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Action	
  Items	
  	
  
1. Andy	
  Hosford	
  to	
  identify	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  roads	
  that	
  are	
  managed	
  as	
  trails.	
  
2. Beth	
  Stewart	
  to	
  update	
  the	
  stand	
  table,	
  including	
  clarifying	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  terms	
  used	
  and	
  

other	
  comments	
  made	
  during	
  the	
  September	
  meeting,	
  and	
  redistribute	
  to	
  the	
  group.	
  

1. Welcome	
  and	
  Introductions	
  	
  
Mr.	
  Mosé	
  Jones-­‐Yellin,	
  Deputy	
  District	
  Ranger,	
  High	
  Sierra	
  Ranger	
  District	
  (HSRD),	
  Sierra	
  
National	
  Forest	
  (SNF),	
  welcomed	
  all	
  participants	
  to	
  the	
  full	
  Collaborative	
  meeting	
  and	
  reviewed	
  
the	
  agenda	
  items.	
  Mr.	
  Dorian	
  Fougères,	
  Center	
  for	
  Collaborative	
  Policy	
  (CCP)	
  Facilitator,	
  
reviewed	
  the	
  meeting	
  ground	
  rules	
  and	
  had	
  members	
  introduce	
  themselves.	
  	
  

2. Update	
  on	
  the	
  Bald	
  Mountain	
  Planning	
  Schedule	
  and	
  Review	
  
of	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  

Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  presented	
  the	
  Schedule	
  of	
  Activities	
  Handout	
  to	
  the	
  group.	
  He	
  reviewed	
  the	
  
dates	
  and	
  associated	
  tasks	
  listed	
  in	
  the	
  document.	
  He	
  noted	
  members	
  and	
  the	
  public	
  issued	
  
comments	
  to	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  It	
  was	
  noted	
  that	
  interested	
  members	
  could	
  review	
  the	
  
comments	
  in	
  a	
  small	
  work	
  group	
  potentially	
  during	
  a	
  webinar	
  in	
  October.	
  In	
  addition,	
  during	
  the	
  
month	
  of	
  October,	
  a	
  few	
  small	
  work	
  groups	
  could	
  discuss	
  various	
  issues	
  such	
  as	
  fire	
  treatments,	
  
Reese	
  Unit	
  treatments,	
  and	
  draft	
  alternatives.	
  It	
  was	
  stated	
  that	
  a	
  work	
  group	
  could	
  be	
  created	
  
for	
  the	
  Great	
  Gray	
  Owl	
  and	
  Pacific	
  Fisher	
  treatments.	
  Several	
  potential	
  dates	
  were	
  mentioned	
  
for	
  work	
  group	
  meeting	
  in	
  the	
  month	
  of	
  October	
  (October	
  11,	
  25,	
  and	
  November	
  6),	
  though	
  the	
  
dates	
  were	
  not	
  finalized.	
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Regarding	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  
A	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  he	
  had	
  serious	
  concern	
  with	
  how	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  was	
  developed.	
  He	
  
felt	
  that	
  the	
  document	
  was	
  not	
  a	
  collaborative	
  effort,	
  was	
  driven	
  by	
  timber	
  sale	
  quotas.	
  He	
  
requested	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  timber	
  quotas	
  from	
  the	
  regional	
  office.	
  He	
  did	
  not	
  think	
  that	
  the	
  Bald	
  
Mountain	
  Proposal	
  meets	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  group’s	
  procedures	
  listed	
  in	
  the	
  charter.	
  The	
  
facilitator	
  did	
  not	
  agree,	
  and	
  noted	
  that	
  as	
  was	
  stated	
  during	
  the	
  previous	
  meeting	
  in	
  August,	
  
the	
  charter	
  will	
  be	
  reviewed	
  in	
  December,	
  and	
  the	
  group	
  could	
  clarify	
  the	
  process	
  for	
  
developing	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice,	
  and	
  associated	
  criteria	
  for	
  the	
  content	
  of	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  
Additional	
  comments	
  followed	
  about	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  process:	
  

• The	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  seemed	
  rushed	
  to	
  some	
  members.	
  	
  They	
  felt	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  not	
  
enough	
  involvement	
  of	
  members,	
  and	
  that	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  contained	
  ideas	
  that	
  the	
  
Collaborative	
  did	
  not	
  support.	
  	
  	
  

• Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  timber	
  target	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  CFLR	
  goal	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  to	
  be	
  
met	
  within	
  every	
  Collaborative	
  project.	
  	
  

• Concern	
  was	
  raised	
  with	
  how	
  much	
  influence	
  the	
  Regional	
  Office	
  has	
  in	
  regards	
  to	
  
predetermining	
  project	
  treatments,	
  schedules,	
  and	
  quotas.	
  Strong	
  concern	
  was	
  
expressed	
  about	
  the	
  pressure	
  applied	
  on	
  the	
  group	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  regional	
  demands.	
  	
  

o Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  stated	
  that	
  understanding	
  the	
  regional	
  quotas	
  are	
  important,	
  
but	
  he	
  did	
  not	
  feel	
  prepared	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  specifics	
  with	
  the	
  group	
  during	
  the	
  
meeting.	
  He	
  did	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  give	
  inaccurate	
  information.	
  	
  

• The	
  members	
  discussed	
  the	
  conflict	
  with	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice’s	
  closing	
  date,	
  October	
  15,	
  
and	
  the	
  time	
  available	
  to	
  discuss	
  the	
  comments	
  and	
  provide	
  alternatives.	
  	
  

o Several	
  members	
  suggested	
  lengthening	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice’s	
  commenting	
  
period	
  until	
  after	
  the	
  Collaborative’s	
  December	
  6	
  meeting.	
  

• A	
  few	
  members	
  felt	
  that	
  the	
  charter	
  clearly	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  collaborative	
  would	
  help	
  
create	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  before	
  it	
  was	
  released.	
  	
  They	
  expressed	
  concern	
  that	
  because	
  
the	
  Bald	
  Mountain	
  project	
  was	
  being	
  proposed	
  under	
  the	
  Healthy	
  Forests	
  Restoration	
  
Act,	
  they	
  would	
  not	
  have	
  legal	
  standing	
  to	
  appeal	
  the	
  project	
  unless	
  they	
  commented	
  
on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  They	
  were	
  not	
  able	
  to	
  do	
  this	
  because	
  the	
  current	
  
version	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  enough	
  information	
  for	
  them	
  to	
  decide	
  whether	
  to	
  comment.	
  	
  They	
  
also	
  did	
  not	
  believe	
  that	
  Collaborative	
  comments	
  provided	
  after	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  
comment	
  period	
  ended	
  would	
  have	
  any	
  legal	
  merit.	
  

• It	
  was	
  asked	
  if	
  some	
  areas	
  of	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  could	
  be	
  amended	
  in	
  the	
  Proposed	
  
Action	
  through	
  drafting	
  alternatives.	
  	
  

o Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  Forest	
  would	
  work	
  to	
  reach	
  consensus	
  on	
  the	
  
Proposed	
  Action,	
  including	
  concerns	
  raised	
  about	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  	
  Where	
  the	
  
group	
  could	
  not	
  reach	
  consensus,	
  it	
  could	
  develop	
  alternatives.	
  	
  He	
  reiterated	
  
that	
  he	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  move	
  the	
  group	
  forward	
  and	
  prepare	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Action.	
  	
  

o Some	
  members	
  stated	
  that	
  drafting	
  alternatives	
  would	
  make	
  them	
  comfortable	
  
moving	
  forward	
  with	
  the	
  project.	
  	
  

• One	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  he	
  would	
  could	
  live	
  with	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  making	
  a	
  
recommendation	
  on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  in	
  December,	
  as	
  long	
  as	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  is	
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withdrawn.	
  He	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  timeline	
  was	
  not	
  agreed	
  upon	
  by	
  the	
  members	
  but	
  was	
  
generated	
  from	
  the	
  Regional	
  Office.	
  	
  

• Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  comments	
  made	
  by	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  would	
  be	
  taken	
  
into	
  consideration	
  after	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  closing	
  date	
  regardless	
  of	
  whether	
  individual	
  
members	
  filed	
  formal	
  comments.	
  	
  To	
  make	
  members	
  comfortable,	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  possible	
  
to	
  extend	
  the	
  date.	
  	
  

• One	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  release	
  of	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  was	
  not	
  a	
  surprise	
  and	
  that	
  
the	
  group	
  has	
  been	
  on	
  a	
  schedule	
  for	
  months.	
  	
  He	
  did	
  not	
  want	
  the	
  group	
  to	
  backtrack	
  
and	
  redraft	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  

• Per	
  the	
  request	
  of	
  one	
  member,	
  the	
  facilitator	
  asked	
  all	
  members	
  in	
  the	
  room	
  whether	
  
they	
  could	
  live	
  with	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  as	
  currently	
  released.	
  	
  All	
  members	
  stated	
  that	
  
they	
  could	
  do	
  so,	
  except	
  for	
  Mr.	
  Chad	
  Hanson,	
  Mr.	
  Rich	
  Kangas,	
  and	
  Mr.	
  Justin	
  
Augustine,	
  who	
  wanted	
  to	
  withdraw	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  	
  

• There	
  were	
  further	
  requests	
  to	
  extend	
  the	
  timeframe	
  for	
  comments.	
  
o One	
  member	
  shared	
  an	
  experience	
  from	
  working	
  with	
  another	
  collaborative,	
  

and	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  remained	
  open	
  for	
  comment	
  while	
  the	
  NEPA	
  
process	
  started.	
  	
  

• They	
  group	
  discussed	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  extend	
  the	
  scoping	
  closing	
  date	
  until	
  November.	
  	
  
The	
  group	
  could	
  not	
  reach	
  consensus	
  on	
  a	
  closing	
  date	
  for	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  
Notice.	
  

3. Road	
  Maintenance,	
  Rehabilitation,	
  and	
  Decommissioning	
  	
  
Mr.	
  Dean	
  Gould,	
  Acting	
  Forest	
  Supervisor	
  and	
  Forest	
  Engineer,	
  presented	
  on	
  roads	
  and	
  the	
  
various	
  treatments	
  prescribed	
  by	
  the	
  Forest	
  Service.	
  He	
  reviewed	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  road	
  categories	
  
(level	
  1-­‐5)	
  and	
  the	
  uses.	
  The	
  decommissioning	
  of	
  roads	
  was	
  presented	
  with	
  a	
  table	
  of	
  targets	
  
for	
  the	
  Sierra	
  National	
  Forest,	
  approximately	
  six	
  miles	
  per	
  year.	
  However,	
  it	
  was	
  stated	
  that	
  
these	
  targets	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  met	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  capacity	
  to	
  complete	
  the	
  NEPA	
  process.	
  The	
  
targets	
  do	
  not	
  carry	
  over	
  from	
  year	
  to	
  year.	
  The	
  Construction	
  and	
  Maintenance	
  of	
  Roads	
  
(CMRD)	
  currently	
  is	
  the	
  primary	
  road	
  budget,	
  but	
  with	
  new	
  legislation	
  passed,	
  the	
  funds	
  will	
  be	
  
shifting	
  to	
  Construction	
  and	
  Maintenance	
  Legacy	
  (CMLG).	
  The	
  budget	
  is	
  an	
  ongoing	
  issue	
  due	
  to	
  
the	
  lack	
  of	
  funds	
  of	
  the	
  federal	
  government.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Mr.	
  Gould	
  offered	
  interested	
  members	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  view	
  the	
  roads	
  map	
  of	
  the	
  Dinkey	
  Creek	
  
project	
  area.	
  It	
  was	
  noted	
  that	
  Mr.	
  Andy	
  Hosford	
  contributes	
  towards	
  developing	
  the	
  
maintenance	
  plan.	
  The	
  group	
  had	
  questions	
  and	
  comments	
  for	
  Mr.	
  Gould:	
  	
  

• Questions	
  were	
  raised	
  about	
  the	
  comparisons	
  of	
  cost	
  for	
  decommissioning	
  a	
  road	
  versus	
  
the	
  cost	
  of	
  maintenance.	
  Mr.	
  Gould	
  replied	
  that	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  many	
  variables,	
  price	
  
comparisons	
  are	
  hard	
  to	
  quantify.	
  

• One	
  member	
  commented	
  that	
  volunteers	
  have	
  a	
  positive	
  impact	
  on	
  road	
  maintenance,	
  
and	
  if	
  a	
  road	
  has	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  be	
  maintained,	
  it	
  probably	
  should	
  not	
  be	
  
decommissioned.	
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o Mr.	
  Gould	
  noted	
  that	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  shifts	
  of	
  funds,	
  volunteers	
  are	
  increasingly	
  
important	
  to	
  achieving	
  projects	
  with	
  budget	
  constraints.	
  	
  This	
  would	
  not	
  
determine	
  whether	
  a	
  road	
  was	
  decommissioned,	
  but	
  did	
  contribute	
  to	
  
maintenance.	
  

• In	
  regards	
  to	
  the	
  shift	
  of	
  funding	
  priorities,	
  Mr.	
  Gould	
  stated	
  that	
  roads	
  budget	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  
the	
  overall	
  Forest	
  funds.	
  	
  The	
  primary	
  focus	
  is	
  passenger	
  car	
  safety.	
  	
  The	
  new	
  National	
  
Forest	
  Resource	
  Restoration	
  budget	
  line	
  item	
  will	
  become	
  increasingly	
  important.	
  	
  It	
  
brings	
  together	
  resources	
  for	
  maintaining	
  and	
  restoring	
  ecosystem	
  function	
  under	
  one	
  
umbrella	
  and	
  directs	
  funding	
  to	
  achieve	
  priority	
  work	
  in	
  the	
  most	
  important	
  places.	
  

• In	
  response	
  to	
  a	
  question	
  about	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  his	
  work	
  as	
  Forest	
  Engineer,	
  Mr.	
  Gould	
  
stated	
  that	
  he	
  deals	
  frequently	
  with	
  the	
  forest’s	
  built	
  environment,	
  the	
  vehicles,	
  and	
  
water	
  quality.	
  

• Members	
  who	
  wanted	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  road	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  decommissioned	
  in	
  Soaproot	
  can	
  
contact	
  Mr.	
  Hosford	
  to	
  help	
  see	
  the	
  site.	
  

• One	
  member	
  said	
  he	
  had	
  received	
  news	
  that	
  the	
  Forest	
  Service	
  in	
  Washington,	
  D.C.,	
  was	
  
proposing	
  to	
  close	
  roads	
  without	
  any	
  public	
  input.	
  	
  Mr.	
  Gould	
  stated	
  he	
  was	
  not	
  familiar	
  
with	
  such	
  a	
  proposal,	
  and	
  that	
  it	
  may	
  refer	
  to	
  the	
  Forest	
  Service’s	
  ability	
  to	
  create	
  
categorical	
  exclusions.	
  	
  and	
  said	
  he	
  would	
  be	
  	
  asked	
  Mr.	
  Gould	
  to	
  follow	
  up	
  offline	
  
about	
  a	
  specific	
  new	
  proposal	
  by	
  the	
  Forest	
  Service	
  that	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  public	
  notice.	
  

• Mr.	
  Tom	
  Lowe,	
  also	
  with	
  the	
  Forest,	
  explained	
  that	
  the	
  trails	
  systems	
  receive	
  separate	
  
funding	
  that	
  roads.	
  	
  These	
  come	
  from	
  recreation	
  funds.	
  	
  It	
  was	
  noted	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  one	
  
exception:	
  	
  when	
  roads	
  are	
  maintained	
  but	
  managed	
  as	
  trails.	
  	
  

• One	
  member	
  expressed	
  concern	
  that	
  there	
  needs	
  to	
  be	
  a	
  commitment	
  from	
  the	
  Forest	
  
to	
  fund	
  efforts	
  that	
  reduce	
  sediment	
  runoff	
  to	
  streams.	
  	
  A	
  lot	
  of	
  work	
  is	
  focused	
  on	
  
accomplishing	
  this	
  but	
  it	
  will	
  not	
  succeed	
  without	
  funding.	
  

• ACTION	
  ITEM:	
  	
  Andy	
  Hosford	
  to	
  identify	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  roads	
  that	
  are	
  managed	
  as	
  
trails.	
  

4. General	
  Updates	
  
Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  reviewed	
  the	
  current	
  status	
  of	
  ongoing	
  projects.	
  	
  For	
  the	
  Soaproot	
  project,	
  he	
  
noted	
  that	
  the	
  Decision	
  was	
  expected	
  to	
  be	
  signed	
  shortly	
  (the	
  written	
  update	
  was	
  inaccurate).	
  
	
  
A	
  member	
  asked	
  about	
  the	
  species	
  of	
  interest	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  sites.	
  	
  He	
  did	
  not	
  want	
  the	
  group	
  
to	
  do	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  planning,	
  only	
  to	
  find	
  out	
  they	
  had	
  not	
  included	
  a	
  sensitive	
  species	
  that	
  could	
  stop	
  
the	
  planning.	
  	
  Ms	
  Kim	
  Sorini-­‐Wilson	
  stated	
  that	
  a	
  list	
  was	
  available	
  in	
  the	
  Dinkey	
  Strategy,	
  and	
  
this	
  could	
  be	
  clarified	
  in	
  the	
  Bald	
  Mountain	
  proposal.	
  	
  
	
  
At	
  the	
  suggestion	
  of	
  Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin,	
  members	
  agreed	
  to	
  forgo	
  the	
  Review	
  of	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  
Comments	
  agenda	
  item	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  previous	
  conversation	
  on	
  comment	
  deadlines.	
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5. Bald	
  Mountain	
  Proposed	
  Action	
  	
  
Mr.	
  Ramiro	
  Rojas	
  and	
  Ms.	
  Beth	
  Stewart	
  presented	
  the	
  Bald	
  Mountain	
  existing	
  conditions	
  and	
  
distributed	
  the	
  stand	
  tables.	
  	
  The	
  Forest	
  types	
  were	
  gathered	
  by	
  plot	
  data	
  collected	
  throughout	
  
the	
  years,	
  and	
  the	
  types	
  of	
  plot	
  data	
  was	
  listed.	
  The	
  presentation	
  focused	
  on	
  forest	
  types,	
  
which	
  Sierra	
  mix	
  conifer	
  was	
  noted	
  to	
  be	
  dominant.	
  The	
  density	
  sizes	
  and	
  classes	
  were	
  also	
  
noted.	
  There	
  were	
  areas	
  with	
  no	
  tree	
  structure.	
  The	
  fisher	
  had	
  preferred	
  the	
  4D	
  and	
  5D	
  
classification	
  areas.	
  The	
  flame	
  lengths	
  were	
  shown	
  graphically	
  through	
  the	
  average	
  types	
  and	
  
conditions.	
  	
  The	
  site	
  was	
  meeting	
  the	
  average	
  snags	
  per	
  acre	
  with	
  Ponderosa	
  Pine,	
  Red	
  Fir	
  and	
  
the	
  Sierra	
  Mixed	
  Conifer.	
  	
  The	
  percent	
  maximum	
  stand	
  density	
  for	
  the	
  site	
  was	
  at	
  greater	
  than	
  
60%	
  density	
  in	
  50%	
  of	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  The	
  high	
  density	
  creates	
  the	
  risk	
  of	
  imminent	
  mortality	
  of	
  the	
  
smaller	
  trees.	
  	
  Comments	
  followed	
  about	
  current	
  conditions:	
  

• A	
  member	
  disagreed	
  on	
  the	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  data	
  presented.	
  He	
  stated	
  that	
  snag	
  density	
  
should	
  be	
  higher	
  than	
  the	
  averages	
  noted	
  here,	
  and	
  the	
  area	
  would	
  benefit	
  from	
  snag	
  
creation.	
  

• Another	
  member	
  noted	
  that	
  plantations	
  are	
  not	
  the	
  same	
  as	
  mixed	
  stands.	
  	
  Density	
  has	
  
different	
  effects	
  in	
  these	
  areas.	
  	
  A	
  large	
  number	
  of	
  small	
  trees	
  can	
  also	
  lead	
  to	
  
overestimation	
  of	
  stand	
  density.	
  

o Mr.	
  Rojas	
  replied	
  that	
  stand	
  density	
  index	
  was	
  a	
  widely	
  used	
  metric	
  and	
  applied	
  
well	
  to	
  a	
  variety	
  of	
  stands.	
  

• There	
  was	
  disagreement	
  over	
  the	
  term	
  “even-­‐aged	
  stand”	
  and	
  corresponding	
  
characterization	
  of	
  some	
  stands.	
  	
  Mr.	
  Rojas	
  used	
  the	
  term	
  to	
  refer	
  to	
  a	
  stand	
  where	
  all	
  
the	
  trees	
  had	
  been	
  cut	
  at	
  the	
  same	
  time.	
  	
  	
  

o A	
  member	
  felt	
  that	
  this	
  was	
  not	
  appropriate	
  since	
  it	
  could	
  include	
  trees	
  that	
  had	
  
regrown	
  at	
  various	
  points	
  after	
  the	
  cutting.	
  	
  The	
  member	
  suggested	
  the	
  term	
  
should	
  be	
  used	
  strictly	
  for	
  stands	
  where	
  the	
  trees	
  are	
  all	
  the	
  same	
  age.	
  

o Another	
  member	
  noted	
  that	
  trees	
  of	
  the	
  same	
  age	
  could	
  be	
  different	
  sizes,	
  and	
  
this	
  needed	
  to	
  be	
  acknowledged.	
  

• There	
  was	
  disagreement	
  over	
  whether	
  stands	
  will	
  die	
  when	
  they	
  reach	
  a	
  certain	
  stand	
  
density.	
  	
  	
  

• A	
  member	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  90th	
  percentile	
  weather	
  used	
  in	
  modeling	
  was	
  the	
  most	
  
extreme,	
  and	
  not	
  based	
  on	
  historical	
  occurrence.	
  

• A	
  member	
  requested	
  clarification	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  proposed	
  road	
  decommissioning	
  

Data	
  Compiled	
  and	
  Stand	
  Number	
  List	
  Discussion	
  	
  
Ms.	
  Beth	
  Stewart	
  presented	
  the	
  table	
  the	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  stand	
  tables.	
  She	
  went	
  through	
  
the	
  data	
  and	
  explained	
  categories,	
  numbers,	
  and	
  topics	
  associated	
  with	
  particular	
  stands.	
  The	
  
members	
  were	
  to	
  review	
  the	
  table	
  and	
  provide	
  comments,	
  which	
  the	
  facilitator	
  would	
  compile	
  
and	
  distribute.	
  	
  Ms.	
  Stewart	
  noted	
  a	
  few	
  errors	
  and	
  omissions	
  in	
  the	
  table,	
  and	
  noted	
  she	
  would	
  
revise	
  and	
  redistribute	
  it.	
  	
  These	
  included	
  the	
  burn	
  acreage	
  (short	
  by	
  1000	
  acres),	
  the	
  absence	
  
of	
  Great	
  Grey	
  Owl	
  data,	
  and	
  the	
  inclusion	
  of	
  all	
  meadow	
  restoration	
  data.	
  	
  
	
  
ACTION	
  ITEM:	
  	
  Beth	
  Stewart	
  to	
  update	
  the	
  stand	
  table,	
  including	
  clarifying	
  each	
  of	
  the	
  terms	
  
used	
  and	
  other	
  comments	
  made	
  during	
  the	
  September	
  meeting,	
  and	
  redistribute	
  to	
  the	
  group.	
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Ms.	
  Stewart	
  discussed	
  the	
  various	
  categories	
  listed	
  in	
  the	
  table	
  commercial	
  and	
  non-­‐
commercial	
  thinning,	
  fuels	
  treatments,	
  prescribed	
  fire,	
  snag	
  creation	
  categories,	
  Stand	
  Density	
  
Index	
  (SDI),	
  Watershed	
  Improvement	
  Need	
  (WIN),	
  and	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  topics	
  (Fisher	
  
guidelines,	
  Reese	
  timber	
  sales,	
  trout	
  locations,	
  and	
  meadow	
  restoration).	
  The	
  group	
  had	
  
comments	
  on	
  the	
  presented	
  table:	
  

• A	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  they	
  would	
  like	
  the	
  GIS	
  data	
  posted	
  to	
  Batabasin.org.	
  	
  
• A	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  intention	
  to	
  log	
  trees	
  over	
  30	
  inches	
  in	
  diameter,	
  which	
  

was	
  a	
  highly	
  debated	
  topic	
  and	
  not	
  something	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  recommended.	
  	
  He	
  
recommended	
  more	
  active	
  snag	
  creation.	
  	
  He	
  also	
  wanted	
  justification	
  of	
  the	
  proposal	
  
to	
  remove	
  trees	
  over	
  30	
  inches	
  in	
  diameter	
  in	
  aspen	
  areas,	
  and	
  requested	
  clarification	
  
of	
  how	
  many	
  acres	
  and	
  where	
  these	
  would	
  be.	
  	
  He	
  cited	
  an	
  article	
  by	
  Jones	
  et	
  al	
  (2005)	
  
on	
  this	
  topic.	
  

o Mr.	
  Rojas	
  replied	
  that	
  aspen	
  which	
  are	
  shaded	
  out	
  do	
  not	
  regenerate.	
  
• Members	
  wanted	
  greater	
  specificity	
  regarding	
  all	
  areas	
  where	
  trees	
  greater	
  than	
  30	
  

inches	
  were	
  proposed	
  for	
  removal.	
  	
  	
  
• Regarding	
  the	
  creation	
  of	
  snags,	
  fire	
  was	
  intended	
  to	
  meet	
  the	
  snag	
  numbers.	
  	
  

o A	
  member	
  felt	
  that	
  there	
  were	
  low	
  numbers	
  of	
  snags	
  per	
  acre,	
  and	
  therefore,	
  
there	
  needed	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  snag	
  creation	
  in	
  areas	
  with	
  no	
  fire	
  prescription.	
  Other	
  
methods	
  of	
  snag	
  creation	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  included.	
  

• Another	
  member	
  expressed	
  strong	
  concern	
  that	
  the	
  Forest	
  had	
  removed	
  reference	
  to	
  
active	
  snag	
  creation	
  by	
  means	
  other	
  than	
  prescribed	
  fire,	
  i.e.,	
  girdling	
  and	
  mechanical	
  
means.	
  	
  He	
  emphasized	
  that	
  this	
  is	
  something	
  the	
  Collaborative	
  had	
  discussed	
  and	
  
generally	
  agreed	
  upon,	
  yet	
  was	
  taken	
  out	
  of	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Action.	
  	
  Many	
  acres	
  had	
  no	
  
snags,	
  and	
  density	
  mortality	
  and	
  fire	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  sufficient	
  to	
  reach	
  desired	
  numbres.	
  	
  	
  

o He	
  requested	
  clarification	
  of	
  how	
  many	
  acres	
  of	
  snags	
  could	
  be	
  actively	
  created	
  
• One	
  member	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  process	
  of	
  discussing	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Action	
  was	
  

inefficient.	
  	
  The	
  group	
  should	
  use	
  better	
  tools	
  to	
  prioritize	
  what	
  they	
  do	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  
support.	
  

o Staff	
  noted	
  that	
  they	
  have	
  to	
  work	
  to	
  incorporate	
  all	
  comments.	
  
• A	
  member	
  expressed	
  concern	
  that	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Action	
  emphasizes	
  mechanical	
  

treatments	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  talk	
  enough	
  about	
  the	
  range	
  of	
  other	
  restoration	
  activities	
  
desired.	
  	
  This	
  included	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Action	
  talking	
  about	
  prescribed	
  fire	
  as	
  if	
  it	
  were	
  a	
  
negative	
  activity.	
  	
  Prescribed	
  fire	
  is	
  beneficial	
  and	
  should	
  be	
  highlighted	
  as	
  a	
  positive	
  
treatment.	
  

	
  
Mr.	
  Stewart	
  presented	
  the	
  GIS	
  layers	
  and	
  map	
  locations	
  that	
  corresponded	
  with	
  the	
  distributed	
  
data	
  table,	
  noting	
  the	
  areas	
  of	
  treatment	
  or	
  non-­‐treatment.	
  	
  The	
  burning	
  areas	
  and	
  the	
  type	
  of	
  
burns	
  were	
  noted	
  to	
  the	
  group.	
  They	
  reviewed	
  the	
  WUI	
  areas	
  on	
  the	
  map.	
  	
  This	
  included	
  Camp	
  
Fresno,	
  where	
  there	
  was	
  infrastructure	
  that	
  would	
  exclude	
  treatment.	
  	
  Members	
  had	
  several	
  
questions	
  and	
  comments.	
  

• In	
  response	
  to	
  a	
  question,	
  Mr.	
  Rojas	
  confirmed	
  that	
  burn	
  piles	
  will	
  be	
  left	
  for	
  beneficial	
  
habitat	
  in	
  some	
  places.	
  	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  site-­‐level	
  decision.	
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• A	
  member	
  asked	
  for	
  more	
  detail	
  on	
  the	
  treatments	
  proposed	
  for	
  within	
  Spotted	
  Owl	
  
Protected	
  Activity	
  Centers	
  (PACs).	
  	
  Ms.	
  Stewart	
  said	
  she	
  did	
  not	
  have	
  more	
  detail	
  at	
  this	
  
time.	
  	
  Ms.	
  Sorini-­‐Wilson,	
  District	
  Wildlife	
  Biologist,	
  said	
  she	
  was	
  looking	
  for	
  Collaborative	
  
recommendations.	
  

o A	
  member	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  Forest	
  propose	
  more	
  specific	
  treatments	
  during	
  
the	
  October	
  webinars.	
  	
  

• The	
  areas	
  designated	
  for	
  mixed	
  intensity	
  prescribed	
  fire	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  added	
  to	
  updated	
  
table.	
  	
  

• Other	
  treatments	
  should	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  areas	
  with	
  mechanical	
  logging.	
  	
  
• Several	
  members	
  stressed	
  that	
  treatments	
  for	
  PACs	
  should	
  be	
  based	
  on	
  what	
  has	
  been	
  

learned	
  from	
  the	
  three	
  PACs	
  in	
  Dinkey	
  North	
  and	
  South.	
  	
  The	
  historical	
  data	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  
shared	
  with	
  the	
  group,	
  including	
  what	
  data	
  is	
  available	
  for	
  the	
  PACs	
  in	
  Bald	
  Mountain.	
  

o Ms.	
  Sorini-­‐Wilson	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  responses	
  of	
  owls	
  in	
  Dinkey	
  North	
  and	
  Southn	
  
would	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  planning.	
  	
  

• A	
  member	
  requested	
  the	
  fisher	
  scat	
  data	
  collected	
  from	
  three	
  years	
  ago.	
  	
  
• A	
  few	
  members	
  supported	
  small-­‐scale	
  test	
  treatments	
  as	
  a	
  way	
  to	
  learn	
  about	
  potential	
  

treatments.	
  	
  The	
  Reese	
  Unit	
  provided	
  such	
  an	
  opportunity.	
  
o One	
  member	
  disagreed	
  that	
  the	
  Reese	
  Unit	
  was	
  a	
  small	
  scale	
  treatment.	
  	
  He	
  felt	
  

this	
  posed	
  unacceptable	
  risks.	
  
o Ms.	
  Stewart	
  explained	
  that	
  about	
  25%	
  of	
  the	
  total	
  acreage	
  in	
  the	
  Reese	
  Unit	
  

would	
  be	
  treated.	
  
• A	
  member	
  expressed	
  support	
  for	
  discussing	
  what	
  to	
  do	
  in	
  red	
  fir	
  areas,	
  including	
  the	
  

potential	
  removal	
  of	
  trees	
  greater	
  than	
  30	
  inches.	
  	
  	
  
o Mr.	
  Rojas	
  noted	
  that	
  old	
  red	
  fir	
  stands	
  are	
  susceptible	
  to	
  parasitic	
  vegetation	
  like	
  

mistletoe.	
  
o Other	
  members	
  expressed	
  concern	
  about	
  this	
  proposal,	
  and	
  stressed	
  that	
  

scientists	
  from	
  multiple	
  disciplines	
  should	
  be	
  involved	
  in	
  a	
  conversation	
  with	
  the	
  
Collaborative.	
  	
  It	
  was	
  a	
  complex	
  and	
  contentious	
  issue	
  that	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  readily	
  
resolved.	
  

o Another	
  member	
  noted	
  that	
  disease	
  is	
  a	
  normal	
  part	
  of	
  forest	
  health.	
  	
  
o Another	
  member	
  did	
  not	
  believe	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  a	
  credible	
  ecological	
  rationale	
  

for	
  removing	
  such	
  large	
  red	
  fir.	
  	
  He	
  noted	
  that	
  stumps	
  provided	
  no	
  ecological	
  
value.	
  

o Another	
  member	
  noted	
  that	
  beyond	
  a	
  certain	
  density	
  the	
  old	
  red	
  fir	
  stands	
  
would	
  die	
  off.	
  

o Another	
  member	
  questioned	
  the	
  assumption	
  that	
  stands	
  of	
  large	
  old	
  trees	
  
would	
  die	
  off,	
  and	
  if	
  so,	
  whether	
  this	
  was	
  a	
  bad	
  thing.	
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6. Review	
  of	
  Work	
  Group	
  Meetings	
  and	
  Overall	
  Meeting	
  Action	
  
Items	
  	
  

The	
  facilitator	
  asked	
  members	
  to	
  hold	
  October	
  11,	
  October	
  25,	
  and	
  November	
  6	
  as	
  technical	
  
work	
  group	
  meeting	
  dates.	
  	
  More	
  information	
  on	
  the	
  meeting	
  topics	
  and	
  materials	
  would	
  be	
  
provided	
  subsequently	
  via	
  email.	
  
	
  
Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  stated	
  that	
  he	
  wanted	
  to	
  move	
  forward	
  with	
  work	
  group	
  meetings	
  for	
  October.	
  
He	
  noted	
  his	
  concern	
  for	
  gaining	
  consensus	
  by	
  November	
  with	
  the	
  members	
  on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  
Notice	
  and	
  Proposed	
  Action.	
  Members	
  discussed	
  various	
  dates	
  in	
  October	
  for	
  work	
  group	
  
meetings.	
  	
  The	
  facilitator	
  noted	
  that	
  the	
  period	
  for	
  commenting	
  on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice	
  could	
  
range	
  from	
  November	
  into	
  the	
  beginning	
  of	
  December.	
  	
  They	
  further	
  discussed	
  and	
  
commented	
  about	
  the	
  various	
  timeframe	
  dates:	
  

• A	
  member	
  stated	
  that	
  the	
  Scoping	
  deadline	
  should	
  be	
  in	
  December,	
  so	
  it	
  would	
  allow	
  
time	
  to	
  submit	
  comments	
  and	
  object	
  if	
  needed	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  result	
  of	
  the	
  discussions	
  
and	
  Forest	
  Service	
  revisions.	
  He	
  felt	
  that	
  trust	
  was	
  compromised	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  
comments	
  that	
  were	
  incorporated	
  into	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice,	
  and	
  reiterated	
  his	
  belief	
  that	
  
the	
  should	
  be	
  withdrawn.	
  

• Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  reiterated	
  that	
  the	
  groups	
  comments	
  would	
  be	
  incorporated	
  regardless	
  
of	
  the	
  comment	
  deadline.	
  	
  	
  

• He	
  explained	
  that	
  if	
  the	
  comment	
  window	
  closed	
  after	
  the	
  Collaborative’s	
  December	
  
meeting,	
  members	
  would	
  not	
  have	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  see	
  and	
  provide	
  input	
  on	
  how	
  the	
  
Forest	
  planned	
  to	
  address	
  comments.	
  	
  He	
  expressed	
  concern	
  that	
  waiting	
  until	
  
December	
  to	
  close	
  the	
  comment	
  window	
  would	
  not	
  provide	
  enough	
  time	
  to	
  reach	
  
agreement	
  in	
  December.	
  

• Another	
  member	
  suggested	
  that	
  the	
  October	
  work	
  group	
  meetings	
  be	
  used	
  to	
  work	
  on	
  
the	
  debated	
  issues,	
  and	
  that	
  areas	
  of	
  agreement	
  be	
  brought	
  forward	
  into	
  the	
  November	
  
meeting.	
  

• A	
  member	
  stressed	
  that	
  the	
  Forest	
  Service	
  has	
  the	
  authority	
  to	
  decide	
  when	
  it	
  closes	
  
scoping.	
  	
  He	
  wanted	
  the	
  group	
  to	
  move	
  forward,	
  and	
  review	
  the	
  charter’s	
  language	
  
about	
  scoping	
  in	
  December.	
  

• Ms.	
  Sorini-­‐Wilson	
  criticized	
  one	
  member	
  for	
  submitting	
  comments	
  at	
  the	
  deadline.	
  	
  The	
  
member	
  felt	
  this	
  was	
  inappropriate	
  since	
  he	
  had	
  met	
  the	
  deadline.	
  

• Several	
  members	
  expressed	
  frustration	
  with	
  the	
  Forest	
  and	
  stated	
  that	
  they	
  had	
  lost	
  
trust	
  in	
  the	
  Forest	
  when	
  it	
  published	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  	
  The	
  Forest	
  had	
  not	
  
incorporated	
  existing	
  comments	
  from	
  earlier	
  meetings	
  into	
  the	
  Notice.	
  

• Mr.	
  Jones-­‐Yellin	
  proposed	
  November	
  26	
  as	
  a	
  date	
  for	
  ending	
  comments	
  on	
  the	
  Scoping	
  
Notice.	
  	
  The	
  facilitator	
  asked	
  if	
  members	
  could	
  live	
  with	
  this	
  date.	
  	
  	
  

o With	
  the	
  exception	
  of	
  Mr.	
  Hanson	
  (who	
  did	
  not	
  support	
  the	
  proposal)	
  and	
  Mr.	
  
Augustine	
  (who	
  stood	
  aside),	
  all	
  members	
  agreed	
  to	
  November	
  26	
  as	
  a	
  new	
  date	
  
for	
  ending	
  the	
  comment	
  period	
  for	
  the	
  Scoping	
  Notice.	
  

7. Attendees	
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1. Elaine	
  Alaniz,	
  USFS	
  	
  
2. Justin	
  Augustine	
  	
  
3. Rich	
  Bagley	
  
4. Carolyn	
  Ballard,	
  USFS	
  
5. Narvell	
  Connor	
  
6. Kent	
  Duysen	
  
7. Larry	
  Duysen	
  	
  
8. Dan	
  Fidler	
  
9. Pamela	
  Flick	
  
10. Dorian	
  Fougères,	
  CCP	
  
11. Gabriella	
  Golik,	
  CCP	
  

12. Chad	
  Hanson	
  	
  
13. Stan	
  Harger	
  	
  
14. Andy	
  Hosford,	
  USFS	
  
15. Mosé	
  Jones-­‐Yellin,	
  

USFS	
  
16. Joe	
  Kaminski	
  
17. Rich	
  Kangas	
  
18. Tom	
  Lowe,	
  USFS	
  
19. Ramiro	
  Rojas,	
  USFS	
  
20. Mark	
  Smith	
  	
  

21. Kim	
  Sorini-­‐Wilson,	
  
USFS	
  

22. Frank	
  Stambach	
  
23. Gerry	
  Stambach	
  
24. Beth	
  Stewart,	
  USFS	
  
25. John	
  Stewart	
  	
  
26. Craig	
  Thomas	
  	
  
27. Stan	
  Van	
  Velsor	
  
28. Cindy	
  Whelan,	
  USFS	
  
	
  

	
  


