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Comments: By this comment | am providing formal notice of objection to the Final Chugach National Forest Land
Management Plan (signed by Jeff E. Schramm, Forest Supervisor) during the 60 day objection period beginning
approximately August 30, 2019. | strongly object to the "final" Chugach National Forest Land Management Plan
(CNFLMP) restrictions/prohibitions on pack llamas because Chugach National Forest (CNF) has not justified that
"lamas" pose a significant disease threat.

The final CNFLMP decision states on page 55, "Personnel conducting Forest Service management actions or
authorized activities (employees, contractors, cooperators, and special use permit holders)" shall not use or keep
"lamas". While this apparently does not apply to public recreational pack llama users, it does not allow "lamas" for
these specified activities (to include commercial llama packing). CNF's point of introduction through use by
sanctioned personnel leaves the door wide open for banning private recreational use in a predictable, logical
progression. If they are established as a threat in official use, it would follow they are a threat in all types of use.
This decision would set precedence on the USDA-USFS.

In this comment (objection) | will address "the precautionary principle" because when | called CNF on the
telephone on September 3, 2019 (to ask about the sudden and unexpected inclusion of "lamas" in the "final"
CNFLMP) | was told that "CNF does not have enough information” on the pack llama disease issue so they are
"invoking precautionary measures".

The precautionary (no risk) principle fails to recognize that although science can provide a high level of
confidence it can never provide certainty. So CNF's "precautionary" rationale gives them carte blanche privilege
of invoking an impossible burden of proof upon whoever they choose to impose it upon. CNF can apply the
precautionary argument to arbitrarily block any user group or any activity if there is even the slightest theoretical
possibility of harm. CNF can arbitrarily decide what is "safe" and what is "not safe enough" without any
accountability as to whether their decisions actually reduces overall risk.

It is interesting to note (from a historical perspective) that the National Park Service invoked "the precautionary
principle" through "Director's Order #100" and then it was subsequently rescinded. See the following link:

https://www.nps.gov/policy/DOrders/DO_100.htm

It is my understanding (through telephone conversations with the NPS Director's office in Washington, D.C. this
past week) that there is nothing that supersedes or replaces NPS Director's Order #100 and that NPS is no
longer under direction to invoke the precautionary principle. Most people recognize NPS to be an almost zero
tolerance agency and they are not invoking the precautionary principle. | am not aware of any USDA or DOI
direction to invoke the precautionary principle. | am not aware of any reason why CNF would need to be more
restrictive than Rocky Mountain National Park, for example, where NPS has been using pack llamas in sensitive
sheep habitat for more than 30 years.

With respect to CNF's position that there is "not enough information" to allow a user group, this is another
impossible burden of proof they can place on whoever they choose to impose it upon. It is a vague position that
can't be quantified. How much is enough?

"Precautionary" and "not enough information" justifications are quick and easy. These justifications don't require
any research or even a fundamental understanding of the application of scientific principles. They are
characteristic of scientific illiteracy.



With respect to any argument that "Alaska wildlife populations are unique" and "may be especially vulnerable to
disease due to long term isolation”, recent research from the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
(ADF&amp;G) suggests that Alaska's Dall's sheep populations may have been first exposed to pathogens of
concern beginning many years ago. Until very recently most wildlife disease experts thought these pathogens
were non-existent in Alaska. For example ADF&amp;G recently announced new M. ovi research findings (2018)
indicating that Dall's sheep populations throughout much of Alaska (including some of the remotest parts of the
Brooks Range) currently carry the pathogen and may have been carriers all along. Additional evidence from
ADF&amp;G suggest that Alaska's moose and caribou carry the pathogen and are also potential vectors. Until
recently, the primary potential vector was thought to be domestic goats and sheep but the current research
suggests otherwise. Regardless of whether wild sheep and goats in Alaska are "immunologically naive" or not, all
domestic animals (i.e. dogs, horses, etc.) are potential vectors for disease transmission to wild sheep. The weight
of scientific evidence (if CNF were willing to look) reveals that llamas present one of the lowest risks (if not the
lowest risk) among pack animals.

In summary, | request that CNF refrain from identifying "lamas" (pack llamas) as a disease threat and remove all
reference in the final CNFLMP that implicate them as a disease threat. | also request that CNF remove all
sanctions, restrictions, and prohibitions on "lamas" in the final CNFLMP.



