions on submitting

comments can be found on the project webpage.  	
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First name: Mimi

Last name: Braiman

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

To the Santa Fe Forest Service Leaders,

 

 

 

If this burning of 50k acres of pristine forest is such a great idea, why not share it with the public, and allow a fair

and transparent Environmental Impact review of all aspects of this burning before any more of it takes place? If

you are truly concerned with climate change, the best way to keep the Forest Service on the payroll is to have

them plant more trees, not destroy them. Trees provide our oxygen, and deplete the CO2 in the atmosphere, as

well as preventing erosion and so very much more. But of course you must know this already, and are probably

working on a planting project.

 

 

 

When you keep things that you're doing from the public, and act to block any fair process from taking place,(like a

review and analysis that would insure that harm isn't being irreversibly committed), you destroy the public's faith

in your institution. It's the very same principal as Donald Trump withholding his tax returns from the public. Step

up and do the right thing.

 

 

 

And shame on our state officials who aren't looking into this with alarm and acting swiftly to postpone this burn

until further and careful review.

 

 

 

Sincerely,

M. Braiman
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First name: Lorna

Last name: Dyer

Organization: Forest and Watershed Health Office

Title:

Comments: Dear NM Forestry administrators and employees,

I strongly support the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative plan developed by the

Wild Earth Guardians, Sierra Club and Defenders of Wildlife.

Please listen to citizens and groups which have combined their expertise to provide a workable plan. My read is

that typical Forest Service thinning

treatments remove too many trees and too much understory which is a critical part of forest ecology. It sounds as

if that policy will support

the bark beetle and disrupt wildlife habitat.

We must protect the forest from fires, but in a year when moisture is at about normal and may be for 6 years

more with El Nino, why do this?

Thank you for reading my request. I will watch this policy develop with a sincere hope we don't act in a manner

which is destructive rather than

protective.

Sincerely,

 

Santa Fe, NM
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First name: Maj-Britt

Last name: Eagle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To the Forest and Fireshed Coalition,

 

From the Nation Magazine, the Christian Science Monitor, YES!, we hear that carbon "farming", "ranching",

"gardening" can reduce emissions restore ecological balance, and offer hope to the rising generation; i.e,

regenerative practices in our forests will remove the carbon that fuels climate disturbance when it is in our

atmosphere.

 

As homeowners adjacent to the Santa Fe Forest, Forest Rd 79, we question the unprecedented scale of this

project, its reluctance to reveal specific details, and seeming lack of deep environmental analysis. For example,

necessarily road/machines will intrude into wildlife habitat; this effects a loss of wildlife security, especially if, as I

understand, the clearing of the forest and ensuing burn of slash (piled high -- why? for fire intensity), will happen

at intervals (every 10 years). Reminder that Aldo Leopold highlights the value of every member of our ecosystem,

whether or not we understand each one's function.

 

"In wilderness lies salvation of the world," (Thoreau), and this project's impacts to our wilderness (roadless areas

have great value!) will lessen the economic value of our home, and most certainly our joy of inhabiting our forest.

 

You state in your letter to the public that this project will improve the forest's resilience to insects, disease, and

climate change, yet the opposite seems the case: a tree is not a forest. On its own a tree cannot establish a

consistent local climate. It is at the mercy of the wind and weather. But together, many trees create an ecosystem

that moderates extremes of heat and cold, stores a great deal of water, and generates a great deal of humidity --

to get to this point the community of trees must remain intact, no matter what. Every tree is valuable -- in part by

virtue of the "smart" ecology of communication beneath the soil. (Peter Wohleben, Hidden Life of Forests)

 

Beauty is inherent to our realizing a healthy, resilient forest: have you a landscape architect to design and

oversee the cut and burn? Fire, in effect alarms: when you burn the slash, toxins and chemicals will be released,

their embers carried by the wind to the watershed. Particulates will be inhaled by our residents, wildlife and

human -- to be the detriment of health of all. Such burning and clearing when monsoons happen erodes the soil -

- so that said "regeneration" can not occur, perhaps ever again.
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First name: Maj-Britt

Last name: Eagle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas, and to his excellent staff, Genaro, Denis, Heidi, Hannah, Sandy, and others,

I write in appreciation for the two presentations, their quality of being well prepared, and the sincerity of those

who represented your department.

We too share the USDA Forest Service's appreciation of risk, but the risk is to the Earth's biosphere, to the

species inherently valuable to its interdependent web. The Earth's life support system is primary, human well-

being derivative. Sustaining habitats, supporting the community of trees ~ much of which lies beneath the soil in

mycellium and mychorrizal networking~ enables the forest ecology to survive, and consequently, carbon to stay

in the ground. Human initiated fires in this time of unpredictably strong and erratic gusts of wind may slip from

your control, release carbon, destroy the soil, and create conditions for flooding when the monsoons come.

Let's respect a compromise: thin only 50% of our forest, discriminately, so as to save endangered species such

as the Southwestern white pine whose resilient examples are unique to our forests, the others having succumbed

to rust. Protect wildlife habitats, for example the endangered Albert's squirrel with its pricked up pointy ears, or

the spotted owl. Track the number of indicator species, such as the woodpecker, before you take down the

aspens that serve for so many as homes. In sum, guarantee to us and to the Earth's ecosystems an

Environmental Impact Statement before you proceed. How else can we believe in your commitment to a resilient

forest in times of climate change?

Fire begun by man, dropped on the stacked piles of slash, releases chemicals, toxins, and heavy metals. Since

your project promises to repeat these fires during the burning and clearing over this time and again every seven

to ten years, we wonder why we moved from smoky California to the 8,000 feet Sangria de Cristo mountains!

Gone will be the delineated landscapes, the fresh air to breathe, the amazing deep blue of the New Mexican

skies.

Jobs for the Forest Service lie in protecting the forest's ecosystem, for a tree needs its community (Peter

Wohlleben, the Hidden Life of Trees). Build zuni bowls to retain rainfall, collect the Ponderosa pinecones (so

healthy and vigorous where we walk, in the logging trails up Forest Road 79) so to conserve the power to

regenerate the pines, plant native and streamside vegetation to slow flood waters, to sequester carbon.

Put the Earth's well-being (for intense fires can promote life) before your own. We humans are but equal partners

in this complex, self-adapting, self-organizing network that supports all life, human and nonhuman.
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First name: Martha

Last name: Davis

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas:

 

I have seen studies that cleared areas open forests to drying air and sunlight, that some of last year's horrible

West Coast fire started in areas that had been thinned.

 

Please reconsider your current plans.
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First name: Milton

Last name: Herrera

Organization: Pueblo of Tesuque

Title:

Comments: Greetings Mr. Melonas,

 

The Pueblo of Tesuque has received this notice on request for comments on this project and we now provide our

comments and concerns. As the Forest Service is a federal entity there should be a direct government-to-

government consultation with the tribes separately on any project proposed, regardless of the type of project as

they involve our Traditional Cultural Properties.

 

As you well know the pueblos have identified the Sangre De Cristo' s and surrounding Mountains as sacred and

our ancestral homelands since time immemorial.

 

This project as noted in the proposal using proactive approaches to protect the forest is a positive measure in

assuring our mountains are maintained for years to come.

 

The location of this project is within our traditional Cultural Properties and with the scope of work projected we

note that the clear cutting will provide a healthier forest for gathering products we utilize. However, while access

to the mountains are made for recreational purposes, the idea of campers leaving fires smoldering causes

concerns that fire will destroy what is sought to be protected.

 

We recommend utilizing registration cards for all hikers and campers with specific destinations being made a

priority much like areas where individuals use prepared camping locations. A self[shy]-registration form does not

suffice in this instance, registering with a fee would provide information as to who and where they are proposing

to camp in the wilderness areas, noting that tribal land is posted and restricted.

 

To date we have people camping on roadsides within the Pacheco canyon and leaving trash and fires smoldering

with no means of tracking who they are. They trespass on tribal land leaving rubbish, human waste without

burying and cutting fences with no regard for others and our land.

 

We are concerned that campers will destroy cultural sites as has been done in the past when clear cutting makes

access easier.

 

We do not favor new trails, and new mountain biking trails as people do not stay on them and we have found

trash in hard to access locations. Proposing new trails will impact our religion and areas in which we still make

pilgrimages to.

 

Without clearly pinpointing TCP's we wish that this will project treat the entire location as such with limited

access. The pueblo has been asked numerous times to disclose our TCP's for publishing and we have refused.

Publishing these locations only creates potential destruction and desecration and we respectfully ask that we no

longer be requested to provide any ethnographic information.

 

Those locations that are not deemed as campsites where people have chosen to stay should be restricted.

Should you walk the Pacheco Canyon access road and the 102-forest road from the ski basin down you will find

numerous sites made into camping locations along trails and paths intended for walking. Campsites along stream

locations used for irrigation have trash in them, again human waste is a concern. All locations should have clear

signage posted noting camping or restricting campers.

 

We respect the forest and demand others have the same for the eco-system as it is a source of drinking water,
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forest products for traditional uses and recreation for all.

 

This resiliency project should note these concerns along with the project scope as it directly affects us all.

 

Should you wish to discuss our concerns please feel free to contact us.
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First name: Richard

Last name: Welker

Organization:

Title:

Comments: RE: Scoping Comments-Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

It has come to my attention that the Forest Service intends to thin some 50,556 acres located in the Santa Fe

National Forest ostensibly for the purpose of fire adaption and mitigation. I have studied the science pro and con

behind the rational for controlled burning and cannot agree that it significantly reduces fire risk, that it reduces

carbon emissions, that the smoke generated poses no risks to our collective health or that such thinning and

burning practices actually contribute to the health of our forests, protect the wildlife or preserve the watershed.

 

Regarding the air pollution generated by this amount of controlled burning: A recent mega study published in the

prestigious journal Chest says this:

 

Air pollution poses a great environmental risk to health. Outdoor fine particulate matter exposure is the fifth

leading risk factor for death in the world, accounting for 4.2 million deaths and> 103 million disability-adjusted life

years lost according to the Global Burden of Disease Report ... Air pollution can harm acutely, usually manifested

by respiratory or cardiac symptoms, as well as chronically, potentially affecting every organ in the body. (My

emphasis)

 

I am also deeply concerned not only about the scope of this project but the attempt to circumvent an

Environmental Impact Statement. 50,556 acres is equal to nearly 79 square miles which is enormous. The impact

to the economy, to tourism and to the reputation of Santa Fe cannot be understated.

 

Although the present administration continues to deny and suppress all data on climate chaos, I cannot and will

not support your intended thinning project in our forest. To me it will destroy what we barely have left with none of

the stated objectives realized.

 

I therefore ask you to abandon this project and at the very least, re-orient your awareness to the reality and the

urgency of climate change and the damage a project of this magnitude will do to our forests and to us.
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First name: Greg

Last name: Walke

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Scoping_ Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Proiect

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

As a resident of Santa Fe, J am very concerned about this project and wish to add my voice to those asking you

reconsider the approach the Forest Service ,has embarked upon. I oppose the current plan as it stands; it leaves

too many questions unanswered.

 

The following are some of my concerns, though by no means all of them:

 

[bull] There's been no Environmental Impact Statement as required by law for a project of this size.

[bull] Public health: exposure to small particulate matter in smoke, and the cumulative effects of exposure of

people and wildlife to toxic fire accelerants.

[bull] Economy: Declining air quality will be detrimental to our local economy, outdoor recreation, tourism and the

cultural landscape.

[bull] Science has developed over the past fifty years: there are significant questions about the long-term effects

of cutting and burning on the scale proposed.

[bull] New or improved roads should not be permitted in what should be considered a Wilderness Area.

[bull] The proposed work in the current plan will have harmful effects on our water supplies, will degrade wildlife

habitat, and create countless unintended consequences.

[bull] The effects of such short-sighted thinking on climate change. The devastating loss of carbon-sequestering

plant species, the loss of cooling plant cover, the loss of natural barriers to drying winds and pests, and the loss

of species habitat are all contrary to the direction we need to be going to deal with the current global climate

trends.

 

The consequences of the current plan will be enormous and difficult for those of us who will have to live with

them. Please extend the too-short comment period, incorporate some current scientific points of view, and

significantly revise this plan.
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First name: Cheryl

Last name: Bartlett

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

The thinning of forests to stop the spread of wildfires is no longer a best practice fire prevention protocol,

according to ecologist George Wuerthner who was referencing a letter to Congress signed by 200 eminent

scientists in 2018. I am asking, sir, why we should voluntarily subject ourselves to the fire danger experienced by

much of California in late summer of last year, where the forests were already thin enough and much of the

deforestation has, over the years, caused severe erosion of the land?

Damages caused by a controlled burn which resulted in the disastrous Cerro Grande fire of 2002 were upwards

of $2 billion and 400 families lost their homes. A 50,556-acre burn is not thinning our national treasure of forest -

it is, in itself, an out-of-control burn vulnerable to high temperatures and the sudden rising of high velocity winds

that are common in this part of the country, at this time of year. Given that you are familiar with the drought

conditions typical of summer in this area and aware that the onset of a possible monsoon season brings danger

of flooding, I am certain that your experience and your conscience would not allow ill-considered and uninformed

outside interests to dictate policy in this area.

That the monsoon season is by no means a certainty in any year forces us to acknowledge that climate is no

longer predictable .. In high-temperature, low-moisture conditions, even a light wind could cause flame to jump

from tree to tree and then burn hundreds of thousands of acres in just a few days. Small fires become infernos

near or around Albuquerque, often. I've read that putting out carelessly snuffed campfires has created some

challenges for your service already this year. I'm sure you are receiving a lot of criticism in the wake of this new

federal project, but the forestry service has protected our watershed for years and I know that this responsibility

you do not take lightly. The Santa Fe National Forest ecosystem is deserving of your continued protection and

we need you to be even more creative in supporting it. Please consider that the full environmental impact

statement requested by affected New Mexico communities would be helpful to you as well.
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First name: Louise

Last name: Baum

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

There are many aspects of the planned "Resiliency" project that concern me. I request that an Environmental

Impact Statement be extensively researched and prepared now, before any further progress of this project goes

forward.

 

My specific concerns include:

 

Project Roadless Areas -- do not open them up, ensure that no commercial logging takes place in them, or

mining or other extractions.

 

Old Forest Roads should be obliterated, not used for bringing in tree clearing equipment, let them go back to

Nature.

 

It is very important to protect wildlife, and burning, cutting, etc. will negatively affect wildlife -- we need to

preserve the integrity of the interconnected nature of our Forest ecosystem.

 

I am particularly outraged at the plan's intention to only spare a "minimum of 20%" of old growth trees! These

trees are the backbone and essential substance of the Forest. We need to protect them, not sacrifice them to

someone's ill-conceived idea of what the forest should look like.

 

I also want you to work with the proposed alternatives to the present plan put forth by Defenders of Wildlife, and

Forest Guardians.

 

And it is very important to work with the local people who know, and deeply respect and understand this area.

Some people in the Forest Service, are rotated in and really are ignorant of local realities.

 

Also I would like you to extend the comment period to 90 days.

 

And again, I reiterate -- an Environmental Impact Statement needs to be done as so many of us are requesting.

 

Additionally I am very concerned that the toxic chemicals used to ignite one area after another will have a very

negative impact on wildlife, and all of us who breathe the air that will be contaminated by the burning.
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First name: Joy

Last name: Nagle

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To Whom it May Concern,

I believe an EA is not sufficient for the proposed project of this size and scale. My deep concern is that there will

be adverse and most likely irreparable impact on threatened and sensitive species, old growth forests, roadless

areas and streams and other riparian areas. Because this project will no doubt have severe and significant

impacts to these and other natural resources, I fully believe you must do a more thorough and site-specific

analysis of ALL environmental impacts and that a more comprehensive and detailed Environmental Impact

Statement is required.

I'm respectfully implore you to analyze the project, and take a more measured approach and use safer less

impactful alternatives. Santa Fe Conservation Alternative submitted such proposal through Earth Guardians and

there are others that have raised the alarm and point out the drawbacks of the current proposal. Please take

these issues into careful consideration and fully utilize the best scientific data before launching into the proposal

as it stands today.
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First name: Cynthia

Last name: West

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Dear Mr. Melonas,

I add my voice to those asking you to protect the forests above Santa Fe by preparing an Environmental Impact

Statement that acknowledges the significant cumulative impacts and scientific controversy of extensive clearing

and burning over many decades.

Roadless forests above Santa Fe should be protected as Wilderness to stabilize the climate and provide

opportunities for outdoor recreation critical to Santa Fe's economy. Clearing vegetation and burning in roadless

areas does nothing to improve the safety of residents living adjacent to the forest.

Most old roads should be completely obliterated instead of improved for access by tree clearing equipment.

Roads harm water supplies, degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive plants and disease and allow access to

arsonists and wildlife poachers.

Instead of reducing risk, cleared areas may become more flammable by encouraging the growth of combustible

grasses, shrubs and small trees and opening forests to drying sunlight and wind.

Public health is negatively impacted by repeated burning close to urban areas. There is no known safe level of

exposure to small particulate matter in smoke. In addition, I am concerned about the cumulative exposure of

people and wildlife to toxic fire accelerants.

It is difficult to provide meaningful comments due to the lack of site-specific information and the short 30 day

comment period. Please provide more detail and extend the comment period to 90 days.
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First name: Pat

Last name: Walke

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

1 ADEQUATE TIME FOR PUBLIC COMMENT: I request that you give us more site specific information and

extend the comment period from 30 days to 90 days. I request that you structure your so-called PUBLIC

COMMENT MEETING to give time for the public to actually comment. I sat through a 21/2 hours of lectures given

by your staff on 6/24/19 at your headquarters at 11 Forest Lane . We were told we had 45 minutes to make short

comments the time frame of 30 days and the tiny bit of, public comment time compared to the SFFS presentation

sends a very clear message that you do not want to hear from the public.

 

2. LAW OF THE LAND: comprehensive environmental impact statement be completed prior to any tree cutting

and burning on forested public lands above Santa Fe: This environmental review must: first, recognize the lawful

right of citizens to be fully informed participants in managing their lands; second, must evaluate a full range of

alternatives, including those based on scientific opinion opposed to extensive vegetation clearing; and third

disclose and

evaluate all cumulative impacts on air quality from prescribed burning, the effects of mechanica1 treatments on

water quality, soils and wildlife including stream sedimentation, soil erosion, displacement of wildlife, habitat

modification and the spread of invasive weed species.

 

3. ECONOMIC IMPACT: The Santa Fe forest is so close to the City of Santa Fe, I fear for the impact of these

endless Forest Service burns on the economy of our lovely city. As a retired business owner in Santa Fe, I am

deeply concerned about the effect of the smoke from these ongoing burns on local businesses. I have been

hearing of tourists in the last 3 years actually saying they won't return due to the smoke in the air from these low

grade but constant Forest Service fires. I know of an art vendor who can not be out side to sell her

painting when your doing control burns.

 

 

4. PUBLIC HEALTH: My health and the health of many of our citizens , particularly the elderly and children, is

being hurt by this repeated burning so close to where we live. Our city residents are suffering. There is no known

safe level of exposure to small particulate matter in smoke. And I am concerned about the cumulative exposure

of people and wildlife to toxic fire accelerants.

 

5. ROADS: Roadless forests above Santa fe should be protected as Wilderness to stabilize the climate and

provide opportunities for outdoor recreation critical to Santa Fe's economy. Clearing vegetation and burning in

road1ess areas does nothing to improve the safety of residents living adjacent to the forest. Most old roads

should be completely obliterated instead of improved for access by tree clearing equipment. Roads harm water

supplies, degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive plants and diseases and allow access to arsonists and wildlife

poachers.

 

6. AFFECT OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON THE WISDOM OF PRESCRIBED BURNS: 217 scientists, including

some of the top fire ecologists in the country, sent a letter to Congress last fall that questioned prescribed burning

as a solution. They made the point " that most of our fires wilt occur during extreme fire-weather [high -winds and

temperatures , low humidity, tow vegetation moisture]. These fires will affect large landscapes, regardless of

thinning, and in some cases, burn hundreds of thousands of acres in just a few days." {Wildfire Today ill Gabber

Posted on September 22, 2018
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First name: Nancy

Last name: London

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

I have been a resident of Santa Fe for thirty years and am writing to express some grave concerns about the

planned Landscape Resiliency Project.

 

There needs to be a longer period allowed for comment and additional research, specifically an Environmental

Impact Study. Why is there such a rush to push this through?

 

We are in the midst of a critical climate crisis and the last thing we need is to reduce the number of carbon

sequestering plants. Why haven't the works of climate scientists been considered in this project?

 

And what of the chemicals used that will be impacting our health?

 

Of course we are all concerned about fire, but providing the tools and funds for home protection seems a saner

safer course.

 

There is a growing unease about this project and for good reasons. There's a potential disaster waiting to happen

in what you are proposing, and I hope that you are able to resist whatever and whomever is pressuring you to

speed ahead without due consideration.

000673



Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/5/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Maggy

Last name: Schulze

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas:

 

First, let me thank you and all of the forest service for all of your efforts to preserve and care for our National

Forest. Many, who you may never know, benefit greatly from your efforts.

 

I write this in regard to the proposed actions to preserve the forest including tree cutting and burning. I appreciate

that there is no exact right answer and no matter how much time and effort is spent, there is always a good

chance we cannot outsmart Mother Nature. Regardless, we must try. All can agree on this, however;

unfortunately, there remains disagreement about the means to address the issues.

 

It appears many local groups are becoming very vocal about these issues. My in[shy]box is flooded and it is all

the talk around town. Although they each have their viewpoint and support for same, the majority seem to be

satisfied with an Environmental Impact Statement. Considering the numbers of people affected by the decisions

made, it seems a most reasonable request. Apparently there are lesser studies but the Environmental Impact

Statement is what is needed for the majority of the community to be reassured that the fire prevention actions

achieve the best likelihood of success. In an effort to bring the community together over these issues, I humbly

request your time and consideration to this request.
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First name: Anne

Last name: Haven McDonnell

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Scoping Comments for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Dear Mr. Melonas,

I add my voice to those asking you to protect the forests above Santa Fe and prepare an Environmental Impact

Statement regarding this project. There are significant impacts to the health of the forest and there is scientific

controversy regarding this method of extensive clearing and burning. These are our precious public lands, and

the health of our community is tied to the health of this forest. At the very least, there should be a full EIS and

more time for the community to learn about this issue and voice concerns and opinions about how to best

manage our forest.

 

Roadless forests above Santa Fe should be protected to help mitigate climate change, provide recreational

opportunities, and provide habitat for species that, as we all know, are in dangerous decline. Roads harm water

supplies, degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive plants and disease and allow more access for poaches and

human-caused fire.

 

Instead of reducing fire risk, cleared areas may become more flammable by encouraging the growth of

combustible grasses, shrubs, and small trees. The land quickly becomes more dry, which also increases fire

hazards. I am aware there is scientific opinion on both sides of this issue. Please do a full environmental review

and allow the public time to understand this project and offer meaningful input.

 

In this time of climate unraveling, we must be careful that management strategies are truly helping to both adapt

and mitigate quickly changing threats. We have a responsibility to manage forests for the health of vulnerable

species, and you have a responsibility to allow meaningful debate and public input.
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First name: Nancy

Last name: King

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To Whom it May Concern,

 

Given global warming and climate change, curing down most trees and shrubs across 33 square miles and

prescribed fires across up to 67 square miles is not an act of forest management, it is an act of insanity. Killing

what one wants to protect makes no sense. Prescribed burns using chemicals to start fires harms wildlife and

negatively impacts the environment.

 

Where are the scientific data and environmental impact studies that show such horrendous action is not only

necessary, but good for the environment?

 

An environmental impact study and statement needs to be prepared if a project this size, that will significantly, if

not permanently, affect the quality of the environment for wildlife and humans, must be done.

 

Trees hold water in the ground. No trees, no wildlife.

 

Please reconsider the enormity of this project and the serious and permanent impact it will have on our

wilderness.
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First name: Carolyn

Last name: Scott

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas:

 

As members of the public, we respectfully submit comments to the U.S. Forest Service concerning the Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP), spanning approximately 50,566 acres located within the

Espanola and Pecos/Las Vegas Ranger Districts on the Santa Fe National Forest. Please add our names to the

contact list to receive future public notices regarding this project and please send us an acknowledgement of

these comments.

 

Please consider the following comments regarding this project:

 

1) The public is asked to comment on a project of great magnitude for which the Forest Service has supplied an

inadequate map, which does not include existing Inventoried Roadless Areas

(IRAs). These areas are Federally designated, protected and potential Wilderness. They are shown on the

attached map entitled "SF Front Country- Watersheds,fire history, IRAs."

 

The Santa Fe National Forest has provided a map to the public which excludes IRAs and when questioned about

this omission, we were told that the Forest "did not have that information in their GIS datasets." Yet this

information is clearly available to the Forest Service on maps and, whether or not it was intentional or due to

ignorance, they chose not to make this information available to the public during scoping.

 

We vigorously object to the current, misleading map of the project. The map must be revised to clearly include

the IRAs and the scoping period extended accordingly so that the public is aware of the existing IRAs and can

comment accurately.

 

2) The Santa Fe National Forest is currently in the process of revising the Forest Plan. The SFMLRP scoping

period and SFMLRP project is not suitable at this time, it may be contradictory and should be delayed until after

the Revised Forest Plan is formally adopted.

 

3) The SFMLRP is subject to an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Ninth Circuit reaffirms that logging

in roadless areas is irreversible and irretrievable. That means an EIS must be done. A key question is: What are

the impacts for logging and roadbuilding?

 

4) The 50,566 acres of the SFMLRP is currently critical wildlife habitat and provides extensive, necessary

connectivity. This habitat is now intact and will be negatively affected by the project. Have surveys been

conducted in the project area by a qualified biologist and when were those surveys done? What is the plan for

habitat analysis? How will the Forest Service monitor the effects of the projects and what impacts the treatments

would have on existing wildlife?

 

5) There are Endangered Species in the project area including Mexican Spotted Owl, Rio Grande Cutthroat Trout

and the Goshawk, a Species of Greatest Concern. Have surveys been conducted and studies of the adequacy of

the habitat before the project begins? What is the monitoring protocol, particularly regarding Protected Activity

Centers (PACs)?

 

6) Research shows the necessity for connectivity and the impacts roads have on wildlife. There is extensive
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research showing that roads result in erosion and damaged soils. What are the plans for decommissioning

temporary roads created by the lumbering operation? And how will the roads within IRAs be used?

 

7) Please include an action alternative that does not log in the IRAs. Also an alternative that meets soil, habitat

and watershed objectives.

 

8) The 2001 Roadless Rule clearly states the conservation aim "the intent of this final rule is to provide lasting

protection of inventoried roadless areas within the National Forest System." To achieve this, the rule was

structured "to immediately stop activities that pose the greatest risks to the social and ecological values of

inventoried roadless areas" which include restrictions on

"road construction, reconstruction, and timber harvest." We ask the Santa Fe National Forest to provide reasons

for an exception to the Roadless Rule, which has been granted by the Regional Forester. This rule has been

upheld by the courts many times but this time the Forest Service appears to have created its own rule.

 

We thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to working with you on management

activities in the Santa Fe National Forest.
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First name: Toner

Last name: Mitchell

Organization: Trout Unlimited

Title:

Comments: July 8, 2019

 

James E. Melonas

Forest Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest

11 Forest Lane

Santa Fe, NM 87505

 

CC: Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator

 

RE: Scoping Comments on the Proposed Action for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

Environmental Assessment

 

Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

Please accept the following scoping comments from Trout Unlimited (TU) regarding the proposed Santa Fe

Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLR) Environmental Assessment (EA). We understand the purpose

of this project is to improve forest and watershed health in the treatment area through a combination of non-

commercial forest treatments, prescribed fire, riparian restoration, and road improvement and decommissioning.

We agree with you that this work is necessary to improve ecosystem health and resiliency in the greater Santa

Fe area.

 

Project Purpose and Need

We agree with the purpose and need for this project, specifically that there is a need to create safe conditions for

the reintroduction of fire, to improve and maintain diverse wildlife habitats, and to improve watershed and riparian

area conditions. As stated in the scoping document, 9 of the 10 HUC 12 subwatersheds are "functioning at risk".

The management actions proposed in the SFMLR scoping document can improve watershed function, reduce

the risk of catastrophic wildfire, and benefit fish and wildlife species. 

 

By improving forest health and the quality of riparian habitat, native species will benefit, including at-risk species.

As noted in the 2019 Santa Fe National Forest Draft Land Management Plan (DLMP), there is a need for

restoration and maintenance of ecological conditions that contribute to the recovery and conservation of federally

listed species (threatened and endangered) and maintain viable populations of the species of conservation

concern. Riparian areas play a critical role in the life-cycle of many species found on the SFNF, including both

aquatic and terrestrial species, and we urge you to make riparian area restoration a key component of this

project. As noted in the DLMP, riparian areas occupy less than 3 percent of the Santa Fe National Forest but

provide some of the most important and biodiverse habitats and are critical for providing ecosystem services to

downstream communities.

 

Trout Unlimited appreciates your efforts to responsibly analyze, plan, and implement the restoration of frequent

fire adapted ecosystems. Restoration that is anchored in science and reintroduces low to moderate intensity fire

is severely needed in this landscape to avoid the potentially devastating effects on forests, wildlife, fish, and

water resources. We are confident that the environmental assessment will adequately assess the proposed

actions and recognize a thorough assessment as a necessary step in building public trust in this project.
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Riparian Areas, Stream Function, and Native Species

Trout Unlimited has several suggestions for the EA to consider for improving riparian habitat and watershed

resiliency to the benefit of native species in the SFMLR:

 

1. Prioritize restoration projects based on watershed condition, riparian habitat and stream function, at-risk

species, partner interest, and other immediate needs.

2. Assess opportunities to benefit trout and native species through forest and riparian area restoration, including

potential expansion habitat for Rio Grande cutthroat trout (RGCT).

3. Consistent with the draft management plan, riparian management zones should be identified within SFMLR

treatment areas and management activities in riparian areas should only be implemented to maintain or restore

the diversity of native riparian plant species and vegetation structure, and to improve or maintain aquatic habitat

and stream function.

4. Identify opportunities to address the impacts of chronic headcutting and channel incisions.

5. Identifying opportunities to increase the quantity and duration of stream flows through combined forest,

riparian, and stream restoration techniques.

6. Consider naturalization and obliteration as alternatives to road decommissioning in riparian management

zones and where long-term sedimentation concerns exist.

 

We are particularly interested in riparian areas that will be targeted for restoration under this proposal. We agree

that conifer encroachment into riparian areas presents a heightened fire risk and that treatments could help

restore native riparian vegetation such as cottonwoods, willows and alders, but management activities in riparian

areas should be done with the sole purposes of improving the quality of riparian and aquatic habitat. Along with

vegetative restoration, we see a need to address chronic headcutting, channel incision, and floodplain

connectivity. We believe there are opportunities to address floodplain connectivity issues in the southern part of

the project area, including Apache Canyon, Galisteo Creek, and Arroyo Hondo. With proper restoration work, we

believe there is potential to extend surface flows throughout the year in places like Apache Canyon. We hope

that EA will identify opportunities to reduce headcutting and channel incision, restore floodplain connectivity, and

increase stream flows through restoration treatments.

 

Many of the streams in the SFMLR project area, notably Rio en Medio and Big Tesuque Creek contain viable

trout populations as well as potential expansion habitat for RGCT. Trout populations are vulnerable to the

impacts of high intensity fire and associated impacts to streams and water resources and will benefit from forest

treatments designed to reduce conifer encroachment, restore native species, and reduce sedimentation from

roads and chronic headcutting. Therefore, we encourage the Forest Service to identify these opportunities to

benefit trout and native fish species in the EA.

 

We appreciate your recognition that roads and trails can impair water quality and riparian function, thus harming

native species like RGCT, by channelizing water and contributing to  erosion and sedimentation. The proposed

project provides an opportunity to address road and trail impacts and move toward desired conditions for properly

functioning road and trail systems with limited sedimentation and impacts to water quality and native species. We

support the road improvement, closure, and decommissioning treatments in the project area and believe it will

result in natural resource benefits. Where roads have been previously determined to be unnecessary, especially

in riparian management zones and where long-term sedimentation concerns exist, we encourage you to consider

naturalization/obliteration as an alternative to decommissioning, as this could result in a larger benefit to riparian

habitat composition and function and associated benefits to water quality.

 

Finally, in your analysis of the impacts of road improvements, we ask that you consider all of the potential

impacts from improvement of forest roads, including those associated with increased vehicular traffic, changes in

forest recreation, and other associated impacts that an altered road system can have on forest resources,

including negative impacts on fish and wildlife.

 

000683



Summary

In conclusion, we appreciate this opportunity to participate in this planning process for the SFMLR and thank you

for the consideration of our suggestions and input. We hope the planning team finds our comments helpful and

we remain available to answer any questions you may have. We look forward to working with the Santa Fe

National Forest throughout the development and implementation of this project to ensure it results in healthier

watersheds and ecosystems that are resilient to changing climate conditions, to the benefit of both native fish and

the public.
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First name: Trevor Snow

Last name: Anon

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

HERE IN SANTA FE, WE WANT AN EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) regarding our

 

50,000 acres of forest. We only have until July 10 to request an EIS.

 

Please do an EIS for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilency Project and make sure

 

analysis is site specific. [You can copy/paste this sentence.]

 

It's our right, please, no matter what you position is on thinning and burning in our forest, help

 

make sure it's done right.

 

"This is clearly consistent with the Trump administration's desire to reduce government and to

 

cut the public out of the process of managing a public asset," said Susan Jane Brown, an attorney

 

for advocacy group Western Environmental Law Center, as The Washington Post reported.

 

"To try to draw a line between climate change-induced wildfire and the need to cut the public out

 

of the process of wildland management is disingenuous."
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First name: Beverley

Last name: Spear

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hello,

 

I have seen the results of forest "thinning". What remains is no longer a forest - merely a few trees scattered over

ground that has been brutalized. There is a loss of canopy causing drying on the ground. I imagine the

biodiversity (lichens, moss, insects, rodents, mammals, and plants) plummets.

 

If thinning is to be done, it needs to be done in a more careful, restrained and sensitive way. Or better yet, not at

all.
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First name: Marc

Last name: Choyt

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas:

 

As someone who hunts and recreates in Santa Fe National Forest. Before any action is taken, we

 

need a full EIS, and an extensive period for public comment. Thirty days is far too short.

 

There are many concerns that citizens such as myself have about the project. I particularly have

 

concerns about how you are factoring climate change into the data. Given the importance of this

 

area to Santa Fe, we need to involve the scientific community.

 

Thank you for your consideration.
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First name: Deb

Last name: Dee

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Ms. Hannah Bergmannn,

 

i am writing out of concern for the Santa Fe National

 

Forest.

 

We definitely don't have the studies to support prescribed burns in this area right now, and

 

I am also calling for an Environmental impact Statement that is is important but at best a

 

stopgap measure . We need to be there live and in person.

 

simply burning the forest , whether from "prescribed burns" or wildfires that began as

 

"prescribed burns, such as Cerro Grande, pour large quantities of such chemicals as cyanide into

 

water runoff after a fire. This will definitely exacerbate drought conditions and seriously decrease air

 

quality for all of us. And what kind of cruel bozo destroys the forest in this manner when birds are

 

nesting, other animals raising young on the ground and we already face drought conditions here on

 

the edge off the desert. The trees themselves attract rain to the area.

 

https://forestsnews.cifor.org/10316/make-it-rain-planting-forests-to-help-drought-stricken-regions?fnl=en

 

We are looking squarely at a Trump plan and so many of his plans are monstrously destructive

 

because he is insane. Look firefighters- this is a grave horror. Dont burn the forests on our

 

mountains, especially in the spring and summer. It really does not help.

 

Here are the results of a new study indicating something I have long known. Trees attract

 

Rainfall. WE NEED RAINFALL! http://www.agrometeorology.org/topics/agromet-marketplace/how-forests-attract-

rain-a-new-hypothesis

 

"Does increased forest protection correspond to higher fire severity in frequent-fire forests

 

of the western United States?" Bradley, Hanson and DellaSala 2016

 

This large-scale study concludes that Western frequent-fire forests, including Southwestern

 

forests, with the highest levels of protection from logging tend to burn least severely[mdash]

 

logging defined to include the removal of trees, including small trees for non-commercial
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fuel reduction.

 

://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/.../full;jsessionid...[hellip]

 

[mdash]"Evaluating spatiotemporal tradeoffs under alternative fuel management and suppression

 

policies: measuring returns on investment" USFS Thompson, Riley, Loeffler and Hass.

 

2016

 

Modeling results in this study confirmed that fire-fuel treatment encounters are rare, such

 

that median fire suppression cost savings resulting from fuel treatments are zero. Sierra

 

National Forest was used as study site to reflect a microcosm of many of the challenges

 

surrounding contemporary fire and fuels management in the western U.S.

 

https://www.firescience.gov/.../13-1-03-12_final_report.pdf

 

I see so many people who are on oxygen and breathing machines up here. This is

 

another reason this is a very bad idea, these so-called "prescribed burns" . They seem to

 

be prescribed by people with an unsound foundation in understanding of our living and

 

interconnected ecosystem.

 

Removing trees 24" in diameter at waist height. That is utter bullshit! It's a gigantic rape of the

 

land, the forest and the residents of Santa Fe who will be breathing this smoke, and if you think that

 

clouds of poisonous smoke at 7,000 feet plus is good for tourism[hellip]or anyone who actually breathes,

 

THINK AGAIN! Please, please think. Do the right thing. Just say no to Prescribed burns in the

 

fragile Santa Fe National Forest. It's really the wrong place for them in this fragile, windy desert

 

ecosystem You are the Forestry SERVICE- Not the forest destroyers. We have not forgotten Cerro

 

Grande. We advise a more cautionary approach. Please at LEAST arrange for an Environmental

 

Impact Study to be done, and not just an assessment. We know what happens with "environmental

 

assessments".
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First name: Mindy

Last name: DeMott

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I would like to ask for a 30 extension to make a more informed decision as to the

 

best plan for our

 

local forests.

 

As a 25 year resident, skier, hiker and Realtor, I am very concerned over the

 

impact of such a large burn will do. Not to mention the poor air quality that is

 

bound to follow.

 

Thanks for the time.
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First name: Michele

Last name: Dieterich

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Supervisor James Melonas

 

Hannah Bergemann

 

Santa Fe National Forest

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Dear Supervisor and Fireshed Coordinator

 

I am a citizen of the United States and thus an owner of our public lands. I have a special

 

connection to the forest and public lands surrounding Santa Fe. I lived in Santa Fe in the mideighties

 

so I am familiar with the majestic beauty of its surroundings.

 

I am writing in support of the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative for the Santa Fe Mountains

 

Landscape Resiliency Project (SFMLRP). It was created by a number of environmental groups

 

and their well-informed scientists. It does the most to protect our lands and protect local

 

landowners. I urge you to follow their recommendations to the letter. Please protect the wild

 

places that we have left. They are essential to carbon sequestration, clean water, clean air,

 

and majestic beauty.

 

Make a stand and change the paradigm. It is time to protect our forests rather than get the

 

cut out. It is time to pay attention to fire science that questions the efficacy of commercial

 

thinning and fire.

 

I hope that you make the Santa Fe Conservation Alternative the preferred alternative for the

 

Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project.
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First name: William

Last name: Franklin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

 

Please allow a 30 day extension for scoping comments for the proposed Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project. It's crucial for the public to have time to participate in this.
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First name: Sarah

Last name: Hyden

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear James,

 

I am requesting a 30 day extension to the 30 day scoping period so the public can fully engage in the process. I

am

 

finding there are a lot of people who are unfamiliar with forest issues, and the proposed action is causing them to

 

realize it's time to get more informed and get engaged. There needs to be additional time.

 

An EIS must be completed for such a large-scale, intensive and potentially impactful fuel treatment program, but

 

full engagement with the public is necessary throughout the entire process.

000693



Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/7/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Yasmin

Last name: Ortiz

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Do an  EIS for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilency Project and make sure  analysis is site

specific.
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First name: Reina

Last name: Santiago

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

I am strongly opposed to the prescribed burn in the Santa Fe National Forest. I believe that burning down more

forest will only add to the global warming and pollution problems that we are facing. Air quality here has been

poor from neighboring fires off and on for years- no need to add to smoke.

 

Santa Fe, as the "City Different" can do better. Santa Fe and the surrounding areas are filled with brilliant beings

from many walks of life including Native American Indians,think tanks, scholars, nature aficionados-look for

healing answers instead of destructive. If anything actually needs to be done to help the forest, we can do better

than the brutal devastation of controlled burns. Santa Fe National Forest is a huge part of the magic of this land.

The forest helps clean our air, houses and protects countless life forms-including human, and serves as healer to

our over stimulated souls.

 

If you go online, you will see companies and countries planting trees to help will our environmental problems- not

burning them down. Santa Fe could be a leader in treating our forest as a part of our community to be revered

and protected- and cleaned up respectfully if dead areas need assistance. We have so much to learn from our

forest and its inhabitants - we need the stillness to  listen.

 

I apologize that this letter is not organized very well. I am feeling the time pressure to make my stand known.
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First name: Andra

Last name: Stewart

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

HERE IN SANTA FE, WE WANT AN EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) regarding our

 

50,000 acres of forest. It is wrong not to fully inform & involve all of us in this process. I

 

understand the deadline for input & comment is July 10, 2019.

 

You must do an EIS for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilency Project and make sure

 

analysis is site specific.

 

Additionally I require that there be a highly visible, accurate & genuine effort made to fully

 

inform the public of all decisions, meetings & public notices well before any plans are finalized.

 

You are managing my 'backyard' as a resident of Santa Fe. It's my right to require you as a Public

 

Servant to make sure it's done right:

 

* Unacceptable to cut the public out of the process of managing a public asset.

 

* "To try to draw a line between climate change-induced wildfire and the need to cut the public

 

out of the process of wildland management is disingenuous."
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First name: Patricia

Last name: Stewart

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Mr Melonas,

 

I am disappointed and saddened with what has transpired between the public and the Forest Service. The public

 

meetings were designed to limit public comment, keep comments superficial, and allow the Forest Service to

dominate

 

the time frame allowed for the meetings. Many of us did not get heard, nor were all questions answered

adequately.

 

I realize that science is next to God for most people, but the Heart has been left out of this equation. Trees are

beings.

 

All life is sentient and alive. All have structures, societies, and designs for survival. What makes a human

qualified to

 

determine what is best for Nature? The evidence seems to indicate we don't know at all how to care for this

earth. I

 

believe the less we do, the better off we all are in the long run. I witnessed the clearing done at Black Canyon

 

Campground in 2002. What I see, 17 years later, looks nothing like resiliency. Not only were the majority of trees

 

felled, but many of the adults that "survived" have been uprooted by the winds for lack of support from their family

of

 

trees. This is eocide!

 

How can I believe in the benevolence of your project after seeing this, and how can I believe your science when

you

 

have not demonstrated you have considered climate change and recent studies on the effectiveness of your

thin/burn

 

paradigm, nor considered alternative treatments?

 

I DO NOT GIVE MY CONSENT TO THIS PROJECT.

 

I agree with all the points in the following draft by treehuggersantafe.org :

 

As a resident of Santa Fe, I am deeply concerned about the enormous size of this project, the

 

short comment period allowed to the public, and the repeated response by the Forest Service

 

employees that there will be no Environmental Impact Statement regarding its effects on our
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beloved forest. It took longer, with more public input, to approve the small Railyard Project, in

 

comparison to the 50,000 acres in this project.

 

I would like to know why there is such a rush to push this permanent cutting and burning of our

 

forests? Please extend the comment period to 90 days for a more democratic process.

 

The Forest Service is arguing that the entire forest needs to be thinned and burned, but, the

 

research of Dr. Chad Hansen and Dr. Jack Cohen shows that the most effective mitigation of

 

damaged property in the event of wildfire is to directly treat around homes and structures.

 

This current science must be considered carefully.

 

I would like for you to allow the climate scientists with experience in forestry, such as Dr.

 

Dominick Della Salla, PhD, to weigh in during this critical time of massive loss of species,

 

habitat, and plants in our local Santa Fe area and throughout the world before settling on the

 

final draft of this plan.

 

I feel the last thing we need is to cut our carbon sequestering plants. They provide Santa Fe

 

our only buffer against the climate crisis. We truly need every tree we have and every other

 

plant in Santa Fe to help us bring moisture and rain, keep the ground cool as the temperatures

 

rise, and decrease winds and the spread of pests and other parasites on trees that occur with

 

thinning.

 

I would also like you to consider the health of the wildlife and the public when using aerial

 

ignitions containing potassium permanganate, ethylene glycol and diesel fuel and how

 

these are currently affecting our health and well-being. These harmful chemicals also impact

 

the economy, tourism and reputation of Santa Fe as one of the cleanest cities in the country.

 

Many citizens of Santa Fe are complaining about current fires and the health affects (whereas

 

the equally impacted wildlife cannot).

 

I am also concerned about opening roads (either lightly loaded or inventoried roadless areas)

 

and increasing the exposure of our wilderness to further exploitation by industry which can

 

degrade wildlife habitat, spread invasive species, and allow arsonist and wildlife poachers free
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access. Many roads in the forest should be completely obliterated, not improved for access.

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns.
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First name: Karen

Last name: Sweeney

Organization:

Title:

Comments: I support the Santa Fe conservation alternative for the Santa Fe national forest.
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First name: Jennifer

Last name: Warren

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Hello,

 

Please be sure a full EIS is conducted to protect our national forest!!
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First name: Cindy

Last name: Yurkovich

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

I want to request a 90 day period for citizens to be able to comment on the potential impact of

 

the proposed burns.

 

It's outrageous to start the burning without citizens being fully aware of what is happening.

 

The wildlife will be heavily impacted.
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First name: Jonathan

Last name: Hayes

Organization: Audubon New Mexico

Title:

Comments: June 29, 2019

 

James Melonas, Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF)

 

USDA Forest Service

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas,

 

For more than a century, Audubon has built a legacy of conservation success by mobilizing the strength of its

network of one million members and supporters, 450 local chapters, 41 Audubon centers, 23 state offices, and

dedicated professional staff to connect people with nature and the power to protect it. A powerful combination of

science, education and policy expertise combine in efforts ranging from protection and restoration of local

habitats to the implementation of policies that safeguard birds, other wildlife, and the resources that sustain us

all[mdash]in the U.S. and across the Americas.

 

Audubon New Mexico (ANM) is a state program of the National Audubon Society. At the national, state and local

level in New Mexico and elsewhere we have supported agency actions that are aimed at improving habitat

resiliency for birds and other wildlife in the face of a changing climate. Therefore we support the stated purpose

of the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project "to improve the ecosystem resilience of a priority

landscape to future disturbances by restoring forest structure and composition and reducing the risk of

catastrophic wildfire."

 

Furthermore, as the landowner and manager of the Randall Davey Audubon Center & Sanctuary, 135 acres of

pi[ntilde]on-juniper and pine woodlands in the Santa Fe fireshed, we greatly appreciate USFS taking actions to

mitigate the risk of property loss resulting from catastrophic wildfire, by reducing fuel loads and returning a

natural fire regime to this landscape.

 

In order to achieve the stated purpose of this project we encourage you to consider the following factors in the

Environmental Assessment.

 

1. Direct and indirect impacts on priority bird species in the project area - The scoping document identifies the

need to analyze the impacts on the Mexican spotted owl, a federally listed Threatened species, and the northern

goshawk, a Forest Service Sensitive species. However, there are a number of other bird species that occupy

these habitats and that have been identified by New Mexico Avian Conservation Partners as Level One Priority

Species. These include Flammulated Owl, Juniper Titmouse, Pinyon Jay, Virginia's Warbler, Grace's Warbler,

and Woodhouse's Scrub Jay. We encourage USFS to take these additional species into account when analyzing

the potential effects of treatments, giving special consideration to the potential for direct mortality resulting from

thinning and burning treatments conducted during the nesting season and the indirect impacts of reduced habitat

availability for species with specific habitat needs (e.g. Pinyon Jay are colonial nesters who select closed canopy

pine stands for nest sites and maintain high site fidelity to these locations year after year). We encourage you to
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include these species in baseline data collection and ongoing monitoring efforts in order to inform decision-

making regarding timing and location of treatments.

 

2. Soil compaction resulting from use of heavy equipment - Creating more open, savannah like conditions will

encourage the growth of early-successional plant species that are valuable to a number of bird species as well as

other wildlife. However wide spread soil compaction has the potential to limit the growth of these plant

communities. We encourage you to analyze the differing effects of the various types of equipment employed as

they relate to the potential for soil compaction.

 

3. Benefits of retaining snags and downed logs - While removing ladder fuels and reducing overall fuel loads is

an important step in mitigating the risk of catastrophic wildfire, dead timber (both snags and downed logs) can

provide important habitat components to a number of bird and other wildlife species. We encourage you to

analyze the possible alternatives as they relate to the retention of snags and downed logs, with the goal being to

leave these features on the landscape whenever appropriate.

 

We would appreciate you taking the listed factors into consideration when conducting the Environmental

Assessment and preparing the Environmental Impact Statement (if warranted). We would also encourage you to

continue the collaborative approach to forest planning embodied by the Greater Santa Fe Fireshed Coalition.

 

Thank you for your work to improve the resiliency of the Santa Fe National Forest. Please keep us informed of

further actions.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/7/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Susan

Last name: Ostlie

Organization: Rio Grande Valley Broadband of the Great Old Broads for Wilderness

Title:

Comments: July 23, 2019

 

James Melonas, Forest Supervisor?

Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator 

 

Santa Fe National Forest Supervisor's Office 

11 Forest Lane, Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

Re: Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project

 

Submitted via email to comments-southwestern-santafe@fs.fed.us and

Hannah.Bergemann@usda.gov

 

Dear Supervisor Melonas and Fireshed Coordinator Bergemann, 

 

I hope you will give consideration to the comments on the landscape resilience project that were due by mid-July

of 2019. I know the comment period for this project has passed, but I was not on the mailing list to receive the

materials I would have needed to comment. However, I have read the comments submitted by Joe Trudeau from

the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD), and while I may not endorse all of the points he made, I would like to

express my agreement with many of them. 

 

As a background, you should know that I have been a member of the SW Jemez CFLRP since June of 2012 and

also the Zuni Mt. CFLRP since November of 2012. I have attended many partners meetings and field trips for

both projects, and have seen first hand what a range of restoration projects look like. I have also seen planned

restoration projects in the Kaibab National Forest, working with a Nature Conservancy planner at the Hart Prairie

Preserve site in September of 2018. Additionally, I attended the Common Ground in Fire Ecology Workshop -

Fire and Northern NM forests - about a restoration proposal for the Santa Fe watershed in April of 2019. This

workshop had 4 experts in restoration and watershed health, who presented their research on restoration,

including Matt Hurteau, who works at UNM's Department of Biology. Dr. Hurteau's work focuses on the influence

of climate and disturbance on forest productivity and species distributions across space and time, including

climate change mitigation and adaptation in forest ecosystems.

 

The most important point that I support from the CBD's comments is the need to move from the GTR310 model

in favor of Dr. Hurteau's model. I support the 3 tier management plan that is outlined on pages 48-52 of the

CBD's comments. Given the difficulty of doing mechanical thinning on a substantial amount of the forest, this

model uses fire more effectively for the restoration of a larger amount of acreage. I found it significant that

research supports modest areas of high intensity fire, and that the outcomes from medium intensity fire can be

more effective for restoration than is low intensity fire done after mechanical thinning. I support the CBD's ask on

page 52 of their document - "We therefore request the USFS to analyze the Strategic Treatments for Fire Use

Alternative as a standalone alternative in any subsequent NEPA document." 

 

I read with interest the comments on grazing in recently thinned and burned areas. I support the CBD's assertion

on pages 15-20 and 76-77 that grazing should not be permitted in these areas for at least 5 years. I also believe

that riparian habitats should be excluded from any grazing, whether that means fencing off the riparian areas or

changing permitted areas to keep livestock out throughout the year. Just limiting cattle to a shorter amount of

time in riparian areas is not acceptable. The damage is too severe in the sky island areas of public lands in New
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Mexico, including on the Santa Fe NF. I have observed this first-hand in a riparian habitat in the Zuni Mountains

that my husband and I have owned for the past 40 years that has not been grazed. 

 

Additionally, I support the guidelines on page 68 of the CBD document for establishing a complex early seral

forest. These attributes should be the direction restoration should take for the Santa Fe NF. As the CBD

document states, "The common attributes of complex early seral forests include:

 

[bull] Abundant and widely distributed large trees, snags and downed logs?

[bull] Varied and rich understory flora?

[bull] Varied and rich floral invertebrate, avian and mammalian species composition

[bull] Highly complex structural complexity with many biological legacies?

[bull] Complex and functional below-ground biological processes?

[bull] Complex and varied genetic diversity?

[bull] Rich ecosystem processes including pollination and predation?

[bull] Low susceptibility to invasive species

 

?[bull] Varied and complex disturbance frequency?

[bull] High landscape integrity with shifting mosaics and disturbance dynamics?

[bull] High resilience and resistance to climate change due to varied and complex genomes."

 

Finally, there is one more comment by the CBD that I think is important. On page 55 of their document, in the first

paragraph, last sentence, they discuss the consequences of dramatic canopy reduction that I have seen

occasionally in both the SW Jemez CFLRP and the Zuni Mt. CFLRP, which is that this reduction causes

substantial soil heating and drying, which is certainly not productive for a healthy watershed.  

 

I appreciate your time and attention in this matter, and also hope that you will take the comments by the Center

for Biological Diversity seriously. They are well documented and supported, and deserve your time and  attention.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/7/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Curtis

Last name: Borg

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Subject: Santa Fe National Forest EIS

 

 

 

Mr. Melonas,

 

I just heard of the Forest Service's wish to fast track forest thinning here in the Santa Fe National Forest without

ANY Environmental Impact Statement!

 

I am writing as a Santa Fe resident to insist that a site specific EIS be done before any actions are taken by the

US Forest Service to perform any thinning or burning within our Santa Fe National Forest!
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First name: Michael

Last name: Casaus

Organization: The Wilderness Society

Title:

Comments: July 10, 2019

Santa Fe National Forest

Attn: Hannah Bergemann, Fireshed Coordinator

11 Forest Lane

Santa Fe, NM 87508

Submitted via email to: Hannah.Bergemann@usda.gov

Re: COMMENTS ON SANTA FE MOUINTAINS LANDSCAPE RESILIENCY

PROJECT SCOPING DOCUMENT

Dear Ms. Bergemann:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping document for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape

Resiliency Project (SFMLRP) in the Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF). While The Wilderness Society is generally

supportive of the SFMLRP as currently envisioned, we have a few concerns that should be addressed in the

environmental analysis and decision-making process.    

First, we are concerned that the scoping document does not address how the SFMLRP will impact currently

designated Wilderness, proposed wilderness management areas, or inventoried roadless areas (IRAs).  Based

on New Mexico Wild's analysis of GIS data for the proposed project area, there appear to be more than 23,500

acres of IRAs within the project area, comprised of portions of at least six discrete IRAs.  As you know, IRAs in

New Mexico's national forests are generally protected from road building and commercial logging by the 2001

Roadless Area Conservation Rule.  Given that the project proposes no new road construction and sets a 12-inch

diameter limit on thinning, the project appears to be consistent with the Roadless Rule.  However, the Forest

Service should explain why it considers the thinning activity to be consistent with one or more of the Roadless

Rule's exceptions for tree cutting.  The agency should also analyze the overall effects of the project (included

prescribed fire) on the designated Wilderness, proposed wilderness, and IRAs in the planning area. 

Second, we are also concerned that the SFMLRP could adversely affect the wilderness evaluation and

recommendation decisions during the SFNF's broader forest plan revision process, potentially excluding areas

from being recommended as wilderness due to decisions made in the SFMLRP.  Most of the IRAs included

within the project area have been evaluated in the draft documents for the upcoming forest plan revision as

containing high wilderness characteristics, and one IRA was evaluated as containing moderate wilderness

characteristics. Again, we are concerned with the scoping document's complete lack of discussion of these areas

should not be permitted or even considered before SFNF has completed its forest plan revision process and

submitted its wilderness proposals to Congress. If SFNF makes a decision on the SFMLRP first, SFNF may

exclude areas from protection in the forest plan which would otherwise qualify for wilderness management. At the

very least, SFNF should clarify how the SFMLRP will preserve or enhance the wilderness characteristics of

inventoried areas within the project area. 

Third, while we support modeling treatments based on the guidance in GTR-3101 (which we regard as a good

model), we question the statement in the scoping document that "20% of the forested areas in the Project Area

would be identified, allocated and managed as old growth."  This 20% old-growth target appears to be based on

obsolete (pre GTR-310) thinking about the structure of historical ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forest.  As

noted in the scoping notice, old trees are scattered throughout the project area, and "old-growth structure" is now

considered to have been the predominant condition in historical forests, maintained at a fine grain by fire.  This

characterization of historical conditions is consistent with the lessons of GTR-310.  Thus, there seems to be a

logical disconnect between GTR-310 and management direction in the forest plan.  Instead of managing 20% of

the project area as old growth, we recommend aiming to restore the entire project area to the kind of structure

described in GTR-310.  

Finally, we question why the Forest Service is proposing to thin in remote IRAs rather than investing its limited

resources on reducing fuels and protecting infrastructure in the wildland-urban interface identified by the
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collaborative Community Wildfire Protection Plan, which was supported by the SFNF.  The Wilderness Society

generally supports increasing the pace and scale of science-based forest restoration, but we believe that

reducing wildfire risk to communities must be land managers' top priority.  The Forest Service should carefully

evaluate wildfire risk and fuel reduction needs and opportunities in the WUI as part of any landscape-scale

analysis and decision-making.

Thank you for considering our comments.
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Data Submited (UTC 11): 8/7/2019 6:00:00 AM

First name: Elaine

Last name: Gilmartin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: We MUST do an EIS for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project and make sure

 

analysis is site specific.

 

It's our right, please, no matter what your position is on thinning and burning in our forest, help make

 

sure it's done right.

 

"This is clearly consistent with the Trump administration's desire to reduce government and to cut the

 

public out of the process of managing a public asset," said Susan Jane Brown, an attorney for

 

advocacy group Western Environmental Law Center, as The Washington Post reported.

 

"To try to draw a line between climate change-induced wildfire and the need to cut the public out of

 

the process of wildland management is disingenuous."

 

The Balance of Life in New Mexico is affected by your actions. Thank you for working on this.
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First name: Thomas

Last name: Jervis

Organization: Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

Title:

Comments: June 26, 2019

 

James Melonas, Supervisor

 

Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF)

 

USDA Forest Service

 

11 Forest Lane

 

Santa Fe, NM 87508

 

email to: Hannah.Bergemann@USDA.gov

 

I have reviewed the scoping notice for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency

 

Project (SFMLRP). Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society has a continuing interest in issues

 

of forest ecology and in particular in the restoration and conservation of Ponderosa Pine

 

and mixed conifer ecosystems. We have been engaged with the Forest Service on

 

ecological management of the SFNF for more than 35 years. These comments largely

 

echo comments we have submitted prior to this time but which do not seem to be

 

considered in the SFMLRP scoping notice.

 

We have several concerns.

 

First, we are concerned about nesting birds. A project that cuts live trees during the

 

nesting season will result in the total failure of all nests in those trees. Inasmuch as

 

most of the trees in an area will be cut during the restoration activities, we believe that

 

this work should not occur during the peak of the nesting season, specifically April 15

 

to August 1. Even those trees and shrubs that are not cut will be disturbed, resulting in

 

reduced nesting success by many neotropical migrant songbirds. Since this also

 

includes the peak of the fire season, avoiding the use of chain saws and other

 

mechanical equipment (masticators) in the area during this period reduces the
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likelihood of ignition at a sensitive time.

 

Second, we are concerned with the possibility of soil compaction in the area. Soil

 

compaction retards recovery of desirable grasses, forbs, and shrubs that are important

 

for wildlife. We note that you will be offering fuelwood to the public in some areas.

 

While the use of small fuelwooders to perform this work has social benefits, we would

 

prefer to see the use of tracked feller-bunchers in conjunction with forwarding

 

equipment to remove both the fuelwood and the slash (see concern below) from the

 

treated area. A central location where fuelwood could be collected by individuals

 

would result in a more controlled area of compaction that could be remediated at the

 

end of the project.

 

Third, we are concerned that the slash resulting from the thinning may remain on the

 

ground for long periods of time prior to burning. Large quantities of green slash are

 

likely to attract bark beetles, particularly in case of drought. This will lead to increased

 

and unnecessary mortality in the remaining trees. If forwarding of the entire trees is

 

not used as suggested above, we would encourage the piling and burning of slash as

 

the project proceeds followed by a broadcast burn at the end of the project.

 

Fourth, we are concerned with the low number of snags in the Santa Fe National Forest

 

generally. Snags are extremely important for many species of birds and other wildlife.

 

There is a propensity on the part of fuelwooders to cut snags in the mistaken belief that

 

they are "lightning rods" that ignite fires. Many snags also make particularly nice

 

firewood on account of their pitch content. We urge your to make a concerted effort to

 

conserve existing snags through education of the personnel involved and if necessary

 

by the marking of snags and snag recruit trees. We note that dense duff can lead to the

 

death of otherwise healthy mature trees during broadcast burns. While this is one

 

means of snag recruitment, we do not support it.

 

Finally, we are encouraged that you plan long term maintenance of this area through a
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continuing fire use program. This would include monitoring of grazing pressure to

 

ensure that adequate fine fuels remain to sustain appropriate flame lengths in

 

subsequent fires so that those fires can return to their keystone role in the ecosystem.

 

We look forward to a greater recognition of wildlife habitat needs and to working with

 

you to achieve healthy ecosystems and a viable local economy. Please keep us informed

 

of further actions on this project.
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First name: David

Last name: Old

Organization: Old Wood

Title:

Comments: Old Wood would like to make a presentation at some point on the value, impact and necessity of

involvement from local wood based companies to any project and the need for 'us' to be involved and engaged at

the planning stages of any successful project.

 

 

 

You may know we received two years ago, a Wood Innovations grant from USFS/Forest Products Lab to engage

as a value added partner specifically for action on the 4FRI and other CFLRP projects in and around the region.

 

 

 

Advance planning in terms of goals, methods and the all important funding aspect are vital to any successful

outcome for this important project.

 

 

 

Lessons learned from the 4FRI would be vital I would think.

 

 

 

To that end, I'd suggest engaging with parties from the 4FRI and you might want to start out with Buck Sanchez

at ABQ office and include but not limited to Dick Fleishman, Han Sup Han, Patrick Rappold and others Buck

might suggest.

 

I'd also suggest you be sure that Brent Racher, president our states Forest Industry be included.

 

Eytan Krasilovsky of Forest Guild is no doubt already in the loop but he's always a voice of reason.

 

 

 

I've copied those folks on this email. 

 

 

 

Old Wood would like to have a few minutes at the outset of the all-important first meetings, especially in Santa

Fe, to make the 'holistic approach' argument for our often prickly citizens.  I was born there, raised in those

mountains and have lived through two major fires as my bona fides. 

 

 

 

We are at your service in any way you'd see fit.
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First name: Rebecca

Last name: Peterson

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

 

HERE IN SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO WE WANT AN EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) 

 

for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilency Project 50,000 acres of forest ~ and we want to to make sure

the analysis is site specific.

 

Thank you for your attention to this urgent matter.
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First name: Lisa

Last name: Rubin

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Dear Mr. Melonas,

 

 

 

I would like to request a 90 day comment period for the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project AND

ask for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the entire project.
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First name: Roberta

Last name: Shields

Organization:

Title:

Comments: To James Melonas, Forest Supervisor,

 

I write to say that I believe that The Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resilience Project

 

(SFMLRP) deserves a complete and thorough analysis via a comprehensive

 

Environmental Impact Statement. It would be a disgrace, and a big missed opportunity,

 

if the environmental review and public participation process on a matter of such

 

importance to so many were short-changed by using the much more limited

 

Environmental Analysis approach.

 

I think that the Santa Fe Community Based Conservation Alternative has clearly been

 

well thought out, fully addresses the project's objectives, has been submitted to you

 

with the best of intent, is based on valid precepts and deserves your utmost attention. I

 

am sure that the forest service shares the community based goals of those who

 

submitted the Alternative...Let's see this project become an example to the Country of

 

how the community, interested non profits and the forest service can work together

 

positively to arrive at the best approach to meet a need that is deeply felt by all

 

concerned. The entire country needs such an example now more than ever. You have

 

the opportunity to make that happen.....or not.

 

Thank you for listening to this appeal!
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First name: Anna

Last name: Hansen

Organization:

Title:

Comments: Supervisor James Melonas

Santa Fe National Forest Service

RE: This is a scoping comment for the Santa Fe "Mountains Landscape Resiliency Project" Dear Supervisor

Melonas,

I have three overarching issues with the SFMLR Project:

 

1. The 30-day comment period, held over both the 4th of July holiday and as the State ends its fiscal year, is

inadequate for any serious attempt to grapple with, and understand the implications of, your proposal to burn

43,0000 acres of the Santa Fe National Forest after cutting/thinning 21,000 acres. My constituents say even

those in county communities that will be directly affected have not been notified directly, or in neighborhood

meetings or postings, and that most people they know are completely unaware of your proposed actions. This

30-day period is certainly inadequate for the County to examine the impacts of a project of this scale and

magnitude on Santa Fe County and its future sustainability. Please extend it.

2. A mere EA is not sufficient for a forest Project of this scale, complexity and scope. It is clear that because of

direct impacts on one of NM's largest populations, a full Environmental Impact Statement is necessary - I hereby

request one be started as soon as possible.

3. This project plan is quite appalling in its lack of all relevant detail except for acreage, especially given its

enormous scale and the potential for catastrophic unintended consequences. Until the proposal states the

locations as well as the treatment types and acreages, as you stated you would in your December pre-scoping

meeting, it is impossible to evaluate the merits of your plan. With no detail and 50,000 acres to make permanent

bad decisions in, this proposal cannot be adequately commented upon and my Scoping Comment is incomplete

due to your lack of actual planning and public communication. Please release a site-specific project plan that can

be realistically evaluated by experts, citizenry, the City, the County, and the State.

 

Further, I request that you formally assess, evaluate and analyze all of the following issues and topics and make

your findings directly accessible to the public.

 

-all impacts on water, hydrology, and hydrogeology from this project or anything connected with it and both

surface water quality and non-surface water quality;

 

- all impacts on air quality, including readings of radionuclides we would be exposed to by the burning of old

growth forest that you intend, and data from the DOE which monitors such radioactive hazards - what are the

increased likelihoods of cancer, respiratory diseases, or other diseases and health toxicity from the smoke? Is

the Forest liable for these increased risks that can be correlated and for which they may be sued, along with

other hazards, such as:

 

- all impacts from any additional chemicals or treatments used, whether herbicides or the potassium

permanganate/antifreeze combination used for aerial ignition. What studies document their safety?

 

- all impacts on soil and other measures of forest viability. For instance, large masticators and other machinery

used by the FS in any of its treatments can cause soil compaction, hydrological runoff issues and induce

sedimentation in our surface water flows.

 

- all impacts on wildlife, including all listed species; how will the frequent presence of fire across the SFNF impact

the mating, breeding, and thriving of these species?
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- All impacts on habitat for such species, on biodiversity in general, and on the integrity of the ecological network

of these forests.

 

Further questions the County would like assessed, evaluated, and analyzed by the Forest Service, with findings

provided to us, in order to sufficiently evaluate their proposed plan:

 

What is the increased likelihood of fire due to your resurfacing of 94 miles of roads-- allowing people to drive

more easily deeper into the heart of the forest is a known increased fire risk? What is the increased risk of fire

due to all Forest Service presence/their contractors side activities and increased presence in the forest? In other

words, what is the relative risk of fire when roads are built and the Forest Service 'treats' the forest, versus the

untrammeled and roadless wilderness it is supposed to be? How do you account for many findings in which the

best response and the best recovery from fire is in the areas *least* treated by the Forest Service?

 

What is the likelihood of an uncontrollable fire from your many prescribed burns, as has already happened on the

western SFNF?

 

What reduction in ecosystem services currently provided to the city of Santa Fe by the forest, do you expect,

based on actual scientific calculations? Have you informed the city and its water customers that you are

decreasing water capture by the forest by burning thousands of acres, by almost every metric and measure?

How do you make up to the city for the cost of decreased water generation by the forest as a formal ecosystem

service?

 

Have you done a cost/benefit analysis of the various treatments you have found, especially given the risk of

uncontrolled fire with every start that you make?

 

What model of risk assessment was used and will be used to determine areas and treatments? Please provide

scientific references and the actual risk assessment technical model that was used. How successfully has this

risk assessment been shown to be both generally true and specifically true when used to assess the odds of a

wildfire becoming devastating versus the desired certainty of many fire starts by you, the Forest Service?

 

What possible offsets do you have to make up for the massive release of carbon from deliberately burning it? If

this becomes a fining offense and burning carbon must be paid for, how do you propose to do that?

 

Why are you not focusing on mitigation and true adaptation to our biggest threat: climate change? Why not focus

on the realities of our changing weather and how we save trees adapted to our future higher temperatures -

which is already a certainty - rather than adapt trees or forest to fire which is NOT certain?

 

Forest Service personnel at various conferences have noted that they expect Santa Fe to look like El Paso or

certainly become high desert like Albuquerque in the near future - doesn't this assumption bias how valuable you

perceive our forests and even individual large trees, to be? Please make clear the Forest Service's assumptions

about how climate change will impact the SF National Forest over the next 10-15 years.

 

The serious impacts of your proposal and their wide-reaching impact on our future here in terms of water,

temperature, rainfall, weather volatility, etc. do not appear to have been studied by the Forest Service. Yet these

actions are likely permanent in nature due to the increase in temperature and changing habitat for our trees,

which will not have the same conditions for seedlings to grow into a forest.

 

Given that the MOST RECENT* science speaks of reforestation as our primary imperative on the forests, I

therefore ask you to reconsider other approaches than so much prescribed fire, and urge you to hold meetings

with all affected neighborhoods in the county, including and especially our historical communities along the

Forest boundary. This level of action in the Forest will interfere with County business to a notable degree but with
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no specific location detail on your actions, we cannot determine how much this would cost in terms of risk, water,

funding, health and safety issues, and many other issues and problems your proposal does not address.

 

I therefore ask you to include site-specific actions in this proposed Project, rather than the

'conditions-based' approach you have outlined, which does not allow us to evaluate the real risks, costs and

benefits of this project to Santa Fe County, and to submit that plan to us for true scoping comments. Please take

the very latest science into consideration of the irremediable large-scale thinning and burning you propose in the

SFMLR Project plan.

 

I am requesting that I have "Coordination" status as County Commissioner and have a seat at the table so that

our policies are followed and our constituents are recognized. While these comments are my own as an

individual County Commissioner, the Santa Fe County Board of Commissioners passed two resolutions related

to the Fireshed and this project. Please find those enclosed.

 

Sincerely,

 

Anna Hansen

 

Santa Fe County Commissioner District 2

 

* Jean-Francois Bastin, Yelena Finegold, Claude Garcia, Danilo Mollicone, Marcelo Rezende, Devin Routh,

Constantin M. Zohner, Thomas W. Crowther. The global tree restoration potential. Science, 2019; 365 (6448): 76

DOI: 10.1126/science.aax0848

 

Dumroese, R. Kasten, et al. "A national approach to leverage the benefits of tree planting on public lands." New

forests 50.1 (2019): 1-9

 

Mader, Sebastian. "Plant trees for the planet: the potential of forests for climate change mitigation and the major

drivers of national forest area." Mitigation and Adaptation Strategies for Global Change (2019): 1-18.
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