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Exhibit 1
Date:
To:
From:
Re:

October 18, 2019
Coconino County Community Development Department
Better Place Forests
Project Statement (APN: 300-25-001, 300-25-002, 300-28-001A, 300-29-001A, 300-29-001B)

1.0

Introduction

Better Place Forests (BPF) is creating America’s first conservation memorial forests. Our mission is to
provide our patrons with a beautiful and protected place to rest their ashes at the end of their life. Through
the purchase of a dedication, our customers are granted the exclusive right to place their ashes, or those of
their family, around a dedicated memorial tree. In doing so, our customers are also able to contribute to
large-scale forest conservation efforts. As demographics change, we seek to provide the 80% of baby
boomer families choosing cremation with a beautiful, natural, sustainable, and cost-effective alternative to
traditional cemeteries.
To achieve this mission, BPF acquires beautiful conservation areas within communities to permanently
protect their forests, open spaces, and wildlife habitats. We work with local land trusts to ensure that our
forests will be protected forever and never redeveloped. Ashes are mixed with native soil and spread
topically under memorial trees. A 3”-4” USGS style marker is placed at the foot of each tree dedication.
Nothing is interred into the ground and no memorials are placed on the trees.
The objective of our project in Coconino County is to preserve open space and restore a local forest while
providing the option of a natural resting place for the regional population. Through minor site
improvements, we intend to facilitate visitation and access to the site for those choosing our services while
improving overall forest health through active management.

2.0

Project Overview

BPF is seeking to preserve a 160-acre property in the Hart Prairie area of Coconino County to be used as a
memorial conservation forest. Located at 0 N Hart Prairie Road, the property is comprised of five
contiguous parcels:
●
●
●
●
●

APN: 300-25-001
APN: 300-25-002
APN: 300-28-001A
APN: 300-29-001A
APN: 300-29-001B

Our vision in Coconino County is to preserve the property with its old growth ponderosa pines, mixed
conifers, and quaking aspens as a private memorial conservation forest. A forested trail network will allow
families to access individual memorial trees dedicated to their loved ones. The existing cabin will be
renovated to include operational office space for our local forest stewards, storage for forest maintenance

3717 Buchanan Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94123
1

29

materials, ADA-compliant restroom facilities, and a contemplative visitor center where guests are
welcomed and provided private space.
From an ecological perspective, the forest will remain in its natural state with the exception of a few
development improvements to facilitate access. All improvements will be limited to areas of the property
that have been previously cleared and impacted. BPF will develop a forest management plan to enhance
tree health, increase biodiversity, reduce ground fuel (mitigating fire risk), and manage non-native species.
Under our management, this land will continue to function ecologically, providing watershed and viewshed
protection, wildlife habitat and passage, and carbon sequestration. We aim to mitigate human impact on the
forest as the number of visitors will be limited, visitation will be restricted to the daytime, and visitors will be
guided along a mapped trail system.

3.0

Zoning Classification

Prior to preparing this application, BPF had multiple conversations with Coconino County’s Department of
Community Development regarding our land use, establishing the appropriate permitting path and meeting
in-person with staff to review our pre-application.
The 160-acre property is zoned G - General. As advised by staff, we are submitting this application under the
use category “cemetery” which is conditionally permitted in G - General zones. While the State of Arizona
does not consider our use a cemetery (further discussed in Section 4.0), staff interpreted our use as most
similar to that of a cemetery and therefore requested we apply under that land use.
It is important to note that while we may be considered a cemetery for zoning purposes, BPF has no plans to,
and will not allow, the practice of traditional or green burials on our properties. BPF only permits the
spreading of ashes on our properties and no other form of human remain dispersal will be permitted. We will
limit this through our rules and regulations and through a partnership with a land trust for a future
conservation easement on the property if feasible. We hope to communicate this nuance clearly to the
public and would appreciate if our business is described as a “memorial forest” rather than a cemetery to
prevent misinterpretation.

4.0

Regulations Regarding Placement of Cremated Remains

In the State of Arizona, the spreading of cremated remains does not constitute or create a cemetery. This is
outlined in the Arizona Revised Statutes, Section 32-2101-11, which states the following:
§32-2101-11. "Cemetery" or "cemetery property" means any one, or a combination of more than one, of the
following in a place that is used, or intended to be used, and dedicated for cemetery purposes:
(a) A burial park, for earth interments.
(b) A mausoleum, for crypt or vault entombments.
(c) A crematory, or a crematory and columbarium, for cinerary interments.
(d) A cemetery plot, including interment rights, mausoleum crypts, niches and burial spaces.
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After reaching out to the Arizona Department of Real Estate (the regulating body for cemeteries in Arizona)
to confirm our cemetery status, we received the following response:
“Based on the following [above] definition and the definition of interment and interring the State does not address
the scattering of ashes in a dedicated land to be consider [sic] a cemetery, since they are not interred.”
As outlined below in Section 7.0 Program Statement, we are proposing surface spreading of ashes mixed with
local soil to ensure it blends with the pH of the forest floor. Because no remains will be interred, we are not
regulated as a cemetery in Arizona. Our certified forester will outline the proper methodology by which we
will spread ashes to not disturb the forest ecosystem as a component of our Forest Management Plan. We
expect the methodology to be similar to our approved practices in Santa Cruz County, California, described
in the attached Cremains Scattering Memo.

5.0

Proposed Improvements

Our proposed development plan for this property includes the renovation of a ~1,500 square foot building
to be used as a visitor center, the improvement and extension of the entry and driveway to meet State and
County fire access requirements, the development of dispersed parking areas for approximately 30 cars
(including accessible spaces), the construction of three storage sheds, and the phased creation of a trail
system within the property. The visitor center will function as an office for our forest stewards and a
gathering place for families. The center will contain sitting rooms, equipment and storage areas, and multiple
restrooms. No overnight accommodations nor outdoor lighting (other than security lighting) are
contemplated, as the property will be open for day use only as described below in Section 7.0 Program
Statement. Minimal landscaping improvements will be made in disturbed areas adjacent to development,
which will rely exclusively on native species. The proposed number of parking spots has been approved by
Bob Short over email as requested in the pre-application notes. In addition to the building and parking areas,
we plan to construct two covered seating areas – one in the meadow area adjacent to the visitor center and
another on the western side of the property. These areas are designed as places of reflection and viewpoints
over the natural setting.
The parking area is proposed in pre-existing clearings, minimizing any potential biological disturbance to the
forest. We plan to install a new septic system that meets the requirements of the County Environmental
Health Department. Power on site will be provided by a propane generator and potentially solar panels on
the visitor center roof. We plan to utilize an existing water tank to receive potable water that can be used in
the visitor center building. We may pursue the testing and development of a supplementary well at a later
date. The forest is not serviced by any commercial utilities.
We recognize that this property and the surrounding Hart Prairie area has a risk of wildfire. Because of this,
the site has been specifically designed to facilitate the needs of emergency personnel and fire vehicle access
in the event of an emergency. The only structure requiring fire protection is the visitor center which will be
accessed by a driveway built to State and County fire standards. The width of the one-way driveway in the
plans has been rendered at 20-feet for emergency access, as typically required by the Summit Fire District.
We are currently in contact with Summit Fire District staff regarding potential alternatives to this width
requirement, as some areas may not require passing widths. The safety plan for this site also includes the
ability to take refuge in large meadow areas in the event of a fire emergency. Representatives of our
engineering firm, Woodson Engineering, have been in contact with Summit Fire District’s Deputy Chief,
Jerry Bills, to discuss fire access. Jerry Bills communicated that fire and emergency health services could be
3717 Buchanan Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94123
3

31

provided if requested on a fee basis. Better Place Forests would intend on utilizing this service in any
emergency event.
Accessibility is a significant consideration for Better Place Forests and our customers. Although the forest
trails themselves cannot be made completely “accessible” given the topography of the natural environment,
we will plan for accessible access to the visitor center and surrounding areas. We also plan to utilize a small
all-terrain vehicle that can transport people with limited mobility to various areas of the forest along our
trail network to provide guests with limited mobility with an experience comparable to all other visitors.
Limited mobility visitors will be dropped off at paved alighting pads throughout the forest, so they can
experience the same serenity as other visitors and an equivalent experience. Details regarding our proposed
accessibility related improvements are included in the site plan.

6.0

Forest Management Plan

BPF plans to manage the forest to mitigate fire risk and promote a healthy ecosystem. To achieve this, BPF
will hire a certified Forester to develop a forest management plan. This management will include selective
thinning to restore and enhance the existing trees, reducing ground fuel to mitigate fire risk, and managing
the eradication of non-native species. Through proper forest management we intend to protect our forest
and provide a buffer for the surrounding forests from harmful insect infestation and do our part to reduce
the risk of wildfire. All forest management will be directed by an accredited arborist or forester. BPF has
already met with the Flagstaff Chapter of The Nature Conservancy to discuss local forest management best
practices and potential partnerships.
Forest management will be an ongoing process and part of an integrated forest management plan. Initial
steps will include selective thinning, ground fuel reduction, and non-native species eradication and will be
rolled out in phases across the 160-acre property. Due to the size of the property and accumulation of
deferred maintenance, it is infeasible to complete a thoughtful management plan in one season.
Implementation will occur each year in new zones of the forest in conjunction with trail construction as part
of the management plan. This phasing strategy will increase overall forest health and lead to long-term fire
fuel reduction.

7.0

Program Statement

Once improvements are completed, the property will be open to visitors during selective daytime hours.
Depending on seasonality and the number of pre-scheduled visits, the forest will receive guests from a
minimum of two days a week to a maximum of seven. The property will not be open during the winter
months due to lack of access. The daytime operation hours will vary with season, but in general will not go
past 8am - 6pm. A Better Place Forests Steward will be present during all public operating hours. We plan to
employ a minimum staff of five locally-hired Forest Stewards who will rotate working schedules throughout
the week.
Customers will visit the forest for multiple reasons, including tree selection, spreading ashes of a loved one,
walking the trails, or visiting trees dedicated to family and friends. We aim to comfortably host visitors while
preserving the natural state of the forest. All visitation to the site will occur when the property is staffed so
BPF can ensure a safe and peaceful experience. As discussed in the attached Traffic Impact Statement,
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approximately 17 daily vehicle trips are projected on average. This traffic is very minimal and produces very
little impact in comparison to other uses.
Spreading ceremonies are intended to be a small private affair and are not intended to function as large
funeral gatherings. Prior to the ceremony, we mix the cremated remains with local soil at a ratio determined
by our arborist (3:1 soil to ashes at our other forests) to ensure the ashes are not visually distinguishable in
the mixture and there are no adverse environmental impacts. Further analysis by our certified forester will
identify any watercourses or seasonal constraints that may restrict the location and timing of spreadings.
This forest’s specific analysis will be a component of the Forest Management Plan.

8.0

Conformance to the “Findings for a Conditional Use Permit”

The proposed project is in conformance with Coconino County’s Findings for a Conditional Use Permit as
listed in Section 5.7 of the Coconino County Zoning Ordinance. Each finding is addressed below:
1) The proposed location of the Conditional Use is in accord with the objectives of this Ordinance and the
purpose of the Zone in which the site is located.
Coconino County’s residential zone G - General is a general rural land-use category designated for
unincorporated areas of the County which do not clearly fall into any other zoning classification. Only uses
that are deemed complementary and compatible with rural environments are permitted in this zone.
Our proposed use will require the renovation of an existing structure and other minor improvements
including parking spaces, trail construction, and minor landscaping. These improvements will occur in an
area of the site that has already been cleared and developed by previous owners. The rest of the property
will be placed under a conservation easement and remain undeveloped. The existing forest will be properly
maintained to promote healthy ecosystem function. Our development and proposed use will not alter the
character or quality of our property or the surrounding area.. For these reasons, the proposed use is
anticipated to be both complementary and compatible with surrounding rural environments.
2) The proposed location of the Conditional Use and the conditions under which it would be operated and
maintained will not be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare, or materially injurious to properties
or improvements in the vicinity
The use being proposed will include minor improvements to a previously developed area of the property.
Therefore, the basic conditions of the site can be expected to remain the same. The topical spreading of
ashes mixed with soil is not anticipated to cause any public health concerns or endanger the safety of any
people or animals. The forest will be properly managed and any hazardous trees or natural features will be
removed to promote a safe experience for visitors.
3) The proposed Conditional use will comply with each of the applicable provisions of this Ordinance, except
for approved variances.
The proposed conditional use will comply with each of the applicable provisions of this ordinance. Our
understanding is that the proposed use does not require any variances at this time.
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4) The proposed use is consistent with and conforms to the goals, objectives and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan or Specific Plan for the area.
The proposed use is consistent and conforms with the general goals, objectives, and policies of Coconino
County’s Comprehensive Plan. A detailed review of this project’s compliance can be found in Section 9.0
Compliance with the Coconino County Comprehensive Plan.

9.0

Compliance with the Coconino County Comprehensive Plan

A central tenet of the Coconino County Comprehensive Plan is the County’s desire to sustain a thriving local
economy that coexists with the natural environment. To fulfill this goal, Coconino County has emphasized
the necessity of conservation-based planning principles to inform sustainable land use decisions within their
jurisdiction. BPF’s proposed project in Flagstaff presents a unique opportunity for the County to promote
environmental stewardship while simultaneously supporting a venture that will benefit the local economy.
A large portion of the “Decision-Making Principles” detailed in the County’s Comprehensive Plan are
focused on ecological conservation and resilience. Our proposed land use is in alignment with these
principles as follows:
●

Make land use decisions that are compatible with the natural potential of the site and the landscape.

The existing site is a forested property including ponderosa pines, mixed conifers, and aspens. Our proposed
use is compatible with the site’s natural potential, as it will provide active management to improve and
maintain these forest resources. Under our management, this property will continue to provide watershed
and viewshed protection, wildlife habitat and passage, and carbon sequestration. We intend to establish a
conservation easement on the property to protect its natural resources in perpetuity.
●

Avoid or mitigate for the effects of human use and development on ecological processes and the landscape.

BPF will both avoid and mitigate the negative impacts of human use and development on the site through a
variety of practices. The property’s existing structure will be repurposed as a visitor center. No additional
structures will be built. The remaining site improvements will be small in scale and have negligible
environmental impacts. Trail systems will provide designated pathways for visitors to walk around the site,
allowing the majority of the forest to remain undisturbed. No wildlife prohibitive fences will be installed, so
wildlife can continue utilizing the landscape and its resources at their will. The diverse forest and meadow
ecosystems will remain a relatively undisturbed habitat for endemic species.
●

Minimize the introduction and spread of non-native species and use native species in restoration and
landscaping.

BPF’s forest management plan will guide the improvement and maintenance of the site’s existing
environmental features. This plan will include strategies to manage invasive species and control the spread
of any pests, including the Pine Beetle. A landscaping plan for the site has been provided in the site plan,
which incorporates all native species.
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●

Avoid land uses that deplete natural resources.

This project will not deplete natural resources. Rather, our proposed use will promote the conservation and
management of the site's existing resources. A conservation easement will be placed on the property,
allowing the site to remain a forest in perpetuity. Additionally, the forest will be thinned and properly
managed to reduce fire risk for the property and surrounding region’s natural resources.

10.0

Community Outreach

Community engagement is a cornerstone of Better Place Forests’ business model. We actively seek input
from the community to inform our decision-making process. As part of implementing what we consider
“Real Estate Best Practices”, we committed to holding a community meeting to introduce ourselves to our
neighbors, discuss our project, and hear input from the various stakeholders. Based on the CUP
requirements in Coconino County, our outreach was guided by the Citizen Participation Plan and we held a
community meeting on the property in July 2019. The attached Citizen Participation Report details the
meeting discussion points and community feedback received. Additionally, between the submittal of this
application and our public hearing, BPF will do additional public and private outreach about our proposal.
Separately, Better Place Forests has received multiple support letters from the neighbors in the community
of our first forest in Mendocino County, California, which are attached with the Citizen Participation
Report. It has been a pleasure to establish our first location there, and incredibly meaningful to have such
strong support within the local community. We plan to extend this positive relationship and approach to our
neighbors and the local community in Hart Prairie.

11.0

Benefits to Coconino County

Our mission is to connect people with nature and help every person write a better ending to their life story.
We do this by providing families with an affordable and natural alternative to traditional burial options
which are often extremely expensive and sold through manipulative marketing and sales tactics. Traditional
burial places such as cemeteries also do not typically provide a natural option for people looking to connect
with nature and return to the earth at the end of their lives, nor do they provide a pleasant visitation
experience for those left behind.
Cremation rates are at 66% in Arizona and rising, with more than 80% of baby boomers planning to choose
cremation at the end of their lives nationwide. We see our forest as a regional asset, offering local residents,
the Phoenix metropolitan area, and those with personal ties to Flagstaff a beautiful and protected resting
place for their families and future generations to come.
Our project will also provide an economic benefit to the greater Flagstaff region as we plan to hire five to six
full-time forest stewards from the County and spend several million dollars with numerous local consultants
and contractors for the design, construction, maintenance, and operations of the property. Our forest
steward roles could provide an exciting opportunity to retain local talent in Coconino County and integrate
our site with the local community. Our customers will also increase commerce at local businesses,
restaurants, and accommodations in the surrounding community.
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12.0

Closing Statement

We are encouraged by the feedback we have received thus far from Coconino County during the
pre-application review meeting and in calls, emails, and in-person meetings with Community Development
staff. We are very excited by the prospect of a Better Place Forest in Coconino County and are encouraged
by the alignment of our proposed use with many of the decision-making principles of the County’s
comprehensive plan.
Thank you for your time and we look forward to meeting with you again at the Planning and Zoning Study
Session. Please don’t hesitate to reach out if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Mark Forster
Head Acquisition & Entitlements
mark@betterplaceforests.com
415-243-7542

Scott Roycroft
Development & Entitlements
scott@betterplaceforests.com
415-308-2339

Gia DeBartolo
Land Analyst
gia@betterplaceforests.com
630-272-1013
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Exhibit 1

Date:
To:
From:
Re:

February 26, 2020
Coconino County Community Development Department
Better Place Forests
Letter Updating Building Use, Community Outreach, and Road Access Information

1.0

Introduction

Better Place Forests (BPF) has been working with Coconino Community Development Department over the
last seven months on its Conditional Use Permit Application. The following update is provided based on
requests from the Community Development Department and to further clarify aspects of our proposed
project.
2.0

Building Use and Visitation

The existing building will be primarily used to store forest management equipment and provide a working
space for Better Place Forest on-site employees. After receipt of the permit, the building will be renovated
to provide ADA accessible bathrooms and shelter from inclement weather. Most aspects of a customer’s
visit will take place in the outdoor spaces of the site in association with the property’s primary commercial
use as a memorial forest. Visitors will spend most of their time walking trails, visiting memorial trees, and
resting in outdoor spaces. The building’s use for bathrooms and shelter will be accessory to the primary
outdoor use.
After receipt of the conditional use permit and prior to the building’s renovation, Better Place Forests
intends to start hosting potential customers for memorial tree selection, ceremonies, and family return
visits. To accommodate visitor needs, Better Place Forests will provide accessible parking and portable
restrooms. The forest zones open to customers will follow the proposed phasing schedule in the Forest
Management Plan. All visitation prior to the building renovation, will be in compliance with the practices and
conditions included in application materials and use permit conditions.
3.0

Community Outreach and Engagement

Better Place Forests has engaged in community outreach since filing our Preliminary Application. The
Better Place Forests team recognizes the importance of community voices and has solicited the input of
multiple community stakeholders including tribal representatives, local environmental groups, respected
academics and property neighbors. Better Place Forests held a community meeting that had 13 attendees in
July 2019. The Better Place Forests team will continue to engage with the community and surrounding
Native American tribes over the coming weeks.
Recognizing the conservation value and shared cultural significance of the area surrounding the San
Francisco Peaks, Better Place Forests has undertaken a multifaceted outreach program. From the feedback
received, Better Place Forests is developing a Cultural Heritage Policy and Standard specifically creating
and offering access to the property to local tribes.
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Draft Cultural Heritage Preservation Policy and Standard
Better Place Forests acknowledges that many Native American tribes have significant cultural and sacred
sites that may exist on federal, and sometimes privately-owned, property. Better Place Forests respects the
cultural heritage of all Native American tribes and acts to conserve the properties it owns in a way that will
allow Native American tribes access and use. Better Place Forests also supports the appropriate
conservation of Native American cultural properties.
Collaboration. Better Place Forests will engage with tribal representatives and experts to develop a plan
for respecting and incorporating relevant local native history and culture into the property. Areas for
collaboration include:
●
●
●
●

Understanding the cultural and historic significance of each property and developing appropriate
on-site recognition and educational programming for staff, clients and the local community
Recruiting and training local tribe members to join BPF stewardship staff with specific focus on land
management and cultural heritage preservation
Establishing a forum for ongoing consultation with local tribes on stewardship of the property
Establishing protocols and procedures to address the identification and treatment of traditional
cultural artifacts found on the property

We see this policy and cultural heritage standard as the result of community input and a tenet of responsible
land stewardship.
4.0

Road Access

Better Place Forests understands that upon the approval of the Conditional Use Permit, Coconino County
will require the dedication of a right of way easement along existing Forest Road 151. Through independent
title research, it has been identified that the USFS does not hold an easement on Forest Road 151 over the
portions of the road that transect the property. Better Place Forests has reviewed draft easement language
and will work with the USFS to dedicate and record an easement upon approval of the CUP.
5.0

Summary

We thank County staff for their thoughtful input on this project. We appreciate the opportunity to update
all interested parties on the progress of the project. We are available to follow up on any topics to all
interested parties.

Sincerely,

Scott Roycroft
Development & Entitlements
scott@betterplaceforests.com
415-308-2339

Mark Forster
Head Acquisition & Entitlements
mark@betterplaceforests.com
415-243-7542
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Exhibit 3
BETTER PLACE FORESTS FLAGSTAFF PROJECT
CLASS I CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY, COCONINO COUNTY, ARIZONA

Prepared on behalf of:
Better Place Forests
3717 Buchanan Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94123-4004
(415) 308-2339

Prepared by:
Stewart Deats
EnviroSystems Management, Inc.
23 East Fine Avenue
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
(928) 226-0236

EnviroSystems Management, Inc. Project/Report No. 2045-20

February 25, 2020
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INTRODUCTION
The following is a Class I cultural resources archival review for five contiguous parcels (160.59
acres) of private land for the proposed Better Place Forests Flagstaff project. This review is being
conducted at the request of Better Place Forests. The area under review is located 3.0 miles (4.8
km) east of Highway 180 (a.k.a. Fort Valley Road) and 12.75 miles (20.5 km) northwest of
downtown Flagstaff, Arizona along Forest Road (FR) 151 / North Hart Prairie Road (Figure 1). A
Class I cultural resources archival review (a.k.a. a Class I cultural resources inventory), is the first
step in determining the types and quantities of cultural resources present within the Area of
Potential Effects (APE); which in this case is the entire 160.59 acres.
USGS 7.5ʹ Quadrangle: Humphreys Peak, AZ (1966, photorevised 1983)
Legal Description: Township 23 North, Range 6 East, SW¼ of SW¼ Section 14, SE¼ of SE¼
Section 15, NE¼ of NE¼ Section 22, and NW¼ of NW¼ Section 23.
Coconino County Parcel Numbers: 300-25-001 (40.00 acres), 300-25-002 (40.00 acres), 300-29001A (36.94 acres), 300-29-001B (7.00 acres), and 300-28-001A (36.65 acres) (Figure 2).
Acres: 160.59
PHYSIOGRAPHIC SETTING
The project area is a shallow northeast-southwest oriented alluvial valley bounded by the
Hochderffer Hills immediately to the northwest and the San Francisco Peaks to the southeast. The
area is part of the San Francisco volcanic field with the Hochderffer Hills being the remnants of a
rhyolite dome (ca. 1.64 ±0.11 million years old) predating much of the main volcanic activity
(Ulrich and Holm 1982). The local sediments and soils (generally gravelly clay loam) have derived
from in situ decomposition of the underlying volcanic deposits (primarily rhyolitic lava flows),
overlying forest debris (humic topsoil), and some alluvial deposition along drainages. When
enough precipitation is available, water flows toward the northeast through a small ephemeral
drainage in the valley floor. Many miles downstream, this drainage, known as Deadman Wash,
becomes quite large and is one of the more significant drainages in the immediate region. However,
the project area is just downstream from the head of the wash, so the drainage is small and shallow
here. Near the northern edge of the project area an earthen berm has been erected across the wash
to create a stock tank/retention pond.
Vegetation is mainly a mixed conifer forest dominated by Ponderosa Pine and Quaking Aspen,
and containing White Pine and Douglas Fir. Thick stands of trees support an understory of ferns,
sparse grasses, and other perennials and annuals. The stands are interspersed with open meadows
containing various native grasses, wildflowers, and other forbs.
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Figure 2. Parcel map.
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METHODS
On February 20–21, 2020 EnviroSystems Archaeologist Stewart Deats conducted a record search
using the State of Arizona’s on-line cultural resources inventory database AZSITE. This database,
accessible by permitted archaeologists, contains a Geographic Information System (GIS)
component and serves as a consolidated informational network of recorded cultural resources.
These include prehistoric and historic sites and properties, and records of previous cultural
resource surface inventories conducted within the State of Arizona. The database is managed by
the Arizona State Museum (ASM) in Tucson, Arizona. All the above-mentioned parcels along
with a 100-meter-wide (328 feet) buffer surrounding the 160.59-acre project area were reviewed
for the following information:







Archaeological Inventory Projects (including in-process inventories);
Archaeological Sites (including in-process sites);
Historic Structures;
Historic Districts;
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP or National Register) Listings;
Arizona Register of Historic Places Listings;

In addition to searching AZSITE, historic General Land Office (GLO) survey plats and land
patents were inspected through the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) on-line database
(www.glorecords.blm.gov), historic topographic maps were examined on-line through the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) database (www.usgs.gov/core-science-systems/ngp/topo-maps/
historical-topographic-map-collection), the Coconino County Parcel Viewer on-line GIS
application (https://coconinocounty.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html) was also
utilized, the National Register was checked via the on-line database (www.nps.gov/subjects/
nationalregister/database-research.htm), and Traditional Cultural Property information was
obtained from the Coconino National Forest, Flagstaff Ranger District Office. In addition, relevant
USGS 7.5ʹ quadrangle maps were inspected for important place names that might have historical
significance.
CULTURAL OVERVIEW
Paleoindian and Archaic
Human occupation in the region spans the past 13,000 years. The following is a very brief overview
of the prehistoric and historic cultural history of the area. See Hisat’sinom: Ancient Peoples in a
Land Without Water by Downum (2012) for a recent and comprehensive synthesis of the
prehistoric occupation in the Flagstaff area, and Cline (1976) and Ashworth (1991) for an overview
of the area during the Historic period.
Paleoindian peoples (ca. 8000+ B.C.) are recognized as the earliest inhabitants of the New World.
It is believed that these groups were extremely mobile and relied heavily on hunting the megafauna
that existed in the Pleistocene epoch. This subsistence strategy was complimented by limited
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gathering. No significant Paleoindian remains have been found in the Flagstaff region, though
Paleoindian projectile points and fragments have been encountered.
The Paleoindian period was followed by the Archaic period, which extended from about 8000 B.C.
to roughly 500 B.C., at which time the adoption of maize-based agriculture was beginning to be
significantly embraced. The transition to agriculture, which probably began by 1000 B.C.,
undoubtedly overlaps to some extent with the continuation of hunter-gatherer lifeways in some
areas. The Archaic is subdivided into the Early (ca. 8000–5000 B.C.), Middle (5000–2000 B.C.),
and Late (2000 B.C. – A.D. 400) periods. This sequence appears to reflect large-scale patterns seen
throughout the American West that are evident in material culture and projectile point types.
Researchers typically characterize Archaic occupation of the Southwest as more localized than the
Paleoindian pattern. There was a shift from hunting large game animals to a more varied hunting
and gathering lifestyle that focused more on smaller game and floral resources, than did Paleoindian
groups. Agricultural practices entered the subsistence mix during the Late Archaic.
Early Agricultural Period
Southwestern archaeologists have traditionally used the presence of cultigens as the introduction
of agriculture, marking the end of the Archaic period and beginning of the Formative period. Work
over the past 15–20 years, however, has increasingly demonstrated that substantial integration of
agriculture into the foraging economies of the Archaic occurred 3,000 to 3,500 years ago. The
Early Agricultural period demarcates the period during which domesticates were first used and
marks the beginning of a transition from hunting and gathering to corn and squash cultivation.
Transition to agriculture notes an important shift toward increased sedentism, reduced mobility,
population growth, and greater population density. Increased sedentism resulted in relatively
substantial houses, numerous storage facilities, and denser trash accumulations.
Formative Period
Formative period manifestations are characterized by substantial reliance on maize horticulture,
construction of permanent dwellings, and ceramic pottery production. In the Flagstaff area the
Formative period dates to circa A.D. 500–1400. Occupations by Formative peoples have been the
subject of much research in the Flagstaff area (see Downum 1988). Researchers have traditionally
recognized influences and interactions between three major prehistoric groups—Northern
Sinagua, Cohonina, and Anasazi—that were contemporaries in the region. Other cultural
influences have also been noted, such as that of Hohokam traders or immigrants from south-central
Arizona. Artifacts from the Prescott Culture (around present-day Prescott, Arizona) are also
encountered. The Cohonina occupied the area north, northwest, and west of the San Francisco
Peaks above the Mogollon Rim and south of the Grand Canyon. This encompasses the current
project area.
The Cohonina were originally defined based on San Francisco Mountain Gray Ware. The time
between approximately A.D. 700 and 950 has been named the Coconino phase. Architecture of
this time period is characterized by surface jacal structures in the pinyon-juniper woodlands and
deep timber-lined pit houses with rooftop entry and ventilator shafts in the ponderosa forest.
During the Medicine Valley phase (A.D. 950–1100) architecture shifted to masonry or boulderlined surface structures, although use of pit houses continued (Samples 1992). The final temporal
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period of the Cohonina was the Hull phase, dating to A.D. 1100–1250/75. This phase is marked
by the adoption of the Puebloan-style unit pueblo arrangement. It appears that during this phase
the bulk of the population shifted from west of the San Francisco Peaks to the area north of the
mountains. By A.D. 1150 the traditional Cohonina heartland had been abandoned. After this, the
traits that made the Cohonina architecturally distinct faded, and after A.D. 1275 San Francisco
Mountain Gray Ware, the most distinctive material culture feature of the Cohonina, disappears
from the archaeological record (Cordell 1984; Samples 1992).
Historic Period
The first Europeans close to the project area were Spaniards led by Don Antonio de Espejo in
1583. This group, like the expedition led by Marcos Farfán de los Godos 15 years later, probably
traveled from Hopi to the middle and upper Verde Valley and reached about as far as present-day
Jerome. Later in 1604, Don Juan de Oñate, on his way from New Mexico to the Gulf of California,
also traveled a similar route (Gilpin and Phillips 1999). Spanish missionaries and military
personnel made several trips to Hopi in the 1600s and early 1700s, but it is unknown if any of
these excursions passed through or near the current project area. Similarly, it is known that
Euroamerican “mountain men” such as Ewing Young, Pauline Weaver, and William Wolfskill
worked the streams and rivers of central Arizona in the 1820s and 1830s (Stein 1994). However,
it is not known if any of these men passed through or near the project area.
Intensive Euroamerican exploration of the area only began following transfer of much of Arizona
to U.S. jurisdiction under the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848. In 1851 Lorenzo Sitgreaves,
a lieutenant in the U.S. Army Topographical Engineers, led an exploring expedition over a route
along the 35th parallel from Zuni, New Mexico to the Colorado River at Yuma. He was guided
through Arizona by mountain man Antoine Leroux. A couple of years later Leroux guided an
expedition led by U.S. Army Lt. Amiel Weeks Whipple who had been assigned the task of
conducting a survey along the 35th parallel for possible transcontinental railroad routes. Whipple
was accompanied by Joseph C. Ives, who led this own expedition across northern Arizona from
1857–1858.
In 1857 President James Buchanan appointed Edward F. Beale to survey and construct a wagon
road along Whipple's route. The wagon road laid out by Beale is often referred to as the Beale
Wagon Road, the Overland Trail, or the 35th Parallel Route. The road was constructed from 1857–
1859 (Smith 1984, 1990; Thompson 1983). Eventually the general route of the Beale Wagon Road
was followed by the construction of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (AT&SF). In 1880,
workers for the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad (later the AT&SF) settled construction camps in
Flagstaff. The railroad was completed through the stations at Angell, Winona, Cosnino, Cliffs, and
finally Flagstaff in 1882 (Trimble 1986:240).
RESULTS
No previous archaeological inventories have been conducted in, or within 100 meters of the
160.59-acre project area. Similarly, no archaeological sites or historic properties have been
documented in the project area or the surrounding buffer zone. However, a couple projects and
archaeological sites were recorded within the surrounding half mile or so, including a site on the
National Register (the C. Hart Merriam Base Camp near Little Spring).

6
46

Forest Road (FR) 151 / North Hart Prairie Road is depicted on the earliest GLO plat map of the
area which was drawn in 1883 (and officially filed in 1884). However, the route of the road as
plotted on the 19th century map is not a precise match to later historical renderings or more modern
maps. Early GLO plat maps are known to sometimes have fairly wide margins of error, so it may
be that the route of the 1880s road is the same as the current alignment of FR 151 / North Hart
Prairie Road. However, without a field inspection to make certain that an older alignment does not
exist this cannot be confirmed.
Patent records indicate two early homestead entry applications were submitted for portions of the
project area before each was cancelled a few years later. One application (BLM Serial/Order No.
P-1045) was for 160 acres that included the 40 acres within the SW¼ of SW¼ of Section 14 (i.e.,
Coconino County Parcel No. 300-25-002). This homestead entry application was filed on
September 15, 1894 and was subsequently cancelled on October 19, 1896. The other application
(BLM Serial/Order No. P-1050) was for 80 acres including the 40 acres comprising the NE¼ of
NE¼ of Section 22 (Coconino County Parcel No. 300-29-001A and the western portion of
Coconino County Parcel No. 300-29-001B). This homestead entry application was filed on
September 26, 1894 and cancelled on February 20, 1902. Subsequently, a homestead entry
application for the entire area comprising the current APE was submitted on June 11, 1906, and a
patent for the land was issued to Elijah A. Baker on July 29, 1910 (BLM Serial No. AZPHX 000
4438). It was at this point that the project area became privately-owned land.
A GLO map surveyed in 1943 and filed in 1950 shows two structures in what is now Coconino
County Parcel No. 300-29-001 and an agricultural field straddling the boundary between what is
now Coconino County Parcel Nos. 300-25-001 and 300-29-001A just north of Deadmans Wash
(Figure 3). Both structures are also depicted on the Humpreys Peak, AZ (1966) USGS 7.5ʹ
quadrangle map (and later photorevised versions) and on a 1969 USFS map of the Coconino
National Forest and surrounding region. The location of the southwestern-most structure coincides
with the location of a residential structure depicted in the Coconino County Parcel Viewer that is
recorded as having been built in 1985. Aerial imagery shows a smaller, older building sitting just
southwest of a modern house. Undoubtedly the modern house is the one built in 1985. Similarly,
the adjacent smaller building is likely the house/cabin constructed prior to 1943 and is depicted in
the subsequent area maps. In contrast, the northeastern-most structure that appears on the 1943
GLO probably represents an outbuilding such as a shed or barn. This building is shown on
subsequent USGS maps of the area, but it is not depicted in the Coconino County Parcel viewer
and is not readily visible in aerial imagery. Similarly, no maps other than the one created in 1943
indicate an agricultural field within the project area, and it also is not readily visible in the available
aerial imagery of the area.
Traditional Cultural Property
What is a Traditional Cultural Property?
The term “traditional cultural property” (TCP) is not found in law or regulation. It is a vernacular
term coined by National Park Service (NPS) staff and described in an NPS guidance document
called National Register Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting Traditional
Cultural Properties (see Parker and King 1990). However, the term “traditional cultural property”
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has come to be widely used within the historic preservation community as synonymous with the
term “properties of traditional religious and cultural importance” referred to in the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) [section 101(d)(6)(A) and (B)] and the regulations
implementing that act [cited in 36 CFR 800.2(c)(2)(ii) and 21 subsequent places in those
regulations]. The term “TCP” is a designation with implications for Federal undertakings (any
project utilizing Federal money, requiring Federal permitting or approval, or occurring on Federal
lands). Although some states have since adopted the term and have listed TCPs on their state
registers of historic places (e.g., the Mount Taylor TCP in New Mexico), at this time Arizona does
not explicitly use this designation in its laws and regulations.

Agricultural field

Building

Building

Project area

Figure 3. 1943 GLO map showing two buildings and an agricultural field in the project area.
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The NRHP contains a wide range of historic property types, reflecting the diversity of the nation's
history and culture. Among these are buildings, structures, and sites; groups of buildings, structures
or sites forming historic districts; landscapes; and individual objects. All of these can be listed on
the National Register if they meet the criteria specified in the National Register's Criteria for
Evaluation (36 CFR §60.4) (Parker and King 1990). Such properties reflect many kinds of
significance-in architecture, history, archeology, engineering, and culture. In terms of the National
Register the word “culture” is understood to mean the traditions, beliefs, practices, lifeways, arts,
crafts, and social institutions of any community, be it a Native American tribe, a local ethnic group,
or the people of the nation as a whole. One kind of cultural significance a property may possess,
and that could make it eligible for inclusion in the National Register, is traditional cultural
significance. Properties (i.e., places) with traditional cultural significance are called traditional
cultural properties.
In this context "traditional" refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community
of people that have been passed down through the generations, usually orally or through practice.
Consequently, the traditional cultural significance of a historic property/place, is the significance
derived from the role it plays within a community's historically rooted beliefs, customs, and
practices. Examples of properties possessing such significance include: a location associated with
the traditional beliefs of a Native American group about its origins, its cultural history, or the
nature of the world; a rural community whose organization, buildings and structures, or patterns
of land use reflect the cultural traditions valued by its long-term residents; an urban neighborhood
that is the traditional home of a particular cultural group, and that reflects its beliefs and practices;
a location where Native American religious practitioners have historically gone, and are known or
thought to go today, to perform ceremonial activities in accordance with traditional cultural rules
of practice; and a location where a community has traditionally carried out economic, artistic, or
other cultural practices important in maintaining its historical identity (Parker and King 1990).
A TCP, then, can be defined generally as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register
because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are rooted
in that community's history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity
of the community. One fundamental difference between TCPs and other kinds of historic
properties is that their significance cannot be determined solely by historians, ethnographers,
ethnohistorians, ethnobotanists, and other professionals. The significance of traditional cultural
properties must be determined by the community that values them (Parker 1993).
The San Francisco Peaks TCP
In the late 1990s the United States Forest Service (USFS or Forest Service) was sued regarding
their permitting of a pumice stone mining operation on USFS land in the San Francisco Peaks
known as the White Vulcan Mine. As a part of the lawsuit settlement, the Forest Service issued a
“decision” (in reality a formal recommendation) to close 74,380 acres of Federal land to any future
mining in and around the San Francisco Peaks. However, this decision had no effect on existing
valid mining claims or on the operations of the White Vulcan mine at that time. The closure
recommendation was made to the BLM, the federal agency responsible for management of mineral
resources on Federal lands, to act on the Forest Service’s application to formally withdraw this
Federal land from mining for 20 years. Concurrently, the San Francisco Peaks TCP was
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determined eligible to the NRHP by the Forest Service in consultation with the Arizona State
Historic Preservation Office (AZ SHPO or SHPO).
Both the mineral closure/withdrawal and the determination that the San Francisco Peaks TCP was
NRHP eligible has no effect on private land that falls within their boundaries unless that a project
on that land becomes the subject of a Federal nexus (i.e., requires some type of Federal permitting
or licensing, receives Federal monies or loan guarantees, etc.). Hundreds if private land parcels lie
within the boundaries of the San Francisco Peaks TCP.
The Forest Service decision recommended special protection for the San Francisco Peaks and
Mount Elden from future mining activity. This decision amended the Coconino National Forest
Land Management Plan by adding the San Francisco Mountain/Mount Elden area to the list of
areas needing special protection provided by a mineral withdrawal. The Secretary of Interior
accepted the recommendation decision and implemented the closure. This mineral withdrawal
applies to 74,380 acres of the San Francisco Mountain/Mount Elden area. Of that acreage, 46,721
acres were new withdrawal and 27,659 had already been withdrawn and were consolidated into
the new withdrawal recommendation for 20 years. The Kachina Peaks Wilderness and Snowbowl
Ski Area were already permanently withdrawn. In approximate terms, the closure area is bound on
the west by highway 180, to the east by Highway 89, and to the north by Forest Road 418, and to
the south by the City of Flagstaff.
As previously noted, a part of ending the White Vulcan Mine lawsuit involved determining the
San Francisco Peaks TCP eligible to the National Register in July 2000. However, the TCP was
not nominated for the National Register at that time or in the following years. Later, a final
nomination of the San Francisco Peaks TCP was made a stipulation as part of the 2004 Arizona
Snowbowl Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that allowed the ski area to expand its operations
on the Coconino National Forest. Nevertheless, a final nomination for the TCP, and final agreed
upon boundaries of the TCP, have yet to be determined. As at least 13 Native American tribes have
significant cultural connections to the San Francisco Peaks, and there is an obvious challenge in
finding agreed upon boundaries for something that is conceptually unbounded. Because no formal
boundaries have been determined for the San Francisco Peaks TCP, the 74,380-acre mineral
closure area of Federal land is used by the Coconino National Forest as a proxy for the extent of
the TCP. Using this proxy TCP boundary, the Better Place Forests 160.59-acre project area lies
within the boundaries of the San Francisco Peaks TCP.
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
EnviroSystems conducted a Class I cultural resources archival review for five contiguous parcels
(160.59 acres) of private land for the proposed Better Place Forests Flagstaff project. There is no
record of any prior cultural resource investigations, no recorded archaeological sites, or other
historic property research having been conducted on the land located within the project area. In
contrast, the Class I research has revealed that there is a road (FR 151 / North Hart Prairie Road)
that crosses through the project area that is known to be historic in age. Similarly, there is at least
one historic building within the project area. However, the road (at least the portion passing
through the project area) and the building have not been recorded, nor have their NRHP eligibility
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and integrity been evaluated. It is also known that the entire project area lies within the National
Register-eligible San Francisco Peaks TCP, a place significant to 13 Native American tribes.
The entire Better Place Forests Flagstaff Project parcel is privately-owned land without any known
Federal or State involvement (e.g., funding or land-use permitting). In Arizona cemetery-related
zoning and permitting are generally handled by the counties. Consequently, federal and state laws
and accompanying guidelines and regulations that deal with historic preservation and cultural
resources (e.g. NHPA, NRHP, SHPA, and the Arizona Antiquities Act [AAA]) do not have any
direct legal authority regarding the current undertaking. In this situation jurisdiction over these
issues is the purview of counties and their ordinances.
The fact that the proposed Better Place Forests Flagstaff Project lies within the National Registereligible San Francisco Peaks TCP means that it is possible that Native American tribes affiliated
with the TCP may have concerns regarding the planned use of the property. Many Native American
tribes have strong cultural beliefs regarding death and human remains, including many to whom
some areas of this particular TCP are significant. Although not required by Coconino County
ordinances, consultation with the tribes to discuss proposed projects is a best practice for all private
land development in the region.
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1.0 Introduction
This plan identifies management objectives, policies, and actions to be considered in the
management of the Bare Aspen Preserve. The purpose of this Management Plan is to guide
effective management by ensuring the objectives are understood, and to provide a framework for
day-to-day operations as well as long term management goals. The Management Plan will aim to
describe the current and desired resource conditions.

1.1 Brief History of Better Place Forests
Better Place Forests is creating America’s first conservation memorial forests. Their mission is to
provide families with a beautiful and protected place to spread their ashes at the end of their lives.
Customers can contribute to the conservation of forestland by purchasing cremation spreading
rights under individual trees in private forests owned and managed by Better Place Forests. To
provide this option to their customers, Better Place Forests creates beautiful conservation areas
within local communities and permanently protects their forests, open spaces, and wildlife habitats
(Better Place Forests, 2019).
The Bare Aspen Preserve is the first acquisition in Arizona for Better Place Forests. Founded in
2017, Better Place Forests’ first Preserve is located in Point Arena, California. In 2018, they grew
to acquire a second property in Santa Cruz, California. Bare Aspen Preserve in Arizona was
identified in 2019 as the ideal property to continue the vision of allowing customers to contribute
to land conservation by purchasing a tree dedication. Better Place Forests works with local land
trusts to ensure the forests they acquire are protected forever and never developed (Better Place
Forests, 2019).

1.2 Brief History of Property
Better Place Forests acquired the 160-acre Bare Aspen Preserve in November 2019. The Preserve
is located 20 miles north of Flagstaff in the Hart Prairie area of Coconino County located at 0 N
Hart Prairie Road. The property is comprised of five contiguous parcels (Better Place Forests,
2019):
●
●
●
●
●

APN: 300-25-001
APN: 300-25-002
APN: 300-28-001A
APN: 300-29-001A
APN: 300-29-001B

The property has a homesite and pump house built on the site of the old Hockdoffer School House
which burned down in 1981 (Broaddus, 2018). The Preserve is adjacent to Coconino National
Forest and located within the NEPA approved Hart Prairie Fuel Reduction and Forest Health
Restoration Project area (USDA Forest Service, 2009).
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2.0 Primary Goals and Objectives
Better Place Forests plans to manage the Preserve’s forest to mitigate fire risk and promote a
healthy ecosystem. This management will include selective thinning to restore and enhance the
existing trees, reducing ground fuel to mitigate fire risk, and managing the eradication of nonnative species. Through proper forest management Better Place Forests intends to protect their
forest from degradation, provide a buffer from harmful insect infestations from the surrounding
national forests, and do their part to reduce the risk of wildfire. All forest management actions will
be directed by an accredited arborist or forester (Better Place Forests, 2019).
Better Place Forests has four general management goals for the Bare Aspen property:
1. Reduce the risk of insect and disease, destructive wildfire, overall wildfire impact
o Reduce overall fuel
o Increase resiliency
o Reduce the level of intensity for any potential fire
o Reduce the potential for crown fire
o Restore conditions similar to those of pre-settlement fire regime
o Thin appropriately and as necessary
o Restore structure and composition of residual forest stand
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2. Increase the aesthetic value to the Preserve to provide an opportunity for Better Place
Forests’ customers to select a tree in a beautiful, healthy, and diverse forest.
o Facilitate sustainable access for customers to their tree
o Facilitate the potential for the placement of a conservation easement, thus
protecting the forest from future development
o Ensure the protection of biological, physical, and visual resources
3. Protect wildlife habitats within the preserve.
4. Facilitate accessibility and an open aesthetic.
o Ensure the management of the Preserve does not materially degrade any of the
natural or cultural resources present.
The following Plan includes a number of resource-related objectives and management activities.
Plan content will list the management objectives, summary of current conditions, policies, and
planned management action. Major resources include:
● Access management
● Aesthetic
● Facility Development
● Fire
● Forest Health
● Natural Resources
● Noxious and Invasive Weed Management
● Soil and Watershed
● Vegetative Forest Resources
● Wildlife Resources
Cultural Resources in the Preserve were not evaluated for this preliminary plan but will be
developed in the future to ensure protection of historical sites. Better Place Forests intends to
complete a field archaeological survey in spring 2020. The internal management for the Preserve
will be performed by Better Place Forests’ Forest Stewards. Forest Stewards are responsible for:
● Forest health
● Policy enforcement
● Permitting
● Resource management
● Facility development
● Day-to-day operations

3.0 Access Management
3.1 Management Objectives
Facilitating visitation and access for those who choose the services at the Preserve is important to
Better Place Forests’ vision. Accessibility to the site will be promoted by:
● Creating a trail system within the property for access to memorial trees (Better Place
Forests, 2019).
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● Providing clearly marked trail access (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Designating appropriate vehicular access and parking and minimizing resource impact
(Better Place Forests, 2019).
● Improving and extending the entry and driveway to ensure accessibility for all customers
(Better Place Forests, 2019).

3.2 Summary of Current Conditions
A summary of the current access conditions are as follows:
● Hart Prairie Road/Fire Road 151 is the main access road to the Preserve.
● Roads: Hart Prairie Road/Fire Road 151 transects parcel 300-25-002 and 300-280-01A. A
natural dirt driveway located in parcel 300-290-01B leads to the existing homesite. A
natural dirt road is located in parcels 300-25-002 and 300-25-001.
● Trails: There are no existing developed trails within the Preserve.

3.3 Policies
Upon receipt of a conditional use permit, Better Place Forests intends to provide a right of way
easement to the United States Forest Service for Hart Prairie Road/Fire Road 151 that exists on
two of the parcels, 300-25-002 and 300-280-01A.

3.4 Planned Management Action
Proposed management actions for access management include:
● Installing “No trespassing” signs along the property boundary. Aesthetically, this will
degrade the boundary line, but illegal access to other properties in the area, especially for
hunting and foraging, is common. Signs will be placed in areas that are not visible from
memorial trees’ line of sight but highly visible from the surrounding USDA Forest Service
land.
● Constructing a forested trail network to allow families to access individual memorial trees
(Better Place Forests, 2019).
● Installing trail markers to allow visitors to navigate the Preserve.
● Restricting site visitation to daytime hours along mapped trail systems. The objective of
this strategy is to minimize human impact on the forest and produce as little environmental
impact as possible (Better Place Forests, 2019).
● Improving and extending the existing entry and driveway.
● Developing dispersed parking areas for approximately 30 cars total including ADAaccessible spaces (Better Place Forests, 2019).

4.0 Aesthetic
4.1 Management Objectives
Aesthetic management objectives include:
● Increasing the aesthetic value of the Preserve and forested land (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
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● Ensuring the protection of the visual resources which make the Preserve unique.
● Reducing aesthetic impacts when managing the natural and forest resources within and
surrounding the Preserve.
● Taking action to avoid the aesthetic degradation of the Preserve.

4.2 Summary of Current Conditions
The current aesthetic condition of the Preserve is unique to Northern Arizona. There is an extensive
Aspen grove and lush meadow within the Preserve. The forested stand has been degraded
aesthetically due to a lack of forest management and fire suppression. Road networks within the
easement have been degraded due to a lack of management.

4.3 Policies
There are no known policies which would affect the management of aesthetic resources within the
Preserve.

4.4 Planned Management Action
Planned management actions for aesthetic resources are as follows:
● Being active in the planning and managing of the surrounding USDA Forest Service Hart
Prairie Fuels Reduction and Forest Health Restoration Project to ensure landings, skid
trails, and temp roads are not constructed around the Preserve.
● Decreasing the occurrence of straight lines in the construction of trails and other features.
● Creating gradual transition zones between areas of high tree density and low density (City
of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Ongoing efforts should be performed to clean up any dumped trash on the Preserve for
maintaining and improving the aesthetic quality (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Burning slash piles as soon as possible and in locations within low visitation areas. Keeping
slash piles 8x8 inches size. Larger piles may cause soil impacts which can cause visual
degradation for long periods of time.
● When economically feasible, completely removing slash from the site to prevent insects
and disease and to reduce the aesthetic impact (City of Flagstaff, 2017). Alternatively,
material can be chipped and spread throughout the Preserve for mulching, erosion control,
or as the amendment for spreading and covering cremains.

5.0 Facility Development
5.1 Management Objectives
The proposed development plan for the Preserve includes the renovation of an existing 1,500
square foot homestead building for use as a visitor center (Better Place Forests, 2019), the
development of a dispersed parking area, and the improvement of trail access (see Access
Management). “The forest will remain in its natural state with the exception of a few development
improvements to facilitate visitation and access (Better Place Forests, 2019).”

7
61

5.2 Summary of Current Conditions
The Preserve has an existing homestead building around 1,500 square feet in size built in 1982 on
the original foundation of the Hochderffer Hill schoolhouse (Broaddus, 2019). The Hochderffer
Hill schoolhouse was built in the 1800s but burned down (Broaddus, 2019). The Preserve also has
a pump house located east of the homestead.

5.3 Policies
Building codes and permitting for Coconino County apply for all facility development.

5.4 Planned Management Action
Planned Management Actions for the development of the facility include:
● “The existing cabin will be renovated and used as a contemplation visitor center which will
welcome guests and provide private space, operational office space for our local forest
stewards, storage for forest maintenance materials, and ADA-compliant restroom facilities
(Better Place Forests, 2019).”
● “The parking area is proposed in pre-existing clearings, minimizing any potential
biological disturbance to the forest (Better Place Forests, 2019).”

6.0 Fire
6.1 Management Objectives
Due to past land management across Northern Arizona, fire risk is high to extreme. “Crown fires
generate dangerous fire behavior, undesirable fire effects, and are difficult to suppress. These types
of fires become hazardous under severe weather conditions, threatening firefighter safety, public
safety, and total loss of infrastructure (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017)”. Within the
Preserve Better Place Forests aims to address these concerns by:
● Reducing risk of insect and disease and managing the fire risk of destructive wildfires
within the Preserve.
● Advocating for proper fire management outside of the Preserve on the surrounding USDA
Forest Service land.
● Protecting the Preserve from catastrophic wildfire and post-fire impacts by reducing fire
hazard (City of Flagstaff, 2015).

6.2 Summary of Current Conditions
Current conditions for fire risk on the Preserve are as follows:
● Science for the Hart Prairie area “indicates a fire recurrence of less than 35 years with a
low percentage of overstory (USDA Forest Service, 2009)” historically. The current forest
condition does not meet this natural interval.
● Composition of vegetation within the Preserve, excluding the meadowed area, is “high
density even-aged conifers averaging 1,000 trees per acre, up to 90% canopy cover, crown
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heights as low as 1 foot, and fuel loads of dead & down fuel that can reach 40 tons per acre
(Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).”
● There is significant crown bulk density coupled with continuous interlocking canopy cover
to sustain crown fires (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).
● The Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) identifies the Preserve as moderate to
high fire risk (Greater Flagstaff Forest Partnership, 2012).
● “Fire hazard ratings for the project area are high indicating easy ignition with rapid rate of
spread (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).”

6.3 Policies
The Preserve is listed as priority for fire management by the USDA Forest Service and falls within
the existing footprint of the Hart Prairie Fuel Reduction and Forest Health Restoration Project
(Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017). The Preserve also falls into CWPP’s priority
treatment category since it is within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) (Greater Flagstaff Forests
Partnership, 2017). Since the Preserve is located outside of City limits and within Coconino
County, no codes or policies apply, except for prescribed burning permits and compliance with no
burn days. Guiding documents include:
● The National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy:
o Resilient Landscapes
o Fire Adapted Communities
o Wildfire Response
● The Greater Flagstaff Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP)
● The Flagstaff Wildland Urban Interface Fire Code

6.4 Planned Management Action
The following management actions are derived from the USDA Forest Service Hart Prairie Fuels
Reduction and Forest Health Restoration Project, the Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership 2017
Arizona Wildland Fire Hazardous Fuels Project Application, and the Landowner Stewardship
Plans developed by Arizona State Forestry on surrounding parcels:
● Mitigating potential wildfire risk through hazardous fuel reduction and vegetation
treatment (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).
● Conifer thinning treatment to reach the desired condition of low to moderate fire hazard
rating, as outlined in the adjacent USDA Forest Service Project areas (USDA Forest
Service, 2009):
o Conifer thinning treatment should create a more open mosaic forest structure with
decreased canopy cover, bulk density, and continuity. Thinning should retain a
basal area to 60-80 square feet per acre variable density where possible and higher
BA when it meets desired aesthetic qualities and management resource needs.
Lastly, thinning should decrease the stems per acre to average 100 trees per acre
when it meets management objectives.
o Management activities should create a forest structure with clumps and groups of
trees with some interlocking crowns and a multi-story structure, interspersed with
openings and interspaces which more closely resemble conditions that existed prior
to interruption of the historic fire regime where possible (City of Flagstaff, 2015).
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● Maintaining the homestead, which will be developed into the visitor center, to FIREWISE
standards.
o Home Ignition Zone treatment recommendations:
▪ Most home ignitions are a result of ember spread. It is critical the 0-3 foot
home ignition zone be void of any vegetation and combustible material.
Bare dirt or river rock should be maintained to avoid the collection of leaves
and needles.
▪ If the existing deck structures are reconstructed, use non-combustible
material and never store anything under the deck.
▪ Make sure all vents and openings on the roof and gables are screened to
meet the FIREWISE standards.
▪ Use building materials that are non-combustible and reduce the risk of
ignition as a result of a wildfire.
▪ Rain gutters should be metal and never vinyl.
▪ “For structure defense and personal safety, a 30 feet defendable space
immediately around structures will be constructed. This will be achieved by
removal of low-hanging branches, brush, shrubs, woodpiles as well as other
ladder fuels (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).”
o Extended Home Ignition Zone treatment recommendations:
▪ Extend fuel treatment out as far as 100 to 200 feet past the 30 feet Home
Ignition Zone. Distance will be dependent upon the composition of the
surrounding stands and type of remodeled structure (Greater Flagstaff
Forests Partnership, 2017).
● “Treatment zones will follow FIREWISE principles and place priority on removal of the
dead components (Greater Flagstaff Forests Partnership, 2017).”
● While Better Place Forests seeks to properly manage the forest to mitigate fire risk, the
hazard of fire will always exist. In the event of any significant local fire threat or
environmental and/or weather hazard, Better Place Forests will close operations at the
property. Better Place Forests recognizes that the United States Forest Service can and will
restrict access on the forest road accessing the property in the event of hazard. Since all
visitation to the property will be on an appointment-only basis, Better Place Forests retains
the ability to cancel and control all scheduled customer visitation appointments.

7.0 Forest Health
7.1 Management Objectives
Forest health management objectives include:
● Maintaining the health and sustainability of the existing forest stand (City of Flagstaff,
2017).
● Ensuring forest sustainability by improving individual tree vigor and long-term forest
health (City of Flagstaff, 2015).
● Enhancing desired future conditions for overall forest health (City of Flagstaff, 2015).
Moving vegetative conditions in the Preserve toward desired conditions to restore the area
to a healthier forest condition (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
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● Enhancing and maintaining the health of the trees and ecosystem by reducing mistletoe
infection levels to endemic levels where possible (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Maintaining a full and natural range of tree age and density (City of Flagstaff, 2015).

7.2 Summary of Current Conditions
The following description of forest health conditions is based on the Hart Prairie area. The current
condition of forest health within the Preserve will be evaluated when a forest resource cruise occurs
in 2020.
The Hart Prairie area has an increased mortality caused by a variety of factors, including drought,
canker fungi, bark beetle, wood borers, and root disease (USDA Forest Service, 2009). Within the
aspen cover type, the majority of sites have sustained greater than 60% mortality over the past
decade (Fairweather et. al., 2008). Within stands infected with dwarf mistletoe, there is a need to
decrease the extent, or isolate the incidence, of infection (USDA Forest Service, 2009).
Approximately 1/3 of the area contains some level of dwarf mistletoe infection (USDA Forest
Service, 2009).
Aerial detection survey flights conducted by USDA Forest Service identified the following areas
of concern for forest health issues (USDA Forest Service, 2019):

Bare
Aspen
Property

Quaking aspen: Marssonina blight
White & Corkbark fir, Engelmann spruce, Doug-fir: needle cast
White Fir: Fir engraver
BB-PP: Ponderosa pine: unknown bark beetle
FEB: White fir: fir engraver
WBBB-1: Corkbark fir: western balsam bark beetle
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7.3 Policies
Forest health policies which affect the management of the Preserve include:
● The Governor’s Statewide Strategy for Restoring Arizona’s Forests, June 2007(City of
Flagstaff, 2015).
● The Community Conversation on Sustainability, Healthy Forest-Healthy Communities,
Nov 2010 (City of Flagstaff, 2015).

7.4 Planned Management Action
Forest health impacts other management objectives. Through the management of forest health
issues, the risk of damage from insects and disease, unnaturally destructive wildfire, and
subsequent post-fire impacts such as flooding can be reduced (City of Flagstaff, 2015). Forest
health management activities will be planned and implemented by Better Place Forests Forest
Steward staff with guidance from a Forester or other resource manager such as a certified arborist.
● Consulting technical experts as deemed necessary to guide the management of issues
impacting forest health.
● Developing site-specific prescriptions to reduce the risk of insect and disease.
● “Trees targeted for removal will be those which show signs of poor vigor, are suppressed
or are suppressing otherwise healthy trees, are themselves damaged, deformed, diseased or
create a ladder fuel effect into the overstory canopy, or are invasive species. The value of
these trees as wildlife habitat will be taken into account during planned treatments (City of
Flagstaff, 2015).”
● Monitoring the Preserve monthly for any signs of forest health concerns.
o Beetle damage
o Flagging
o Chlorotic leaves or needles
o Cankers
o Pitch or frass
o Rust
o Conks

8.0 Natural Resources
8.1 Management Objectives
Natural resource management objectives are as follows:
● Maintaining or increasing diversity within the Preserve will increase ecosystem resilience
to environmental stressors and improve forest health (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Restoring native plant communities and structure.
● Increasing the abundance of and maintain the vigor of understory plant communities (City
of Flagstaff, 2017).
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8.2 Summary of Current Conditions
The plant biodiversity within the Preserve is richer than most of Northern Arizona. However, the
surrounding area and areas within the Preserve have been negatively impacted from past
management practices including unmanaged logging, fire suppression, and overgrazing. “These
practices have resulted in overstocked stands and increased canopy cover, which in turn reduces
the biodiversity of understory species (City of Flagstaff, 2015).” An influx of small diameter trees
from several dominant cohorts have produced a continuous canopy cover within the existing
conifer stand which greatly affects understory plant diversity (City of Flagstaff, 2015). The
meadow found within the northern portion of the Preserve has been experiencing pine
encroachment for over 100 years due to fire exclusion (USDA Forest Service, 2009). This
exclusion has impacted the sustainability of the meadow and diversity of grass and forb species.
8.2.1 Botanical resource
The Southwest Environmental Information Network has recorded 125 observations and 53 taxa of
plant species within the Preserve and the surrounding area (SEINet, 2019).

The above image shows observation locations from SEINet survey. The following is the list of
Taxa and plant species identified in SEINet:
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ASTERACEAE
● Agoseris aurantiaca
● Antennaria parvifolia
● Antennaria rosulata
● Cosmos parviflorus
● Gnaphalium exilifolium
● Hymenoxys Hoopesii
● Packera hartiana
● Packera neomexicana
● Pseudognaphalium macounii
BORAGINACEAE
● Hackelia floribunda
CAMPANULACEAE
● Campanula parryi
CARYOPHYLLACEAE
● Dianthus armeria
CYPERACEAE
● Carex athrostachya
● Carex petasata
● Carex rossii
● Eleocharis acicularis
● Eleocharis palustris
ERICACEAE
● Hypopitys monotropa
FABACEAE
● Lupinus argenteus
GENTIANACEAE
● Gentiana affinis
● Gentianella amarella
● Gentianella amarella subsp. acuta
IRIDACEAE
● Iris missouriensis
● Sisyrinchium demissum
JUNCACEAE
● Juncus balticus subsp. ater
LAMIACEAE
● Monardella odoratissima
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LILIACEAE
● Maianthemum stellatum
MARSILEACEAE
● Marsilea mollis
MONOTROPACEAE
● Monotropa hypopithys
ORCHIDACEAE
● Corallorhiza maculata
● Goodyera oblongifolia
OROBANCHACEAE
● Castilleja miniata
PINACEAE
● Pinus flexilis
PLANTAGINACEAE
● Penstemon putus
● Penstemon virgatus
POACEAE
•
●
●
●
●
●
●

Agrostis stolonifera
Blepharoneuron tricholepis
Elymus elymoides
Festuca calligera
Muhlenbergia ramulosa
Muhlenbergia tricholepis
Poa fendleriana

POLEMONIACEAE
● Navarretia intertexta
POLYGONACEAE
● Polygonum aviculare
● Rumex acetosella
PRIMULACEAE
● Androsace septentrionalis
PYROLACEAE
● Pyrola chlorantha
ROSACEAE
● Dasiphora floribunda
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● Fragaria virginiana subsp. glauca
RUBIACEAE
● Kelloggia galioides
SCROPHULARIACEAE
● Limosella aquatica
● Verbascum thapsus
VERBENACEAE
● Verbena macdougalii

8.3 Policies
Arizona is considered an open range state. “Although there may not be an actual open range law
on the books, there are nine state statutes that pertain to livestock and fences (Arizona Revised
Statutes (ARS) Title 3, Chapter 11, Article 8) (Glenn et. al., 2010).” The grazing allotment
overlapping the Preserve is identified as Gyler and Peaks. No rangeland assessments were
conducted during the development of this Plan, therefore accurate fuel loading rates are unknown.

8.4 Planned Management Action
Planned management actions for natural resources on the Preserve include:
● Robust understory plant communities are an important part of the natural forest condition
and should be given special consideration in treatment (City of Flagstaff, 2017).
● Opening the canopy through forest thinning will help encourage understory response.
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