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Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 
Environmental Assessment 

Stanislaus National Forest 
Mi-Wok Ranger District; Groveland Ranger District 

Tuolumne County, California 

1. Introduction 
The Forest Service prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations. This 
EA discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects that would result from the 
Proposed Action and the No Action alternatives. Additional documentation, including more detailed 
analyses of project-area resources, may be found in the project planning record located at the 
Stanislaus National Forest office in Sonora, California. 

1.01 BACKGROUND 
The Rim Fire started in a remote area of the Stanislaus National Forest near the confluence of the 
Clavey and Tuolumne Rivers about 20 miles east of Sonora on August 17, 2013. Exhibiting high to 
extreme fire behavior with multiple flaming fronts, the fire made runs of 30,000 to 50,000 acres on 
two consecutive days, quickly spreading in all directions up the Clavey, Tuolumne, Middle Fork 
Tuolumne, South Fork Tuolumne and other drainages including Cherry Creek (see Figure 1). Over 
the next several weeks it burned 256,428 acres, including 154,430 acres of National Forest System 
(NFS) lands, becoming the third largest wildfire in California history. The fire also burned within 
Yosemite National Park (78,896 acres), Sierra Pacific Industries private timberland (16,035 acres), 
other private land (6,939 acres) and Bureau of Land Management land (129 acres)1. 

The Rim Fire Hazard Trees (Rim HT) project area is located within the Rim Fire perimeter in the 
Stanislaus National Forest on portions of the Mi-Wok and Groveland Ranger Districts. The fire killed 
or severely damaged trees within the project area. Elevations within the project area range from 1,200 
to 6,800 feet and vegetation burn severities varied from low to high. The project area includes high 
use roads and facilities where varying degrees of fire severity and tree mortality occurred. As the 
snags and fire-damaged trees weaken and fall, they pose an immediate danger to the lives, safety and 
property of people in the area. All hazard trees within the proposed project area will be considered for 
treatment, including trees previously felled during suppression and Burned Area Emergency 
Response (BAER) efforts. 

Currently, access to the Rim HT project area is closed due to dangerous conditions from trees 
damaged or killed by the fire. After determining that conditions within the burn area presented unsafe 
conditions for public travel, Stanislaus Forest Supervisor Susan Skalski issued a temporary Forest 
Order (STF 2013-08) prohibiting public use within the burn area on August 22, 2013. Forest 
Supervisor Skalski issued several updates changing the closure area in response to current conditions 
for public safety (2013-09 on 8/23/2013; 2013-10 on 8/31/2013; 2013-11 on 9/12/2013; 2013-14 on 
9/27/2013). On November 18, 2013, the Forest Supervisor issued the current temporary Forest Order 
(STF 2013-15), prohibiting public use within the burn area until November 18, 2014. 

1 All acres figures are based on updated fire perimeter and land ownership information as of 12/9/2013. 
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The Rim HT project area includes portions of:  T1S R16-19E; T2S R19E; T1N R16-19E; T2N R17-
19E; and, T3N R18-19E (Mount Diablo Base and Meridian). The entire project area lies within the 
Tuolumne River Watershed (Figure 1.01-1).  

 

Figure 1.01-1 Vicinity Map 

Relation to Other Rim Fire Projects 
The Rim HT project is the first of multiple recovery and restoration projects that may be proposed 
over the next several years. The proposed action includes removal of hazard trees and trees felled 
during fire suppression or rehabilitation to provide a safe environment for administration and public 
use within and adjacent to high use roads and developed facilities. The Rim HT project has 
independent utility and would be undertaken regardless of any further recovery actions. 

The Rim Fire Recovery (Rim Recovery) project is the second project currently in progress. The 
Forest Service published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
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(EIS) in the Federal Register on December 6, 2013 (78 Federal Register 235, December 6, 2013; p. 
73498-73499). The Rim Recovery proposed action includes salvage of dead trees; removal of hazard 
trees and dead trees along lower use roads open to the public; fuel reduction for future forest 
resiliency to fire; and road improvements for proper hydrologic function. The Rim Recovery 
treatment areas do not overlap with the Rim HT treatment areas. The Rim Recovery project does not 
include any roads or facilities proposed under the Rim HT project. 

Future projects may address reforestation, ecosystem restoration, fuels treatments, and other forest 
restoration activities; however, no specific proposals or details are available and it would be 
speculative to address them at this time. 

1.02 FOREST PLAN DIRECTION 
The Forest Service completed the Stanislaus National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 
(Forest Plan) on October 28, 1991 (USDA 1991). The Stanislaus National Forest “Forest Plan 
Direction” (USDA 2010a) presents the current Forest Plan management direction, based on the 
original Forest Plan as amended.  

The Forest Plan Direction includes forest-wide standards and guidelines (p. 33-64) and Management 
Areas that apply to this project including: Wild and Scenic Rivers (p. 111-117), Near Natural (p. 119-
122), Wildlife (p. 123-127), Special Interest Areas (p. 129-146), Scenic Corridor (p. 155-159), 
General Forest (p. 161-164), Developed Recreation Sites (p. 165-179) and Developed (Non-
Recreation) Sites (p. 181-182). Land Allocations with associated management intent and objectives 
that also apply include: Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers (p. 183), Protected Activity Centers 
(p. 183-187), Home Range Core Areas (p. 188-189), Wildland Urban Intermix (WUI) (p. 189-190), 
General Forest (p. 191), Riparian Conservation Areas (p. 191-195) and Critical Aquatic Refuges (p. 
196).  

The Forest Plan Direction includes Forest Goals that set the standards for future condition of the 
Forest (p. 5-7). Some examples that apply to this project are: 

 Transportation and Facilities:  Provide facilities, including transportation system and 
administrative sites, needed to efficiently and safely manage the National Forest. (p. 7) 

 Community Stability:  Manage the Forest in an economically and cost-effective manner while 
responding to economic and social needs of the public and local communities. (p. 5) 

 Urban Interface:  Private property holder and permittee needs will be taken into consideration in 
all planning and management activities occurring adjacent to private lands. (p. 5) 

 Economic:  Manage the Forest in an economically efficient and cost-effective manner while 
responding to economic and social needs of the public and local communities. (p. 5) 

 Recreation:  Provide a wide range of recreation opportunities directed at various experience 
levels to meet current and projected demand, including campgrounds, hiking trails, picnic areas, 
OHV trails, etc. (p. 6) 

 Timber:  Manage the timber resource to provide commercial sawtimber, public fuelwood, and 
miscellaneous wood products, while considering environmental factors and other resource values. 
(p. 7) 

The Forest Plan Direction also includes Management Goals and Strategies covering:  old forest 
ecosystems and associated species; aquatic, riparian and meadow ecosystems and associated species; 
fire and fuels management; noxious weeds; and, lower westside hardwood ecosystems (p. 11-15). 
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1.03 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 
The purpose and need described below is based on direction from the Forest Plan. 

Public Health and Safety 
The primary purpose of this project is to provide for public health and safety based on the following 
need: 

 Because high use roads and other developed facilities within the project area are faced with 
hazard trees that pose a threat to human health and safety, there is an immediate need to remove 
those hazards to provide a safe environment for administration and public use of those facilities. 

The Forest is committed to providing safe access for visitors and workers, complying with the Federal 
Highway Safety Act and maintaining the integrity of the National Forest Transportation System 
(NFTS) roads network. The patchy mosaic of wildfire severity creates considerable inherent and 
intermittent dangers. Addressing this situation along roads will help identify additional tree mortality 
not visible through remote sensing, ensuring the Forest Service significantly reduces the hazards and 
returns the area to an acceptable level of risk. 

Tree hazards include dead or dying 
trees, dead parts of live trees, or 
unstable live trees (due to structural 
defects or other factors) that are 
within striking distance of people 
or property (a target). Hazard trees 
may cause property damage, 
personal injury or fatality in the 
event of a failure. It is common 
practice to refer to such trees as 
either “hazard trees” or “danger 
trees” according to the different 
settings in which they are found:  
“hazard trees” near structures or in 
recreation areas versus “danger 
trees” along roads. Hazard trees 
and danger trees are synonymous, 
referring to trees that may cause 
death, injury or property damage if 
they fail. 

Currently, the area contains expansive stretches of fire-killed and structurally compromised trees 
along NFTS roads. The dramatic change in forest condition as a result of the Rim Fire significantly 
increased the risk to human life, safety and property. The overall forest structure changed with 
numerous hazard trees across the landscape. Providing a safe environment for both public use and the 
administration of affected roads and facilities is critical. The Chief of the Forest Service and the 
Regional Forester stressed that the safety of the public and our employees is our central concern. In 
developed recreation areas and within the transportation corridors, hazard tree management is vital to 
everyone’s safety (USDA 2012c). In the USDA Forest Service Strategic Plan for 2007-2012, 
Objective 4.1 is:  “Improve the quality and availability of outdoor recreation experiences.”  Two of 
the means and strategies that are listed to accomplish this goal are:  “Provide tools, guidance, and 
resource management to provide safe recreation use” and “Efficiently and effectively manage and 
maintain recreational opportunity infrastructure while protecting public health and safety.” 
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Identification and mitigation of hazard trees on Forest Service land is clearly part of the Agency’s 
mission.  

In addition, The Highway Safety Act (23 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), Forest Service Manual (FSM) 7733.04c 
and Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 7709.59 – Road System Operations and Maintenance Handbook 
Chapter 402 – Highway Safety Program require the Forest Service, and specifically, the Forest 
Supervisors to be responsible for the safe operation and management of roads and “…to the extent 
permitted by funding levels, systematically provide for elimination of identified hazards.” FSH 
7709.59 Chapter 40 contains more specialized guidance pertaining to hazard trees. FSH 7709.59 
(40.3) policy states that: 

1. Safety is the predominant consideration in road operation and maintenance and takes priority over 
biological or other considerations. 

2. Roadways must be managed for safe passage by road users. This includes management of hazards 
associated with roadside vegetation, including identification and mitigation of danger trees. 

3. Identification of danger trees must be performed by qualified persons. 

4. When high priority hazards to road users are identified on National Forest System roads and those 
hazards cannot be immediately mitigated, the roads must be closed. 

FSH 7709.59 (41.6) also affirms that “Road maintenance includes removing danger trees that threaten 
safe use of the transportation system.” In addition, FSH 7709.59 (41.7) states that “Roads that are 
open should have a condition survey at least annually. Roads that have been closed should be checked 
for obvious hazards prior to being opened. Roads open to travel should be checked following major 
storms or similar events that could significantly affect their condition, result in changes in their traffic 
service level, or have created new safety hazards.” This section also states that “Danger tree hazards 
on roads will be prioritized by high, medium and low categories” and that “Roads or segments thereof 
identified as high priority constitute a considerable adverse effect on public safety and thus require 
prompt action.” 

1.04 PROPOSED ACTION 
In response to the purpose and need described above, the Forest Service proposes:  1) removal of 
hazard trees and trees felled during fire suppression or rehabilitation activities, using timber sales 
along 194 miles of high use roads (level 2, 3, 4 and 5 NFTS roads, County roads and Highway 120) 
and across 1,329 acres of National Forest lands within and adjacent to developed facilities; 2) road 
maintenance on 170.5 miles of NFTS roads, 
including 97.6 miles of dust abatement; and, 
3) management requirements that are 
designed to implement the Forest Plan and 
minimize potential effects. 

All 194 miles of road and NFS lands within 
and adjacent to developed facilities will be 
assessed for hazards trees and abated where 
they exist; however, it should be noted that 
many areas will receive no treatments due to 
lack of hazard or threat to health and safety 
(i.e. low severity burn resulted in no tree 
mortality, forest structure is composed of 
shrub layer with no overstory, etc.). 

5 



 Environmental Assessment 

Chapter 2 includes a detailed description of the proposed action under Alternative 1 (Proposed 
Action). 

Updates to the Proposed Action 
The updated proposed action is based on recent field information and public comments submitted in 
response to the November 13, 2013 scoping letter. The updated proposed action differs from the 
original scoping package (Scoping) with addition of 46 miles (from 148 to 194 miles) of high use 
NFTS roads and addition of 2,685 acres (from 7,630 to 10,315 acres) of total treatments (includes 
roadsides and developed areas). The specific updates are as follows: 

1. Added 16 segments (46.3 miles) of NFTS roads that provide access to Hetch Hetchy facilities, to 
consider the need for continued removal of trees that may become hazards:  01N07 (16.6 miles); 
01N14 (3.8 miles); 01N82 (0.3 miles); 01N96 (4.9 miles); 01N96E (0.5 miles); 01S01 (3.0 
miles); 01S02 (7.3 miles); 01S08Y (1.2 miles); 01S23 (3.0 miles); 01S23D (0.4 miles); 01S26 
(0.5 miles); 01S26A (0.1 miles); 01S57 (2.0 miles); 01S77Y (0.9 miles); 01S77YA (0.1 miles); 
01S85 (1.7 miles). 

2. Added 613 acres of Hetch Hetchy power lines to consider the need for continued removal of trees 
that may become hazards. 

3. Identified road maintenance on 170.5 miles of NFTS roads, including 97.6 miles of dust 
abatement. 

4. Further developed the management requirements identified in Scoping (Chapter 2.01; 
Management Requirements, items 1-14). 

5. Added management requirements for:  limited application of borate for prevention of annosus 
root disease (Heterobasidion annosum); protection of range improvements; and, water sources for 
road maintenance and dust abatement (Chapter 2.01; Management Requirements, items 15-17). 

1.05 DECISION FRAMEWORK 
As the Responsible Official, the Forest Supervisor will make a decision based on review of this EA 
and resource reports. Given the purpose and need, the Responsible Official reviews the proposed 
action and may decide to: (1) select the proposed action; (2) select one of the alternatives after 
modifying the alternative with additional requirements; or (3) select the no action alternative, 
choosing to take no action at this time. In making this decision, the Forest Supervisor will consider 
such questions as: (1) How well does the selected alternative meet the purpose and need; (2) How 
well does the selected alternative move the project area toward the desired conditions established in 
the Forest Plan; and (3) Does the selected alternative minimize potential adverse effects? 

The Responsible Official also determines whether the selected alternative would have a significant 
impact on the quality of the human environment. If a determination is made that the impact is not 
significant, then a “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI) would be prepared and the decision 
would be documented in a Decision Notice (FSH 1909.15, 43.2). Significant impacts on the quality of 
the human environment would require the preparation of an EIS (40 CFR 1501.4). 
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Project-Level Pre-decisional Administrative Review (Objection) Process 
This project is subject to comment pursuant to 36 CFR 218, Subparts A and B. Only those who 
submit timely project specific written comments2 during a public comment period are eligible to file 
an objection. Individuals or representatives of an entity submitting comments must sign the comments 
or verify identity upon request. Comments received, including the names and addresses of those who 
comment, will be considered part of the public record on this proposal and will be available for public 
inspection. 

Emergency Situation Determination 
In order to facilitate implementation of this project, the Forest intends to request an Emergency 
Situation Determination (ESD) pursuant to 36 CFR 218.21 (78 Federal Register 59, March 27, 2013; 
p. 18481-18504). Only the Chief or Associate Chief of the Forest Service may grant an ESD (36 CFR 
218.21(a)). An emergency situation is a situation on NFS lands for which immediate implementation 
of a decision is necessary to achieve one or more of the following:  relief from hazards threatening 
human health and safety; mitigation of threats to natural resources on NFS or adjacent lands; avoiding 
a loss of commodity value sufficient to jeopardize the agency's ability to accomplish project 
objectives directly related to resource protection or restoration (36 CFR 218.21(b)). The 
determination that an emergency situation exists is not subject to administrative review (36 CFR 
218.21(c)). If an ESD is granted, the project will not be subject to the pre-decisional objection process 
(36 CFR 218.21(d)). 

1.06 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The Forest Service first listed the Rim HT project online in the Stanislaus National Forest Schedule of 
Proposed Actions (SOPA) on November 13, 2013. The project first appeared in the published 
quarterly SOPA in January 2014. The Forest distributes the SOPA to about 160 parties and it is 
available on the internet [http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/forest-level.php?110516].  

The Forest Service led a fieldtrip into the Rim Fire on October 16, 2013, that included individuals 
from the Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians, Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center 
(CSERC), Sierra Club, Tuolumne County Alliance for Resources and Environment (TuCARE), 
California Fish and Wildlife Service, Audubon Society, Tuolumne County Supervisors, logging 
companies, sawmills, Sierra Nevada Conservancy and the local collaborative group Yosemite 
Stanislaus Solutions (YSS). YSS fosters partnerships among private, nonprofit, state and federal 
entities with a common interest in the health and well-being of the landscape and communities in the 
Tuolumne River watershed. The group is fostering an all-lands strategy to create a heightened degree 
of environmental stewardship, local jobs, greater local economic stability, and healthy forests and 
communities. 

The Forest held a public open house at the Supervisor’s Office on December 10, 2013. It was 
advertised on local radio stations, in the local newspaper, on the Stanislaus National Forest website, 
through a “tweet” to more than 68,000 followers, through direct mailings to those on the SOPA 
mailing list, and to those who showed interest in the project. Over 40 people attended the afternoon 
open house where the Forest described the preliminary purpose and need for the project as well as 

2 Specific written comments. Written comments are those submitted to the responsible official or designee during a designated 
opportunity for public participation (§ 218.5(a)) provided for a proposed project. Written comments can include submission of 
transcriptions or other notes from oral statements or presentation. For the purposes of this rule, specific written comments should be 
within the scope of the proposed action, have a direct relationship to the proposed action, and must include supporting reasons for the 
responsible official to consider. 
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proposed hazard tree abatement activities. Interdisciplinary (ID) team members participated and 
answered questions regarding the project and proposed action. 

The Forest Supervisor sent a scoping letter and package to 131 individuals, permittees, organizations, 
agencies, and Tribes interested in this project on November 13, 2013. The letter requested specific 
written comments on the Proposed Action during the initial 30-day designated opportunity for public 
participation from November 15 through December 15, 2013. Thirty-eight (38) interested parties 
submitted letters or emails. Chapter 1.07 (Issues) provides further details regarding the development 
of issues identified through public involvement and scoping, and Chapter 3.14 (Effects Relative to 
Issues) provides a summary of effects relative to the issues. 

1.07 ISSUES 
The Forest reviewed the purpose and need, proposed action and scoping comments in order to 
identify issues (Scoping Summary, project record). An issue is a point of discussion, dispute, or 
debate with the Proposed Action; an issue is an effect on a physical, biological, social, or economic 
resource; an issue is not an activity; instead, the predicted effects of the activity create the issue. 
Issues are then separated into two groups:  relevant and non-relevant issues.  

Relevant issues are defined as those directly or indirectly caused by implementing the proposed 
action. Issues are relevant because of the extent of their geographic distribution, the duration of their 
effects, or the intensity of interest or resource conflicts. Relevant issues are used to formulate or 
compare alternatives, prescribe requirements, or analyze environmental effects.  

Non-relevant issues are those identified as:  1) outside of the scope of the proposed action; 2) already 
determined through law, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the 
decision to be made; 4) conjectural and not supported by scientific fact; 5) a comment, opinion, or 
position statement; or, 6) a question for clarification or information. Although non-relevant issues are 
not used to formulate alternatives or prescribe additional requirements, the EA will disclose 
environmental effects including any related to non-relevant issues.  

As described above, issues are relevant because of the extent of their geographic distribution, the 
duration of their effects, or the intensity of interest or resource conflicts. Based on the purpose and 
need, proposed action and scoping comments, the three relevant issues are:  

1. Public Health and Safety:  existing conditions do not provide a safe environment for 
administration and public use of high use roads and other developed facilities because hazard 
trees pose a threat to human health and safety. 

2. Operations:  proposed restrictions including limited operating periods, elderberry protections and 
stream crossing limits may affect operations by reducing efficiency, increasing costs and reducing 
timber values. 

3. Wildlife:  proposed activities may affect Black-backed Woodpecker (BBWO) populations 
because the woodpeckers may occur at higher densities in areas treated and the project does not 
include avoidance measures or limited operating periods for nesting BBWO. 

Chapter 1.06 (Public Involvement) provides further details regarding public involvement and scoping, 
and Chapter 3.14 (Effects Relative to Issues) provides a summary of effects relative to those issues. 

 

  

8 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

2. Alternatives 
This Chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Rim HT project. It presents 
the alternatives in comparative form, defining the differences between each alternative and providing 
a clear basis for choice among the options for the Responsible Official and the public. It includes the 
action alternative or the Proposed Action (Alternative 1) and the no action alternative (Alternative 2). 
The no action alternative serves as a baseline for comparison purposes (73 Federal Register 143, July 
24, 2008; p. 43084-43099). Some of the information used to compare the alternatives is based on the 
design of the alternative, and some of the information is based upon the environmental, social and 
economic effects of implementing each alternative. 

2.01 ALTERNATIVE 1 (PROPOSED ACTION) 
Due to hazardous conditions created by the Rim Fire, the Stanislaus National Forest proposes hazard 
tree removal, road maintenance and management requirements as described below. Implementation is 
expected to begin in spring 2014 and continue for up to five years. 

Hazard Tree Removal 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes removal of hazard trees and trees felled during fire 
suppression or rehabilitation activities, using timber sales along 194 miles of high use roads (level 2, 
3, 4 and 5 NFTS roads, County roads and Highway 120) and across 1,329 acres of National Forest 
lands within and adjacent to developed facilities as displayed in Table 2.01-1 and Table 2.01-3.  

All 194 miles of road and NFS lands within and adjacent to developed facilities will be assessed for 
hazards trees and abated where they exist; however, it should be noted that many areas will receive no 
treatments due to lack of hazard or threat to health and safety (i.e. low severity burn resulted in no 
tree mortality, forest structure is composed of shrub layer with no overstory, etc.). 

Table 2.01-1 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action):  Roads and Other Developed Facilities 

Facility Acres 
Maintenance Level 2, 3, 4 and 5 National Forest 
System and County Roads (194 miles) 

8,986 

subtotal 8,986 
PG&E and Hetch Hetchy Power Lines (28 miles) 928 
Myers Ranch Ditch (4 miles) 117 
Adjacent Private Property 113 
Developed Recreation Sites Under Special Use 
Permit (Camp Mather, San Jose Camp, Berkeley-
Tuolumne Camp, Peach Growers Recreation 
Residence Tract) 

102 

Developed Recreation Sites (Lost Claim, Rainbow 
Pool, Sweetwater, Carlon, Middle Fork, Dimond O) 

69 

subtotal 1,329 
total 10,315 

Road Maintenance 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes road maintenance on 170.5 miles of NFTS roads, including 
97.6 miles of dust abatement. Road maintenance preserves the drainage function or serviceability of 
the road. Maintenance activities generally include:  blading; brushing; removal of hazard trees; repair 
or replacement of road surfaces; cleaning, repair or installation of drainage structures such as culverts, 
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dips and ditches; dust abatement; and, installation or repair of signs. Maintenance actions generally 
do not disturb ground outside the existing road profile (toe of fill to top of cut) other than removal of 
material around culvert inlets.  

Table 2.01-2 displays the road surface types included in this alternative. Table 2.01-7 displays the 
water sources used for dust abatement. No new road construction is included.  

Table 2.01-2 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action):  Road Surfaces and Treatments 

Manager/Type 
Surfaces Treatment 

AC AGG BST IMP NAT miles MAIN DUST 
Forest Service/ML2 7.6 23.8 0.4 0.0 22.1 54.0 54.0 45.9 
Forest Service/ML3 3.4 43.5 1.7 5.7 1.1 55.3 55.3 50.2 
Forest Service/ML4 17.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.8 18.8 18.8 1.5 
Forest Service/ML5 33.8 0.0 8.6 0.0 0.0 42.4 42.4 0.0 

subtotal NFTS 62.2 68.0 10.7 5.7 24.0 170.5 170.5 97.6 
Tuolumne County 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 
CalTrans/Highway 120 12.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.3 0.0 0.0 

subtotal  23.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 23.4 0.0 0.0 
total 85.7 68.0 10.7 5.7 24.0 194.0 170.5 97.6 

AC=Asphalt Concrete; AGG=Crushed Aggregate; BST=Chip Seal; DUST=Dust Abatement;  
IMP=Improved (native with aggregate spots); MAIN=Maintenance; ML=Maintenance Level; 
NAT=Native (dirt). Values may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 

Table 2.01-3 displays the road segments included for hazard tree removal along with any applicable 
road maintenance treatments and other related information. 

Table 2.01-3 Alternative 1 (Proposed Action):  Road Segments and Treatments 

Road MI ML SUR MAIN DUST Manager Notes 
01N01 0.8 ML2 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01N01 8.5 ML3 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N01 0.6 ML3 BST Maintain  Forest Service  
01N01 0.7 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N01 5.7 ML3 IMP Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N04 9.2 ML5 AC Maintain  Forest Service Cottonwood Road 
01N04 3.4 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service Cottonwood Road 
01N04 1.7 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service Cottonwood Road 
01N07 16.6 ML5 AC Maintain  Forest Service Cherry Lake Road 
01N08 1.5 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N10 1.5 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service Lumsden Road 
01N14 3.8 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N82 0.3 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N96 4.9 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01N96E 0.5 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S01 2.4 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S01 0.1 ML2 BST Maintain  Forest Service  
01S01 0.6 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S02 7.3 ML5 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S03 1.5 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S03 9.7 ML3 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S06 0.3 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S06B 0.1 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S08Y 0.9 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S08Y 0.3 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S12 5.4 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S21 0.4 ML3 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service Lost Claim Campground 
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Road MI ML SUR MAIN DUST Manager Notes 
01S23 2.9 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S23 0.1 ML2 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S23D 0.4 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S26 0.5 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S26A 0.1 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S28 0.8 ML4 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S30 0.6 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S30Y 0.1 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S31Y 0.2 ML3 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S57 2.0 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S58 0.5 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S63 0.4 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service Sweetwater Campgound 
01S67Y 0.5 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S73 0.1 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S77Y 0.9 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
01S77YA 0.1 ML3 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S83 0.7 ML4 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S85 1.7 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
01S90 0.1 ML3 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
02N05 0.8 ML3 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02N08Y 1.8 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02N08Y 2.6 ML2 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
02N11 0.3 ML2 BST Maintain  Forest Service  
02N11 1.4 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02N14 8.0 ML3 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02N14 1.1 ML3 BST Maintain  Forest Service  
02N15 0.5 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02N80 2.2 ML2 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
02N89 2.0 ML2 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
02S01 1.3 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02S01 2.1 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02S04 1.5 ML2 NAT Maintain Dust Forest Service  
02S30 0.3 ML5 AC Maintain  Forest Service  
02S30 8.6 ML5 BST Maintain  Forest Service  
03N01 0.5 ML5 AC Maintain  Forest Service Merrill Spring Road 
03N01 17.3 ML4 AC Maintain  Forest Service Merrill Spring Road 
03N01 16.9 ML3 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service Merrill Spring Road 
03N56Y 0.4 ML2 AGG Maintain Dust Forest Service  

subtotal 170.5     Forest Service  
Evergreen 5.7  AC   Tuolumne County  
Ferretti 1.2  AC   Tuolumne County  
Harden Flat 4.2  AC   Tuolumne County  

subtotal 11.1     Tuolumne County  
Highway 120 12.3  AC   CalTrans  

subtotal 12.3     CalTrans  
total 194.0       

AC=Asphalt Concrete; AGG=Crushed Aggregate; BST=Chip Seal; DUST=Dust Abatement; 
IMP=Improved (native surface with aggregate spots); MAIN=Maintenance; MI=Miles; ML=Maintenance Level;  
NAT=Native (dirt); SUR=Surface; Blank entries indicate the item does not apply.  
Values may not sum exactly to totals due to rounding. 
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Management Requirements 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) includes the following management requirements that are designed 
to implement the Forest Plan and minimize potential effects. 

1. Designate hazard trees for removal using the Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities 
and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region, April 2012 (USDA 2012c) assuming they have a 
reasonable chance of failing within the next five years. Trees previously cut as part of the 
suppression/rehabilitation effort may also be designated for removal.  

a. Tree height and distance from the road or developed facility will be the primary indicators for 
selection of hazard trees. If a hazard tree shows potential to hit the road or developed facility, 
it will be selected and felled based on the following parameters. 

- Uphill of Road or Developed Facility:  hazard trees will be selected that are up to two 
tree-lengths from identified road and/or facility. 

- Downhill of Road or Developed Facility:  hazard trees will be selected that are up to 
one-and-a-half tree-lengths from identified road and/or facility. 

2. Remove trees using ground (e.g., rubber-tired, tracked equipment) or aerial (e.g., highlead, 
skyline, and helicopter) based logging systems. 

3. In treated areas within 200' and visible from developed recreation sites, developed trails, 
Highway 120, Cherry Lake Road, Mather Road, Harden Flat Road, and Evergreen Road: 

a. Flush cut stumps and treat slash (remove, chip, pile/burn, lop/scatter, etc.) to within 1 foot of 
the ground surface. 

b. Place machine/tractor/hand piles as far from roads as possible. Where possible, place piles 
behind remaining vegetation/topography and out of view. Spread ash piles and any remaining 
debris after burning. 

4. Flag and avoid elderberry plants below 3,000 feet elevation that are within 100 feet of planned 
activities. Hazard trees may be felled but prohibit ground based mechanical operations or burning 
within 50 feet of flagged plants. Only plants with a live main stem diameter that is greater than or 
equal to 1” are considered for these protective measures. 

a. Pile burning and mechanical activities within 100’ of flagged shrubs will be subject to an 
LOP from April 1 through June 30 of any given year to avoid fire and dust impacts to beetles. 

5. Do not locate landings for timber operations within PACs. Apply Limited Operating Periods 
(LOPs) for tree falling and removal as listed below. These LOPs do not apply to laying out units, 
transportation, or early season burning operations. LOPs can be lifted if surveys conducted to 
protocol confirm non-presence or non-breeding. Surveys will be in conducted in compliance with 
the Pacific Southwest Region survey protocols to determine nest activity centers for spotted owl, 
great gray owl, and goshawk. The LOPs are as follows: 

a. Within 0.25 mile of spotted owl and great gray owl activity centers from March 1 to August 
15.  

b. Within 0.25 mile of northern goshawk activity centers from February 15 to September 15.  
c. Within 0.50 mile of a known bald eagle nest from January 1 to August 31.  

6. Avoid adverse impacts to aquatic species or their habitats:  

a. Prohibit mechanical operations within 1 mile of areas identified as suitable California Red-
legged frog (CRLF) breeding habitat during the wet season (the first rainfall event depositing 
more than 0.25 inches of rain on or after October 15 until April 15). 
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b. Within 300 feet of suitable CRLF breeding habitats, trees may be felled to abate hazards but 
will be left in place to avoid further site disturbance. 

c. Equipment operation within 300 feet of Abernathy Meadow is not permitted from June 1 to 
July 30 and during periods when the meadow has no standing water. 

d. Do not locate burn piles within 100 feet of suitable CRLF breeding habitat or occupied 
Western pond turtle habitat (WPT), or within 50 feet of CRLF non-breeding aquatic habitat. 

e. Within 1 mile of suitable CRLF breeding habitat and 300 feet of occupied WPT habitat, 
ignite all burn piles on only one side, not to exceed half the circumference of the pile, on the 
side furthest from the nearest aquatic feature. 

f. In suitable Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (SNYLF) habitats within 25 meters of proposed 
activities and without existing aquatic surveys (Looney Creek), a qualified biologist will 
perform a visual encounter survey before project implementation. If SNYLF are detected, 
establish a 75 foot buffer from the high water mark where no project activities will occur. 

7. Notify the District Wildlife Biologist if any Federally Threatened, Endangered or Candidate 
species or any Region 5 Forest Service Sensitive species are discovered during project 
implementation. 

8. Watershed management requirements, designed to protect water quality and watershed 
conditions, are derived from Regional and National Best Management Practices (BMPs) (USDA 
2011a, USDA 2012b) and Riparian Conservation Objectives (RCOs) (USDA 2004). Riparian 
resources within Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs) and the Critical Aquatic Refuge (CAR) 
will be protected through compliance with the RCOs outlined in the Forest Plan (USDA 2010a). 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) protect beneficial uses of water by preventing or minimizing 
the threat of discharge of pollutants of concern. BMPs applicable to this project are listed below 
with site-specific requirements and comments. Project planners and administrators (e.g., layout, 
Sale Administrator, Contracting Officer Representative) will consult with a hydrologist and/or 
soil scientist prior to or during project implementation for interpretation, clarification, or 
adjustment of watershed management requirements. 

a. Mechanized Equipment Operations within RCAs/CAR:  On the Stanislaus National 
Forest, ground-based mechanized equipment operations in RCAs are divided into three zones. 
The exclusion zone, at the edge of streams or wetlands, prohibits mechanized equipment use. 
Next, the transition zone allows light mechanized activity. Last, the outer zone allows activity 
to increase to standard operations beyond the RCA. Together, these zones comprise a wide, 
graduated RCA buffer zone intended to achieve Riparian Conservation Objectives as well as 
vegetation management objectives. The purpose of mechanized RCA operations is to reduce 
fuel loading and improve riparian vegetation community condition close to streams and 
wetlands. These operations are carefully conducted to prevent detrimental soil impacts and 
retain a high percentage of ground cover in the RCA. Where ground cover is minimal in an 
RCA, such as following wildfire, specialized low ground pressure vehicles become the 
primary type of equipment used. They minimize disturbance during timber removal 
operations and can be used to increase ground cover by chipping and distributing woody 
debris. Forest guidance for Mechanized Equipment Operations in RCAs (Frazier 2006) 
developed for RCA vegetation management operations in unburned areas has since been 
revised to include post-wildfire operations. Table 2.01-4 provides a summary of the operating 
requirements for mechanical operations in RCAs. Riparian buffer widths will be as described 
below and shown on the sale area map. 
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Table 2.01-4 Operating requirements for mechanized equipment operations in RCAs 

Stream Type1 Zone Width 
(feet) 

Equipment 
Requirements Element Operating Requirements 

Perennial/ 
Intermittent 
and Special 
Aquatic 
Features 
(SAFs) 

Exclusion 0 - 15 Mechanical 
Harvesting/ 
Shredding2:  Prohibited 

  

 0 - 50 Skidding3:  Prohibited   
Transition 15 - 100 Mechanical 

Harvesting/ 
Shredding:  Allowed 

Streamcourse 
Debris 

Remove activity-created woody debris to 
above the high water line of stream 
channels 

   Vegetation Retain remaining post-fire obligate riparian 
shrubs and trees that have live crown 
foliage or are resprouting (e.g. willows, 
alder, dogwoods and big leaf maples) 

Streambanks Do not damage streambanks with 
equipment. 

 50 - 100 Skidding:  Allowed Skid Trails Use existing skid trails except where 
unacceptable impact would result. Do not 
construct new primary skid trails within 
100 feet of the stream 

   Stream 
Crossings 

The number of crossings should not 
exceed an average of 2 per mile 

Outer 
(Perennial/SAFs) 

100 - 
300 

Mechanical 
Harvesting/ Shredding/ 
Skidding:  Allowed  

Skid Trails Allow skid trail density and intensity to 
gradually increase with distance from the 
Transition Zone 

Outer 
(Intermittent) 

100 - 
150 

Mechanical 
Harvesting/ Shredding/ 
Skidding:  Allowed 

Skid Trails Allow skid trail density and intensity to 
gradually increase with distance from the 
Transition Zone 

Ephemeral Exclusion 0 - 15 Mechanical 
Harvesting/ 
Shredding:  Prohibited 

  

 0 - 25 Skidding:  Prohibited   
Transition 15 - 50 Mechanical 

Harvesting/ 
Shredding:  Allowed 

  

 25 - 50 Skidding:  Allowed Stream 
Crossings 

The number of crossings should not 
exceed an average of 3 per mile 

1 Perennial streams flow year long. Intermittent streams flow during the wet season but dry by summer or fall. Ephemeral streams flow 
only during or shortly after rainfall or snowmelt. Special aquatic features (SAFs) include lakes, meadows, bogs, fens, wetlands, vernal 
pools and springs. 

2 Low ground pressure track-laying machines such as feller bunchers and masticators. 
3 Rubber-tired skidders and track-laying tractors. 

 

b. Management Requirements Incorporating BMPs and Forest Plan S&Gs:  Table 2.01-5 
presents management requirements pertaining to:  erosion control plans; operations in RCAs, 
road activities; stream crossings; log landings, skid trails; suspended yard logging; water 
sources, slope and soil moisture limitations, servicing and refueling of equipment, burn piles, 
unstable lands; application of registered borate compound; water quality monitoring; and, 
cumulative watershed effects. 
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Table 2.01-5 Management requirements incorporating BMPs and Forest Plan S&Gs 

Management Requirements BMPs/Forest Plan1/Locations 
Erosion Control Plan 
- Prepare a project area Erosion Control Plan (USDA 2011a) approved by the 

Forest Supervisor prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbing 
project activities. Prepare a BMP checklist before implementation. 

Regional BMPs 
2-13 Erosion Control Plans (roads and other 

activities) 
1-13 Erosion Prevention and Control 

Measures During Operations 
1-21 Acceptance of Timber Sale Erosion 

Control Measures before Sale Closure 
National Core BMPs 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all areas where ground-
disturbing activities occur. 

Operations in Riparian Conservation Areas 
- Delineate riparian buffers along streams and around special aquatic features 

within project treatment units as described in Table 2.01-4.  
- Fell trees harvested within RCAs directionally away from stream channels and 

SAFs unless otherwise recommended by a hydrologist or biologist. Fall 
hazards trees that cannot be removed, either parallel to the contour of the 
slope or in the channel as recommended by a hydrologist or biologist. 

- Where there is potential for sediment delivery, rake berms from ruts created 
with end lining to fill in the depression and spread ground cover (slash, wood 
chip or masticated material) over these areas. 

- Leave existing downed trees within perennial or intermittent stream channels 
in place. 

- Where possible, maintain or provide at least 60% ground cover (e.g., maintain 
post-fire conifer needle cast, weed-free straw, provide logging slash, wood 
chips, felled or masticated small burned trees) within 100 feet of perennial 
and intermittent streams and SAFs to minimize erosion and sedimentation. 

- Minimize turning mechanical harvesters/shredders in the RCA Transition 
Zone to limit disturbance. 

- Exclude mechanized equipment between the near-stream roads that closely 
parallel both sides of Corral Creek (1N01, 1N08 on the west and 1N74 (south 
of junction with 1N74C) and 1N74C on the east) unless otherwise 
recommended by a hydrologist or soil scientist.  

- The Sale Administrator shall coordinate with a hydrologist prior to operating 
along 1S03 (T1S R19E, Sec. 16, 17 and 21) in order to protect the Bear Gully 
restoration site, the stream channel downstream of the site, and the alluvial 
flat. 

Regional BMPs 
1-4 Using Sale Area Maps and/or Project 

Maps for Designating Water Quality 
Protection Needs 

1-8 Streamside Zone Designation 
1-10 Tractor Skidding Design 
1-18 Meadow Protection During Timber 

Harvesting 
1-19 Streamcourse and Aquatic Protection 
5-3 Tractor Operation Limitations in 

Wetlands and Meadows 
5-5 Disposal of Organic Debris 
7-3 Protection of Wetlands 
National Core BMPs 
Aq Eco-2 Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems 
Plan-3 Aquatic Management Zone 

Planning 
Veg-1 Vegetation Management Planning 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Veg-3 Aquatic Management Zones 
Veg-4 Ground-Based Skidding and 

Yarding Operations 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
193 (RCO 2) 
194 (RCO 3) 
194 (RCO 4) 
195 (RCO 5) 
Locations:  All units containing RCAs and 
SAFs, and specifically the portions of units 
mentioned in this section. 

Road Maintenance and Operations 
- Clean ditches and drainage structure inlets only as often as needed to keep 

them functioning. Prevent unnecessary or excessive vegetation disturbance 
and removal on features such as swales, ditches, shoulders, and cut and fill 
slopes. 

- Maintain road surface drainage by removing berms, unless specifically 
designated otherwise.  

- Accompany grading of hydrologically connected road surfaces and inside 
ditches with erosion and sediment control installation. 

- Divert springs across roads to prevent them from pooling and diverting on or 
along the road. A layer of coarse rock with geotextile fabric or other 
treatments may be necessary. 

- Ensure that after road maintenance activities (i.e., grading/earthwork 
activities) the final road surface drainage system will remove water from the 
road surface with the purpose to minimize concentrated runoff to an area. 
Ensure that existing metal/drain gutters are in working condition and /or install 
them as needed. 

- Adjust surface drainage structures to minimize hydrologic connectivity by: 
discharging road runoff to areas of high infiltration and high surface 
roughness; armoring drainage outlets as energy dissipaters to prevent gully 
initiation; and, increasing the number of drainage facilities within RCAs. 

Regional BMPs 
2-4 Road Maintenance and Operations 
2-13 Erosion Control Plans (roads and other 

activities) 
National Core BMPs 
Road-4 Road Operations and Maintenance 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
193 (RCO 2) 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all roads with maintenance or 
project use. 
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Management Requirements BMPs/Forest Plan1/Locations 
- Conduct road watering for road maintenance, dust abatement, and road 

surface protection using approved existing water sources locations. (See 
Water Sources Development and Use below) 

Stream Crossings 
Design of New or Reconstructed Crossings 

- Locate and design crossings to minimize disturbance to the water body. Use 
structures appropriate to the site conditions and traffic. Favor armored fords 
for streams where vehicle traffic is seasonal or temporary, and where the ford 
design maintains the channel pattern, profile and dimension.  

- Install stream crossings according to project specifications and drawings. 
Design should sustain bankfull dimensions of width, depth and slope, and 
maintain streambed and bank resiliency. 

- Construct diversion prevention dips to accommodate overtopping of runoff if 
diversion potential exists. Locate diversion prevention dips downslope of the 
crossing rather than directly over crossing fill; armor diversion prevention dips 
based on soil characteristics and risk. Install cross drains (e.g., rolling dips; 
waterbars) to hydrologically disconnect the road above the crossing and to 
dissipate concentrated flows. 
Construction, Reconstruction and Maintenance Operations 

- Keep excavated materials out of channels, floodplains, wetlands and lakes. 
Install silt fences or other sediment- and debris-retention barriers between the 
water body and construction material stockpiles and wastes. Dispose 
unsuitable material in approved waste areas outside of the RCA. 

- Inspect and clean equipment; remove external oil, grease, dirt and mud and 
repair leaks prior to unloading at site. Inspect equipment daily and correct 
identified problems before entering streams or areas that drain directly to 
water bodies. Remove all dirt and plant parts to ensure that noxious weeds 
and aquatic invasive species are not brought to the site. 

- Remove all project debris from the stream in a manner that will cause the 
least disturbance. 

- Minimize streambank and riparian area excavation during construction. 
Stabilize adjacent disturbed areas using mulch, retaining structures, and or 
mechanical stabilization materials.  

- Ensure imported fill materials meet specifications, and are free of toxins and 
invasive species.  

- Divert or dewater stream flow for all live streams or standing water bodies 
during crossing installation and invasive maintenance. 

Regional BMPs 
2-8 Stream Crossings 
2-13 Erosion Control Plans (roads and other 

activities) 
National Core BMPs 
AqEco-2 Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems 
Road-7 Stream Crossings 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
62 
193 (RCO 2) 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all stream crossings on 
constructed, reconstructed and maintained 
roads. 

Log Landings 
- Re-use log landings to the extent feasible. Existing landings within RCAs may 

be used when sedimentation effects can be mitigated by erosion prevention 
measures.  

- Do not construct new landings within 100 feet of perennial or intermittent 
streams and SAFs and 50 feet of ephemeral streams.  

- See the Soils Report for subsoiling requirements. 

Regional BMPs 
1-12 Log Landing Location 
1-16 Log Landing Erosion 
National Core BMPs 
Veg-6 Landings 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all landings. 

Skid Trails 
- Design and locate skid trails to best fit the terrain, volume, velocity, 

concentrations and direction of runoff water in a manner that would minimize 
erosion and sedimentation.  

- Locate new primary skid trails at least 100 feet from perennial and intermittent 
streams and SAFs and new secondary skid trails at least 50 feet from 
perennial and intermittent streams and SAFs. Locate all skid trails at least 25 
feet from ephemeral streams. Primary skid trails typically have 20 or more 
passes and result in detrimental compaction or displacement of soils. 
Secondary skid trails have fewer passes and result in minor compaction or 
displacement.  

- Use existing skid trails wherever possible except where unacceptable 
resource damage may result. Existing skid trails less than 100 feet from 
streams may be used if they are rehabilitated following use to improve 
infiltration from their current state. 

- Skid trails within 100 feet of steams will be given priority for subsoiling. 
- See Soils report for additional requirements on rehabilitating skid trails  
- Install waterbars and other erosion control measures as needed on skid trails 

Regional BMPs 
1-10 Tractor Skidding Design 
1-17 Erosion Control on Skid Trails 
National Core BMPs 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Veg-4 Ground-Based Skidding and Yarding 

Operations 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all ground-based yarding system 
units. 
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Management Requirements BMPs/Forest Plan1/Locations 
and cable corridors immediately following completion of timber operations or 
before significant rainfall is forecast. Utilize erosion control measures that do 
not concentrate flows, such as subsoiling and mulching, on skid trails that 
drain onto high or moderate burn severity areas. 

- Prevent flow runoff from concentrating in skid trails within high and moderate 
severity soil burn areas, by applying one or a combination of the following 
erosion and sediment control measures: armoring drainage outlets as energy 
dissipaters to prevent gully initiation, ripping, tilling, and/or by providing soil 
ground cover material (e.g., weed-free straw, slash, wood chips). Prevent flow 
runoff from concentrating in cable corridors within high and moderate severity 
soil burn areas, by applying armoring drainage outlets as energy dissipaters 
and/or by providing soil ground cover material. 

Suspended Yard Logging 
- Fully suspend logs to the extent practicable when yarding over RCAs and 

streams. 
- Locate skyline corridors to minimize damage to live streamside trees or 

resprouting streamside burned trees and shrubs. 
- Install skyline corridor erosion control measures prior to each winter season to 

ensure runoff will be well dispersed and not concentrated down corridors. 
Measures may include water bars constructed in alternating directions, 
smoothing of ruts, and/or logging slash lopped to contract specifications. 

Regional BMPs 
1-11 Suspended Yard Logging in Timber 

Harvesting 
2-13 Erosion Control Plans (roads and other 

activities) 
National Core BMPs 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Veg-5 Cable and Aerial Yarding Operations 
Locations:  all units using skyline yarding 
systems. 

Water Sources 
- For water drafting on fish-bearing streams:  do not exceed 350 gallons per 

minute for streamflow greater than or equal to 4.0 cubic feet per second (cfs); 
do not exceed 20% of surface flows below 4.0 cfs; and, cease drafting when 
bypass surface flow drops below 1.5 cfs.  

- For water drafting on non-fish-bearing streams:  do not exceed 350 gallons 
per minute for streamflow greater than or equal to 2.0 cfs; do not exceed 50% 
of surface flow; and, cease drafting when bypass surface flow drops below 10 
gallons per minute. Water sources designed for permanent installation, such 
as piped diversions to off-site storage, are preferred over temporary, short-
term-use developments. Locate water drafting sites to avoid adverse effects 
to in-stream flows and depletion of pool habitat.  

- Do not allow water drafting from streams by more than one truck at a time. 
- Do not construct basins at culvert inlets for the purpose of developing a 

waterhole, as these can exacerbate plugging of the culvert.  
- Gradually remove temporary dams when operations are complete so that 

released impoundments do not discharge sediment into the streamflow.  
- When diverting water from streams, maintain bypass flows that ensure 

continuous surface flow in downstream reaches, and keep habitat in 
downstream reaches in good condition. 

- Locate approaches as close to perpendicular as possible to prevent stream 
bank excavation. 

- Treat road approaches and drafting pads to prevent sediment production and 
delivery to a watercourse or waterhole. Armor road approaches as necessary 
from the end of the approach nearest a stream for a minimum of 50 feet, or to 
the nearest drainage structure (e.g., waterbar or rolling dip) or point where 
road drainage does not drain toward the stream.  

- Armor areas subject to high floods to prevent erosion and sediment delivery 
to water courses. 

- Install effective erosion control devices (e.g., gravel berms or waterbars) 
where overflow runoff from water trucks or storage tanks may enter the 
stream,  

- Check all water-drafting vehicles daily and repair as necessary to prevent 
leaks of petroleum products from entering RCAs. Water-drafting vehicles shall 
contain petroleum-absorbent pads, which are placed under vehicles before 
drafting. Water-drafting vehicles shall contain petroleum spill kits. Dispose of 
absorbent pads according to the Hazardous Response Plan. 

- Provide fish passage for all life stages of fish at drafting pools on fish-bearing 
streams. 

- Use screening devices for water drafting pumps. Use pumps with low entry 
velocity to minimize removal of aquatic species, including juvenile fish, 
amphibian egg masses and tadpoles, from aquatic habitats. Pump intake 
screening specifications will be provided and put in the project file. 

Regional BMPs 
2-5 Water Source Development and 

Utilization 
2-13 Erosion Control Plans (roads and other 

activities) 
National Core BMPs 
WatUses-3 Administrative Water 

Developments 
AqEco-2 Operations in Aquatic 

Ecosystems 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
193 (RCO 2) 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all water drafting sites. 
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Management Requirements BMPs/Forest Plan1/Locations 
Slope and Soil Moisture Limitations 
- See Soils report for specific slope limitations for operation of ground-based 

equipment. 
- See Soils report for wet weather operating restrictions. 

Regional BMPs 
5-2 Slope Limitations for Mechanical 

Equipment Operation 
5-6 Soil Moisture Limitations for 

Mechanical Equipment Operations 
National Core BMPs 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Veg-4 Ground-Based Skidding and Yarding 

Operations 
Locations:  all ground-based equipment 
units. 

Servicing, Refueling, and Cleaning Equipment and Parking/Staging Areas 
- Allow temporary refueling and servicing only at approved sites located outside 

of RCAs. 
- Rehabilitate temporary staging, parking, and refueling/servicing areas 

immediately following use. 
- A Spill Prevention and Containment and Counter Measures (SPCC) plan is 

required where total oil products on site in above-ground storage tanks 
exceed 1320 gallons or where a single container exceeds 660 gallons. 
Review and ensure spill plans are up-to-date. 

- Report spills and initiate appropriate clean-up action in accordance with 
applicable State and Federal laws, rules and regulations. The Forest 
hazardous materials coordinator’s name and phone number shall be available 
to Forest Service personnel who administer or manage activities utilizing 
petroleum-powered equipment. 

- Remove contaminated soil and other material from NFS lands and dispose of 
this material in a manner according to controlling regulations. 

- Install temporary wash sites only in areas where the water and residue can be 
adequately collected and either filtered on site or conveyed to an appropriate 
wastewater treatment facility. 

Regional BMPs 
2-10 Parking and Staging Areas 
2-11 Equipment Refueling and Servicing 
National Core BMPs 
Road-9 Parking and Staging Areas 
Road-10 Equipment Refueling and Servicing 
Fac-7 Vehicle and Equipment Wash 

Water 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
193 (RCO 1) 
Locations:  designated temporary refueling, 
servicing and cleaning sites and 
parking/staging areas. 

Burn Piles 
- Place burn piles a minimum of 50 feet away from perennial and intermittent 

streams and SAFs and 25 feet from ephemeral streams. Locate piles outside 
areas that may receive runoff from roads. Avoid disturbance to obligate 
riparian vegetation. 

- Do not dozer pile in high soil hazard areas (as provided in the Sale Area Map 
and/or Soil Report). Grapple piling is allowed in these areas, but is subject to 
the mechanized equipment restrictions for RCAs. When grapple piling in high 
soil hazard areas, consult a hydrologist or soil scientist if less than 60% 
ground cover would be retained.  

- Minimize effects on soil, water quality, and riparian resources by appropriately 
planning pile size, fuel piece size limits, spacing, and burn prescriptions in 
compliance with state or local laws and regulations if no practical alternatives 
for slash disposal in the RCA are available. 

Regional BMPs 
6-2 Consideration of Water Quality in 

Formulating Fire Prescriptions 
6-3 Protection of Water Quality from 

Prescribed Burning Effects 
National Core BMPs 
Fire-1 Wildland Fire Management Planning 
Fire-2 Use of Prescribed Fire 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
194 (RCO 4) 
Locations:  all pile burning areas, sensitive 
watershed areas. 

Application of Registered Borate Compound 
- Do not apply fungicide within 10 feet of surface water, when rain is falling, or 

when rain is likely that day (i.e., National Weather Service forecasts 50% or 
greater chance). 

- Follow all State and Federal rules and regulations as they apply to pesticides. 

Regional BMPs 
5-7 Pesticide Use Planning Process 
5-8 Pesticide Application According to 

Label Directions and Applicable Legal 
Requirements 

5-11 Cleaning and Disposal of Pesticide 
Containers and Equipment 

5-12 Streamside Wet Area Protection 
During Pesticide Spraying 

National Core BMPs 
Chem-1 Chemical Use Planning 
Chem-2 Follow Label Directions  
Chem-3 Chemical Use Near Waterbodies 
Chem-5 Chemical Handling and Disposal 
Forest Plan S&Gs 
193 (RCO 1) 
Locations:  portions of units with 
applications in RCAs. 
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Management Requirements BMPs/Forest Plan1/Locations 
Unstable Lands 
- Avoid skid trails, and/or heavy equipment use by end lining trees to the road 

in the unstable area shown on the sale area map along road 3N01 South, 
0.24 miles southwest from the 1N15/3N01 intersection (T1N R18E Sec 5). 

Regional BMPs 
1-6 Protecting Unstable Lands  
National Core BMPs 
Veg-2 Erosion Prevention and Control 
Veg-4 Ground Based Skidding and 

Yarding Operations 
Veg-5 Cable and Aerial Yarding 

Operations 
Locations:  unstable area shown on sale 
area map. 

Water Quality Monitoring 
- Conduct implementation and effectiveness monitoring using the Best 

Management Practices Evaluation Program (BMPEP) (USDA 2002) and the 
National Core Monitoring Protocols (FS-990b) (USDA 2012b).  

- Conduct project level in-channel monitoring as required in the Water Quality 
Management Handbook (USDA 2011a) 

Regional BMPs 
7-6 Water Quality Monitoring 
Locations:  Monitoring locations will be 
detailed in a project monitoring plan. 

Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) Analysis 
- CWE analysis will be conducted for the project. 

Regional BMPs 
7-8 Cumulative Off-Site Watershed Effects 
Locations:  All activities within the project 
watersheds will be analyzed 

1 Forest Plan S&Gs indicate page number from Forest Plan Direction (USDA 2010a).  

9. Follow Forest Service Manual 2550 Soil Management R5 Supplement (USDA 2012a) and Forest 
Plan Direction (USDA 2010a) to identify Soil Management Practices (SMPs) that minimize soil 
impacts. 

a. If present, maintain a well distributed soil cover of 50% on moderate slopes of less than 25%, 
and 60% cover on steeper slopes in RCAs. Soil cover consists of unburned duff and needle 
fall, basal live plant cover, fine woody debris, and downed logs.  

b. Retain existing large woody debris (LWD) at an average rate of at least 5 logs/acre (desired 
logs are greater than 20 inches diameter and 10 feet long) whenever practical provided the 
amount of logs does not exceed fuel management objectives. 

c. Skidding with rubber-tired or fixed track equipment would be limited to slopes less than 
35%; and low ground pressure tracked equipment (i.e. masticator/feller-buncher) would be 
limited to 45% slope. Reuse existing skid trails and landings whenever possible. When 
excessive soil displacement occurs, replacing or recontouring soil may be required at the 
discretion of the sale administrator or soil scientist.  

d. Monitor ground-based operations occurring between November 1 and June 1 (test for soil 
moisture and trafficability) to prevent soil compaction. Ground-based equipment will operate 
on relatively dry soils of high soil strength, or bearing capacity. 

e. Subsoil all landings and main skid trails where feasible. Coordination with the soil scientist 
during project implementation may be necessary to determine final subsoiling needs. 

f. Avoid soil displacement, where practicable, using one-end suspension in cable corridors. To 
minimize soil erosion install water bars at major breaks in slope and regular intervals along 
the cable corridors. Where ground cover is insufficient, mulch corridors with fine slash, 
weed-free straw, or other organic mulch (achieve 60% cover).  

g. Require extra treatments on slopes greater than 35% where project-created fuels are expected 
to exceed requirements and ground based removal may be necessary, and on identified high 
soil hazard areas on slopes greater than 15% with an existing or predicted deficiency in 
ground cover that would persist longer than one season (e.g. both high soil and vegetation 
burn severity). High soil hazard areas will be identified and shown on the Sale Area Map(s). 
Extra treatments required in these areas are: 

- Increase area of subsoiling skid trails to promote infiltration, and contour subsoiling 
when feasible.  
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- On all subsoiled skid trails, and other main skid trails on slopes greater than 15%, apply 
organic mulch cover (slash, weed-free straw mulch, masticated material, etc.) to the skid 
trail footprint and waterbar outlets. Achieve 50-60% cover on skid trails when possible (if 
sufficient project-created material is present).  

- Repair large areas of displaced soil by backblading or replacing topsoil. 
- To the extent practicable, lop and scatter slash or provide other organic mulch (weed-free 

straw, masticated wood chips, etc.) in areas deficient of soil cover and in large areas of 
displaced soil. Ensure added organic cover does not exceed fuel management objectives. 

10. Flag and avoid known sensitive plant populations. Hazard trees may be felled but prohibit ground 
based mechanical operations or burning within flagged areas. Notify District botanist if any new 
sensitive plant occurrences are discovered during project implementation. 

a. For the sensitive species Botrychium crenulatum and Botrychium minganense, and for 
Botrychium pedunculosum directionally fall trees away from meadow where plants are 
located. Maintain a 15 foot buffer around meadow edge. Equipment with an articulating arm 
may be used from outside exclusion zone to remove hazard trees within the buffer. 

b. In order to protect occurrences of Peltigera gowardii, conduct project activities in such a way 
that sediment is not added to or accumulates within occurrences. Watershed management 
requirements would minimize potential erosion and sedimentation. 

c. For the sensitive species Cypripedium montanum, maintain existing down logs within 20 feet 
of occurrence. Avoid direct disturbance to plants including foot traffic through occurrence. 
Where needed coordinate with botanist to fall and retain additional trees to protect plants. 

d. For the sensitive species Mimulus pulchellus, Mimulus filicaulis, Clarkia australis, and 
Clarkia biloba ssp. australis that depend on germination each year from the seed bank, hand 
felling may take place within occurrences only during the dry non-growing period (see Table 
2.01-6). Limited operating Periods (LOPs) can be lifted early if surveys confirm plants are in 
dry, non-growing period. Project generated slash may not be placed within Sensitive Plant 
occurrences. 

e. In order to protect habitat for rare plants associated with the ‘lava cap’ soils such as 
Lomatium stebbinsii, Lewisia kelloggii ssp. hutchisonii, and Mimulus pulchellus, parking, 
equipment staging, landing, and/or skid trail construction would be reviewed by a botanist. 

Table 2.01-6 Sensitive Plant Species and associated dry, non-growing periods 

Sensitive Plant Species Dry, Non-growing Period1 
Clarkia australis Aug. 15 – Nov.30 

Clarkia biloba ssp. australis Aug.1 – Nov.30 
Mimulus filicaulis July 15 – Nov.30 

Mimulus pulchellus June 15 – Nov. 30 
1 The actual dry, non-growing period will be determined by field observations year to year by a Botanist. 

11. Flag and avoid known noxious weed locations. For all logging and stewardship contract 
operations, implement the equipment cleaning requirements in the standard contract provisions. 
The Forest Service will inspect all off-road equipment before entering the project area. Off-road 
equipment does not include log trucks, chip vans, service vehicles, water trucks, pickup trucks, 
care or similar vehicles. Hazard trees may be felled but prohibit ground based mechanical 
operations within identified locations. 
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12. Tops and limbs will be removed, piled for burning, chipped, lopped and scattered uniformly in 
close proximity to felled tree location. All pile burning will follow Title 17, Smoke Management 
Guidelines for Agricultural and Prescribed Burning as required by the California Air Resources 
Board, and additional guidelines may be required by the Mariposa and Tuolumne County 
Pollution Control Districts. 

a. Piles from treatment activities would be no larger than 10 feet diameter by 6 feet high. An 
overall fuel bed depth of less than or equal to one foot is required for masticated, chipped or 
lop/scatter treatments. Machine/hand piles should be placed in a manner so they will not 
compromise residual live trees and where feasible, place piles outside of the dripline. 

13. Avoid conflicts with recreation use and facilities: 

a. Log truck hauling for hazard tree operations would not occur on Evergreen Road:  from July 
3 thru July 5; during Memorial Day and Labor Day weekends (3:00 p.m. Friday thru 
Monday); and, during the special event on Evergreen Road. Avoid loading for hazard tree 
operations along Highway 120 during weekends (3:00 p.m. Friday thru Sunday). 

b. Identify NFTS trails on the ground prior to hazard tree operations. If trail damage occurs 
from hazard tree operations coordinate with recreation staff to restore trail to Forest Service 
standards. 

c. Locations for activity created slash piles within developed recreation sites will be identified 
by Recreation Program staff.  

d. Flag, avoid and retain trees previously felled for erosion control, soil stabilization or 
protection features. 

e. Close skid trails to motorized travel with earthen berms, logs, and /or rocks after operations 
are complete. 

f. Avoid using water sources in developed recreation sites while facilities are open to public 
use. 

14. Protect cultural resources through the application of Standard Protection Measures as determined 
by the Draft Programmatic Agreement among the United States Forest Service, Stanislaus 
National Forest, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council On 
Historic Preservation Regarding the Compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act for 
Proposed Actions Pertaining to the Rim Fire Restoration and Salvage and the Adverse Effects to 
Historic Properties Caused by the Rim Fire Emergency (Rim Fire PA) (USDA 2014). 

a. If new cultural resources are discovered, all work in the vicinity will cease until qualified 
Heritage Program staff examine and assess the resource. Appropriate measures will be 
undertaken to protect the new resource as activities resume.  

b. Felling and removal of hazard trees within the historic properties may be allowed with review 
by the Heritage Program Manager (HPM). Removal methods must be reviewed and 
monitored by the HPM.  

c. No metal tracked equipment will be allowed within historic property boundaries. The only 
exception is on the NFTS if the HPM or qualified heritage professional determines that the 
activity will not have an adverse effect on historic properties. If necessary, foreign, non-
archaeological material (e.g., padding or filter cloth) may be placed over archaeological 
deposits or historic features on transportation corridors to prevent surface and subsurface 
impacts caused by vehicles or equipment. 

d. Use of rubber-tired skidders and front and full-suspension skidding may be allowed within 
historic property boundaries where the HPM or qualified heritage professional reviews use of 
this equipment and determines that the activity will not have an adverse effect on the 
property. 
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e. Slash piling will not be within the boundaries of historic properties unless HPMs or qualified 
Heritage Program staff approve specific locations.  

f. In some cases, timber has been felled for cultural site erosion control, stabilization or 
protection. These trees will not be removed during project implementation and will be 
flagged and/or tagged for avoidance.  

15. Treat all freshly cut conifer stumps greater than 3-inches (stump diameter) within developed 
recreation sites (including those under special use permit) and the progeny site on NFTS road 
2N11 with an Environmental Protection Agency approved and California registered borate 
compound for the prevention of annosus root disease (Heterobasidion annosum). Do not apply 
fungicide within 10 feet of known surface water, when rain is falling, or when rain is likely that 
day (i.e., National Weather Service forecasts 50% or greater chance). 

16. Avoid damage to rangeland infrastructure (fences, water developments and cattle guards) during 
project implementation. Repair to Forest Service standards any serviceable/intact infrastructure 
damaged during implementation.  

17. Table 2.01-7 lists the 14 road maintenance and dust abatement water sources shown on the 
project map along with the items required prior to use of each water source. Watershed 
management requirements incorporating BMPs and Forest Plan standards and guidelines for 
water sources also apply (Table 2.01-5). 

Table 2.01-7 Water Sources and Management Requirements 

Water Source Location Notes and Requirements 
Bourland Creek 3N01 Developed, would require rock on approach 
Clavey River 3N01 Need pump and tank 
Hull Creek 3N01 Developed, opposite campground 
Jawbone Creek 1N01 Developed, needs brush work 
Looney Creek 3N01 Need pump and tank 
Middle Fork Tuolumne San Jose Camp Developed, would require rock on approach 
Middle Fork Tuolumne Evergreen Road Need pump and tank 
Middle Fork Tuolumne Spinning Wheel Backup for San Jose Camp 
Niagara Creek 3N01 Need pump and tank 
North Fork Tuolumne 1N01 Need pump and tank 
North Fork Tuolumne 3N01 Developed, at day use area 
South Fork Tuolumne Evergreen Road Close access in Day Use area, pull-out on 

North side of river needs pump and tank 
South Fork Tuolumne Highway 120 Need pump and tank 
Reynolds Creek 3N01 Draft from wide spot in road 

 

2.02 ALTERNATIVE 2 (NO ACTION) 
Under Alternative 2 (No Action), hazard tree abatement and removal would be deferred. Current 
management plans would continue to guide management of the project area. No hazard tree removal 
or road maintenance would be implemented to accomplish project goals. About 99,000 existing 
hazard trees would be left to fall on their own as a result of natural forces. 
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2.03 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM 
DETAILED STUDY 

Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were not developed 
in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). The following alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed 
study in this EA. 

a. Proposed Action with all Level 2 Roads 
Based on scoping comments, this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action and also 
include hazard tree removal along the remaining 329 miles of NFTS maintenance level 2 roads 
open to the public within the Rim Fire perimeter. It was considered but eliminated from detailed 
study for the following reasons: 

- It does not meet the purpose and need to provide a safe environment for administration and 
public use within and adjacent to high use roads and other developed facilities. 

- It is outside the scope of this project since the proposed action includes only high use level 2 
roads while the remaining 329 miles of level 2 roads are low use roads. 

- The separate Rim Recovery proposed action addresses different needs along the remaining 
329 miles of low use level 2 roads with:  salvage of dead trees; removal of hazard trees and 
dead trees; fuel reduction for future forest resiliency to fire; and, road improvements 
(reconstruction) for proper hydrologic function. The Rim HT treatment areas do not overlap 
with the Rim Recovery treatment areas. The Rim Recovery project does not include any 
roads or facilities proposed under the Rim HT project. 

b. Proposed Action without Timber Sales 
This alternative would fall hazard trees without removal through timber sales. It was considered 
but eliminated from detailed study for the following reasons: 

- It is similar to Alternative 2 (No Action) except hazard trees would be mechanically felled 
instead of eventually falling naturally. Falling 99,000 hazard trees without removing them 
would result in adverse effects within the project area:  an extreme buildup of activity fuels 
ranging from 100 – 120 tons per acre (3.05 Fuels); and, limited recreation access due to felled 
trees blocking trails and roads (3.08 Recreation). 

- It meets the purpose and need to provide for public health and safety by falling hazard trees; 
however, timber sale revenue would not offset costs for tree falling, activity fuels treatment 
and road maintenance. This alternative would require service contracts to complete the 
proposed activities with additional costs estimated at $5,650,000 including:  $270,000 to fall 
99,000 hazard trees across 10,315 acres; $4,700,000 for tractor and hand pile burning about 
214,000 tons of excess activity fuels; and, $680,000 for 170.5 miles of road maintenance. 
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2.04 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
Chapter 3 describes the environmental consequences of the alternatives. This section compares the 
alternatives by summarizing key differences between them. Table 2.04-1 compares the proposed 
treatments in each alternative.  

Table 2.04-1 Comparison of Alternatives:  Proposed Treatments 

Proposed Treatments Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) 

Alternative 2 
(No Action) 

Hazard Tree Abatement YES NO 
Hazard Tree Removal NFTS roads (miles) 194 0 
Hazard Tree Removal NFTS roads (acres) 8,986 0 
Hazard Tree Removal Developed Facilities (acres) 1,329  0 
Road Maintenance (miles) 170.5 0 
Dust Abatement on Road Surfaces (miles) 97.6  0 
Water Source Locations 14 0 

Table 2.04-2 provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative by relevant issue. 

Table 2.04-2 Comparison of Alternatives:  Relevant Issues 

Issue/Indicator Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) 

Alternative 2 
(No Action) 

Public Health and 
Safety 

Alternative 1 reduces health and safety 
concerns associated with hazard trees 
located adjacent to high use roads and 
facilities within the Rim Fire. 

Without hazard tree abatement, public health 
and safety issues remain and access to 
roads and facilities would remain closed until 
considered safe. 

Operations Operations will be minimally impacted 
through the use of management 
requirements and wildlife surveys. 

No operations would occur under this 
alternative. 

Wildlife 
Black-backed 
Woodpecker 

This project removes only trees considered a 
hazard to high use roads and facilities under 
the marking guidelines. Most treatment areas 
will still contain trees that are not hazards. 
 
Treatments would remove hazard trees on 
less than 5% (2,370 acres) of the burned 
forest habitat (51,170 acres) within the fire 
perimeter. The remaining burned forest 
habitat is much greater than what existed 
prior to the Rim Fire and portions will 
continue to contain high densities of snags. 
The small loss of burned forest is not 
expected to alter the existing trend in the 
ecosystem component. 

Hazards remain until trees fall naturally. 
Potential BBWO habitat remains intact and 
allowed to fall naturally. 
 
As understory vegetation returns and more 
fine fuels and logs accumulate on the forest 
floor, fuel loading would increase the risk of a 
high-intensity fire. A high-intensity fire could 
burn the remaining green trees in 
surrounding areas, increasing burned forest 
habitat. The loss of additional green forest to 
wildfire would be a positive effect initially, but 
may leave the area lacking in burned forest 
for an extended period of decades to 
centuries as new green forest is recruited. 

Table 2.04-3 provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative by resource. 
Information in the tables focuses on activities and effects where different levels of effects or outputs 
can be distinguished quantitatively or qualitatively among alternatives. 
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Table 2.04-3 Comparison of Alternatives:  Summary of Effects by Resource 

Resource/Indicator Alternative 1 
(Proposed Action) 

Alternative 2 
(No Action) 

Air Quality Removing 213,592 tons of sawlogs reduces 
the potential of those fuels to burn naturally 
or through prescribed fire, reducing 
particulate matter released into the air. 

Fuel loadings will increase over time, 
requiring the need for prescribed fire or 
increasing the potential of naturally occurring 
events to reduce them, and releasing 
particulate matter into the air. 

Aquatics 
TES Species 

A small amount of habitat would be affected 
and the relative impacts are minimal with no 
significant contribution to cumulative effects 
expected. 

With a higher risk of trees falling into culverts 
and stream channels, increased 
sedimentation into aquatic habitats would be 
a concern. This may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect, the species. 

Aquatics 
MIS Species 

A small amount of habitat would be affected, 
but will not alter the existing trend for Aquatic 
MIS species or habitats. 

As ground fuels accumulate, the risk of 
wildfire increases the possibility of erosion 
and sedimentation within aquatic habitats. 
MIS species would be at an increased risk of 
detrimental effects. 

Cultural Resources Hazard trees would be directionally felled 
and removed for site protection. 

Hazard trees would fall naturally in any 
direction, not allowing for site protection. 

Fuels 
Activity fuel loading 
and prescribed fire 

Removing 213,592 tons of wood fiber 
reduces the need to treat those fuels in the 
future. 

Hazard trees would fall naturally, creating 
high fuel loadings adjacent to high use roads 
and facilities. 

Invasive Species Surveys will locate invasive plant populations 
which will be monitored for treatment and 
spread. 

Surveys would not be conducted and 
invasive species would go unmonitored and 
uncontrolled. 

Range Infrastructure Hazard tree removal and road maintenance 
protect adjacent range fences and other 
infrastructure. 

Hazard trees would fall naturally in any 
direction, not allowing for protection of range 
infrastructure. 

Recreation Recreation sites would open as soon as safe 
access can be provided. 

Recreation sites would remain closed to 
public access until hazard trees fall naturally, 
delaying public access indefinitely. 

Sensitive Plants Surveys will locate new and existing 
populations of sensitive plants, and provide 
protection measures by directionally falling 
trees away from populations. 

Locations and populations would not be 
surveyed and hazard trees would fall 
naturally in any direction, not allowing for 
sensitive plant protection. 

Soils 
Soil porosity and 
surface ground 
cover 

Soil mixing reduces hydrophobic conditions 
and improved soil porosity. Lop and scatter 
increases surface ground cover and reduces 
erosion potential. 

Hydrophobic soils will remain in that 
condition with continued potential for soil 
movement and erosion. 

Wildlife 
TES species 

Snag habitats would be reduced by the 
removal of hazard trees. A small percentage 
of habitats for some species would be 
affected with minimum relative impacts when 
combined with the remaining habitats within 
the fire perimeter. No significant 
contributions to cumulative effects are 
expected. 

Intact snag habitats would provide some 
additional land base for species that utilize 
that habitat. Over time snags would fall and 
increase ground fuel loading to extreme 
conditions, and threaten future loss of the 
habitat from fire. 

Wildlife 
MIS species 

A small percentage of the existing habitat 
would be affected, but will not alter the 
existing trend for MIS species or habitats. 

Intact snag habitats would provide some 
additional land base for species that utilize 
that habitat. Over time snags would fall and 
increase ground fuel loading to extreme 
conditions, and threaten future loss of the 
habitat from fire. 
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3. Environmental Consequences 
This Chapter summarizes the physical, biological, social and economic environments of the affected 
project area and the potential changes to those environments from each alternative. It also presents the 
scientific and analytical basis for the comparison of alternatives presented in Chapter 2. Chapter 3.01 
provides information related to resource reports, cumulative effects analysis and other resource 
issues. Chapters 3.02 through 3.13 describe by specific resource:  existing condition; direct and 
indirect effects; and, cumulative effects of the alternatives. Chapter 3.14 provides a summary of 
effects relative to the issues identified in Chapter 1.07 (Issues). Chapter 3.15 provides a summary of 
the effects analysis and conclusions related to a Finding of No Significant Impact. 

3.01 INTRODUCTION 
The resource topics covered in this Chapter include an “Existing Condition” section which describes 
the current condition against which environmental effects were evaluated and from which progress 
toward desired conditions can be measured. Environmental consequences form the scientific and 
analytical basis for comparison of alternatives. The environmental consequences discussion centers 
on direct, indirect and cumulative effects which are defined as follows: 

 Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same place and time as the action. 
 Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time, or further removed in distance, but 

are still reasonably foreseeable. 
 Cumulative effects are those that result from the incremental impact of the action when added to 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. 

Resource and Other Reports 
All Biological Evaluations (BEs), Biological Assessments (BAs), Management Indicator Species 
Reports and Resource Specialist Reports prepared for this project are incorporated by reference in this 
EA. They are located in the project file and are available upon request. Most resource sections in this 
chapter provide a summary of the project-specific reports, assessments, and other documents prepared 
by Forest Service specialists. These reports are part of the project record on file at the Forest 
Supervisor’s Office in Sonora, California and they are available by request. The following reports, 
assessments and other documents are incorporated by reference: 

Aquatics:  Biological Assessment for Fish and Wildlife (Wildlife BA); Biological Evaluation-
Aquatics, Rim Fire Hazard Trees (Aquatics BE); Management Indicator Species Report Aquatics 
(Aquatics MIS Report). 
Cultural Resources:  Rim Fire Hazard Trees Cultural Resource Management Report 05-16-4396 
(Cultural Resources Report) 
Cumulative Effects:  Cumulative Projects Report 
Fuels:  Fuels Report Rim Fire Hazard Trees (Fuels Report). 
Invasive Species:  Invasive Species Risk Assessment 
Recreation:  Recreation Report Rim Fire Hazard Trees (Recreation Report) 
Sensitive Plants:  Biological Evaluation for Sensitive Plants (Sensitive Plants BE); Botany Report 
Soils:  Soil Specialist Report (Soils Report) 
Vegetation:  Forest Vegetation Report (Vegetation Report) 
Watershed:  Hydrology Report Rim Fire Hazard Trees (Hydrology Report); Cumulative Watershed 
Effects (CWE) 
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Wildlife:  Biological Assessment for Fish and Wildlife (Wildlife BA); Biological Evaluation-
Terrestrial Wildlife (Wildlife BE); Migratory Bird Report; Rim Fire Hazard Trees Management 
Indicator Species Report (Wildlife MIS Report) 

Cumulative Effects 
According to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations, “cumulative impact” 
is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7). The cumulative effects analysis 
area is described under each resource, but in most cases covers the entire Rim Fire perimeter 
including private and other public lands that lie within that boundary. Past activities are considered 
part of the existing condition and are discussed in the “Existing Conditions” section under each 
resource. 

In order to understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the proposed action 
and alternatives, this analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the impacts of 
past actions. Existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior human actions and natural 
events that affected the environment and might contribute to cumulative effects. This cumulative 
effects analysis does not attempt to quantify the effects of past human actions by adding up all prior 
actions on an action-by-action basis for three reasons:  

1. First, a catalog and analysis of all past actions would be impractical to compile and unduly costly 
to obtain. Innumerable actions over the last century (and beyond) impacted current conditions and 
trying to isolate the individual actions with residual impacts would be nearly impossible. 

2. Second, providing the details of past actions on an individual basis would not be useful to predict 
the cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, focusing on individual 
actions would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions, because information on the 
environmental impacts of individual past actions is limited, and one cannot reasonably identify 
each and every action over the last century that contributed to current conditions. Additionally, 
focusing on the impacts of past human actions risks ignoring the important residual effects of past 
natural events which may contribute to cumulative effects just as much as human actions. By 
looking at current conditions, we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past human actions 
and natural events, regardless of which particular action or event contributed those effects.  

3. Finally, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) issued an interpretive memorandum on 
June 24, 2005 regarding analysis of past actions, which states, “agencies can conduct an adequate 
cumulative effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without 
delving into the historical details of individual past actions” (CEQ 2005). 

The cumulative effects analysis in this EA is also consistent with Forest Service National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (73 Federal Register 143, July 24, 2008; p. 43084-
43099), which state, in part: 

“CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects of all past actions to determine the 
present effects of past actions. Once the agency has identified those present effects of past actions that warrant 
consideration, the agency assesses the extent that the effects of the proposal for agency action or its alternatives 
will add to, modify, or mitigate those effects. The final analysis documents an agency assessment of the 
cumulative effects of the actions considered (including past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions) on 
the affected environment. With respect to past actions, during the scoping process and subsequent preparation of 
the analysis, the agency must determine what information regarding past actions is useful and relevant to the 
required analysis of cumulative effects. Cataloging past actions and specific information about the direct and 
indirect effects of their design and implementation could in some contexts be useful to predict the cumulative 
effects of the proposal. The CEQ regulations, however, do not require agencies to catalogue or exhaustively list 
and analyze all individual past actions. Simply because information about past actions may be available or 
obtained with reasonable effort does not mean that it is relevant and necessary to inform decision making. (40 
CFR 1508.7)” 
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For these reasons, the analysis of past actions in this section is based on current environmental 
conditions. The project record includes a list of present and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
potentially contributing to cumulative effects (Cumulative Projects Report). 

Information on Other Resource Issues 
The alternatives considered in detail do not affect the following resource issues or localized effects 
are disclosed under other resource sections. A brief summary on why they are not further discussed in 
Chapter 3 is provided below. 

Air Quality 
Actions proposed are in compliance with state air quality regulations and the Forest Plan. Air 
emissions are generally managed and analyzed spatially by air basins 
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/knowzone/basin/basin.swf) where topographic features delineate common air 
quality characteristics. All applicable air quality permits will be obtained for all prescribed fire 
applications, and coordination with the Mariposa and Tuolumne County Air Quality Management 
Districts will occur. Treatments would not be expected to have significant direct effects on air quality 
based on particulate matter released under current smoke management guidelines. Compliance with 
local and state airsheds will be followed by modeling the smoke production rates during the 
permitting process. Short term visibility effects could be seen in Yosemite National Park and the 
Emigrant Wilderness which are Class 1 airsheds. 

Particulate Matter, Ozone, Nitrogen oxides and natural occurring asbestos may pose a threat to human 
health and forest ecosystems in the Stanislaus National Forest and Sierra Nevada. Some of the 
pollutants regulated under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the California Ambient 
Air Standards are created by motorized vehicles and can cause detrimental effects to public health and 
ecosystems. The air pollutants of concern in this area include particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10/fugitive dust), ozone, and natural occurring asbestos.  

Air quality within the project area is within national and state standards for visibility, particulate 
levels (PM10), and pollutants. Yosemite National Park and the Emigrant Wilderness are Class I air 
sheds established under the Clean Air Act to the east and north of the project area. Class I air sheds 
are protected for their visibility and aesthetic values. The air shed is influenced by a westerly airflow 
from the San Joaquin Valley up and across the Sierra crest. Air quality in the project area could be 
affected by agricultural, and adjacent private forest activities producing seasonal dust and smoke as 
well as recreational activities using dirt roads in and around the project area. These effects would 
generally be short term (less than 24 hours) and localized. 

The proposed piling of activity fuels (machine and hand) and burning would occur after the 
completion of the hazard tree harvest. Depending on the amount of activity fuels in the project area, it 
is estimated that it could take five to ten years to complete all pile burning. Burning would be 
conducted on permissive burn days for Tuolumne County, which should result in a negligible effect 
to the air quality of the project area, and ensure smoke dispersion to meet air quality standards and 
minimize short-term or long-term effects. 

Climate Change 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed a “State of Knowledge” paper that outlines 
what is known and what is uncertain about global climate change (EPA 2007). The following 
elements of climate change are known with near certainty:   

1. Human activities are changing the composition of Earth’s atmosphere. Increasing levels of 
greenhouse gases, like carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere since pre-industrial times, are 
well-documented and understood. 
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2. The atmospheric buildup of CO2 and other greenhouse gases is largely the result of human 
activities such as the burning of fossil fuels. 

3. An “unequivocal” warming trend of about 1.0° to 1.7° F occurred from 1906-2005. Warming 
occurred in both the Northern and Southern Hemispheres and over the oceans (IPCC 2007). 

4. The major greenhouse gases emitted by human activities remain in the atmosphere for periods 
ranging from decades to centuries. It is virtually certain that atmospheric concentrations of 
greenhouse gases will continue to rise over the next few decades. 

5. Increasing greenhouse gas concentrations tend to warm the planet. 

According to EPA (2007), however, it is uncertain how much warming will occur, how fast that 
warming will occur, and how the warming will affect the rest of the climate system including 
precipitation patterns. Given what is known and what is not known about global climate change, the 
following discussion outlines the cumulative effects of this project on greenhouse gas emissions and 
the effects of climate change on forest resources.  

Carbon Dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4) and Nitrous Oxide (N20) emissions generated by project 
activities are expected to contribute to the global concentration of greenhouse gases that affect 
climate change. Projected climate change impacts include air temperature increases, sea level rise, 
changes in the timing, location, and quantity of precipitation, and increased frequency of extreme 
weather events such as heat waves, droughts, and floods. The intensity and severity of these effects 
are expected to vary regionally and even locally, making any discussion of potential site-specific 
effects of global climate change on forest resources speculative.  

Because greenhouse gases from project activities mix readily into the global pool of greenhouse 
gases, it is not currently possible to discern the effects of this project from the effects of all other 
greenhouse gas sources worldwide, nor is it expected that attempting to do so would provide a 
practical or meaningful analysis of project effects. Potential regional and local variability in climate 
change effects add to the uncertainty regarding the actual intensity of this project’s effects on global 
climate change. Further, emissions associated with this project are extremely small in the global 
atmospheric CO2 context, making it impossible to measure the incremental cumulative impact on 
global climate from emissions associated with this project. In summary, the potential for cumulative 
effects is considered negligible for all alternatives because none of the alternatives would result in 
measurable direct and indirect effects on air quality or global climatic patterns. 

Visual Resources 
In moderate and high severity burn areas, the landscape has been dramatically altered; therefore, it is 
unlikely that Visual Quality Objectives would currently meet the Forest Plan standards (USDA 
2010a, p. 63). By treating the slash and activity fuels through piling and burning, vegetation would 
regrow that provides visually pleasing contrast to surrounding features and landforms. The overall 
result of the proposed treatments would be an improved visual quality. The majority of what can be 
perceived as negative effects to the visual resource (flush cut stumps, hand/machine piles, treatment 
edges, ground disturbance, and untreated slash) occurs during implementation. This initial phase is 
short term in duration and does not represent the completed treatment. At the conclusion of treatment, 
visual signs of activity (i.e., cut stumps or track and tire marks) may still be evident in the short term 
but would be anticipated to dissipate over time. Evidence of burning on trees and ground features 
would be naturally occurring in forests where wildfire regimes are common. When growth of shrubs, 
grasses, and forbs is underway, the majority of evidence left behind by management activities would 
not be anticipated to be evident to the casual forest visitor. Where project activities are proposed 
within sight distance of Wild and Scenic Rivers, Wilderness or Yosemite National Park, distance and 
geographic features would obscure most treatments from the casual observer or users of those areas. 
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Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Management emphasis for designated and proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers is to manage selected 
river corridors to preserve their notable values or features as part of, or for eventual inclusion in, the 
National Wild and Scenic River System in accordance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 
as guided by Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 1909.12, Chapter 80. Designated and proposed Wild 
and Scenic Rivers, along with immediate environments, are managed to preserve their free flowing 
condition and protect their outstandingly remarkable values. To the extent of Forest Service authority, 
no development of hydroelectric power facilities or other water resource developments are permitted. 
Opportunities for public recreation and other resource uses are based on the classification of each 
identified river segment. 

A wide range of resource activities are permitted depending upon the proposed classification of Wild, 
Scenic or Recreational. Cutting of trees and other vegetation is not permitted in Wild segments except 
when needed in association with a primitive recreation experience such as to clear trails or to protect 
users or the environment, including wildfire suppression and hazard tree removal. In Scenic and 
Recreational segments, a range of vegetation management and timber harvest practices are allowed, 
provided that these practices are designed to protect, restore, or enhance the river environment, 
including the long-term scenic character.  

The Forest Plan displays Wild and Scenic Rivers and Proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers on Map I-4 
and Appendix E (Wild and Scenic River Study) of the EIS contains detailed descriptions of each 
proposed Wild and Scenic River (USDA 1991). Within the project area, designated and proposed 
Wild and Scenic Rivers contain those NFS lands within 1/4 mile on either side of portions of existing 
Wild and Scenic Rivers (Tuolumne) and proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers (Clavey and South Fork 
Tuolumne). Hazard tree removal within these areas will be very limited in scope, and only take place 
at a select few locations where high use roads and these rivers intersect. The project will not affect 
Wild and Scenic River values. 

Wilderness 
The Stanislaus National Forest manages all or portions of the Carson-Iceberg, Emigrant and 
Mokelumne Wildernesses. No portion of this project occurs within Wilderness. A small portion of 
this project, in the vicinity of Cherry Lake, occurs near the Emigrant Wilderness. Hazard tree removal 
will allow safe access to Wilderness users at popular Wilderness trailheads. Actions proposed comply 
with Wilderness designations and the Wilderness Act of 1964. The project will not affect scenic 
views from within the Wilderness (Visual Resources). 

Yosemite National Park 
The Stanislaus National Forest shares a common boundary, much of which is Wilderness, with 
Yosemite National Park to the east. The National Park Service manages park resources and values to 
leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. This project does not affect the Park 
as proposed activities are only being considered along high use Forest Service roads and facilities. 
Hazard tree removal will allow safe access to National Park visitors at popular Wilderness trailheads. 
The project will not affect scenic views from within Yosemite (Visual Resources). 

3.02 AQUATICS 
This section summarizes the effects of the Rim HT project on aquatic dependent species of concern 
(Wildlife BA, Aquatics BE and Aquatics MIS Report). Except where noted, the analysis area for 
aquatic resources was defined by the 15 HUC 6 watersheds that intersect the project area.  
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Existing Condition:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
An official list of Federal Endangered and Threatened species covering the project area was obtained 
from the Sacramento U.S. Fish and Wildlife Office website on October 17, 2013 (project record). The 
treatment in this analysis includes recent taxonomic changes and proposed listings for Yosemite toad 
and Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog that were not reflected in the official list. A list of the 
Stanislaus National Forest Sensitive Species that potentially occur within or near the project boundary 
was compiled based on the September 9, 2013 Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List (Wildlife 
BA; Aquatics BE). The following species are analyzed because their elevational and geographic 
ranges overlap the area affected by the proposed project and suitable habitat is present. 

California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii, CRLF), Threatened 
Historic localities exist for CRLF in the vicinity of the project area, but no detections have been made 
on the Stanislaus National Forest since 1967 and the species is presumed extirpated from the 
Tuolumne River Watershed. Suitable habitat for CRLF is defined by four primary constituent 
elements (breeding, non-breeding aquatic, upland and dispersal habitat) as defined by the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service (2002). The analysis area for CRLF was defined by first identifying suitable 
breeding habitats within one mile of the project boundary. The remaining habitat components (non-
breeding aquatic, upland, and dispersal) were then identified within one mile of the breeding habitats. 
Five habitat units were identified which have suitable breeding habitat in two streams (Drew Creek, 
Hunter Creek) and 14 ponds (Birch Lake, Mud Lake, Homestead Pond, 11 unnamed ponds). 

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (Rana sierrae, SNYLF) Proposed Endangered, Forest Service Sensitive 
Known localities of SNYLF are located 1.2 miles from the project area at Snow Canyon and within 
the analysis area at Bourland Creek, 2.5 miles from the project area. No known SNYLF localities 
occur within habitats which could be affected by project activities. Suitable habitats were defined as 
fish-free perennial streams and lakes above 5,000 feet. A total of 62 miles of stream and lake 
shoreline that may have suitable SNYLF habitat were identified within the analysis area. Project 
activities have the potential to affect five of these streams (Looney Creek, Niagara Creek, Little-
Reynolds Creek, Jawbone Creek and Lost Creek). These streams however, lack connection to lentic 
water bodies in which the majority of Stanislaus National Forest SNYLF occurrences are known to 
occur. They are therefore considered to have low suitability for SNYLF. 

Foothill yellow-legged frog (Rana boylii, FYLF), Forest Service Sensitive 
Within the analysis area known occurrences of FYLF exist on 15 streams. These include Basin Creek, 
Basin Creek Tributary, Bean Creek, Bourland Creek, Bull Creek, Bull Meadow Creek, Clavey River, 
Clavey River Tributary, Drew Creek, Hunter Creek, Indian Spring, Moore Creek, North Fork Merced 
River, North Fork Tuolumne River, and Tuolumne River. Suitable habitat was defined as all perennial 
and intermittent streams below 4,200 feet and the adjoining 30 meters of adjacent uplands. Suitable 
aquatic habitat in the analysis area consists of 244 miles of perennial and 270 miles of intermittent 
stream. Upland habitat within 30 meters of these streams comprises 14,565 acres in the analysis area. 

Western pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata, WPT), Forest Service Sensitive 
Within the analysis area 15 streams and 5 ponds with known WPT occupancy exist. These include 
Bean Creek, Big Creek, Bull Creek, Deer Lick Creek, Drew Creek, Hells Hollow Creek, Hunter 
Creek, Jordan Creek, Middle Fork Tuolumne River, Moore Creek, Moore Creek tributary, North Fork 
Merced River, Scott Creek, South Fork Tuolumne River, Smith Creek, Abernathy Meadow, 
Grandfather Pond, Mud Lake, Big Kibbie Pond and Little Kibbie pond. Suitable aquatic habitat was 
defined as perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and ponds below 4,200 feet in elevation. Suitable 
upland habitat was defined as all upland within 300 meters of suitable aquatic habitat. Suitable 
aquatic habitat in the analysis area consists of about 244 miles of perennial stream, 270 miles of 
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intermittent stream, and lakes and ponds with a total perimeter of 21.8 miles. Upland habitat within 
300 meters of these streams comprises 110,732 acres in the analysis area. 

Direct and Indirect Effects:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Effects common to all species 
Mortality and Injury 

Tree felling and removal operations adjacent to aquatic habitats and in suitable upland habitats could 
injure or kill aquatic organisms. Since trees would be directionally felled away from water bodies and 
mechanical equipment would not be allowed within 15 feet of water bodies, the risk of harm to 
individuals in or immediately adjacent to aquatic habitats is very low. Individuals using upland 
habitats for various life history functions would be at increased risk, because of increased exposure to 
mechanical operations. Hazard tree removal is expected to be accomplished with a single entry into 
each area. Therefore, the primary risk should be limited to a period of only 2-3 days at any given site 
while trees are actively being felled and end-lined or skidded. All operations which might cause 
disturbance would likely be completed within 4 weeks. In areas of lower initial tree mortality, a 
second entry may be necessary as additional fire damaged trees die. In areas where trees would be 
felled and left in place, the length of disturbance would be limited to 1-3 days total. 

Individuals that have taken refuge in burn piles could be killed or injured when piles are ignited. Burn 
piles would be located a minimum of 50 feet from perennial and intermittent streams as well as 
special aquatic features; they would be located a minimum of 100 feet from suitable CRLF breeding 
habitat and known western pond turtle localities. This placement reduces the risk to individuals, by 
avoiding the zone of most expected movements. Implementation of directional pile ignition would 
help minimize this risk by allowing individuals to exit the pile out of the non-burning side. 

The use of a registered borate compound (e.g., Sporax®) for stump treatments is extremely unlikely 
to harm aquatic animals. When applied according to the management requirements and BMPs (no 
application within 10 feet of surface water, during rain, or when rain is likely), no runoff would lead 
to exposure beyond the level of concern for any aquatic animal. The risk assessment for a borate 
compound uses a worst-case scenario of a direct spill of 25 pounds of the compound into a small 
pond, which is considered to be an extremely unlikely occurrence since applicators typically carry 
amounts less than 5 pounds at a time. However, should a spill of this magnitude (25 pounds) occur, 
the level of concern for amphibians established in the risk assessment would be exceeded.  
Behavioral Changes  

A risk of modifying the behavior of individuals because of the presence of personnel and equipment 
near the riparian area may occur. As equipment or humans approach an individual, the most obvious 
and common disturbance response is for that individual to avoid the threat and seek cover. After an 
individual exhibits the disturbance response, a period of time would elapse until that individual 
resumes pre-disturbance behavior. Since this change in an individual’s time budget may result in less 
time feeding or resting, the disturbance may result in a short term change to the individual’s energy 
budget. If an individual is repeatedly disturbed in an area over longer periods of time, they may avoid 
the area, essentially being temporarily displaced from the habitat. Prolonged changes to an 
individual’s energy budget or displacement from its habitat may result in impacts to the individual’s 
fitness (Rodriguez-Prieto and Fernandez-Juricic 2005). However, as stated above, the brief period of 
disturbance in any given area is expected to be limited to 4 weeks which would not result in long term 
effects to individual fitness nor impact population size or persistence. 
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Habitat Modification 

Increased sedimentation is the primary potential effect to aquatic habitats. The use of mechanized 
equipment such as feller bunchers, skidders, and harvesters in near-stream environments has the 
potential to increase erosion risk and result in stream sedimentation. This is because the operation of 
this type of equipment results in localized areas of soil compaction and disturbance which are prone 
to erosion. Increased sedimentation risk might last 3-5 years while vegetation reestablishes and 
surface roughness and infiltration capacities increase. Tractor skidding has the greatest potential to 
result in ground disturbance during logging operations, but tractor skidding would not be allowed 
within 50 feet of the channel. The suite of best management practices (BMP) and management 
requirements to be implemented during project activities has been demonstrated to be effective at 
preventing sediment from reaching streams during the harvest of live trees (USDA 2007b; USDA 
2008a; USDA 2009b; USDA 2010b; USDA 2011b). The risk of sedimentation may be greater in 
areas where burn severities are high. For this reason, additional management requirements are 
prescribed in areas of high soil erosion hazard (Chapter 2.01) to further minimize the risk of sediment 
reaching streams. In the context of existing aquatic habitat conditions, sediment related effects of the 
project would be of low magnitude and of a quantity that could not be meaningfully evaluated 
compared to the sediments generated by processes associated with the Rim Fire. 

Removal of trees may result in localized, decreased rates of large woody debris (LWD) recruitment 
for up to 150 years as stand regeneration occurs. Downed logs can provide important habitat for 
aquatic organisms and can be an important component of overall stream morphology and function 
(Sedell et al 1988). The magnitude of this effect (reducing LWD) is expected to be small for several 
reasons. Under the proposed action, only trees that could strike a target (road, structure, developed 
site, etc.) would be removed, so trees both live and dead would be retained at variable densities 
throughout the project area, thereby leaving sources of LWD as these trees eventually fall. Also, no 
existing LWD would be removed from streams or uplands. Finally, in most stream habitats, localized 
deficiencies should be balanced from upstream burned areas where cumulative woody debris 
recruitment is expected to increase significantly as fire-killed trees fall into the channel. 

California red-legged frog 
The indicators in Table 3.02-1 provide a relative measure of the direct and indirect effects to CRLF 
breeding habitats. 

Table 3.02-1 California Red-legged Frog Direct and Indirect Effects Indicators 

Indicator miles acres %1 
Stream length and pond perimeter of occupied breeding habitat  0.0  0.0 
Stream length/pond perimeter of suitable breeding habitat 0.15  1.0 
Stream length of occupied non-breeding aquatic habitat 0.0  0.0 
Stream length of suitable non-breeding aquatic habitat 1.8  2.6 
Acres of upland 1 mile from occupied aquatic habitat  0 0.0 
Acres of upland 1 mile from suitable aquatic habitat  1,211 4.6 
1 percent of total in analysis area    

The risk of injury or mortality of individual CRLFs is considered to be negligible. The CRLF has not 
been detected in the immediate project vicinity since 1927, and has not been detected on Stanislaus 
National Forest since 1967. Where the project area is located CRLF is considered extirpated from the 
Tuolumne River watershed by the Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2002). When suitable aquatic 
habitat is present, CRLFs are unlikely to make summer movements to upland habitats and should be 
found very close (less than 5 meters) to water where the risk of direct adverse effects is low. To 
mitigate the risk, a limited operating period would be applied during the wet season when frogs would 
be most likely present in upland habitats, reducing the risk to very low during that time period.  

34 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

The project area includes only a very small portion of the available suitable breeding and non-
breeding aquatic habitats. Within 300 feet of suitable breeding habitats, trees would be felled and left 
in place to limit the potential for sedimentation, and retain adequate cover for the frog; therefore, the 
suitability of the existing habitat would be maintained. The relatively small amount of aquatic habitat 
affected as well as the project management requirements and application of BMPs minimizes the risk 
of negative effects to aquatic habitats. A relatively small amount of upland and dispersal habitat 
would be affected, but project activities are not expected to reduce suitability for CRLF. It was 
determined that this alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the California red-
legged frog. 

Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged frog 
The indicators in Table 3.02-2 provide a relative measure of the direct and indirect effects to SNYLF. 

Table 3.02-2 Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog Direct and Indirect Effects Indicators 

Indicator miles acres %1 
Stream length and lake perimeter of occupied habitat 0.0  0.0 
Stream length and lake perimeter of suitable habitat 1.2  1.9 
Acres of upland within 25 meters of occupied aquatic habitat  0 0.0 
Acres of upland within 25 meters of suitable aquatic habitat   23.2 1.3 
1 percent of total in analysis area    

The Rim HT project may affect individual SNYLF and the habitats required by the species. The risk 
to individuals is considered to be negligible due to low habitat suitability (low chance of occupancy), 
non-detection in multiple surveys, and the application of a 25 meter no-cut buffer if species presence 
is found. Because of the limited amount of habitat in the project area, the application of management 
requirements to limit equipment operation near streams, and the application of BMPs designed to 
limit effects to habitat, adverse modifications of habitats are not expected. It was determined that this 
alternative may affect, but is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged frog.  

Foothill Yellow-legged frog 
The indicators in Table 3.02-3 provide a relative measure of the direct and indirect effects to FYLF. 

Table 3.02-3 Foothill Yellow-legged Frog Direct and Indirect Effects Indicators 

Indicator miles acres %1 
Stream miles of known occupied habitat  0.0  0.0 
Stream miles of suitable habitat 17.3  3.4 
Acres of upland habitat 30 meters from known occupied aquatic habitat   0 0.0 
Acres of upland habitat 30 meters from suitable habitat   476 3.3 
1 percent of total in analysis area    

No known populations of FYLF are within the project area. Although the area includes suitable 
habitat for the FYLF, there is a limited likelihood of any direct effects to individual frogs due to their 
propensity to remain in close proximity to streams during all life-stages. At any one location, project 
activities are likely to cause negligible behavioral modifications, such as fleeing into a stream to seek 
refuge because of a brief duration disturbance. Minor habitat alteration could occur through increased 
sedimentation; however, the relative importance of this effect to the frog is very low for several 
reasons:   no known occupied habitats would be affected, the proportion of suitable habitat affected is 
very low, habitat suitability would not change, and project management requirements and BMPs 
should keep effects to very small, if measurable, levels. Therefore, it was determined that the 
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proposed action may affect individual frogs, but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing 
or loss of viability for the foothill yellow-legged frog in the planning area. 

Western pond turtle 
The indicators in Table 3.02-4 provide a relative measure of the direct and indirect effects to WPT. 

Table 3.02-4 Western Pond Turtle Direct and Indirect Effects Indicators 

Indicator miles acres %1 
Stream miles/pond perimeter of occupied habitat 1.1  4.0 
Stream miles/pond perimeter of suitable habitat 18.0  3.3 
Acres of upland habitat within 300 meters of occupied aquatic habitat  349 4.7 
Acres of upland habitat within 300 meters of suitable aquatic habitat   3,442 3.1 
1 percent of total in analysis area    

The risk of mortality or injury to WPT in aquatic habitats is low. WPTs are extremely wary and will 
retreat from basking sites and stream-banks with little provocation and conceal themselves in 
underwater refugia. WPT do spend considerable time in upland habitats for nesting, overwintering, 
and aestivation, increasing the risk of effects in those habitats. Project activities are expected to occur 
from mid-May through August. This would effectively avoid the turtle overwintering season which 
could extend from October through March. If operations do extend into the overwintering season, the 
risk of mortality or injury to individuals would be increased because turtles could be using upland 
habitat. Adult turtles relocating to the upland for nesting would be at risk of injury from falling trees 
and equipment operation. Nesting success could be decreased because females might abandon nesting 
attempts if disturbed; in addition, existing nests could be crushed during operations. These effects 
might result in limited or no breeding in the year during operations; however, the turtle is long-lived 
and this should not have long term effects on the persistence of any population. The risk of this 
happening is considered small due to little overlap between project activities and suitable nesting 
habitats (characterized as open and herbaceous). At Abernathy Meadow where the risk to turtles in 
the upland was determined to be highest (because of periodic pool drying), a limited operating period 
within 300 feet of the meadow during nesting and overwintering/aestivation periods would be applied 
to mitigate this risk. It was determined that the proposed action may affect individuals, but is not 
likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability for the western pond turtle in the 
planning area. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Effects Common to all Species  
Under the No Action alternative, no felling or removal of hazard trees would occur; therefore, no 
direct or indirect effects would occur to species or habitats as a result of project activities. Hazard 
trees would fall naturally over time. There is a very slight risk that individuals could be injured or 
killed by naturally falling trees near or within aquatic and suitable upland habitats. There is a 
moderate risk that trees falling across roadways, near culverts, or into stream channels would cause 
unwanted sedimentation or undesirable changes in channel morphology which could slightly reduce 
habitat quality. It was determined that this alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, 
the California red-legged frog. It was also determined that this alternative may affect, but is not likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of, the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog. Finally, it was 
determined that this alternative may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward 
Federal listing or loss of viability for the foothill yellow-legged frog and the western pond turtle in the 
planning area. 

36 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

Cumulative Effects:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The spatial boundary for the cumulative effects analysis is composed of the 6th level HUC 
watersheds which intersect the project area (this scale is commensurate with the geographic extent of 
the project boundary, yet allows for the consideration of effects to aquatic habitats throughout the 
watershed). The temporal boundary analyzed is 150 years which is the approximate length of time 
required for stand regeneration to produce new sources of woody debris in the largest size classes. 
The primary cumulative effects are related to sedimentation and the reduction of large woody debris 
in aquatic habitats. The primary, reasonably foreseeable actions that could contribute to cumulative 
effects are the proposed Rim Recovery project and private timber salvage projects (Cumulative 
Projects Report). 

The Rim Recovery project overlaps with 10.5% of suitable CRLF aquatic habitat, 12% of suitable 
CRLF upland and dispersal habitat, 10% of suitable SNYLF aquatic habitat, 10.9% of suitable FYLF 
aquatic habitat, and 10.5% of suitable WPT aquatic habitat. Within the analysis area timber harvest 
plans are filed for salvage logging of 12,721 acres on private lands affected by the Rim Fire. These 
treatments overlap 3.5% of suitable CRLF aquatic habitat, and 2.7% of suitable CRLF upland habitat, 
19% of suitable SNYLF aquatic habitats, 1.2% of suitable FYLF aquatic habitats, and 1.2% of 
suitable WPT aquatic habitats in the analysis area.  

The Rim Recovery project would have the potential to contribute to sedimentation, but management 
requirements should at least partially reduce these impacts through the inclusion of riparian buffers 
and other BMPs designed to limit erosion. The risk of sedimentation from private timber harvest may 
be greater because they may contain less stringent conservation measures. While not explicitly 
designed to address sediment input, the Watershed cumulative effects (3.12 Watershed) provides a 
general indicator of watershed disturbances which could lead to detrimental effects to aquatic 
habitats. When all relevant past, present, and future activities (including the proposed action) are 
considered, two HUC 6 watersheds, Jawbone Creek and Lower Middle Tuolumne River, are expected 
to exceed their thresholds of concern (TOC), indicating that water and habitat quality might be 
adversely impacted. These watersheds contain known populations of FYLFs and WPTs and suitable 
habitat for SNYLF and CRLF which could be temporarily degraded. In both watersheds however, the 
thresholds would be exceeded without implementation of the proposed action; the effects of the Rim 
Fire and other actions have a far greater bearing on the watershed condition. The incremental 
contribution of the proposed action is relatively minor from an equivalent roaded area (ERA) 
perspective according to the CWE methodology (less than or equal to 8.4% in the most at-risk 
watersheds). The ERA in these watersheds would fall below the TOC within three years. All other 
watersheds in the analysis area would remain below watershed condition thresholds and persistent 
effects (more than 10 years) from the proposed actions are not expected.  

The proposed action in combination with the Rim Recovery project and other private timber salvage 
may contribute to the reduction of large woody debris recruitment in streams. It is expected that these 
actions could reduce the quantity of coarse woody debris entering streams for a maximum of 150 
years as stand regeneration occurs. No threshold for large woody debris relative to the analysis 
species has been established, but it is unlikely that woody debris levels would become low enough to 
reduce habitat suitability. Under the proposed action all existing woody debris in streams would be 
retained. The Rim Recovery project would contain provisions for retention of at least 20 snags per 
mile that could eventually fall into the stream. Finally, in most stream habitats, localized deficiencies 
should be balanced from upstream burned areas outside of the project areas where cumulative woody 
debris recruitment is expected to increase significantly, as fire-killed trees fall into the channel.  
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Overall, because a small amount of habitat would be affected and management requirements and 
BMPs would be implemented, the relative effect of the proposed action is minimal and no significant 
contribution to cumulative effects for analysis species is expected. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Without direct or indirect effects to aquatic species, no cumulative effects result from this alternative. 

Existing Condition:  Management Indicator Species 
The Aquatics MIS Report describes effects to the following habitats of Aquatic MIS species 
(identified for the Stanislaus National Forest in the Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator 
Species Amendment (SNF MIS Amendment) Record of Decision (USDA 2007a):  California 
Wildlife Habitat Relations (CWHR) lacustrine,  riverine habitat (various aquatic macroinvertebrates), 
and wet meadow habitat (Pacific tree (chorus) frog). 

Within the MIS Aquatic Analysis area: 

 Riverine habitat includes a total of 377 miles of perennial streams, 259 miles of intermittent 
streams, and 2,346 miles of ephemeral streams, 

 Lacustrine habitat includes three medium to large reservoirs; Cherry Lake, Lake Eleanor, and 
Pine Mountain Lakes (ranging in size from 171 acres to 1,756 acres), as well as eight small lakes 
and ponds. 

 Wet meadow habitat consists of 793 acres of wet meadows. Very little freshwater emergent 
habitat exists because overall, the streams are moderate to high gradient. 

Pre-fire assessments generally indicated that habitat factors were in good condition. The Rim Fire 
negatively impacted riparian and lacustrine habitat elements. In-stream flows and sedimentation are 
expected to temporarily increase as a result of soil damage and the loss of ground cover and 
vegetation in the watershed. Water surface shading has been decreased where riparian vegetation was 
burned. Wet meadow hydrology has been altered by reduced evapotranspiration and increased 
overland flow resulting from the fire. 

Direct and Indirect Effects:  Management Indicator Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The Proposed Action is within 17% of the perennial and intermittent RCAs (USDA 2010a), and 
12.6% of proposed treatment areas are located less than 100 feet from stream channels within 
“exclusion” and “transition zones”. Wet meadow habitat proposed for hazard tree removal within the 
Aquatic Analysis Area is 171 acres, or 22%. Effects associated with the action alternative would be 
minimal with regard to all habitat types. Standards and Guidelines (USDA 2010a), BMPs and 
management requirements (Chapter 2.01) will limit project effects on riverine, lacustrine ,wet 
meadow and freshwater emergent habitats and their associated MIS species. The proposed action will 
not alter the existing trend for MIS species or habitats across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. Removing 
hazard trees may result in localized, decreased rates of large woody debris recruitment into stream 
channels and wet meadows. There is a minimal, localized, effect to water surface shade by the 
proposed action as few snags will be removed within riparian areas. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Under the No Action alternative the risk of extreme wildfires will increase as fallen snags and grown 
brush become a thick fuel bed. A future wildfire within MIS habitat would potentially cause an 
increase in erosion and sedimentation (likely above that which has occurred post Rim Fire), 
detrimentally affecting MIS species 
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Cumulative Effects:  Management Indicator Species 
The spatial boundary for the cumulative effects analysis is composed of the 6th level HUC 
watersheds which intersect the project area (this scale is commensurate with the geographic extent of 
the project boundary, yet allows for the consideration of effects to aquatic habitats throughout the 
watershed). The temporal boundary analyzed is 150 years which is the approximate length of time 
required for stand regeneration to produce new sources of woody debris in the largest size classes. 
The primary cumulative effects are related to sedimentation and the reduction of large woody debris 
in aquatic habitats. The primary, reasonably foreseeable actions that could contribute to cumulative 
effects are the proposed Rim Recovery project and private timber salvage projects (Cumulative 
Projects Report). 

The Rim Recovery project would have the potential to contribute to sedimentation, but management 
requirements should at least partially reduce these impacts through the inclusion of riparian buffers 
and other BMPs designed to limit erosion. The risk of sedimentation from private timber harvest may 
be greater because they may contain less stringent conservation measures. While not explicitly 
designed to address sediment input, the Watershed cumulative effects (3.12 Watershed) provides a 
general indicator of watershed disturbances which could lead to detrimental effects to aquatic 
habitats. When all relevant past, present, and future activities (including the proposed action) are 
considered, two HUC 6 watersheds, Jawbone Creek and Lower Middle Tuolumne River, are expected 
to exceed their thresholds of concern (TOC), indicating that water and habitat quality might be 
adversely impacted. In both watersheds however, the thresholds would be exceeded without 
implementation of the proposed action; the effects of the Rim Fire and other actions have a far greater 
bearing on the watershed condition. The incremental contribution of the proposed action is relatively 
minor from an equivalent roaded area (ERA) perspective according to the CWE methodology (less 
than or equal to 8.4% in the most at-risk watersheds). The ERA in these watersheds would fall below 
the TOC within three years. All other watersheds in the analysis area would remain below watershed 
condition thresholds and persistent effects (more than 10 years) from the proposed actions are not 
expected.  

The proposed action in combination with the Rim Recovery project and other private timber salvage 
may contribute to the reduction of large woody debris recruitment in streams. It is expected that these 
actions could reduce the quantity of coarse woody debris entering streams for a maximum of 150 
years as stand regeneration occurs. No threshold for large woody debris relative to the analysis 
species has been established, but it is unlikely that woody debris levels would become low enough to 
reduce habitat suitability. Under the proposed action all existing woody debris in streams would be 
retained. The Rim Recovery project would contain provisions for retention of at least 20 snags per 
mile that could eventually fall into the stream. Finally, in most stream habitats, localized deficiencies 
should be balanced from upstream burned areas outside of the project areas where cumulative woody 
debris recruitment is expected to increase significantly, as fire-killed trees fall into the channel.  

Overall, because a small amount of habitat would be affected and project management requirements 
and BMPs would be implemented, the relative impact of the proposed action is minimal and no 
significant contribution to cumulative effects for analysis species is expected. 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Both the proposed action and the Rim Recovery project will ensure riverine, lacustrine, wet meadow 
and freshwater emergent habitats are protected through the implementation of Forest Standards and 
Guides (USDA 2010a), Best Management Practices, and project specific management requirements 
(Chapter 2.01). As such, no cumulative impacts to MIS habitat or species are expected to result from 
the Proposed Action. Sediment related effects of the Proposed Action would be of low magnitude and 
quantity when compared to the volume of sediment generated by Rim Fire associated erosion. 
Downed logs can provide important habitat (e.g., cover) for aquatic organisms as well as play an 
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important role in influencing stream morphology and process (Sedell et al 1988; Gerhard and Reich 
2000; Batzer and Pitt 2011; Naimen and Bilby 1998; Lassettre 2001) 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Under the No Action alternative, an increasing risk of extreme wildfire will build as ground fuel loads 
accumulate. Should a wildfire occur in which a larger portion of the watersheds are severely burned, 
detrimental impacts to MIS habitat, above those by the Rim Fire, are likely to occur. The effects of 
such an extreme wildfire will likely include increased erosion on the hill slopes and sedimentation 
within riverine, lacustrine, wet meadow and freshwater emergent environments; therefore, MIS 
species will also be detrimentally affected.  

3.03 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Existing Condition 
Following the Rim Fire incident, conditions on most historic and prehistoric properties are highly 
undesirable for their continued protection and management. Dead or dying trees introduce potential 
direct and indirect effects to these properties through increased fuel loads and damages resulting from 
trees falling naturally. Recent timber sales and fuels treatment projects indirectly exposed some 
prehistoric and historic properties to potential vandalism and looting. Conversely, those projects 
protected other sites from the effects of unmanaged vegetation growth and wildfire through 
mechanical and hand thinning, masticating dense fuel loads and the introduction of controlled fire. 
Post-project monitoring of prehistoric and historic sites following implementation is essential for site 
protection. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
In many cases prehistoric and historic resources are present along the Forest Service road system, 
private property boundaries, powerline corridors and other public and private facilities from which 
the Forest proposes to remove hazards. Like other forest resources, heritage sites are potentially 
(directly) affected by land management activities, particularly with the introduction of heavy 
machinery. Pursuant to the Programmatic Agreement (USDA 2014), management requirements 
(Chapter 2.01) will be applied to prehistoric and historic properties in the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE) through flag and avoidance procedures and/or low impact timber extraction using rubber-tired 
skidders, front and full suspension of logs and the use of self-loading trucks. With the right 
management requirements in place and active coordination between cultural resources staff, sale 
administrators and contractors, most, if not all hazard trees slated for removal should be available for 
extraction from prehistoric and historic properties. Due to the implementation of these measures, no 
effects to prehistoric and historic resources are anticipated under this alternative. 

This alternative would lessen the effects of future wildfire on these sites and return the ecological 
setting or appearance to the time of the Native American presence, thus preserving those values that 
would make these sites significant and allow for future studies. This alternative would also lessen the 
potential for disturbances to historic and prehistoric properties which might occur if hazard trees were 
left to fall naturally. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
In the project APE no anticipated direct effects to historic or prehistoric properties will occur. Many 
of the prehistoric and historic properties within this project APE exhibit high percentages of timber 
mortality, and therefore will experience indirect effects of no action. Timber would be left to fall and 
decay on its own, thus introducing heavy fuel loading to these properties. Ultimately, this can lead to 
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a multitude of wildfire related impacts to site integrity. Although many features and elements of 
prehistoric and historic properties are generally resilient to heat and fire, other elements experience 
highly negative indirect effects. For instance, metal artifacts can become oxidized and brittle from 
prolonged heat exposure which increases their rate of decomposition, while ceramic and glass 
artifacts can melt and destroy the diagnostic and data potential they possess. Prolonged exposure to 
heat can make prehistoric obsidian artifacts become brittle and discolored and affect the scientific 
ability to source and date the material. Hazard trees would be allowed to fall naturally on their own, 
potentially affecting features of prehistoric and historic sites. For instance, trees that have grown up 
out of historic features (e.g., railroad grade through-cuts) may fall naturally and disturb or destroy 
these man-made features associated with the railroad logging history of the Stanislaus National 
Forest. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Without direct or indirect effects to cultural resources, no cumulative effects result from this 
alternative. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
The indirect effects of this alternative contribute towards long-term cumulative effects associated 
with not addressing the hazard tree fuel loads that would accumulate on sites. Increased fuel loading 
on these sites has the potential to adversely affect the integrity of prehistoric and historic sites. 

3.04 ECONOMICS 

Existing Condition 
The mixed-severity burn has left an estimated 47 million board feet (MMBF) of commercial wood 
products within the project area. This high number of hazard trees is valued in the millions of dollars 
if harvested, and could increase employment, inserting money into a struggling local economy. 
Currently the unemployment rate in California averages 7.9%, but the local counties are higher 
(Tuolumne 8.5%; Mariposa 8.9%; Calaveras 9.4%). The local timber industry infrastructure is in 
place and is currently removing products removal from the private timber land impacted by the Rim 
fire, but that flow of private timber will be reduced following this spring due to the Rim Fire. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Felled hazard trees may be extracted/harvested and milled into a product. Achieving this objective 
would result in the offset of future costs to the government, utilization of the infrastructure of the 
local timber industry, and a reduction in surface fuels. Extraction within the first year or two is 
important because fire-killed timber deteriorates quickly (Bowyer et al. 2007); this deterioration 
results in the loss of both structural integrity and commercial value. 

Under the proposed action, a commercial timber sale would recapture some the economic value of the 
hazard trees before they deteriorated to a point where a timber sale would not be economically viable 
and it would be an added cost to remove that woody material from the landscape. Assumptions for 
determining the value of that sale include:  implementation starting June 1, 2014; ten months of 
deterioration; and, an average value of $50 per thousand board feet (MBF). The estimated volume to 
be sold is 47 MMBF with a value of $2,350,000. This would be a positive benefit of the project 
realized this year. 
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In determining economic efficiency, all costs and benefits associated with the management activities 
should be taken into account. This includes those that may not directly be monetized. Non-market 
benefits could include improved ecosystem health, improved safety, more recreation opportunities, 
greater scenic values, increase in wildlife, reduced threat of fire, and a variety other effects not 
accounted for in the market place. Thus, the financial measures should be considered along with any 
other social and ecological effects associated with the management activities. Additionally, 
implementation of the commercial timber sale would generate jobs and income for the local 
communities. This additional economic stimulus would have a ripple effect through the economy. 
The additional spending caused by these activities would further support jobs in non-timber related 
sectors such retail. 

Although difficult to precisely predict jobs, Oregon Employment Department (Oregon 2009a) and 
Oregon Department of Forestry (Oregon 2009b) data estimate 17.4 direct jobs and 20.9 indirect jobs 
would be created or maintained for each million board feet of timber harvested. Using that data, this 
project would create or maintain (total employment):  818 direct jobs in timber harvesting, mills and 
other forest employment; and, 982 indirect jobs. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
This alternative does not include product removal, thus none of the material would be available to 
local mills. No money would be generated for the Federal Government or local economy. No 
additional employment opportunities or wages would be available to the local communities, and the 
additional funding would not circulate through the local primary and service industry economy. The 
lack of logs and wood fiber coming from the National Forest would mean that local mills would have 
to seek other log suppliers to continue operating. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The cumulative impact of this alternative in conjunction with the Rim Recovery project would be to 
positively affect local industries dependent on a steady supply of timber and biomass. This in turn 
could positively affect the ability of the Forest to conduct further projects due to the retention of 
resources (mills, logging trucks, etc.) to harvest and/or utilize the saw-timber or biomass.  

Cumulative effects of the Proposed Action include the total change in economic conditions that 
would result from the specifications under this alternative in conjunction with the direct and indirect 
effects of other present and reasonably foreseeable activities. For example, any environmental change 
as a result of this alternative would be in addition to other resource management actions occurring 
simultaneously. Estimates of the effects associated with other vegetation management projects were 
not readily available; however, on the margin, it is expected that they would support additional jobs 
and income in a similar fashion to the Rim HT project. In general, the study area has a low population 
density, a large proportion of the population is in the working age group, and unemployment rates are 
higher than the state average. Thus, new jobs could be filled by unemployed residents. Additionally, a 
strong local economic benefit is reduced unemployment within the community as services such as 
fuel vendors, hotels, food retailers, and supply businesses are indirectly supported by the timber 
industry. This should contribute to reduced unemployment rates and increased resident incomes. 
Cumulative effects should continue to positively influence employment and income conditions. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
This alternative does not include product removal, thus none of the material would be available to 
local mills. No money would be generated for the Federal Government or local economy from this 
project, but the Rim Recovery project, as well as other planned or approved projects could provide 
some of the logs needed to support the local infrastructure and economy related to the industry. 
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Unemployment rates would remain at their existing levels, but most likely would eventually improve 
through the implementation of the Rim Recovery project, and other projects within the planning area. 
The flow of logs to local mills may stop temporarily by not implementing the action alternative, but 
that flow would be restored as other projects get implemented in the future. 

3.05 FUELS 

Existing Condition 
The natural fire regime in the Sierra mixed conifer forest type is primarily short-interval (10-20 yr.) 
surface fuels with occasional mixed severity and replacement fires (30-100 yr. interval) (Barrett et al 
2004.) In the past, Native Americans of the area commonly used fire as a management tool, to 
enhance the production of food, to promote growth of basketry materials, for ceremonial purposes, 
and to improve hunting conditions. With the Mediterranean climate of the Rim HT project area, 
lightning is pervasive and can occur in every month.  

The climate for the project area varies with elevation which means cold snowy winters and cool 
summers at higher elevations, and rainy winters and mild summers in the foothills. Summers are 
usually dry. Temperatures in the project area are generally warm in the summer and cool in the 
winter. More than half the total precipitation falls in January, February and March, much of it as 
snow. The annual average rainfall is 40-50 inches, primarily between October and April, though the 
Sierra crest is subject to summer thunderstorms.  

Fire history in the area shows that lands affected by past wildfires and left unmanaged developed 
fuels profiles that readily support repeated moderate to high intensity fire. With fire return intervals 
decreasing it can be expected that fire will continue to shape this landscape. Unmanaged areas will 
continue to burn with intensities that perpetuate early seral stage development and hinder the 
development of forested ecosystems. 

The Rim Fire burned with mixed severity resulting in a vast amount of forest vegetation loss, 
according to Burned Area Reflectance Classification (BARC). High vegetation burn severity was 
experienced on 43% of the Rim Fire area. The remaining 57 % burned at a mixed severity. Where fire 
burned with high intensity, nearly all woody materials located on the ground were fully burned. In the 
proposed project area, litter and duff on the forest floor was consumed by the fire as well. In some 
stands, fire did not burn through the canopy of trees, but heat from the fire killed most or all of the 
needles in the canopy. In these stands, dead needles began to fall to the ground in the months 
following the fire; they now provide some ground cover. In other stands, where the fire burned 
through the canopy, even this material was consumed, leaving a substantial amount of exposed soil. 
In the event of future wildland fires in the area, flames would burn with an average length of 4-feet 
(or less) under 90th percentile weather conditions, and allow for production rates to double (USDA 
2010a, p. 35). Data that was collected throughout the Rim Fire project area shows that in ten years, 
the existing condition will have over 10-12 feet flame lengths with fire intensities reaching 800-1400 
BTUs/ft2 (British Thermal Units/ft2). Fire modeling was conducted using Mt Elizabeth Remote 
Automatic Weather Station (RAWS), 90th percentile weather (Fuels Report). 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Hazard tree abatement along high use level 2, 3, 4 and 5 roads is expected to prevent activity fuel 
loadings from increasing. Vehicle travel safety would increase, and the likelihood of hazard trees 
falling and blocking roads would be greatly reduced, thus reducing response times to future medical 
and wildfire calls. The reduction and removal of hazard trees would also reduce the likelihood of 
falling debris and hazard trees, thus improving the safety of public and agency personnel. All activity 
fuels created will be removed after meeting soils, riparian, and other environmental needs. 
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Removing hazard trees reduces the amount of available fuels and offers a greater probability of 
success by utilizing road systems for future fire protection lines. There is a positive relationship found 
between fuel loading and fire severity (Schoennagel et al 2004), and the reduction of both coarse fuels 
and fine fuels has been found to reduce severity during re-burning (Fraver et al 2011). The proposed 
action reduces activity fuels, which decreases the potential for high fire intensity’s along the roadsides 
as well as reduces flame lengths. Decreased fire intensity and flame lengths allows for a greater 
probability of fire suppression success, increases fire suppression production rates, and increases fire 
management personnel safety. Hazard tree removal along road systems also provides additional safety 
measures by reducing the possibility of falling snag strikes during incident response and Forest 
management activities. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Current management plans would continue to guide actions within the project area. No hazard tree 
removal or road maintenance would be implemented to accomplish project goals, and about 99,000 
currently hazardous trees would be left to fall by wind, snow and gravity. For the first years following 
no action, fire behavior, flame length and intensity, would remain low due to a lack of available 
ground fuels to support fire. Vegetation regrowth will occur, and trees will fall thus creating a fuel 
bed which would support fire in subsequent years. Hazard trees would continue to pose a danger to 
public and agency personnel. Fire Prevention Patrols use these roads as patrol routes, for fire 
suppression access, and as fire control lines. If the hazard of falling trees is not abated, roads would 
become impassable for fire personnel, response times to fires and medical calls will increase, and 
road travel will become a safety concern. As hazard trees fall it is likely that some would land on the 
road system and partially or completely block passage. Tree debris might also cause damage to 
suppression vehicles. Delayed response times for first responders and the inhibited use of the road 
system, could result in a larger burned area. Over time, fuels will continue to accumulate hampering 
future fire suppression efforts as fuel bed depths increase (increasing the fire intensity (BTUs) and the 
resistance to control). Future resource damage may occur because of increased fire-line intensity and 
residence times. Fuel loadings over time will rise and neither fire management guidelines, nor Forest 
Plan direction will be met.  

Table 3.05-1 shows average surface fuel loading predicted using the Forest Vegetation Simulator 
(FVS ) model, ran over a 30 year period and utilizing data collected throughout the project area. 
Average surface fuels will increase throughout the project area under the No Action alternative. 
Although the cumulative effects analysis is only for 10 years, it’s important to show the potential for 
fuel loading over time. In 10 years, fuels accumulations by size class will increase. Percent increases 
are as follows:  25% for 0-0.25”, 8.08% for 0.25-1”, 38.89% for 1-3”, 139.95% for 3-9”, 224.69% for 
9-20”, and 252.22% for 20” fuel size classes. 

Table 3.05-1 Average Surface Fuel Loading 

Year Average Surface Fuel Loading (tons per acre) 
0-0.25" 0.25-1" 1-3" 3-9" 9-20" >20" 

2013 (Current) 0.16 0.99 1.62 3.93 6.44 4.81 
2023 0.20 1.07 2.25 9.43 20.91 16.99 
2033 0.37 1.58 3.56 12.71 37.24 31.92 
2043 0.36 1.71 3.83 12.21 40.81 41.44 

Table 3.05-2 shows the current and the potential average snag density and basal area for the project 
over the next 30 years. In each ten year increment the hazard trees (snags) per acre and basal area 
decrease. This decrease is caused by snags falling to the ground. As hazard trees (snags) begin to fall 
and accumulate, fuel loads increase. Snag hazards along high use level 2, 3, 4 and 5 roads will impact 
the viability of using road systems for fire control lines and access, leading to changes in suppression 
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tactics (such as using dozers more often to build fire-line) which could necessitate additional 
management requirements to limit resource damage. Strategic points to control wildfires would not 
include those high use roads that are typically used due to the extreme fuel loading from the 99,000 
hazard trees left to fall naturally. Foot travel for fire suppression would be hampered due to increased 
fuel loading and unsafe working conditions along high use roads. Hazard trees and large woody 
debris accumulation may limit fire management suppression opportunities.  

Table 3.05-2 Average Snag Density 

Year 
Average Snag Density 

Snags per acre Snag Basal Area per acre (ft.2) 
All Sizes <15" >15" DBH All Sizes <15" >15" DBH 

2013 (Current) 258.5 160.1 98.4 407.1 50.9 356.2 
2023 152.8 74.5 78.3 356.9 28.5 328.4 
2033 66.9 15.8 51.1 268.5 8.0 260.4 
2043 30.9 1.4 29.5 202.3 1.0 201.3 
Note:  > 15” DBH used to represent 1,000 and 10,000 hour fuels. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
When combined with the Rim Recovery project and other private land projects, removing hazard 
trees and activity fuels along levels 2, 3, 4 and 5 roads creates strategic fire management points (by 
reducing flame lengths and fire intensity) and aids in future fuels management, suppression and 
beneficial fire use. The proposed actions of both the Rim HT and Rim Recovery projects would 
reduce fuel, while the management requirements would reduce, minimize or alleviate adverse effects 
from increased fuel loading. The proposed action is not expected to cause adverse cumulative effects 
to fuel conditions. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
When combined with the Rim Recovery project and other private land projects, this alternative would 
not create strategic fire management points or aid in future fuels management, suppression and 
beneficial fire planning objectives. The cumulative effects of the No Action alternative would be an 
increase in fire behavior over time and negative fire effects on the landscape.  

3.06 INVASIVE SPECIES 

Existing Condition 
The risk of non-native and invasive plant introduction and spread within the project area is currently 
high. Disturbance resulting from the Rim Fire created large areas of exposed ground that are highly 
vulnerable to noxious weed introduction and spread. Existing factors that contribute to the 
introduction and establishment of weeds include wind, vehicle use, wildlife, livestock, spread of 
existing noxious weeds and recreation activities. Some weed infestations were treated as part of the 
BAER process; however, other areas remain untreated.  

Nineteen species of non-native and invasive plants are present or adjacent to the project area. Four 
species, including barbed goatgrass (Aegilops triuncialis), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), yellow 
star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), and medusahead grass (Taeniatherum caput-medusae), are 
considered high risk species from project activities. Four other species, including bull thistle (Cirsium 
vulgare), Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), spotted knapweed (Centaurea stoebe ssp. 
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micranthos) and dyer’s woad (Isatis tinctoria), are considered a moderate risk. The remaining eleven 
species are considered low risk (Invasive Species Risk Assessment). 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
An increased potential for the introduction and spread of invasive plants as a result of project 
activities would exist. Implementing management requirements reduces or eliminates the risks of 
introducing noxious weeds and reduces the risk of spreading existing infestations as the result of most 
project activities. Project activities would not significantly increase the risk beyond what would occur 
naturally within the post-fire environment; therefore, implementation of the proposed project with 
these noxious weed management requirements would impart a low risk of noxious weed introduction. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
The no action alternative would have very little effect on the risk of spreading weeds, as most 
populations are flagged and avoided. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Areas with the highest potential risk for weed introduction and spread are those that would experience 
multiple years of disturbance from the Proposed Action, the Rim Recovery project, and other future 
projects in the analysis area. Enforcement of existing management requirements, especially those that 
flag and avoid populations, should reduce the risk of spreading weeds. Management requirements that 
require pre-treatment of high use areas would minimize ground material and seed which would 
otherwise serve as potential vectors from year to year. Overall, there may be a slight increase in the 
risk from current and future foreseeable actions, but the total risk after management requirements are 
applied will remain low. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Without direct or indirect effects to invasive species, no cumulative effects result from this 
alternative. 

3.07 RANGE 

Existing Condition 
Fourteen active grazing allotments occur either wholly or partially within the Rim Fire area; portions 
of 13 allotments fall within this project area (Table 3.07-1). Administration of grazing allotments 
involves travel on roads by Forest Service staff and grazing permittees. Post-fire administration of 
grazing allotments will require more frequent travel to and from key areas and range infrastructure 
(fences, corrals and water developments). Hazard trees along roadsides not only pose a threat to 
human health and safety, but make access more difficult for livestock managers. Hazard trees may 
also pose some risk to livestock, as cattle could be injured or killed by falling trees. 

The allotments in the project area are open range allotments, and livestock frequently travel across 
and along roads. When vehicles approach, the cattle will generally move off of roads and out of the 
way of the oncoming vehicle. Fire killed trees along roadsides are expected to fall and the resulting 
down logs may hamper the ability of livestock to move off of roads when vehicles approach. To some 
extent, fallen dead trees along roadsides have the potential to cause an increase in vehicle-cattle 
collisions. In burned areas, hazard trees threaten range infrastructure and pose a challenge to Forest 
Service staff and permittees responsible for the repair and maintenance of infrastructure. Fences are 
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often constructed parallel to roads to facilitate ease of access for fence maintenance. Within the Rim 
Fire perimeter, 66 miles of range fences exist; about 20 miles of those fences run parallel and/or 
adjacent (within 200 feet) to Forest roads. 

Table 3.07-1 Proposed Hazard Tree Treatments on Grazing Allotments 

Allotment acres Treatment 
acres percent 

Bonds 6,408 6 0.1 
Bower Cave 12,124 16 0.1 
Bull Creek 34,448 42 0.1 
Curtin 14,127 1,465 10.4 
Duckwall 17,638 218 1.2 
Hunter Creek 30,159 329 1.1 
Jawbone 31,199 1,655 5.3 
Lower Hull 8,812 168 1.9 
Meyer-Ferretti 5,815 423 7.3 
Middle Fork 31,771 2,784 8.8 
Rosasco 19,987 1,580 7.9 
Upper Hull 39,695 748 1.9 
Westside 11,130 63 0.6 

totals 263,313 9,497 0.04 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The proposed action includes treatment units within 13 active grazing allotments, for a combined total 
of about 9,497 acres (Table 3.07.1). Alternative 1 would improve safety conditions for Forest Service 
staff and permittees. Removal of hazard trees would also allow for more effective allotment 
administration by providing better access to allotment key areas and range infrastructure. The 
proposed action would, to some extent, reduce the potential risk of livestock injury or death by falling 
trees. Removal of hazard trees along roadsides would improve the short and long term negative 
impacts to livestock movement and distribution. Removal of hazard trees contributes to public and 
livestock safety by removing or reducing the potential for vehicle-cattle collisions. Removal of hazard 
trees along roadsides would facilitate the repair and maintenance of existing fences that run parallel 
and/or adjacent to Forest roads. Hazard trees would be abated along 8 miles of fence that parallel 
roads that would be treated in Alternative 1. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
This alternative would not remove hazard trees that pose a danger to range infrastructures such as 
fence lines, cattle guards, and watering facilities, as well as those that administer the permits. An 
abundance of falling trees and down logs would make herd control difficult within those 13 permit 
areas that rely on drift fences and cattleguards to control movement. As hazard trees fall they will 
create natural barriers to cattle movement, damage range infrastructure that control cattle movement, 
and limit road access to many areas within the designated grazing permit land base. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Current and reasonably foreseeable future projects would allow for more effective allotment 
administration and encourage livestock distribution. Removal of hazard trees would limit the 
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infrastructure damage that would be caused by hazard trees if they were left to fall naturally. The 
cumulative effects to range resources would be minor, but beneficial. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Other projects would assist in the control and movement of cattle, but would still be affected because 
of the vast amount of high use roads that would not be safe for use by those permittees.  

3.08 RECREATION 

Existing Condition 
The Rim Fire damaged numerous recreation resources. Falling trees, rock falls, and debris flows will 
create an increased workload over the long-term to maintain these resources to Forest Service 
standards. On November 18, 2013, the Forest Supervisor issued the current temporary Forest Order 
(STF 2013-15), prohibiting public use within the burn area until November 18, 2014. Seven 
campgrounds, five semi-developed dispersed camping/concentrated use areas, six day use areas, 
eleven non-motorized trails, five OHV riding areas, four developed recreation sites under special use 
permits, four hundred seventy-nine inventoried dispersed campsites, and numerous scenic corridor 
roads located within the closure which are accessed for the views (including Highway 120, Mather 
and Cherry Lake Road). Additionally, numerous outfitter/guides whom have special use permits for 
rafting, hiking, bicycling, fishing, etc. will be affected. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The proposed action would improve administrative, visitor, and traffic safety and provide an overall 
net benefit for recreation. Recreation resources may need to be temporarily closed during hazard tree 
removal efforts which will displace users and may temporarily affect scenic quality. By following the 
management requirements most impacts to recreation quality will improve, and facilities will become 
available for public use. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Under the No Action alternative, recreation existing conditions would remain, including possible 
long-term closures if the burned area remains unsafe for public travel and recreation. Weather events 
may lead to an increase in the amount of woody debris on, and possibly blocking NFTS roads and 
trails. Administrators and visitors may become stranded. Management would continue under the 
current guidance. Trees would not be removed through timber sales, and would contribute to the 
accumulation of woody debris. In addition, they may intensify future wildfire behavior within and 
adjacent to these facilities. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Hazard tree and other projects are expected to occur in the foreseeable future (Cumulative Projects 
Report). Some proposed activities may limit access for recreation opportunities, displacing recreation 
use in the area to other areas in the vicinity during project implementation. However, by removing 
hazards within the project area, re-opening recreation sites will reduce impacts from visitor 
displacement. Hazard tree and other projects may require all or parts of the treatment areas to remain 
closed to public access until hazards no longer exist. These other similar projects would be designed 
to meet Forest Plan direction and they would not result in cumulative, long-term effects on recreation. 
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Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Many of the projects planned or scheduled for implementation within the Rim Fire area will improve 
trail safety, road maintenance and reconstruction, and recreation opportunities. The Rim Recovery 
project will address hazard trees along 364 miles of maintenance level 2 NFTS roads, and treat 
salvage trees on an estimated 30,000 acres. Without the removal of hazard trees along the high use 
NFTS roads, long term closures would still remain a possibility. Weather events and natural processes 
would lead to an increase in the amount of woody debris on, and possibly blocking NFTS roads and 
trails. 

3.09 SENSITIVE PLANTS 

Existing Condition 
Confirmed populations of 14 sensitive species are present in the project area (Table 3.09-1). Suitable 
habitat for 19 additional species (which may be present) exists (Sensitive Plants BE). Two additional 
Botanical Interest Species are known to occur in the project area (Botany Report). No federally-listed 
threatened, endangered or proposed plant species exist within the project area. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
For those species listed in Table 3.09-1 activities proposed in Alternative 1 may affect individuals, 
but are not likely to result in a trend towards Federal listing or loss of species viability. Management 
requirements reduce, minimize or alleviate adverse effects to known occurrences of Sensitive Plants 
and Botanical Interest Species. Some direct effects to individuals might occur since some project 
activities would be conducted in the near vicinity of the occurrences. 

Where Sensitive Plants or Botanical Interest Species are present, activities proposed in Alternative 1 
could cause adverse effects to Cypripedium montanum, and/or Peltigera gowardii, by reducing the 
limited snag canopy cover necessary to maintain micro-site environmental conditions. Although some 
snags that are providing limited shade will be removed because of their hazardous conditions, not all 
snags within the population area will be removed due to their smaller size and relative location to 
roads or facilities, so in most cases some shade will still be provided. This has a potential impact to 
the plant populations; however, these impacts are unlikely to be of an intensity or duration that would 
affect the entire population or have a major effect to any species as a whole. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Under the No Action alternative, natural processes resulting from the post-fire conditions would be 
the main factor influencing changes to sensitive plant populations. Since no hazard trees would be 
removed, snags left standing would begin to deteriorate and eventually break or fall overtime. Trees 
that fall within sensitive plant populations may crush plants or prevent plants from re-sprouting. This 
is a potential negative impact to sensitive plant populations; however, these impacts are unlikely to be 
of an intensity or duration that would impact the entire population or have a major impact to any 
species as a whole.  

Accumulations of fallen hazard trees and untreated surface fuels could increase fuel build-up adjacent 
to sensitive plant populations. In the event of another fire, heavy fuel build-up adjacent to sensitive 
plants could adversely affect some occurrences. Plant populations occurring in forest understories, 
would be most impacted by this process. Other natural impacts to plant populations would also 
continue. These may negatively impact some populations, but the scale and duration of these impacts 
would not lead to a decline in any species considered in this project. 

49 



 Environmental Assessment 

Table 3.09-1 Sensitive Plant Species and Botanical Interest Species 

Scientific Name Common Name Known Habitat 
VASCULAR PLANTS 
Allium tribracteatum Three-bracted onion No volcanic ridges between Stanislaus and Mokelumne Rivers 
Allium yosemitense Yosemite onion No metamorphic rock and talus slopes 
Arctstaphylos nissenana El Dorado manzanita No shale ridges associated with closed-coned pine and chaparral 
Balsamorhiza macrolepis Big-scale balsamroot Yes openings in pine, chaparral and oak woodland 
Botrychium ascendens Upswept moonwort No montane meadows and moist areas along streambanks 
Botrychium crenulatum Scalloped moonwort No meadows, seeps, springs and riparian 
Botrychium lineare Slender moonwort No meadows over calcareous bedrock 
Botrychium lunaria Common moonwort No mesic woodlands and meadows 
Botrychium minganense Mingan moonwort Yes dense forest to open meadows 
Botrychium montanum Western goblin No marshes, meadows, coniferous forest 
Botrychium pedunculosum Stalked moonwort Yes mountain meadows, under conifers or tall forbs 
Botrychium pinnatum Northwestern moonwort No moist grassy sites in open forests; meadows 
Clarkia australis Small's southern clarkia Yes openings in ponderosa pine and mixed-conifer stands 
Clarkia biloba ssp. 
australis 

Mariposa clarkia Yes foothill woodland, chaparral, riparian 

Cypripedium montanum Mountain ladyslipper 
orchid 

Yes Moist areas, dry slopes, mixed-evergreen or coniferous forest 

Eriophyllum congdonii Congdon's woolly 
sunflower 

No metasedimentary rock outcrops 

Eriophyllum nubigenum Yosemite woolly 
sunflower 

Yes montane chaparral and upper montane coniferous forest 

Eryngium sp. nov. Button-celery Yes vernal ponds in meadows 
Erythronium tuolumnense Tuolumne Fawn Lily No moist areas of chaparral, oak woodland, or ponderosa pine 
Horkelia parryi Parry's horkelia No openings in chaparral or woodland 
Hulsea brevifolia Short-leaved hulsea No granitic or volcanic soils in relatively open canopy 
Lewisia kelloggii ssp. 
hutchisonii 

Hutchison's lewisia Yes on slate; in openings in upper montane conifer forest 

Lewisia kelloggii ssp. 
kelloggii 

Kellogg’s lewisia No open, gravelly or sandy flats within mixed conifer forest 

Lomatium stebbinsii Stebbin's lomatium Yes volcanic ridges between Mokelumne and Tuolumne Rivers 
Mimulus filicaulis Hetch-Hetchy monkey 

flower 
Yes moist soils near seeps, springs, meadows and drainages 

Mimulus pulchellus none Yes meadows, seeps, vernally wet sites; volcanic and granitic 
substrates; yellow pine forest 

Perideridia bacigalupii Bacigalupi’s yampah Yes open areas with Black oak or mature open pine stands 
BRYOPHYTES 
Bruchia bolanderi Bolander's bruchia 

moss 
Yes1 vertical soil banks of small streams; road cuts 

Fissidens aphelotaxifolius Brook pocket-moss No wet soils, humus, and rocks along streams 
Helodium blandowii Blandow's helodium 

moss 
No fens, wet meadows, near alpine lakes 

Meesia uliginosa meesia moss No meadows and seeps 
Mielichhoferia elongata elongate copper moss No rock outcrops that often contain copper or other heavy metals 
Mielichhoferia shevockii Shevock’s copper moss No metamorphic rocks along roads 
FUNGI 
Dendrocollybia racemosa none No Rotting remnants of other fungi or in leaf mulch 
LICHENS 
Peltigera gowardii waterfan Yes Attached to rocks in cold perennial streams 
1 one location near water source 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The combined effects of the proposed Rim HT project and current and foreseeable future projects, 
activities and incidents in the analysis area and vicinity are not expected to cause long-ranging 
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adverse cumulative effects to Sensitive Plants. Individuals of some Sensitive Plant or Botanical 
Interest Species occurrences may be adversely affected by proposed project activities; however, these 
impacts are not expected to be so great in intensity or duration that any of these occurrences would be 
eliminated, even when combined with other Forest activities. 

Current impacts to sensitive plant populations within the Rim Fire boundary are mainly the result of 
post-fire changes to habitat which have altered the physical environment. Species such as 
Cypripedium montanum and Peltigera gowardia which are adapted to canopy cover and cool, moist 
habitats will be adversely affected by these conditions, while species adapted to open canopy and 
disturbance will benefit. Disturbance, as the result of project activities may increase impacts to some 
occurrences of Cypripedium montanum and Peltigera gowardia especially in high severity areas, 
while occurrences in lower severity areas will not be impacted. Management requirements, included 
in both the Proposed Action and the Rim Recovery project would reduce, minimize or alleviate 
adverse effects from the project to occurrences of Sensitive Plants and Botanical Interest Species. 
Therefore, activities within the Proposed Action would not contribute adverse cumulative effects to 
any Sensitive Plants or Botanical Interest Species at a scale or duration which would result in a trend 
toward Federal listing or loss of viability within the Forest plan area. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Current and foreseeable future projects and activities within the analysis area are not expected to have 
long-ranging adverse cumulative effects to Sensitive Plants under the No Action alternative. Current 
impacts to sensitive plant populations within the Rim Fire boundary are mainly the result of post-fire 
changes to habitat which have altered the physical environment. Some sensitive plant populations 
may be adversely affected by post-fire conditions. Direct effects to sensitive plant populations will be 
minimal under the no action alternative. The No Action alternative would therefore not contribute 
adverse cumulative effects to any Sensitive Plants or Botanical Interest Species at a scale or duration 
which would result in a trend toward Federal listing or loss of viability within the project area. 

3.10 SOILS 

Existing Condition 
The Rim Fire burned 256,428 acres, of which 44% burned at high and moderate soil burn severity. 
The rest of the area burned at either low or very low severity. During field surveys, soil heating 
damage (loss of organic material and structure) and water repellency associated with soil heating was 
found to vary in depth and severity on different soil types. On fine textured, high clay soils (roughly 
the west half of the fire), soil heating effects occurred down to 1 inch depth and strong water 
repellency occurred to 2-3 inches. In coarse textured soils (roughly the east half of the fire), soil 
heating effects were found down to 2 inches and strong water repellency down to 3-4 inches. 

The geology within the Rim Fire includes nearly all of the major rock types found within the 
Groveland Ranger District: varying marine metasedimentary rocks in foothill formations, volcanic 
mudflows and conglomerates on ridge locations, and glaciated or old weathered granitic rocks. The 
bedrock underlying the area burned by the Rim Fire (in order of oldest to youngest) is: 1) 
metasedimentary bedrock consisting mainly of schist, argillite, quartzite, dolostone, and marble, 2) 
batholitic bedrock is granitic with mafic bodies diorite and gabbro, and 3) Tertiary-aged fluvial 
gravels and Quaternary-aged volcanic flows and glacial deposits.  

A majority of soils within the project treatment boundaries are fine textured, deep, and have moderate 
water infiltration rates. However because of the scale of the project, a wide variety of soil types are 
present. Table 3-10-1 displays the most common soil types (covering 70% of the project area), their 
important properties and interpretations (Soils Report). 
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Table 3.10-1 Dominant Soil Types and Properties 

Map 
Unit Soil Family High Probability (over 50%) for Hydrologic 

Group Compaction Displacement Thin Soils 
109 Fiddletown    B 
110 Fiddletown    B 
116 Gerle  X  A 
126  Holland X   B 
128 Holland-Fiddletown X   B 
130 Holland X   B 
153 Jocal (Josephine) X   B 
154 Jocal (Josephine) X   B 
159 Josephine X   C 
170 Lithic Xemmbrepts-Fiddletown   X D 
176 McCarthy    A 
190 Uhic Haploxeralfs-Red Bluff    C 
197 Wintoner X   B 
199 Wintoner-Tallac X   B 

Because the fire removed much of the organic soil cover, many areas are assigned a high erosion 
hazard rating (EHR). Since some severely burned areas are in a condition that poses a risk to soil 
productivity, an additional soil hazard analysis was developed to identify areas at risk of soil 
disturbances including erosion, compaction, and displacement risk. Table 3.10-2 displays the 
resulting soil hazard categories (from low to very high). About 43% of the project area has a Very 
High, High or Moderate soil hazard rating. Because these areas are likely to be deficient in ground 
cover for several years, extra soil management requirements would be applied to protect soil 
productivity. 

Table 3.10-2 Soil Hazard Types 

Soil Hazard Acres Hazard Type Description 

Very High 273.6 High soil burn severity, high vegetation burn severity and no soil productivity or 
groundcover treatment under BAER. These areas are expected to have very low effective 
groundcover during implementation (ranging from 0 to 20%). 

High 3,343.6 Moderate soil bum severity, high vegetation burn severity and no soil productivity or 
groundcover treatment under BAER. These areas are expected to have effective 
groundcover that is patchy or very low during implementation (ranging from 0 to 30%). 
High OR moderate soil burn severity, high vegetation burn severity and did receive a 
straw mulch groundcover treatment under BAER. These areas are expected to have high 
groundcover before project implementation, but the groundcover is not expected to remain 
in place after hazard tree removal operations. 

Moderate 1,341.8 Includes areas not fitting other categories described. May include areas with high or 
moderate ratings in either soil or vegetation burn severity, but not in both. This category 
may include other areas within BAER treatments, and likely includes brushy areas with 
few hazard trees. 

Low 5,355.9 Very low and low soil burn severity and low or moderate vegetation burn severity. These 
areas are expected to have some groundcover or patchy groundcover that is sufficient to 
meet soil standards. 

total 10,315.0  

All proposed harvest and associated skid trails and landings were assessed for direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to soils. Because productivity effects are spatially static and productivity in one 
location does not influence productivity in another location, it is appropriate to spatially limit the 
geographic boundary to the activity area. 
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Compaction, displacement, mass soil movement (e.g., landslides) and other detrimental soil impacts 
due to proposed activities can take several decades to dissipate to the point where recovery of 
productivity has occurred. Impacts from tree harvest are considered to extend at least twenty years 
after the action. The direct and indirect effects analysis considers impacts from previous logging 
using database soils information as well as aerial photos (from the 1960s to the present). The temporal 
scope is fifty years. Areas which burned with lower soil burn severity presently have sufficient 
ground cover (over 70% cover) to prevent soil loss from erosion. Moderate and high soil burn 
severity areas have more variability in ground cover, ranging from less than 20% to nearly 100%. 
Needle cast from dead vegetation crowns and emergency hillslope mulching treatments performed 
under the Burned Area Emergency Response treatments have brought ground cover up to levels that 
meet forest soil quality standards. Soil conditions pose a risk to soil productivity in some high and 
moderately burned areas.  

  
1. Low soil hazard condition:  needle cast and intact forest 

floor. 
2. Moderate soil hazard rating:  patchy but incomplete 

combustion of forest floor and high potential for needle cast. 
 

  
3. High soil hazard condition:  straw mulch cover from BAER 

treatment, but no needle cast potential. 
4. Very High soil hazard rating:  Extreme soil heating and no 

effective ground cover 

Figure 3.10-1 Soil and Vegetation Burn Condition Photos 

Other disturbances from past management are varied within the project area. Areas with past logging 
history show evidence of existing skid trails and landings. Other areas show very little evidence of 
past soil disturbance. Overall, field plots found detrimental soil disturbance from past activities in less 
than 15% of the area surveyed, and most of the detrimentally disturbed areas were from old, benched 
skid trails with severe soil compaction. Additionally, detailed disturbance monitoring of one recent 
pre-fire project in the area surrounding Reynolds Creek showed that detrimental disturbance levels in 
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most units was far less than 15% (Soils Report). The Soil Report describes existing soil conditions 
and a soil hazard rating method used to identify areas with the highest risk of detrimental disturbance 
(Figure 3-10-1). These areas are likely to be deficient in ground cover for several years. The soils 
management requirements (Chapter 2.01) would however help control erosion and protect soil 
productivity. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The direct and indirect effects to soils are described according to the soils indicators below. 

Indicator:  Soil Stability 
In low and some moderately burned areas with intact forest floors, hazard tree felling and removal 
would reduce soil cover, especially on landings and main skid trails. Off main skid trails, soil cover 
may be reduced slightly from tree skidding, but cover would remain high enough to meet forest 
standards (preventing a high erosion hazard rating) (McComb and Westmoreland 2006). In high soil 
burn severity areas with low existing ground cover, soil management requirements would increase 
ground cover above 50%, (a positive effect) (Chase 2006; MacDonald et al 2003). 

Indicator:  Surface Organic Matter 
On low and moderately burned areas with management requirements applied, the direct effect of 
treatment will be a decrease of ground cover on skid trails and a limited net increase in soil cover in 
other areas and overall. Based on field observations and past Best Management Practices (BMPEPs) 
monitoring (USDA 2007b) with similar management activities, it is reasonable to estimate that post-
activity soil cover will be adequate in 50 to 70% of the area. This would meet objectives for erosion 
protection. In high soil hazard areas, less dead canopy material would fall and increase ground cover; 
however, soil management requirements which distribute this material would increase surface organic 
matter. The direct effect of treatments would increase ground cover up to 50%. Pile and burning of 
activity fuels would only remove material that was in excess of soil requirements, thus would not 
have a negative effect on total organic matter levels (Moghaddas and Stephens 2007; John and 
Rundel 1976). 

Indicator:  Soil Organic Matter (SOM) 
The Rim Fire reduced soil organic matter in areas with high soil burn severity, however, total soil 
organic matter and nutrient cycling would have minor effects from treatments proposed in this 
project. In areas with mechanical equipment operations, heavy machinery is likely to cause limited 
soil displacement within project boundaries in heavily trafficked areas such as main skid trails. Soil 
management requirements would prevent most displaced soil from moving off site. In areas directly 
under burned slash piles, soil temperatures may be high enough to cause severe soil heating 
(combusts soil organic matter and volatilizes nutrients). For burn piles located on landings, subsoiling 
after burning would reintroduce some soil organic matter and soil microbes to restart soil biological 
processes (Korb et al 2004). In areas with ground cover additions from soil management 
requirements, surface organic matter would increase immediately after treatment. In the long term, 
soil organic matter would increase due to the decomposition of this added material. 

Indicator:  Soil Strength, Soil Structure and Macroporosity 
In treated areas, soil compaction by mechanical equipment would reduce the total soil porosity. The 
reduction of porosity would be greatest on landings and segments of main skid trails; however, 
compaction monitoring of past thinning projects on the Stanislaus National Forest has shown that the 
footprint of the severely compacted areas is typically less than 15%, which meets the Forest standard 
(Jimenez 2007; Janicki 2006). New landings may be created within the hazard tree project area. The 
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size of these landings is expected to be somewhat smaller than in multi-product thinning projects, and 
many would be roadside landings located partly or completely within the existing road prism. Based 
on estimates of landing size and frequency, it is expected that less than 2% of the project area would 
be utilized for landings, and most or all of this area would be subsoiled (a type of tilling to break up 
compacted soil) after project completion. In high soil hazard areas, where protective organic layers 
are reduced, extra subsoiling would be required to mitigate the additional effects of compaction.  

Table 3-10-1 shows compaction hazards for dominant soil types; most of the project area has high 
compaction hazard. Changes in soil porosity can affect water holding capacity, air and water 
movement, and the ability of roots to penetrate the soil (Alexander and Poff 1985; Williamson and 
Neilson 2000). Some soils at higher elevation in the project area are coarse textured; studies have 
shown that coarse textured soils can have an increase of soil microporosity when slightly compacted, 
which can improve water holding capacity (Gomez et al 2002). Powers et al (2005) showed that tree 
growth was not reduced on coarse textured soils as a result of soil compaction. 

Indicator:  Filtering-Buffering Function (Chemicals) 
Fungicide application (borate compounds) can be harmful to soil fungi and microorganisms, but this 
effect would be localized to application areas around stumps (USDA 2006; Asiegbu 2005). If spilled, 
boron levels can remain elevated for up to a year. At the unit scale and with a typical application of 
borax, the naturally occurring level of boron in the soil however would not be increased (Westlund 
and Nohrstedt 2000; USDA 2006). All other upland treatments (hazard tree felling, removal, and pile 
burning of logging slash) are unlikely to affect soil filtering-buffering function. 

As described according to the soil indicators above, Alternative 1 would not produce any significant 
amount of adverse direct or indirect effects to soils. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
The No Action alternative would have a null effect on the soils, as soil disturbing project activities 
would not take place. Soil cover for erosion protection would recover very slowly (as dead trees shed 
branches, trees fall and decay) where areas currently lack cover. The soil will therefore maintain 
slightly greater erosion potential over the next 2-4 years. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The primary effect of past management is soil compaction on, and water concentration by, main 
(often benched) skid trails. Portions of the project area with the highest risk of having cumulative 
negative effects as a result of the current proposed action would also have specific soil management 
requirements proposed in order to lessen these effects. Ground cover requirements would limit 
excessive erosion, and subsoiling would mitigate compaction, including compaction created during 
past management. By increasing soil cover for areas currently lacking it, there will likely be a net 
benefit in reducing overall erosion on the most sensitive areas, while soil productivity and hydrologic 
function are maintained. Cover additions would also begin to slowly restore soil organic matter lost 
from mineral soil horizons (A horizons) through decomposition. Proposed actions would only have 
minor impacts to soil organic matter, and would not create a cumulative negative effect. Thus, the 
cumulative effects of past and current actions should be neutral or slightly improved over the existing 
condition. 

Salvaged material from the Rim Recovery may be skidded through the Rim HT project boundary to 
access a landing near a road. Nearly all skidding from the Rim Recovery is expected to occur on 
portions of the skid trail network utilized in this project. Because of a similar need for landing areas, 
there should be very little ‘new’ disturbance outside areas directly affected by the hazard tree project. 
Because skidding footprints will mostly overlap in area, the effects of hazard tree removal (described 
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in direct and indirect effects above) would not combine with the Rim Recovery effects to create a 
significant cumulative effect within the project area.  

The proposed action, in combination with the effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, would not produce adverse cumulative effects on soils. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Without soil management requirements in sensitive areas to increase ground cover, erosion risk may 
remain elevated for several years until vegetation and ground cover is reestablished. 

3.11 VEGETATION 

Existing Condition 
About 61% of the project area exhibits high vegetation burn severity (a loss of 50% or more of the 
basal area). A large portion of this loss occurred along road 03N01 (adjacent to Reed Creek and the 
Clavey River) and in the Sawmill Mountain area. While less than 40% of the project area experienced 
relatively low severity (less than 50% basal area loss), additional loss in forested vegetation is 
expected in these stands over the next few years. The mosaic of burn intensity across the project area 
has resulted in a high number of hazard trees. Trees killed or injured by fire have reduced structural 
integrity and have the potential to fail. Though a large number of trees were cut by crews during the 
BAER treatments, fire-killed and injured trees of all age classes continue to fall along roads, 
threatening human safety, road/trail access, and culvert efficacy. 

Annosus root disease (Heterobasidion annosum) has been identified in mature mixed-conifer stands 
within and in close proximity to the project area; this includes both the ‘S’ group (infects:  true fir, 
Douglas-fir, hemlocks and giant sequoia) and the ‘P’ group (infects:  ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, 
sugar pine, incense-cedar, western juniper) biological species. It is likely that root rot pockets will 
expand and increase after the fire as it is known to continue spreading through the roots of recently 
killed trees. In addition to root grafting between trees, the pathogen can inoculate live trees through 
injuries and freshly-cut stumps. 

Re-establishment of vegetation within the burned project area will occur naturally on some level. For 
the larger, burned-over areas, reestablishment will take a long period of time due, in part, to the 
distance from seed sources as well as a potential decrease in soil productivity/fertility caused by the 
fire itself. This delay impacts wildlife habitat development and long-term timber production. 
Additional trees will be killed or damaged by insects (bark beetles, wood borers) within and adjacent 
to the fire area. The perimeter of intensely burned stands and interior islands of partially scorched 
trees are most susceptible to attack by insects. Other factors affecting susceptibility include site 
quality, tree size, weather and other pathogens. The effects of fire suppression may have affected the 
spread of Annosus root disease (H. annosum), as stump treatment is not required in the event of an 
emergency. Trees felled during fire suppression and follow-up activities may have served as infection 
sites. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The creation of freshly cut stumps would add entry points for Annosus root disease (H. annosum) 
within the project area, however, the management requirement to treat stumps over 3 inches in 
diameter within developed recreation sites and within the progeny site prevents the movement of this 
pathogen among highly-valuable trees within these areas. 

56 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
No tress would be cut, which would assist in limiting the airborne spread of Annosus root disease (H. 
annosum) for a limited time, but as trees fell naturally, spores would be able to inoculate those broken 
stumps and trees. So, this alternative would not contribute to an increase in the spread of Annosus 
root disease through freshly cut stumps, but the pathogen would still spread through root contact and 
breakage as trees deteriorate and fall. 

The No Action alternative has the greatest risk of increasing the bark beetle and wood borer 
populations, primarily due to the retention of hazard trees. This large habitat source creates the 
potential for high losses of remaining live trees as insect populations move into lightly burned areas 
and adjacent green stands. Lesser levels of mortality are anticipated in stands outside the fire-affected 
area. 

Cumulative Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The Rim HT and Rim Recovery projects will treat fresh cut stumps within those areas specified for 
each project with a registered borate compound to reduce the threat and spread of Annosus root 
disease (H. annosum). While stumps will be treated within this and other project areas (recreation 
sites, progeny site, general salvage areas), stumps left untreated will increase the likelihood of the 
spread of root disease. However, by requiring application of a registered borate compound (e.g., 
Sporax®) on stumps within those project areas, the threat of infection is not appreciably greater with 
the implementation of the proposed action. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
The No Action Alternative in combination with the Rim Recovery project which would leave all 
trees, except hazards, with any existing green crown, will perpetuate the habitat for bark beetles for 
many years to come. 

3.12 WATERSHED 

Existing Condition 
The Rim Fire occurred in steep and rugged terrain. The fire burned in mosaic intensities ranging from 
unburned to high severity. Drainages (Hydrologic Unit Code level 6) that experienced the highest 
severity fire included Jawbone Creek-Tuolumne River, Lower Middle-Tuolumne River, and the 
Lower Clavey. Most of the burned area is tributary to the Tuolumne River, which includes portions of 
the Clavey River drainage. The Clavey River watershed is the only Critical Aquatic Refuge (CAR) on 
the Stanislaus National Forest. CARs are management emphasis watersheds for the protection of 
aquatic values. The Tuolumne River is a designated Wild and Scenic River in accordance with the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, and is one of the four major rivers on the Stanislaus National 
Forest. 

The watershed analysis focuses on ten watersheds:  Grapevine Creek-Tuolumne River, Jawbone 
Creek-Tuolumne River, Lower Cherry Creek, Lower Clavey River, Lower Middle Tuolumne River, 
Lower North Fork Tuolumne River, Lower South Fork Tuolumne River, Middle Clavey River, 
Poopenaut Valley-Tuolumne River, and Reed Creek (Hydrology Report). 
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Direct and Indirect Effects 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Direct effects on project watersheds include soil compaction, soil displacement, a decrease in 
hydrophobicity, ground cover alteration, a change in downed log frequency and water quality 
(chemicals).  

Soil Compaction:  hillslopes and RCAs will experience an increase in soil compaction in the portion 
of the project where conventional ground based logging could be used. Compaction from mechanical 
equipment can have several consequences such as decreased water holding capacity, slowed 
groundwater infiltration, increased runoff, and decreased soil productivity. The amount of detrimental 
ground disturbance (detrimental soil compaction or loss of organic matter) will be limited to 15% of 
the treatment unit (which includes the RCAs within the unit by implementation of watershed 
protection management requirements), and as a result, will meet standards and guidelines for soil 
productivity and riparian area protection in the Forest Plan (USDA 2010a). Management 
requirements include preventive techniques (e.g., end-lining, low ground pressure equipment, aerial 
logging, dry-soils, and applicable water quality BMPs), and mitigative techniques (e.g., subsoiling 
skid trails and landings, and road maintenance). 

Soil Displacement and decrease in hydrophobicity:  Soil displacement will occur as a result of logs 
being dragged to skid trails in ground based units and where logs contact the ground in skyline cable 
units. Any effects, however, will be insignificant in spatial context, and are included in the predicted 
area of detrimental ground disturbance, which would be limited to 15%. Ground cover additions in 
the high burn severity areas would reduce surface runoff energy, and would help overcome 
hydrophobicity by increasing water infiltration. Where there is the potential for sediment delivery, the 
project requires raking any furrows created by dragged logs and distributing ground cover over these 
areas. 

Ground Cover Alteration:  Risks to soils from groundcover removal are considered negligible; more 
importantly, existing groundcover percentages should increase from some project activities (a 
positive effect, especially within the RCA). 

Change in downed log frequency:  Downed logs for soil protection and productivity will be 
maintained through a watershed protection management requirement in portions of the project where 
the element is applicable. Log retention, for soil biology and moisture, will meet the intent of soil 
quality standards in the Forest Plan. 

Application of a registered borate compound (e.g., Sporax®):  Following the application of the 
compound to stumps, rainfall and consequent runoff could lead to the contamination of standing 
water or streams (USDA 2006). However, BMPs, (including not applying within 10 feet of running 
water and not applying during precipitation), would minimize any effects to a minor or negligible 
amount.  

As a result of meeting Forest Plan requirements for compaction, displacement, cover and downed 
logs, soil productivity will be maintained. In addition, the project management requirements will 
prevent or mitigate project impacts. Stanislaus National Forest, regional monitoring data, and the 
findings of Litschert and MacDonald (2009) all indicate that BMPs are highly effective when 
implemented. Increased erosion and sedimentation which may result from project activities should 
therefore, be minor and/or short term and should not adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Indirect effects on watershed lands include sediment, hydrology, and water quality (chemical and 
temperature).  

Sediment:  Overall, the proposed action poses a low to negligible risk of increasing existing sediment 
delivery. Low impact and minimal disturbance methods of treatment, such as hand treatment, aerial 
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(i.e. helicopter, skyline systems), and low-pressure ground equipment, would be utilized across the 
project area. Treatments would increase groundcover above the existing condition while minimizing 
soil disturbance and compaction, resulting in decreased risk of erosion. In addition, some areas would 
require lopping and scattering material (Chapter 2.01) which increases ground cover, reducing 
erosion risks. Mechanical equipment exclusion zones, soil moisture requirements, and groundcover 
requirements (Hydrology Report) would minimize sedimentation from project activities in the units. 

Hydrology (base flows and peak runoff):  The risk of a measureable change in hydrology due to the 
proposed action is negligible in all project watersheds. The proposed action does not include the 
removal of non-hazardous live trees, which utilize water. Therefore, no change in the magnitude of 
flow would result from project activities. In addition, the implementation of BMPs and adherence to 
soil moisture requirements would prevent project related compaction and therefore also prevents 
altering the timing of flood peaks. 

Water Quality (Chemical):  The proposed action should not result in a measurable change to water 
quality or beneficial uses. The potential impacts to water quality from the Rim HT project are related 
to fungicides (e.g., Sporax ®, a borate compound), machinery related fluid spillage (oil, gasoline, 
etc.), and fire related material (ash from piles or burning) (Hydrology Report). Management 
requirements and BMPs reduce the risk of measurably affecting chemical water quality. 

Water Quality (Temperature):  The proposed action has a negligible risk of affecting stream 
channel shade and temperature. This assessment is based on the seasonal nature of most streams 
within the proposed project area, research studies of riparian hardwood recovery (Dwire and 
Kauffman 2003) and the small number of perennial/intermittent RCA acres treated (5% of the total 
RCA acres within analysis watersheds). Although a few of these RCAs do surround perennial 
streams, the acres proposed for treatment are minimal and would have a negligible effect on water 
temperature. Additionally, tree removal is limited to dead or dying trees which will provide little to 
no shade in the future. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
No direct effects to aquatic and riparian habitats or water quality will occur. Indirect effects which 
could result would be related to impacts associated from leaving large amounts of standing dead 
vegetation in RCAs, especially in the vicinity of road-stream crossings. Trees will fall down gradually 
over the next 10 years. Excessive concentrations of downed trees and debris above stream crossings 
could increase the risk of future crossing failures by plugging culverts and impounding water at 
bridges. Post fire erosion in high severity burn (soil and vegetation) areas would also likely be greater 
if trees are left standing. Areas identified as having sensitive soil or high erosion hazard will not 
receive the lopped and scattered slash or mulch which should prevent soil erosion and protect soil 
productivity (Soils Report, soil hazard area map). Within these un-treated sensitive areas, ground 
cover could take longer to develop, resulting in more erosion over the short term. These effects 
however would likely be short-lived (i.e. next 2-3 years) and would eventually be mitigated as ground 
cover increases from downed trees, debris and vegetative recovery. 

Project area erosion during the winter and spring of 2014-15 will be slightly less than that during the 
winter and spring of 2013-14. Post-fire observations on past fires on the Stanislaus National Forest 
show that the most substantial erosion usually occurs during the first winter after the fire. The 
decreasing rate of erosion will occur from increasing needle cast and the growth of live ground cover. 
Stream sedimentation associated with runoff during the winter of 2013-14 will increase by a smaller 
increment than erosion. Stream channel condition will continue to recover from the post-fire erosion 
and sedimentation that has been observed to date. This effect has been minor and will continue to 
decrease with time, as the small amount of fire-related stream sediment is transported out of the 
project area. 

59 



 Environmental Assessment 

Fuel loading will increase, and within 5-10 years, a substantial number of the dead standing trees will 
fall and create a fuel bed in combination with brush regrowth that will be outside the range of natural 
variability. A future re-burn under such extreme fuel loading will likely lead to soil erosion and 
stream sedimentation much more severe than that which has occurred (to date) because of the Rim 
Fire. A high severity wildfire can result in significant (i.e., orders of magnitude) increases in runoff, 
erosion and sedimentation which could cause short term detrimental impacts to water quality (USDA 
2008b). This is the most serious of possible impacts to watershed condition. An increase in future fuel 
loading over currently high volumes would certainly exacerbate negative effects on soil and water.  

Cumulative Effects 
The Hydrology Report includes a cumulative watershed effects (CWE) analysis that consists of two 
steps:  (1) an office evaluation which determines the risk of cumulative effects with a predictive 
model and watershed history data, and (2) the field evaluation of stream-course cumulative effects 
indicators. The CWE accounts for constant features (e.g., roads and buildings) and past, ongoing, and 
future land management actions in the ten 6th Level HUC watersheds within the project area. It 
converts those features and actions into a numerical rating referred to as equivalent roaded area 
(ERA). The CWE also identifies an ERA threshold that, if exceeded or closely approached, would 
predict the risk of future negative impacts to water quality and watershed condition by management 
activities. Conversely, if the threshold is not exceeded, there is very little risk that watershed 
condition and water quality would be negatively impacted. 

The CWE summarizes effects for the ten analyzed project watersheds:  Grapevine Creek - Tuolumne 
River, Jawbone Creek - Tuolumne River, Lower Cherry Creek, Lower Clavey River, Lower Middle 
Tuolumne River, Lower North Fork Tuolumne River, Lower South Fork Tuolumne River, Middle 
Clavey River, Poopenaut Valley – Tuolumne River, and Reed Creek, all 6th level Hydrologic Unit 
Code (HUC) watersheds. The following is a summary of the key findings from the CWE analysis. 

Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
CWE analysis showed that the ERA values under the Proposed Action remain below the TOC (12-
14%) for all watersheds except Jawbone Creek and the Lower Middle Tuolumne River (discussed 
further below). 

Jawbone Creek-Tuolumne River:  Under Alternative 1, the ERA increases from its present 15.97% 
to 16.29% in the first year of implementation, 2014. This is the maximum ERA under Alternative 1. 
The ERAs decrease gradually following implementation, down to 2.65% in 2023. The ERA is over 
the 12-14% threshold of concern for this watershed. The Rim HT (Proposed Action) incrementally 
changed the existing ERA by 0.32. Although the TOC is exceeded in this watershed, this is due 
largely to past and foreseeable salvage projects on adjacent private lands, the foreseeable Rim 
Recovery project, and the effects of the Rim Fire itself (not the proposed action). 

Lower Middle -Tuolumne River:   Under Alternative 1, the ERA increases from its present 12.05% 
to 12.69% in the first year of implementation, 2014. The ERA increases further in 2015 to 14.51%. 
This is the maximum ERA under Alternative 1. The ERA decreases gradually following 
implementation, down to 4.17% in 2023. The ERA is over the 12-14% threshold of concern for this 
watershed, however, the Rim HT (Proposed Action) incrementally changed the existing ERA by 0.84 
in the second year of implementation, when the maximum ERA occurs. Although the TOC is 
exceeded in this watershed, this is due largely to past management activities, foreseeable future 
activities (Rim Recovery), and the effects of the Rim Fire itself (not the proposed action). 

Because the ERA is elevated above the TOC in both watersheds, management requirements were 
proposed to maintain or improve current conditions. They include (but are not limited to) 
requirements for mechanical operations in RCAs, the suspension of logs over stream drainages (to the 
extent practical), end-lining to existing roads and skid trails, soil moisture limitations, and 
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maintaining at least 60% ground cover within 100 feet of perennial and intermittent streams (Chapter 
2.01, Management Requirements and BMPs). 

Annual monitoring is done on projects throughout the forest at randomly selected sites to determine if 
BMPs have been effective. If Alternative 1 were selected, additional monitoring beyond effectiveness 
monitoring would be required by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. These 
forensic monitoring inspections would be conducted during the winter period and are designed to 
detect potentially significant sources of pollution such as failed management measures. The goal of 
winter forensic monitoring is to locate sources of sediment production in a timely manner so that 
rapid corrective action may be taken where feasible and appropriate (CVRWQCB 2005).  

Field visits occurred during the months of October and November 2013 throughout the project area to 
evaluate the present condition and the potential for adverse impacts by the project. Field review was 
used to verify that the geographic and temporal extent of analysis was adequate for the evaluation of 
cumulative watershed effects. Corral Creek, a perennial stream and one of the main tributaries of the 
Jawbone Creek-Tuolumne River watershed, was found to have reaches severely burned by the Rim 
Fire (therefore considered sensitive). To minimize additional adverse effects to the creek, a 
management requirement excludes mechanized equipment operations between the near-stream roads 
that closely parallel both sides of Corral Creek unless reviewed by a soil scientist and/or hydrologist 
(Chapter 2.01). 

The Rim HT project includes the Jawbone Creek-Tuolumne River and the Lower Middle-Tuolumne 
River watersheds, as well as the other analyzed watersheds. Activities within these basins are not 
expected to result in adverse off-site cumulative effects to sediment-related water quality, water 
temperature, or watershed condition (e.g., degradation of stream channel morphology, accelerated 
erosion or the loss of soil productivity). The project is relatively low intensity (e.g., to maximize the 
use of existing roads, trails, and landings, the use of low impact and minimal disturbance treatment 
methods) and watershed management requirements (water quality BMPs and Soil Quality Standards) 
will protect water quality and maintain watershed condition.  

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
For this analysis, it is assumed that all present proposed projects on private land and the Rim 
Recovery project will be conducted, even if the Rim HT project is not implemented. Cumulative 
effects analysis associated with Alternative 2 also considers past actions, constant features, as well as 
the impacts associated with the Rim Fire itself and its on-going management activities. Under the No 
Action alternative, ERAs remain below the TOC (12-14%) for all watersheds except Jawbone Creek 
and the Lower Middle Tuolumne River. ERAs exceed the TOC in both watersheds largely due to past 
and foreseeable salvage projects on adjacent private lands, the Rim Recovery project and the effects 
of the Rim Fire itself. ERAs ranged in 2014 from a low 3.80% in the Lower North Fork Tuolumne 
River watershed to a high of 15.97% in the Jawbone Creek watershed. 

In the long term, significant cumulative watershed effects from increased fuel loading may occur. 
Dense pockets of fire-killed trees will create more surface and ladder fuels which, if not removed, 
could increase the future risk of wildfire occurrence. High-severity wildfire can result in significant 
(i.e., orders of magnitude) increases in runoff, erosion and sedimentation that could cause short-term 
detrimental impacts to water quality (USDA 2008b). 

3.13 WILDLIFE 
This section summarizes the effects of the Rim HT project on terrestrial wildlife species of concern 
(Wildlife BA, Wildlife BE, Migratory Bird Report, and Wildlife MIS Report). Except where noted, 
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the wildlife species and habitats analysis area is generally defined by where it intersects the project 
area, but also includes the broader Rim Fire boundary for context and cumulative effects. 

Existing Condition:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
The Rim Fire affected a number of important wildlife habitat areas, including 46 spotted owl PACs 
(13,963 acres), 13 great gray owl PACs (999 acres), 22 northern goshawk PACs (4,469 acres), 
Furbearer Habitat (26,206 acres), and Old Forest Emphasis Area (44,340 acres) (Wildlife BE). It 
affected 100,000 acres of important winter range for migratory California mule deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus); and habitat for deer during up and downslope migration and year-round use.  

An official list of Federal Endangered and Threatened species covering the project area was obtained 
from the Sacramento U.S. Fish and Wildlife Office website on October 17, 2013 (project record). A 
list of the Stanislaus National Forest Sensitive Species that potentially occur within or near the project 
boundary was compiled based on the September 9, 2013 Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species List 
(Wildlife BA; Wildlife BE). The following species are analyzed because their elevational and 
geographic ranges overlap the area affected by the proposed project and suitable habitat is present. 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
Within the fire perimeter 23,700 acres of potential habitat exists, of which 803 acres are in the project 
area. Most of the roads within the project area have been previously surveyed, and 22 elderberry 
plants are documented in the project area. Most of those plants were damaged or destroyed by the 
fire. VELB may have been greatly reduced or even eliminated by the Rim Fire. Some, if not all 
beetles or larvae in the areas of the Rim Fire would likely have perished with the plants. Because the 
Rim Fire affected much of the Tuolumne River Canyon and the large tributaries in the Clavey River 
and Cherry Creek from between 1,200 feet to well over 3,000 feet elevation, it is unlikely that plants 
in the project area would be recolonized from other locations. Other known plant locations along the 
Tuolumne River may not have burned or burned with lower intensity; these sites are outside the 
project area.  

Great Gray Owl 
Great gray owls regularly nest in and around the Rim Fire area and nesting territories are delineated 
and mapped with 8 great gray owl PACs in the project area. Although great gray owl habitat typically 
consists of dense stands of large trees for nesting and roosting and more open, meadow habitat for 
foraging, fire effects to habitat value are not well known.  

California Spotted Owl 
The project area contains 18 spotted owl PACs with another 10 PACs rendered unsuitable following 
the fire. The project area contained 5,450 acres of potential spotted owl habitat before the Rim Fire, 
representing much of the larger conifer-dominated forest in the project area. Most of the remaining 
areas are dominated by more open habitats and are unsuitable habitat for spotted owls. About 2,600 
acres overlaps 26 Home Range Core Areas (HRCAs) for spotted owls. Much of the suitable habitat 
was already limited and fragmented, by previous wildfires, before the Rim Fire. Past timber 
management and extensive insect salvage sales in the early 1990s left much of the area with relatively 
low densities of snags. Because of the dramatic effects of high-severity wildfire on mature forests 
typically associated with spotted owl habitat, it was long assumed that wildfire reduced or eliminated 
the habitat suitability of these stands. Recent studies suggest that spotted owls can continue to utilize 
burned forest (Bond et al 2002; Bond et al 2009; Roberts et al 2010; Lee et al 2012). Many forested 
areas were rendered unsuitable by the extent and severity of the burn, including the small areas of 
high quality habitat that burned with high severity in areas near Wilson Meadow, upper Granite 
Creek, and Corral Creek. 
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Bald Eagle 
Bald eagles consistently nest on the east side of Cherry Lake. Boat surveys of the nest site and the 
perimeter of Cherry Lake are conducted during the breeding season. A boat survey of the lake after 
the Rim Fire determined the eagle nest tree was still intact. A 300-acre bald eagle management area, 
established at Cherry Lake prior to any documented occupancy in the area is located one mile north of 
the bald eagle nest (UDSA 1991). High severity fire affected 45% of the management area, while the 
remainder burned with mixed severity. 

Northern Goshawk 
The project area contains 9 goshawk PACs with another 4 PACs rendered unsuitable by high 
vegetation burn severity and a lack of sufficient nearby suitable habitat. Wildfire can adversely affect 
mature forest habitat characteristics important for goshawks, including the loss of nests and stands, 
opening up formerly dense stands, the loss of large logs and snags important for prey species, and 
create large openings unsuitable for nesting. Post-fire habitats may also open understories to allow 
easier movement and foraging and increase prey species associated with snags and herbaceous 
vegetation, such as woodpeckers and small mammals. 

Pacific Fisher 
Prior to the Rim Fire the project area contained about 6,301 acres of suitable habitat; however the 
suitability is fragmented by large wildfires and large river canyons. Based on estimated post-fire 
changes to habitat, suitable habitat was reduced to about 3,775 acres. This reduction in the project 
area is comparable to the overall reduction in suitable habitat in the Rim Fire as a whole from 151,227 
acres to 97,832. The project area still contains relatively high quality habitat for fisher in mixed 
severity areas such as the northern portions with dense stands near Reynolds Creek and to the south, 
near Harden Flat Road, although the extent of suitable habitat has been greatly reduced and 
connectivity to occupied areas in Yosemite has been further reduced by the fire. The Rim Fire greatly 
reduced habitat suitability, reducing the likelihood of fisher from the southern population dispersing 
into the area. About 24 miles of roads and powerlines that are part of the Rim HT project are located 
in these large, higher-quality areas. 

American Marten 
The habitat for marten within the Rim Fire area ranges from unsuitably open and low elevation areas 
to relatively high quality due to the presence of logs and snags and dense canopy cover. The high 
density of roads may reduce habitat quality. Despite the fact that there are no documented detections 
of this species in the project area, this species has a large home range and likely occurs in the northern 
portion of the project, at higher elevations. 

California Wolverine 
Wolverines are largely extirpated from California. A single wolverine was found near the Tahoe 
National Forest in 2008, although genetic analysis of hair samples suggests this individual is not the 
California subspecies, but more closely related to a population in Idaho, 600 miles northeast. It is still 
unknown if the California subpopulation still exists. A model by Spencer and Rustigian-Romsos 
(2012) defined wolverine habitat as areas retaining snow cover until May, with core habitat consisting 
of large contiguous areas. These areas are just outside the northern, highest elevation portions of the 
Rim Fire area. Despite the presence of several small meadows and riparian areas, the Reynolds Creek 
area is relatively low quality habitat for wolverine due to the low elevation, high road density and 
regular human disturbance. The project area is also located at or below the lower end of this species’ 
elevation range. Although the Rim Fire is adjacent to higher quality habitat in the Emigrant 
Wilderness, the project area does not likely provide suitable denning habitat in the form of late- 
season snowpack. Despite the fact that there are no documented detections of this species in or near 
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the project area, this species has a large home range and may occur in the northern portion of the 
project, at higher elevations. 

Sierra Nevada Red Fox 
A Sierra Nevada red fox was detected in 2010 near Sonora Pass, 24 miles northeast of the project area 
at 9,900 feet elevation. Subsequent genetic analysis confirmed at least three native Sierra Nevada red 
foxes in the area. These foxes appear to remain at higher elevations through the winter and are not yet 
documented below 9,900 feet.  

Pallid Bat, Townsend's Big-eared Bat and Fringe-tailed Myotis 
All three sensitive bat species are documented in and near the Rim Fire in small numbers, including 
34 known bat roost sites. Of these sites, 8 are located alongside roads associated with the Rim HT 
project. In addition, 60 identified and mapped adits may provide roosting and breeding habitat within 
5 miles of the Rim Fire boundary, some of which have been surveyed and support substantial bat use.  

The relatively low elevation and high density of open oak woodland in portions of the Rim Fire and 
Rim HT project provides moderate to high habitat value for pallid bats. The project area also contains 
buildings, bridges, adits associated with mines and the Hetch Hetchy water system, and numerous oak 
snags, which provide suitable roosting and breeding habitat. Pallid bats likely forage in the area, 
particularly near openings and roads and in open oak woodland habitats. The more open, post-fire 
condition will likely benefit this large, low-foraging species. 

The Rim Fire contains suitable and documented foraging, roosting, and maternity sites for big-eared 
bats. Conifer snags created by the Rim Fire are generally too new to currently provide suitable 
cavities for roosting, although many oak snags contain cavities that were greatly enlarged by the fire. 
Other potentially suitable roosting habitat may occur in existing large snags, sheds and buildings, and 
in caves, abandoned mines and adits in the surrounding landscape. Individual foraging bats 
undoubtedly move through the project area regularly. 

Although no known roosts for fringe-tailed myotis exists in the project area, it contains a variety of 
habitats and suitable foraging habitat in the project area. Potentially suitable roosting habitat in the 
project area may occur in large snags, sheds and buildings, and adits and mineshafts. The Hetch 
Hetchy facilities include a tunnel and several relatively deep adits. Although the adits have not been 
conclusively surveyed, a preliminary survey documented large amounts of bat guano. Foraging bats 
most likely utilize the project area regularly. 

Direct and Indirect Effects:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
Direct Effects 

Because virtually all of the VELB lifecycle is spent on elderberry shrubs, either inside the stems as 
larvae or on the foliage or flowers as adults, the greatest risk to individuals would come from 
activities in the immediate vicinity of the elderberry plants. Potential affects to individual beetles 
includes direct effects as well as damage or removal of elderberry plants. The risk of direct 
disturbance or mortality to individual beetles is very low. Active adults would be protected by LOPs, 
while larvae and adults on elderberry plants would be protected by buffers from mechanical 
operations such as skidding. In addition, none of the known elderberry in the project area is located 
adjacent to overstory trees, so even without protective measures, it is unlikely that tree falling or 
removal activities may affect plants. Regardless, all plants would be identified during project 
implementation and provided with buffers from mechanical operations and LOPs. Pile burning would 
occur during periods suitable for burning, generally late fall. These preferred burning periods, as well 
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as the LOPs and buffers, would prevent any risk to adult beetles. The brief exposure of smoke to 
larvae living in the stems of plants is expected to be minimal. 
Indirect Effects  

Removing adjacent hazard trees would not directly affect elderberry shrub habitat because protective 
buffers would be applied to prevent damage to individual plants. Any minor, localized effects would 
be buffered from individual plants sufficiently to prevent adverse effects. The elderberry shrubs in the 
project area may benefit from mechanical removal of dead trees because it would reduce the risk of 
direct impacts when the trees fall. Because some portions of the project area were very dense prior to 
the Rim Fire, additional surveys will be conducted in 2014 to determine if there are additional plants 
near project areas. If new plants are detected prior to or during project implementation, they would be 
flagged and buffered from all but manual activities. 

Great Gray Owl 
Direct Effects 

Implementation would increase human presence and disturbance. Great gray owls are sensitive to 
human disturbance, which can disrupt breeding and foraging activity or result in the abandonment of 
active nests or roosts (Wildman 1992; Winter 1981). Hunting efficiency decreases in the presence of 
humans (Wildman 1992; van Riper et al 2013). LOPs would be implemented for mechanical activities 
in and adjacent to activity centers; therefore disturbance to breeding birds from project activities is 
expected to be limited. Some risk to great gray owls, if they nest in new areas, may occur due to the 
dramatic changes in vegetation and loss of nest trees. If owls are detected in areas outside the PACs 
they would also receive protection in the form of LOPs if needed, and PAC boundaries would be 
remapped or a new PAC would be established to include new nest stands.  

Vehicle collisions also present some risk to great gray owls; 26 collisions resulting in owl mortalities 
have been documented in the Yosemite and Stanislaus National Forest between 1955 and 2005 
(Keane et al 2011). Project-related traffic may occur near territories during LOPs. While the Rim HT 
project activities may produce substantial vehicle use throughout the Rim Fire area, this affect is 
offset by the reduction in public and recreational traffic. The Rim HT project would result in 
numerous vehicles near the Ackerson and Stone Meadow territories, along the Harden Flat Road near 
Crocker Meadow, and along the Cherry Lake Road, which passes through the Drew Meadow PAC. 
Vehicle traffic may be less of an effect to the territories at Spinning Wheel and Wilson Meadow, 
which are not as heavily travelled. The project would temporarily increase vehicle traffic, but is not 
expected to result in long-term changes in vehicle traffic or associated risk to great gray owls. 
Indirect Effects 

The project would affect habitat suitability by removing most of the larger hazard trees along 
roadsides, including in the affected great gray owl PACs. Most nest trees consist of broken-topped 
trees over 24 inches dbh, which are often dead, Although most hazard trees in the project area do not 
have open tops suitable for nesting, over time  many would break off as they are exposed to decay 
and wind events. The removal of these trees may have some beneficial effect of reducing the 
proximity of owls to roads and the risk of vehicle collisions, but if herbaceous vegetation and prey 
species occur near roads and attract foraging birds, this benefit may be limited. 

The redrawn PAC boundaries added additional areas to account for areas heavily impacted by the 
Rim Fire and areas expected to be impacted by hazard tree removal. These areas may provide suitable 
habitat values, particularly given the changes resulting from the Rim Fire, but until surveys are 
conducted, it is unknown whether owls will actually use these areas. With the addition of these areas, 
the percentage of the PACs potentially affected by the Rim HT project was greatly reduced, but will 
still impact over 20% of the available habitat. If the new areas are utilized by foraging and breeding 
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owls, impacts to habitat quality would be reduced. Surveys will confirm use, and the PAC 
boundaries, activity centers, and necessary LOPs will be applied to provide the best habitat available. 

California Spotted Owl 
Direct Effects 

The project area includes 18 spotted owl PACs. PACs were remapped, where necessary, to account 
for high-severity burned areas and for adjacent roads that would remove hazard trees. Hazard tree 
removal will affect 711 acres (11%) of the PAC acres in the Rim Fire area. Implementation would 
increase human presence and disturbance in the project area during hazard tree removal and burning 
activities. Spotted owls are sensitive to human disturbance, which can disrupt breeding and foraging 
activity or result in the abandonment of active nests or roosts. Hazard tree removal would result in 
numerous vehicles near the PACs, and effects are expected to be greatest in those with higher 
percentages affected by the project, although the level of disturbance depends on the location of nest 
and roost sites. Although vehicle traffic will occur during the breeding season, LOPs would be 
implemented for mechanical activities in and adjacent to spotted owl activity centers; therefore 
disturbance to breeding birds from project activities is expected to be limited. If owls are detected in 
areas outside the PACs they would also receive protection in the form of LOPs, if needed, and PAC 
boundaries would be redrawn or a new PAC would be established to include new nest stands. An 
exception to the LOP may be applied for prescribed burning, which may occur between fall and 
spring following removal activities. Burning can cause some disturbance; however, this is expected to 
consist of pile burning, which is relatively brief, localized, and with a low risk of escape.  
Indirect Effects 

The redrawn PAC boundaries removed some areas heavily impacted by the Rim Fire and areas that 
were expected to be impacted by hazard tree removal. Areas added contained the best and nearest 
potentially suitable habitat. These areas may provide suitable habitat values, particularly given the 
changes resulting from the Rim Fire, but until surveys are conducted, it is unknown whether owls will 
actually use these areas. With the addition of these areas, the percentage of the PACs potentially 
affected by the Rim HT project was greatly reduced, to 11% of the total acreage in the PACs. 
Nonetheless, because of the proximity to the treatment areas, several PACs will have over 20% of the 
available habitat impacted by hazard tree removal. If these areas are utilized by foraging and breeding 
owls, the risk of direct impacts to individuals and the indirect impacts to habitat quality would be 
reduced. Regardless, surveys will confirm use, and the PAC boundaries redrawn, if needed to retain 
the best habitat available. 

The project would affect habitat suitability by removing most of the larger hazard trees, including in 
the affected spotted owl PACs. Because spotted owls nest in cavities, the loss of snags in the PACs, 
HRCAs, and suitable habitat areas is expected to adversely affect the availability of suitable nest 
trees. Although most of the recently killed trees in the project area do not have large cavities suitable 
for nesting yet, the actions of woodpeckers and decay would develop cavities over time. Because all 
large hazard trees in the project areas would be removed, including in the PACs, HRCAs, Old Forest 
Emphasis Areas, and furbearer corridors, these important structural habitat components for many 
spotted owls and other mature forest-dependent species would be lost. The Rim HT project would 
only affect 11% of the total acreage of the PACs, leaving 89% of these PACs intact. 

Removing hazard trees and the availability of snags for later recruitment of logs would also have an 
adverse effect on habitat for prey species. Flying squirrels and woodrats are primary prey species, and 
utilize snags for breeding and cover habitat, while other rodents utilize logs for cover, for movement 
corridors through understory vegetation, and for foraging habitat. Spotted owl use of burned habitat 
for foraging is thought to be associated with an increase in prey densities.  
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Bald Eagle 
Direct Effects 

Road 1N04 is within 0.2 miles of the known bald eagle nest. The project would increase human 
presence and disturbance during tree falling and removal. The 0.5 mile buffer for the Rim HT project 
is intended to minimize the effects of proposed activities to prevent them from contributing to other 
disturbance associated with recreational boating, camping, and ongoing reservoir management by 
Hetch Hetchy. Because LOPs would be implemented in the historical nest area, the risk of potentially 
disturbing breeding birds is expected to be relatively low. Although project-related noise outside of 
the breeding season may result in the disturbance of non-nesting or wintering eagles, this level of 
disturbance is expected to be temporary and not substantially affect feeding or other activities.  
Indirect Effects 

Hazard tree removal would reduce the availability of snags, some of which may be of sufficient size 
for perching, roosting, or nesting. The trees to be removed are located adjacent to a well-used road 
some distance uphill from the lakeshore, reducing the value of these trees as nesting or roosting sites. 
Because of the regular roadside disturbance in the project area and the retention and availability of 
other large trees in the surrounding area, the removal of snags along the roadside is not expected to 
adversely affect habitat for bald eagles. 

Northern Goshawk 
Direct Effects 

Hazard tree removal will affect 289 acres (13%) of northern goshawk PACs. Because of the 
proximity to the treatment areas, two PACs will have over 20% of the PAC treated. Surveys will be 
conducted to confirm PAC use, and the PAC boundaries, activity centers, and necessary LOPs will be 
applied appropriately to provide protection from nesting disturbance and retain the best habitat 
available. Implementation would increase human presence and disturbance. Disturbance to breeding 
birds from project activities is expected to be limited. The Rim HT project would result in vehicle 
traffic near the PACs; effects are likely to be greatest in those with higher percentages affected by the 
project, although the level of disturbance greatly depends on the location of nests. Although vehicle 
traffic will occur during the breeding season, LOPs would be implemented for mechanical activities 
in and adjacent to northern goshawk activity centers; therefore disturbance to breeding birds from 
project activities is expected to be limited.  
Indirect Effects 

The Rim HT project would remove habitat for prey species such as squirrels and woodpeckers that 
use snags and downed logs for cover and foraging. Although northern goshawks will nest in snags, 
they typically use green trees as their nesting sites, so the loss of snags is not expected to adversely 
affect the supply of suitable nest trees. Goshawks will forage in open habitats if prey species are 
abundant, but typically nest in dense, green forest, where available. Because the project would only 
affect 20% of the delineated PAC acres, the effect on suitability of PAC habitat is expected to be 
limited. The remainder of the PACs would be relatively intact and contain the best suitable habitat for 
foraging and nesting goshawks. 

Pacific Fisher 
Direct Effects 

Direct effects to fisher are unlikely, because this species has not been detected on the Stanislaus 
National Forest in the past decade, or more, and the Rim Fire greatly reduced habitat suitability by 
reducing overstory canopy cover. Nonetheless, because fisher use similar habitat to spotted owl and 
goshawk, while not expected, individuals of this species may move through or occur in the project 
area. If fisher do occur during project implementation, it is likely they would occur in the better 
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habitat found in mixed severity areas in the northern and southern portions of the Rim Fire, and may 
be protected somewhat from disturbance and injury during the breeding season by untreated green 
forest and LOPs in spotted owl and goshawk activity centers. 
Indirect Effects 

Important habitat components for this species such as dense canopy cover and large trees would be 
retained, and some snags would be retained, particularly in the spotted owl, goshawk, and great gray 
owl PACs where not adjacent to high use roads. As described for other mature forest species, some 
important habitat components for this species such as dense canopy cover and large green trees 
remain in portions of the project area; these habitat components would be retained. Hazard trees and 
their availability for logs would be greatly reduced. Although not expected to occur in the project 
area, if fisher do occur, effects to habitat would likely be similar to those for spotted owls. The loss of 
downed wood from operations along roadsides and in landings, along with the increase in human 
activity and associated disturbance would reduce the habitat value for fisher. Removing hazard trees 
is also expected to reduce subsequent fuel loading and the potential for high-severity fire. The effect 
of the project on long-term future use and disturbance is unknown, although more open areas 
generally receive greater human use and more open conditions increases the extent of disturbance.  

American Marten 
Direct Effects 

Project implementation would increase human presence and disturbance. This species is sensitive to 
human disturbance, which can disrupt breeding and foraging activity or result in the abandonment of 
active dens. LOPs that would apply near spotted owl and goshawk activity centers would provide 
some protection in some of the best mature forest habitat, reducing the likelihood of disruption during 
breeding along 5 miles of roadway in the project area. If marten breed or forage in project areas 
outside the activity centers, or if an LOP is lifted because owls are not breeding, there is a higher risk 
of disturbance or loss of breeding dens and mortality to less mobile juveniles. Disturbance outside of 
the breeding season is expected to result in only limited, temporary displacement and is unlikely to 
result in mortality. Because the higher elevation portion consists of only about 1% of the project area, 
and because these areas are along a major Forest Service road, the risks of direct effects to marten 
resulting from this project are relatively low. 
Indirect Effects 

The northern portion of the project area burned with low to moderate severity, therefore not many 
hazard trees would likely be removed, so the fragmentation of habitat associated with road 3N01 
would not increase. With respect to the risk factors for marten, the project is not expected to result in 
substantial habitat fragmentation due to limited scope, retained canopy, and untreated areas. Microsite 
characteristics such as snags and varied tree structures, densities, and logs would be largely retained 
in the untreated areas. 

Sierra Nevada Red Fox and Wolverine 
Direct Effects 

Because the project area contains a variety of habitats, individuals of both species could occur in the 
project area, although they are unlikely. Since these species are typically associated with high 
elevation areas with few roads, the relatively dense road system in the project area likely reduces 
habitat quality. Wolverines are not expected to breed in the Reynolds Creek area because the lower 
elevation does not consistently support a sufficient late spring snowpack. If either species occurs in 
the project area during project activities, they may suffer from disturbance, injury, or mortality, 
particularly if non-mobile young are present. If either species occupy areas with LOPs or areas of low 
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fire severity with little or no hazard trees, the risk of disturbance would be greatly reduced and there 
would be no risk of injury. 
Indirect Effects 

Hazard tree removal is not expected to adversely affect habitat quality for wolverine or Sierra Nevada 
red fox. Although both species undoubtedly forage and utilize logs and perhaps snags for cover, the 
loss of some of these components along 10 miles of roads at the lower end of their range is not 
expected to reduce the overall availability of snags in the surrounding forest, particularly when higher 
elevation and areas further from roads provide higher quality habitat. The removal of hazard tree is 
not expected to substantially affect other habitat types that may provide habitat for small mammals or 
other prey species. 

Pallid Bat, Townsend’s Big-Eared Bat and Fringe-tailed Myotis 
Direct Effects 

Because project activities would occur during the day, when bats are not active, project activities are 
not expected to result in any disturbance-related effects to foraging bats. Human disturbance can 
disrupt breeding or result in the abandonment of active roosts. Adits, mines, and structures would not 
be directly affected by project activities, although noise and smoke associated with pile burning can 
impact these areas. Implementation may disturb, harm, or kill roosting or breeding pallid bats, 
particularly if young bats are present in a breeding site. Because suitable roosting habitat for all three 
species occur in the project area, if they are roosting in or near individual trees that are being 
removed, they may be affected, but because the snags are generally new and lacking in roosting 
structures and because structures, mines, and numerous snags would be retained, the likelihood of 
excessive disturbance to sensitive bat species is limited.  
Indirect Effects 

Because bats travel long distances to suitable foraging areas, and herbaceous vegetation is expected to 
increase substantially in the surrounding landscape, implementation is not expected to adversely 
affect foraging habitat for bats. Insects associated with dead and dying trees would be reduced in the 
project area, but these species should be available extensively in other untreated burned areas. 
Removing hazard trees would reduce potentially suitable roosting and breeding habitat for pallid bat 
and habitat for arthropod prey species. The loss of hazard trees would be less of a concern for 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and fringe-tailed myotis, which are more commonly associated with 
structures and caves.  

Alternative 2 (No Action)  
Effects Common to All Species 
Direct Effects 

The No Action Alternative would not directly affect Forest Service sensitive wildlife species. 
Because the existing density of hazard trees in many areas would leave roads unsafe, the roads would 
likely remain closed, greatly reducing the level of disturbance and the risks associated with 
automobile impacts from recreational and other uses. The risks of tree falling and removal to species 
nesting, roosting, or denning in logs and snags associated with the Proposed Action would be 
eliminated as well. 
Indirect Effects 

While the loss of green forest overstory resulting from the Rim Fire adversely affected habitat 
suitability for many species, the addition of snags and logs had a generally beneficial effect by adding 
structural complexity to the landscape. The No Action alternative would retain existing hazard trees 
and logs, which would be beneficial for most sensitive species because these structures are used for 
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cover, forage and breeding habitat. As understory vegetation returns and more fine fuels and logs 
accumulate on the forest floor, fuel loading would increase substantially, increasing the risk of a high-
intensity fire. A high-intensity fire could reduce the remaining unburned conifer habitat in the 
surrounding areas, reducing the mature forest habitat values for species such as spotted owl, great 
gray owl, northern goshawk, and fisher. Considering the extensive recent history of large wildfires in 
and adjacent to the Rim Fire, the loss of additional green forest with large trees to wildfire would be 
an adverse effect to mature forest associated species. The resulting young conifer forests do not 
provide the structural complexity, snags, logs, dense canopy cover, or moderated micro-climate found 
in mature forests for decades or hundreds of years. 

Cumulative Effects:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
The Rim Fire included about 78,000 acres of forested habitat on the Stanislaus National Forest and 
58,000 acres in Yosemite National Park, suggesting the Rim HT project would affect less than 8% of 
the forested acres affected by the fire. While the Rim HT project would be limited to areas subject to 
high human use, the Rim Recovery project, by including more “interior” areas, would create 
additional fragmentation and disturbance of forested habitat. Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI), a 
commercial lumber company, and other private land owners within the Rim Fire, submitted 
emergency timber harvest plans that cover over 18,000 acres, which may include several miles of 
bulldozed contingency lines outside the fire perimeter. Much of this work began immediately after the 
fire was contained. All the land proposed for treatment by SPI in the Rim Fire would be clear-cut 
(even-aged harvest), without any anticipated retention of snags or logs (Cumulative Projects Report). 

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
Under the Endangered Species Act (50 CFR 402.02) cumulative effects are “those effects of future 
State or private activities, not involving Federal activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within 
the action area of the Federal action subject to consultation.” Threats to the VELB include 
urbanization and streamside development, insecticides, herbicides, grazing, and changes in habitat 
including invasion by Argentine ants and non-native plants. Some privately owned properties occur 
within the Stanislaus National Forest, many of which include meadows and associated riparian habitat 
that may support elderberry shrubs.  

Although private timberland, residential areas, and other inholdings in the surrounding area and 
watersheds exists, the suitable habitat below 3,000 feet elevation is almost entirely within the 
Tuolumne River Canyon and its tributaries, which is largely managed by the Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management, so any projects would be subject to protective measures and analysis. 
The Rim HT project is not expected to result in substantial effects to VELB or their habitat, and is not 
expected to substantially contribute to cumulative effects. 

Great Gray Owl 
Recent projects focused on post-fire management such as planting conifers and salvage sales, as well 
as reducing stand densities to increase the resilience of stands to wildfire, drought, and climate 
change. These actions generally benefit great gray owls by retaining important habitat characteristics 
such as large trees, snags, and canopy cover, while reducing the risk of loss of stands to disease, 
insect outbreaks, or fire. Meadow restoration projects, including reshaping stream banks, fencing 
meadows, and thinning encroaching conifers have also resulted in beneficial habitat effects. These 
other projects would somewhat offset the negative effects of removing snags and logs for the Rim HT 
project. 

The project area is subject to cattle grazing, which has adversely affected foraging habitat for great 
gray owl in meadows. Grazing affects the suitability of habitat for great gray owls by reducing cover 
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and forage for prey species and also creates disturbance to foraging owls. Currently, the grazing 
allotments in areas heavily impacted by the Rim Fire are being rested from grazing for the 2014 
season. Bringing cows back onto the allotments will be contingent upon sufficient vegetation 
recovery as well as functioning fences. Because of the loss of numerous conifer trees, herbaceous 
forage is expected to increase in the areas affected by the Rim Fire. The Rim HT project is not 
expected to substantially contribute to the cumulative effects associated with grazing. 

Human disturbance near the PACs would increase during project implementation and, while the 
project includes mitigation measures, the more open resulting stands may increase human use overall. 
The various projects associated with timber harvest and ongoing post-fire management are expected 
to increase overall use and associated disturbance for 5-10 years although the increase in long-term 
human use in the area is not expected to be substantial. More open stands also tend to carry sound 
further. The Rim HT project would contribute to ongoing uses and disturbance by providing safe 
conditions for people to re-enter the burned area, and by providing more open areas along busy roads 
and administrative sites. 

California Spotted Owl 
The Rim HT project contains about 6,000 acres of forested habitat, but would affect less than 5% of 
the forested acres affected by the fire. While the Rim HT project would be limited to areas subject to 
high human use, the Rim Recovery project, by including more “interior” areas, would contribute 
more to additional fragmentation and disturbance of forested habitats. The units and roads in the Rim 
Recovery project occur throughout the Rim Fire area and near the Rim HT project; thus the effects of 
the two projects would contribute to adverse cumulative effects. The Rim Recovery project would 
mitigate some of these effects with additional measures, including retaining habitat connectivity and 
higher levels of snags and logs in PACs and other wildlife areas away from roads, and LOPs. The 
variable treatments in the larger Rim Recovery project will contribute to the cumulative effects to 
spotted owls. Whatever habitat values these areas may have provided after the fire for foraging owls 
would be largely eliminated by the ongoing harvest. The Rim HT would contribute to adverse 
disturbance and snag removal effects. 

Because only 817 acres in Yosemite National Park would be treated for hazard trees (about 1% of the 
forested acres in Yosemite), most of the post-fire density of snags and logs would be retained, 
including high-quality mature forest habitat. The many remaining snags and logs in Yosemite are 
expected to provide important habitat for spotted owls and their prey species, and these areas have 
less roads than on private land and most of the portions of the Stanislaus National Forest that were 
affected by the Rim Fire. Because large areas of highly suitable habitat in Yosemite would remain 
largely untreated, the cumulative adverse disturbance and snag removal effects of the project area 
would be lessened. 

Bald Eagle 
While the Rim HT project would contribute to the cumulative effect of loss of snags, the project area 
currently contains a high density of large trees and snags in many areas and those areas near the lake 
would not be affected. The LOP included as part of the Rim HT project is expected to sufficiently 
reduce disturbance-related effects to prevent harvesting activities from contributing to adverse effects 
from other activities such as recreation. 

The City and County of San Francisco, SF Public Utilities Commission built and manages Cherry 
Lake primarily for hydroelectric energy production and drinking water. The California Department of 
Fish and Game stocks Cherry Lake with game fish, primarily rainbow trout. The management of the 
area for these uses maintains relatively high value foraging habitat for bald eagles. Implementation of 
the project would not affect the continued management of the lake by these agencies or the habitat 
value associated with the lake. 
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Northern Goshawk 
The Rim Recovery project will substantially increase the amount of disturbance and the loss of snags 
and logs available for prey species by affecting more interior forested areas alongside smaller roads 
and away from roads. While the Rim HT project would be limited to areas subject to high human use, 
the Recovery project would contribute more to additional fragmentation and disturbance of forested 
habitats. The units and roads in the Rim Recovery project occur throughout the Rim Fire area and 
near the project area; thus the effects of the two projects would affect a substantially larger portion of 
the forested area within the Rim Fire area (36%) and thus contribute to cumulative effects. The Rim 
Recovery project would mitigate some of these effects by leaving areas untreated and retaining higher 
levels of snags and logs in PACs, particularly in other wildlife areas away from roads. The Rim HT 
project would contribute to the cumulative effects of snag removal for the Rim Recovery project, but 
the additional mitigation measures are expected to limit the adverse cumulative effects to goshawks. 

The large untreated areas in Yosemite National Park would retain the existing post-fire density of 
snags and logs, including areas of high-quality mature forest habitat. The many remaining snags and 
logs in Yosemite are expected to provide high quality habitat for prey species for goshawks and 
would be subject to relatively low levels of disturbance because much of the area is roadless. Because 
large areas of suitable habitat in Yosemite would remain largely untreated, the cumulative adverse 
disturbance and habitat effects of the project area would be lessened. 

Pacific Fisher 
The Rim Recovery project will increase the amount of disturbance and the loss of snags and logs 
available for prey species by affecting more interior forested areas alongside smaller roads and away 
from roads. The Rim HT project would affect less than 4% of the acres affected by the fire. While the 
Rim HT project would be limited to areas subject to high human use, the Rim Recovery project, by 
including more “interior” areas, would contribute more to the cumulative effects of fragmentation and 
disturbance in forested habitats. The units and roads in the Recovery project occur throughout the 
Rim Fire area and near the project area; thus the effects of the two projects would affect a 
substantially larger portion of the forested area within the Rim Fire area (36%) and thus contribute to 
adverse cumulative effects. The Rim Recovery project would mitigate some of these effects by 
leaving areas untreated and retaining higher levels of snags and logs in PACs and other more suitable 
habitat away from roads, including in the furbearer corridors. The Rim HT project would contribute 
to the adverse cumulative effects of snag removal for the Rim Recovery project, but the additional 
mitigation measures are expected to limit the adverse cumulative effects to fisher habitat. 

SPI and other smaller private lands were fragmented with numerous opening of previously harvested 
areas and large portions consisted of relatively young plantations that were planted after the 1973 
Granite Fire and the 1987 Stanislaus Complex Fire, so contained relatively low quality habitat for 
fisher. These areas are not expected to provide any suitable habitat for fisher after harvest. The 
reduced habitat values resulting from the Rim HT project would contribute to this adverse effect. 

Although remaining overstory canopy would vary depending on the burn severity, the density of logs 
is expected to increase for the next decade or more as snags fall. The many remaining snags and logs 
in Yosemite, along with high quality green forest are expected to provide high quality habitat for prey 
species and would be subject to relatively low levels of disturbance because much of the area is 
roadless. Because large areas of suitable habitat in Yosemite would remain untreated, the cumulative 
adverse disturbance and habitat effects of the project area would be greatly lessened. 

American Marten 
The Rim Recovery project will substantially increase the effect of removing snags in the Rim Fire 
area as a whole, by affecting more interior forested areas alongside smaller roads and off of roads. 
Although the proposed units and roads in the Rim Recovery project would affect several miles of 

72 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

roads and areas at higher elevations, including about 400 acres of modeled marten breeding habitat, 
because the highest portions of the project, like the Rim HT project, are in the lowest elevations of the 
marten range, the cumulative effect on marten is not expected to be substantial. 

Most of the areas in Yosemite National Park would be left untreated, retaining the existing post-fire 
density of snags and logs. Yosemite includes most of the higher elevation areas in the Rim Fire area, 
and over 30,000 acres are within modeled marten breeding habitat. Snags and logs in Yosemite are 
expected to provide important habitat for marten and their prey species, and these areas are more 
suitable habitat for marten because they are higher elevation areas and have less roads. Because large 
areas of highly suitable habitat in Yosemite would remain largely untreated, adverse effects 
associated with the smaller areas of marginal habitat within the Rim HT project would be greatly 
lessened. 

The Rim Fire and other large, stand-replacing fires south of the Reynolds Creek area have largely 
spared the higher elevation habitat of marten. This species benefits, in part, from using higher 
elevation areas associated with designated Wilderness and areas in Yosemite National Park. Many of 
the management activities on the Forest at higher elevations currently are intended to reduce stand 
densities to increase resilience to fires, as well as hazard tree removal, control of dense shrubs, fuel 
reduction, and various habitat enhancement projects including aspen and meadow restoration. These 
activities generally retain large trees and are expected to benefit habitat for marten in the long-term, 
while short-term disturbance activities are limited.  

The various ongoing large vegetation management projects on the Forest would contribute to habitat 
values for marten, by removing understory vegetation and reducing the density of stands while 
maintaining overstory canopy. The Reynolds Creek project included specific management to maintain 
or enhance marten habitat by retaining clumps around large declining trees and removing competing 
conifers around vigorous trees. The Rim HT project, while large, is spread over a very large 
landscape, and includes very little suitable habitat for this species, so is not expected to substantially 
contribute to the cumulative effects to the species. 

Cattle grazing may affect important foraging habitat for marten in the higher elevation portions of the 
project area. Cattle compete with native herbivores for forage, potentially reducing the availability of 
forage and cover for prey species for marten. The grazing pressure in the higher elevation areas is not 
particularly heavy, and the loss of trees should increase herbaceous vegetation substantially, reducing 
the impacts associated with grazing. 

Ongoing administrative use of the area by the Forest Service and recreational use by the public would 
continue to create some risk of disturbance or injury, although vehicle speeds are typically slow in the 
higher elevation areas. At the larger range-wide landscape level, vehicular risks to marten are likely 
greatest on the highways at higher elevations, which would likely overshadow any direct or indirect 
risk to marten, associated with the RIM HT project.  

Sierra Nevada Red Fox and California Wolverine 
The Rim Recovery project will substantially increase the effect of removing snags, by affecting more 
interior forested areas alongside and off of roads. Because wolverine and red fox often occur in open, 
high elevation areas, and because the Rim Fire is at or below the expected range of these species, the 
effects to these species would remain relatively low. 

The SPI-owned areas are below the likely range for wolverine and Sierra Nevada red fox and are 
fragmented with numerous opening of previously harvested areas. Because of the elevation, 
fragmentation, and lack of important habitat components, the SPI lands are relatively low-quality 
habitat and effects to these areas would not substantially affect these species. 

73 



 Environmental Assessment 

Yosemite National Park includes most of the higher elevation areas in the Rim Fire area, and about 
3,100 acres are within the CBI-developed model breeding habitat for Sierra Nevada red fox and about 
6,500 acres for wolverine (Spencer and Rustigian-Romsos 2012). The retained snags and logs in 
Yosemite are expected to benefit habitat for these species and their prey. Because the more suitable 
habitat in Yosemite would remain largely untreated, the smaller areas within the project area are not 
expected to contribute substantially to adverse effects to these species Because of the limited habitat 
value in the project areas, the Rim HT project is not expected to contribute to adverse effects 
associated with other, ongoing projects. 

Pallid Bat, Townsend’s Big-eared Bat and Fringe-tailed Myotis 
Although bat populations and habitat needs remain poorly understood, because vegetation 
management projects are staggered over time and over the landscape, a variety of foraging 
opportunities and roosting and breeding habitats remain accessible to roost sites. The proposed Rim 
Recovery project would remove substantially more snags throughout the Rim Fire landscape, 
contributing to the loss of snags, but far more snags occur throughout the landscape than did prior to 
the Rim Fire. With retention standards and untreated areas in PACs and other areas, a sufficient 
number of snags should remain available for roosting, breeding, and prey species. Removing hazard 
trees spread throughout the large Rim Fire landscape is not expected to contribute to an adverse 
cumulative effect on Sensitive bat species.  

In addition to actions on the Stanislaus National Forest, the SPI-owned lands and Yosemite National 
Park would also affect snag densities and resulting habitat conditions across the Rim Fire landscape. 
The varied prescriptions from complete removal in the SPI inholdings, to mixed retention with 
extensive removal along roads, to the largely retained snags in Yosemite and the river canyons would 
provide a variety of vegetation management, disturbance levels, and resulting habitats. Because bats 
can fly long distances from roosting to foraging sites, it is likely they will have access to varied 
foraging habitat, including a variety of burn severities and associated green vegetation and burned 
areas. The Rim HT project is not expected to substantially contribute to cumulative effects of other 
actions in the Rim Fire landscape. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
The current dense condition of snags and gradual accumulation of downed logs would remain and 
contribute to large fuels accumulations in other areas of the Rim Fire. High fuel accumulations are a 
risk to forested stands in and around the project area. Wildfire would contribute to the adverse effect 
of losses of contiguous, green forests that have resulted from a number of other large wildfires and 
past logging practices in the surrounding area and across much of the Sierra Nevada. This effect 
would be offset substantially by other fuels reduction and thinning activities occurring elsewhere in 
the Rim Fire and throughout the Stanislaus National Forest, but the Groveland District remains 
limited in mature forest characteristics due to past logging and numerous large stand-replacing fires. 
Thinning occurring in private timber lands and for the Rim Recovery project would lessen the 
beneficial effects of snag retention and reduced road use associated with the no action alternative, 
while reducing the adverse effect of increased fuel loading. The general retention in unroaded 
portions of Yosemite would contribute to the effect of no action.  

Determinations:  Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
The proposed action may affect individuals but is not likely to result in a trend toward Federal listing 
or loss of viability for the following species:  Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, Great Gray Owl, 
California Spotted Owl, Bald Eagle, Northern Goshawk, Pacific Fisher, American Marten, California 
Wolverine, Sierra Nevada Red Fox, Pallid Bat, Townsend’s Big-eared Bat and the Fringe-tailed 
Myotis. 

74 



Rim Fire Hazard Trees (43032) 

Existing Condition:  Management Indicator Species 
The Wildlife MIS Report describes impacts to habitats of Terrestrial MIS species (identified for the 
Stanislaus National Forest in the Sierra Nevada Forests Management Indicator Species Amendment 
(SNF MIS Amendment) Record of Decision (USDA 2007a). The MIS species with habitat in or 
adjacent to the project area that are not directly or indirectly affected by the project (and not discussed 
further in this Chapter) are fox sparrow, mule deer, mountain quail and sooty grouse. The MIS 
species with habitat either directly or indirectly affected by the Rim HT project are described below.  

Direct and Indirect Effects:  Management Indicator Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (California spotted owl, American marten and 
northern flying squirrel) 
The Rim Fire reduced late seral closed canopy conifer habitat in the project area to 932 acres, a 33% 
reduction. The project area contains 3% of the late seral closed canopy conifer habitat in the Rim Fire 
perimeter, with an average of 7 snags per acre. The proposed action is not expected to substantially 
affect the availability of late seral habitat because green trees would be retained, and thus would not 
reduce the canopy cover, the size classes, or the availability of green trees for future snags and 
downed logs, so the extent of late seral closed canopy forest would remain the same after 
implementation. Removing hazard trees would reduce the availability of snags and the subsequent 
recruitment of logs over time. Log densities would remain about the same, considering some of the 
logs may be damaged during project activities, some others may be recruited since some fallen hazard 
trees would be left in place, and some other snags that are not considered a hazard will fall and 
contribute to the log densities. 

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy woodpecker) 
The Rim Fire reduced green forest habitat in the project area to 3,742 acres (44%). The project area 
contains less than 4% of the green forest habitat in the Rim Fire perimeter, with an average hazard 
tree density of 22 snags per acre. The proposed action is not expected to substantially affect the 
availability of green forest habitat because green trees would be retained, thus not affecting canopy 
cover, size classes, or the availability of green trees for future snags and downed logs, so the extent of 
green forest would remain the same after implementation. The project would reduce the availability 
of snags in the 3,742 acres of green forest habitat by removing hazard trees. Scattered snags that do 
not threaten roads and facilities may be left, but the value of the remaining snags to wildlife is 
limited. 

Snags in Burned Forest Ecosystem Component (Black-backed woodpecker) 
The project area contains less than 5% of the burned forest habitat in the Rim Fire perimeter. The 
project would remove hazard trees in the 2,370 acres of burned forest habitat in the project area, 
eliminating this habitat type in the project area. Snags that do not threaten roads or facilities will be 
left, but the value of the remaining snags would be limited. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (California spotted owl, American marten and 
northern flying squirrel) 
The No Action Alternative would retain the extent of late seral closed canopy forest, but would also 
retain the existing snags and logs, maintaining the existing habitat values. As understory vegetation 
returns and more fine fuels and logs accumulate on the forest floor, fuel loading would increase 
substantially, increasing the risk of a high-intensity fire. A high-intensity fire could reduce the 
remaining green conifer habitat in the surrounding areas, potentially reducing existing late seral 
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habitat or the availability of younger stands of green forest before it could develop into late seral 
habitat. The loss of additional green forest with large trees to wildfire would be an adverse effect. The 
resulting early seral conifer forests do not provide the structural complexity, snags, logs, dense 
canopy cover, or moderated micro-climate found in mature forests. 

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy woodpecker) 
The No Action Alternative would retain the extent of green forest, but would also retain the existing 
snag densities, maintaining the existing habitat values. As understory vegetation returns and more fine 
fuels and logs accumulate on the forest floor, fuel loading would increase substantially, increasing the 
risk of a high-intensity fire. A high-intensity fire could reduce the number of green trees remaining in 
the surrounding areas, decreasing the amount of green forest habitat and the gradual recruitment of 
suitable snags. The loss of additional green forest to wildfire would be an adverse effect that could 
take decades to develop again. 

Snags in Burned Forest Ecosystem Component (Black-backed woodpecker) 
The No Action Alternative would retain the extent of burned forest, maintaining the existing habitat 
values. As understory vegetation returns and more fine fuels and logs accumulate on the forest floor, 
fuel loading would increase substantially, increasing the risk of a high-intensity fire (Fuels Report). A 
high-intensity fire could result in loss of the remaining green trees in the surrounding areas, 
increasing burned forest habitat as the existing burned forest declined in suitability over the next 
decade or more. The loss of additional green forest to wildfire would be a positive effect initially, but 
may leave the area lacking in burned forest for an extended period of decades to centuries as new 
green forest is recruited. 

Cumulative Effects:  Management Indicator Species 
Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (California spotted owl, American marten and 
northern flying squirrel) 
The majority of the 31,000 acres of late seral closed canopy forest in the Rim Fire boundary occurs on 
National Forest and National Park lands and would be retained; therefore, the cumulative effects to 
this habitat type are expected to be minimal. The adverse effect of the loss of snags on 932 acres for 
the Rim HT project, in combination with the Rim Recovery project and private lands, would be 
limited because 85% of the late seral closed canopy forest would not be harvested. In treated areas, 
downed log levels would likely remain the same or increase somewhat, as some logs would be lost 
during operations and some would be recruited. The loss of snags on 932 acres of 31,000 acres will 
not alter the existing trend in late seral closed canopy coniferous habitat, nor will it lead to a change 
in the distribution of California spotted owl, American marten, or northern flying squirrel across the 
Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy woodpecker) 
Because 89,780 of the 96,392 acres of green forest habitat in the Rim Fire boundary occur on 
National Forest and National Park lands that would be retained, the cumulative effects to this habitat 
type are expected to be minimal. The adverse effect of the loss of hazard trees on 3,742 acres for the 
Rim HT project, in combination with the treatments within the Rim Recovery project and private 
lands, would amount to 24% of this habitat type, while 76% of green forest habitat on the Forest and 
in Yosemite National Park would retain snags. The loss of hazard trees on 3,742 acres of 96,392 acres 
of green forest will not alter the existing trend in snag availability in green forest habitat, nor will it 
lead to a change in the distribution of hairy woodpecker across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 
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Snags in Burned Forest Ecosystem Component (Black-backed woodpecker) 
The Rim HT project would only affect 5% of the burned forest habitat in the Rim Fire, but would 
contribute to the adverse loss of 51% of the burned forest in the Rim Fire area. The remaining areas 
are vastly greater than what existed prior to the Rim Fire, and contain high densities of snags, so the 
loss of burned forest is not expected to alter the existing trend in the ecosystem component. The loss 
of hazard trees on 2,370 acres out of 51,170 acres of suitable habitat for the Rim HT project will not 
alter the existing trend in burned forest habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of black-
backed woodpecker across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Alternative 2 (No Action) 
Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (California spotted owl, American marten and 
northern flying squirrel) 
The majority of the 31,000 acres of late seral closed canopy forest in the Rim Fire boundary occurs on 
National Forest and National Park lands and would be retained; therefore the cumulative effects of the 
No Action alternative are expected to be minimal. The retention of snags near heavily used roads and 
administrative sites on 932 acres, in combination with the Rim Recovery project and private lands 
would be limited by the large areas that would not be harvested. In treated areas outside the project 
area, downed log levels would likely remain the same or increase somewhat, as some logs would be 
lost during operations and some would be recruited; in untreated areas, downed log levels are 
expected to increase substantially. 

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy woodpecker) 
Because 89,780 of the 96,392 acres of green forest habitat in the Rim Fire boundary occurs on 
National Forest and National Park lands and would be retained, the cumulative effects of the No 
Action alternative are expected to be minimal.  

Snags in Burned Forest Ecosystem Component (Black-backed woodpecker) 
Burned forest would be retained under the No Action Alternative, including over 27,000 acres of this 
habitat on National Forest and National Park lands.  Nonetheless, a substantial amount would still be 
harvested across the landscape under the Rim Recovery project and on private lands.  Overall, the 
untreated areas would still be vastly greater than what existed prior to the Rim Fire, and would 
contain high densities of snags, so the loss of burned forest is not expected to alter the existing trend 
in the ecosystem component. 

Migratory Landbird Conservation 
The 2008 Memorandum of Understanding between the USDA Forest Service and the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service to Promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds strengthens migratory bird 
conservation through enhanced collaboration and cooperation between the Forest Service and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service as well as other federal, state, tribal and local governments (USDA 2008c). 
Within the National Forests, conservation of migratory birds focuses on providing a diversity of 
habitat conditions at multiple spatial scales and ensuring that bird conservation is addressed when 
planning for land management activities.  

Opportunities to promote conservation of migratory birds and their habitats in the project area were 
considered during development and design of the Rim HT project (MOU Section C: items 1, 3, 6, and 
11 and Section D: items 1, 3, and 6); however, the focus of the project is on abating safety hazards, 
not vegetation management for multiple resource objectives. The project includes LOPs in some areas 
to reduce impacts to nesting birds. 

The Rim HT project would produce disturbance during the breeding season that could affect nesting 
and foraging birds. The project could also result in the loss of individual nests during project 
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activities, particularly those of cavity nesting species, from snag falling, processing, and removal. 
Although the project would impact and reduce burned forest and snag habitat, extensive areas of these 
habitats would remain available in the larger Rim Fire area. The project is not expected to 
substantially affect other important habitats such as meadows, riparian, oak woodland, or shrub 
habitats or disturb individual birds in moderate or low burn severity areas except where adjacent to 
hazard trees. In these areas, hazard tree removal near heavily used roads and administrative sites may 
cause some localized disturbance and risk to nesting birds. 

3.14 EFFECTS RELATIVE TO ISSUES 
This section provides a summary of effects relative to the three relevant issues identified in Chapter 
1.07 (Issues):  1) Public Health and Safety; 2) Operations; and, 3) Wildlife. Chapter 1.06 (Public 
Involvement) provides further details regarding public involvement and scoping; and, Chapter 1.07 
(Issues) provides further details regarding the development of issues identified through public 
involvement and scoping. 

1. Public Health and Safety 
Issue:  Existing conditions do not provide a safe environment for administration and public use 
of high use roads and other developed facilities because hazard trees pose a threat to human 
health and safety. 

Chapters 3.04 (Economics), 3.05 (Fuels), 3.07 (Range), 3.08 (Recreation) and 3.11 (Vegetation) 
provide details regarding the effects relative to this Public Health and Safety issue. 

The purpose and need of the project is to improve human health and safety adjacent to high use 
roads and facilities used by Forest visitors and administrative personnel (Chapter 1.03). The Rim 
Fire created a large number of dead or structurally damaged trees across the landscape. Use of 
NFTS roads and facilities within the fire perimeter increases exposure to, and elevates the risk of, 
injury from the collapse of dead or damaged trees. Action is needed to reduce the safety risk from 
falling dead or structurally damaged trees, called danger or hazard trees. Timely removal of fire-
affected trees that pose a danger in areas of high exposure is needed to ensure public, Forest 
Service personnel, and contractor safety. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 will reduce 
health and safety concerns associated with hazard trees located adjacent to high use roads and 
facilities within the Rim Fire. 

2. Operations 
Issue:  Proposed restrictions including limited operating periods, elderberry protections and 
stream crossing limits may affect operations by reducing efficiency, increasing costs and 
reducing timber values. 

Chapters 3.02 (Aquatics), 3.04 (Economics), 3.06 (Invasive Species), 3.07 (Range), 3.10 (Soils), 
3.12 (Watershed) and 3.13 (Wildlife) provide details regarding the effects relative to this 
Operations issue. 

Many comments received during the initial scoping period were directed at concerns for the areas 
that are currently considered habitat for spotted owls, goshawks, and great gray owls, and the 
associated LOPs that may be implemented to reduce the impacts to those areas. Prior to 
implementing the proposed project, suitable habitat within the entire project area will be surveyed 
to protocol to determine those areas that are still occupied by spotted owls, goshawks, and great 
gray owls, and if implementing an LOP is required. Simply noting the presence of one of these 
species does not require an LOP, and is usually associated by determining the presence of a 
breeding pair of birds. Mapping determined a maximum of 7% of the project area could be 
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affected by the implementation of LOPs, and if all LOPs were implemented the overall effects on 
operations would still have a limited impact on the timely harvesting of hazard trees. The analysis 
indicates that although there may be some temporary delays to operations due to the LOPs 
addressed in the management requirements (Chapter 2.01), those delays will be minimized by the 
implementation of protocol surveys for species associated with those LOPs. Through the use of 
these management requirements and wildlife surveys, the protection of those species found within 
the project area will be assured yet operations will be minimally impacted. 

3. Wildlife 
Issue:  Proposed activities may affect Black-backed Woodpecker (BBWO) populations because 
the woodpeckers may occur at higher densities in areas treated and the project does not include 
avoidance measures or limited operating periods for nesting BBWO. 

Chapter 3.13 (Wildlife) and the Wildlife MIS Report provide details regarding the effects relative 
to this Wildlife issue. 

Several responses received during the initial scoping of the project addressed concerns related to 
implementing the proposed action during breeding season for the BBWO. Suitable habitat is 
considered forested land that burned at moderate to high intensity, is of size class 3, 4 or 5, and at 
a stocking density of M or D. Within the project area, 2,370 acres would be considered as suitable 
habitat, in relation to the 51,170 acres within the fire perimeter that are considered suitable. 
Treatments proposed would remove hazard trees on less than 5% of the suitable habitat within the 
fire perimeter and, therefore, would have negligible effect on the species with no BBWO Limited 
Operating Periods (LOPs). Also, this project removes only trees considered a hazard to high use 
roads and facilities under the marking guidelines (Chapter 2.01). Most treatment areas will still 
contain trees and snags (post treatment) that are not considered as hazards to high use roads and 
facilities. 

3.15 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
The following information describes the context and intensity factors which provide a basis for 
determining if an action would have significant effects to the human environment (40 CFR 1508.27). 
It provides brief, yet sufficient evidence and analysis for the responsible official to determine whether 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement or a Finding of No Significant Impact. 

Context 
The Rim HT project is a site specific action that by itself does not have international, national, 
regional, or statewide importance. The Stanislaus National Forest includes 898,000 acres of NFS 
lands. This project, located on the Mi-Wok and Groveland Ranger Districts, proposes treatment on 
10,315 acres of the 256,428 acres within the Rim Fire perimeter.  

Intensity 
The following ten elements of impact intensity address the potential significance of project effects. 

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. 
Direct, indirect and cumulative effects were analyzed for the proposed action and no action 
alternatives. Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect 
effects are caused by the action, but occur later in time and/or place. Cumulative effects result 
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. The direct and indirect effects are addressed here. Cumulative effects 
are addressed below under Intensity Factor 7. 
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- Consideration of habitat utilized by federally threatened, endangered or sensitive species is 
also important to determining the significance of effects. This project may affect individuals 
and/or habitat but would not result in a loss of viability or a trend toward federal listing for 
the bald eagle, California spotted owl, great gray owl, northern goshawk, Pacific fisher, 
American marten, California wolverine, Sierra Nevada red fox, pallid bat, Townsend's big-
eared bat, or fringe-tailed myotis. This determination is based on application of limited 
operating periods during the breeding season for great gray owl, spotted owl, and northern 
goshawk; the limited likelihood of occurrence of fisher, marten, wolverine, or red fox in the 
project area; the relatively small footprint of the project area in the much wider footprint of 
the Rim Fire; and the limited likelihood of disturbance or adverse habitat effects to the bat 
species (3.13 Wildlife). 

- A small amount of aquatic habitat for threatened, endangered and sensitive species would be 
affected and project management requirements and BMPs would be implemented, the relative 
effect of the proposed action is minimal and no significant contribution to cumulative effects 
for aquatics analysis species is expected (Wildlife BA; Aquatics BE; 3.02 Aquatics). 

- The proposed action will not alter the existing trend for Aquatic MIS species or habitats 
across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. Removing hazard trees may result in localized, decreased 
rates of large woody debris recruitment into stream channels and wet meadows. There is a 
minimal, localized, effect to water surface shade by the proposed action as few snags will be 
removed within riparian areas (Aquatics MIS Report; 3.02 Aquatics). 

- A minor percentage of habitats for threatened, endangered and sensitive species would be 
affected and the relative impacts are minimal when combined with the remaining habitats 
within the fire perimeter, therefore, no significant contributions to cumulative effects are 
expected (Wildlife BA; Wildlife BE; 3.13 Wildlife). 

- The Rim HT project would only affect 5% of the burned forest habitat in the Rim Fire, but 
would contribute to the adverse loss of 51% of the burned forest in the fire perimeter.  
Nonetheless, the remaining areas are vastly greater than what existed prior to the Rim Fire, 
and contain high densities of snags, so the loss of burned forest is not expected to alter the 
existing trend for MIS species or habitats in the ecosystem component. The project would 
contribute to cumulative loss of these habitats from logging on private land and the removal 
as part of the proposed Rim Recovery project, while the minimal removal in Yosemite 
National Park is expected to retain most of these habitat values. The Rim HT project would 
affect the snag and downed log components of these habitats but it would not result in 
substantial effects on the distribution or abundance of the habitats or the associated specie 
(Wildlife MIS Report; 3.13 Wildlife). 

- Removal of hazard trees along roadsides would improve the short and long term negative 
impacts to livestock movement and distribution. Removal of hazard trees contributes to 
public and livestock safety by removing or reducing the potential for vehicle-cattle collisions 
(3.07 Range). 

- In high soil hazard areas, less dead canopy material would fall and increase ground cover, 
however, soil management requirements would distribute material to increase surface organic 
matter. Treatments would increase ground cover by up to 50%. Pile and burning of activity 
fuels would only remove material that was in excess of soil requirements, thus would not 
have a negative effect on total organic matter levels (3.10 Soils). 

- The amount of detrimental ground disturbance (detrimental soil compaction or loss of organic 
matter) will be limited to 15% of the treatment unit (which includes the RCAs within the unit 
by implementation of watershed protection management requirements), and as a result, will 
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meet standards and guidelines for soil productivity and riparian area protection in the Forest 
Plan (USDA 2010a). Management requirements include preventive techniques (e.g., end-
lining, low ground pressure equipment, aerial logging, dry-soils, and applicable water quality 
BMPs, and techniques (e.g., subsoiling skid trails and landings, and road maintenance) 
(Hydrology Report; CWE; 3.12 Watershed). 

- CWE analysis showed that the ERA values under the Proposed Action remain below the 
TOC (12-14%) for all watersheds except Jawbone Creek and the Lower Middle Tuolumne 
River. Because the ERA is elevated above the TOC in both watersheds, management 
requirements were proposed to maintain or improve current conditions. They include (but are 
not limited to) requirements for mechanical operations in RCAs, the suspension of logs over 
stream drainages (to the extent practical), end-lining to existing roads and skid trails, soil 
moisture limitations, and maintaining at least 60% ground cover within 100 feet of perennial 
and intermittent streams (Chapter 2.01, Management Requirements and BMPs). Lower 
Middle -Tuolumne River:   Under Alternative 1, the ERA increases from its present 12.05% 
to 12.69% in the first year of implementation, 2014. The ERA increases further in 2015 to 
14.51%. This is the maximum ERA under Alternative 1. The ERA decreases gradually 
following implementation, down to 4.17% in 2023. The ERA is over the 12-14% threshold of 
concern for this watershed; however, the Rim HT (Proposed Action) incrementally changed 
the existing ERA by 0.84 in the second year of implementation, when the maximum ERA 
occurs. Although the TOC is exceeded in this watershed, this was minimally affected by the 
proposed action (Hydrology Report; CWE; 3.12 Watershed). 

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety. 
Chapters 3.04 (Economics), 3.05 (Fuels), 3.07 (Range), 3.08 (Recreation) and 3.11 (Vegetation) 
provide details regarding the effects relative to the Public Health and Safety issue. The purpose 
and need of the project is to improve human health and safety adjacent to high use roads and 
facilities used by Forest visitors and administrative personnel (Chapter 1.03). The Rim Fire 
created a large number of dead or structurally damaged trees across the landscape. Use of NFTS 
roads and facilities within the fire perimeter increases exposure to, and elevates the risk of injury 
from the collapse of dead or damaged trees. Action is needed to reduce the safety risk from 
falling dead or structurally damaged trees, called danger or hazard trees. Timely removal of fire-
affected trees that pose a danger in areas of high exposure is needed to ensure public, Forest 
Service personnel, and contractor safety. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 will reduce 
health and safety concerns associated with hazard trees located adjacent to high use roads and 
facilities within the Rim Fire. 

Overall, the proposed action would have no significant adverse effects on public health and 
safety. Forest Service inspectors would monitor all aspects of implementation to ensure public 
safety and compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations. 
In addition, posting cautionary signs and temporarily closing roads, routes and/or treatment areas 
would reduce potential safety concerns regarding recreationists and project activities. 

The proposed action would improve public safety by correcting unsafe conditions along roads 
and at developed facilities. Treatment activities are governed by standard public health and safety 
guidelines, Forest Service direction, and other applicable laws and guidelines. Requirements to 
protect public health and safety would be included in project implementation contracts. Actions 
such as dust abatement; road signing, trail and campground closures for public safety; and road 
maintenance activities would be implemented. 

Implementation of the proposed action would produce short-term localized dust (primarily 
operation of heavy equipment) and smoke (from pile burning). Management requirements would 
be implemented to reduce emissions and impacts to air quality. They include abating dust by 
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applying water to roads where needed and burning during conditions that will allow smoke to rise 
and dissipate. While local residents may notice a short-term impaired visibility from smoke, 
implementation of the proposed action would meet state and federal guidelines. 

Felling hazard trees would provide for public and worker safety on Forest Service roads 
maintained for this project, consistent with the requirement of the Forest Plan, Federal Highway 
Safety Act, and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Conversely, implementation 
of the No Action alternative would not meet the objectives and would therefore not provide for 
administrative or public safety. 

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical 
areas. 
Cultural resources of interest are located within or adjacent to proposed treatment areas and a No 
Effects Recommendation was made for the proposed undertaking (Cultural Resource 
Management Report 05-16-4396, May 2014). 

The Stanislaus National Forest shares a common boundary, much of which is Wilderness, with 
Yosemite National Park to the east (3.01 Yosemite National Park). The National Park Service 
manages park resources and values to leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations. This project does not affect the Park as proposed activities are only being considered 
along high use roads and facilities on NFS lands. Hazard tree removal will allow safe access to 
National Park visitors at popular Wilderness trailheads. The project will not affect scenic views 
from within the Yosemite (3.01 Visual Resources). 

The project area contains wetlands and portions of the Clavey River, which is a critical aquatic 
refuge. Implementation of BMPs would protect the wetlands and critical aquatic refugia, and the 
proposed treatments would provide long-term benefits to the area’s unique characteristics (3.02 
Aquatics; 3.10 Soils; 3.12 Watershed). The project does not contain, nor would it adversely 
affect, any parklands or prime farmlands. 

Within the project area, designated and proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers contain those NFS 
lands within 1/4 mile on either side of 29 miles of existing Wild and Scenic Rivers (Tuolumne) 
and 49 miles of proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers (Clavey and South Fork Tuolumne). Hazard 
tree removal within these areas will be very limited in scope at a select few locations where high 
use roads and these rivers intersect. This project treats only 5 acres (Section 31, T1N R17E) 
within a “Wild” classification. The proposed action would protect and enhance the values of the 
Wild and Scenic and Proposed Wild and Scenic River segments in the project area (3.01 Wild 
and Scenic Rivers; 3.08 Recreation).  

4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 
controversial. 
Some disagreement about aspects of the proposed action relative to the effects on wildlife, 
sensitive plants, and public safety is expected; however, the effects of the treatments described in 
the proposed action and the determinations of Forest Service resource specialists are not 
considered highly controversial. The proposed action is consistent with all laws, regulations and 
policy, including the Forest Plan, as amended (USDA 2010a). Also, issues raised during scoping 
did not indicate the degree to which this project may affect the human environment is likely to be 
highly controversial. Chapter 3.14 (Effects Relative to Issues) provides a summary of effects 
relative to the three relevant issues (1.07 Issues). 
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5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or 
involve unique or unknown risks. 
Proposed activities are routine in nature, have been implemented in the past on similar forest 
conditions, employ standard practices and protection measures, and their effects are known. The 
effect on the human environment from the proposed action is not uncertain and does not involve 
unique or unknown risks. The proposed activities of harvesting hazard trees; maintenance work 
on roads and recreation sites; and pile and burn have all been previously implemented with 
known effects. 

Management requirements minimize the chance of highly uncertain effects, or effects that involve 
unique or unknown risks. These determinations, along with past experience indicate that the 
project does not involve uncertain, unique, or unknown risks: 

- Burning would be conducted on permissive burn days for Tuolumne County, which should 
result in a negligible effect to the air quality of the project area, and ensure smoke dispersion 
to meet air quality standards and minimize short-term or long-term effects (3.01 Air Quality). 

- Implementation of directional pile ignition would help minimize the risk to amphibians by 
allowing individuals to exit the pile out of the non-burning side; soils management 
requirements minimize the risk of sediment reaching streams; the relatively small amount of 
aquatic habitat affected as well as the project management requirements and application of 
BMPs minimizes the risk of negative effects to aquatic habitats (3.02 Aquatics). 

- Management requirements reduce, minimize or alleviate adverse effects to known 
occurrences of Sensitive Plants and Botanical Interest Species (3.09 Sensitive Plants). 

- Mechanical equipment exclusion zones, soil moisture requirements, and groundcover 
requirements would minimize sedimentation from project activities in the units (3.12 
Watershed). 

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 
The proposed action would not establish a precedent for any future actions with significant 
effects. The proposed treatments are not new or unique in type, size or intensity and are consistent 
with all laws, regulations and policies including the Forest Plan, as amended (USDA 2010a). This 
decision only applies to the project area and does not represent a decision in principle about a 
future consideration. Any future action not analyzed in this EA would be analyzed separately and 
on its own merits at the time it is proposed in the future. 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 
significant impacts. 
Specialists considered the effects of the proposed action along with the effects of past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions (both private and public) to determine if any 
cumulatively significant effects may exist (Cumulative Projects Report; 3.01 Cumulative Effects). 
The spatial and temporal boundaries for cumulative effects analyses varied among resources. 
These determinations, along with past experience indicate that this action is not related to other 
actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts: 

- A small amount of aquatic habitat for threatened, endangered and sensitive species would be 
affected and management requirements and BMPs would be implemented, the relative impact 
of the proposed action is minimal and no significant contribution to cumulative effects for 
aquatics analysis species is expected (Wildlife BA; Aquatics BE; 3.02 Aquatics). 
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- The proposed action will not alter the existing trend for Aquatic MIS species or habitats 
across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. Removing hazard trees may result in localized, decreased 
rates of large woody debris recruitment into stream channels and wet meadows. There is a 
minimal, localized, effect to water surface shade by the proposed action as few snags will be 
removed within riparian areas (Aquatics MIS Report; 3.02 Aquatics). 

- A minor percentage of habitats for threatened, endangered and sensitive species would be 
affected and the relative impacts are minimal when combined with the remaining habitats 
within the fire perimeter, therefore, no significant contributions to cumulative effects are 
expected (Wildlife BA; Wildlife BE; 3.13 Wildlife). 

- The project would contribute to cumulative loss of MIS habitats from logging on private land 
and the proposed Rim Recovery project, while the minimal removal in Yosemite National 
Park is expected to retain much of these habitat values. The Rim HT project would affect the 
snag and downed log components of these habitats but the project would not result in 
substantial effects on the distribution or abundance of the habitats or the associated species 
(Wildlife MIS Report; 3.13 Wildlife). 

- The proposed action when combined with the Rim Recovery project would lessen the effects 
of future wildfire on cultural sites and return the ecological setting or appearance to the time 
of the Native American presence, thus preserving those values that would make these sites 
significant and allow for future studies. This alternative would also lessen the potential for 
disturbances to historic and prehistoric properties which might occur if dead or dying trees 
were left to fall naturally (Cultural Resources Report; 3.03 Cultural Resources). 

- Implementation of the proposed action and the Rim Recovery project would reduce, 
minimize or alleviate adverse effects from increased fuel loading (Fuels Report; 3.05 Fuels). 

- Project activities may adversely affect individuals of some sensitive plant or botanical interest 
species; however, these effects are not expected to be so great in intensity or duration that any 
of these occurrences would be eliminated, even when combined with other Forest activities 
(Sensitive Plants BE; Botany Report; 3.09 Sensitive Plants). 

- The proposed action would improve administrative, visitor, and traffic safety and provide an 
overall net benefit for recreation. Recreation resources may need to be temporarily closed 
during hazard tree removal efforts which will displace users and may temporarily affect 
scenic quality. By following the management requirements most effects to recreation quality 
will improve, and facilities will become available for public use (Recreation Report; 3.08 
Recreation). 

- The Rim HT project includes the Jawbone Creek-Tuolumne River and the Lower Middle-
Tuolumne River watersheds, as well as the other analyzed watersheds. Activities within these 
basins are not expected to result in adverse off-site cumulative effects to sediment-related 
water quality, water temperature, or watershed condition (e.g., degradation of stream channel 
morphology, accelerated erosion or the loss of soil productivity). The project is relatively low 
intensity (e.g., to maximize the use of existing roads, trails, and landings, the use of low 
impact and minimal disturbance treatment methods) and watershed management 
requirements (water quality BMPs and Soil Quality Standards) will protect water quality and 
maintain watershed condition (Hydrology Report; CWE; 3.12 Watershed). 
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8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or 
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause 
loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources. 
The Forest informed the Tuolumne band of the Me-Wuk Indians of the proposed action during 
scoping. The Tuolumne band of Me-Wuk Indians brought forth no cultural issues or concerns, but 
did submit comments stating “the document has clearly defined the purpose and need for the 
proposed undertaking. The proposed actions and requirements have been well thought out and 
address forest health and associated environments. This undertaking is of paramount need to 
promote the recovery in the perimeter of the fire [Rim Fire] and thereby reduces the impacts of 
another devastating fire”.  

Cultural resources of interest are located within or adjacent to proposed treatment areas and a No 
Effects Recommendation was made for the proposed undertaking (Cultural Resource 
Management Report 05-16-4396, May 2014). With the right management requirements in place 
and active coordination between cultural resources staff, sale administrators and contractors, 
most, if not all hazard trees slated for removal should be available for extraction from prehistoric 
and historic properties. Due to the implementation of these measures, no effects to prehistoric and 
historic resources are anticipated under this alternative (3.03 Cultural Resources). 

The proposed action would not affect any scientific research sites or any scientific resource.  

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its 
habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 
These determinations, along with past experience indicate that this action would not adversely 
affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat that has been determined to be critical 
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973: 

- The proposed action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the California red-legged 
frog (Wildlife BA). The proposed action would not affect any other Federally-listed species 
or critical habitat (3.02 Aquatics). 

- The project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the VELB or its critical habitat 
(Wildlife BA; 3.13 Wildlife). 

- The project would have no effect on any Federally Threatened and Endangered or Proposed 
species or Designated Critical Habitat (Aquatics BE, Wildlife BE). 

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed 
for the protection of the environment. 
The proposed action complies with Federal, State and local laws or requirements imposed for the 
protection of the environment (i.e., National Forest Management Act, Endangered Species Act, 
National Historic Preservation Act, Federal Clean Water Act, Executive Order 11988 for 
Floodplain Management, or the Clean Air Act). The Forest Service obtained concurrence with 
SHPO and would obtain required permits from the appropriate county, state, and federal 
regulatory agencies prior to implementation. 
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4. Consultation and Coordination 
The Forest Service consulted with the following individuals, Federal, State, and local agencies, tribes 
and non-Forest Service persons during the development of this EA. 

ID Team Members 
Roy Bridgman; Wildlife Biologist 

Gary Cones Jr.; Fire and Fuels 

Dawn Coultrap; Range 

Kristina Van Stone Hopkins; Fisheries Biologist 

Jim Junette; ID Team Leader and Writer 

Heidi Klingel; Writer/Editor 

Curtis Kvamme; Soils 

Josh Merrill-Exton; Forester 

Fernando Perez; Watershed and Hydrology 

Erin Rentz; Botany and Invasive Plants 

David A. Reynolds; Fire and Fuels 

Vern Shumway; Recreation 

Dusty Vaughn; Recreation 

Lucas Wilkinson; Aquatics 

Peter Wisniewski; Cultural Resources 

Katherine Worn; Writer/Editor 

Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

California Department of Transportation 

Sierra Nevada Conservancy 

Sonora City Council 

Tuolumne County Board of Supervisors 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

United States National Park Service – Yosemite National Park 

Tribes 
Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians 

Me-Wuk Chicken Ranch Tribal Council 
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Others 
Mike Albrecht; Sierra Resource Management/TuCARE 

John Buckley; Central Sierra Environmental Resource Center  

Sean Crook; Tuolumne County Farm Bureau 

Michael Damaso; Merced Dirt Riders/Stanislaus Trail Bike Association 

Jim Dambacher; Dambacher Construction/Landowner 

Dave Harden; Central Sierra Audubon Society 

Jerry Jensen; American Forest Resource Council 

Allen Johnson; SouthWest InterFace Team (SWIFT) 

Patrick Koepele; Tuolumne River Trust 

Jim Maddox; Tuolumne County Sportsmen/Yosemite Deer Herd Advisory Council 

Lindsay Mattos; Tuolumne County Resource Conservation District 

Jim Phelan; Tuolumne-Mariposa Resources Advisory Council 

Jon Sturtevant; Sierra Club – Tuolumne Group 

Mandy Vance; Sierra Nevada Conservancy 

Michael Vroman; San Francisco Public Utilities Commission - Hetch Hetchy 

Matt Waverly; Sierra Pacific Industries 

Brain Wayland; Sierra Pacific Industries 
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