DECISION NOTICE & FONSI
PENRCD ROAD - SHOW LOW TO PINETOP/LAKESIDE
APACHE/SITGREAVES NATIONAL FORESTS
LAKESTDE RANGER DISTRICT
NAVAJC COUNTY, ARIZONA

DECISICN AND RATIONALE

It is my decision to implement Alternative D as described on page eight of the
Environmental Assessment (EA). This alternative provides for the construction
of a connecting two-lane paved roadw rom the junc of U.S. wa, and

tate Route 77 to U.S. Highway 260 at its intersection with Porter Mountain
o own of Pine Lakeside. However, this decision only concerns
ose activities which would occur on National Forest System lands. The

proposed action would place the roadway on the west side but adjacent to the
existing Navopache Electric Cocperative transmission line. It would follow
this alignment from U.S. 60 to the vicinity of Section 10 in T9N, R22E where it
would turn east crossing under the power line and pass north of Jacques Marsh,
connecting with Porter Mountain Road on the section line between Sections 13
and 14 in T9N, R22E. (Refer to attached map)

There will be approximately eight miles of new roadway construction with both
sides of the roadway being fenced to exclude livestock for the full length of
the new construction. At least two box culverts will be constructed to
facilitate movement of livestock within the grazing allotments.

This proposed action produces the least environmental concern while providing
the socio-economics benefit of an alternate road location.

All practicable means have been employed to avoid and/or minimize environmental
harm. Mitigation measures specific to public safety are identified on page
nine of the EA for this proposed action and on page eleven on the EA for all
the action alternatives.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND SCOPING

Public involvement for this project was conducted concurrently with the
"Citizens Utilities Natural Gas Pipeline" proposal, and began in July of 1993
with a mailing of the proposed projects to potentially interested individuals
and organizations. Two open houses, announced by a press release, were also
held in July of 1993 for the purpose of providing information and determining
issues. A diversified group of individuals representing varied interests was
assembled to discuss issues and provide information on alternatives and
mitigation. Alternative D, the proposed action was published for "Public
Notice and Comment" in June of 1994, and the "Draft" EA was mailed to those who
have been substantively involved in the planning process. Fifty seven letters
of comment were received as a result of the published notice. A summary of the
comments and the Forest Service response are contained in Appendix G of the

EA. This project has also appeared on the Lakeside Ranger District's list of
proposed actions to implement the Forest's Land Management Plan since mid 1993



. '
and this list has been mailed to an extensive list of interested publics. All
comments received throughout the analysis were considered in this decision.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The alternatives considered in detail consisted of a no action alternative and
.three action alternatives. Three other alternatives were considered but
eliminated from further analysis.

-Detailed Alternatives-

Alternative A(no action): This alternative would result in no alternate
route being constructed for U.S. Highway 260. Traffic would continue to
use Highway 260 as the only primary route between Pinetop-Lakeside and
Show Low.

Alternative C: This alternative is approximately 8.2 miles in length and
would follow an alignment similar to alternative D and E for the north six
miles of the project. However it differs from alternative D in that it
passes south of Jacques Marsh and it differs from alternative E in that it
passes north of Porter Creek Estates and connects with Porter Mountain
Road.

Alternative D (selected alternative): This alternative is described in the
first paragraph of this decision notice.

Alternative E: This alternative is approximately 6.6 miles in length and
differs from the other detailed action alternatives in that it is the only
one that connects with Hansen Lane and not Porter Mountain Road.

-Eliminated Alternatives-

Alternative B: This aslternative is aligned similar to alternatives C, D
and E for the north six miles but then passes south of Jacques Marsh and
west of Porter Creek Estates. This alternative was eliminated because the
anticipated impacts on visual and riparian resources and the impact of
noise was expected to be too severes particularly for the residents of
Porter Creek Estates.

Alternative F: This alternative road location would have connected with
Show Low Lake Road and then Highway 260. It was eliminated because it did
not adequately meet the objective of providing an alternate route for
Highway 260.

Alternative G: This alternative called for widening Highway 260 by

constructing two additionai traffic lanes. It was eliminated because the
socio~ecomonic impact of right-of-way acquisition was not acceptable.

FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS

The Penrod Road construction as proposed in the decision notice is entirely
within the Woodland Management Area of the Apache/Sitgreaves National Forests.
The project is consistent with the Forest's Land Management Plan as amended.
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I agree with the "Bioclogical Assessment/Evaluation” which was completed for the
proposed action and which found that there are no threatened, endangered or
sensitive species which will be adversely effected by the proposed action.

The cultural resource survey has been completed and a "Testing and Data
Recovery Plan" has been aspproved by the State Historic Preservation Officer.

‘IMPLEMENTATION DATE

This project will not be implemented sooner than five days after the expiration
of the appeal pericd which follows the publication of the "Legal Notice" in the
White Mountain Independent.

APPEAL RIGHTS STATEMENT

This decision is subject to sppeal pursuant to Forest Service regulations at 36
CFR 215. Appeals must be filed in writing and must be submitted to the Appeal
Deciding Officer within 45 days following the publication of the legal notice
in the White Mountain Independent. The Appeal Deciding Officer is the Regional
Forester-Southwestern Region, 517 Gold Avenue SW, Albuquerque, NM 87102. The
appeal must meet the requirements of 36 CFR 215.14 "Content of Appeal®.

INFORMATION CONTACT PERSON

For additional information concerning this decision or the Forest Service
appeal process, contact contact Ed Collins, District Ranger Lakeside Ranger
District, Route #3 Box 50, Lakeside, AZ 85929.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
(FONSI)

Context This project is a site specific action that by itself does not have
international, national, region-wide, or statewide importance. The
significance criteria that follows applies to the intended action and is within
the context of local importance in the area associated with the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests,

Intensity The following is organized around the Ten Significance Criteria
described in National Environmental Policy Act regulations 40 CFR 1508.27:

1. Impacts from this site specific project are both beneficial and
adverse. The environmental effects are discussed in Section IV of the EA -
Environmental Conseguences. Baneficial affects are primarily the reduction of
traffic congestion and the associated improved public safety on Highway 260 and
the creation of an alternate route in the event of natural disasters,
emergencies or other circumstances. There is mlso the benefit of improved
access to private lands. Adverse effects are: removal of native vegetation; a
slight reduction in grazing capacity; some disturbance to resident, migratory,
and wintering birds; interference with wildlife movements; slight alteration in
visual quality ; possible increase in vehicle collisions with wildlife; and an
increase in noise impacts along the east side of Porter Creek estates.



2. There will be a net improvement in public health and safety due to a
reduced flow of traffic on Highway 260 even though thers may be a possible
increase in vehicle collisions with wildlife along the newly construced Penrod
Road.

3. The project area is not in proximity to any unique historic or
.cultural resource (other than those for which a "Testing and Data Recovery
Plan" has been approved by the State Historic Preservation Officer), park
lands, prime farm lands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically
critical areas.

4, Analysis of the project during the "Integrated Resource Management"
process has not revealed that the project is highly controversisl.

5. The environmentel effects sre typical for this type action. Effects
on the human environment are not highly uncertain or do not involve unique or
unknown risks.

6. A decision to implement the intended action does not establish any
future precedent for other actions that may have a significant effect nor does
it represent a decision in principal about a future consideration.

7. There are no significant cumulative effects agsociated with the
project. Cumulative effects, as specified under NEPA, are effects which result
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of which agency or
persons undertake such actions. Contributions toward cumulative effects have
been considered as a part of the analysis as discussed in Section IV,
Environmental Consequences, and it was determined that these impacts did not
contribute to an overall significant impact.

8. The action will not adversely affect any districts, sites, highways,
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic places nor will the project csuss loss or destruction of
significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources,

9, A biclogical assessment and evaluation was completed for the project.
A "may affect but are not likely to adversely affect” determination was made
for the endangered bald eagle. This determination was concurred with by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No other endangered or threatened species or
its habitat were determined to be affected.

10. This proposed sction does not violate Federal, State, and local law or
requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.

/&é&( G/29/7¢

HN C. BEDELL Date
Forest Supervisor
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Figure 2. Action alternatives for the proposed Penrod Road project






