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Appendix B Public Scoping Issue Analysis GRCA FMP/EIS  
 
Prepared for Grand Canyon National Park By Wildland Fire Associates and SWCA Environmental 
Consultants, March 2004 
 
B.1  Introduction 
 
In May 2001, the NPS sent a general scoping letter (Attachment A) to interested public, affected agencies, 
and known groups on Fire Management Programs to be undertaken at GRCA for the purpose of 
preparing an Environmental Assessment. Based on public comments received and issues raised during 
internal scoping, the NPS elevated the level of environmental analysis to an Environmental Impact 
Statement. On September 16, 2003, the NPS issued a Notice of Intent in the Federal Register for 
preparation of an EIS for the GRCA Fire Management Plan (Attachment B). The NOI stated, “This effort 
will result in a new wildland fire management plan that meets current policies, provides a framework for 
making fire-related decisions, and serves as an operational manual.” Wildland Fire Associates (WFA) and 
SWCA Environmental Consultants (SWCA) were retained by GRCA to help develop the EIS and organize 
and manage a second round of public scoping, which included a scoping letter and comment form sent to 
interested public, affected agencies and known groups; press releases; and a series of open house meetings 
(Attachment C).  
 
The 2001 scoping letter was sent to interested public, affected agencies, and known groups notifying them 
of the NPS intent to prepare an EA to analyze fire management activities. The letter informed recipients of 
the project’s intended actions including prescribed and wildland fire-use fires and mechanical fuel 
reduction. The letter also described several existing park conditions that led to increased fire potential 
such as overcrowded forests and pre-park activities. 
 
The 2003 scoping letter was sent to inform the public that the NPS intended to prepare an EIS to analyze 
GRCA fire management activities. The more in-depth, 2003 scoping letter informed recipients of the 
purpose and need for intended actions, intent of management plan to be used for long- and short-term 
planning, and the proposed plan’s goals and objectives. Specific goals and objectives to be achieved 
included ensuring human life, health, and safety and reducing risk of wildland fire near communities and 
developed areas. The 2003 letter also explained how to be involved in scoping and stay involved 
throughout the planning process. 
 
B.2  Public Scoping 
 
Scoping is required for NEPA compliance documents, including an EIS, to determine the scope of the 
document; that is, what will be covered and in what detail. The scoping process must be open to the 
public; state, local, and tribal governments; and affected Federal agencies. Scoping objectives are 
• Involve as many interested parties as possible in the environmental review process 
• Provide clear, easily understood, factual information to potentially affected parties 
• Provide meaningful and timely opportunities for public input 
• Identify, consider, and evaluate significant issues raised by interested parties to assist in Grand Canyon 

FMP/EIS preparation  
• Identify and eliminate from detailed study issues that are not significant 
• Consider public comments throughout the decision-making and review process 
 
B.2.1  2001 Public Scoping 
 
In May 2001, a scoping letter was sent to interested public, affected agencies, and known groups soliciting 
public input on Fire Management Programs to be undertaken at GRCA (Attachment A). Eleven written 
responses to this letter were received by GRCA through email, U.S. mail, and hand delivery.  
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B.2.2  2003 Public Scoping 
 
The NPS sent out press releases and a second scoping letter to interested public, affected agencies, and 
know groups to initiate the 2003 scoping process (Attachment C); six were returned undeliverable. WFA 
and SWCA organized and managed a series of five public meetings held on the following dates in the 
communities.  
 

October 15, 2003 Kanab, Utah    October 22, 2003 Phoenix, Arizona 
October 20, 2003 Page, Arizona   October 23, 2003 Flagstaff, Arizona 
October 21, 2003 Grand Canyon, Arizona 
        

The meetings were structured as open houses. Information about the FMP/EIS process was presented 
through posters and handouts (Attachment D). NPS personnel were present to answer questions. 
Attendees were invited to submit written comments on a comment form provided (Attachment C), and an 
audio recorder was available to collect verbal comments.  

 
GRCA received a total of 20 written responses in 2003 via email, U.S. mail, and hand delivery, including 
those collected during open house meetings.  
 
B.3   Review And Evaluation Of Scoping Comments 
 
The NPS read and responded to the 31 submissions received during the 2001 and 2003 public scoping 
periods. SWCA reviewed and organized all submissions into four categories to facilitate handling, 
analysis, and archival storage (Table B-1).  
 
Table B-1 Submissions Received In Response to FMP Scoping Efforts, By Category and 

Period 

Document Category Code 
Comments Received  

During Scoping  
2001 2003 

Email  E 8 11 
Comment Form  F n/a 7 
Letter  L 3 2 
Recorded Transcript  R n/a 0 

 
 
Specific comments in each submission received in 2001 and 2003 were identified and coded by document 
category (Table B-3). A total of 96 comments were identified in 31 submissions (Table B-3); two separate 
pairs of submissions were counted as one submission each, as those responses were submitted jointly. 
Five submissions in response to the 2001 scoping letter and four responses received in 2003 did not 
provide comments relevant to the proposed action (Table B-3).  
 
When the initial review process was completed, the comments made by the public during scoping were 
summarized as concern statements, which are listed in Table B-2. 
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Table B-2  Summary Of Concerns Raised During 2001 And 2003 Public Scoping Periods 

Concerns / Comments 
Year  

2001 2003 

Planning Process and Direction 

The desired future condition for GRCA forests should be perpetuation of park ecosystems and 
restoration of natural fire regimes 

 √ 

The FMP should focus on the minimum intervention necessary to achieve natural fire regime 
reintroduction 

 √ 

FMP goals should be to restore natural fire regimes, reduce wildlife risks to communities and 
developed areas, and promote human health and safety 

 √ 

The FMP should explicitly describe how it will incorporate the “non-degradation” concept in 
park management 

 √ 

Only actions necessary to achieve objectives in the park’s GMP and FMP are justified, and they 
must employ the minimum methods and techniques required 

 √ 

The NPS should develop decision trees or algorithms within a GIS to determine the type, 
location, timing, intensity, and relative priority of active management needed to accommodate 
natural variability of fires across large contiguous tracts of forests 

 √ 

FMP/EIS analysis should contain maps of “identified, undeveloped management areas” and 
should describe what qualifies these areas for wildland fire use or how areas not currently slated 
for wildland fire use may eventually qualify 

√  

The FMP/EIS should include maps of vegetation types, historical and current fire condition 
classes, burn units, roads, trails, and areas requiring special fire management consideration 

 √ 

The FMP/EIS should include a structural ignitibility assessment and mitigation plan for 
buildings located in park developed areas 

 √ 

The FMP should specify the range of conditions under which naturally ignited fires are allowed 
to burn, how this range relates to specific management objectives, and whether this range 
differs across forest types 

√  

The FMP should include monitoring and evaluation protocols for Wildland Fire Use, including 
suppression triggers 

√  

The FMP should include specific standards for mechanical treatments and estimated acreage 
for each treatment type 

√  

The FMP/EIS should reference the Smoke Management Plan for Grand Canyon Village and 
Tusayan 

 √ 

The FMP/EIS should clearly state the relationship of the upcoming Vegetation Management 
EIS to the FMP/EIS 

 √ 

The FMP should include the practice of adaptive management  √ 
The FMP/EIS should be data rich, include transparent analyses, and explain how these data and 
analyses relate to goals and objectives of each alternative as well as of existing and related 
planning documents 

√  

The FMP planning process should specify a NEPA process for site-specific actions  √ 
The FMP should address how noxious/invasive plants have altered fire regimes  √ 

 Fire Management Activities 

Given similar effectiveness at achieving an objective, wildland fire use should be favored over 
prescribed fire, and prescribed fire favored over mechanical treatment 

 √ 

Naturally ignited fires should be allowed to burn where safe to do so √  
All human-caused fires should be suppressed √  
Naturally ignited fires should be permitted to burn where suppression effects have been 
minimal 

 √ 

Naturally ignited fires should be allowed to burn in identified, undeveloped management areas 
according to pre-established protocols, burn schedules, and monitoring plans 

√  

Prescribed fire should be used, when absolutely necessary, to reverse suppression effects 
 

 √ 
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Concerns / Comments 
Year  

2001 2003 
Fire Management Activities 

Prescribed fire should be used to the minimum extent required to prevent a landscape scale fire 
that would permanently destroy the natural vegetative regime 

 √ 

Prescribed fire should be used in areas where natural fire is unsafe  √ 
Prescribed burns should not be conducted during summer, especially when any kind of wind is 
present 

√  

Mechanical fuel reduction should be used to modify vegetation structure to accommodate 
natural fir 

 √ 

Mechanical fuel reduction should be used in areas susceptible to unnaturally large crown fires  √ 
Thinning should be completed in fall and winter √  
A drought index should be developed that overrides short-term fuel moisture values in burn 
decisions 

 √ 

Wildland Urban Interface/Community Protection 

Mechanical fuel reduction should be implemented to mitigate the threat of wildland fires to 
structures 

√  

NPS should evaluate need for and potential effectiveness of fuels treatments that may reduce 
risk of high-intensity wildfire to communities or high-use developed areas 

 √ 

Some large trees in high-use areas should be removed and the wood sold  √ 
Mechanical treatments and fire suppression may be needed around developed areas and along 
the border between the national park and private lands 

 √ 

Burns should be controlled to protect facilities, visitors, and residents √  
Cultural and Natural Resource Protection 

Naturally ignited fires should be allowed to burn unless historic structures are threatened √  
The goal of fire management activities should be to preserve natural resources and wildlife 
habitat 

 √ 

The FMP EIS should identify all natural and cultural resources requiring special consideration 
and outline mitigation measures for each resource 

 √ 

Fuels treatments should be focused on the Wildland-Urban Interface to avoid damaging 
adjacent forests through ineffective thinning projects 

 √ 

Air Quality/Visual Resources 

Mechanical fuel reduction should be used in preference to fire because it does not affect air 
quality and visibility 

√  

Prescribed fires and wildland fires may create further problems regarding GRCA air quality and 
visual acuity; daily weather conditions and air quality should be considered. 

√  

The FMP/EIS should analyze 1) FMP effects on air quality in terms of visibility, public closures, 
and health impacts and 2) the ability of the NPS to implement a fire plan within current air 
quality standards 

 √ 

Implementing prescribed fires whenever conditions are right alienates the public by reducing 
visibility in Grand Canyon 

√  

To limit the number of days smoke is in the air, fires should be suppressed after a pre-defined 
number of fire days are reached 

 √ 

Burns should not be permitted along main entryways to avoid an ugly park introduction  √ 
Wilderness 

GRCA Fire suppression should not be based on fire suppression needs of adjacent Federal 
lands managed for purposes other than wilderness 

 √ 

Fire suppression should be limited to GRCA developed non-wilderness areas  √ 
The FMP should follow the minimum requirement concept and should describe in a formal 
minimum requirement analysis how it will implement this concept in proposed wilderness areas 

 √ 
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Concerns / Comments 
Year  

2001 2003 
Wilderness, continued 

A programmatic minimum requirement analysis is unsuitable for determining where and when 
exceptions to the Wilderness Act should be allowed, and all minimum requirement analyses for 
prescribed fire and/or fire recovery should be on a case-by-case basis 

 √ 

FMP/EIS analysis should assess the impacts, including access needs, of fighting wildland fire in 
potential wilderness and identify locations where such a response is likely 

 √ 

The FMP should include prescriptions and procedures, including access needs, for 
implementing prescribed burns in potential wilderness 

 √ 

Ecological restoration in proposed wilderness should be conducted only if it leads to the 
eventual release of the land to function on its own under more natural conditions 

 √ 

The use of fuel reduction to “restore” boreal forests is problematic and should be thoroughly 
analyzed and justified before implementing in the FMP 

 √ 

 Ecological Restoration 

Naturally ignited fires are the most cost effective and ecologically appropriate way to restore 
and maintain natural fire regimes 

√  

Prescribed fire should be used in addition to natural fire to maintain and improve ecological 
health of forests when and where resource professionals determine such an approach is 
appropriate 

√  

The FMP should seek to restore natural processes rather than specific forest structures  √ 
The FMP should seek to restore presettlement conditions of the GRCA forest √  
The FMP/EIS should articulate a conceptual approach to ecological restoration  √ 
The FMP and EIS should articulate the range of structural objectives that may be considered in 
fire planning and how these relate to GRCA’s concept of ecological restoration 

 √ 

Ecological restoration should be considered in proposed wilderness only if 1) the wilderness is a 
large landscape ecosystem on a clear degradation trajectory that will continue without human 
intervention, 2) the wilderness is critical to the function of the larger ecosystem and the 
unnatural condition of the wilderness is a threat to the integrity of the larger landscape, or 3) 
there are rare or valued elements within the wilderness that are at risk without intervention 

 √ 

In developing a fire plan for ecological restoration, the NPS should consider the high level of 
natural heterogeneity in ponderosa pine forests, the dynamic nature of ecosystems, biodiversity, 
scientific uncertainty, and the challenges of on-the-ground practices 

 √ 

Social and Economic Conditions 

Rather than burning the resource, timber should be available for economically beneficial uses, 
such as providing small-diameter timber for hogan construction and providing firewood for 
Native American use on reservations. 

√  

Agency Coordination 

The NPS should develop a coordinated plan with the Kaibab National Forest that allows fire 
movement across jurisdictional boundaries 

 √ 

The NPS should coordinate with the Forest Service to burn on the same days to reduce the 
number of days with smoke in the air 

 √ 

The Fire Point road could be accepted as the primary firebreak between GRCA and adjacent 
national forest 

 √ 

Publication of the draft FMP/EIS should be widely advertised  √ 
 
 
Primary issues identified through public comment evaluation were concerns related to GRCA ecological 
restoration through natural fire, local impacts related to air and visual resource quality, cultural resource 
protection, Wildland-Urban Interface/community protection, appropriate conditions for prescribed fire 
use, and overall management and coordination procedures. These are similar issues and impact topics to 
those brought forward by the NPS internal scoping process.  
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Many topics were directly related to FMP goals and objectives and were incorporated, including reducing 
risk of wildland fire in the WUI, using natural fire as a natural process to maintain park ecosystems, 
coordination with other Federal, state, county, local and Native American governments by collaborating 
in fire management, and maintaining wilderness areas as wilderness during fire management. 
 
An extensive scoping effort was conducted for this project that included four public meetings in 2003 as 
well as the 2001 scoping effort. The 2003 scoping meetings were advertised through a GRCA press release 
and announcements on local radio stations in each meeting location.  
 
This scoping effort was successful and accomplishing all NPS stated requirements of public scoping 
(outlined in the NPS Director’s Order 12 Handbook) including 
 

(a) 
Through public scoping and IDT issue identification, important issues were identified related to the 
fire management planning process, proposed activities, Wildland-Urban Interface/community 
protection, cultural and natural resource protection, air and visual resource quality, wilderness 
ecological restoration, agency coordination. 

Determine Important Issues 

(b) 
As shown in Table B-3, all submissions were categorized by respondent, comment date, and 
individual comment identification numbers. Letters with more than one comment were split and 
given individual comment identification numbers. If the comment was not relevant to the project’s 
purpose and need, goals and objectives, or fire management, the comment was recorded as “n/a” 
and not given a comment number. 

Eliminate Non-relevant Issues 

(c) Divide Assignments
Once comments were categorized, they were distributed among specialists for further evaluation 
and issue identification.  

   

(d) 
Through scoping, the public raised concern about this planning effort’s coordination with other 
GRCA management documents such as the General Management Plan as well as the Forest Service’s 
fire management planning. 

Identify Relationships to Other Planning Efforts 

(e) 
After submissions were received, comments categorized, and issues identified, the time schedule of 
draft and final FMP/EIS document preparation was revised. 

Define a Time Schedule of Document Preparation and Decision-making 

(f) 
Scoping usually helps redefine or further identify a project’s purpose and need, goals and objectives, 
or proposed activities. This scoping effort helped further refine management plan goals and 
objectives, especially with respect to cooperator collaboration, specifically with other Federal, state, 
county, local and Native American tribal governments. 

Size the Analysis Box 
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Table B-3  Individuals Who Responded During the 2001 and 2003 Scoping Periods 

First Name Last Name Affiliation 
Document Comment 

Number(s) Date Code 
2001 

Gregory E. Eckert, Ph.D. NPS, Fort Collins, CO 06/07/01 E14 n/a 

Keith B. Green - 07/01/01 L3 14–18 

Kelly Janecek Grand Canyon Trust 06/07/01 E17 n/a 

David King - 06/07/01 L4 19 

Dana McGuinness AAA Arizona 06/12/01 E15 n/a 

Taylor McKinnon Grand Canyon Trust 07/02/01 L2 2–13 

Richard D Quartaroli Cline Library, Special Collections 06/08/01 E16 n/a 

Kenneth L Sizemore Five County Association of Governments 06/11/01 E5 26–28 

Joy Staveley Canyoneers, Inc. 06/02/01 E4 24–25 

Nat White - 06/04/01 E3 23 

Jason Williams - 06/06/01 E13 n/a 

2003 

Wade Albrecht Arizona Cooperative Extension USDA 10/14/03 F2 40 

Sandy Bahr1 Grand Canyon Chapter Sierra Club 11/17/03 E8 52–60 

Mark Belles - 09/22/03 L1 1 

Liz Boussard - 11/16/03 E10 78–83 

Kim Crumbo2 Arizona Wilderness Coalition 11/16/03 E12 87–96 

Kim Crumbo Arizona Wilderness Coalition 2003 F4 42 

  McKinnon    Taylor3 Grand Canyon Trust 11/17/03 E9 61–77 

   Fry    Tom    The Wilderness Society 11/17/03 E9   61–77 

Sharon Galbreath Southwest Forest Alliance 11/17/03 E8 52–60 

Ann V. Howard AZ SHPO 10/30/03 L5 n/a 

Kelly Huckins Arizona Game and Fish Dept. 11/17/03 E18 n/a 

Brynn Johns - 2003 F5 43–46 

David  King - 10/15/03 F3 41 

Mike Lanning - 10/24/03 E6 29 

Ferne Lovelace GRCA 10/21/03 E2 22 

Larry Lucas - 10/09/03 E19 n/a 

Tom Martin River Runners for Wilderness 11/17/03 E11 84–86 

Taylor McKinnon Grand Canyon Trust 11/17/03 E9 61–77 

David P. Mills Tusayan RD, Fire Mgt., Kaibab NF 10/02/03 E1 20–21 

Paul Ostapuk - 2003 F6 47–51 

Confidentiality Requested - 2003 F1 35–39 

Peter Szerlag - 10/06/03 E7 30–34 

Anonymous - 2003 F7 n/a 
n/a=Did not provide comment relevant to Purpose and Need 
1 Submitted jointly with Sharon Galbreath, Southwest Forest Alliance 
2 Mr. Crumbo responded on behalf of the Arizona Wilderness Coalition by email and comment form 
3 Submitted jointly with Tom Fry, The Wilderness Society 
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Table B-4 Comments Identified in Responses to the 2001 and 2003 Public Scoping Period 
D
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01 

E3 23 I fully support fire management that seeks to restore as best we can the pre-settlement balance of the 
forest at the GC. I am particularly aware of the overcrowded forest conditions near the Grandview area. 
This has worsened significantly during the last 30 years that I have enjoyed the canyon. 

E4 24 My only comment would be that the Park Service and Forest Service not do prescribed burns during the 
summer, and especially not when any kind of wind is present. The time to do the thinning is the fall and 
winter. I believe that carrying and hauling should be done near dwellings or popular visitor attractions. 

 25 Cutting and hauling is my preference all the time because it is much better for air quality and visibility. 

E5 26 The Fire Management EA should include an evaluation of how smoke management can be integrated with 
visibility management. 

 27 Putting timber resources to an economically beneficial use is also an important issue which should be 
discussed. Rather than burning the resource, and creating a smoke impact, why can't the timber be utilized 
for beneficial uses such as small diameter timber for hogan construction? 

 28 Effective control of burns is vital. How [will] the Park Service adequately control burns to protect 
facilities, visitors, and residents? This issue should be addressed at a future Arizona Strip Regional 
Planning Task Force meeting. 

L2 2 The Trust is encouraged both by the overall success of the GRCA fire management programs to date and 
the renewed emphasis placed on fire as a natural ecosystem process in conjunction with the need for 
increased public safety under the National Fire Plan. These appear to be important and appropriate steps 
towards safely restoring fire to the GRCA fire-dependent ecosystems. 

 3 We encourage the GCNP to conduct an environmental analysis that is data rich, includes transparent 
analyses, and clearly explains how these data and analyses relate to both the specific goals and objectives 
of the various alternatives, and the goals and objectives of existing and related planning documents. 

 4 The Grand Canyon Trust is strongly supportive of the National Park Service allowing naturally caused 
lightning fires to burn within identified, undeveloped management areas according to pre-established 
protocols, burn schedules, and monitoring plans. 

 5 To the extent that they can be used sagely and effectively, naturally ignited fires are the most cost effective 
and ecologically appropriate way to restore and maintain more natural fire regimes in wildland forest 
ecosystems within the Park. 

 6 Analysis should contain specific information describing a) the location (maps) of "identified, undeveloped 
management areas", what qualifies them for Wildland Fire Use, and how "identified, undeveloped 
management areas" not currently slated for Wildland Fire Use may eventually qualify for Wildland Fire 
Use following fuels reduction treatments, wildfires, or other events that result in decreased overall fire 
risk. 

 7 b) the range of conditions or "predetermined schedule" under which naturally ignited fires are allowed to 
burn, how this range relates to specific management objectives, and if/how this range of conditions differs 
across different forest types according to their different natural fire regimes and intensities. 

 8 c) monitoring and evaluation protocols for Wildland Fire Use including suppression triggers 

 9 A century of fire suppression combined with pre-park timber harvest and livestock grazing have resulted 
in dangerously heavy fuel loads throughout many forests within the GCNP. The Grand Canyon Trust 
supports the use of pre-planned, prescribed fires to reduce fuel loads and restore ecological health to 
degraded forests.  

L2 10 [Grand Canyon Trust is] also supportive of the GCNP using prescribed fire in addition to natural fire in 
order to maintain and improve the ecological health of forests when and where resource professionals 
determine such an approach is appropriate. 
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2001, continued 

 11 The Grand Canyon Trust is supportive of mechanical fuel reduction projects in communities that have 
been pre-identified as threatened by fire. Mechanical treatments can be a useful tool in mitigating the 
threat of wildland fires to structures directly adjacent to forests. 

 12 It may be useful for the NPS to develop a standardized, transferable analysis that determines standards and 
therefore also mechanical treatment intensity and extent on a case by case basis. 

 13 [Grand Canyon Trust] urge[s] the NPS to include more specific information describing the standards for 
mechanical treatments and the estimated acreage for each treatment type: the intensity and extent of 
mechanical treatments proposed within the National Park may meet significance criteria under the 
National Environmental Protection Act, thus warranting an Environmental Impact Statement. 

L3 14 My request is that the Park Service let the process be as natural as possible. Whenever a fire is started by 
lightning, NPS should let it burn until it goes out on its own. This means let it burn as it naturally would 
until it goes out. 

 15 Man made fires should be put out and historic structures should be protected, but other than these cases, 
natural fires should be left to burn. 

 16 A continual policy of having controlled burns whenever conditions are right will continue to alienate the 
public. 

 17 Controlled burns inevitably cause air pollution in the canyon 

 18 This experiment of trying to burn forests when conditions are favorable just isn't working. 

L4 19 Although necessary and perhaps local to use fire as a toll to promote ecosystem health, I am concerned 
that Prescribed Fires and Wildland Fires allowed to burn within an identified, undeveloped management 
area may create further problems with regard to air quality and visual acuity in Grand Canyon National 
Park. What precautions will be taken in this regard? Will consideration be given to daily weather 
conditions and air quality? 

2003 

E1 20 I would encourage the Park Fire Mgt organization to continue to strengthen the cooperative relationship 
with the Kaibab NF knowing that such collaboration is a benefit to both agencies and the ecosystems that 
we care for. This is particularly important in light of the growing use of wildland fire for resource benefit 
by both agencies, costs and resource limitations, and the nature of fire movement across jurisdictional 
boundaries. 

 21 Having played a role in the development of the Smoke Management Plan for Grand Canyon Village and 
Tusayan, I have a personal interest in seeing this document referenced and used a s a guide in our fire 
activities. Since Park employees also put a lot of time and energy into the smoke plan, I would expect 
reference to it in the larger FMP to be automatic. 

E2 22 The BIA works closely with Gordon Plaisted on getting firewood for native Americans to use on 
reservations. I hope that will be considered as the new fire management plan is addressed. 

E6 29 I have heard that you are possibly going to be building a large fire station at the NO Rim is this Fred 
Harvey or Tusayan FD? Also do you have any ambulances at the North Rim or does Guardian have to 
come from Tusayan? 

E7 30 Can you send me a list of fire trucks at the Grand Canyon (structural, wildland, rescue, concession)? 

 31 What is the status of the new South Rim Emergency Services Building? 

 32 What is the status of the new North Rim Emergency Services Building? 

 33 Do the structural firefighters at GRCA have radio pagers? 

 34 How is structural fire protection provided at the North Rim and South Rim presently? Someone told me 
that all structural fire protection at the South Rim is now provided by the Tusayan FD. 
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2003, continued 

E8 52 [Southwest Forest Alliance] urge[s] the Park Service to focus on discovering the absolute minimum 
intervention necessary to achieve reintroduction of natural processes such as fire. This would mean the 
development of a fire policy that has a basis in ecosystem processes, and sets appropriate goals and 
methodologies for a National Park. The fire plan should also recognize that ecosystem structures and 
processes have been altered to the point where fire might have to be used repeatedly in the same location 
before any historic fire behavior could be replicated. 

  [Southwest Forest Alliance] favor[s] an approach with the goal of restoring natural processes, over a 
restoration approach that seeks to replicate specific forest structures. Focusing on restoration of natural 
processes would allow the Park Service to use a range of historic conditions for reference without the 
burden of attempting to inappropriately replicate a specific forest structure, at a specific point in time. 

 54 In developing a fire plan, we request that the Park Service take particular note of issues raised in a new 
paper by C. Allen, D. Falk, M. Hoffman, J. Klingel, P. Morgan, M. Savage, T. Schulke, P. Stacey, K. 
Suckling, and T. Swetnam called, Ecological Restoration of Southwestern Ponderosa Pine Ecosystems: A 
Broad Framework, which has been accepted for publication in "Restoration Ecology". The purpose of the 
paper is to provide a broad and flexible framework for ecological restoration of Southwestern ponderosa 
pine forests that recognizes: high levels of natural heterogeneity; the dynamic nature of ecosystems; 
wildlife and other biodiversity considerations; scientific uncertainty; and the challenges of on-the-ground 
practices. 

 55 The fire plan should propose realistic alternatives that would conduct activities on a scale compatible with 
the protection of wilderness and other natural resource values. The goal of management activities should 
be to preserve natural resources and wildlife habitat.  

 56 Fire management in potential wilderness areas should include an assessment of access needs for both a 
proposed prescribed fire program and response to wildland fires. The Park Service should clearly identify 
any proposed vegetative manipulation that would be associated with either process. The plan should 
assess the impacts of fighting wildland fire in potential wilderness and identify locations where such a 
response is likely. 

 57 Focused treatments of the wildland urban interface (WUI) are necessary to avoid damaging adjacent forest 
ecosystems and wildlife habitats with ineffective thinning projects. According to researchers specializing 
in fire behavior, protection of structures depends entirely on the treatment of an area within 60 meters 
(200 feet) of the structure. This is necessary to protect structures from the various forms of ignition 
present during forest fires, regardless of what treatments are implemented in the adjacent forest. The 
largest community protection zone required under maximal conditions is less than 500 meters (1640 feet) 
wide.  

E8 58 We hope that this planning process and resulting document will specify a NEPA process for site specific 
actions. Annual burn plans, maps, etc. can all be posted to a website so that the agency only has to send a 
brief mailing or email message to alert the public to available documents for comment. 

 59 If adaptive management is going to be used to address a substantive issue by deferring analysis or to 
conduct analysis on a piecemeal basis then the agency must have a plan to revise documents and undergo 
additional public comment. 

 60 The EIS will need to address air quality in terms of visibility, public closures and health impacts. The 
timing of prescribed fires could significantly reduce the impacts of smoke on park visitors. It will be 
important to analyze the ability of the Park Service to implement a fire plan within current air quality 
standards. An assessment of other pollution impacts and their effects on implementing the desired fire 
plan should be included. 

E9 61 We encourage the NPS to frame its development of alternatives according to the ultimate goals of fire 
management: restore natural fire regimes, reduce wildfire risks to communities and developed areas, 
promote human health and safety, etc. 
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 62 Where it is safe, fire should play its natural role, free of human control. Where natural fire is not safe, its 
beneficial role can be sustained through active management--either through prescribed burning or by 
managing the ecosystem to be resilient to uncontrolled wildfire. Each of the alternatives developed should 
be framed to address the steps necessary to achieve these goals. Short-term goals must serve as mileposts 
in achieving the larger aim. Short-term outcomes may include: 1. rigorous promotion of National Fire Plan 
fuel reduction efforts focused on areas where property and structures are most at risk. 2) Wildland Fire 
Use is applied in an increasing range of geographic and weather conditions. 3) Managers are maximizing 
use of prescribed fire in places where Wildland Fire Use is not safe. 4) Thinning and other mechanical fuel 
reduction treatments are implemented where vegetation structure must be modified to accommodate 
natural fire. 

 63 The fire management plan DEIS should include maps accurately representing vegetation types and the 
frequency, distribution, and historical and current fire condition class for Grand Canyon National Park. 
Maps should also be provided delineating burn units, administrative and public roads, trails, communities 
and developed areas requiring fire protection activities, and special elements and cultural resource 
protection areas (when mapping of such values does not violate applicable law) requiring special fire 
management consideration. 

 64 It's important that the Park Service articulate a conceptual approach (or multiple possible approaches) to 
ecological restoration as part of the DEIS. The DEIS should also articulate how each of these approaches 
translates into restoration (or management) goals and objectives for each forest ecosystem type. 

 65 We suggest the best way to maintain long-term resilience of forest ecosystems at Grand Canyon is to allow 
forest conditions to track ongoing climate change by restoring natural fire regimes, which naturally 
correlate with climate (Allen and others, 2002, Fulé and others, 2003; Grissino-Mayer and Swetnam, 2000; 
Swetnam and Betancourt, 1998). We are please to see that the scoping letter identifies "restoring and 
maintaining fire's natural role in the ecosystem" as a "preliminary" goal; in fact, we think this should be a 
primary goal. 

 66 We recommend the NPS explore developing a criteria-based decision system (decision trees or 
algorithms) within a GIS to determine the type, location, timing, intensity, and relative priority of active 
management needed to natural variability of fires across large contiguous tracts (and gradients) of forests. 
This assessment can form the basis of the EIS from which subsequent project-level actions can tier, and 
can serve as an umbrella data context for tiered project-level effects analyses, monitoring, and adaptive 
management. 

E9 67 When considering appropriate methods for active management in this assessment or otherwise in the 
FMP analysis, less intrusive methods should be favored over more intrusive methods as a general rule. 
Given similar effectiveness at achieving an objective, wildland fire use should be favored over prescribed 
fire, and prescribed fire over thinning. Mechanical or hand thinning should be relegated to those areas and 
forest types in which structural modifications are necessary to accommodate natural fires, and/or areas 
where potential for unnaturally large crown fire fires (and catastrophic ecological shirts) exists (Schaffer 
and others, 01). 

 68 The DEIS and FMP should clearly articulate the range of structural objectives that may be considered in 
subsequent fire project planning and how these relate to the GRCA conceptualization of ecological 
restoration. For example, should small tree thinning in ponderosa pine forests seek to emulate "pre-
settlement" forest structure, should it seek to emulate forest structure that would exist today had fire 
suppression not occurred, or should it seek the minimum amount of structural modification necessary to 
accommodate natural fires? Which approach is most aligned with GRCA conceptualization of ecological 
restoration? Which is least so? What are the relative costs, benefits, and impacts of these different 
strategies? In what circumstances are some more desirable than others? Why? 
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 69 Franklin and Aplet (2002) suggest that ecological restoration consists of bringing land under greater 
control for the purpose of increasing its naturalness, and that restoration, therefore, does not, by itself, 
increase the wildness of wilderness. Wilderness management should only be conducted if leads to the 
eventual release of the land to function on its own under more natural conditions. As you develop plans 
for ecological restoration in proposed wilderness in Grand Canyon National Park, we ask that you 
consider the discussion of this issue in Franklin and Aplet (2002), which we will send under separate 
cover. 

 70 Address certain threshold questions before considering ecological restoration in wilderness. To determine 
if restoration is appropriate, we believe that one of the following questions must be answered in the 
affirmative: 1) Is the wilderness itself a large landscape ecosystem that is on a clear trajectory of 
degradation that will continue without human intervention? 2)Is the wilderness critical to the function of 
the larger ecosystem outside the wilderness, and is its unnatural condition a threat to the integrity of the 
larger landscape? 3) Are there especially rare or valued elements in the wilderness that are a risk without 
intervention? 

 71 The fire management plan DEIS should identify all special elements (TES plant and animal habitats, for 
example) and cultural resources requiring special fire management consideration. Mitigation measures 
specific to each should be clearly outlined and justified in the DEIS, and incorporated into the fire 
management plan. 

 72 Because it’s virtually impossible to ensure against wildland fires from entering communities and developed 
areas, we believe a coordinated effort to reduce structural ignitability is critical to the laudable goal of 
"reducing the risk of wildland fire to communities and developed areas". NPS should include in its Fire 
Management EIS a structural ignitibility assessment and mitigation plan for buildings located in Grand 
Canyon National Park communities and developed areas. This should specify 1) criteria for eligibility and 
priority criteria for treating structures; 2) a list of qualifying structures, communities, or developed areas 
ranked by priority; and, 3) treatment zones around structures. 

 73 The NPS should also evaluate the need for and potential effectiveness of Wildland Urban Interface fuels 
treatments that may reduce the risk of a high intensity wildfire entering the communities or high-use 
developed areas. 

E9 74 An integrated and cross boundary approach to fire management is essential in realizing the stated goals of 
this planning initiative. Of particular interest is the collaboration that should occur between Grand 
Canyon National Park and Kaibab National Forest. In as many instances as possible, management 
prescriptions of adjacent and cross boundary fire management zones should complement each other to 
facilitate both management and ecological consistency. 

 75 Eight tenets should be considered in developing a successful adaptive management program: 1) the 
program must be founded on a collaboratively developed vision and goals statement for the ecosystem 
under consideration. 2) Available relevant information is compiled, analyzed, quality controlled, 
interpreted, and made universally available. 3) Inventory and monitoring is conducted to establish baseline 
conditions, trends, and the range of natural variability of resources (i.e., populations, species, ecological 
processes), and research is conducted to clarify specific questions about the ecosystem. 4) Monitoring and 
adaptive management results are reported promptly, discussed by stakeholders, and used for outreach 
where appropriate. 5) Synthetic analyses and development of an ecosystem model are key elements to 
expose gaps in data and understanding, and to evaluate policy options that are either trivial or risky given 
uncertainty about response directions. 6) Sound and continuing external scientific peer-review of data, 
projects, proposals, and management actions helps guarantee scientific credibility of the adaptive 
management process. 7) A rigorous information management program is required to archive and interpret 
long-term changes. 8) Monitoring and research results are fed back into the Adaptive management process 
to improve program integrity. Adaptive management is particularly appropriate for large ecosystems in a 
degraded condition, managed for multiple stakeholders with diverse social goals, and in which large-scale 
management and restoration activities may be recommended. 
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 76 Incorporating monitoring criteria, protocol, and implementation strategies that examine whether the fire 
management plan will accomplish the stated purpose, need, and objectives of the overall planning 
amendment should be a prime consideration in developing alternatives. Will monitoring occur at the 
project-level alone or also as an aggregate of the fire management plan? What monitoring criteria will be 
incorporated to address how effectively the fire management plan addresses the state goals and objectives? 
How will monitoring be funded? What specific outcomes, beyond simply project implementation, does 
the NPS intend to monitor? 

 77 The DEIS should clearly spell out the relationship between the upcoming Vegetation Management EIS 
process and this planning process. 

E10 78 I hope the Park will advertise more broadly the release of the draft plan. 
 79 I strongly support a natural fire regime in Grand Canyon, particularly since most of the park is de facto 

wilderness where natural processes should be allowed to operate freely. 
 80 Allowing naturally ignited fires to burn in an ecosystem context requires a landscape scale. Unfortunately 

the boundaries created by the delineation between the park and adjacent national forests create significant 
hurdles for addressing natural fire regimes within the ponderosa pine and spruce fir forests, particularly 
on the North Rim. A primary goal of the Fire Management Plan should be the development of a 
coordinated plan with the Kaibab National Forest that allows such fires to burn across boundary lines. 

 81 Fire has been suppressed less [in GCNP than other region’s forests managed by the U.S. Forest Service], 
and prescribed fire in the Park's wilderness should be wholly based on the minimum required to prevent a 
landscape scale fire that would forever destroy the ponderosa pine forest of the North Rim. Recent fires 
on the North Rim have demonstrated that a let-it burn strategy has not threatened the forest in the Park 
overall. 

E10 82 Wilderness purposes should provide THE framework for the FMP. Fire suppression should be limited to 
the developed non-wilderness areas of the Park and prescribed fire should be used only when a minimum 
requirement analysis (MRA) proves that without it, the natural vegetative regime would be permanently 
destroyed...Moreover, any minimum requirement analysis for prescribed fire and/or fire recovery should 
be on a case-by-case basis. Due to the complexity of vegetative types in the park and terrain variability, as 
well as location relative to exiting roads, a programmatic MRA is unsuitable for determining where and 
when exceptions to the Wilderness Act (i.e., the prohibition of temporary roads, use of motor vehicles, 
motorized equipment, landing of aircraft, mechanical transport and structures or installations), should be 
allowed. 

 83 Although the park did not provide information on this issue at the open house it is over serious concern to 
me. The Park's Draft Wilderness Plan and the 1980 Wilderness Recommendation directed that several fire 
roads with the proposed wilderness of Grand Canyon Nation Park (Tiyo Point, Komo Point, Walhalla 
Glades, Fancois Matthes Point, Widforss and the Basin) were to be closed to public and administrative 
mechanized transport and be available for emergency use only. Are these routes now used only for 
emergency purposes? I was appalled when I observed the degree of erosion through the meadow on the 
Basin road. It is my understanding that it was to be moved so that it would circumvent the meadow. 

E11 84 We would like to be assured that the parks FMP will follow the minimum requirement concept as set forth 
in park policy and the Wilderness Act. This must include a robust Minimum Requirement Analysis (MRA) 
for all aspects of fire management with the preservation of wilderness values and character foremost in the 
MRA for the FMP. 

 85 We very much support the move toward a "natural fire: desired future condition in the park as defined in 
the 1983 Wilderness Fire Symposium. Fire suppression in Grand Canyon should not be based on fire 
suppression needs of adjacent federal lands managed for other purposes beside wilderness. 

 86 We note that some roads in the park are open for fire use, but closed for public use. These roads should be 
closed and re-vegetated, as the wrong signal is being sent to the park visitor about why roads are "closed" 
but remain open. The public expects the park to play by the rules too. 
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E12 87 The explicit "desired future condition: for the wilderness forest in GRCA should be the perpetuation of 
park ecosystems and the restoration of natural fire regimes. If a prescribed fire program is implemented, 
these plans will also include the prescriptions and procedures under which the program will be conducted 
within wilderness. Only actions necessary to achieve objectives set forth in the Park's GMP and FMP are 
justified, and they must employ the minimum methods and techniques required. 

 88 The primary goal of the NPS fire management program is to integrate fire into sustainable naturally 
functioning ecosystems (Botti, et al. 1994:4). This interpretation is supported by the 1992 GRCA Fire 
Management Plan goals of ensuring the perpetuation of park ecosystems and the restoration of natural fire 
regimes. These goals should remain the desired future condition for the Park's forests. 

 89 Ensuring the perpetuation of park ecosystems and the restoration of natural fire regimes can be 
accomplished by permitting natural fires to burn where the effects of suppression have been minimal or 
mitigated and by, when absolutely necessary, using prescribed fire where the effects of suppression must 
be reversed (Parsons and van Wagtendock 1996:41). Only actions necessary to achieve objectives set forth 
in the Park's GMP and FMP are justified, and they must employ the minimum methods and techniques 
required. 

E12 90 Restoring natural fire is ultimately possible only within a natural landscape-scale context, such as the 
entire Kaibab Plateau (Grand Canyon Game Preserve and Grand Canyon National Park), and the Park 
fire/restoration program must be coordinated with the Forest Service adjacent to the north and south 
rims. One interagency agreement possible immediately is to accept the Fire Point road as the primary fire 
break between the Park and National Forest. 

 91 The management practice of fuel reduction to "restore" boreal forests is problematic and should be 
thoroughly analyzed and justified before implementing in the FMP. 

 92 The FMP should explicitly describe how it intends to incorporate the "non-degradation" concept in Park 
management. Under the non-degradation principle, the conditions prevailing in each area when it is 
classified should establish relevant benchmarks of naturalness unless those conditions are deemed below 
standard and the objective is to restore naturalness. This is not to suggest an arbitrary return to some static 
"vignette," but rather a return to the full complement of natural biotic and abiotic processes that shaped 
the natural landscape. In summary, the nondegradation principle recognizes that naturalness and solitude 
vary between individual wildernesses. Management’s objective should be to prevent degradation of 
current naturalness and solitude and restore substandard settings to minimum levels, rather than letting 
wilderness deteriorate to a minimum standard (Hendee, et al. 1990:183). 

 93 The FMP should explicitly describe in a formal MRS's how it will implement the minimum requirement 
concept in all aspects of management actions in the proposed wilderness. Specifically, law and policy 
(USDI 01) obligates the NPS to apply the "minimum requirement concept" of the Wilderness Act to all 
management actions including administrative, scientific and commercial uses within the Park's proposed 
wilderness (USDI 01, §6.3.5). 

 94 Any minimum requirement analysis for prescribed fire and/or fire recovery should be on a case-by-case 
basis. Due to the complexity of vegetative types in the park and terrain variability, as well as location 
relative to existing roads, use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment, landing of aircraft, mechanical 
transport and structures or installations. 

 95 Development of Standard Operating Projectures (SOPs) MRA regarding emergency use of mechanized 
transport or equipment should be done in advance in the context of the minimum requirement concept. 
This process should be opened to public scrutiny and should not result in carte blanche use of mechanized 
travel and tools in non-emergency situations. 
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 96 The Park's "fire road" closures need to be effectively enforced. The GRCA Draft Wilderness Plan (USDI 
1998: 76-77), reiterating provisions of the 1980 Wilderness Recommendation, points out that the six so-
called "fire roads" within the proposed wilderness of Grand Canyon National Park (Tiyo Point, Komo 
Point, Walhalla Glades, Francois Matthes Point, Widforss and w-1 from the landfill to its junction with the 
Point Sublime Road) are (or should be) closed to public and administrative mechanized transport. 
EXPAND These routes constitute nonconforming intrusions within the proposed wilderness and 
administrative use of mechanized transport or tools, if any, should be evaluated in the context of the 
minimum requirement concept. I have received information from reliable sources that routine, non-
emergency administrative use occurs on these routes. In addition, the promised closure to mechanized 
transport and restoration of the Basin road has yet to occur. 

F1 35 controlled burns are appropriate in many areas 

 36 logging out congested areas is ok 

 37 fight urban interface areas aggressively 

 38 prepare urban interface to minimize fire danger 
F1 39 some of the large trees should be removed in congested areas--sell that wood! 

F2 40 Will there be language addressing the impacts of noxious/invasive on the altering of fire regimes? 
Specifically, the impact of roadside (pathside) populations of Bromus tectorum and other species with 
similar ecological side effects. 

F3 41 In Bryce, along the main entryway, ground brush burning has created an ugly introduction to the Park. 
Entire trees have burned. I hope plans are made in Grand Canyon to ensure this does not happen. 

F4 42 The Arizona Wilderness Coalition will submit written comments. The principal themes will be desired 
future conditions--"natural fire" on a landscape scale including north Kaibab; and rigorous application of 
minimum requirement on all aspects of mgt. decisions. 

F5 43 When we can smell smoke in Page, we assume that things are out of control. 

 44 Fire can cause visibility problems that get blamed on others, which can cause bad decisions to be made. 

 45 Perhaps it would be possible to get the media to report not only acreage data, but severity data as well. 

 46 The time span for ecosystems is longer than for people. I.e., fire provides a long-term benefit, but I don't 
want to buy a cabin in ????? Time the forest recovers, I may be dead. 

F6 47 Concerned about the total overall number days with smoke in the air (20 plus and increasing) especially 
when more aggressive fire management activities begin in concert with the Forest Service management 
areas. 

 48 Two suggestions for No Burn: 1) when you hit pre-defined # of fire days (I.e., 30 days/per year) you hit 
your limit and then you go fire suppression 

 49 Establish better drought index that can override fuel moisture values. It still seems we are too optimistic 
about short-term moisture levels. I would establish a drought parameter where if you are too dry 
statistically you don't burn--period…Short term fuel moistures can mislead fire managers and you need a 
level where you just don't burn when in a drought cycle. 

 50 Conduct burns in concert with the Forest Service to have bigger burns or joint days where we have a few 
days with a lot of smoke vs. 40-50 days with moderate smoke. I'd rather have bigger fires for a few days 
than smoke in the air every day for 3-4 months. 

 51 Update the website every day. 

L1 1 I support a Fire Management Plan that seeks to move the fire condition towards a natural fire regime. I 
understand that a border zone around developed areas and along the border between the park and private 
lands may require more mechanical treatments and fire suppression than would be called for under 
natural circumstances. 
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