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File Code: 6270-1-1
Date:

Mr. Marc D. Fink
Attorney
Center for Biological Diversity
45 15 Robinson Street
Duluth, MN 55804

RE: Freedom of Information Act Request Control No. R3-RO-08-001

Dear Mr. Fink:

This is our final response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request dated
September 25, 2007. Your FOIA request was received in our Southwestern FOIA Service
Center on September 28, 2007. You are requesting:

"First, please provide us with all documents and records concerning these "several HIT
and GFFP meetings," including but not limited to meeting notes.

Second, please provide us with all documents and records concerning these "several
meetings," including but not limited to meeting notes.

Third, please provide us with all documents and records concerning or related to the
Forest Service decision or opinion that it does not need to conduct any NEPA analysis on
the new goshawk guidelines, as well as all documents and records concerning or related to
any discussion, consultation or communication between the Forest Service and the state
and/or federal fish and wildlife agencies as to whether a NEPA analysis should or should
not be prepared regarding the new goshawk guidelines.

Fourth, to insure that we receive all of the goshawk related information that we seek,
please provide us with all documents and records from the past twelve months related or
pertaining to any communication (i) within the Forest Service, and (ii) between the Forest
Service and other state and federal agencies, and (iii) between the Forest Service and any
universities (including Northern Arizona University, the University of Arizona, and Steve
Campbell from the University of Arizona extension service) regarding the management of
northern goshawks in Region 3."

Concerning your first item: A search of records pursuant to your FOIA request has resulted in
no agency records responsive to your FOIA request.

Concerning your second item: A search of records pursuant to your FOIA request has resulted in
no agency records responsive to your FOIA request.
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Concerning your third item: A search of records pursuant to your FOIA request has resulted in
no agency records responsive to your FOIA request. The agency follows the Final
Environmental Impact Statement for Amendment of Forest Plans, dated October 1995. The web
site for the entire document is http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/proj ects/ro/1996amendments/index.shtml.

Concerning your fourth item: Enclosed are 238 pages of records responsive to your FOIA
request. Pursuant to Title 7, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Subtitle A, Part 1, Subpart A,
Appendix A, there is no charge for the records enclosed as the amount falls below the minimum
amount required for the Forest Service to collect fees. While you have requested a fee waiver,
the fee waiver has not been considered as the fees have fallen below the minimum.

The FOIA provides you the right to appeal our determination of no records. Any appeal must be
made within 45 days from the date of mis letter, in writing, to: Chief, USD A Forest Service,
Mail Stop 1143,1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20250-1143.

The term "FOIA APPEAL" should be placed in capital letters on the front of the envelope

Sincerely,

HARV FORSGREN
Regional Forester

Enclosures (238)
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GOSHAWK WORKSHOP AGENDA
Flagstaff, Arizona October 3-5, 2006

TUESDAY MORNING SESSION
0800-0945 REGISTRATION

1000 Introduction - Marlin Johnson, Wally Murphy, Roy Hall

1030 Interaction of Science and Management - The Northern Goshawk - Dr. Russell
Graham

1115 History and Development of the Goshawk Guidelines - Dr. Russell Graham

1145 Lunch

1300 Reference Conditions (the evolutionary environment)- Dr. Wallace Covington

1330 Wildlife Connections to Vegetative Structure - Dr. Reynolds

1430 Break

1500 Question and Answer Session - Panel of Scientists
Wallace Covington, Russell Graham, Richard Reynolds

1600 Practical Application and Field trip Overview
a. Logistics - Bobbi Barrera
b. Key Concepts- Wally Murphy
c. Overview- Marlin Johnson

1700 Adjourn

WEDNESDAY SESSION (ALL DAY)
0800 - Depart from Little America Motel for all day field trip

Stop #1 -Paired markings - 2 sites (ER1 and Goshawk Guidelines)
Stop #2 - Even-aged stand

THURSDAY SESSION (0800-1200)
0800 Techniques and Tools: Consistency in Implementation, Analysis, Monitoring - Dr.

Russell Graham, Jim Youtz, Jerry Simon

0945 Break

1015 Fire and Fuels Modeling -Tessa Nicholet, Lincoln National Forest

1100 Management Perspectives: Pulling it all Together - Panel
(Wildlife, Fire, Forestry and Planning)
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Forest Management Field Demonstration
Kaibab NF, Williams RD

May 18, 2006

A field demonstration was conducted to demonstrate two forest management
alternatives for ponderosa pine forest types. The demonstrations were focused on
restoration of historic reference conditions and establishment and maintenance of forest
structures to provide habitat for northern goshawks and the plants and animals in its
food web. The restoration of historic reference conditions demonstration was prepared
by Northern Arizona University, School of Forestry, Ecological Restoration Institute
(NAU-ERI), and represented in the field by Dr. Wallace Covington, Charlie Denton,
Dennis Lund and Doc Smith. The goshawk habitat demonstration was prepared and
represented by Richard Reynolds, USFS, Rocky Mountain Research Station. The
internal audience who attended the field demonstration consisted of staff from the
Southwestern Regional Office, and the Kaibab and Coconino NFs. During the tour,
significant discussions occurred between researchers and agency staff, related to
ecology, management implications and project-level implementation and on differing
interpretations of the Northern Goshawk Guidelines (RMRS 217).

Observations:

• Restoration of historic reference conditions (RHRC) provides a framework for
understanding historic conditions, ecological processes, and the historic range of
variability of natural forest conditions. These concepts form the basis for
development of sustainable management strategies in Southwestern ponderosa
pine and dry mixed-conifer forest types.

» RMRS 217 is a strategic management system that provides for development,
maintenance and sustainability over time of the management-based, desired
forest structural conditions. RHRC is an end result that would be maintained by
prescribed fire. RHRC focuses on restoration of forest structure and surface fire
processes, but does not emphasize a deliberate management system to sustain
the end result conditions.

• Both RHRC and RMRS 217 are flexible approaches and should be viewed in that
way.

• Implementation of both RHRC and RMRS 217 approaches will lead to forest
landscape restoration (Defined as: a forest with the structure, composition,
density and function within the historic range of variability.)

• RMRS 217 provides for a sustained flow of wood products and other natural
resources as a by-product of maintaining the desired forest structure, most likely
by utilizing a twenty-year treatment cycle. This approach utilizes a combination of
mechanical treatments and prescribed fire as maintenance tools, therefore is
generally more feasible to implement. Maintaining desired conditions by
prescribed fire or fire-use atone on a ten-year frequency may not b© manageriaiiy
•easible for some (much) National Forest lands, but may be desirabte for specific
locations.



Management Hecommenaaiions ror iNonnern vaosnawK; Heynoras et. ai.
and RHRC are very similar in most respects, however there are subtle
differences:

o Both RHRC and RMRS 217 call for clumps/ groups of trees, root
development zones/ openings, natural openings, and replacement trees
arranged on a 1/10 to 2 acre basis.

o Clumped, grouped and individual trees are interspaced on an open,
grassy matrix, under both management approaches. The resulting
irregular forest canopy, variable density, and discontinuous arrangement
of fuels provides for a reduction of fire crowning and torching indices
(relative to current conditions), and restores the potential for a surface fire
regime. In fact, the desired structures may result in similar reduction of fire
intensity compared to the current management practices for wildland
urban interface projects (even spacing to a target residual basal area) as
is often done today. Therefore either approach is compatible with
hazardous fuels reduction objectives for WUI projects.

o One of the main differences between RMRS 217 and RHRC is the
composition of groups or clumps. Under the RHRC approach, groups/
clumps are primarily uneven-aged vs. even-aged by v.s.s. class (RMRS
217). The RHRC approach can be very roughly approximated by a
standard individual tree selection silvicultural system. The RMRS 217
approach is unique and contains elements of both individual tree selection
and group selection silvicultural systems. For modeling and analysis
purposes, RMRS 217 can be closely but not precisely approximated by
the individual tree selection silvicultural system at the project-level scale.
The group selection silvicultural system can be a useful model for
examination at the sub-stand level analysis scale.

o A second main difference is that RMRS 217 emphasizes selecting groups
of leave trees to achieve maximum diversity of tree sizes; RHRC
emphasizes leaving dominant stocking in the largest diameter trees.

o A minor difference is the emphasis of RHRC on restoring the historic
locations of tree groups and clumps based upon remnant evidence
(stumps representing trees of 100+ years of age). This focus can be
applied to tree marking for implementation of RMRS 217, but may not be
necessary to achieve the desired conditions specified in RMRS 217 on
some sites. However, it is necessary to establish sustainable stocking
levels based upon examination of historical evidence to establish a base
reference condition and then adjust stocking based on project objectives
as necessary. The location, size, density, and distance between those
groups should be based on knowledge of reference condition adjusted by
current needs and objectives.

The interpretation of RMRS 217 by several relational Forests in the Southwest
Region observed by RO personnel over the last 2 years is far different from this



demonstration, as marked and described by Reynolds. Some key differences
are:

o Group/patch size per Reynolds was generally from several trees to 1>4 acre
or so; other interpretations have had group/patch sizes much larger.
Larger groups were probably historically rare or almost non-existent, so
Reynolds' interpretation focuses the application of RMRS 217 to move
towards development of historic landscape patterns.

o Reynolds established clearly defined open interspace strips between
clumps/ groups, and provided for openings in the forest matrix, ranging
from 30-50% of the stand. This has not been commonly done in project
implementation around R3.

Conclusions:

RMRS 217 has been adopted by the Southwestern Region in Forest Management plans
as applicable forest management guidelines, except for special situations where T&E
species habitat, insect or disease conditions, or other special management
considerations are primary. Based upon current best available science, it appears that
application of RMRS 217 will result in restoration of landscapes to within historic range'
of variability conditions. It is also apparent that application of these guidelines is
compatible with most WUI and other hazardous fuels reduction projects. For these
reasons, application of RM-217 in forest management should be considered to be
synonymous with "forest restoration" and a method for accomplishment of "hazardous
fuels reduction" treatments.

Application of RMRS 217 has been inconsistent and problematic throughout the
Southwestern Region, due to misinterpretation of the guidelines and misunderstanding
of the desired results. Therefore the following actions are recommended to facilitate
more consistent operational methodology for implementation:

• Develop a Regional workshop for project planners and implementation
specialists to present the science and management recommendations in a
consistent format.

• Work with Rocky Mountain Research Station scientists (primarily Richard
Reynolds and Russell Graham) to clarify and expand implementation guidelines.

• Develop practical methodologies and templates for forest examination,
implementation and monitoring to assure project consistency and NEPA process
defensibility.

« Work with NAU-ERI to develop joint workshops to demonstrate ecological
concepts of forest restoration and management-based applications.

/s/ James A. Youtz
Regional Silvlcuiturist

/s/ Walty J. Murphy
Biologist, Regional T&E Species Program Manager


