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It appears there are five stakeholder 
groups impacting caves and karst: 

 

•Forest Managers and Specialists 

•Researchers 

•Participants helping with the cave and karst  

•Recreationalists using the resource 

•For profit companies that impact the resource 

 



Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  

If the Forest had a document that: 

•Lists and uses as the strategies: 
•The laws (authorities) 
•The Code of Federal Regulations (CFRs) 
•Forest Service Manual (FSM) 
 

•Includes the “how to” guidelines for cave and karst management for both: 
•Field management (surface and in-cave) 
•File management (public and restricted) 
•Significant Cave Nomination 
 

•Includes cave research criteria including: 
•Proposals 
•Ethics 
•Methodology guidelines 
•Deliverables 
•… and then included some categories where it would be nice to have research  

 



Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  

If the Forest had a document that: 

•Includes Caving Ethics For 
•Forest Service personnel (for those new to caves) 
•Recreationalists 
•Researchers 
 

•Includes Guidelines for “For Profit” resource management 
•To mitigate impact to the cave and karst resource 
•To mitigate unnecessary impact to the cave and karst resource 
•(more on this later) 
 

•Includes Guidelines for Caver participants  
•To help the Forest personnel 
•To better understand the requirements used by the Forest  

 



 
 

Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  

 

 
If each Forest has the same strategic documentation for 
caves and karst, but the document also includes 
references for that Forest’s specific items …  
 
…and leaves out areas that are not on that Forest 
 

 



 
 

Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  

 
 

For example: 
Some forests have significant caves and karst: 
 Apache-Sitgreaves, Coconino, Kaibab, Tonto 

Some forests have significant caves, but little karst: 
 Coronado, Prescott, Cibola (NM) 

 
Why include a lot of karst management when 
entrance buffer management is needed?  

 



 
 

Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  

 

 

If the Forest Service personnel could transfer anywhere 
in Region 3, and know they had similar guidelines for 
how to manage the cave and karst resources 

 

Ahhh … see the weasel word? … similar  

 

 



 
 

Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  
 

Following documents now exist as a starting point: 
 
 



 
 

Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  
 

… and a couple more documents: 
 
 



Wouldn’t It Be Nice:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

So What is in the Document? 
 
 



• Uses the Code of Federal Regulations as the 

requirements. (strategic) 

• Provides the line personnel a format for cave 

and karst management (tactical) 

• Provides surface karst management guidelines 

that are compatible with existing forest policies 

• Gives a framework for volunteers to help 

 

ARIZONA NATIONAL FOREST 
CAVE & KARST MANAGEMENT GUIDE 

 



Three karst surface number 
guidelines: 
• 300 foot buffer around karst features 

• 100 foot water course buffers for  

• 1000 feet upstream 

 















The Forest Cave Management Guide lists: 
• Authorities (FCRPA and CFRs) 

• Cave Evaluation and rating criteria (standardized rating 

criteria) 

• Cave Classification for associated management  guidelines 

• Caving ethics - practical training for both Forest personnel 

and the general public 

• Public Involvement 

• Research proposal guidelines 

• Inventory procedures 

• Monitoring categories 

• Permits and user limits 

• File Management – Public and Protected file content and 

access 

• Supports individual cave management plans 

 

 

 



Bookmarks To Help Get Around 



Cave Classifications 
 

• Category 1: Generally Known Caves 
– CLASS 1 – Highly Developed (none in Arizona forests) 

– CLASS 2 – Developed Natural (Lava River Cave) 

– CLASS 3 – Natural (Pivot Rock Springs) 

 

• Category 2: Lesser Known Caves 
– CLASS 4 – Primitive 

– CLASS 5 – Sensitive and Pristine Caves 

 



Cave Classifications – Category 1 



Cave Classifications – Category 1 



Cave Management Level 
Depends on the Cave, Not the Cave Category  

• OPEN ACCESS CAVES 

• LIMITED MANAGEMENT CAVES 

• NON-SIGNIFICANT CAVES, SINKHOLES, and KARST 

• SENSITIVE CAVES 

• ENTRANCE RESTRICTIVE CAVES 

 



Which gets us down to this for each cave 



Cave Rating Guidelines For Each Category 



SIGNIFICANT CAVE NOMINIATION 
WORKSHEET- 3 pages 



What Gets Reported to the Region 
(cave name may be redacted) 



Master File and Public File … 



Gating Caves … 



Gating Caves … 



Archeology and SHPO … 



Cave Research Guidelines 



What and Where? 

• http://centralarizonagrotto.webstarts.com/
index.html  

• Arizona National Forest Cave and Karst 
Management Documents 

• Bibliography 

• Change Log 

 

• The PDF is for easy downloading 

• The MS Word document is yours for the asking.  I 
would just like to keep some notes as to where it is 
going 

 

 

http://centralarizonagrotto.webstarts.com/index.html
http://centralarizonagrotto.webstarts.com/index.html


Bibliography and Sources (partial)  
• Tonto NF (AZ) Cave Management Plan  draft, 1991 

• Coconino NF (AZ) Cave Management Plan  draft, 1991 

• Sierra RD, Coronado NF (AZ) Cave Management Plan  
draft, 1990 

• Tongass NF (AK) Forest Plan (2008) 

• Karst  Inventory Standards and Vulnerability Assessment 
Procedures for British Columbia  

• Karst Management  Handbook Training, British Columbia 
Ministry of Forests, 2003 

• NCKRI, George Veni, draft analysis 

• BLM, Jim Goodbar, grazing standards on karst 

• Apache-Sitgreaves NF Hydrologist John Rihs 

• NSS cavers in the Arizona Region 

 

 



The status comes down to this: 
• Caring USFS staff are over burdened with other priorities 

• As new personnel come in, they are not aware of the 

caves and karst they manage 

• Surface management (grazing and timber harvesting) 

adversely impacts the karst 

• File management (public and non-public) is not identified 

• Volunteers do not have Forest level cave management 

plans, or structure to help the Forest personnel. 

• Volunteer agreements are not in place to help with 

projects.  Executing Forest Level Challenge Cost Share 

or Volunteer agreements would improve USFS long term 

memory.  

• The USFS and the NSS have a signed MOU (2011) 

 



Volunteer Help Available 

• Create Master Challenge Cost Share 

agreements with NSS Grottos (CAG, 

NAG, SAG, EGI, CCC) 

– These are 5 year contracts  

• Use Supplemental Project Agreements 

(SPAs) to implement projects  

 

 

 



Questions? 


