Summary of Public Comments #2

September 15, 2003

Update on the Petrified Forest National Park GMP Revision / EIS

The Draft General Management Plan Revision/Environmental Impact Statement for Petrified Forest National Park was published and distributed in February 2003. About 300 copies were sent to individuals, organizations, agencies, and tribes.  The draft document was also posted on the NPS internet web site, and it was available in local libraries.  In April 2003 a public meeting was held in Holbrook, Arizona to collect public comments on the draft plan revision / EIS. Fourteen people attended the meeting, but none submitted written comments.

A total of eight written comments were received on the draft plan revision / EIS--one from an associated American Indian tribe, one from a federal agency, one from a state agency, and five from individuals.  

The Hopi tribe supports alternative 3 because it would provide the most protection for cultural and natural resources, services would be expanded to increase understanding of park resources, and park collections would be reunited in a new facility. A follow up consultation was held with the Hopi Tribe in May 2003 to address their comments.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency gave the document a rating of "Lack of Objections" (LO), which indicates that the agency considers the document adequate overall. This agency recommended that the EIS provide more specific information on measures to ensure protection of water quality and wetland/riparian areas in the park. 

The State of Arizona Game and Fish Department does not agree with the 1993 GMP/EIS regarding its proposal to expand the park boundary.  This agency commented that the 2003 EIS does not adequately evaluate impacts of the 1993 boundary expansion proposal. The agency is concerned about impacts of the boundary expansion on wildlife populations, wildlife habitat (livestock/wildlife waters), hunting, and loss of access between the existing east boundary of the park and the Navajo Reservation.  The Game and Fish Department believes such impacts should be evaluated in the EIS.

Three comments from individuals expressed preference for a particular general management plan alternative or aspects of an alternative.  A third individual letter expressed interest in cooperating with the NPS in the areas of geology and paleontology. A fourth letter expressed concern that a petrified wood vendor would be forced out of business if petrified wood sales are discontinued within the national park. (The petrified wood in park gift shops comes from outside the national park).

After considering comments on the draft, alternative 2 remains the preferred alternative with some minor changes.

