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MEDIATED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

July 1990

|. PREAMBLE

-
|

A On February 25, 1988, the Regional Forester for the Pacific Southwest Region
of the United States Forest Service made a decision to adopt a Land and
Resource Management Plan (“Forest Plan,” “Plan,” or "LMP") for the Sequoia
National Forest. HB decision was based on a Final Environmental Impact
Statement (“EIS”)n the proposed Plan and was explained in a Record of

Decision (“ROD”).

B. Numerous parties appealed the decision, challenging the Plan and/or the EIS on
many grounds. The appellants represent a very wide range of interests and a
wide range of forest users. The appellants in each appeal are identified in
Exhibit A to this Agreement. The appellants filed their various Statements of
Reasons by July 20, 1988. The Forest Service filed its Responsive Statements by
March 8, 1989. All appeals not otherwise disposed of were then extended

pending the outcome of mediated negotiations.

C.  During the fall of 1988, the Forest Service entered into an agreement with the
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Califomia Department of Fish and Game ("DFG") to settle its appeal, No. 2403.
That agreement is set forth in a letter from James A Crates, Forest Supervisor,
to George Nokes, Regional Manager, DFG, dated November 15, 1988 (Exhibit

B). The issues raised by DFG were also raised by incorporation in Appeal No.
2332. The terms of Exhibit B, therefore, are incorporated by this reference into
this Agreement. Where any more stringent requirements are imposed by this

Agreement, they will prevail over the terms of Exhibit B.

D. In December, 1988, the Forest Service hired Ms, Alana Knaster of the

Mediation Institute to meet with the Forest Service and the various appellants to

make a recommendation on whether the parties should attempt to negotiate a
settlement and, if negotiations proceeded, to serve as mediator. During January

and February, 1989, Ms. Knaster met with the Forest Service and the appellants

and recommended that negotiations ensue. Subsequently, the Forest Service and
appellants that chose to participate in the negotiations agreed upon Protocols to
govern the proceedmgs. The Protocols are incorporated by reference into this
agreement attached hereto as Exhibit C. Where any more stringent

_
1
requirements are imposed by this Agreement, they il prevail over the terms of ||
Exhibit C. 1
1
1
i
i

E.  Between March, 1989 and June, 1990, the parties spent many days in

face-to-face discussion and negotiation over issues raised 1n the appeals and an
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enormous number of additional hours developing and discussing proposed
solutions to identified problems. Many of those solutions require that
mformation presently lacking be gathered and utuized, both to check the valdity
of Plan assumptions and to refine the Plan over tme. The pames, therefore,
decided to settle the Plan appeals by (1) presentiy disposing of some issues on
the merits; and (2) setting up processes for developing needed information,

-

monitoring Plan implementation, and addressing other issues over ume.

The parties have differing views on many legal and factual issues raised I the
appeals. A party’s consent to this compromise agreement does not imply such
party’s concurrence in any particular interpretation of law or fact, except as

otherwise expressly stated in this Agreement.

The parties concur that this Agreement binds them only as provided herein.

The parties enter mto this Agreement pursuant to compromise because of the
unique factual circumstances in the Sequoia Natlonal Forest and in settlement of
disputed claims to avoid prolonged and complicated litigation and to further the
public interest. The parties concur that this Agreement applies solely to the
issues raised in administrative appeals of the Land Management Plan for the
Sequoia National Forest. This Agreement terminates at such time as the Plan is

revised in accordance with 36 C.F.R.§ 219.10(g).



H.  In the interim period between signing this Agreement and finalizing an
amendment incorporating this Agreement into the Plan, the Parties agree that
the provisions of this Agreement shall be implemented according to the
schedules indicated throughout this document. Such interim action conforms to
NEPA direction that, utal a record of decision is issued, the agency must not
limit the range of choice {40 CFR 1506.1(a)(2)}. Continuing implementation of
the Plan as is would destroy the option of implementing so-me of the provisions
of the Agreement; therefore, the Parties agree to this interim direction. The

Forest Service anticipates that the NEPA process, including preparation of

amendments and an EIS, may take up to two years.

l. Throughout this Agreement, the Forest Service has agreed to perform certain
tasks by specified dates or time periods. All parties contemplate that these
deadhnes are reasonable and that the Forest Service shall adhere to the
deadlines. The parties recognize, however, that events arising fran causes
beyond the reasonable control of the Forest Service despite the due diligence
and good faith efforts of the Forest Service may preclude the Forest Service
from completing the specified task by the specified deadline. In such an event,
the Forest Service shall, within 21 days of the specified deadline, rotify all
parties of its inability to complete the task within the specified time, the reasons
for that inability, and the date by which the task shall be completed. Any party

may challenge in court either the failure to complete the task by the specified
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date or the new date set forth by the Forest Service for completion of the task.
If such a challenge is made, the burden of proof shall be on the Forest Service
to show that the failure to complete the task by the specified date was based on
events arising from causes beyond the reasonable control of the Forest Service
despite due dibgence and good fa:th efforts and that the new date for
completion is reasonable. Any cause of action contemplated .by this paragraph
arises only for the parties to #is Agreement. The partie‘é also contemplate that
the existence of litigation against the Sequoia National Forest shall not be
precluded from consideration as an event arising from causes beyond the

reasonable control of the Forest Service,

II. AGREEMENTS
A. Riparian Areas, Including Meadows
L The Riparian Standards and Guidelines (attached to this Agreement as
Extubit D) shall be incorporated into the Plan through Plan amendment

and its attendant NEPA process.

2. Interim: The Ripanan Standards and Gwdelines as set forth in Exhibit D
shall be tully implemented in the interim period before the amendment to
the Plan is effective. Any timber sale contract predating this Agreement

will be modified to conform to the Riparian Standards and Guidelines.
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3. Landings and non-system roads that have been put to bed, are located
within streamside management zones, and would be inconsistent with the
Standards and Guidelines set forth in Exhibit D, will not be reopened and
reused unless the Sequoia National Forest makes a specific finding, based
on a project environmental document, that using such roads or landings
would cause less harm to riparian resources than building new roads

and/or landings.

B. Giant Sequoia Groves
1. Background: The Parties to s Agreement state:
a. The Giant Sequoia Groves in Sequoia National Forest ("'Groves")

are a uruque national treasure that shall be preserved.

b. The goal for the administration of the Groves shall be to protect,
preserve, and restore the Groves for the benefit and enjoyment of

present and future generations.

C. The Convene Basin area has been subject of significant timber
harvest since the late 1800s. With the exception of designated
areas to be preserved, this area of the Forest will continue to be

avauable for commercial logging.

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 6




2. Implementation:

a.  Interim Protection

(D)  Until a final Grove boundary for each Grove is determined in
accordance with this Agreement, that Grove, based on the most
recent data for the location of giant sequoias, shall be protected,
including an interim 500 foot buffer extending; fran a hypothetical
perimeter line around the outermost known giant sequoias in the
Grove. This will be a no logging, restricted mechanical entry area.
For purposes of this Agreement, the following
mechanical/motorized uses only wiill be permitted inside an interim

or final Grove boundary line:
(a) expansion of the parking lot at the Trail of the 100 Giants;
(b)  use of existing roads;

(c)  existing use of OHVs on: ) trail #31E56 inside Deer Creek
Grove, ii) trail #31E30 fron Belknap to Cedar Slope inside
McIntyre Grove, and iii) any established trails identified by
the Forest Service as existing on the date of this Agreement,

with written notice to all parties, provided however, that
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OHV use is subject to final determinations made by the

Trail Management Plan;

(d) Management in accordance with approved fuel load

reduction plans;

(e) use of light equipment to build and/or maintain trails; and

(f)  use of equipment to fight wildfires (use of heavy equipment

off of existing roads will require Forest Supervisor approval)

(g) use of battery operated wheelchairs.

New mechanical/motorized uses shall not be automatically

precluded within Grove Influence Zones.

(2)  An additional zone of 500 feet, called the Grove Influence Zone,
shall be protected fran logging activities inconsistent with Section
B.2.d.(1). of this Agreement prior to the identification of firal

administrative Grove Influence Zone boundaries.

(3)  Notwithstanding subsection (2) above, where no Decision Notice

sequoia mediaticn agreement, july 1990



has been executed as of the date of this Agreement €or a timber
sale within the Grove Muence Zone, no logging plans will be
approved by the Forest Supervisor within 10600 feet of the
hypothetical penmeter line of the Rundel-identified grove until the
Forest Supervisor has determined the Grove and Grove Influence

Zone boundanes in accordance with this Agreement.

b.  Grove Management

(1)  Within this Plan penod, it is desirable that the Sequoia National
Forest shall inventory all giant sequoias (3 feet or larger dbh) in
each Grove by size and approximate location 1 order to prowde a
suitable data base for future protection of the sequoias; the
Sequoia National Forest shall request no less than $40,000 per year
1n its annual budget request starting FY1992 and extending through
the end of the Plan period for giant sequoia inventory purposes, or
until the inventory is completed. Priority for inventory of Giant
Sequoia Groves will be pursuant to subparagraph (2), below.

(2)  Within this Plan period, the Sequoia National Forest shall begin to
inventory and evaluate each Grove for its fuel load build-up.
Based on this inventory and evaluation, Groves, or parts of Groves,
with risks of catastrophic fire and/or exclusion of new giant sequoia
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regeneration because of unnatural fuel load build-up will be
identified and prioritized for fuel load reduction treatment.
Pursuant to this pnoriazation, the Forest Service shall begin
addressmg the Grove fuel load build-up problems during thus plan
period, with public participation and planning in accordance with

NEPA.

(3)  Except as set forth in section ILB.2.a.(1), there shall be no new
road-building, logging or mechanical/motorized entry (except for
entry on existing roads) within the final admirustrative boundary of
any Grove during the period of time in which the Sequoia National
Forest activities are covered by the 1988 Land and Resource
Management Plan. For purposes of this Agreement, prohibited
logging shall mean any logging activity except logging conducted for
the limited and specific purpose of reducing the fuel load in the
Groves pursuant to a Grove specific fuel load reduction plan and
Grove specific EIS. The only salvage loggmg pemtted in the
Groves will be that loggmg permutted and descnied in the previous
sentence. It 1s agreed that the methods to be used to remove
specific trees from the Groves, as part of an adopted fuel
reduction plan, shall be the most environmentally sensitive

available. The objective of fuel load reduction plans shall be to
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preserve, protect, restore and regenerate the Giant Sequoia
Groves, without unnecessary damage to any old-growth trees in the
Grove.  Any logging component of a fuel reduction program in a
grove shall protect the old-growth pine, fir, incense cedar and black
oak components of the stand. Any tree identified for removal
under thus paragraph shall be so identified in the field in
consultation with a forester from either the 'éav;-me-Redwoods

League (“'League") or the Sierra Club ("Club").

rove and Grove Influence Zone Boundary Identification Procedur
The Sierra Club, the Save-the-Redwoods League, the timber
mndustry (“industry") and the Forest Service shall each designate
one representatwe to serve on the Grove Boundary Team. The
Team shall begin to identify final administrative Grove and Grove
Influence Zone boundaries prior to September 15, 1990. The
Team shall follow the standards and guidelines outlined in
subparagraph 2 below m determining final administrative Grove
and Grove Influence Zone boundary lines. The Team shall
recommend firel administrative Grove and Grove Influence Zone
boundanes to the Forest Supervisor by December 31, 1991, subject
to paragraph IL.B.2.c.(4). Copies of the recommendations shall be

sent to all parties, who shall have 45 days fran mailing to submut
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comments for the Forest Supervisor's consideration.

(2) Standards and Guidelines for Grove and Grove Influence Zone

Boundary Identification:

(a)  There will be two zones created adjacent to and external to

the hypothetical perimeter line of the cutermost known

giant sequoia trees in each Grove. The first zone will be

included within the firal administrative Grove boundary. The

second zone shall be called a Grove Influence Zone.

(b)  Though Grove identification is a matter of interpretation,
and some adjacent Groves shall be managed as if they were
a single large Grove (as later descnied in this Agreement),
the Rundel Grove identifications in the Forest Plan are used
in this Agreement by name as the basis for Grove and

Grove Influence Zone boundary identification.

(c)  Sequoia Grove boundanes have not yet been precisely

defined. Giant sequoias naturally occur in "scattered"

locations outside of, or on the periphery of, aggregations of

giant sequoias consensually recogmzed as sequoia "Groves."

1
1
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(d)

()

The final admurustrattive Grove boundaries shall be identified
to include both (i) the area wathin a hypothetical perimeter
line around the outermost giant Sequoia trees n the Grove,
and (if) a buffer area (which may differ in size for different
groves, as later described) beyond the hypothetical perimeter
line which shall be included in the final admimstrative

boundary of a Grove.

In determining the hypothetical gerimeter line around the
outermost pant sequoia trees in a Grove (which becomes
the basis for identifying the interim protection zone and’the
admirustrative boundanes of the Grove and Grove Influence

Zone), the following guidelines shall apply:

i) Any naturally occumng giant sequoia (1 foot or
larger dbh) which i located within 500 feet of at least 3
other pant sequoias (each 1 foot or larger dbh), shall always
be included within the hypothetical perimeter lire; provided,
however, that the Grove Boundary Team may reasonably
adjust the penmeter line for a specific Grove so long as
there is a rational basis for the adjustment (such as

topographic features) and all participating team members
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agree to the adjustment.

if) Notwthstanding subsection (i) above, all giant
sequoias consensually recognized as being included in a
Grove identified in the Rundel Grove list used in the Forest

Plan shall always be included within the hypothetical

perimeter line. In other words, the guidelines for identifying
fragment the existing groves as identified by Rundel

iiiy  Where, as described later in s Agreement, several
adjacent Groves are to be managed as if they were one
large Grove, the hypothetical penmeter line, as defined,
shall be a single line around the outermost giant sequoia

trees in the complex of Groves, taken as a whole.

6 Boundanes shall also be identified for Grove Influence

I
1
I
|
1
1
the hypothetical perimeter line shall not be used to i
1
1
1
1
1

Zones (which may differ in size for different Groves, as

later descnied), which shall be contiguous to each Grove.

(See Section B2d. regarding management of Grove

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990
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(h)

The parties agree that the Grove and Grove Influence ZOne
boundary guidelines are mirumum protection criternia, The
pames also agree that management protection such as
SOHAs, roadless area management, condor nesting sites,
etc., may provide for protection of areas adjacent to Giant
Sequoia Groves which exceed the minimum protection

described below.

Further, the parties ale agree that the types of
management protection such as those set forth in (g) above
may also minimize or eliminate issues concerning precise
Grove and Grove Influence Zone administrative boundaries
for many Groves, as well the presence of adjacent Natlonal

Park, State, Indian, or private lands.

Topographical features such as ridges may take precedence
over field distance measurements wn finalizing boundaries of
a Grove and/or Grove Influence Zone where such features
logically and physically separate giant sequoias from the
general forest. However, man-made impacts such as existing
roads shall not diminish the size of the Grove and/or Grove

Influence Zones, unless agreed upon pursuant to subsection

sequoia mediarion agreement, july 1990 15



(K) of this section, I

()  Specific Grove. Grove Influence Zone. and Isolated Seguoia

Tree Standards and Guidelines

)] Black Mountain Grove: (a) The narrow corridor of
general forest between the Black Mountain Roadless Area
and the Black Mountain Grove in Sections 1and 12 will be
a no loggmg, restricted mechanical entry area. The
extension of road 21S12, beyond its intersection with road
21825 in Section 1, shall be closed to the public. (b) The
balance of the Black Mountain Grove shall receive a 500
foot no logging, restricted mechanical entry zone outside of
the hypothetical perimeter Line around the outermost giant

sequoias in the Grove within its firal Grove boundary line

and an added 500 foot Grove Muence Zone.

iiy  Belknap/McIntyre/Wheel Meadow Grove Complex:
Thus will be treated as one large Grove in drawing the
hypothetical perimeter line of outermost giant sequoias in
the Grove. The Grove Boundary Team may consider a no
loggmg, restricted mechanical entry zone that would extend

north and east to Highway 190. The other boundaries of the

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 16
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Grove shall include a 500 foot no logging, restricted
mechanical entry zone outside of the hypothetical penmeter

lne of outermost giant sequoias of the Grove within the

final Grove Boundary line and an added 500 foot Grove

Influence Zone.

ni)  The Greater Evans Grove Cofnplex: The following

Groves shall be integrated into this complex and managed
as one large Grove in drawing the hypothetical perimeter
line of outexmost giant sequoias in the Grove: Lockwood
Grove, Evans Grove, Kennedy Grove, Burton Grove, Little
Boulder Grove, and Boulder Grove. There shall be a 500
foot no logging, no mechanical entry zone outside of the
hypothetical penmeter line of the outermost giant sequoias
in the Grove withun the final Grove boundary line and an

added 500 foot Grove Influence Zone.

Iv)  Ereeman Creek Grove and Watershed: (a) There
shall be no logging and no motorized vehicle use by the
public anywhere in the Freeman Creek Grove Management
Area as shown on the map, Exhibit E. The Sequoia

National Forest shall manage ti Area as a Botanic Area.

17



(b) All land areas outside of the Botanic Area but within
the Freeman Creek watershed, west of Lloyd Meadow
Road, as designated on the map, Exhiiit F, shall be
managed by the Regulation Class 11, single tree or srall
group selection uneven-aged management prescription,
There shall be no green timber sales schecjuled in the
watershed west of the Botanic Area ir: this planaing period.
Existing plantations may be managed; provided, however,
that no management prescription outside and upslope of
Grant Sequoias shall adversely impact the hydrology of the
Sequoias. (c) The Freeman Creek Trad from North Road

to the Lloyd Meadow Road shall be designated as Sensitivity

Level One.

V) Indian Basin Grove: (a) There will be no logging
except for safety reasons i and near the Princess
Campground area south and east of Highway 180, and (b) a
500 foot no logpg, restricted mecharnical entry zone outside
of the hypothetical penmeter line of the outermost giant
sequoias in the Grove within the Grove boundary plus an

added 500 foot Grove Influence Zone.
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vi)  The following Groves shall receive a 500 foot no
logging, restricted mechanical entry zone outside of the
hypothetical penmeter line of the outermost giant sequoias
in the Grove wthin the Grove boundary line plus an added
500 foot Grove Influence Zone: Bearskin Grove, Big Stump
Grove, Deer Creek Grove, Grant Grove, .Landslide Grove,
Long Meadow Grove, Packsaddle Gr'éve, Peyrone Grove,
Red Hill Grove, Redwood Mountain Grove, Starvation

Creek Grove and Tenmile Grove.

vii)  The following Groves shall receive a 300 foot no
logging, restricted mechanical entry zone outside of the
hypothetical perimeter h e of the outermost giant sequoias
in the Grove wthm the Grove boundary Lne plus an added
300 foot Grove Influence Zone: Powderhom Grove, Alder
Creek Grove, Abbott Creek Grove, Cherry Gap Grove,

Mountain Home Grove and Cunningham Grove.

viii) The six hundred (600) acres of Converse Basin Grove
recommended for preservation (see section B.2.e.(2) below)
shall receive a 500 foot no logging, restricted mechanical

entry zone outside of the preservation area.



ix)  The following Groves, and their adjacent areas, are
protected because of other designations and do not require
precise boundary determinations for Sequoia Grove
protection purposes: Agnew Grove (Wilderness Area), Burro
Creek Grove (to be proposed as Wilderness), Deer Meadow
Grove (protected portion of Agnew Roadless Area),
Dillonwood Grove (to be proposed as Wilderness), Maggie
Mountain Grove (Wilderness), Middle Tule Grove (part
Wilderness and part to be proposed as Wilderness), and

Silver Creek Grove (to be proposed as Wilderness).

X) Naturally occurring isolated giant sequoia trees (3
feet or larger dbh) located inside or outside of the Grove
Influence Zones shall be protected by a restricted
mechanical entry within an area equal to at least 2/3 the
height of the tree, provided; however, that only single tree
selection logging is pemtted in this area, so long as the
gant sequoia tree 1s protected fran unnecessary loggmg

damage.

x)  Naturally occurring giant sequoia trees (under 3 feet
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dbh) located inside of the Grove Influence Zone shall be
protected fran all logging operations, including specifically
protecting the root system. Every reasonable effort shall be
made to protect naturally occurring giant sequoia trees
(under 3 feet dbh) located outside of the Grove Influence
Zone fram road construction, cable logging, and other
logging activities. No additional buffer wﬂl be required for
these trees, though the Forest Service shall make an effort
to preserve them within wildlife clumps, within other small
areas not logged under the regeneration mosaic silvicultural

prescnption, or within areas reserved to meet the seral stage

diversity requirements.

xu) Any detached naturally occumng group (10 or more
giant sequoia trees with at least 4 trees Wi a 3 foot or
larger dbh) located outside the Grove Influence Zone, and
not identified by Rundel as included in an existing Grove,
shall be given the designation of "Grove" and given a 300
foot no logging, restricted mechanical entry zone wthin the
Grove boundary and a 300 foot Grove Influence Zone;
provided, however, that the Grove Boundary Team agrees

with this designation. If the Grove Boundary Team cannot
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agree, the unresolved issue shall be submitted to the Expert
Panel for its determination and recommendation to the

Forest Supervisor.

xif)  If previously unknown Giant Sequoia trees of any size
and number outside of the intenm buffer or final Grove
boundary are discovered, the applicable Grove boundary
and/or Grove Influence Zone shall be modified in

accordance with the guidelines set forth in this section.

The Grove Boundary Team may reasonably adjust final
boundanes of Groves and/or Grove Influence Zones, subject
to final approval by the Forest Supervisor, either to expand
or contract these zones, for a specific Grove, so long as
there is a rational basis for the adjustment (such as
topographic features) and dl participating team members

agree to the adjustment.

With the exception of Converse Basin, these Grove and
Grove Influence Zone boundary line standards and
guidelines are solely for the purpose of protecting the

Groves and the adjacent areas, and are not intended as a
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(3)

(4)

"release” or a management prescription for other areas of

the Forest, which shall be managed or protected as

otherwise provided in the forest plan and in tis Agreement.

If any logging is planned to occur within 1,000 feet of any mtenm
or final Grove Boundary, a special written notice shall be sent to
the appellants. This notice shall include a 't'opo.graph.lcal map
which specifically (1) locates the boundary of the proposed cutting
untt, (2) locates the Forest Service interim or final Grove
Boundary, (3) predicts the distance between the two, and (4)
specifies a date and time, no sooner than 30 days, unless otherwise
agreed upon, for the interested parties to accompany the Forest
Service into the field to review the plan on the ground with the

objective to resolve differences prior to the preparation of an EA

or EIS.

If Grove Boundary Team members fail to reach unanimous
agreement on permanent Grove and Grove Influence Zone
boundaries for all Groves pnor to December 31, 1991, or within a
reasonable time thereafter, if a specific extended time period is
agreed upon in writing by dl team members, an Expert Panel of

three people shall be formed. The Sierra Club and
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Save-the-Redwoods League shall appoint one member, the Forest
Service shall appoint one member (acceptable to the timber
industry), and the two appomtees shall choose a third Panel
member. Al should have a background in giant sequoia
protection. The Panel will address itself to each Grove as to which
the Team faded to reach agreement. The Panel will review the
maps, the differing opinions of the Team Me;ﬁbers, and wili go
into the field to review the matter on the ground. The Panel wil
make a formal, public written recommendation to the Forest

Supervisor for the boundary line of each disputed Grove. The

Forest Supervisor shall, upon recerving the final recommendations

convened), issue a Plan amendment establishing the boundaries of

Groves and Grove Intluence Zones.

(55  Except as otherwise provided in this agreement (see section
B.2.e.(2) below, re: Converse Basm), each Grove, with final
administrative Grove boundaries detemed as described herein,

shall remain outside the suitable land base.

d. Complementary Management I Grove Influence Zones and outside

of Groves
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Within the Grove Influence Zone, enly Regulation Class II, single
tree, small group uneven-aged management silvicultural
prescriptions will be permitted both before and after final
admunistrative Grove Influence Zone boundaries are identified,;
provided, however, that if a more protective management
designation also applies to the area, or portions of the area (such
as streamside management zones, SOHAs, Et‘c.): the more

protective designation shall govern what, if any, logging activity is

allowed in the Grove Influence Zone.

In all situations where logging or road construction is planned
outside of, but upslope of a Grove, a special written notice shall be
sent to all appellants during wutial development of project
alternatives. This notice shall explain fully the action proposed and
shall include a topographical map whch specifically (1) locates the
proposed cutting unit or road to be built, (2) locates the Grove
boundary, (3) predicts the distance between the two, and (4)
specifies a date and time, no sooner than 30 days, unless otherwise
agreed upon, for the interested parties to accompany the Forest
Service into the field to review the plan on the ground with the
objective to resolve differences prior to the preparation of an EA

or EIS. The Decision document for any such activity shall include a
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specific finding that the Grove will not be harmed.

(3)  The Sequoia National Forest shall consider Regulation Class 2
hehcopter single tree removal for logging operations outside and

upslope of, and in close proximity to, a Grove.

e. Special Area Designations

()  The Sequoia National Forest shall manage the Freeman Creek
Grove Management Area as a Botanic Area. (See further

discussion in section B.2.c.(2)(j)(iv) above).

management of the Converse Basm Grove under Regulation Class
IT small group or single tree selection and shelterwood silvicultural
prescriptions; provided, however, that the regeneration mosaic
prescription may be used, if appropriate, in certain limited
circumstances (ie. areas logged smce cuca 1950). No other
clearcuttmg vWill be permitted in the Converse Basin Grove. Such
management activity in the Converse Basin Grove must be
pursuant to a plan and EIS that shall, among other things, (a)
allocate the 600 acres previously recommended by the Forest

Service for preservation to preservation management with a buffer,
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(2)

and (b) allocate 10% of the remaining (approximately) 2400 acres
(240 acres) in the Grove for preservation and regeneration of
Giant Sequoias to replace trees cut at the turn of the century.
This 10% should be chosen in areas where there has been
significant regrowth of the giant sequoia (ie. areas where 70-100
year old giant sequoias are abundant), and no dgsignated
preservation wits shall be less than 40 acres. Al giant sequoias 3
feet or larger dbh 1n Converse Basin shall be preserved, regardless
of any other permitted logging activity. Small giant sequoias may

be cut along with other species.

Regeneration of Cut-Over Giant Seauoia_Groves

The objectives of regenerating cutover Giant Sequoia Groves will
be to restore these areas, as nearly as possible, to the former

natural forest condition.

The Forest shall implement the regeneration plan required by the
Stipulation for Entry of Judgment dated 12/27/89, in Sierra Club v,

U.S. Forest Service, Case No.CVF-87-263 EDP.

This Agreement and the standards and guidelines which it contains

shall be interpreted liberally, in the event of ambiguity, in order to
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mplement the purpose of protection of the Giant Sequoia Groves

and Grove Influence Zones.

h. Research projects may be permitted if consistent with tis

Agreement. Research projects are subject to NEPA

C. Grazing and 0ak Management
1 Introduction: Livestock grazing is subject to applicable riparian standards
and guidelines. The Plan will be amended to clarify that Animal Unit
Months ("AUMSs") allotted under the Forest Plan will not be increased

over recent historic levels of approximately 68,000 annually.

2. Livesrock Grazing in Blue Oak Savanna -- The Plan shall be amended to

change management area prescnption B06 on page 4-77 of the Plan to:
a. Range

()  Give pnority to mamtaiung and enhancing blue oak.

(2)  Develop water, fences, trais, etc., to facilitate optimum use

of forage.

(3) Retain at least 700 lbs./acre residual dry matter (RDM) as

the utilization standard for livestock use.
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(4)

(3)

(6)

Winter grazing allotments wiill limit browse utilization to a
change of no more than 15% of preferred browse or 5% of
staple species to heavily browsed conditions (form class 3 or
6). Limited browsing will mairtain browse m satisfactory
condition and indicate that green feed is available for
wldlife during winter “green up" (ina-dequate green forage

period).

Allotment Management plans will emphasize wildlife use of

mast crops.

Pursuant to a contract with the Forest Service, the

University of California through the Fresno Foundation
California Agricultural Technology Institute, has completed
and published in November, 1989 a study of reproduction
and age-class frequency of blue oaks on the Sequoia

National Forest. Based upon the results of this study, the
Sequoia National Forest will adopt allotment specific
mummum threshold levels of oak recruitment for
implementation in allotment plan revisions beginning in 1991

or sooner as specified in item (7) below.

sequoia mediation agreement, juy 1990 29



(7)  The Sequoia National Forest will identify allotments where

oak reproduction is at or below the minimum recruitment

threshold level and will develop long-term strategies to
increase recruitment of oaks into these stands. Upon
renewal, allotment management plans wvill be used to

prescribe management strategies to improve management of

oak and enhance recruitment based on the University of
California study of the Sequoia National Forest along with
other studies. A variety of strategies will be considered to
obtain an adequate recruitment of oak. The Forest Service
will momutor recruitment of oak species into the stands as

part of allotment plan inspections and analysis.

3. Qak Managemeni-- The Plan shall be amended to change management

direction on page 4-30 of the Plan under Oak Management to:

a. In mixed conifer-hardwood stands, leave at least 20 square feet per

acre basal area of oaks where this currently exists.

b. Where it currently exists in pure hardwood stands maintain a
minimum average of 50 square feet per acre basal area. Leave I
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heavy mast-producing trees :n any harvest of oaks.

C. Where it currently exists, leave a minimum of 30 square feet per

acre basal area of oaks in mxed comufer hardwood stands identified

as key deer areas.

-

d. Live oak stands will not be subject to vegetative mampulations
other than prescribed burning, thining for vigor, or for wildlife and

watershed habitat improvement.

e. In mxed hardwood-conifer or hardwood stands, favor retention of

oak trees exhubiting active use as cavity nesting sites or graineries.

4, Black Oak. Prescription OW6 -- The Plan shall be amended to change

management area prescription O\MG on pages 4-79 and 81 of the Plan to:

Ernphasis

Livestock grazing will be emphasized in black oak woodlands. Where

black oak stands are overstocked, thinning may be done to improve age

structure, mast production, vigor, or to create fuelbreaks. Range

improvement Vil be provided as needed.
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Onportunities

Wood harvesting in black oaks will be permutted to improve age structure,
mast production, wigor, or to create fuelbreaks. Recreation activities
which are acceptable within Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized class wvill be
emphasized. Camp and picnic facilites will not be developed. Dispersed
recreation will be limited. Watershed improvements which enhance and
protect range productiwty will receive priority. Transportation system
planning and management wvill favor range activities. Wildlife habitat wwill

be managed to maintain or enhance harvest species and to maintain

viable populations of oak woodland dependent species.

Fish and Wildlife

a. Provide for 1.5 snags per acre. See section J.1.c.

b. Maintain at least 50 square feet basal area per acre of oaks where

it currently edsts.

C. Maintain understory vegetation to prowde horzontal and vertical
diversity.
d. Ensure a stable or upward trend in supply of oaks.
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e. There should be a good distnibution of all age classes of oaks that
will optimize acorn production. The desired objective Is to

establish good regeneration and a healthy, viable stand.

seedlings 0-20 years
saplings 21-80 years
mature and decadent 81-250 years

Range

a. Develop water, fences, trails, etc., to facilitate optimum use of

forage.

b. Retain at least 700 lbs./acre residual dry matter (RDM) as the

utilization standard for livestock use.

C. Winter grazing allotments wll limit browse utilization to a change
of no more than 15% of preferred browse or 5% of staple species
in heavily browsed conditions (form class 3 or 6). Limited
browsing will maintain browse in satisfactory condition and indicate
that green feed is available for wildlife during winter “green up”

(Inadequate green forage period).
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d Allotment Management plans will emphasize wildlife use of mast

crops.

Livestock Grazing of Burmed Mbad Chaparral -- The Plan shall be

amended to change management area prescription MC6 on page 4-82 of

the Plan to:

Fish and Wildlife

a. Provide wildlife adaptations in dl water developments.

b. Consider wildlife needs for cover and edge in vegetation

manipulation projects.

Range

a. Use prescribed fire as pnmary method to accomplish age class

management.

b. Implement vegetative mampulation projects on slopes less than
40% when crown cover of browse species is greater than 70% or

-average height exceeds 5 feet.

C. Develop water supplies, fences, and trails where needed on

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 34



intensively treated lands.

d. Allotment Management Plans will be used to prescribe
management strategies for the first three growing seasons to
manage hestock grazing to promote recovery of the mixed
chaparral community and maintain native plant fpecies diversity
following prescribed fire. Salting, managing T/vater development,
riding, deferring or changing season of use and drift fencing are
some of the strategies to be considered for implementation

following fire to maintain native plant species diversity.

6. Effectsof Prescribed Fire on Ape-Class and Diversity in Mised Chaparral --

A Plan amendment will change management indicator species on pages

3-25, 3-26, and 3-27 of the plan to:

a. Page 3-25 -- Species associated with early successional stages: deer

and California quail.

b. Pages 3-26 and 3-27, Table 3.6, "Indicator Species Used to
Determine Changes in Habitat” on page 3-26 and the write-up on
“EarlySuccessional Stage” on pages 3-26 and 3-27 of the plan will

be changed to include the California quail.
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1. Prescription MC5 = The Plan shall be amended to change management

area prescription MC5 on page 4-69 of the Plan to:

Fish and Wildlife

-

a. There should be a good distribution of chaparral age classes with

the objective of maintaining a healthy, viable stand.

seedlings, sprouts 1-10 years
young 11-30years
mature/decadsent 31+ years

b. Implement vegetative mampulation projects only when crown

density of browse species is greater than 70% or average height

exceeds 5 feet.

c. Develop water supplies on wntenstvely treated lands.

d. Treat vegetation on slopes greater than 40% to establish a 31+

year age-class rotation.
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a Prescription MC6 —The Plan shall be amended to change management

area prescription MC6 on page 4-82 of the Plan:

Fish_and Wildlife

a. Provide wildlife adaptations in all water developments.

-

b. Consider wildlife needs for cover and edge in vegetation

manipulation projects.

Range

a. Use prescnbed fire as primary method to accomplish age-class

management. No more than 60% of the vegetation should be in
the seedling/sprout--young age-class. Slopes over 40% are

allocated to provide age-classes of 31+ years and older.
b. Implement vegetative manipulation projects on slopes less than
40% when crown cover of browse species is greater than 70% or

average height exceeds 5 feet.

C. More than 50% of the prescribed fires are to occur in the late

summer and fall.
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d. Develop water supples, fences, and trails where needed on

intensively treated lands.

9. Tvpe Conversion -- References to type conversion are to be deleted from

the Plan. A Plan amendment will make the following deletions:

a Delete the statement "convert chaparral types to annual grass on
slopes less than 10%" from the Fish and Wildlife Section, item 2,
on pages 4-46 and 4-89, and from the Range section, item 2, on

page 4-82 of the Plan.

b. Delete the statement "limit type conversions"” from the Fish and

Wildlife section, item 4, on page 4-44 of the Plan.

C. Delete the statement “allow type conversions in ecosystems for
wildlife needs" from the Fish and Wildlife section, item 2, on page

4-72 of the Plan.

d. Delete the words "chaparral type conversions and" from Fish and

Wildlife section, item 2, on page 4-82 of the Plan.

e. Delete the words "or type converted" from Yegetation sections, 1)
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chaparral on page 49 of the Plan.

10. Allorment Plans and Effectiveness-- The Plan shall be amended to make

the following changes:

a. To Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines aEId on page 4-30 of the
Plan under Range: Allotment management plans will include
specific information on range condition, trends, livestock grazing
capacity, utilization maps and measurements, and forage and
habitat allowances for wildlife and they will assess grazing impacts
on wildlife, fisheries, water quality and other environmental values.
Where such information is lacking from an allotment management
plan, it shall be added when the plan is next amended or renewed.
Management plans will develop strategies to minimize or
discourage livestock use in botanical areas. Where livestock use is
in direct conflict with the values for which the botanical area was
established, that use will be elimmated. Where livestock grazing is
shown to be beneficial for the endangered or sensitive species, it

will remain.

b. Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines on page 4-30 of the plan

under Riparian Areas: The Plan gall be amended to change the
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last sentence to read, “Monitor the effectiveness of the Sequoia

National Forest’s Ripanan and Wetlands Standards and Guidelines.

The quarterly project planning schedule shall mclude the allotment

plans that are scheduled for renewal or amendment.

D. Allowable Sale Quantity

1. Backeround

a.

sequoia mediation agreement, juty 1990

Calculation of a sustainable, maximum Allowable Sales Quantity
(ASQ) from a given land base requires that the Forest Service
make a number of assumptions. These include assumptions about
the wmntensity of future ttmber management, regeneration Success,
growth rates, funding levels, probable environmental Impacts, and

probable success of mitigation measures.

The Sequoia National Forest believes that the assumptions used in
developing the Sequoia’s yield tables and in calculating the ASQ

agreed to below are reasonable ones and are conservative.

The conservation group appellants, however, are concerned that
many of the assumptions are unproven and may be overly

optimistic. In their opiruon the calculated ASQ may not be

&



sustainable from the Plan’s timber land base, and it may have to

be reduced based on actual experience. The timber industry, on

the other hand, considers the productive capability of the Forest to

be at least twice the ASQ agreed to below.

d. Al parties recognize that the assumptions ysed in calculating the
ASQ must be examined in light of actual experience as the Plan is
implemented to determine whether the ASQ is appropriate and
sustainable. This question will be addressed in the Forest’s annual
reports and five-year Land Management Plan review. (See Section

W)

e. The ASQ calculations referred to below assume that herbicides and
other forms of brush control will be used on the Forest pursuant
to Regional authorization, Nothing in this Agreement umplies any
party’s consent that use of herbicides is appropnate or waives any

party’s right to challenge herbicide use in the Region.

2. A80. The ASQ under the Plan for the decade beginning in 1990
shall be 750 million board feet ("MMBF") fran the suitable

(regulated) land base (green and salvage volumes), subject to 16

US.C. § 1611. The Forest may also sell during the decade 50
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MMBF of unregulated salvage and other unregulated volume. Any
logging of unregulated lands shall be solely for the purpose of

achieving a specified wildlife, recreation, fishery, sensitive plant, or
research objective; salvage; or restoration in case of a catastrophic

occurrence.

-

3 Short Fall in Timber Sale Program I FY 1988 and 1989, The pames

acknowledge that administrative appeals and htigation have significantly
reduced the Sequoia’s timber sale program during fiscal years 1988 and
1989. As a result, the two principal purchasers of timber on the Sequoia
National Forest, Sierra Forest Products and Sequoia Forest Industries,

represent that they currently have record low volumes under contract on

the Sequoia National Forest. The shortfall in volume between the

volume scheduled in the FLMP and actual volume sold in fiscal years
1988 and 1989 may be made up, if feasible, over the life of the Plan;
however, any make-up volume for FY 1988 and 1989 shall be from the

salvage of dead and dying trees.

4. Existing Timber Sales Under Contract. As of the date of the signing of this

Agreement, the parties agree that any green timber sale under contract

by any party, provided, however, that the Sequoia National Forest shall

on the Sequoia National Forest shall not be subject to further challenge I
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continue to enforce the terms of all timber sale contracts. the Forest and
Sierra Forest Products agree to suspend logging and related activities in
units 12, 32, 33, 34, and 39 of the Scraps timber sale. (These umts are
wthm 15 miles of the center of a Spotted Owl Habitat Area.) The
suspension shall last until the Forest has, with respect to the identified
unuts, complied with the requirements of section D.3.6(2).

Interim Timber Sale Program. The sales listed below do not necessarily
meet all of the requirements of thus Agreement. Nevertheless, the parties
agree that these sales may go forward, without further challenge by any
party, provided that the terms and conditions set forth in a. and b. below
are adhered to. The parties reached this agreement concerning the
designated timber sales in a spirit of cooperation: treir intent is to
facilitate the Forest’s orderly implementation of this Agreement while, in
the interim, minimizing disruption of the local timber supply. Their intent
is also to address, in an expeditious manner, important environmental
concerns (particularly spotted owls and watershed conditions) that were

raised in connection with the listed sales.
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EA’s Drafted or Isgued & Subject to Appeal (FY 89.90)
District Sale Volume WS > 80% Aff. Vol. Net Vol.

HL Lightning' 2.0 2.0
HL Doney 2.2 1 2.2
HL Buck Rock 35 35

TR Jerkey 45 45

HS Vincent 6.0 1 485 55 °
HS Ranger 13% 17 2 08 167
GH Liebel 14% 85 4 -5 75

CM Paloma* 54 1 1.07 43
CM Casa-Guard 187 4 75 12

|
1
i
1
TR Mountaineer 30 3.0 '
i
1
1

Total 55.5 10.14 45.38

EA’s Yet to be Drafted (FY 90)

HL Rabbit 2.0

HL Hyde 10

GH Flat' 51
Total Potential Total Volume Released
Volume 69.0 Unconditionally 51.68

I
1
1
1
* Designates FY 89 Carryover Sales I
a  Watershed Review, i
()  For each timber sale Listed above which contains UNItS within l
a subwatershed above 80% of the threshold of concern,
harvesting of those units shall be deferred utal the Forest I

conducts a site specific field inspection to verify the pre-
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(@)
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project Cumulattve Watershed Evaluation ("CWE")
calculation for each watershed and to verify that the
proposed project will generate the projected Equivalent

Roaded Areas ("ERAs") that have been identified.

The review referenced in section D.5.a(1) above will be
conducted by Forest Service personnel within 60 days of the
sigrung of thus Agreement. Both the timber industry and
conservation appellants will have the opportunity to
designate one individual to observe the review of the field
venfication work. However, the Sequoia will set and
manage the schedule to meet the deadline. The purpose of
the review is to insure that adequate measures have been
prescnbed for these urnuts for control of erosion and
sedimentation, and to determine whether mtigation should
be modified, or whether uruts should be modified or

omitted, in order to protect soil and water resources.

A minimum of two professionals (earth scientists or
hydrologists) will field review al units in each of the
affected watersheds. For each uit, the reviewer will

determine one or more new Erosion Hazard Ratings



("EHR") as necessary for proper site evaluation, taking into
consideration variations in slope, aspect, vegetative cover,
etc. The EHR will be compared to the disturbance
coefficient rating used for the CWE analysis. If the
projected disturbance levels are different, a new CWE will

be formulated.

(4)  On sites demonstrating a tugh EHR, the professionals will
review the mtigation hsted in the Environmental Assessment
("EA" to determine if it is adequate to mitigate the

concerns identified and their own professional CONCEMS

professionals may propose additional nutigation, modification
of units, or elmination of uruts as necessary to address such
concerns. Logging and/or roadbudding shall not be allowed
where 1t would cause impacts to exceed the Threshold of

Concern.

(5) Al proposed mutigation must be financed and completed as
part of the proposed project. Unfunded WINI proposals

will not constitute acceptable mitigation.
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Post-project monitonng will be conducted in accordance with
the Sierra Natlonal Forest monitoring plan. Monitoring wwill
be conducted both to ascertamn if nutigation was

implemented and to evaluate its effectiveness.

Units which are (1) not subject to the watershed review
requirements of sub-paragraph a., and (2) not subject to re-
evaluation concerning spotted owls (see section b below),

may be released for timber harvesting.

b. Spotted Owl Review.

)

(2)

For the salcs listed above, the Forest shall identify timber
sale units within 1.5 miles of the center of a SOHA (an
"adjacent SOHA" for the purposes of this Agreement). The
Forest shall allow no harvesting of such units (the "affected
umts") until the spotted owl review provisions of this

subsection b. have been completed.

Affected units shall be reviewed as follows:

(a)  Unless the Forest has already determined such

occupancy status during the last five years, the Forest
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(b)

©

(d)

()

shall conduct field work to determine occupancy
status Of each adjacent SOHA, (including attempting
to locate any owl pairs, and a pair's nest site or

major roosting site(s).

The Forest shall review for compliance with Regional
protocols the pre-project survey Fnethods and analyses
that were used for network and non-network owls.
Any pre-project survey not in compliance shall be

brought into compliance.

The spotted owl biological evaluation will be brought
into compliance with the requirements of section

E.2.6.(2) and (3) of this Agreement.

If after following the procedures set forth above, the
Forest determuines that there are no spotted owl pairs
in the tunber sale area or in the adjacent SOHA(s),

it may proceed with the sale as planned unless the

requirements of section E.2.b(3)(f) apply.

If after following the procedures set forth above, the
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Forest finds a spotted owl pair in the affected units,
but not in the adjacent SOHA, the Forest shall
conduct a field rewew to reassess the best 1000 acres

of core and 650 acres of replacement habitat and to
determine if the Forest should recommend adjusting
the SOHA boundary to include the owl pair. If the
Forest recommends a change,' i't shall protect both
the original SOHA and the proposed SOHA pending

a Regonal decision.

With respect to the Casa Guard timber sale, the timber industry
agrees to assist the Forest Service in addressing the erosion
problem at Rodeo Flat and to repair water bars and side drains

within the Fish Creek drainage.

The parties agree not to challenge the Flat, Rabbit, and Hyde
timber sales, provided the following conditions are met: these sales
shall be subject to the Interim Timber Sale Program Watershed
and Spotted Owl requrements in section D.5.a. and b, and shall
otherwise meet ail requirements of s Agreement, except CWE
(section N), spotted aMs (section E2b.)) and the EAs (section P).

As to the EAs, the Forest shall complete the EAs in conformity

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 49



with Forest Service regulations and procedures, and shalt make
every reasonable effart to comply with section P below, consistent
with the objective of completing the EAs for inclusion of the
tmber sales in the 1990 sales program. The Flat Timber Sale
shall also comply with legal requirements for protection of the
Manposa Lily (per the Species Management Guide). Before
issuance of the EAs for any of these sales, a ;epresentative of the
conservation appellants will meet with Ken Fisk or the appropriate
District Ranger to attempt in good faith to work out any problems.

For the conservation appellants, the representatives will be, for

Flat, Brett Matzke; for Rabbit and Hyde, John Rasmussen.

6. Timber Industry Fund. Beginning with FY 90, the timber industry agrees
to pay $1per thousand board feet for volume harvested into a fund that
will be managed by the companies to finance watershed improvement,
reforestation or recreation related projects which benefit the Sequoia
National Forest. For each year, the fund shall be contributed with 30
days after the end of the calendar year based upon the actual volume of

timber harvested (net scale) during the prior year.

7. The Regional Forester agrees to expedite and decide all remaining
pending administrative appeals involving Sequoia National Forest timber
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sales wthin 30 days of the date of the signing of this Agreement, or 30
days after the admimstrative record in the particular appeal is closed,
whichever occurs later. The Regional Forester further agrees to petition
the Chuef or the Secretary of Agriculture to conclude any subsequent

review by their own offices as rapidly as possible.

E.  Old Gnmth, Wildlife Species, and Fisheries

L Background.

a. The Sequoia National Forest manages for old growth values in
Spotted Owl Habitat Areas, riparian zones, wilderness areas, giant
sequoia groves and significant portions of other areas as required

for wildlife and visual values.

o} In May 1990, the parties reviewed the Sequoia National Forest’s
spotted owl network and practices for compliance with Regional
direction. The provisions of section 2.b. below embody the

conclusions of that review.

2 Spotted Owl Habitat Areas (SOHA)
a. The Sequoia NF gl review the SOHAs on the Forest. The

objectives of the review will be to utilize giant sequoia groves and

other unregulated areas in the Spotted Owl Network, if doing so
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will maintain or improve the quality of the habitat in the network
vhille lessening the impact of the network on the suitable land
base. As part of the SOHA review, the Sequoia National Forest
will consult with the Department of Fish and Game. Any changes
in SOHA areas will be subject to current guidelines for habitat,
distribution, occupancy, and other relevant criteria. SOHA network
changes under tis item will require Regional Ofiice approval and

public rewew.

Biological Evaluations for Is.

()  Background: The parties agree that it is important to verify
an existing SOHA before any timber harvest occurs within a
1.5 mile radius from the center of the SOHA. (The 1.5
d e distance was originally adopted by the Sequoia for
purposes Of analysis). Verfication means determimung owl
habitat types and quantities and owl use. For practical
purposes, owl use is detemed by identification of owl

pairs or location of either a nest site Or major roost site.

(2)  For all timber sales, pre-project surveys for non-network
oMs must be done according to Regional protocols and

documented in a biological evaluation ("BE").
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(3)  When any portion of a timber sale is located within 15
miles from the center of a SOHA (an "adjacent SOHA™" for

purposes of this Agreement), the spotted owl BE for the

sale must include:

(a) TYPES and amounts of habitat-available Within the
adjacent SOHA(s);

(b)  Discussion of the results of spotted owl survey,
inventory, and monitoring work done in each adjacent

SOHA during the previous five years;

(¢)  Discussion of all other spotted owl survey, inventory,
and monitoring work (including surveys for non-

network owls) performed i connection with the sale.

(@) Discussion of the occupancy status of adjacent
SOHA(s). Where occupancy of an adjacent SOHA
has not been determined, the Forest shall conduct
field work to determine occupancy. A survey for

occupancy shall include attempting to locate during
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the breeding season any pairs of spotted oMs in the
SOHA, and either the pair nest site, or major

roosting site(s).
(e) Clear statements of conclusions drawn fram (a)-(d).

¢f)  Consideration of any SOHA adjustments that might
be appropriate to better incorporate known spotted
owl sighting locations and suitable habitat outside the

SOHA.

i) Where the Forest has been unable to verify
parr occupancy i a SOHA within the fast 5
years (1986-1580), and is unable to verify owl
pair occupancy during two successive years
either wthm the SOHA or withun a 15 mile
radius from the center of the SOHA, then the
Forest shall review the SOHA location for the
purpose of determuning an alternate more

effective location.

ii) The BE must be completed before preparation
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of the timber sale decision document. Any

recommended changes in SOHA boundaries
will be forwarded to the Region. Pending
Regional action on such recommendation, no
logging or roading will occur that 1s
inconsistent with the original or the proposed

-

SOHA boundanes.
(4)  All SOHA assessments, reassessments, adjustments, and
readjustments shall cccur independent of and without

reference to timber sale boundaries.

(5)  The Forest shall fully document all spotted owl

determunations.

3. Furbearers

a. The Sequoia National Forest will manage habitats and actiities for

threatened and endangered species to achieve recovery objectives,

and for sensitive species, to insure that they do not become
threatened or endangered because of Forest Service actions (as

specified in FSV 2670).
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b. Sierra Nevada red fox, pine marten and fisher will be managed as
sensitive species. Region 5 of the U. S. Forest Service is

developing Regional guidelines and directives for furbearer

management. In FY 1990 and 1991, the Forest will identify critical

habitat for these species in accordance with Region 5 Draft 1989

Guidelines for furbearer, or amendment thereto, and provide
interim protection of this habitat. The Forest will use biological

evaluations when surveys or historical observations indicate the

presence of furbearers within a proposed project area, or when the
proposed project may have a potenfial effect on the species or
their critical habitats. Biological evaluations shall be based on

surveys of the project area and shall evaluate habitats within the

project area in the context of the distribution of the species within
the Forest. Preference, when consistent with Regional guidelines,
will be afforded to the fisher 1n its range from 4,000 to 8,000 feet

in elevation and to the marten between 8,000 and 13,000 feet n

elevation.

C. The Forest Plan shall be amended to incorporate management
practices, and critical and other habitats, essential to the
conservation of these species after the Region finalizes the

appropriate guidelines and directions. The Forest agrees to
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proceed rapidly with any such Plan amendment and to publish the
proposed Plan amendment within one year of the Region’s final

guidelines for any of the specified species.

The Forest acknowledges the need to determine the distribution,
status and trend of these species and their habitats within the
Forest for biological evaluations, interim cnefnagef-nent, and the
Forest Plan amendment. The Forest will request adequate funding
through the annual budgeting process to accomplish s in an
expeditious manner. The Forest will negotiate with the Region to
locate funds if possible for the 1990 field season to commence a
systematic, intensive track plate survey of the Forest. In any event,
the Region shall provide funds necessary to conduct the survey by
the end of the 1991 field season. (Track plate survey will be used
unless the Forest Service determuines in consultation with Dr. Reg
Barrett that another survey method would provide better data.)
The track plate survey should include as many other species as

practicable. The Forest Semce will consult/confer with Dr. Reg

Barrett of U. C. Berkeley in designing this survey.

Exhibit H identifies certain closed canopy (>40%) mature or old

growth stands which may meet some of the habitat requirements
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for furbearers or may have the potential of being identified as
aitical furbearer habitat. Ul the furbearer habitat network is
established, biclogical evaluations will be used to determine the
potential effects on furbearers and the establishment/maintenance
of their critical habitation and viable populations where project
proposals impact the above identified areas. Where projects are
proposed impacting old growth stands in Exiibit H, disclosure in
the EA/EIS wiill show analysis of such impacts on maintaining
adequate old growth resources and need to maintain these areas
for furbearer habitat. The Forest Senice shall consult with the
Department of Fish and Game to determine whether these stands
should be protected as a means of meeting the habitat/seral stage

diversity requirements.

4, Bald Eagles

The Plan will be amended to mclude the foliowing standard: Protect
important roost trees and feeding areas for wintering bald eagles in the

vicinity of Pine Flat Reservoir and along the Kern Ruver.

5. Goshawks
The Plan will be amended to include the following standard Protect ali

active goshawk nests until an approved Sequoia National Forest Goshawk
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Network 1s established. The Forest will submit a proposed network to
Region 5 by January 1, 1991 for approval. Nest protection will include
125 acres of habitat having a resmcted operating season from April 1to
August 1 and will mclude 50 acres of undisturbed sutable habitat
surrounding each active nest site. Each project area will be examined for

active goshawk nests with the results reported in the environmental

-

document for that project.

Condors. The Condor Recovery Plan is currently being revised. The
follomg requirements shall apply utal such time as the revised Condor
Recovery Plan is Implemented.
a. Suitability Criteria for Evaluating Nesting Sites
(1) Al previously inventoried Giant Sequoia trees with cavities
identified as suitable for use by a California condor shall be
designated potential condor nesting sites. All newly
discovered Giant Sequoia trees with cavities having a
potential for condor nesting shall also be designated

potential condor nesting sites.

2) Uil a determination is made that these potential condor
nesting sites are unsuitable for use by California condors,

management shall be governed by subsection b. below.
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b.

3)

Determuination of cavity suitability shall be based on the
criteria, found in the May 4, 1984 Memorandum by K
Jiminez-Anderson (USDA, Sequoia National Forest) entitled
'Surveying Seauoia gigantea Groves for Condor Nests and
Roosting Trees," with the following exceptions:  the
following criteria, described in the afo'rem;ndoned
memorandum, shall NOT be considered in determining
cavity suitability (a) "perches available for young and
adults to utilize while hopping in and out of rest,” and (b)
“fairly easy approach fram the aur, and space below for

taking off.""

Management al Nestin

@

(2)
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No clearcutting shall occur within 1/2 miles of a potential

condor nesting site.

Construction of new permanent roads and trails for public
use within 1/2 mile of any potential condor nesting site is
prohiiited. The spacing of temporary roads and landings
shall not be any closer than three-eighths of a mile. The

intent of #S provision is to maintain the general forest




canopy surrounding potential nest sites so that condors will

feel "safe" entering and leaving the nesting area.

(3)  When Califorua condors are released and are capable of
nesting (approximately five years after release), the Sequoia
Natlonal Forest in consultation with the Condor Recovery
Team shall prepare and implement a road and trail closure
plan. The Forest and Condor Recovery Team shall follow
the standards and guidelines outlined in the subparagraphs
(a) - (d) below in preparing 15 plan.

(@) Al roads (except roads currently paved and those
named in (d) below) and trails within .5 miles of a
potential nesting site shall be closed to all use, and
those within 1.5 miles shall be closed to motorized
use, from January 1through June 30 each year. This
closure may be lifted after April 30 each year if the
Sequoia National Foreset in consultation with the
Condor Recovery Team has completed field
observations, after April 15, and has concluded that
condors are not actively nesting in the affected
potential nesting area. The sole limited exception to
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©)

s closure shall be for Forest Service vehicles
conducting administrative business that could not be

postponed untl after the closure season. Logging-

related uses and recreation uses are specifically

excluded dunng this closure period.

If the Forest Service determines that condors are
nesting in the area, roads and trails within 15 miles
of the nesting sites shali be closed for the balance of

that calendar year.

Notwithstanding sub-paragraph (a) above, the

following may remain open:

) Road 21805, for recreational use, with a
seasonal restriction on the operation of heavy

equipment.

i) Road 21594 from Camp Nelson to the gate at

the Tule River Indian Reservation.
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Xi)
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McIntyre Summer Home Tract

Belknap Campground

Redwood Meadow Campground

Trail of One Hundred Giants

, Long Meadow Campground

23S05 White River Road

Quaking Aspen Campground

Holey Meadow Campground

If additional potential nest sites are discovered,
the Forest Semce 1 conjunction with the
Condor Recovery Team shall determine if
additional campgrounds, road, or other public

uses May remain open.



o Management of Active Nesting Habitat

Perennial and intermittent streams upstream and wathin 1.5 miles
of an active nesting site snall not be drafted as a source of water
for dust abatement, prescribed burning, broadcast burning, or any

other purpose (except to fight wildfires) during the calendar year in

which a nest is active.

d. Management of Roosting Habitat

(1)  The roost sites identified in the Sequoia National Forest
shall remain outside the sutable land base, and shall be

designated Wildlife Habitat Management Areas.

(2)  When California condors are released, the Forest Service, in
consultation with the Condor Recovery Team, shall prepare
and mplement a road and trais closure plan. Additionally,
all roads (except currently paved roads) and trails within 1/2

miles of the roost sites shall be closed to dl public use.

7. Eisheries
a Amend Plan, Table 42 on p. 4-14, under Direct Habitat
Improvement, Resident Fish (Miles of Streams), Decade one--

Change from 3 {mules} to 5 [miles] of the streams in need of repair
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or enhancement with available access.

b. Amend Standards and Guidelines for Fish, Wil and Plant

Habitat Coordination, Plan at 4-28, as follows:

Restore and enhance fisheries habitat through
implementation of “Rise to the Future” (.enaction plan for
the National Forest fisheries program). Continue to identify
via stream surveys dl streams that are in need of fish
habitat repair or enhancement and have the present use and
access to justify such work, presently estimated as at least 50
miles of streams on the Forest. Complete repair or
enhancement work on such streams at a rate of 10% per

year S0 as to accomplish inventoried work within a decade,

as prioritized by WINL.
C. Amend Plan Goals on p. 4-3 to add: Promote recreational
opportunibes by striving to increase fisheries biomass by 20% wa

habitat improvement projects.

d.  Amend Plan Standards and Guidelines on p. 4-28 to add
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)

3)

(4)

F. Suitable Lands

Portions of Section 30 of the Slate Mountain roadless area
will be removed from the suitable land base and managed

to protect habitat of the Kem River Rainbow Trout.

A Riparian Demonstration Area will be developed for the

critical habitat for the Little Kem Golden Trout.

-
-

Rainbow trout population surveys will be done in connection
[~

with stream channel surveys to comply with Forest Service

guidelines for monitoring population trends of management

indicator species.

Base line data will be generated using stream surveys,
Region 5 Fish Assessment model, and identfication of

beneficial uses of water in CWE analysis.

1 Background. The parties recognize that the Forest Service has a duty

under the NFMA, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1604(%), to review the suitability of forest

lands (including roadless areas) for tunber production every ten years, and

that the review could trigger a Plan amendment affecting land allocations.
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The Plan shall be amended to provide: As the Sequoia NF implements
the Plan, it shall identify on an on-going, site specific basis, all lands not
suitable for timber harvesting due to regeneration problems, erosion or
soil problems, Isolation, rocky terrain, or any other reason. The soils
mventory shall be consulted in this process. Swtability shall be specifically

addressed in each timber sale environmental document.

-

The Plan shall be amended to remove firan the suitable land base the
following: Giant Sequoia Qo.es (except portions of Converse Basin),
oak woodlands, unregulated portions of stream-side management zones,
semi-primutive, non-motorized areas, and other areas so designated in ‘this
Agreement. A list of all forested land that will be excluded from the
suitable timber land base under the Plan as amended in accordance with

this Agreement is attached as Ex H.

Reforestation Data Review. The Sequoia National Forest has awarded
contracts for the collection of reforestation data. The data collection is
expected to be completed by 12/31/90. The data gathered sall be public
information. The reforestation data gathered pursuant to the contracts

shall be subject to challenge as follows:

a. Any party may challenge the accuracy of any site specific

6/



determination if the challenge is accompanied by a statement of a
Registered Professional Forester ("RPF") setting forth the basis of
the challenge. The Sequoia National Forest shall make a written
determination regarding the specific site and shall make that

determination public.

b. Any party may challenge any standard field 'p'roc:edure by
presenting a wntten statement supported by a statement of an
RPF setting forth the basis of the challenge. The Sequoia National
Forest shall make a written determination regarding the challenged

standard field procedure and shall make that determination public.

C. Nothmg i this section shall limit or impair a party’s ability to rase
questions concerning reforestation or the accuracy of reforestation
data in connection with an admunistrative appeal of a specific

project decision and/or project NEPA document.

5. Reforestation Report. With 6 months of completion of data collection,
the Sequoia NF snall prepare a reforestation report. The report shall be
made public pursuant to the Public Information and Report section

below. The report shall mclude the following:
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a. Description and map of areas of past reforestation efforts,

including current stocking levels.

b. Statement regarding conclusions based on data; e.g., whether

certain land characteristics lead to greater reforestation difficulty.

C. Determination of whether there is need to change the suitable land
base.
6. Interim: The results of the most current surveys and examinations of

nearby plantations within the planning area (at least first and third year
stocking exams); e.g., the compartment or group of compartments under
study, shall be set forth and discussed in the environmental documentation

for the relevant timber sale.

G.  Roadless Areas
1 The Plan shall be amended to incorporate dl of the land use allocations

and management direction set forth in #is section.

2. Hume | ake District
Agnew Roadless Area west of Lightning Creek will be classified as

unregulated. No road building or logging will occur.  The area wvill be
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managed for giant sequoias, watershed, wildlife, and roadless recreation.

3. Tule River Ranger District

a. Moses Roadless Area. The Regional Forester shall recommend
that the mapped portions of the Moses Roadless Area (see Exhibit
K) be included in the Wilderness System as prov_ided under the
Wilderness Act of 1964, Pending final dispgsitlon by the executive

and/or legislative branches, the mapped portions of the Moses

Roadless Area shall be removed from the available timber land
base and the area will be managed to preserve its wilderness

character.

b. Slate Mountain Roadless Area will be divided into regulated and
unregulated areas as shown on Exhibit J. Except for possible
logging and road building incidental to the proposed development
of the Peppermunt Mountain Resort (to be analyzed in an

appropriate NEPA document), no commercial logpg or mber

harvest roads will be allowed in the unregulated aread’ Portions
of Section 30 wall be managed to protect habitat of the Kern River

Rainbow Trout. The Coy drainage will be managed to protect the

1. This exception does not in any way signify that the parties to this Agreement
believe that the Peppermint Mountain Resort should be approved and built.
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Camp Nelson viewshed and, together with the Rogers Camp
saddle, to provide old growth habitat linkage between Slate
Mountain and Black Mountain. Logging of the regulated area will
be limited to Reg. II sanitation, single tree selection by helicopter,
except that a portion will be limited to Reg. III management as

shown on Exhiiit J, with no roads or landings within the roadless

-
-

area.

C. Black Mountain Roadless Area will be classified as unregulated.

No road budding or logging will occur. The Area will be managed
for giant sequoias, watershed, wildlife (deer mitigation corridor,
old-growth species), roadless recreation, and sugar pine gene

resources.

d. Dennison Roadless Area wiill be classified as unregulated. It will

retain its current Plan designated as a Semi-primitive, Non-

Motorized Area.

4, Hot Springs Ranger District
Lion Ridge Roadless Area will be divided into regulated and unregulated

areas as shown on Exhiiit J. No road building or logging will be allowed

in the unregulated area. Logging in section 35 and the northwest comer
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of section 36 will be limited to Reg, II sanitation, single tree selection by
helicopter, with no roads or landings in tis area. The unregulated lands
will be managed for watershed, wildlife, (old-growth species and condor),

and recreation.

5. Cannell Meadow Ranger District

a Woaodpecker Roadless Area will be classified as unregulated. It
will retain its current Plan designation of Semi-Primitive, Non-

Motorized. (See also Off Highway Vehicles, section L below.)

o} South Sierra Roadless Area will be classified as unregulated and

managed as Semi-primitive, Non-Motorized.

C. Rincon Roadless Area. Dispersed recreation and habitat
protection for Golden Trout will be emphasized in a comdor along
Durwood Creek. The corridor will be 300 feet each side of the
Creek as measured from the lughwater mark, and it will be
unregulated. The remainder of Rincon roadless area will be
classified CF7. Timber will be managed by uneven-aged

management (group and single tree selection).

6. Other Roadless Areas not mentioned herein will be managed pursuant to
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the 1988 LMP.

EIS. Before any roadless area is entered for the first ume, the Forest
will undertake pubhc scopmg to help determine the degree of interest in
a proposed “first entry" project in a roadless area. If the project may
cause significant adverse environmental impact, a project level
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be pré'p'are:d. A "first entry"
Into an area wnvolves ground-disturbing activities (e.g,, a new road, timber
sale or watershed improvement) in an area which has been heretofore
roadless. A proposal to rehabilitate something already existing in the
roadless area (e.g., rebuild an existing trail or reconstruct a range

improvement) will not be considered a "first entry."

The EIS shall include but not be Lmited to:

a Inventories and/or information on water quality, fish habitat;
wildlife habitat; endangered, threatened, sensitive or rare plant, fish

and wildlife species; management indicator species; soils; and

erosion hazard ratings.

b. Inventory of meadows and riparian areas.
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C. Inventory of timber types, using standard conventions. With
respect to old growth stands considered for harvest, species mmx
and understory will be identified; s information will also be
documented on stand record cards, using standard stand record

card conventions.

d. Discussion of all reasonably foreseeable actfidties within the entire

roadless area for the next decade and their cumulative effects.
e. Evaluation of the use of uneven-aged management.

8. An EIS will be done for first entry into the Rincon, Slate, and Lion
Roadless Areas. For purposes of this Agreement, the Peppermunt
Mountain Resort FEIS is not considered a first entry EIS. However,
within the proposed Peppermint Study Area, it is recognized as the basis
for further study and NEPA process if development of that project

proceeds.

9. NEPA documents on the following roadless areas shall include a

discussion giving special attention to the stated concerns:

a Cannell roadless area: site productivity, reforestation, erosion

b |
.
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hazard.

b. Staff roadless area: rainfall and reforestation.

H. Special Areas

The Plan shall be amended to assure management of particular areas as stated

-

-,

below.

1 The trail from Cannell Cabin to Kem River shall be designated as visual
Sensitivity Level 1, with foreground Retention VQO.

2. Trail shall be
designated as visual Sensitivity Level 1, with foreground Retention VQO.
The Salmon Creek watershed and the area around Big Meadow shall be
managed as Partial Retention to protect visual and recreational values.

Timber management shall be uneven-aged anly. (See Exhibit K.)

3. Big Meadows area on the Hume Lake District (as shown on a map

attached as Exhibit M): the Forest Plan shall be amended to change the
land use designation from CE 7 to CF 1. The management emphasis
shall be dispersed recreation. Timber will be harvested on a Regulation

Class 11 basis, with careful attention to protecting visual values.
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Uneven-aged and even-aged suvicultural prescnptions shall be used as
appropriate; however, there will be no ctearcutting other than
regeneration mosaic cutting. Future vQO’s from roads and trails shall be
Retention or Partial Retention. Al Trails entering the Jennie Lakes
Wilderness shall be Sensitinty Level 1and shall have a Foreground

Retention VQO.

The Freeman Creek Area. See Section B.2.c.(2)(j)(iv) above.

The Califomiag Riding and Hiking Trail shall be addressed, and

appropriate visual protection shall be determined, in the forthcoming Tial

Plan.

Fish Creek Watershed restoration needs will be considered as an integral
part of dl project level planning within area shown on map 1 Exhibit M.
The Sequoia National Forest is sensitive to watershed restoration needs 1o
Fish Creek and s currently doing a WINI Survey and Fish Habitat needs
survey. This is one of the pnority watersheds on the Forest for
evaluation and restoration. All projects proposed for this area are subject
to the NEPA process, and a site-specific analysis must precede any
project plan. The Fish Creek Watershed restoration project was started

in 1989. Restoration efforts will continue throughout calendar year 1590,
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mth rehabilitation work to be focused on private land and a reduction of
live stock use. The Forest Service will furnish a plan scheduling the

balance of restoration work by December 31, 1990.

1. Breckenridge: The SOHAS and Condor roosting habitat will be protected.
Project proposals for this area will be analyzed on a site-specific basis and
will follow the NEPA process. s

8. Basket Peak The condor roosting area as covered in the existing Plan
will be protected.

9. Converse Basin Giant Sequoia Grove: See section B.2.e.(2).

10. Lion and Blue Ridges. Condor roosting sites will be protected.

11.  Tavior Creek The Forest Service has developed a watershed restoration
plan for Taylor Creek. Funds to implement the project have been
requested.

12.  Fay and Caldwell Creeks. The Forest is sensitive to watershed conditions
in Fay and Caldwell Creeks. Following the Fay fire, various actwties to
help protect the watershed were implemented. A validation of the
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effectiveness of the activities and a survey of other watershed
improvement needs will be undertaken. This wvill be scheduled for

completion pnor to the midpoint of the Plan penod.

13.  Rancheria Road The southern portion of the Western Divide Highway,
known zas the Rancheria Road (from the Kern/Tulare County line south

to the Kern Canyon) will be managed under a foreground partial

retention visual quality objective.

l. Timber Management
1. Proposed revised forest-wide Standards and Guidelines at FLMP pages

4-31 to 4-33 are displayed in Extubit N.
a. ASQ 75 MMBF
b. 53% Regulation Class |

%% Regulation Class 11

3% Regulation Class III

C. Average Rotation 145+

d. Harvest Methods. At the project level, harvest methods used to
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implement the Plan will be prescnbed based on site specific
analysis. The Forplan model projects that the mux of harvest

methods used (expressed as annual averages over a decade) will be

as follows:

Clearcut?/ 600 Acres 135 MMBF
Shelterwood 1,308 Acres 31.4 MMBF
Group Selection 868 Acres 285 MMBF
Intermediate 1.4 MMBF

750 MMBF

However, due to recent direction fran the Regional Forester, the
Sequoia National Forest intends to implement New Forestry and
New Perspectives (see Ex. Q) as soon as possible. The Tule River
Ranger Distnct has just been designated by the Regional Forester
as a New Forestry/New Perspectives pilot district for Region 5, and
training commenced 1n June 1990. The Forest intends to
experiment with New Forestry silviculture on other districts as well
while the pilot project proceeds. When New Forestry is better

defined based upon the pilot project and other experience and

2. Clearcutting shall be done as regeneration mosaic cutting wherever possible.
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research, the Forest Plan may be amended, after NEPA review, to
incorporate new direction about implementing New Forestry

practices.

The Forest expects that implementation of New Forestry concepts
will reduce clearcutting below the level projected by Forplan. The
Forest will monitor and report annually in thé Ar.lnual Report on
the mix of cutting methods actually prescribed. Since New
Forestry cutting methods do not match any of the classical
silvicultural categories, they will be monitored and reported
separately. If a significant discrepancy should develop between
projected and actual cuttmg methods, the Forest Supervisor shall

determine whether the Plan should be amended.

2. Steep Slopes: The Plan shall be amended to allow only Regulation Class I
II single tree selection via helicopter tmber harvesting on slopes greater
than 60 percent on granitic sous. The guideline on Harvest Systems (Plan .
at 4-32) shall be amended to provlde that aenal systems will be used I
where slopes exceed 35 percent unless the Sequoia National Forest makes
specific findings, based on environmental documentation, that an
alternative is preferable. The parties recognize that some incidental

timber harvesting may occur, due to the irregularity of terrain, on small I
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areas having slopes greater than 60 percent.

Harvest Locution: The first guideline under this heading on page 4-32 of
the Plan shall be amended to provide that a mix of understocked and
better stocked stands will be harvested. The Sequoia National Forest will
emphasize harvest and restocking of understocked stands to the extent
feasible. In determining what activities should occar o.n understocked

stands, the Tl range of multiple use values shall be considered.

True Fir Management: The Plan shall be amended to add the following
Management Direction: During this Plan period the Forest will test the
true fir cutting and regeneration practices descnied in a document
entitled 'The Development of a Policy and Guidelines for the
Management of True Fir Forest Cover on the Sequoia National Forest"
(1983). These sales will be closely monitored to determine if true fir
regeneration is successful. When the Plan undergoes its five-year review,
the Forest will prepare a written evaluation of its true fir policies based
upon this monitoring. The Forest Supervisor will make a decision
whether amendment of the policies, continuation or cessation of true fir
logging, or other action is appropriate. A similar written report, review,
and management decision will be made after an additional five years.

The true fir sales tentatively scheduled through 1995 are:



91

92

93

94

95
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Tule
River

Jerkey
Mountaineer

Red Helicopter

Mclntyre
Helicopter

Mahogany

Tie Helicopter

Crest

Bench

Hume

Echo
Weaver

Cannell
Meadow

Fish
Tn

Durrwood
scout

Stoney-
Schaeffer

Danner
Helicopter
South Helicopter

Bull Helicopter
Burnt Helicopter
Fault Helicopter

Hot

Springs

Vincent

Tyler

Sugar Pine: The following guidelines will be incorporated nto the plan.

a. The Forest recognizes the need to mamntain healthy sugar pine and

infected but surviving sugar pine in order to ensure the survival of

rust resistent trees so that the potential €or finding a rust resistent

seed source will not be lost.

b.  Silviculture prescriptions shall include consideration of means of
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maintaining the widest possible base of sugar pine genes.
Generally, this means protecting as wide a variety of sugar pine
trees as possible consistent with meetmg Land Management Plan
objectives and being compatible with timber harvest and related
activities.

-

C. Continue to plant a modest mix (5-10%) of.éugar pine along with
other mxed conifer species, even though major gene resistant stock
is not now available. This may mean collecting seed from
non-tested trees in order to maintain a sugar pine seedbank. With

resistant stock, this percentage could be increased.

d. Intensify the effort to collect sample cones from candidate resistant

trees. The Forest has financial support from Tree Improvement,

and it is a high priority.

e. Continue to protect trees that are known to carry resistance.

Collect seed from these trees for the Forest seedbank.

6 Mixed Conifer Diversity: The Plan shall be amended to prescribe that
reforestation and TSI prescriptions will generally emulate existing species

composition. Variation fromthis guideline will be the exception and will
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be discussed in an enwonmental document. Commercial values will not

be the sole justification for increasing the proportion of high value

species.

7. Silvicultural Systems: This section of the Plan at 4-31 shall be amended to
delete references to logging in streamside management zones and in gant
sequoia groves. The remainder of ¢S section of tore Plan shall be
amended as necessary to be consistent with s Agreement. The

following shall be added to ths section of the Plan:

a. Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural systems shall be evaluated

and used as appropriate at a given site.

b. Uneven-aped management:

(1)  Uneven-aged management shall be conducted as Regulation

Class 11, whch corresponds to an average rotation age of

140 years.

(2) The U. S. Forest Service shall use its best professional
expertise to assure the success of uneven-aged management
where applied. It shall ensure that prescnptions do not

result in highgrading of Forest stands, and it shall use its

®
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3)

best efforts to overcome difficulties of uneven-aged
management (e.g., record keeping, minimizing damage to
unlogged trees) that are identified in Appendix G of the
EIS. The U. S. Forest Service shall invite foresters with
experience and expertise in uneven-aged management,
including Bob Heald of the University of-CaIifornia
Experimental Forest at Blodgett, Cal'i'fomia, and/or other
experts, to assist it in its efforts to develop harvest pians, to
tram personnel, and otherwise to accomplish its goal of

successfully implementing uneven-aged management.

Both natural and artificial regeneration shall be used, as

appropriate.

C. Clearcutting:

@

(2)

The Sequoia National Forest is taking steps to modify and
reduce the impacts of clearcutting. Examples of such
practices include regeneration mosaics (see Exhibit N
Appendix 1). Clearcutting shall not exceed 600 acres per

year as an annual average over a decade.

Determination to Clearcut: Clearcutting as a regeneration
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i
harvest tool shall be used only where (a) it is detemed to I
be the optimum method to achieve management objectives
on a site-specific basis; (b) the potential environmental,
biological, aesthetic, engineering, and economic impacts on
the advertised sale area have been assessed, as well as the
consistency of the sale with the multiple use of the general
area: (c) cuts are carried out in @ manner consistent with
the protection of soil, watershed, fish, wildlife, recreation,
and aesthetic resources, and the regeneration of the timber

resource, and (d) cut blocks, patches, or strips are shaped

and blended to the extent practicable with the natural

method primarily because it will give the greatest dollar

return or the greatest unit output of mber.

(3)  Clearcusting Size Limits.
(a) On cable ground, clearcuts shall be linuted to a

maximum size of 15 acres unless a site-specific
analysis documents reasons for exceeding 15 acres
and the action is approved by the Forest Supervisor.

Where feasible, smaller openings shall be used.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

On tractor ground, no continuous opening shall

exceed ten acres in size (even though the harvested
area may exceed ten acres) without the approval of
the Forest Supernisor with specific reasons stated in

the decision document.

-
-

Reasons for exceeding size limits are: responding to
an insect or disease infestation; limitations of cable
logging (i.e,, need to reach a corner); salvage logging
of fire-damaged trees; and limitations imposed by the
existing road configuration. It is the intent of the U.
S. Forest Service, however, to operate wthin the size
limits wherever feasible and to exceed them only

rarely.

The size and opening Lmits shall not apply to tumber
sales that have decision notices prior to the effective
date of the mediated agreement of the Plan. The U.

S. Forest Service shall, in its discretion, decide

-whether to revise these sales to reduce the size of

openings based on the following factors:

) Vsl sensitivity of the area.
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i) Cash loss to the U.S. Government.

iif) ~ Umt and road engineering costs in malang

adjustments.

iv)  Increases in road construction and operation

COsts. I

V) Amount of disruption to the sales program.

vi)  Silvicultural prescriptions.' I

(4)  In clearcut units, healthy and vigorous advanced

regeneration will be saved wherever feasible, including on

d. Seed Tree Method: Seed tree cutting is the harvesting of all trees

|
2
cable-logged ground. i
i
i

in one cut, except for a small number of seed bearers left singly or
in small groups, usually 510 per acre. Seed tree cutting will be

subject to the same size Lrmits as clearcutting.

J. Snags and Dead Material

1 Snags.

a. Inventory. Early in the sale planning process for each timber sale,

affected compartment. Inventory results shall be displayed in the

the U. S. Forest Service shall inventory existing snags within the I
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sale environmental document.

b. The Standards and Guidelines section of the FL&P shall be
amended to include the following: Logging, thinning, and site
preparation activities shall be conducted so as to assure that the
following mmnimum guidelines are met or exceeqled at all times.

The Plan shall be amended to incorporate these guidelines.

(1)  Achieve and neintain a minimum average of 15 hard snags
per acre on commercial forest land and in each

compartment.

(a) Hard snags shall meet or exceed the following sue

and density requirements:

Sue {dbh) Snags/100 Acres
>. 24 50
> 15 <24 100

(b) In even-aged treatment areas, clumps or aggregations
of mature trees averaging 4% to 6% of the treated

sale area (exclusive of riparian zones) shall be left to
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provide for snags, snag recruitment, and wildlife I

screening. These clumps shall be established in close

coordination with a wildlife biologist and should range
from 1/2 acre tp 2 acres in size. They shall be
marked as clearly as possible on stand record cards,

as well as on the ground.

(2)  Protect all existing soft snags except where they are a safety

hazard. Where it is not possible to protect soft snags,

equivalent numbers of green trees shall be left for additional

snag recruitment, or wildlife clumps shall be increased in

size as per recommendation of wildlife biologist.

(3)  Wherever possible, snags bemg actively used shall be

selected for retention.

C. Snag-Deficient Lands. In a compartment where the snag wventory
reveals a deficiency of existing snags to meet the minimum

standards for hard snags, the Sequoia National Forest shall take

steps to-assure that at least the minimum standards will be met as

soon as possible. For timber sales, at least the project area will be

brought up to current standards as part of project Implementation. I
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Such steps may include girdling live trees, removing the tops of live
trees to create snags, leaving cull trees standing, or other
appropriate measures. Individual live or cull trees left for waidiife

shall be designated prior to harvest or other management actiwties.

2. Dead Material.

-

a. Retain approxamately 132 cubic feet per acre o well-dispersed
down logs. Ideal size of log is 20 inches in diameter and 20 feet

in length.

b. Retain all large decomposing logs where consistent with other

management and protection objectives.

C. Leave 10% of the area of each regeneration unit with untreated

slash for wildlife habitat.

d. Utilize management techniques which will minimize charring of

downed woody material left for wildlife cover and habitat.

3 Monitoring, Timber sales and site preparation activities shall be
monitored to assure that snag and dead material guidelines are met (see

Section R).
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K. Demonstration/Research Sales

The Sequoia National Forest shall, on an ongoing basis, identify timber sales or
other projects, such as site preparation activities, which will be used to test and
evaluate new approaches to management concerns. These projects shall be known as
Demonstration Projects and shall be evaluated in the Annual Reports-and five year
plan review document. The Sequoia National Forest shall propo;e at least two such

projects for discussion at each annual meeting of the parties (see Section U).

L. Off-Highway Vehicles (OHV)

1. Background

management decisions regarding the designation of the
Semi-primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM) areas, considering all the
variables involved. Some appellants disagree. This section of the

Agreement attempts to resolve those differences.

b. The Sequoia Natlonal Forest is continuing its efforts to complete
the Sequoia Forest Trad Plan. This long term effort will establish
the 10-15 year trail system for the Forest, the appropriate use and
mix of trails (e.g., hiking, OHYV, and equestrian), and necessary

trail protection.
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2. SPNM Areas. All interested parties and the Sequoia National Forest shall
explore locations for alternate trails, primanly to accommodate OHV

travel, in the Sirretta Peak and Oy Meadows/Long Valley areas.

a. Sirretta Peak.

-

() The following are specific objectives 7‘6r the Sirretta Peak

area:

(a) The Sinetta Peak trail shall not impact significantty
the Twisselmann Botanical Area or adjacent sensitive
areas, including areas to the north of Sirretta Pass,

such as Sirretta Meadow.

(b) The Sirretta Peak trail shall provide a loop nding

opportunity.

() The Sirretta Peak trail shall provide a positive riding
experience by being within a conifer zone setting, to

the extent possible.

(d)  The Sirretta Peak trail dull be designed under the

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 93



(e)

®

()

(h)

trall standards as "most difficult" or close to the "most
difficult" standard as a means of controlling the

amount of use.

To discourage mexperienced riders from usmg the
Sirretta Peak trail, signs reflecting t_he difficulty of the
trail shall be posted and the trail shall be as difficult
as possible on either end. This is intended to
prevent nders from starting on the trail before they

realize that it is beyond their ability.

Any new trad shall be designed to have a minimum

impact on the designated SPNM area.

All parties shall be given opportunities to assist i
location, analysis, and design of any proposed trad
dunng the environmental analysis of the new trail.
Field review of possible locations shall take place

during the 1990 field season, if possible.

Over the long term, the U. S. Forest Semce shall

consider the separation of OHV use and the popular
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equestrian/hiker camp areas near the north end of
Big Meadows in pursuing opportunities to link a

north--south OHV trail through the area.

(i)  The State Green Sticker grant program will consider
the rescopmg of previously authorized projects on the
Forest if the decision is made to construct a new
loop trad in the wecinity of Sirretta Peak. Further,
the Forest will consider this trail to be its top pnority

for Green Sticker funding.

(2)  The folloving are constraints on actions to be taken in the

Sirretta Peaks area:

(a) The Big Meadows area shall not be used as an OHV

staging area for trail use up to the Sirretta Peak area.

(b}  Due to the sensitivity of the area, tralks in the wanity
of Sirretta Peak shall not be used for competitive
events of any type. This constraint is the result of
this mediation and should not be considered a

precedent for other areas. Competitive events

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 95



3

(4)

(5)

(6)

considered appropriate in a National Forest setting
will be directed to other more suitable areas of the

Forest.

(c) An environmental analysis shall be done to ensure
evaluation of important resources, Wit particular

emphasis on effectson soils and vegetation.

All parties agree to support the process of alternative trail
investigation and analysis, and state that they believe there
is a real possibility of finding an alternative trail location

where 1mpacts can be successfully mitigated.

If necessary, the SPNM boundary sall be adjusted to

accommodate motorized use on a new trail.

"Compensation credit" shall be considered for closing of the

existing Sirretta Peak trad to motorized use.

Interim: The following shall govern use of the exsting

Sirretta Peak trail until such time as an alternative loop trail

is analyzed and a final decision is made. IN the absence of
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unforeseen circumstances, a decision will be made within

two years of entry of this Agreement:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

OHV’s shall be allowed to continue to utilize the trail
over Sirretta to the Dome Land Wilderness boundary
in Trout Creek. This shall entail an exception to full
implementation of the SPNM standards as established
in the Plan. Specifically, continued use of OHV’s on
s t@l shall be allowed for the interim time period.
All other aspects of the SPNM management in this

vicinity shall be Implemented.

if the final decision is to build a new loop trail,
interim use will continue on the Sirretta Peak trad by

OHV’s until the new trail is complete.

If the final decision is not to build a new trail, the
Sirretta Peak trail shall be closed to OHYV use at the
time that the final decision is made or final appeal or

litigation is concluded.

U2 of the existing Sirretta Peak trail shall be
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monitored jointly by the Sequoia National Forest,
OHYV users, horse users, and other interested groups.
If any of the following are identified as problems,
every effort shall be made to correct or mitigate the
situation. (This effort sall occur over tune, not as a
one-time effort). If these efforts prove unsuccessful,

the U. S. Forest Service shall consider closing the

trail to OHV use.

i) O W trespass into the Dome Land
Wilderness.
i) OHV use of the Machine Creek trail.

iy  Off-trail OHV damage to the Twsselmann

Creek.

Botanical Area or the meadow areas in Trout I
iv)  Switchback cuttmg on trails, particularly on the I

south slope of Sirretta, by OHV users.

(e)  Damage by non-OHV users shall also be monitored

and appropriate actions taken to correct problems.

()  The OHYV groups party to this Agreement shall I
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develop, place, and naintain signs urging user
etiquette and responsiveness in this area. In addition,
they shall distribute written information on proper
use and expectations in the Sirretta area. This shall

be coordinated with the Sequoia National Forest.

b. Dry Meadow/Long Valley
(1) Background. A previously recognized Sequoia National

Forest system trail traverses the area north of Iy Meadows
to the Forest boundary. This "trail'*was dropped fram the
system in 1984, but continues to be used by recreationists.
The objective discussed here relates to deciding if this or a
realigned trail in the vicinity will be placed on the Forest

trail system and what use will be allowed on that trail.

(2)  Objective. Exploration of opportunities to establish a

North—South route via the Forest Trait Management Plan.

(3)  Constraints
(a) ‘The proposed Long Canyon Research Natural Are3
(RNA) snall be protected fran public use.
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are identified, levels of actual and potential impacts are reviewed,
and the level of controversy regarding actual alternatives becomes

more clearly defined.

3. Trail Plan Considerations. Appellants raised some issues that are best
resolved in the Trail Plan. The following issues shall be dealt with more

fully in the Forest Trail Management Plan:

a. dssue.  Imbalance of 4-wheel drive trails compared to trails
available to other users. The 4-wheel drive parties seek assurance
that the Sequoia National Forest will consider more miles of

4-wheel drive trails.

Resolution: The Forest Semce recognizes the limited amount of
4-wheel drive trails available on the Forest and shall analyze
opportunities to develop more 4-wheel dnve trails in the Trail Plan

to create a better balance among all users.
b. dssge.  The Sequoia National Forest will not take "credit” for the

amount of trails that are closed as they move from open riding

areas to use of designated roads and trails only.

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 102



Resolution: In the development of the Trail Plan, the Sequoia

National Forest shall inventory all trails and roads, both open and
closed. As the level and types of use change (i.e., from open area
use to designated routes only), an assessment of the “cumulative
benefits" shall occur. "Cumulative benefits" are the overall benefits
derived from the change. As inventoried or pre-existing trails or
trail sections are closed, "compensation credit” shall be assigned.
"Compensation credit” represents the net benefit or value gained
from the closure. One action can provide credit for another
action. The credits can be held in check ual needed. The
banking of credits, in and of itself, does not drive the Sequoia
National Forest to seek additional opportunities. The goal is to

keep track of gains and losses.

Issue:  Collaboration and cooperation is necessary to designate new
trails in areas of controversy or in areas where access s needed for
trad uses other than the designated emphasis (e.g.,, a hiking trail in

an OHV emphasis area, or vice versa).

Resolution: The best method for achieving this continued
cooperation 1s by working through the Tiaal Plan & it develops.

All users will be asked for continued involvement in the Traall Plan.
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Cooperation is one of the methods the Sequoia National Forest is
planning to Stress as it makes decisions on acceptable tial use and
location. Specific trail location in areas of controversy can be
coordinated through district personnel as they prepare and analyze
new trail locations in environmental analyses.

Issue: There will be a long term need for c'boperation among

various user groups in identifying trail uses and opportunities.

Resolution: This matter was raised in the scoping phase for the
Trail Plan. This Agreement is made with the understanding that,
in consideration of cooperation between the parties to locate OHV
routes in some areas, similar cooperation will be forthcommg to
locate hiker and equestnan trails in other parts of the Forest,
especially along the Western Divide between Slate Mountain and

Greenhorn Summit.

4, Plan Revisions. The Plan shall be amended as follows:

a. Prescriptions OWS, MCS, PS5, and CF5
(1) Under Dispersed Recreation, #1
Chanee from: Increase opportunities for increasing public
enjoyment and benefits with emphasis on hiking, equesman
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use, fistung, hunting and viewing (Note: Slight wording

differences exst in various prescriptions).

Chanee to: Increase opportunities for public enjoyment and
benefits.

(2)  Under Dispersed Recreation, #4 -
Chanee fran: Manage OHV use by location and period of
use based on wildlife needs (e.g,, excluding OHV’s from key

areas during fawrung and nesting).

Chanee to: Manage recreation actiwties by location and
penod of use based on wildlife needs (e.g., excluding
incompatible use from key areas during fawning and/or

nesting).

b. Prescription CF5
Under Fish and Wildlife. #35
Change fran: Create and/or maintain a vegetative buffer strip
along OHYV trails and areas designated for OHV use to reduce

impacts on wildlife.
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Chanee to: Create and/or maintain a vegetative buffer strip along I

trails to reduce impacts on wildlife.

C Prescriptions B06, OwWsé, MCs6, PS6, and CF6

Under Dispersed Recreation, #4 (#5 on Rx OW6, MC6 and

Change from: Restrict OHV use seasonally to reduce conflicts I
with grazing. I
Change to: Restrict or reduce recreation use seasonally to mitigate

significant conflicts with grazing.

d. Prescription CF6
Under Dispersed Recreation, #6

Change from: Remove OHV trails from meadows.

Change to: Remove trails fran meadows, wherever necessary to

protect meadow resources.

e. Prescription CF7

Under Dispersed Recreation, #5

Change from: Provide OHV recreation opportunities when
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compatible with timber actvities.

Change to: Enhancement of recreational opportunities will be

considered in timber sale planning, where appropriate.

f. Amend Table 4.2 on page 4-13 through 4-15 of the Plan by adding
the following: References to trail mileage.s'uch as: miles open to
OHYV use, miles closed to OHV use, miles With seasonal closures,
miles to be constructed/reconstructed/relocated are estimates. Final
mileage shall be determined in the Trail Plan being developed by

the Forest.

0. Recreation Standards and Guidelines, of the Plan, page 4-16.
Under Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), add Minor
adjustments may be made to the ROS class boundaries based on
analysis in various plans and/or projects, such as the Forest Trail
Management Plan, Spotted Owl Habitat Area Management Plans,
Wild and Scenic River Management Plans, and individual timber

sale evaluations.

h. Add to page 4-20 of the Plan under "non-motorized" "Cross-

country travel may be restricted to prevent resource damage."
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I. Strike the following from page 4-90 of the Plan: "OHYV use will be
allowed on designated trails if such use does not threaten values

within the SIAL"

M.  Yield Tables
L The U. S. Forest Semce is developing new timber }feld’tables for the
Sequoia Forest. Under existing contracts, the necessary data will be
available by July 1991. The tables and all data and determinations shall
be available pursuant to the Public Information and Records section

below.

2. The new yield tables shall be subject to peer review before

implementation, which review shall be completed as soon as possible.

3. Following peer review, and at the time of the five-year review of the
FLMP (1993), the U. S. Forest Semce shall make appropriate changes
and d e te me whether the allowable sale quantity set forth in the Plan
should be amended based on the new yield tables. Changes to the yield
tables and determinations regarding changes to the allowable sale quantity
shall be documented and the documentation made public pursuant to the

Public Information and Records section below.
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N.

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990

Cumulative \Watershed Effect

L

Background. On June 9-11, 1989, the parties to this Agreement convened
a panel of geologists and hydrologsts to evaluate the Cumulative
Watershed Effects methodology as it has been applied in the Sequoia
National Forest for compliance wath recently changed Reponal direction
(R-5FH 2509.22, 7/88,Amend. 1). The panel s.p')ent\ two days in ke
field examining representatwe sample of watersheds. They then
re-assembled with the parties to present their renew of the methodology
and recommendations for improving the Forest's current approach to

watershed evaluation and protection.

Obiectives of the CWE Methodology. The CWE methodology s an mdex

to alert managers when to be concerned about a watershed because of
multiple actinties «n a watershed. It needs to be viewed as a developing
approach with the initial model being continually refiaed, building upon
past practices and based upon as much information as one can gather

from operations and impacts.

[mplemeniation of Panel Recommendations.. In accordance with a

negotiated agreement to incorporate the consensus findings of the panel

into a nal settlement document, the Sequola National Forest agrees to
109



mplement the recommendations of the CWE panel as follows:

a. WE Methodolo
(1) Beneficial Uses of Water. The Forest Plan shall be amended

to incorporate the follomng standards:

(a)  The beneficial uses that are most sensitrve t0
watershed disturbance are fish habitat and domesnc
supply. The Forest shall manage any watershed in
which it has identified one of these as a beneficial
use to protect such use, as per RWQCB Basin Plans,
usmg developed ¢ritenia. The Forest shall identify
and protect sensitive reach(es) (weakest links) in the

watershed. In all cases, the Forest shall protect sou

productinty,

(b)  The Forest shall determine the proper sue of the
watershed unit to be subject to CWE analysis based
on the identified beneficial use(s). The urut size will

generally range from 250 to 2,000 acres.

(c)  Each project NEPA document shall identify the
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benefictal uses of water and the most sensitive stream

reach(es) as part of the CWE analysus.

(2) Idennficanon and Evaluanon es Within th
Watershed {CWE Analysis). The Sequoia National Forest
staff will deterrune the controlung processes of concern (as
required by FSM 2509.22, 7/88, Amc'ndu‘i;m 1) n order to

assess disturbance coefficients and mitigation apportunities,

(a)  Where, according to established criteria, soil erosion
and sediment supply are d¢termined to be controlling
processes, CWE shall analyze change in sotl erosion
and sediment supply & processes independent of

change in annual peak flow run-off.

(b)  In assessing sediment impacts, relative changes tn
ercsion and sediment delivery rather than only the

amount of compaction shall be assessed.

() CWE analysis shall identify the most crucial elements
in the watershed, i.e. the specific processes that are

aontrolling the system (e.g., 1N on Snow events and
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surface erosion).

(d)  The Forest will establish a process far developing and
evaluating coefficients relevant to the \dentifiad
dominant processes which influence CWE on
identified Beneficial Use of concern, Ths will
include evaluating results of pa;t activiuas,
Coefficients will be consistent with the level and type
of activity and site conditions. The Forest dull
consider factors such as position of activity on slope,
aspect, sensitive lands, and existing erosion when

applying disturbance coefficients.

(e)  When sedimentation is identified as the controlling
process, the Sequoia National Forest shall modify its
disturbance coefficients to include evaluauon of
sediment yield and transport. Where sedimentation is
identified as a dominant earth-forming process by
established ¢riteria, the Forest will identify erosional
processes afacting sites as mentioned in items ¢ and
d above. The Forest will identify il condition class

and evaluate it together With erodability potential to
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ove wnformation on site conditions that address

sediment yeld.

()  To facilitate the mplementation of these

requirements for bnngng the Forest’s CWE analysis
procedures into greater conformuity mth regonal
guidelines (a-e above), the For"csr.,‘:mth the assistance
of Regon 5 Watershed Evaluation staff, wall convene
a workshop by October 15, 1950 to develop cnteria
by which to identify Beneficial Uses and controlling
processes of concern and to develop a procedure for
adapting Region CWE methodology to account for
sediment yield, transport, and delivery applicable to
conditions on the Sequoia National Forest, an
accompanying field gude and a workplan for testng
and refining the procedure. Participants in the
workshop shall include U.S.F.S.watershed experts
(either framthe Region 5 office, personnel from
other forests and regions, and/or experts om the
Pacific Southwest Experiment Statian) and
independent watershed experts. The workshop work

product shall be completed by December 15, 1990
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and shall be used m the 1991 sales program.

Representatives of the conservation appellant group,
timber industry appellant group and recreanon user
appellant group will be permitted to observe this

workshop.

The Forest will initiate the process for apphng and
verifying this procedure in a set of paired watersheds
on the Forest. The workshop participants will select
the watersheds to be utilized after reviewiag Sequoia
Forest recommendations. This will require taking
field measurements during the winter 19%0-91 and
follow-up measurements during the 1991 runoff

season.

(@) In determining ER.As for any given project, the
Forest shall state the assumptions that formed the
besis for its calculation, including any modifications of
standard ERA values that might have been made
because of site-specific observations, and shall

distinguish between existing and residual ERAs,
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(h)  Any aungaton or affirmative watershed improvement
project shall not affect the ER.A calculation 1n that
watershed untd such ume as the mtigation or
affirmatrve project has been successfully completed

and shall apply only to the period_of that mtigation.

(3) Determination and Evaluation of Recovery Rates. The Forest
shall undertake the necessary steps to develop clear and
publicly trackable methods for evaluating suvicultural

recovery rates, including road construction.

(a) Uil such time as there is sufficient data to establish
the recovery rate in a given watershed, the Forest
shall utilize a linear thurty year recovery rate.
However. the Forest may use an exponential recovery
rate instead of a linear recovery rate i the Forest
determines surface erosion to be the predominant
hydrological process impachng the streams and can
provide either references or on-site inventones to

support these recovery rates.
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(b)  If a proposed project would increase ERAs t0 wittun
20% of the threshold of concern in a watershed, the
Forest will perform an on-site review to datarmine
the actual recovery rates and to evaluate the effects

of the proposed project.

(c)  Where field verification is Impossible, the Forest may

assume a thirty year recovery rate.

(d)  Where field verificaton is undertaken, the recovery
rate should be based on a time trsnd in the ERA for
management units, The ERA at any pount in tms 15
determined based on an on-site wspaction of site
conditions (percent cover, stand development,
measure of il disturbance, and compaction,
development of erosion pavements, etc.), and a
professional assessment of how these factors influence
on-site generation of parameters of concern (peak

flows, sediment, etc.).

Factors used to judge the ERA for a site will be

edlicitly recorded and data sheets of site conditions

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 116



(percent cover, etc.) will be maintained by the forest
to allow for future changes tn assessmant

relationships.

(e) I asite requires replanting that nicludes site
preparation, and ¢ the evaluaaons indicate that the
Beneficial Uses are sensitive to site prep, then the
recovery calculation will be calculated anew, usmg an
era base that reflects site disturbance conditions

following the subsequent site preparation.

b.  Data Gathering and Monitoring
(1)  Burpose
The purpose of establishing a CWE monitonng program and

record center on the Sequoia National Forest is to
implement an adaptive management program that measures
the etfacts OF alternative management practices on beneficial

uses of water in the Forest.

(2) Approach
The Sequoia Netional Forest will undertake the steps set

forth below to establish baseline data and to improve CWE
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monitoring of the FOrest.

(a)  The priority watershed parameters to be morutored,
as well as where to be monitored, will be evaluated
at the Forest/District level. The Sequoia National
Forest will make these determinations in conjunction
with identificadon of the procegses'actmg in each
specific area, the sensitivity of sites and other
variables, such as winter access. i@ nine months
of entry of this agreement, the Sequoia National
Forest shall make a determunation of its initial
watershed monitoring priorities, mcluding a
description of circumstances in which particular
momtoring techruqués are more appropnate than
others, reasons for reaching this determination, and

sources of funding. This determination shall be set

forth as a public document.

The parties to this agreement recognize that, for
reasons ofF funding and workforce limitatias, not dl
agreed upon monitoring actions are possible
immediately.
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(b)  The Sequoia National Forest will estabbh
representative sampling stauons on a set of pawed
watersheds that wll assess watershed conditions for
the purpose of measuring watershed response to
management actraty over ume and refine the CWE
model.  Sampling will include acqunng channel
cross-section d ay peak flow data, suspended
sediment, bedload, water temperature and chemustry,
and grain size dismbunon within the bed. Where
sampling is dufficult, surrogate reaches that are able
to be sampled may be substituted. The Forest may
utilize data fran existing USGS gauging stations
(continuous watershed discharge measuring stations)

in the three major basins draining the Forest (Kings,

Tule, and Kem) as pan of this morutoring effort.

() The Sequoia National Forest will establish photo
statias at each of the gauging stations and shall
establish several additional statias at extremely
sensitive channel sites or at sites aear recent

management activities.
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(d) The Sequoia National Forest will collect data on fish
habitat conditions and fish populations from available
sources as part of its watershed sampling stations

monitoring effort.

-

(e)  The Sequoia National Forest will do stréam channel
surveys for all streams covered by the relevant CWE,
including isa habitat information following Regional
direction, as set forth in RS documant R.§ £

Handbook 3/89,Chapter 2, Fish Habitat Assessment.

(f) At the project level, the Sequoia National Forest will
measure Sl movement through site condition
evaluation, through on-site erosion surveys mth

sediment traps, or other methods.

(g) The Sequoia National Forest will monitor

implemented WINI project effectiveness.

(h)  The Sequoia National Forest shall establish a record

center far watershed Irformation in conjunction with
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the public information and records section descnbed
m section V. The record center s impartant for the
ongomg development of the CWE methodolagy on
the Forest, for passing on mformation to succeeding
forest hydrologists, and for umproving pur .c access to
information used by managers wn thewr decision-
makng. The record center shall hause the
informauon enumerated in section N.3.b. above, as
well as the following additional watershed

information:

1) CWE Calculation Sheets by Watershed for

analyses of completed projects.

i) Management Archaeology (history of human

actions in the watershed).
1D) WINI Updated Annually.

iv)  Documentation of Recovery Rates €or Analysis

of completed Projects.
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V) Range Condition and Trend Reports; Actual

Use Records, and Utilization Records.

vi)  Data fran "barometer watersheds".

vir)  Snow melt hydrology. .
viii)  Stream channel analyses measured against

distance from the site of disturbance.

The Sequoia National Forest may elect to house the
watershed rformation in District offices on the
Forest. The Forest shall designate an individual or
indiniduals who shall have responsibility for ensuring
that the dles are updated twice a year. Where
records are not maintained in the Forest Supemasor’s
office,an mdex shall be maintained indicatng where

information is housed.

C. Field Technigues
() The Sequoia Natiorel Forest will continue to evaluate

channel stability inventories in conjunction with fsi habitat
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surveys where fisheries are determined to be the bensficial
use. The Forest will use this information to validate or

rewew exanng analyses for opumum fish habitat.

(2)  The Sequoia Nauonal Forest shall maintan a separate,
regular renewed inventory of the factors that are aggregated

to develop theu stream channel stabllity ‘rating,

d. Threshold of Concern, Minigation. and Cessation of Managemens

Acriviries

()  The Sequoia National Forest shall keep all Watershed
Improvement Needs Inventory projects in worlang order and
shall conduct all inventories during NEPA project planrung.
The Forest shall ensure that the fundwng for all watershed
improvement projects that are designated in the NEPA
document as necessary for reducing unacceptable
eavironmental impacts, or which are included as part of the
CWE evaluation as necessary to dring a project under
threshold of concern, is available prior to implemenianon of
the project. All other proposed projects sall occur

commensurate With tunding.
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(2)  The Forest will implement mitigation measures adopted to
balance project impacts during the project implementation

phase and will monutor these projects during project *

monitoring phase.

(3) The Sequoia National Forest sall conduc’E Best
Management Practice Implementation-ar;(;I Effactivaness
Evaluation monitoring to evaluate BMP effectiveness,
attainment of project objectives, and maintenance needs.
This momtoring program shall be designed so that the range
of site conditions and practices on the Forest are included.
Stratification according to these conditions and replication
are important considerations in designing the monitonng
program, but a 100 percent sample Is not required. Specific
criteria for the design of #is effectweness monitonng
program shall be developed by the experts convened by
the Sequoia staff (see section N.3.a(2)(f)) in concert with
Region 5. If the Forest fails to initiate effectiveness
monitoring Wit one year of completion of any timber sale
scheduled for monitoring, then the Forest Sall not approve

additional timber sales in the watershed of influence until

the effectiveness monitoring for that sale has been

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 124



completed. Additional effectiveness morutoning shall be

conducted at appropnate times to evaluate major events.

(4) At the end of the three years following adoption of trus
Agreement, the Forest agrees to obtain an mdependent
renew of their Best Management Practice Lmplementanon
and Effectiveness Evaluation cnorutor;ng f(;r three timber
harvesting projects selected by the renewers from the ust of
sales morutored during this three year time frame. The
experts shall evaluate the efficacy of the monitoring

approach utilized as well as the representativeness of the

sales selected by the Forest for monitoring.

(5)  During project plaarung, when the consumed and projected
ERAs for any watershed reach 80% of the total avauable
ERAs for that watershed, then the Forest must conduct a
site-specific field inspection to verify the pre-project CWE
calculation for that area and to verify that the proposed
project will generate the projected ER.As that have been
‘identified. The Forest will identify mitigation to ensure that
if a project goes forward, the Threshold of Concern shall

not be exceeded.
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(6) Any management decisions to exceed the TOC should be
justified by long-term watershed or other overriding
objectives, ¢.g. salvage of timber 1n a burn mught be justified
even through it exceeds the TOC if it allows instalation of
WINIs, reduces the potential for an insect. infestanon, or can
remove snags or mobile in-stream del;ns“that represents a

hazard to human health.

(7 LIy the three years followang acceptance of this
agreement, there will be no additional management activities
in any watershed that has reached the Threshold of
Concern, other then mitigation or improvements, una such
time as the watershed has recovered to 80% of the

Threshold of Concern.

(8) Atthe end of the three years, the Forest shall undertake an
independent review of its CWE methodology to determine «
it has been adequately validated based upon field review
and if the Sequoia’s CWE methodology is meeting Regonal
guidelines. If it is detemed that the methodology has

been validated and is meeting regional guidelines, then the
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Forest may undertake projects w watersheds that have
reached TOC as long as ERAs do not exceed the TOC

subject to the conditions 1 (5) and (6) above.

(9) Grazng umpacts wall continue to be addressed through
stream channel surveys. Improvements to documentation
will include comments in the remarksS section where

disturbance to stream banks occur from hoof sheer or other

factors, whatever the cause.

e, NEPA Documentation

Each project NEPA document shall, as part of the CWE analysis.
display the management history of the area and describe how 1t

has unpac¢ted the watershed(s).

0. soil Quality Standards
1L Background

a The parties disagree as to the value, efficiency, and effects of

broadcast buming.

b. Organic matter will be maintained at a level necessary to protect

the il fromexceassive erosion as determined from site
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investigations.

C. Sl and water resources will be protected through the use of

Regional Sl Standards currently bemg developed.

d. Protection of forest soils is a primary goal of forest management
u u
and, based on that understanding, the standards in the followmg

sections will be implemented.

2. The Plan shall be amended to incorporate the Sl Quality Objectives and
Soil Quality Standards set forth in the Draft FSH 2509.18 il
Management Handbook (FSH1989, R-$, Supp. 1) dated September 1983
(attached as appendix to Monitoring Plan) as interim direction pending
finalization. Any more stringent standard set forth in the Plan or this

Agreement shall govern.

3. The Plan shall also be amended to include the following standards to

protect Forest sils:

a. Site preparation measures will be devised to retain substantial

ground cover and still reduce the risk of catastrophuc fres.

sequoia mediarion agreement, july 1990 128



b. Sivicultural prescnpnon shall be designed to maintain sou organc
matter and prowde for the connnual recrutment of coarse woody

debns.

C. After site prep, as much orgaruc matenal as possible shall be left

on the ground for sod protection, consistent with fire protectlon,

wildlife, reforestation and other resource needs aS specified

project NEPA document.

d. Jackpot ourning, gross yarding, and/or lop-and-saner shall be
evaluated as alternatives to broadcast burning as a means of
reducing slash and for site preparation. These options shall be
discussed in each timber sale ZA or EIS. Consistent with
reduction of clearcutting and other appropriate consideratuons, the
Forest Service shall reduce the amount of broadcast burmung on the

Forest.

e. Where broadcast dburning is presended, the environmental
documentation and decision notice shall include documentation of
- specific-justification for the practice. The prescription shall have
an objective of leaving ground cover commensurate with the

erosion potential of each specific site. Slope will be considered
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within the site aalySiS. Each broadcast burn shall be monrtored to
determine whether the prescribed ground cover objective has been
met, and the momtonng results shall be included in the annual
report required by the Monrtoring Plan and Five Year Renew

sections below.

P. Information in Timber Sale Environmental Assessments (EA’s) and Environmental

Impact Stataments (EISs)

1 Background. Some appellants believe that past EA’s and EIS's for
Sequoia Forest timber sales, a well as the Plan and EIS, lacked sufficient
information regarding environmental impacts of proposed actias. The
following iIs designed to affirm Sequoia National Forest’s responsibulities
under NEPA as projects are implemented pursuant to the Plan. The

specific provisions below are further elaboration of those responsibilities.

2. Procedural Requirements.
a. Notice of preparation of an EA or EIS shall be sent to dll pames

to this Agreement as well as other interested parties.

b. Where possible, the U. S. Forest Service shall consult with
interested parties, including representatives of citizens” groups,

when laying out cutting Lnits. The parties agree that such

sequoig mediation agreement, july 1990 130



consultation may help avoid time-consumng appeals of nmber

salas.

C. Anyone who so requests dunng the scopmg process il be notified

when cutting units for the various alternatives have been tentanvely
located and provided appropnate maps. In appropriate cases, for
example, if significant public interest is cxprf-.ssch: the Forest wali
conduct a field trip at this stage of project development. The
Forest Service will provide reasonable notice of a field uip. The
Forest Service will use its best ¢fforts to assure that between the
time the tentative maps are avaudable and the time the Decision

Nonce is issued, the project site will be accessible for field renew.

3. Substantive Rzguirermznts.  In addition to requirements specified tn 40

CFR 1500 et seq. the EA or EIS shall include as applicable, but not be

limited to, a discussion of the follomng:

a Related projects within the timber compartment, mcluding, but not
limited 10, past timber sales, years of previous cuts, reforestaton
history (including becklogs), probable future timber sales in the

area, and a map of proposed cutting Wnits and axisting plantations.
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b. Statement of ERA's in the watershed, including but not umited to,
the number currently available, the threshold of concern, the
number of ERA’s to be used by the proposed project, and the
number of ERA's esumated to be used for reasonably foreseeable

projects in the watershed.

C. Documentation of CWE analysis as described im Section N.

d. Identification of each stream and stream reach, whether perenrual
or intermittent, that is important for fsheriss, and designation of
applicable streamside management zone. These streams and
stream reaches shall also be documented on stand record cards as

these cards are prepared.

s Statement of estimated cost of sale, including but not limited to,
estimated cost of reforestation (including multiple plantings, :f
reasonably foreseeable), project-related mitigation, and roads. The

expected source of funding for each such cost shall be stated.

f Statement of estimated revenuas from the sale.

g Refinement of order 3 sl map data as necessary to analyze <l
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stability and erosion hazard.

h. Stand information, including but not Lmuted to, proposed
sivicultural treatment. existing pest problems « applcable,
estimated volumes, forest type in the cutting uIt, the location and
asumated acres of old growth habitat to be cut and to be retained,
species of trees to be cut, and the species ot tre‘es to be replanted.
Detailed prescnptions will be completed for each stand after a
Decision is issued. Detailed prescriptions include a detailed

descnption of the stand.

L Protection strategy, as appropnate, for streamside management
zones, wetlands, and meadows, wath respect to such management
activiies as road crossings, cable comdors and harvest uruts. Maps

included as appropriate.

). Identification of Class 1,2 and 3 streams and statement of specific
riparian standards and guidelines applied to each ripanan zone
affected by proposed project. Class 4 streams will be identified
during project layout and protected according to the Ripanan

Standards and Guidelines.
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k. Statement of mitigation, including but not limited to, a descnpton
of planned actions, expected funding, proposed time frame, and a

map reflecting mitigation projects.

Identification of any land within the sale area that 1 unsuitable for

timber harvesting and a statement of the reasons for unswsabuiry,

- £

m.  Discussion of productive condition oF soil; how standards for soil

cover, Sl porosity, and organic matter will be met.

n. Discussion of methads to reduce slash, including for example,
jackpot bui'ning, gross yarding, lop-and-scatter, and broadcast

burning (see Section 0.3).

0. Statement of site specific effects of proposed project on changes in
water quality, changes in water yield, channel degradation,
sedimentation, and effects on downstream sedimentation, and

effects on downstream fish habitat.

p.  Seealso, as relevant, the follaving sections of s Agreement:
E.2.b (spotted owl surveys)

£.5 (goshawk surveys)
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F.2 (ongomg suitability rewew)
F.6 (reforestanon fustory--interim requirement)
L7.a and ¢.(2) (site-specific determination Of cutting method)

[.7.¢.(3) (yusnfication for exceeding clearcut size Lmuts)

J.1.(a) (snag mventory)

N.3.a.(1)(¢) (beneficial uses of water and most sensitive stream

-

reaches)

N.3.e (management tustory as part of CWE analysis)
0.3.d and e. (altermatves to broadcast burning)

Q.3 (improvement of data base--inventories and surveys)

T.2a (project mitigation and restoration work).

Q.  Improvement of Data Bare

L

3.
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Background. The Sequoia National Forest recognizes the need to gather

additional information regarding the resources of the Forest.

Policy. The Sequoia National Forest shall give prionty to fulfiling these
information needs in a tumety manner. The Sequoia National Forest shall
gve priority to inventones and surveys of areas where land-disturbmg

projects are proposed.

With the exception of sales specified in Section D5, the Forest shall not
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approve an EA or EE util the information specified below, if relevant

to the decision, is developed for the area of effect for each resource:

a Watershed Improvement Needs.

b. Riparian and Meadow Inventory.

C Stream channel surveys for all streams covered by the relevant
CWE, including fish habitat information foIIowing_ Regional
direction, as set forth in R3 document R-5 FS Handbook 3/89,
Chapter 2, Fish Habitat Assessment.

d Rare and sensitive plant surveys.

e Wildlife habitat surveys On sensitive, threatened, and endangered
species, as well as indicator species.

f. Snag survey.

g Archeological surveys.

h. Information on range condition, trends, hestock grazing capacity,

and forage and habitat allowances for wildlife.

4.  Specific Information Requiremenss
e Background. In order t0 assess the status of forest resources and
1 praperty predict the probable effects of future management, the

Sequoia National Forest must improve its data base.

b. Funding Pront,, The Sequoia National Forest agrees to seek
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budgets annually that are sufficient o develop the wnformanon

listed in Section ¢ below:

C. Reqguired [nformation
(1)  Wazershed Improvemen: Needs Inventory.
(a) Vil be updated and computerized on a compartment

basls commensurate with tunber sale project ptannung,
(b) Will be updated annually thereafter.

(c) Will ideausy needed actions by project name, number,

Or other appropnate identifier.

(2) The Forest Riparian and Meadow [lnventory will be
constructed rom project ptannung analyses and as

appropriated funds are avauable,

(3)  Stream channel surveys, including fish habitat condition, wall
be completed as proposed timber sales and other projects
are being evaluated and, for other areas, as appropnated

funds are available.
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(4)  Fish habitat inventory following Region § direction set forth
in RS document R-5 S Handbook 3/89,Chapter 2, Ah
Habitat Assessment: Survey fisheries and aquatic-ripanan
habitat to assess the condinon and trend where active land
management is planned to predict and monitor
environmental unpacts and make inforﬁnqd management
decisions. Surveys will be done in accordance with Regon 5
direction whch includes aquatic vertebrate survey of spscific
species, age ¢class and numbers by seine, snorkel, visually

and/or electroshocking.

(5)  Habitat needs of sansitive species: spotted owl, goshawk
willow flycatcher, great grey owls, furbearers (sierra red fox,
pine marten, fisher, and wolverine) as per recovery plans or

other applicable regional guidelines,

6)  Information necessary for the monitonng of MIS and

sensitive species.

(7) Population census and habitat needs for threatened and
endangered species per recovery plans: peregrine falcon,

bald eagle, condors, Little Kern Golden Trout.
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(8) Botanical [nvestigations for sensitive plant species as per

Forest Serace Manual 2609.25,

(@) Current ecological status of the land for each grazing

allotment.

R. Monitoring
1 The Plan shall be amended to include the Monitoring Plan as set forth m
Exhibit O. The Sequoia National Forest shall conduct a monitonng
program as set forth in that Exhibit. The Forest agrees to seek budgets

annually that are sufficient to fully implement the momtoring program.

2. The follomng additional requirements apply:

a. A monitoring report shall be prepared for each timber sale (1) at
the time timber sale contract work is completed and (2) after site

preparation.

b. A monitoring report for a timber sale shalt report on at least the
following: compliance with each Plan standard for soil productivity

(il cover, sil porosity, and organic matter); compliance with

sequoia mediation agreement, july 7990 139



BMP's; compliance with Standards for snags and for dead-and-down
material; compliance with riparian standards and guidelines; and
achuevement of other mingation measures identified tn the project
document. A selected sampling of timber sales shall be subject to

additional momtoring pursuant to section N.3.d(3) and (4).

3. Program Monitonng shall include monitoring of Wildlifé habitat trends in
accordance with the Tn-Forest Plan; provided, however, that the Forest
shall commence its monitoring ¢fforts under the Tri-Forest Plan
immediately rather than waiting for the Sierra and Stanislaus Forests to

adopt their final Forest Management Plans.

4 The Sequoia National Forest Management Team's annual report On the
Forest's monitonng effort as detailed in the Monitonng Plan shall be

included in the Annual Report (see Section W).

S. Implementation Of Agresment
L The Sequoia National Forest shall give pnority to irutiating the Plan
amendment process. In the interim, the actions, standards and guidelines

specified in this Agreement Sall be implemented.

2 The Tule River Indian Tribe has a strong interest in employment
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opporturutes, both public and private, that mught be generated by
Sequoia Forest management. Al parties hereto recogruze this interest.
Sierra Forest Products and Sequoia Forest [ndustmes agree to qive

preference to Tule River and other Indians wth respect to trarung and
employment opporturuties to the maxamum extent allowed by law. The
Sequoia Nauonal Forest agrees to assist the Indians by providing them

maamum possible employment opportunuties 1n the fall range of forest

management actiwties.

3. Within two weeks o the effective date of this Agreement, the Forest
Superasor Villl issue a directive to inform all personnel about ths
Agreement and to emphasize the importance of full compliance wth the
Agreement and proposed amendments to the Plan starting immediately
Included in such directive, or in one or more separate directives from the
Forest Supervisor, shall be the following, withun 45 days of @nalization of

the Agreement:

a. Explanation to all persons involved in preparation of tunber sale
environmental documents of the mummum analysis and
documentation requirements set forth or cross-referenced in section

P.
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b. Explanation to all persons who enter or use information on stand
record cards of the requurements in sections J.2.a.2 and P.3.d that
wildlife clumps and stream reaches umportant for fishenes shall

henceforth be identified on stand record cards.

C. Explanation to all persons wnvolved in timber management of the
amended Plan Standards and gudslines eoac;mfmg ripanan areas,
actions near giant sequoia trees or groves, hardwood retention,
wildlife species, timber managsment, snags and dead material, and
sl quality (set forth in portians of sectios &, B, G, E, |, J, and

o).

Copies of these directives shall be pronded in draft form to counsel for
the appellants for ten days so that they may make suggestions. Copies of

the final directives shall be sent to all appellants.

T. Budget
1 Background. Some parties are concerned that the budget assumptions in
the Plan are unrealistically high, and that the Plan will never be fully
funded. There is a concern that implementation of mitigation measures,
monitoring programs, and restoration and habitat improvement work,

among others, will not receive sufficient funding, particularly in light of
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the timber management practices anticipated and planned for many areas
of the Forest. Therefore, the pames agree that the budget and project
funding level shall be morutored and Forest activities adjusted 1n

accordance with the followmg:

2. Praocess

a. Each EA or EIS on a tumber sale, road construction project, Or
other proposed projects shall mclude a separate hst of proposed
project mitigation measures and restoration and/or improvement
work based on the text of that document. The list shall state
which are mitigation measures relied upon to support a decision
and thereby covered by the timber sale contract and whch need to
be done but are not necessary to support the decision. It shall
also mclude the information shown or the sample form (Zxiubu Q,
“Mitigation Form”). For timber sales thus list shall be updated at
least (1) after tumber sale contracts are sold (to indicate which
mitigation measures wWill be covered by K-V fuxs); (2) the year
for which appropriated dollars are requested; and (3) as

project-related mitigation actions are completed.

b. As soon as the decision to approve the project is made, all listed

restoration Or enhancement measures pot to be performed as an
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wintegral pan of the project (i.e., measures not covered by the
timber sale contract) shall be assigned to the appropnate resource
function and entered on the WINI or other appropnate mventory
of action needs (habitat unprovement needs, tral unprovement
needs, etc.). For each resource function such action needs shall be

idenufied on the inventory by project name, number, or other

appropriate identifier.

c Each resource function will be responsible for funding these
enhancement and restoration needs out of current budget dollars
as available and/or for requesting appropriated funds. An annual
account of the status of these needs shall be kept by each resource

function and shall be available for public renew.

d. All mingation required to support a FONSI shall be funded out of
the timber sale contract and project dollars, including appropnated
funds. If full funding is not available, the project shall be modified
or postponed wtl such funding is sufficient. Restoration and
enhancement activities, which by defirution are not required to

support a FONSI, shall be accomplished as funding is available.

. Starting In FY 1991, the Forest Service shall include in the annual
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report on Plan implementation (se¢ Secuon W) wnformanon ON:

(1)  Projects whch have been completed, mcluding all associated

aunigatian and restoration actions and thewr ¢stumated costs.

(2)  Projects completed except for associated restoration and

enhancement work, and the sstimated cost of completng

such work.

3. As a general matter, the Sequoia National Forest agrees to seek balanced
resource budgets sufficient to meet all its obligaaons under the Plan and
this Agreement. The Regponal Forester agrees that disaggregation of
Regional budgets will not be done strictly on a prorata basis of une item
appropriations tied to commodity outputs, such as timber harvest levels,
but will take into appropriate account the cost of funding the multplicity

of obligations required by the FLMP and this Agreement.

U. Multiple Use Liaison Committee and Fact-Finding
1 The Appellants shall convene a meeting of the parties to 5 Agreement,
-including the Forest, to discuss management of the Forest pursuant to the
implementation of this Agreement and the Plan. The parties assembled

for this purpose shall be referred to as the Multiple Use Liaison
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Comumuttes (hereafter the Liaison Commurttee). The Appellants wall
schedule two meetngs at six month intervals during the frst year
following entry of this Agreement and annually thereafter untl the

issuance Of a new Sequoia National Forest Land Management Plan.

2. Each Party shall be represented by a person or persons empowered o

represent that party fully, but in no case shall the number of persons
represenring each party exceed the number which served on the
Negotlating Committee. Each party shall designate a contact person who
sall serve for a minimum of one year to provide ongoing ¢commurnication
between that party, the Forest, and other members of the Lialson

Committee.

3. The general purpose of the meetings of the Liaison Commustes is to
continue the cocperation among the parties begun in the mediation
process, t0 assess New information and to review the effectlveness of the
Agreement and Plan. ITtspurpose will not be to renegotiate the harvest
levels, land base or level of effort to be expended by Forest personnel in

managing each of the muluple uses protected by the Plan.

4. The Appellants snall attempt to schedule meetings to accommodate as

many panics as passivle both with respect to location and time. Any
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party may choose not to attend.

5. The agenda for the Liaison Commuttee shall mclude consideration of the

follomng work outputs as they are prepared pursuant to ttus Agreement.

a. The Annual Repon, including a minimum of two

Demonstratiorn/Research Projects.

b. The Giant Sequoia. Grove boundaries and management plan

proposals.
c. Proposal for the realignment of SOHAs,

d. Relevant studies and management guidelines for furbearers (as

they evolve).
e. Study on the reproduction and age class of Blue Oaks.

f. Proposed management regimes for Siretta Peak and Dry Meadow

Long Valley OHYV trails.

g Results of the independent reviews of CWE model verification and
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mitigation effectrveness monitoring.

h. Status of employment in prvate sector timber harvesting and
public sector forest management activinias of the Tule River Indian

Tnbe.

. Proposed volunteer projects to address reforestation faulures,

habitat damage Or erosion problems (see 7 below).

Jo The Five Year LMP Review.

6. In addition, each party may submit items for discussion at the meeting.
The meeting agenda shall include an opportunity to discuss as many items
as practical. The Forest shall prepare a draft agenda in consultation with
the contact persons and shall distribute the agenda in advance of the
meeting. The first agenda item at each meeting will be to finalize the

order of items for discussion.

1. As part of an ongoing cooperative effort to address the on-the-ground
needs of the Forest, the parries agree to a partnership to jointly identify
restoration projects that cannot be undertaken by the Forest because

either financial or budget costraints that would be in the best interest of
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the forest to implement tn an earbier tume frame. The nmber wndustry
agree to conmbute to the fund on an annual basis based upon theu level
of use of the forest. See Secuon D.5.f. The grazmng industry agrees to
match thus contnbution on an in-kind bass. The other parties may match
this contnbution ¢ither mn dollars or in-kand on these restoration projects.
The Multiple Use Liason Commuttee shall identify projects that mught be
undertaken through the combined resources of thé paf';les and propose a
schedule that accommodates as many parties as possible for worang on

these projects under the supervision of Forest personnel.

8 The parties recognize that there are likely to be differences of opiwnion
regarding implementation of this Agreement because of the complexties
of forest management. To ensure a timely response to concerns about
impending potential violations of the Agreement that are not subject to a
NEPA and administrative appeal process, and to prevent perceived
violatias from escalating to litigation, a party shall present an allegation
of such a potential or perceived violation of the Agreement, in wnnng, to
the Forest Supervisor Who shall respond within S workang days to thus
report, unless unforeseen circumstances preclude a response withun 5
working days. [n such a circumstance, the response shall be prowded as
soon as reasonably possible. U this respomse does not satisfy the

claimant, then the Forest shall convene a conference call of the contact
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persons to discuss the issues wath respect to adherence to the agreement
and/or possible remedies. If the party is still dissatisfied, then 1 may

tnitiate whatever remedies are available under current law, In the event
that the alleged violation requires immediate myunctive relief, the party

need not await the Forest Service’s response before seekang such rebef.

9. Fact-Finding
a. If the parties are unable to reach a negotiated agreement as a
result of the conference call discussed in paragraph 11.USabove,
the parties may agree that the matter be submitted for fact-finding

to the Tl extent permitted by law. The fact-finder shall be chosen

by the panics.

b. The fact-finding procedure shall be conducted in an expeditious
and cost-eftective manner according to rules and a timetable whuch
shall be set aut by the fact-finder after consultation with the
parties to the fact-&ding. Except for good cause shown by a
party 10 the fact.finding, or if the fact-finder requests an extension
and the participating parties agree to the fact-finders’s request, the
timetable sall result in a decision within 30 days of the

appointment of the fact-finder.
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Because of the Bnancial constraints on many of the parucipaang
parties, the parties to ttus Agreement shall attempt to ideanfy
potennal fact-finders in advance of any dispute from a st of
professionals to be supplied by the Admurustratrve Conference of
the United States, which maintains a list of fact-finders i1n each
Regon of the U.S, who are wiling to provnide theu semces pro-
bono. (Travel/per diem must be defrayed by the parncipating
panics). Unless the participating pames agree otherwse, the
parties parucipating in the fact-finding agree to share equally the
cost of the fact-finder to the full extent permitted by law. Each
participaung party will pay its OWN costs, expenses and attorney

fees.

V. Public Information and Records

1.

Completed NEPA documents (including all referenced specialist reports),
monitoring reports, Annual Reports, completed aliotment plans, annual
update of WINI, quarterly EA planning schedule, and other final reports
such as the Reforestation Report (see Section V) dall be avauable for
public review, in a designated room, during normal working hours, at the
Sequoia National Forest heaaquarters n Porterville, California. The
intent is to increase the availability of information including completed

District NEPA documents, specialist and monitoring reports, etc., for
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quick access by the gensral public.

2. The records and mformation shall be mawntained in a manner conducive

to easy access.

3. Any party may recommend improvements to the availabulity of the

records specified in "1" above to the Forest Supervisor-.

W. Annual Report and Five Year Review

L The U. S. Forest Service shall prepare an Annual Report describing
implementation of the Plan generally, its progress and problems wn

implementing the Plan, and reporting specifically the following:

a. The Annual Report shall include a description of information
gathering and monitoring work required by the Plan that could not
be accomplished, its estimated cost and why; a status report on
accuracy of and refinements to CWE analysis based on that year's

planning and monitoring; a status report on BMP effectweness.

2. Additionally, the Sequoia National Forest shall describe how the Plan is
expected to be implemented in the coming year, including expected

projects and budgets.
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3. The Annual Report shall be made pubhc and shall be sent to the parties

at least three weeks before the date of the yearly mssting of the parties.

4. The Sequoia National Forest shall also make pubhc 1ts wntten 3 year

review of the Plan, which shall address, mnter aha, whether the Plan
should be amended based on mformation obtained ove-r the previous 5
years. Such topics as budget deficiencies that have affected Plan
implementation, relation of yield table assumptions to field observations,
changes in FORPLAN assumptions, review of timber management
techniques, momtoring results, or effectiveness of BMP's and Standards

and Guidelines shall be discussed as they apply.

X. Enforcement
L Any party may pursue its legal or adrmnistrative rernedies at any time.
The right to enforce this Agreement is vested only in the parties to ths

Agreement.

2 In the event that any party brings a civil action to enforce any portion of
this Agreement, venue shall be proper in the Federal District Court for
either the Northern or Eastemn District of California, and no party shall

challenge for improper venue any action brought in either court.
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3. The parties involved int an adounistrative appeal may agree to mediate or

otherwise negotiate the resolution of the appeal. Each party involved n

the dispute resolution process agrees to pay an equal share of the cost of
such resolution. Costs will be Lmited to cost of a mediator and the
mediator’s associated expenses (if used), supplies and meenng faciities,
unless otherwise agreed to in advance of expenditure. ’:I'he negotiation
period shall be no more than four weeks wnless all parties to the

negotiation agree to ¢xtend the period.

Y. NEPA Compliance

L The Plan shall be amended to reflect this Agreement as soon as possible.

It 1s recogruzed this could take as long as rwo years.

2. The Plan amendment shall require a Supplement to the LMP EIS. It is
understood that since this new round of NEPA process is open and

public, the decision may not conform to s Agreement verbatum.

3. If the Plan is not amended substantally in conformity with this

Agreement, the Agreement is voidable at the option of any party. As to
any party that chooses to void the Agreement, the present appeal is

reinstated.
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II. ADDITIONAL MATTERS
A Marters Resolv
1. The appeal of the Forest Plan, EIS, and Record of Decision filed
by each of the undersigned appellants i1s hereby wthdram. Each

appellant agrees to notify the Chief of the Forest Semce of the

withdrawal of hus/its appeal.

2. Each appellant agrees to support implementation of this
Agreement through the adoptlon of Plan amendments examined in
a supplemental EIS and through appropriate public involvement wn
other Forest Service actions descnbed 1n this Agreement. Each
appellant agrees not to appeal the Plan amendments required by
this Agreement provided such amendments implement ttus
Agreement without material change. This agreement not to appeal
such Plan amendments does not apply to any amendments for
which this Agreement does not specify the content of the
amendment, even though the Agreement refers to a process that
might result in a Plan amendment (e.g., eventual determinanon of
specific giant sequoia boundaries, or adoptlon of a specific

furbearer habitat network).
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3. If the interim direction s not implementad or the Plan is not
amended substantially in ¢conformuty with the Agreement, the
Agreement is voidable as to that party at the option of any parry
other than the Forest Senice. As to such parry that chooses to
void the Agreement, that party’s present appeal is reinstated. The
USFS may wvoid the Agreement if any party falls to acts
substantially in conformity with the requirements ;)f this

Agreement. If the USFS voids the Agreement, dl appeals are

reinstated.

4, Each party agrees to review the Proposed Draft Amendment to
the Plan during the public review period and to identify to the
Sequoia National Forest in writitng any provisions that are not n

substantial conformity with the Agreement.

5. Except as provided in paragraphs 1,2, and 3 above, and in any
other paragraph in which specific timber sales for 1990 are settled,
the appellants reserve their nghts to initiate and pursue appeal or
judicial review of any Forest Service actions, including, but not

limited to, any future amendment or revisions of the Plan.

B. Amendment of Plan. The provisions of law governing Plan Amendments
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continue to apply to the Sequoia Nauonal Forest Land Management Plan.
and the Forest shall consider amendments to the Land Management Plan
in the event of curcumstances not contemplated by ttus Agreement or in

the Land Management Plan.

C.  Modificarion of Agreement. This Agreement may be modified upon

written approval of all the parties hereto. The pe'frties agree to discuss
proposed changes to this Agreement in good faith, including those
changes proposed by the Forest Service based on changed conditions or

new information.

D.  Authonity to Enter Agreement. Each signatory to this Agreement certifies
that he or she is fully authorized by the party he or she represents to
enter wnto this Agreement, to execute it on behalf of the party

represented and legally to bind that party.
E. [ntegration. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement among the

parties and may not be amended or supplemented except as provided for

in the Agreement.
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IT IS sO STIPULATED

N

T/ iy, ) o .
— /-/ e —— . /T
JULIE E. MCDONAED- - - Dated
SIERRA CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND

ATTORNEYS FOR

SIERRA CLUB

SOUTHWEST COUNCIL, FEDERATION OF FLYFISHERS
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

ey

BRETT MATZKE

GOVERNOR, REGION/4 CALIFORNIA TROUT, INC.

CONSERVATION CHAIR,KAWEAH FLYFISHERS
ON BEHALF oF
CALIFORNIA TROUT, INC.

KAWEAH FLYFISHERS
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IT IS sO STIPULATED

JOHN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney General

ANDREA SHERIDAN ORDIN, Chief Assistant Attorney General
THEODORA BERGER, Assistant Attorney General

KEN ALEX, Supervising Deputy Attorney General

!l .
'/,,, . I~ — - — "; .
T 1 .—“‘ -

KEN ALEX, Supemsing Deputy Attorney General Doted
ATTORNEYS FOR

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, EX REL.
JOBN K. VAN DE KAMP, ATTORNEY GENERAL
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

~/ (-\ ;Dé\ 7//0/?0

J S A. CRATES — Daged /
FOREST SUPERVISOR

SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

(ddvisory signature)

P
Ve ‘?ﬁ#// AT il feelr g 259

PAUL F. BARKER " Dated
REGIONAL FORESTER
PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION

ON BEHALF OF
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

/fé’w!é: § //[/Z/%\ 7/ 7/ fo

BRADLEE S. WELTON Dated /
ATTORNEY AT LAW

// L ‘7:/:’ 2Ll 50
Datéd 7

B. DEWITT
S CRETA.RY/EXECUTNE DIRECTOR
VE-THE-REDWOODS LEAGUE

ON BEHALF OF
SAVE-TEE-REDWOODS LEAGUE
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

LEE’]. EBAUVET Datid '/

DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OFF-HIGHWAY [VIOTOR YEHICLE RECREATION DIVISION

ON BEHALF OF .« -
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

' OJu

{n. OLA LARSON DLde'/ﬁ 2
CHAIRPERSON //

ON BEHALF OF

TULE RIVER INDIAN TRIBE
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

L e

TIM RYAN 7
PRESIDENT

ON BEHALF OF

PHANTOM DUCK CLUB
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

E-SGW TN
BRUCE

ON BEHALF OF
HAFENFELD RANCH

CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION
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IT IS so STIPULATED

ﬁw 7-18-90

Dated

ON BEHALF OF
HIGH DESERT MULTIPLE-USE COALITION .
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JUL. 1T 99 12:@1 *a™eqn®FWIO Lt
IT 1S SO STIPULATED

' /

7- 1 7-%e
Dated

PATRICE DAVISON

ON BEHALF OF
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF FOUR WHEEL DRIVE CLUBS -
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IT IS sO STIPULATED

Mgy /Q«l{ﬁé@;

SUZANN}: SCHETTLER
B \

ON BEHALF OF

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY
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IT 18 50 TPUVIATED
TEQUOIA JOREST INDUSTRIES
, G Suly 10,990
n A Dend’
Emeative Vice Presideat/
Gemernl Masager
SIERRA FORRST PAODUCTY
Iu/i‘ [ 1930
W
Secxetury
BAGLUND & KIRTLEY
2, Tﬁ (% /1Y
M 3 BA Dated
ALITREN Rr
" "STERRA POREST FRODUCTS axé
SEQUOIA FOREST INDUSTRIES
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IT IS SO STIPULATED

Sl Epene /1% %¢

JERRY GOUNTS Dated
7
ON BEHALF OF

AMERICAN MOTORCYCLE ASSOCIATION DISTRICT #37
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Exhibit A

LIST OF APPELLANTS

United Four Wheel Drive Association

Sierra Club, et al.

Scenic Shoreline Preservation Conference, Inc.
Save-the-Redwoods League

Tule River Indian Tribe

California Native Plant Society

American Motorcyclist Association, District 37
Sierra Forest Products, et al.

Phantom Duck Club

California Association of 4\D Clubs
California Off-Road Vehicle Association
California Attorney General for the People
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Exhibit B

7=\ UNITED STATES FOREST SEQUOIA 900 W GRAND AVE.
a@i DEPARTMENT OF SERVICE NATIONAL FOREST PORTERYILLE, CA 093257
AGRICULTURE (209) 784-1500

REFLY TO: 1920

DATE: November 15, 1988

Mr, George Nokes, Regional Manager, Region 4
California Department of Fish And Gare

1234 East Shaw Avenue

Fresno, CA 93710

Dear George:

I appreciate the efforts of Rod Goss and your staff in worklng toward the
resolution of the Calffornia Department of Fish and Game's appeal of the

Sequoia National forest Land and Resource Management Plan.

H acknowledge your concerns and are willing to propose amendments to the
Sequoia Land and Resource Management Plan descrfbed as in this letter as
resolutions of your appeal (2403). These amendments are subject to NEPA and
NFMA analysis including publfe dfsclosure envfronmental analysis and
documentation. and issuance of a decision notice.

The following decumentation includes specific discussion on each appeal pofnt
fom the meetings. Notes from each of the four meetings by the team are
designated by an (Ml) through (M4), followed by a formal resolution proposal.
Negotiation team members included fom Fish 6 Game Rod Gess and Stan
Stephens; from the Sequoia National Forest: Gordon Heebner, Resource Officer;
Jay Probasco. Hot Springs Oistri¢t Ranger; Terry Kaplan-Henry, Hydrologfst;
Steve Anderson, Hume Lake District Wild11fe/Range Conservationist; Tom Henry,
Facilitator.

A, Aquatic Resources Issuss
Appeal point #l: Unrealistic fisheries benefits

{M3) Steve stated that tho Forest has an on-going Fishery habitat improvement
program and c¢ited use of a 20-person crew as an examplie of on-going work. Jay
felt that by greatly tmpreving tho Forest's Standards and Guidelines, the
ability 1o achieve the Fishery benefits is greatly improved. Stan agreed with
Jay's point, but also pointed out that there is net adequate Watershed
Improvement Needs Inventory (WINI) documentation and that the Forest needs to
get the WINI up=to=date. and on-line. Stevo pointed out that Fish 6 Gare
personnel can help the Forest and WINI .program immensely by providing
documentation of projects when they encounter them {n tho field. The team as
a whole folt that thoy could meve on to more specific appeal points. and
pending resolution of tho remainder of the Fishery points, this "a11-1nc1usivo"
point could be settled. Tho team agreedtomaon - %=

(M4) Based on the agreed-upon resolution of specific polnts on Standards and

Guidelines and othor points related to Fisheries, tho tom agreed that thfs
point was rosolved. \
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PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Based on the agreed-upon resolution of appeal points
#2,3,5,6,7.8,9, and 10 of the Aquatic Resources and the adoption of Revision |V
of the Riparian Standards and Guldellnes, the team agreed that this point was
resolved.

(M3) The team agreed that the key to this appeal point is that the B#P's (and
Standards and Guldellnes) must be aggressively monitored in order to ensure
that they have been adequately implemented and have been effective. Gordon,
Steve, and Jay discussed the increased monitoring going on with BMPs and
Standards and Guidelines. This discussion was very useful to Stan, who was not
fully aware of the rate or method of menitoring, Some examples cited were
direct cross-referencing of 84°!'s with the TImber Sale Contract (BMP handbook),
checklists of Standards and Guidelines for use in Sale Administrator
inspections, and regularly scheduled monitoring trips te each district by the
Forest Management team. Steve recommended that language be added in the LMP
monitoring plan as a separate line item that directs that 84's and Standards
and Guldellnes be aggressively monitored and that the FS also improve
monitoring of site preparatlon activities. Stan and Rod agreed that with thls
more aggressive and more fully documented approach to the use and effectiveness
of BMP's and S 6 G's, this appeal point could be resolved.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Formal resolution of this point IS three-fold:

1) The team agreed that the Forest has Improved 84 monitoring for
impiementation and effectiveness.

2) The Forest will adopt Revision |V of the Riparian Standards and Guidelines
as an interim measure pending analysis and adoption of a Forest Plan Amendment
through NEPA process.

3} Monftorlng of aquatic resources will be included in the pending PSw/
Tri-Forest Monitering Plan.

Appeal point #3: Non-specificity of Aquatic Habitat Improvement Measures,

(M3) Steve stated that the Forest has bwn doing about three miles of habltat
Improvement work per year and that the ™30 miles per decade™ is reasonable to
accomplish, Rod pointed out that page 4-14 of the Plan says we w111 do %, but
what Standards and Guidolines will the Forest hold {tself to to assure Fish and
Gare (and tho rest of the publie) that the work is done (1.e. type of
structures. ete)}? Gordon stated-he did not feel it was appropriate to
reference the specific funds to accomplish annual or programmatic work (such as
"Rise to the Future®, Challenge Grant $» ete.) when these funds cannot yet bo
counted on to previde consistent sources of funding. In getting back to the
specific Standard and Guideline to provide direction far accomplishing’
programmed work, Stan ¢ffered tho "increase biomass by 208" as a standard to
shoot for in proposing projects. This figure IS directly from the RPA goals.
The team agreed that this figure provides a crisp link from national programs
to the Fonst Plan and thon to project 1evel planning. There were several
reservations from the team abwt the appropriateness of this standard for all
projects. After dfscussion, tho team agrwd that "20% biomass increase' could
bo an effective project objective and can serve well as a key eslement of the
Forest monitoring plan. but that there are numercus other project objectives

which would drive Fishery habitat improvement projects, Some other cbjectives
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mentioned were: Increase recreational use; maintain gene pools; correct
existing resource problems: mitigation for proposed activities., Gordon
emphasized that Biologists must be clear in estabiishing objectives in order to
help the Forest prioritize projects. and that the objective should not just to
Increase biomass, but rather to promote some aspect of the Fishery habitat or
program. vith biomass being a key "indicator" of effectiveness where
appropriate. Steve offered to add language in 4-3 and 4-7 of Management
Direction in the Plan.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: formal resolution of thls point is to add the following
proposed language:

Pg. 43 of the LMP (Wildlife. Fish, and Plant Goals):

6) Promote recreational opportunities by striving to increase fisheries
biomass by 20 percent via habitat improvement projects.

Appeal point 14: Impacts of Projected Recreatiopnal Use,

(M3) The team agreed that this was an "all={nclusive® appeal point and that
its resolution hinged on the successful resolution of other more specific

points. The team agreed to move on and reconsider this later.

(V4) Eased on agreed-upon resolution of specific appeal points on Standards
and Guidelines and other Fishery-related points, tho team agreed that this
point was resolved.

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Formal resolution of thls point is two-fold:

1) Clarificatfon that angling is estimated to be associated with 40% of
current overall recreational use. There {s expected to be an increase of 3% in
angler use per year.

2) Resolution of appeal points #2 and # vII| provide effective measures to
mitigate the effects of planned {ncreases in recreational uses upon trout
populatiens,

Appeal ooint #5: Protection and Monitoripg of Nontrout Aquatic Resources.

(M3) There was no recommendation of which species are proposed by Fish and
Gare to monitor In the nor=trout habitat, and Rod and Stan wore unclear at thls
time as to the specific species that are Indicator species. Rod polnted out
that at the Tower elevations (below tho trout habitat), cattle grazing is the
activity which could iepact tho habitat. Regarding tho non-trout habitat above
trout populations, the Forest position is that full implementation of BMP's and
Standards and Guidelines uould adoquatoly pretect habitat in tho lower
elevation non-trout habitat. Rod and Stan agreed that thls was appropriate.
Tho team thon discussed tho {nterpretation of information {n the Plan. Tho
Plan does note that one=half of tho streams on tho Forest are non-trout

habitat. Gordon and Stevo pointed out that thls "one=half® refers to streams
abovo existing trout populations, at tho higher elevations, Tho language in
the appeal point interpreted this "one=half® as being primarily below the trout
populatlon. Tho team discussed adding some indicator species (such as an
amphibian) to the monftoring plan. Rod stated that adequate monftoring and
protection of tho lower elevation non-trout habltat can bo adequately covered

by Use of tho LMP Standards and Guidelines being develcped, as well as
F3-8200-28(7-82)
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considering a rew guideline to protect habitat In the Blue Oak-Savannah type(f‘w*v
~fo+ cattle grazing (along with related monitoring). Pod and Stan agreed that

with our new LMP Standards and Guldellnes. menitoriag plan, and an adequate
guideline for the Blue 0ak/Savannah type. this appeal polnt could be resolved.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION:  Resolution of thls point i s two-fold:

©

€

1) Interim adoption of Revision IV of the Rlparian Standards and Guldellnes.

2) On-going development of PSW/Tri=Ferest Monitoring Plan.

Appeal point D6: Non-specificity of Aguatic Monitoring Methods

{M3) The team agreed that with the agreed-upon changes In the extsting Forest
monitoring plan and the pending work on the Trl-Forest monitoring plan with PSW
and Fish 6 Gavg that we will be providing adequate monitoring.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Based on the current development of the PSW/Tri=forest
Monitoring Plan, thls point 1s resolved.

Appeal point #7: Mitigation of Livestock Impacts on Aquatic Resources,

(M3) The team agreed to work on resolutfon of this point in conjunction with
appeal point 127, which deals with forage allocation as well as impacts from
livestock,

{M4) The team reviewed the rough draft of Revision |V of the Forest Riparian
Standards and Guidelines. The focus of the review and discussion was on two
new guidelines: 7= "Forage and Utilization®™ and #8= Woody and Herbacecus
Vegetation in Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems'™. The titles were wordsmithed by
the group to reflect a broader focus. Gordon discussed with the group the
current efforts by Fish and Gare and PS¥ to Jointly develop management
direction, a mountain mesdow inventory systems and evaluation criteria to help
determing project needs in meadows, The team agreed that these products will
provide needed direction and "teols®™ for Biologists in the field, but that the
final product mey be a long way off. The team made some wording changes In
Standard and Guideline #8, in which the reference to Fisheries was
strengthened. The team also recognized the lack of specific implementation
directlon to reestablish or enhanco meadows which had been impacted from past
activities. Tho following addition was proposed to add to the

"Implementation® section of tho Standard and Guideline: "Re=establish
vegetative cover structure conditions which enhance Fish and Witdlife, as
identified in the Forest Riparian Wetland Invontory. Establlsh demonstration
areas for habitat establishment or enhancement in cooperation with California
Department of Fish and Game®. This last sentence on deveiopment of
demonstration aroas was agreed upon by tho team to initfate an immediate and
Eositive meadow management program on tho Forest pending tho final product

eing jointly developed by PSW and Fish and Game.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of this point i s three=fold:
1) Interim adoption of Revisien |V of the Riparian Standards and Guide)ines,

2) Expected development of a Mountain Meadow Inventory System (PSW,
Tri=Forest, and Fish and Game).
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3) Resolutlon of appeal polnt #13 of Terrestrlal Resource Issues.

(M3) The point of this appeal is that Rich Standage, former Sequeia Forest
Fisheries Biologist, Stated fn his "Analysis of the Management Sftuation® that
70% of the streams on the Forest are in falr or good condltlon; however, the
Plan altered the specific language he used from ™fair and good® to "medium and
highn, Stan stated that thls change In the language misrepresented the
on-theground condltlon. Jay recommended that the Plan language be changed to

conform to the language used 4n Standage's document since it was the prlmary
pasis for the Plan's analysis of the Fishery situation. The team agreed to
this change. Rod stated that he felt thls was an easily resolvable pcint,

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of thls point will be the addltlon of the
following language In the LMP:

Paragraph 3 on page 3-18 of the plan wlll be amended as follows:

Delete sentence #4. Insert "Habitat quality of trout streams on the Forest
was estimated to be 32% in good condltlon. 39 % In fair condltlon and 29%
In poor condltlon. Thls assessment 1s based on a canparlson with a fishery

In the Golden Trout Wilderness.*®,

Sentence #6: change "...med{um or low ratings...® to ",,.fair Or poor
ratings..."m.

Appeal point #: Aguatic Protection Guidelines Resources,

(M3) The team agreed that Revlsion III of the Standards and Guldellnes
provides good protection of rlparlan zones. The team reviewed a rough draft of
Revision I¥. A key addltlon is inclusion of a guideline on meadow protection
for woody and herbaceous vegetation, as well as the existing guideline On
protecting streambanks. The team agreed that with the pendlngi revision of the
Ripalria(; Standards and Guldellnes and the Monitoring Plan, thls polnt is
resolved.

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of the point is twoe=fold:
1) Interim adoption of Revision IV of the Rlparlan Standards and Guldelines.

2) On=going development of PSw/Tri=Forest Monitoring Plan.

Agpeal point £0 _ Effects of Even-age Timber Management Upon Aguatic
Resources,

{M3) The team agreed that resolution of appeal points regarding adequate
Riparian Standards and Guidelines and a Monitoring Plan would resolve thfs
point.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Same as appoal point # (of Aquatic Rescurces Issues).
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Appeal point £1: Mopjtoring of Management Indicator Species,

(M2) The team agreed that the Plan did not have adequate monitoring. Steve
handed out to the group a monitortag plan developed by 8ea Andorson (Wildlife
Biologist) and Ken Anderson (Rango Conservationist). Tho team reviewed it and
Rod stated that it was very close to what he was looking for. H stated that
Fish and Gare wants PSH and the three Forests to interact for a complete plan
that includes the research capabilitfes that PS¥ can provide. Rod stated that
if we (FS) can agree that PSW will give us direction and that we w111 follow
that directton, that IS all Fish & Game can reasonably ask. Gordon stated that
in tovember of 1988, work Is to begin on a Tri=Forest/PS¥ monitoring plan. and
he recommended that Fish & Game be a part of the team effort. The team agreed
te this. The objective of the cooperative monitoring plan effort should be to
develop a plan to meet needs of all agencies fnvelved., The team agreed that
the Monitoring Plan developed by Andorson and Anderson i$ adequate, with
changes as recommended by Stove. Steve wfll ddd specific elements of the
habitat that should be monltored closely now. These elements are: Riparian
Zones; Hardwood component (for gray squfrrels and othor koy species); Snags
(using the Guild approach); Old growth. With these additions, tho team agreed
the existing plan would be adequate untfl a PSW/3=Forest/Fish & Game Plan could
be devoloped. For fermal resolution: Rodwill review the changes Steve will
make at the next meeting. |f these are agreeable, this appeal pointwill be
dropped. An additional action item: Gordon will contact Gordon Yamanaka to
establish a timetable t0 complete the Monitoring Plan.

(M3) Steve and Gordon informed tho group that the three forests and PSW would
be meeting on November 10, 1988 to begin work on the monitoring plan. Stan
Stephens discussod his serious concerns about the poor references made to the
Fishery resource and feels more emphasis should be {nciuded. Stevo stated that
Stan should attend the upcoming meeting and tho team concurred. Rod feels that
the agencies are definitely on the right track for a comprehensive monitoring
plan. Based on Steve's additions to tho existing Sequoid Forest monitoring
plan at discussed in meating #2, Rod i$ willing to drop thls appoal point. Rod
also added that Blue Oak reproduction should bo added as a koy monitoring
element Of the hardwood component, as 1t Is key to the appoal by tho California
Natlvo Plant Society.

(M4) Rod discussod tho "oose end® on Goshawks he had identified at tho ¢close
of mooting 2. Rod statod that this point was not recognized when Julie and he
discussod and verified the 30 appoal points over tho phone. He feels that tho
LMP Standards and Gufdelines do not adequately protect the Goshawk. He
referenced a study by Bloom (conducted for Fish and Game}, which states that
the current SO acre no=cut area around existing sites is not inappropriate, Tho
report does, however, state that with tho 1imited amount of knowledge for
Goshawks, "& more conservative approach of 125 acres of no~cut may be more
appropriate. Rod statod that this may bo more of a regional issue, since all
Forests &N following tho regional guide (Rainbow Book). Steve stated that he
talked with Jim Sheveck about this polnt and Jim had indicated that tho Region
would probably stick to the current guidelines, Rod statod that veé nrdto
protect known site locations in all areas, as well as in SOHAs, wildernesses,
etc., and that protection froe disturbance during tho nesting period is highly
critical to prevent abandonment. This protection is In addition to protection
of tho habitat surrounding tho nest site, which 1s addressed by tho current
guidelines, Jay recommended that until tho Forest can establish Its Goshawk
Retwork, tho Forest should retain tho SO acre core zone and also restrict
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disturbing activities within an additional 75 acres around the nest until the
fledging period is over. The team agreed that this 1s an acceptable approachl
but also encouraged heavy monitoring of known sites.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of this appeal point is three-fold:

1) The Forestwill add the following specific habitat elements to the LMP
monitoring plan: riparian zones; snags; hardwood component; old growth.

2) Resolution of appeal point # of Terrestrial Resources Issues (Snag
Management) for adequate protection of Pileated Woodpecker habitat.

3) Delete last paragraph of Qld Growth Habftat pertaining to Goshawks on page
4-29 of the LMP and substitute the following:

“Protect all active goshawk nests until an approved Forest goshawk network
{s established. 125 acres of habitat will have a restricted operating
season from April 1to August 1 and Include 50 acres of undisturbed habitat
around each active nest site.

This issue is resolved pending development of a joint monitoring plan {avelving
PSW and the Tri-Forests (Sierra, Sequoia, Stantslaus).

Appeal point #2: Deer Populatiop Froiections.

{Ml) Resolution of 12 is directly tied to 118. The team agreed to work on 118
and re-visitthis “all-inclusive” point after resolution of other more specific
appeal points.

(M4) At the end of meeting 14 (after agreeing on tentative resolution of all
specific appeal points). the team reviewed polnt #2, Rod stated that with the
revised and/or new LMP Standards and Guidelines as currently agreed upon by the
team, this point {s resolved,

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of this point is five=fold:

1) To Improve provisions for winter range forage, add the following language
inthe LW:

Pg. 4-77 Prescription for BO6 (Range section), 3):

Retain at Jeast 700 1bs./acre resjdual dry matter (RDM) as the
utilization standard for livestock use.

Pg. 4-67 Prescription for OWS (Range section), 2):
Pg. 4-77 Prescription for BOS (Range section), 4):
Pg. 4-80 Prescriptlon for OW6 (Range section), 3):

Winter grazing allotments rill 1imit browse utilization tO no more
than 15% of preferred browse Or 500 0f staple species In heavily
browsed condltlon (form class 3 or 6). Limited browsing rlll maintain
brwse In satisfactory condition and {ndicate that green feed is
available for wildlife during rintor “green up® ({nadequate green
forage period).
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Pg. 4-67 Prescription for M5 (Range section), 3):
Pg. 4-77 Prescriptlon for B0é (Range sectfon), 51):
) Pg. 4-80 Prescription for OW6 (Rango section), 4):

s

Allotment Management Plans rlll allocate emphasis for use of mast
crops to rlidllfe.

2) To improve provislons for summer range forage. add the following language
inthe LMP;

Pg. 4-32 Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines (T{mber Management;
Regeneration Methods section), add paragraph 5 as follows:

Retain summer forage for deer where preferred browse species
occupy a timber site after harvest:

Specifics

a Determine the brush control noeds on a site speci{fic basis,

b. Consult rlth a Wildlife 8iclogist when planning brush ”/I

control measures. g &

c. Maintain brush complexes rlth preferrod browse specles at ﬁ)jﬁn-

20% of the area.
3) To Improve meadow cover, add the fellowing language in the LW:

Pg. 4-28 Fforest-Wide Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wildlife, and Plant;
Habltat CoordInatlon section), add paragraph 4 as follows:

== Inventory all meadows and riparian areas to determine areas
lacking cover for wildlife and utllite fencing, dan logs, willow

or aspen plantings and brush piles to improve areas identified as
poor habltat.

4) To reduce recreational Impacts on wildlife, change the followlng language
in the LW:

Pg. 4-38 Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines (Facilities and Energy:
Facilities section), delete ¢) under paragraph 2 and replace with the
fOllow Ing -

(c) Close roads not needed for recreational access and/or provide for
adequate screening to minimize Impacts on wildlife.

5) To provide travel corridors and fawning areas for doer, tho Forost will on

an interim basis Implant Revision |V of tho Forest's Riparian Standards and
Guidel tnes.

Acpeal point #£3: Bald Eagle Protection.

(Ml) Rod statod that tho Plan provides only reactive protection, and that ve
need to be pro=active in providing habltat protection. Gordon stated that the
pro=active part of tho FS role in managing Bald Eagles is our compliance and
tmplementation of tho Recovery Plan of tho US Fish and Wild1ife Service. In
regards to monitoring, It |s currently defined in tho FLMP as a cooperative
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effort with PSW and the three Forests. The team recommended adding new
language to our existing forest monitoring plan. stating clearly that we will
tmplement the monitoring plan for the Recovery Plan for Bald Eagles. A key to
assurance of no impact on the eagles by this plan (fran Fish 6 Gare
perspective) is that no rew physical developments are proposed.

{M2) After reviewing the Sierra Forest Plan language. the team agreed to add
language to the prescription for Yeg Types Blue Oak- Savannah and Oak Woodland

for protection of the Bald Eagle.
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Add the follewing language to the LMP:

Pg. 4-29 Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines (Fish. Wildlife, and Plants;
General section, add paragraph 9:

== Protect important roost trees and feeding areas for wintering
bald eagles at Pine Flat Reservoir and aleng the Kern River.

This addition is proposed to be added to the section on Forest=wide Standards
and Guidelines rather than Prescriptions as noted in the meeting documentation.

Appeal point #4: Riparian Habitat Protection,

(Ml) The team was in agreement that Revision IV of the Forest Riparian
Standards and Guidelines is adequate from a NEPA standpoint. but that the
language must be clear that management in riparian zones shall be for the
enhancement of riparian-dependent species only. Terry Henry will provide
additional language in the S4Gs to clarify and resolve this polnt. Terry read
a rough draft to Rod and Rod agreed in principle to her proposal. Adoption of
Revision IV rill lead to resolution of this appeal point.

(M2) No further work was pursued on this. Terry rill have the revised
Riparian Standards and Guidelines available for the third meeting for review by
Rod and Fish and Gare Fisheries representatives.

{M3) See documentation under #7.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: See resolutfon of appeal point #2 of Aquatic Resources
Issues. The Forest wi11 adopt Revision |V of the Riparian Standards and
Guidelines on an interim basis pending final revisien and adoptlon through the
Forest Plan amendment process.

Appeal point #5: Soag Mapagement.

(ML) Steve discussed applicabiljty of research by Raphael 6 White. in which

3 1/2 snags per acre are recommended as ideal. He pointed out the large amount
of areas set aside within and adjacent to tho Ferest, such as Natlonal Parks.
SOHAs, -wilderness, and rlparlan zones. Based on these set-aside areas. the
Forest can appropriately apply a lower snag average and still maintain
population viabfl11ty. Rod responded that the 11/2 snags per acre refers to
hard snags only, and assumes that all soft snags are retained, He stated that
hard and soft snags are separate ¢lements of rildlIfe habltat and should be
managed as separate components, Tho FS has the abi11ty to save all soft snags
on tractor ground, but cable ground is a dlfferent story— only hard snags are
being left. Gordon suggested that maybe FS should increase the percent of
mature timber left Inwildlife clumps 1O compensate for tho falldown in soft

@ snags on cable ground. The team had an open discussion about thlr possibility
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and developed a rough draft of a guideline. Rod continued to encourage the FS
to increase awareness of field personnel to the habitat needs and to encourage

innovation as a key to further success.

{(M2) Rod began the discussion by inquiring as to the source of the sire class
distribution per 100 acres as proposed in the Plan. According to research by
Chapel, pileated woodpecker average snag size IS 30 Inches. Rod stated that
the 20 inches listed in the Plan IS minimum use size and IS not acceptable as
an average. Rod also referenced Evelyn Bull's study in Northeastern Oregon,
where the average diameter of 105 nest trees 1S 32 inches. The team agreed to
raise the minimum diameter of the large shags to be saved from 20 inches up to
24 inches, recognizing that larger sires will be necessary to truly meet
habitat needs of numerous species (besides the plleated woodpecker) using these
large snags. Rod also referenced research of Raphael and ¥hite which showed
the average diameter of trees used for other—than-nesting s 16 inches, well
above the 10 inch minimum diameter listed in the Plan. Gordon recommended a
change from the minimum of 10 inches to 16 Inches (anything larger than 15
inches for field use). The team adopted this change and then was in consensus
about the reconmended changes, The changes are: 50 snags per 100 acres greater
than or equal to 24 inches in diameter: 100 shags per 100 acres greater than
15 Inches in diameter. The team then discussed the extent of pileated
woodpecker habitat and whether this guideline should be applied on the forest
as a whole. As the mixed conifer and Red fir vegetative type 1s habitat (Ward
Thomas, reference), the team agreed that ft is appropriate to apply this
guidellne forest-vide. A final key to the team's discussion and agreement IS
that the Forest will be managing for the mean reccemended diameters (>16"™ and
>24") and larger. Steve raised the concern that snags <16 Inches won't '‘count”
in our snag management; he then referenced field data by Steve Self which
indicates that most of the Forest exceeds the newly agreed-upon guideline, and
hence the 10"=16" snags are of no great consequence in meeting the snag
guideline.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: The following language changes to the LMP are proposed:

Pg.- 4-29 Forest-Wide Standards and Guldellnes (Fish, Wildllfe. and Plants;
Snag and Own Log Section), delete paragraph 2 (a,b,c) and replace with the

following:

Maintain a mintmum average of 15 hard snags per acre on
commercial forest land in each compartment.

a) Hard snags should mest or exceed the follwlng size and density
rquirements:

Size (dbh) Snags/100 Acres
>24 50
>18 100

b) In.-ever=age treatment areas, clumps-or aggregations of mature
trees averaging 4%to 6%of the treated sale area (exclusive of
riparlan zones} vill be left to provide for snags, snag recruitment,
and wildlife screening, These clumps vII| bo established in close
coordination with a Wildlife Biologist and should range from 1/2 acre

to 2 acres in size.

Protect all soft snags except where they am a safety hazard.
Where it {s not pessible to protect soft snags, gmn trees will be
loft for addltional snag recruitment or wildiife clumps vill be

increased in size,
F8 8200.2817 82) ,l



Chapter 7, FEIS Appendices, Appendix J=8; add the following

Harvest unit: That part of a management stand that ts actually harvested
fnciuding wildlife clumps. The harvest unit does not include uncut

riparian buffers along perennlal streams.

Appeal point £6: Silviculture,

In ¢larifying the specific points of the appeal. Julie Allen and Rod Gess
identified several specific items. These specific items precede the following
meeting notes.

nState-cf-the~Art Reforestation®

(M) Rod stated that the Issue is not really "What is 'State of the Art', but
rather that "State of the Art* reforestatlon Is not clearly linked to the
Plan's Standards and Guldellnes. Rod reconmended that for resolutlon, more
clear language needs to be added where reference IS made to 'State-of-the-Art
that clearly displays an awareness of the Impacts on other resources and the
use and mitigating effects of Standards and Guldellnes on the effects.

(M2) In tems of formal resolution of thfs potiat, Rod suggested addltional
language to the Plan directly statlng that applicatlon of "State=cf-the=Art
reforestation” Includes use of Standards and Guldellnes intended to buffer the
effects on other resources, Steve wll|| develop language to meet this need.

"Residual Vegetation in Ptantations®

{Ml) Rod stated a need for F& to be assured that brush remaining in a
plantatlon (acceptable fam a sllvicultural standpeint) IS designed to help
meet deer habitat needs, rather than an unpredictable mix. Desirable specles
mix should be devrloped fran Input by Wildlife Blologfst. Steve stated that
despite "State=of=-the=Art" reforestatlon. there Is brush In every opening. Rod
confirmed this and accepted. but emphasized that " State-of-the-Art" should
include residual brush mixes by design, not by accident. Action Item: Rod vill
develop a rough draft guideline which will help sflviculturists in conjunction
with biolegists design residual brush complexes which will make projected deer
populatlon increases more realistic, since projections are partially dependent
on early successional browse in new openings.

Based on an acceptabie guideline for helping to assure a deslrable mix of
browse species 1n plantations. Rod stated that both peints 112 and 118 could
be resolved.

(M2) Rod reviewed the flrst meeting notes and stated that they accurately
reflected his positlon. He distributed a rough draft of a Guideline on
leaving preferred brwse in plantations during release operations. The team
generally supported peints 1through 4 of his draft. and stated that polnt 5
would-need further discussion as to whether Itwas a vlable optlon. The
specifications of points 4 and 5 of the draft guldellne are fram the North
Kings Deer Hard Study. Gordon emphasized that a 11st of preferred brwse
species should be avallablr to S{ivicuiturists, Two scurces am the N Kings
Deer Herd Plan and the Forest Range Handbook. Steve mentioned that in
consulting with his district Silviculturist (Don Fullmer), control durtng
establishment of the plantation (flrst five years) 1s critical, Beyond that.
It is easier to livr with brush competition, Jay stated that control is more
critical than timing deprnding on the brush complex, Tom stated that point 4
@of the guldeltne indicates that brush levels vould be at a minimum of 20%, and
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f""'\‘ with less-than-100%control of non-preferred browse, plantations can easily
i&# have 30% brush cover or more. Rod stated that he would accept 20%total brush
cover as a guideline, with preferred browse selected over other species during

prescription development.

(M8) The proposed guideline on retaining brush in plantations was presented
briefly to the Forest Silviculturists and further elarification and discussion
{s needed before final acceptance of the guidelfne. The team agreed to
pcstpone formal work on thts point. but discussed several key points: 20%of
the area in brush cover 1s more appropriate that 20% crown cover, and; the
Stlvtculturists feel the language of the guideline should recognize that tree
survival and growth have a prierity over brush in plantations. and that meeting
the brush retention guideline should not threaten plantation establishment
standards. Rod made 1t clear that thts guideline is not an "efther/or"
situation and that close coordination wfth the Biologist and innovatlve
thinking are key elements to meeting all resource objectives. The team agreed
that the flnal guideline should contain a clear "objective™ statement and that
the Forest Silvicultural group should meet to get the wording down. As the
guidellne is currently stated, appeal point 118 is resolved.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION:  See resolutfon of appeal point #2 (Section 2} of
Terresttal REsource Issues.

119 and 120- *Dead and Downed Material™

(ML) The problem here was that there was no folla-through fom the meeting of
the three Forest Supervisors, Staff officers. and Fish 6 Gare where consensus
was reached on dead retaining dead and daned material. The only documentation
the team had was notes that Gordon had of the meeting. Steve recommended that
the FS add language to the Plan Incorporating the agreements of the meeting, as
well as saving all soft snags and retaining daned material In an uncharred
condition as much as practical. This resolution was agreeable to the team.
Rod's comments were positive in that he recognizes the difficulty in saving
snags ih mary situations (such as breadcast burning). He encouraged the FS to
continue to encourage Innovation and flexib1lity in trylng new methods. knowing
we will lose some and win some. The Dead and Dewn guideline is just that ~ an

average.

(M2) Steve provided the team with a rough draft of a guideline for retentlon
of dead and dewned material. The team reviewed and changed some of the
language. After wordsmithings the guideline was accepted as resolution of this

appeal point.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of appeal points #2 and # of the Terrestrial
Resource Issues and the addition of the follaing language to the LMP:

Pg. 4-29 Forest-¥ide Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wildlife, and Plants;
Snag and Darn Log Management section), add the follaing:

= - Retain all-large decompesing logs where consistent rlth other
management cbjectives,

Leave 10% of each regeneration unit with untreated slash for
rildlIlfa habitat.

Ut1112¢ management techniques which will minimize or eliminate
charring of downed woody material left forrildllfe cover and
habltat.
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/== These changes ctarify the amblgufty of **state-of-the-artreforestation and
\&1 address the retentlon and managment of dead and downed materfal.

Appeal point # 7: Meadow Manageqent,

(M) Rod agreed that this appeal point is resolved based on Revision IV of the
Forest Riparian Standards and Guidelines and adequate allocatfon of forage for
wfldlife uses. Rod stated that the team took a pro-active and long-term
approach rather than a shert=term solution such as cessation of meadow use by

livestock.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: This point is resolved by the resolution of appeal point
#2 of the Terrestrial Resource Issues.

Appeal point £ 8: Species Diversity,

{M2) Rod recognized that not all T6E or sensftive specles can be tracked or
forrally monitored, such as the wolverine. pfne marten. fisher, and others.
Gordon pointed out that the "Guild®™ approach to monftoring should track the
habftat for all specles relyfng on a partfcular habitat type. Rod agreed to
this point. The Forest does maintain sighting records for many of the species
not monitored indfvidually. Steve pointed out that sensitive plants are
monitored in response to project proposals. Rod agreed that this was
appmprlate. Rod said he would check back with his Data Base personnel and
Botanist. He stated he would be willing to drop this appeal point based On the
rew LMP Standards and Guldelines being developed or revised as well as an
adequate monltorlng plan.

PROWSED RESOLUTION:  Thls peint is resolved based on pending development of
the PSW/Tri=Forest Monitoring Plan.

Appeal point #9: Energy Development,

(Ml) Rod stated that there are no guidellnes whatsoever to help guide energy
development. The team agreed to Rod's recommendation that the Forest review
the Standards and Guidelines for energy development contained in the Sierra L)W
and either customize them Or Incorporate "as is"®,

{M2) Gordon read tho language fom the Sierra NF Draft Plan. His concern is
that the Iar;%uage I's somewhat unclear and could lead to considerable work and
expense on tho part of the Forest simply to issue a preliminary letter
triggering formal respenses and studies by a projeet proponent. Gordon will
check with tho Hydro coordinator on the Sierra to clarify the intent of the
guldelt{ne,

{M3) Gordon reviewed tho guidellne from ths Sierra NF Draft Plan and stated
that he was willing to accept tho wording as is except for tho reference to
setting Fish and W{1d1{fe objectives for Class | watersheds. He was very
unsure about who even does this work. The team agreed that the wording with
Gordlon'g recommended deletion 1s acceptabla and tho appeal point would be
resolved.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Add the follewing languago to tha LMP

Pg 4-37 Forest=Wide Standards and Guidelines (Facilities; Energy
@ Section), add tho following:
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@ - == Seek flows and habitat conditions below new hydroelectric projects
which maintain fishery and wildlife resources near naturally occurring
conditions.

~=- == During re-licensing of hydroelectric projects. seek fiows and
habitat conditions more favorable to fish and wildlife on projects
where habitat has been degraded by the project

Appeal peoint # 10: Standards and Quidelines, Geseral.

{M1) Rod proposed that the team table this discussion. as resolution of other
points mey clear this one up without dealing with it specifically. The team
agreed.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: This appeal point is resolved by a combination of
clarification and resolution of points pertaining to specific Standards and
Guidelines.

Appeal point # 11: Capability o Carry Out Planned Activities,

{M2) The team agreed that staffing fs a problem. Jay and Gordon pointed out
that staffing i s increasing. as the Forest is currently hiring a Fisheries
Biologist, and an assistant to a zone Wildlife Biologfst has been hired. The
team was unclear as to a clear point of resolution. Rod stated that he would
be willing to drop the appeal point based on continued efforts by the Forest to
increase staffing levels. Wordfng to the effect that ™e (FS) agree with the
need for adequate staffing levels to {mplement necessary monitoring
requirements, and we will pursue adequate staff'.

PROPOSED RESOLUTIOM: Eased on the discussion of current staffing levels and
projected increases. this point IS resolved. Higher staffing levels are
anticipated and national emphasis appears to be shifting in favor of wildlife
and fisheries funding.

Appeal point £12: Vegetatiop Tvpe Conversions.

{(Ml) Rod stated that the Califernia Native Plant Society was a key initiator
of this appeal point and shows up as a central point of the{r appeal. The key
point {s that type c¢onvarsiens are essentially proposed in the Plan and
therefore must be justified in the Plan, according to NAVA The project level
is not tho placo to Justify type conversions. Jay commented that it appears
there are twe options: 1) Amend the plan to include appropriate justification
for conversions. or 2) defer proposed typo conversion from the Plan. The team
agreed that Jim Shevock should be consulted as to his response to the Cal.
Native Plant Society about his response before we resolve this point. Rod
requested that if the Plan eventually does include justification for type
conversions, that-there be language to provide standards and gufdelines for
buffering the Impacts on wildlife,

(M2) No further information was introduced. Gordon had attempted to contact
Jim Shevock on his response to the California Native Plant Sec{ety, but had no
response to share as yet. Gordonwill previde input by next meeting.

(M3) Gordon stated that after a lengthy discussion with Jim Shevock, he is

recommending that proposed type conversions be dropped from tho Plan. He
@stated that in one alternative, the Forest would i{ncrease wator yield by
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f@==N converting 3.000 acres of chapparral. This proposal was inadvertently carrisd

//over to the Recommended Alternative, although it shouldn't have. The team
agreed that based on the exclusion of type conversions in the Plan, this appeal
point s moot.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: A minor PYan amendment deleting ail references to
proposed type conversions fran the Recommended Alternative will be initiated.

Appeal point # 13, Forage Ailocation,

{M3) Road discussed with the group the value of high mountain meadow habitat to
seasonal deer use, such as fawning cover. He referenced data from the North
Kfngs Herd Study which linked the health and success of the deer population and
fawn survival to the amount of cover available in the early season. He then
pointed out that the management prescription for the CF7 type allocated
primarily all forage to livestock and said that this was unacceptable given the
essential role that early season cover and forage provides the deer population.
Steve stated that 50% use is the upper level for livestock use, and when that
level fs reached, livestock are removed in order to provide adequate habitat
for wildlife species. Rod recognized this use level, but stated that the 50%
left over was not adequate habitat or forage for rlparian-dependent species.

He feels that livestock and wildlife needs should be ¢o=equal, rather than
forage allocated primarily to livestock. Jay noted that needs of
riparian~-dependent species should be adequately met before allocation of
resources to other uses. Jay made this point in reference to the new Ripartan
Standards and Guidelines. in effect stating that livestock grazing should not
compromise riparian-dependent species. The team agreed to a Plan language
change: on page 4-87, delete the phrase "primary use", and insert language to
the effect that livestock forage allocation must be compatible with LMP
Standards and Guidelines and needs of riparian-dependent species. Jay
summarized by noting that the team had agreed on twe of three critical habitat
elements for deer, which are dependent upon vegetation within the conifer
zones: 1} leaving desired brush species in plantations, and; 2) leaving a
buffer strip around perennial streams and meadows. The other key element which
the team was currently working on was vegetation within the meadows and
streamside zones. Rod agreed with this summarizatien by Jay. Gordon pointed
out that the Forest is identifying demonstration areas, and he would 1i{ke Fish
and Game Biologists to identify critical habitat within these areas for project
work. The team agreed that the long-term solution for adequate forage
allocation for both livestock and wildlife was the work currently underway with
PSW and Fish and Game., The team agreed that an interim resolution had three
key e¢lements which tho team had agreed tor 1) Improved Standards and
Guidelines; 2) New plan languago in the Conifer tone management prescription,
and 3) demonstration areas, especially in key doer habitat.

Rod then moved tho discussion to the Blue Cak/Savannah, Black Dak/Woodland, an
Pinyon/Sage vegotativo types, and pointed out that again, forage allocation was
primarily for 1{vestock use. He would 11ke t0 see adequate allocation for
wildlife needs, as tho forago-and habitat-are critical to healthy doer
populations. He feels that livestock cannot be kopt on from February to
December and still provide for wildlife. He would 11ke a more equitable
allocation. Rod stated that the recommended range of 400=600 pounds of wich
retention as a minimum to be left i s inadequate, as commonly the 1ower end of
the range becomes the standard, especi{ally in tough years when all users need
the higher rates. He noted that the Les Padres and Stanisiaus have higher
minimum rates (700 pounds). Jay recommended that the Forost adopt a minimum of
700 pounds on all three vegetative types, and the team agreed that this higher

@mhh rate was appropriate for adequate wildlife forage allocation. Gordon
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8J;/ and the higher mulch rates would not apply well to this type. Steve

=" reconmended keying to a particular species for proper tfming to end livestock
grazing rather than a mulch standard. Rod agreed that because of the 1ow use
and uniqueness of this vegetative type, a different standard would be
appropriate. The Fish and Gare appeal cited problems in the Pinyon/Sage type
from over-grazing. After discussion, the team agreed that these problems are
primarily on BLM land and hence were not pertinent elements of the appeal

point.

@ notes, however, that the Forest carries only 800 AUMs on the Pinyon/Sage type
hd

After resolving the amount of mulch to be left, the team began discussion on
the season of use. Rod recommended a February-May season. The basis for this
is to prevent overuse of the forage and resulting overuse of the brush forage,
which is critical to deer population in the latter part of the season. Jay
pointed out that livestock management revolves around management of the
allotments and that the Forest needs to establish a goal to werk towards,
recognizing that it cannot be reached overnight. H stated that the Forest
should work toward a goal of getting livestock off the range early enough to
provide adequate acorn and brush for the deer and other species. Rod then
stated that with the increased residual mulch rates and a goal of early-off to
provide adequate acorn crops for witdtife, that we can monitor brush and feed
utilization carefully. Based on these agreed-upon elements, Rod felt that the
Forest was moving in the right direction and that the polnt about adequate
allocation was resolved. The team agreed to this. Jay reiterated that in
allotment plan review and revision, the Forest must consider adequate provision
for acorn crops and residual mulch for wi1d1{fe-dependent species.

Rod then raised the point about early-on allotments, in whieh livestock
essentially graze through the winter or very early spring months
(October-Oecember or January). He stated that he is very concerned with this
policy, as the livestock utilize all the green grass. Rod appeared to urge for
a stop to this particular practice. Gordon was very clear that he did not
support a blanket approach to this problem, as the problem was more
site-specific and is very limited in scope. Gordon suggested that in the
allotments on the Greenhorn district, overuse is avoided by monitoring and so a
blanket approach is not merited. Jay suggested that if our current approach ts
keeping overuse from occurring. then maybe the Forost could formalize this
approach in a Guideline to provide more direction 10 all the allotments and/or
units. Jay suggested that the Forest look at tho methedoliegy Wayne Nelson
applies on his allotments on the Greenhorn district and see {f it is applicable
to the Forest. These kinds of ™early on® allotments represent only four of the
SO+ allotments on the Forest, and so it seems reasonable to look forward to an
acceptable resoiution to this last element of the appeal point. Jay, Gordon,
and Steve agreed {0 meet next week to review the Greenhorn approach and give
considoration to a Guideline to provide for adequate forage allocation between
livestock and wi1d1ife On these allotments., Rod was very agreeable to this
approach. Rod's primary ¢oncern is that livestock seems to be given primary
allocation on many vegetative types which provide key wiidi{fe habitat. An
equitable resolution (to Rod/F{sh&Game) must provide equal consideration of
wild11fe which-are dependent-upon those FeSOUrCes.

Tho team recognized that it had discussed resolution on all of the key points
of the whoele Fish and Game appeal as summarized and agreed to over the phone
between Julio Allen and Rod. Rod notos that there wWONn a few ®Jocse ends" in
tho appeal which need to be addresssed prior to develepment of a document
capturing and proposing the formal reselution of tho appeal points.

(M) The team agreed that tho notes fom tho previous meeting accurately
stated tho discussions and positions. Gordon, $teve, and Jay met on Octcber
@26. 1988 to continue work on a rough draft guideline for tho "early=-on®
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allotments. As discussed earlier, the intent of the guideline is to help
ensure that there is adequate forage for deer while providing for winter
Tivestock grazing. Steve proposed the following guideline:

fIn Blue Oak-Savannah and Ok Woodlands, no more than 15% of preferred browse
or $% of staple brwse species will be heavlly browsed (ferm class 3 or 6).
Limitation on browsing will maintain browse fn satisfactery condition and be an
Indication that adequate green feed is avallable for wildlife during the
inadequate green feed period."

Steve also recmended the inclusion of the following language in Management
Direction for the Blue Oak/Savannah and Osk Woodland vegetative types:
"Wildlife use will be the emphasis for use of mast production.™

Rod stated that acceptance of this guideline meant additlonal menitoring by the
Forest in allotments grazed during the winter. Steve acknowledged thls
additlonal monitoring need. Use of thls guidellne will be in management of the
allotments. so that monitoring of the use may be directly and immediately
linked to adverse impacts if that IS the case. The Forest can respond by (for
instance) reducing number of head. removing stock, etc.., as

Rod then discussed two minor sub-points of the 'Forage™ appeal point. The
flrst was that the Plan has proposed Increased AUMs under the Recommended
Alternative. Gordon stated that this was not the case. Steve referenced the
Plan, stating that the current level is approximately 68.000 AUMs annually and
the Plan projects no increase. Gordon stated that the Forest ts headed teward
maintaining this level with no planned increase. Rod stated that Decade 2
shows an increase, which could occur theoretically in year 11 of the Plan
(first year of Decade 2), and that some of the language of the Plan implies a
planned Increase. Steve noted that by applying Standards and Guidelines and by
accomplishing habitat improvement projects, the Forest can increase fts grazing
capability. but that there are no plans to increase. The major and fsmmed{ate
benefit of increasing grazing opportunities would be to reduce pressure on
riparian zones and meadows, as well as other areas. Steve referenced page
3-42, where language clearly states that no increases in AUMs are proposed.

Rod agreed to the discussion and stated that this sub-point was clarified and
resolved.

Rod's second point was the ambiguity of the allocation of forage which would be
available in plantations. Gordon stated that the Forest is not assigning any
AUMs to these areas and that: there is no intention to increase AUMS due to an
increase in availablo forage in plantations. The immediate effect would be to
spread tho cattle over a larger area, once again reducing overall grazing
pressuro and impacts.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of thls point is twe=fold:

1) Resolution of rppoal point #2{2) of Terrestrial Resources Issues
(guidelines for mulch retention and browse ut{l{zation).

2) The fellewing languago changes are proposed:

Pg 4-85 Management Area Prescrfption CF6 (Emphas{s section): delete
second sentence.

Pg. 4-87 Management Area Prescription ¢¥6 (Range section): delete 2).

Pg. 4-86 Management Area Prescription CF6 (Fish and Wild1ife section): add
to 2) delete "...fisheries...” and replace with "...riparian dopendent

smi.’. se "0 g
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(M1} Steve Anderson stated that this lack of clear language was an error in
word processing. in that the proper reference of "five percent of each
vegetative type/seral stage combination...” was included In the text of the
Plan gIS but was not carried through to the text of the Plan. Steve will
provide rew language for the Plan text to correct this.

{#42) Rod agreed with the notes fran the previous meeting. Steve rill provide
correct language for inclusion into the Forest Plan.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Meake the following changes in the LMP:

Pg. 4-32 Forest-Wide Standards and Guldelines (Timber Management, Diversity
section): delete second guideline and replace with the following:

Provide for an array of early and late successional stage habitat over
time in each ecosystem. A minimum of 5% of the total area of each
vegetative type in forested lands w111 be maintained in each seral
stage/habitat type combination. Allocation of habitat type/seral
stage combinations wi11 be done on a compartment basis.

Appeal point 4 15: Unexercised Riparian Water Rights,

This point is moot, as the Wallet Creek™ decision confined that the Forest ~
Service had rights for on-forest uses but no rights to divert water to maintain
minimum flows. .

C. Additional Issues in "Statement of Additiona) Reasons®
Appeal point # 16:

(M2) Steve pointed out that in the Blue Oak-Savannah (802) and Oak Woodland
(OW1 and 01121 vegetative types, the Forest could {ncrease the optimum carrying
capacity of hardwoods in these areas, Steve recomnended that on page 4-44,
hardwood carrying capacity bo raised to "50 square feet of basal area per
acre”. This recommended change IS consistent with research by Hurley. This
change would be applied to all three of the above listed vegetative types. The
team agreed to this change, as no proposals for manipulatien of the vegetative
types are anticipated during tho life of this plan. Tho guideline does provide
for direction if projects a N proposed. rather than excluding any proposal
within the prescription for the areas. In veg types Q116 and 806, the current
guidelines are to retain 20 squars feeat basal area of hardwoods. The team
agreed to raise thls recosmended level to 50 square feet, or if levels are
currently below this, to retain the currant 1evels. Steve pointed out that
page 4-10 ‘contained language that states ™,,..8lue Oak will not be

harvested...." The team agrwd that thls was too restrictive, in that under
certain eircumstances, It would be desirable to harvest Blue Oak (to promote
regenerationr for instance). Tho team agreed to thlr change. and also agreed
to add language in the prescription for tho Blue Oak that any harvest will
favor mast-producing trees. Steve agreed to develop these Plan language
changes. Stove and Gordon will contact Tom Beck on tho Stanislaus and {nform
hir of our proposed changes.
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The team then began discussion on hardwood retention levels in treatment
(harvest) areas In the conifer forested zones. Steve noted that the current
retention levels are 20 square feet per acre averaged over a timbered
compartment, and that these levels provide a medfum=to~high level of habitat.
Rod pointed out that the 20 square feet needs to be In mast-producing oaks to
provide for adequate habitat. Rod then discussed with the group the value of
extremely high use of acorn-producing caks, and that the bottem line is that
'We need all we can get because they all get used. There Is a direct
correlation between the increased avaitability (and use) of acorns and the
health and vigor of the deer herd in terms of fawn survival and wfnter

fitness. Steve concurred that oaks are vttally important and felt that the
current guldellne is adequate. Gordon then reconmended additlonal language to
the existing guidellne that the existing 20 square feet should be in
rmast-producing oaks, averagfng 80 years and older. The team agreed to this
recommendation.  Although not a part of thls appeal point, Gordon emphasized
the need in our Plan to recognize the need and direction for providing
regeneration of oaks, especially in the mixed cenifer-hardwood type. He
emphasized the point that oak stocking levels should be applied on a
compartment basis, rather than a unit-speciffc basis, as numerous land managers
are attempting to do. He suggested adding language to the CF/ prescription to
provfde dfrection in regenerating oaks (especially in overstocked stands). The
team then discussed the technology available to protect and manage for oaks.
Oaks on tractor-loggable ground can be left. The preblem ts on cable=yarded
ground that is subsequently broadcast-burned for site preparation. The team
agreed that intensive efforts must be made on cable ground to save hardwoods,
especially where they occur in clumps. The team also discussed the need In
area-specific environmental analyses that ¥11d1ife Biologists (both FS and Fish
6 Game) need to be specific as to the critfcal areas for oak management Rod
stated that he wlll accept 20 square feet of mast=producing (80 years and
older) oak retention levels for compartment planning, and that the burden of
proof wlll be on the Piologists to point out areas where increased levels are
necessary, such as holding areas or migration corrfdors. In these areas. the
team agreed that an increased level of 30 square feet per acre would be
appmprlate. Gordon also recommended that the word "indicater® be deleted from
the first paragraph on page 4-30. As formal resolutions, the team agreed to
add/change language to the hardwood retention guldellne requiring 20 square
feet of 80 years-and older-oaks be retained per acre. In key areas, 30 square
feet should be retained as a guideline.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: The following changes in LMP language are proposed:

Pg. 4-30 Forest-¥ide Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wildlife. and Plants;
Oak Management section): delete the first guideline and replace with the
following:

-

I n mixed conlfor-hardwood stands, leave at least 20 square fest per
acre basal area of oaks where this currently exists.

I'n pure hardwood stands maintain a minimum average of 50 square foot
-basal- area per acre. Select for loaving heavy mast=producing trees in

any harvest of oaks.

Leave 30 square feet basal area of oaks in mixed conifer-hardwood
stands 1dentified as key deer areas.

Pg. 4-30 Forest=Wide Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wild11fe, and Plants;
Osk Management section): in last guideline, delete "...indicator...".

Pg. 4-10 under 6) Moodlands, delete "Blue 0akS will not bo harvested,®
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Your signature will constitute your recommendation of this agrement and
~ withdrawal of the California Department of Fish and Game's appeal of the
Sequoia Natlonal Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. Upon receipt Of the
signed agreement, | will take actton to make the groposed changes. This
document shall be made part of the record in the Sequofa National Forest Land

and Resource Management Plan appeal number 2403.

| appreciate your willingness to work with the Sequoia National Forest
personnel to resolve this appeal.

Sincerely,

JAMES A. CRATES
Fprest Supervisor
equoia National Forest

Zi;lw\u & e 11]18leg

GEORGE NOKES Date '
Regional Manager
Region 4, California Department of Ffsh and Game

A ke LLW_B"M Wﬁ;&l’i.
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EXHIBIT C

PROTOCOLS SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST PLAN MEDIATED NEGOTIATIONS

A. Purpose and Goals

The purpose of these negotiations is to resolve issues and
concerns raised In the appeals of the Sequoia Forest Plan through
mediated negotiations involving appellants,intervenors and The
Forest Service to the mutual satisfaction of all the

participants.

The goal of the negotiations iIs to reach consensus on the
specific content and wording of proposed amendments to the Plan.
For those issues that require further study or implementation of
a planning process, the parties will agree upon a specific plan
of action including a feasible timeframe and reference points for
reviewing the progress in carrying out the plan of action.

The Forest Service i1s committed to using any consensus reached in
these negotiations as the basis of proposed changes to the
Sequoia Forest Plan. The Appellants agree to support consensus
outcomes by withdrawal of the appeals that formed the basis for
the negotiations at the end of the negotiations process. .
Appellants agree not to file new appeals on changes formally
adopted by USFS that are based upon consensus items.

B. Structure

(_ 1. Participants.in the Sequoia Forest Plan Mediated
Negotiations shall include representatives of appellants,
intervenors and USFS, Sequoia Forest staff. See attached list.

2. Alana Knaster, President of The Mediation Institute, Los
Angeles, California shall serve as mediator in this process.

3. Each appellant, intervenor or interest caucus will appoint

a minimum number of - designated representatives to be seated at

the table. These designated representatives shall constitute the
Negotiating ‘Committee.

;e 4. Individual appellants or intervenors may joint with other

aﬁpelIantSHorﬂiﬂterVenors to.form an interest caucus. Appellants

0 .cannot, participate in the negotiations in a full capacity,

may authorize andther appellant group or member of its interest

v« -7 caucus’+‘to-cdmmunicate its "interests and positions. The Tull
¥ -Negotiating Committee shall be kept appraised when such
_.designation. ogcurs. -’
i v Y
T “Each appell®ant, fntervenor or interest caucus may also include
..~ ather team members who they believe are necessary and appropriate
~:* " to represent their interest and who may attend all sessions.

ke, These*team miembers may be designated to participate on technical

C 1
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sub-committees. Team members who are not seated at the table may
be called upon to elaborate on a relevant point by a designated
representative, but they may remain at the table only for that
purpose.

5. Alternates may substitute for designated representatives
in the event that they cannot attend a negotiations session.
However, 1t 1s the responsibility of the designated
representatives to fully brief that alternate. Alternates must
have full authority to represent the position of their group at

negotiating session.

If more than one third of the designated representatives from the
Negotiating committee cannot attend a scheduled session, then
that session shall be postponed.

6. Sub-committees may be established to address
particular issues or tasks that either require additional
technical expertise or are better handled 1n a small group
setting. such working groups may 1include either designated
representatives or team members. There will be no more than one
representative per interest caucus on a sub-committee. Not all
appellants, intervenors and interest caucuses need to participate
on each working %roup. The decision to participate-or not is the
prerogative of that group.

The sub-committees are not authorized to make decisions for the
full Negotiating Committee. They are responsible for makin?
recommendations on possible solutions to resolve controversia
Issues under consideration.

7. Each appellant intervenor or interest caucus shall name
a contact person who shall be responsible for coordinating
communication between and during meetings with team members,
other members of the Negotiating Committee and with the mediator.

C. Decision-making Process

8. The Negotiating Committee and all sub-committees shall
operate by consensus. "‘Consensus™ is defined as an agreement of
all the designated representatives or designated sub-committee

members.

9. Designated representatives are expected to represent the
concerns and positions of their caucus and to ensure that any
agreement reached is acceptable to their constituents who may not
be directly participating In the negotiations.

Sub-committee members have the responsibility of ensuringét@éﬁ
any position taken has maximum assurance of broad acceptability
to the caucus they represent. v

Y
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10. Any member of the Negotiating Committee or the mediator
are permitted to call for a-confidential caucus deliberation.

. 11. The mediator may assist in intra-group communication as
requested and may be asked to participate in confidential caucus
deliberations.

12. The participants may reach a consensus that resolves
most but not all of the issues that are being negotiated If
this occurs, the parties may agree to have thelr consensus
proposals incorporated into Plan amendments. They will then
eliminate remaining areas of disagreement and how they will
pursue those differences outside the process.

D. Scheduling

13. A tentative schedule of meeting dates will be
established at the first negotiating session to enable
participants to arrange their schedules.

14. Meeting agendas for negotiating sessions and sub-
committee meetings will be developed by consensus. Meeting
agendas may be amended by the mediator with the concurrence of
the Contact Persons.

15. Meetings of any sub-committees may be
scheduled between negotiating committee sessions or 1in
conjunction with such sessions. All Negotiating Committee
members will be informed of sub-committee meetings.

E. Confidentiality

16. All parties agree to negotiate in good faith throughout
the negotiations process.. Specific offers or other statements
made during the negotiations may not be used by any participant
for other purposes including pending or future [litigation.

17.Documents, offers and notes presented to the mediator or
to the Negotiating Committee shall be considered an offer or
attempt to compromise and shall not be admissible or discoverable
by the negotiators. These documents, offers and notes are
protected from disclosure by the mediator and by any participant
under California Code 1152.5, which reads as follows:

a) Subject to the conditions and exceptions provided in this
section,when persons agree to conduct and participate iIn a
mediation for the purpose of compromising, settling or resolving
a dispute:

(1) Evidence of anything said or any admission made in the course
of the mediation is not admissible in evidence and disclosure of
any such evidence shall not be compelled in any civil action in
which, pursuit to law, testimony can be compelled to be given.

3
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(2) Unless the document otherwise provides, no document prepared
for the purpose of or in the course of or pursuant to, the
mediation or copy thereof, i1s admissible In evidence and
disclosure of any such document shall not be compelled, in any
civil action in which pursuant to law, testimony can be compelled
to be given.

(b) Subdivision (a) does not limit the admissibility of evidence
it all persons who conducted or otherwise participated in the
mediation consent to its disclosure.

The parties to the Sequoia Plan Mediation Process agree to the
provisions enumerated above. Excepted from this prohibition are:

1. documents otherwise available to the public under the freedom
of information act

-

2. records, files or documents prepared by the Forest Service
which constitute extractions, compilations or summaries of public
information that is available to the public under FOIA.

3. FORPLAN runs prepared or produced by the Forest Service at
the request of the Negotiating Committee or any subcommittee.

The Forest Service agrees that it will produce a reasonable =
number of FORPLAN runs at the request of any single party . The
results of these runs need not be disclosed to the rest of these
parties unless they are subject to public disclosure under FOIA.
USFS will provide sufficient technical assistance to any interest
group that wishes to request one or more FORPLAN runs to allow
the group to frame i1ts requests properly.

Confidential material may be discussed within any participant®s

organization to the extent such discussion is necessary to
formulate negotiating positions. Such documents may be
distributed for discussions, but collected at their conclusion.

18. Sessions will not be recorded nor will formal minutes be
kept. The mediator shall ‘provide notes of the meeting to
summarize progress in the negotiations.

F. Meeting Privacy and the Press

19. .al1.negotiations sessions including meetings of
subcommittees shall be closed to the public , since they are.
considered to be settlement talks by the parties participating.

20. The Negotiations are confidential and shall not be
discussed with the press. except to state that the process is
proceeding and the participant is bound by confidentiality. No
discussion characterizing positions will 'be held with any non-=

4
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participant group, government agency or public official about the
negotiation process even If a member should withdraw from the
neggtlatlons. Generally, press inquiries will be referred to the
mediator.

Protection of Participants

21. Personal attacks on individuals that impute their
motives or behavior are unacceptable. Any such attack shall
constitute grounds for terminating participation of the offender
from the remainder of that negotiation session. He or she shall
be replaced by an alternate at the table.

Withdrawal from the Process

22. Any appellant, intervenor or interest caucus may
withdraw from the negotiations without prejudice by giving notice
to the mediator,and stating i1ts reasons for withdrawing.
Remaining parties will determine whether it is in thelr interest
to continue. negotiating in the absence of the withdrawing party.

Determining Progress in the Negotiations

_23. The Reviewing Officer agrees to extend the
administrative appeal process until April 30.. On or before April
30th, all the members of the negotiating committee shall evaluate
whether they have made sufficient progress in the negotiations to
request a further sxtsnsion.suspension. Should they._ dsecids toO
proceed, the negotiations shall be extended until May 31.

Pre-conditions

See attached document
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Exhibit D

RIPARIAN AND WETLANDS STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

1ST MEDIATION DRAFT AMENDMENTS
(in bold print)

FEBRUARY 22, 1990
FROM REVISION 1V (4/4/89)

Approved by:

JAVES A. CRATES
Forest Supervisor
Sequoia National Forest

The direction contained herein is dynamic and will be critiqued and updated as
new resource management data is collected, experience is gained, and monitoring
results are analyzed. Revisions will occur through interagency
interdisciplinary involvement using the NEPA process and/or Land Management
Plan amendments. Sequoia National Forest personnel are committed to
conscientious management, improvement, and protection of riparian areas.
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RIPARIAN AND WETLANDS STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
SEQUOIA NATIONAL. FOREST

Riparian ecosytems and wetlands are among the most valuable and sensitive
resource complexes of the Sequoia National Forest. These areas have an
importance to fish, wildlife, riparian plant species, water quality, livestock
grazing and recreation disproportionate to their limited extent.

The Sequoia National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, in accordance
with laws and policies, directs the Forest to establish management zones for
areas influencing riparian and wetland ecosystems. [In accordance with this
direction, Standards and Guidelines have been prepared.

GOAL

The goal of the Sequoia National Forest Riparian and Wetland Standards and
Guidelines iIs to emphasize management, improvement, and protection of riparian
and wetlands areas during the planning and implementation of land and resource
management activities affecting streamcourses and meadows.

OBJECTIVES

The objective of riparian and wetland management is two fold: To manage,
improve, and protect these areas while implementing land and resource
management activities; and to manage riparian and wetlands ecosystems as an
integral component of adjacent land, recognizing their unique values.

STANDARDS

The following standards are not subject to change at the Forest level as they
reflect Public Law and commensurate Forest Service Manual direction.

1. Manage riparian areas under the principles of multiple use and sustained
yields, while emphasizing protection and improvement of soil, water,
vegetation, and fish and wildlife resources. Give preferential
consideration to riparian dependent resources when conflicts among land use
activities occur. [FSM2526,03-2]

2 Delineate and evaluate riparian areas prior to implementing any project
activity. [FSM 2526,03-3]

3. Give special attention to land and vegetation for approximately 100 feet
from the edges of all perennial streams, lakes, and other bodies of water.
This distance shall correspond to at least the recognizable area dominated
by the riparian vegetation [36 CFR 219.27=; FSM 2526,03-5],

4  Provide protection where resource management activities are likely to
seriously and adversely affect water conditions or fish habitat. [NVFA,
PL 94-583]

5. Facilitate the determination of sound vegetation manipulation practices
based on watershed conditions and land capability--rather than decisions
based solely on silvicultural characteristics and the public demand for
goods. [NFMAP.L. 94-588]

July, 1990
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6. Correct existing and prevent potential water quality problems through the
implensntation OF Best Management Practices (B¥P's) as contained in Water
Quality Management for the National Forest System iands in California, a
State of California Water Resources Control Board (SWRGB)/UsSba Forest
Service Cooperative Agreement. [CleanWater Act, P.L. $2-500, Section 203]

This agreement contains the following provisions from NFMA P.L. 94.588:

a. Protection of streamcourses from detrimental changes in temperature.
BWw 1.8)

b. Protection of streamcourses from blockage. (BW 1.19)

c. Protection of streamcourses from detrimental deposits of sediment. (BVWP
119

7 Avoid long and short term adverse impacts associated with modification of
floodplains and wetlands. Minimize, to the extent practicable,
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands (E.-O. 11983 Floodplain
Management and E.O. 11990 Protection of Wetlands). @BW 1.18)

8  Conduct monitoring of...individual management practices, to determine how
well objectives have been met and how closely management standards and
guidelines have been applied (NFMA, NEPA, FSM 1922.7, 36 ¢FrR 219,12k},

GUIDELINES

These guidelines are to be implemented whenever Forest riparian vegetation and
wetlands are likely to be impacted by Management actions. This will occur
during project plan development anytime a proposed activity falls within 250
Teet of a streamcourse and/or meadow.

Pre-existing uses shall continue. When site-specific conflicts are identified
(as specified by law and Forest Service direction) and documented in the Forest
Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory (¥.I.¥%.1.), they will be handled on a
case by case basis. Using these guidelines™, use conflicts (=, g,

recreation, new or inventoried trails, livestock use, roads, etc.) shall be
analyzed to quantify the degree of impacts and justify corrective actions, In
resolution of conflicting uses, compensation credit shall be considered and
consideration documented.

The resulting prescriptions are intended as a general guide and may require
modification to suit individual sites through interdisciplinary processes and
line decisions during project-level environmental assessments and/or
environmental impact statements. They will be annually monitored on all
projects and updated periodically.

1. STREAMBANK STABILITY

Objective: Maintain streambank integrity.

L L L

Lthe statement of objectives and accompanying explanation for guidelines 1
through 3 apply to all forest uses. The implementation sections for guidelines
1 through 5 were developed primarily to address new activities or projects.

July, 1990
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Explanation: Low, overhanging streambanks held together by root mass and
other vegetation provides cover and habitat for fish and wildlife. This

environment represents a dynamic, unstable condition, where chunks of
streambank occasionally fall and add sediment to the stream. Management
activity that diminishes the root masses or vegetation bordering these
areas tend to result in a loss of fish and wildlife habitat, and create a
major source of sediment within the stream system.

Implementation: ldentify all stream reaches with undercut or raw
streambanks. Layout management activity to protect and maintain vegetation
and streambank integrity within 50 feet of unstable streambanks.

Designated stream crossings are an exception and should be determined with
the aid of appropriate personnel which will be determined by the complexity
of the situation. Stream crossings on Class | and 11 streams should be
done in consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.

Improvements such as development of water troughs, watershed improvement
projects, rerouting trails, stream crossing structures, and construction of
barriers to protect unstable and/or sensitive stream banks will be designed
to minimize Impacts on the streambank.

VEGETATIVE COVER

Objective: Provide adequate vegetative cover, vertical diversity and
habitat for a wide variety of riparian dependent wildlife species.

Explanation: Retention of conifers, snags, hardwoods and riparian
vegetation adjacent to streams, springs, seeps, bogs, and meadows 1Is
important to maintaining the diversity and abundance of riparian wildlife.
Stand structure, canopy cover, flora, woody debris, litter, and
availability of water are the primary elements that determine wildlife
diversity and abundance.

Implementation: Establish a management zone that is a minimum 100 feet
horizontal distance an both sides of perennial streams and Class 11 and 111
intermittent streams- and around meadows; 100 feet horizontal distance

on both sides of Class III intermittent streams where necessary for fish
spawning, rearing, or migration; 50 feet on both sides of other
intermittent streams, seeps, springs, and bogs; and maintain riparian
vegetation on ephemeral streams. Vegetative cover within these zones iIs to
be managed for the protection or enhancement of riparian dependent
resources. Vegetative manipulation may occur within this zone with the
intent of Improving riparian dependent resources. Projects must meet
concurrence with earth scientist, wildlife and fisheries biologists.
Timber harvesting will not be scheduled within the vegetative cover zone.
Timber could be removed in this zone for wildlife or fisheries improvement

projects.

Designated cable corridors and road crossings are_exceptions and are to be
determined by appropriate specialist. Cable corridors will be minimized

July, 1990
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and will not exceed twenty feet in width. Proposed new crossings of Class
I and 11 streams will be identified in environmental documents.
Consultation should occur with outside agencies when crossing Class 1 or
Class 2 streams. Road and trail crossings will be designed to cross
drainages as "quickly as possible™ to minimize construction parallel to
streamcourses within sMZ's

STREAM SURFACE SHADE

Objective: Maintain stream surface shade through vegetation retention to
protect streams from detrimental changes in temperatures. (BW 1.8)

Explanation: Maintenance of vegetation and trees within 50 feet of
fisheries, or intemittent streams feeding into fisheries, is extremely
important for blocking summer solar radiation and preserving suitable
stream temperatures. The dissolved oxygen content of water decreases with
increased stream temperature resulting in waters less habltable for fish
populations. Streams with prolonged temperatures above 70°F cannot
sx_xfs)tain a viable trout fishery and spawning is severely limited above

57 F.

Implementation: Where management activity for enhancement of riparian
dependent species is proposed within 50 feet of a perennial stream and
intermittent streams affecting fisheries, baseline data will be established
by use of a device designed to measure the average total solar radiation.
The goal of this guideline will be to maintain an average minimum of 65%
blockage of available July/august solar radiation within the affected
project site. Designated cable corridors and road crossings are exceptions
and are to be determined with appropriate personnel input. Monitoring will
require a similar set of readings to determine the effects of management
activities on stream shading.

INTERCEPTION OF SEDIMENT

Objective: Protect streamcourses from detrimental deposits of sediment.

Explanation: A sufficiently wide strip of land that is relatively
undisturbed by groundbase machinery can act as an effective filter and
infiltration zone to capture sediment from upslope management activities.
Groundcover creates the tiny ponding spaces and hydraulic roughness that
slows runoff and allows sediment to fall out of suspension and be deposited
before it reaches the stream.

Implementation: Maintain a protective ground cover of duff, litter,
plants, downed woody debris, and slash within a filter strip.

Where percentage of- zround 'cover resulting-from management activity are
below 50%, an interdisciplinary analysis is required to develop appropriate
mitigation to negate environmental consequences. Designated stream
crossings are an exception to this direction.

Groundcover percentages iIn filter strips affected by management activities
can be estimated by the use of photo guides. Treatments designed to
increase the efficiency of this filter strip may include the establishment
of living plants, introduction of litter, slash, or other treatments as
identified.

July, 1990
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Table 1 gives filter strip widths necessary for the interception of
sediment in slope distance (feet) from the apparent high water mark of the
channel. Both sides of the drainage need to be evaluated independently for
appropriate filter strip widths when effected by management activity.

Table 1
FILTER STRIP WIDTH IN SLOPE DISTANCE (FEET)
STREAM STREAM
CLASS <30% >30% >40% >50% >70% ORDER
MEADOWS 100 150 200 250 -
| 100 150 200 250 bt
II 100 100 150 200 1.5x% 3-4
Il 50 100 100 150 DISTANCE 2-3
1V s50 <50 75 100 TO SLOPE 1-2
v <50 <50 <50 <50 BREAK 1-0

The standard 50 foot filter strip when applied to Stream Class IV (Order O,
1, and 2) should be determined based on existing ground conditions.
Approval of distances of less than 50 ft. will be in concurrence with earth
scientists or fisheries biologists.

5. STREAVSIDE MANAGEMENT ZONE DESIGNATION

Objective: To designate a streamside management zone along streams and
wetlands that will be managed for protection and enhancement of riparian
and wetland ecosystems.

Explanation: The Streamside Management Zone is not a zone of exclusion,
but a zone of closely managed activity. Management may occur within
riparian zones but not to the detriment of riparian dependent resources.
In these greas riparian dependent resources will receive the primary
emphasis.

This zone acts as an effective filter and absorptive zone for sediment,
maintains shade, protects aquatic and terrestrial riparian habitats,
protects channel and streambanks, and promotes floodplain stability (BW
1.8). Guidelines 1 through 4 ,which discuss management of the previously
mentioned topics need to be evaluated to assess the extent and level of
activity prescribed for a specific streamside zone or wetland (see Table
2). Streamside Management Zones vary by Stream Class, percent slope and
stream type (perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral) to meet management
objectives.

Implementation: Streamside Management Zones will be established and
maintained for zall -streamcoursss and wetlands affected by management
activities. Project plans will be designed to include site-specific
prescriptions for the prevention of sedimentation, stream damage, and the
protection of riparian dependent species. Table 2 displays the appropriate

3pacific Southwest Region Land Management Planning Direction, March 1, 1982,
Revised Jan. 15, 1984 pg. 4-28 (Rainbow Book)

July, 1990
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Management Requirements and Constraints with respect to stream type and
Class.

Landings and non-system roads that have been put to bed, that are located
within streamside management zones, and that would be inconsistent with
these Riparian Standards and Guidelines, will not be reopened and reused
unless the Sequoia National Forest makes a specific finding, based on a
project environmental document, that using such roads or landings would
cause less harm to riparian resources than building new roads and/or
landings.

July, 1990
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Management Requirements

Table 2
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and Constraints with respect to Wetlands. Stream Type, and Order

PERENVIAL/ LNTERMITTENT INTERMITTENT/EPHEMERAL
SPRINGS,
BOGS, SEEPS

WETLANDS CLASS 1 CLASS 11 CLASS 11: CLASS 1v

(MEADOWS) ORDER &+ ORDER 4-3 ORDER 3-2 ORDER 2-1 ORDER 1-0
SUMMARY OF GUIDELINES 1-4
PROTECTION OF
UNSTABLE {mmmmmmmm e -11) 2 TSRS S S R >
STREAMBANKS
MAINTENANCE 1 <{---MAINTENANCE OF EXISTING
OF VEGETATIVE {mmmm e 100FT--—-rmmmmmmww e »¢~-50FT ' --> RIPARTAN VEGETATION--->
COVER
PROTECTION OF
STREAM SURFACE T S50FT------mm===- >
SHADE

2/

INTERCEPTION OF {mmmmmmmemmmememmemm————an LIMITED GROUNDBASE MACHINERY ' ~---=rre-=-coommoommee- >
SEDIMENT 100-250+ FT 100-250+ FT 100-200+ FT 50-150+ FT i50-100+ FT <50+ FT
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
TRAILS/ROAD/SKID PATTERNS INAPPROPRIATE APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL

¢===-LOCATION-~-~d{~mmmmrmrmmm INPUT--mmr=mmmmmmmmm e >
LANDINGS B INAPPROPRIATE LOCATION-==-===emsocooooomooooo_o b
CABLE FULL PARTIAL PARTIAL
YARDING G — SUSPENSION-== === mm = - e e o e e mccm e e e mmmm e > SUSPENSION SUSPENSION

IF POSSIBLE
FALLING e e e DIRECTIONAL.FALLING TO SKIDDING PATTERN-----——-—-—- >
REGULATION
HARVEST REGULATION S UNREGULATED-=-=—====—=—=—=———- ¥Lommmmmmemem CLASS I-IIT-m-momomomm-
CULTURAL PRACTICES Ty, MAINTAIN GROUND COVER REQUIREMENTS #4--—-———-—————mmmmmmmom o
(MECHANICAL)

PRESCRIBED FIRE e MAINTAINGROUND COVER REOUIREMENTS GUIDELINE #4---------—--——--

Note
stream order, i.e
managed for riparian dependent species
management zone.

1/

Where confusion exists in determining the level of protection for a stream. stream class is used over
, a perennial. Order 1 stream will be classified a8 a Class III streamcourse and
A stream of this type will receive a minimum of 100 ft

100 feet for Class III intermittent streams important to fish migration, spawning and travel corridors.

2 - _ _ _ R
/ Limited groundbase machinery refers to designated crossing and access to watershed restoration or

wildlife/fisheries enhancement

projects

July, 1990
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MEADOW HYDROLOGY

ik § ai Or re ;tat ish hydrologic eris o meadows

to retain their ecologic and physical ¢t (BW 7.1; BWP 7

Explanation: Meadows are g 1n a forest, 1 at h

al . - are exceptionally p in a 1

productivity results from continuous Or seasona high soil-water content.

Meadow ecosystems are as stable as the surrcuiz 1 vegetation. ¢ OCcurs

on the drainage area above it, therefore, tl affects what occurs on a

1 duw. The hwe character IS maintained by a balance of £: and
a2 urface flows Management t:vitie hav the t t al:er the

2 drol I interception of sul 5 flows, concentration of

surface Flows, increases of surface flows, and changes in the water table.
,  the L b can result in 1 L1 .
_ ¢ in herbaceous species composition and encroachment of woody
species.

Implementation: Activities that take place on or within 250 feet of a

meadow :qui it specific ti during project planning to

describe the risk of ering the h  >logic :t t t Prog

management ti L ie: ed to i di rect iz indirect effects on he

meadows ologic . i will be t 1 an 1ip
P eluc consulting With cooperating i L

ind permittees

An initial assessment Will be conducted to determine if i is
occurring i tt meadow from dil identifiable sources. |If erosion is
occurring t £ i1 are the cause. Existing adverse

¢ ditions i be antified through the Wat ;i Improvement Ne c

I vent t (I  (FSH2509.15 form Ff-25 0 7 Plans ill t developed
from prioritized WINI i s o E.ist i
characteristies and riparian i Native plant pec i b given
preference t  seeding is required IN meadow and ripari X

Effe from offsite activities will be evaluated by tracking past
management activities and iing sStream channel stability. Use ct
Sequoia NF Cumulative Watershed Eff Working Guide, 1987 (FSH 2509.22
Sequoia e #1) and F Stream Reach and Channel licy
Inventory i . (BMP 7.8).

FORAGE UTILIZATION

Objective: Maintain or re-establish vegetative cover within wetlands to
retain site productivity (BWP 8.2; BWP 8.3).

Explanation: Vegetative cover in mountain meadows provides forage,
contributes to biological and aesthetic diversity, promotes water
infiltration, and filters sediment.

To maintain vegetative cover, the physiological needs of the plants must be
met. The factors effecting plant growth and vigor includes soil moisture,
nutrients and solar radiation.

July, 1990
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Accumullation of needed carbohydrate reserves depends upon the balance
between respiration and photosynthesis. After grazing, the leaf area left
and age of the leaf tissues largely control a plant™s photosynthetic
capacity. Leaf blades older than 28 days generally have a much reduced
photosynthetic capacity. Grazing treatments that maintain an abundance of
young leaves may give as great or greater carbohydrate storage and herbage
production as protection from grazing.

Perennial plant species require carbohydrates to grow. During winter,
carbohydrate levels remain constant as plants are dormant. Reserves
decline rapidly during spring growth and build up during maturation.
Studies suggest early grazing is detrimental when reserves are being spent
to produce spring growth or near the time of flowering. Late season
grazing of emerging shoots can also reduce carbohydrate storage.

Implementation:

A. Livestock will not be permitted to graze in meadows until
Kentucky bluegrass heads begin to emerge; and/or Nebraska sedge
flowers are almost open. (BWP 8.2)

B. Allowable Use Factors will be established for each key meadow to
assure maintenance of vegetative stability and site productivity.

C. Cattle will be distributed in a manner consistent with moderate
forage utilization within meadows. Plant height/wsight ratios
will be used to monitor the results. (BVP 8.3)

D Grazing will cease iIn time to permit regrowth sufficient to store
carbohydrates for initial spring growth (as specified iIn
individual allottment plans).

Woody and Herbaceous Vegetation in Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems

Objective: To maintain and protect woody and herbaceous vegetative cover,
vertical diversity and habitat for fish and wildlife in riparian and
wetland ecosystens.

Explanation: Woody and herbaceous vegetation provides habitat for a
variety of wildlife and fish within riparian and wetland ecosystems. The
structure of this vegetation provides fish and wildlife with valuable
thermal and hiding cover.

Livestock grazing on palatable species has the potential to influence the

amount of woody and herbaceous vegetation In these ecosystems. There is
the need to manage livestock within riparian and wetland ecosystems.

July, 1990
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Implementation: Determine the distribution, vegetative structure,
condition and trend of ripapian areas and wetlands by developing a Forest
Riparian Wetland Inventory.” 1dentify riparian and wetland areas

impacted from past forest management activities in Allotment Management
Plans and Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory (WINI) (FSH 2509.15 form FS
2500-7, BWP 7.1). Plans will be developed to maintain or re-establish
riparian and wetland ecosystems. Effectiveness monitoring of projects will

OCcCur.

Allotment management plans will i1dentify management strategies needed to
maintain or re-establish vegetative structure conditions that maintain
and/or re-establish fish and wildlife habitat In key areas. These areas
will be identified in the Forest Riparian Wetland Inventory. Develop
demonstration areas for habitat re-establishment in concert with California

Department of Fish and Game.

CDF&G and PSW are currently working on defining parameters that are

essential to wildlife in wetland ecosystems. Their study will include
direction on what factors should be inventoried, a monitoring plan and

evaluation criteria.

July, 1990
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APPENDIX 1

Glossary

Bog.
Wet spongy ground, with soil composed mainly of decayed vegetative matter.

Compensation Credit: (nheeds to be defined)
When actions are taken to remove, modify, or reduce, pre-existing use iIn
order to benefit the environment (i.e,, wildlife habitat, vegetation,
soils, viewsheds, etc.) these benefits are noted and applied to the
NEPA/CEQA process when these uses are relocated or replaced In a less
impacting manner or location.

Dependent Resources:
Those resources directly dependent upon riparian and wetland ecosystems for
their existence, including watsr quality, Fish, riparian dspendent
wildlife, riparian related aesthetics, and riparian vegetation.

Duff and Humus:
Decomposed organic plant material that accumulates as a result of litter
fall.

Ephemeral Streams:
1. Defined channels that follow slight depressions iIn the natural contour
of the ground surface.

2. Carry surface runoff and hence flow during and immediately after
periods of precipitation or the melting of snow

3 May or may not have riparian vegetation.

Filter Strip:
A sufficiently wide strip of land with relatively undisturbed ground cover

that acts as an effective Tilter and infiltration zone to capture sediment
from upslope management activities.

Floodplain:
That portion of a stream valley adjacent to the channel, which is built of
sediment during the present regime of the stream and which is covered with
water when the stream overflows its banks at flood stage (Wildland Planning
Glossary, PSW, 1976).

Ground cover:
Low growing vegetation, fragments, and Fine organic matter such as litter,
duff and twigs iIn contact with the soil surface.

Guideline:
Guidelines are designed to give management direction to implement the
Standards under normal management conditions.

Intemittent Streams:

July, 1990
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1. Carry water most of the year, but ceases to flow during the dry season
because evaporation and percolation into bed and banks exceeds
available flow.

2. Have well-defined channels. Channels with active scouring or washing
are included even though they may flow only during or immediately
after periods of precipitation or the melting of snow.

3. Normally lack litter indicating streamflow sufficient to move material
during runoff.

4. May or may not have riparian vegetation.

Litter:
Organic plant material that falls on the ground and has minor
decomposition. Plant parts are easily identified and often species may be
identified.

Perennial Streams:
1 Normally flow yearlong, except during periods of extreme drought.

2. Have well-defined channels and show signs of washing and scouring.
3. May or may not have riparian vegetation.

Regulation Classes:

Regulation Class | prescriptions are even-aged management prescriptions for
existing timber stands with full timber yields expected. These represent
harvest regimes on lands not otherwise constrained that result in optimum
timber production in volume and/or value.

Regulation Class II prescriptions are management prescriptions under
"special conditions™ for existing timber stands. Reduced timber yields
would be expected These represent harvest regimes on lands designated to
meet non-timber objectives that result in a mean rotation longer than
optimum for timber production. Generally other values are accounted for by
constraints on harvest rates, not by modifications to yield tables.

Regulation Class III prescriptions are for existing stands which are
equivalent to the former "marginal timber yield” categorization. Timber
outputs resulting from prescriptions in this class will be regulated as a
separate, non-interchangeable component of the allowable sale quantity.

Unregulated: Timber on commercial forest land that is not considered part

of the annual harvest because other resource values are greater (e.g.,
recreation,-aesthetics).

Riparian Ecosystem:

A riparian ecosystem is a transition between the aquatic ecosystem and the
adjacent terrestrial ecosystem. It is identified by distinctive soil
characteristics, vegetative communities and associated animal life found in
close proximity to streams, watercourses, lakes, meadows, and springs. The
ecosystem exists because the water supplied is in excess of that available
to the adjacent uplands, and is sufficient for the growth of mesic
(water-loving) vegetation such as willows, sycamores, and alders.

July, 1990
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Riparian Vegetation:
Mesic (water-loving) vegetation such as willows, sycamores, and alders.
Grasses, shrubs, sedges and rushes may also makeup riparian vegetation.

Seep:
Small spring, pool or other place where water has surfaced.

Slash:
Woody material left on the ground resulting from management activity.

Standard:

Standards are performance criteria based on Public Law and Forest Service
Manual direction. A principle requiring a specific level of attainment, a
rule to measure against.

Stream Classification System:

Stream classification is a means of i1dentifying resource values and
beneficial uses associated with streams. Once values and uses are
recognized, stream protection guidelines can be established for use iIn the
planning and management of these lands. Within project areas, all streams
and segments thereof must be classified.

Stream classification is based upon an evaluation of the following factors:
(@ flow characteristics (perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral stream
types); (2) present and foreseeable instream and downstream values
associated with waters of the stream; and (3) characteristics of the stream
environment.

1. Class 1, Highly Significant. These are either perennial or
intermittent streams. or segments thereof, which meet one or more of
the following criteria:

a. Are habitat for large numbers of resident and/or migratory fish
for spawning, rearing, or migration.

b. rurnish water locally for domestic or municipal supplies.

c. Have flows large enough to materially influence downstream water
quality.

d. Are characterized by major fishing or other water-oriented
recreational uses.

e. Have special classification or designation, such as wild, scenic,
- or-recreation rivers.

f. Are habitat for threatened or endangered animal species, or
contain plants which are potential or viable candidates for
threatened or endangered classification.

2. Class 11, Significant. These are either perennial or intermittent
streams or segments thereof, which meet one or more of the following
criteria:

July, 1990
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a. Are used by moderate numbers of fish for spawning, rearing, or
migration.

b. Furnish water locally for industrial or agricultural use.

c. Have enough water flow to exert a moderate influence on
downstream quality.

d. Are used moderately for fishing and other recreational purposes.
3. Class III, Moderately Significant. These include perennial or

intermittent streams, or segments thereof, which meet one or more of
the following criteria:

a. Are habitat for few fish or spawning, rearing, or migration.
b. Are rarely used for fishing or other recreational purposes.

c. Have enough water flow to exert minimum influence on downstream
water quality.

4. Class 1V, Minor Significance. These intermittent or ephemeral
streams, or segments thereof, not previously classified.

Stream Order Classification:

"First order” streams are unbranched drainages found usually but not
exclusively at the head of drainage basins. ''Second order' drainages are
formed when two or more First order reaches come together and so on as
illustrated below.

Zero order drainages occur in the headwaters of first-order drainages as an
extension of the channel. A zero-order drainage is an unchanneled basin
above the channel head and may or may not contain riparian vegetation.
These basins ‘can be extremely subtle features identified only by careful
inspection in the field. These types of drainages are the site for
long-term accumulation of sedimentary debris and of convergence of shallow
groundwater during storms. (Reneau and Detrich, 1987; Detrich and Dune,
1978; Okunishi and lida, 1981). Not all channels have zero order basins at
their head. (Area of shallow groundwater convergence around O order basins
are shown as dotted lines in above diagram).

July, 1990
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A natural configuration in the land surface which transports water in a
perennial, intermittent or ephemeral circumstance (BVP Handbook).

Streamside Mana

ement Zone:

A strip of

and adjacent to a stream channel which includes all of the

riparian ecosystem-and may include a band of contiguous terrestrial
ecosystem land. It is a strip of land managed to protect riparian area
dependent resources and both on-site and downstream aquatic ecosystem

values and uses. The width of the strip is variable.

on-site investigation of the existing physical/blological environmental

conditions and identification of the riparian area dependent resources and

aquatic values and uses requiring protection. Its delineation is

applicable to intermittent and ephemeral as well as perennial streams, and

to wetlands, bogs, seeps, wet meadows, and other areas of land where

riparian area dependent resources and/or aquatic ecosystem values and uses

are to be protected (BWP 1.8).

Wetlands :

Areas that require saturated or seasonally saturated soil conditions for
growth and reproduction such as swamps, marshes, bogs, sloughs, glades,
meadows, floodplains, mud flats, and natural ponds. Generally, the water
table stands at or above the land surface for at least part of the year.

July, 1990
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Exhibit H MEDIATION AGREEMENT
SEQUOIA NE 3-14-90

COMMERICAL FORESTLAND EXCLUDED FROM ASP (UNREGULATED)

Giant sequoia outside of wilderness and SOHA's: 10,837 ac.
SOHA's outside of wilderness and roadless: 58.89 ac.

HSRD Condor area: 2,120 ac.

Additional condor roost areas: 3,000 ac.

SMZ:

a. Stream order I & 11: 10,268ac.

b. Stream order III & IV (riparianvegetation only): 1,208ac.
c. Meadow Management Zones: 2.612 ac.

Black oak occupying suitable conifer sites: 18.600 ac.
SPNM outside of wilderness and SOHA's: 6.472 ac.

Steep and rocky: 24,100ac.

Agnew west of Lightning Creek: 3,859 ac.

Moses: 5,526 ac.

Black Mountain: 2.116 ac.

Dennison: 2,391 ac.

Woodpecker (SirrettaPeak): 7,967 ac.

South Sierra: 2.464 ac.

Lion Ridge (partial): 1.581 ac.

Freeman Grove influence: 2,736 ac.

Converse Basin: 240 ac. (an additional 600 ac. is in Kings River SMA)
Peppermint Ski Area (outside of Roadless): 3,753ac.

S. Fork Peppermint Creek: 632 ac.,

Kings River QVA: 2,6/0ac.

Corridors:

Durrwood Creek in Rincon: 490 ac.

Cannell Trail: 480 ac.

Salmon Creek Trail: 33 ac.

Buck Rock area (General®s Hwy. and trails leading into
wilderness): 1,192 ac.

20D

TOTAL ACRES EXCLUDED: 176.6]10
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EXHIBIT N

The Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Timber Management at pages 4-31 to
4-33 will be amended as follows.

A. Silvicultural Systems

1

Both even-aged and uneven-aged silvicultural systems shall be

evaluated and used on the Forest as appropriate to a given site.

2.

Uneven-aged management:

a Uneven-aged management shall be conducted as Regulation Class 2,
which corresponds to an average rotation age of 140 years

b. Both natural and artificial regeneration shall be used, as
appropriate

c. Openings created by group selection shall be limited generally to
two acres. Larger openings will be allowed only where necessary to
achieve specific silvicultural goals that are stated in the applicable
NEPA document, and only If approved by the Forest Supervisor.

d. Apply uneven-aged management single tree selection, as the
principal silvicultural system within foreground of roads, trails, and
high use sites that are Sensitivity Level 1.

e Generally apply uneven-aged silvicultural systems iIn Sensitivity
Level 1, middleground areas. Allow even-aged silvicultural systems in
such areas only when harvest practices and related activities:

a) _ Do not visually detract from a Class A landscape feature or
an identified focal point;

b)  Are screened by terrain;

¢) Occur at or near a perpendicular angle to the direction of
travel;

d)y  Occur in low variety landscapes.

. Apply even-aged management or uneven-aged management within
middleground view of roads, trails and high use sites that are
Sensitivity Level 1. The system to be selected will meet the assigned
Visual Quality Objective and the silvicultural requirements of the
site.

g- Apply uneven-aged management, single tree or group selection, as
the principal silvicultural system within foreground of Sensitivity
Level 2 roads and trails, Sherman Pass Viewshed, Salmon Creek-Big
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Exhibit N Page 2 of 5

Meadow area and other areas to be agreed upon in negotiations over
special areas. Within these areas, even-aged prescriptions are
allowved only where terrain, stand characteristics, operational
factors, or non-timber objectives make this necessary and justified by
the project environmental analysis.

Clearcutting and Other Forms of Even-aged Management:

a. The Forest is taking steps to modify and reduce the impacts of
clearcutting These steps include such measures as retention of
existing reproduction where feasible, identification and retention of
wildlife clumps within cutting units, retention of snags and
dead-and-down material, and greater retention of slash and ground
cover than has been customary. One example of the Forest®"s new
approach is the use of a modified form of clearcutting called
"Regeneration Mosaic" cutting, which s defined iIn Appendix _1_.

b Determination of Clearcut: Clearcutting as a regeneration
harvest tool shall be used only where (&) 1t Is determined to be the
optimum method to achieve management objectives on a site-specific
basis; (b) the potential environmental, biological, aesthetic,
engineering, and economic impacts on the advertised sale area have
been assessed, as well as the consistency of the sale with the
multiple use of the general area; (¢) cuts are carried out In a manner
consistent with the protection of soil, watershed, fish, wildlife,
recreation, and aesthetic resources, and the regeneration of the
timber resource, and (d) cut blocks, patches, or strips are shaped and
blended to the extent practicable with the natural terrain.
Clearcutting shall not be selected as a harvesting method primarily
because it will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit
output of timber.

c. Size limits:

(D On cable ground, clearcuts and seed trees cuts shall be
limited to a maximum size of 15 acres unless a site-specific analysis
documents reasons for exceeding 15 acres and the action is approved by
the Forest Supervisor. Where feasible, smaller openings shall be
used.

(2) On tractor ground where clearcutting or seed tree cutting is
used, no continuous opening shall exceed ten acres in size (even
though the harvested area wmay exceed ten acres) without the approval
of the Forest Supervisor with specific reasons stated in the decision
document.

3) Limit regeneration areas requiring reforestation to 25 acres
without approval of the Forest Supervisor.

(@ Reasons for exceeding size limits are: responding to an
insect or disease infestation; limitations of cable logging (i.=.,
need to reach a comer); salvage logging of fire-damaged trees; and
limitations imposed by the existing road configuration. It is the
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EXHIBIT N Page 3 of 5

intent of the USFS, however, to operate within the size limits
wherever feasible and to exceed them only rarely.

d. In clearcut units, healthy and vigorous advanced regeneration
will be saved wherever feasible, inlcuding on cable-logged ground.
Clearcutting shall not exceed 600 acres per year annual average per a
decade.

Harvest System

1. Use a variety of logging systems to harvest forest products. Use
ground-based systems (such as tractors) on slopes of less than 35 percent,
and aerial systems (such as highlead, skyline, or helicopters) where slopes
exceed 35 percent, unless the Forest Supervisor makes a specific finding,
based on the environmental documentation, that an alternative is
preferable.

2. On slopes greater than 60 percent, timber harvesting will be limited
to Regulation Class 2 single tree selection via helicopter.

Regeneration Methods

1. Plant all regeneration areas requiring reforestation except where
natural seeding is prescribed. Regeneration by natural seeding will be
applied primarily in the true fir type and In areas where uneven-aged
silvicultural practices are prescribed.

2. Save viable existing reproduction where feasible and incorporate into
silvicultural prescriptions for new stands.

3. Utilize current state-of-the-art regeneration techniques, including
controlling pests, such as gophers, and controlling competing vegetation.

4. To assure long-term site productivity, meet regional soil standards.
Existing draft regional standards shall be followed until final standards
are adopted.

Harvest Location

1. A mix of understocked and better stocked stands will be harvested.
The Forest will emphasize harvest and restocking of understocked stands to
the extent feasible. In determining what activities should occur on
understocked stands, the full range of multiple use values shall be
considered.

2. Make logging slash and dead and down material available for firewood
thoughout the Forest. Make some green material available for firewood.

Diversity

1. In order to maintain Forest diversity, particularly within the mixed
conifer forest type, reforestation and timber stand improvement
prescriptions shall generally emulate existing species composition.
Variation from this guideline will be the exception and will be discussed
in an environmental document. Commercial values will not be the sole
Justification for increasing the proportion of high value species.
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Exhibit N Page 4 of 5

2. Provide for an array of early and late successional stage habitat over
time iIn each ecosystem. A minimum of 5% of the total area of each
vegetative type in forested lands will be maintained in each seral
stage/nabitat type combination. Allocation of the habitat typs/seral Stage
combinationswill be done on a compartment basis.

3. Design vegetation treatments to provide for edge, corridors of cover,
and enhancement of special habitat features such as meadows for wildlife.

True Fir Management

1. During this Plan period, the Forest will test the true fir cutting and
regeneration practices described in "The Development of a Policy and
Guidelines for the Management of True Fir Forest Cover on the Sequoia
National Forest" (1983), iIncorporated into this Plan as Appendix _2 . All
true fir sales will be closely monitored to determine If true fir
regeneration is successful. When the Plan undergoes its five-year review,
the Forest will prepare a written evaluation of its true fir policies based
upon this monitoring. The Forest Supervisor will make a decision whether
amendment of the policies, cessation of true fir logging, or other aciton
action 1is appropriate. A similar written report, review, and management
decision will be made after the additional five years. The following true
fir sales are tentatively scheduled for sale between now and 1995:

Sugar Pine Management

1. Silvicultural prescriptions are to consider means of maintaining the
widest possible base of sugar pine genes. Generally, this means protecting
as many sugar pine trees as possible while meeting Land Management Plan
objectives and being compatible with timber harvest and related

activities. Current direction regarding sugar pine retention is set forth

in Appendix _3 .

2. Continue to plan a modest mix (5-10%) of sugar pine along with other
mixed conifer species, even though major gene resistant stock is not now
available. This may mean collecting seed from non-tested trees in order to
maintain a sugar pine seedbank. With resistant stock, this percentage
could be increased.

3. Intensify the effort to collect sample cones from candidate resistant
trees. This is a high priority.

4 Continue to protect trees that are known to carry resistance. Collect
seed from these trees for our seedbank.

Integrated Pest Management

1. Apply the principles of integrated pest management to the control of
competing vegetation, animal pests, and diseases. Consider a full range of
management strategies and techniques before prescribing treatment designed
to reduce damage from any forest pest. Strategies include indirect control
(which focuses on increasing host resistance to pests) and direct control
(which seeks to reduce pest populations). Techniques include biological,
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chemical, mechanical, manual, and prescribed fire in prescriptions
considered in the control of pest damage. Control of competing vegetation
will be within the scope of Regional direction based upon an approved

environmental impact statement.

Giant Sequoias. Delete this whole section.



Exhibit O
CHAPTER 5

MONITORING AND EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS
A.  PURPOSE

The purpose of monitoring and evaluation 1s to provide information on the
results and progress of Forest Plan implementation so that:

- Necessary changes in the management practices can be instituted: and,
- Indicated plan amsndments/revisions can be made.
B.  MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM

The total monitoring system on the Forest consists of a wide variety of
actions. The monitoring plan presented in this document consists of those
special activities that focus on evaluating the broad aspects of plan
implementation. Other monitoring consists of reports, reviews and records that
occur as a routine part of Forest management. Actions not duplicated in this
plan include such things as: individual and annual fire reports: management
attainment reports: annual timber management action plans, reviews and reports:
budget and financial management documents: recreation information management
reports: environmental analysis reports: activity reviews: audits: and general
management reviews.

Monitoring and evaluation are separate, sequential tasks. Monitoring is
designed to observe and record the results of both natural processes and
actions permitted by forest land and resource management plans. Evaluation
looks at those results, determines how well those results meet forest plan
direction, and identifies measures to keep the plan viable.

There are three distinct levels of monitoring: 1) implementation monitoring,
2) effectiveness monitoring. and 3) validation monitoring. Each is defined as
follows:

Implementation Monitoring: Implementation monitoring determines it plans,
prescriptions. projects and activities are implemented as specified in the
project level environmental document (=.g., EIS). Implementation monitoring
answers the question: "'Was the required measure performed on the ground as
specified In the project environmental document?"

3 L Effectiveness monitoring ¢ if prescriptions
and S i meet management ii 1 b , and Te
C i i Thi [level of m ¢ i i conducted on a limited
i as i by resource values 4 X d 1l 1issues.
Effectiveness monitoring 1S done only after determining that t p ,
prescription project, o activity to be monitored has been m
. tth:r ' direction ct monitoring er the
guestion: 'Did th required practice actually k?* IF the answer is "yes",
no tt  monitoring need be done. If the answer is v p
of the m gat must be lute ntil that ter iination is made, other
activities in the a3«  watershed may 1 may not be he .ted d =nd on the
characteristics 1 scope of he L I its context.
1
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Validation Monitoring: Validation monitoring determines whether the initial
data, assumptions, and coefficients used in development of the plan and
required practices are correct: or if there is a better way to meet forest
planning regulations, policies. goals, and objectives. Validation monitoring
is generally done only when effectiveness monitoring results indicate that a
given practice may not be working. The primary exceptions are in fields such
as wildlife where broad population trends must be evaluated.

Exhibit 5-1 displays the process for evaluating monitoring results from each
monitoring level. There is a direct, sequential relationship between the
levels. This relationship is designed to focus initial attention at the
implementation monitoring phase.

(o)



Exhibit 5-1

EVALUATION OF MONITORING RESULTS
FOR FOREST PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

IHMPLEMENTATION MONITORING

PROJECT
RESULTS
Consistent With NO Is Compliance NO Amend
PerectIEA ¢ Forest Plan? Feasrble? Plan &0or adjust project
| vEs Ensure
YES Compliance

Issues, "Concernsor__NO Continue Implementation
Opportunities Still Exist? Monitoring

EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING

RESULTS
Most Effective Action__ NO Do Assumptions and NO VALIDATION
Taken % ICO's Resolved? Coefficients Appear MONITORING

Reasonable?
YES YES
RESULTS

Document Evaluation and Continue Effectiveness
Continue Implementation Monitoring

Monitoring or Arend the
Plan if More Effective

Action is Needed
Assumptions and

Continue Validation NO Coefficients Valid
Monitoring and ICO's Resolved?

YES

Documentation Evaluation
and Continue
Effectiveness Monitoring
or Arend Plan if Change
1S Needed
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C.  MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
The planning regulations at 3 ¢#r Part 219 require monitoring to:

1. Compare planned versus applied management standards and guidelines to
determine If management objectives are achieved [36 CFR 219.12(k)].

2. Quantitatively compare planned versus actual outputs and services [[36 CFR
219.12(k)(1}].

3. Determine significant changes in land productivity [36 CFR 219.12(k)(2)].

4. Determine planned cost versus actual costs associated with carrying out
prescriptions [36 CFR 219.12(k)(3)].

5. In cooperation with State Fish and Wildlife agencies, determine population
trends of the management indicator species and relationship to habitat (36
CFR 219.19(a)(6)].

6. Evaluate effects of National Forest management on adjacent land,
resources, and communities and the effect of activities on adjacent lands
on the National Forest (36 CFR 219.7(f}].

7. Determine if lands are adequately restocked (36 CFR 219.12(k} (5){1)].

Determine, at least every ten years, 1T lands identified as unsuitable for
timber production have become suitable {356 CFR 219.12{k) (5) (n)]-

9. Determine whether maximum size limits for harvest areas should be
continued {36 CFR 219.12(k}{5)(iii)].

10. Ensure that destructive insects and disease organisms do not increase to
potentially damaging levels fol lowing management activities [35 CFR
219.12(k)(5) (iv) ].

D. THE TWO PART APPROACH TO MONITORING

In order to structure a monitoring system that was simultaneously responsive to
the requirements discussed above and project-oriented, a two part approach to
monitoring and evaluation is adopted for the Sequoia National Forest™s Land
Management plan.

1. Project Monitoring
The major part and centerpiece of the sonitoring effort focuses on in-the-field
project monitoring. Exhibit 5-2 details this process for all management

activities affectingwater, soil or vegetation (=.z., fuels management, timber
sales, etc.).
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Exhibit 5-2: Project-Based Annual P Monitoring

Check monitoring reports
for_previous projects

|Project Activities|

taff Input
(Written)

rAS Functional

DR Monitors each project
(D) at completion

- IMPLEMENTATION TContractor| Public Input/
- EFFECTIVENESS Reviews
QWritten)

[DR Files Monitoring Reports

|

€))

MT Selects > 1 Project

per RD 1o Monitor with _
Emphasis on Soil |Public
Productivity and H,0 1npy
Quality

MI' Assess Year-end Project Monitoring Effort
= Report on implementation and Effectiveness
- Recommend Action

- Arend LM? As Needed

Includes management activities affecting air. water,
soil, and vegetation such as timber sales, grazing
allotment management, fuels management, site preparation,
etc.
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In summary. the District Ranger is responsible for ongoing and post-project
review of all projects. Hs/shs parforms implementation monitoring and
coordinates effectiveness monitoring. In the case of a timber sale, harvest
activities and subsequent site preparation are to be monitored separately.
With input from the public, other agencies, in-house Forest staff and/or
contractors, the Ranger files a monitoring report on each project which is kept
at the district office. Copies are filed in the Supervisor®s Office, as well
to facilitate public review of then. Annually the forest management team
selects a sample of completed projects drawn from each district. The
Management Team monitors the monitoring effort, as well as the management
results on-the-ground.  Projects are to be selected with an emphasis on soil
productivity and water quality. At year"s end, the management team reports on
both the monitoring effort and on-the-ground results. Evaluation of results
and rscommendations for Plan amendment, or changes in practices and policies,
are made at this time.

Table 5-3 shows in detail those items that shall be monitored as appropriate to
a given sample project. The heading ""Assessment Process’ simply identifies the
monitoring process to be followed at each of the three phases of monitoring.
Precision Is the exactness or accuracy of measurement techniques. Validity is
the expected probability that information acquired through sampling will
reflect actual conditions. Both precision and validity are qualitatively rated
as either high, moderate. or low. The accuracy for precision and validity

levels are:

Level of Precision/Validity Expacted Accuracy
High (H) Within + 10%
Moderate (M) Within + 33%
Low (L) Within + 504
N/4& Cannot be established.

Minimum monitoring frequency simply specifies how often and at what sample size
the assessment will be made. The responsible staff i1s, in each case, the
member of the forest management team who is responsible for the assessment.

The standard indicating further action is the "“trigger’ for further monitoring
procedures. Estimated average annual costs are shown for each assessment
process. If a practice is already part of on-going forest management and
thereby already budgeted, i1t is labeled ""SOP'" for '‘standard operating
procedure’.



2. Program Monitoring

The second part of the forest plan monitoring process responds to specific
requirements of NFMA that must be done on a forest-wide basis and to the need
to monitor some aspects of the forest“s program on a forest-wide basis. These
include such items as actual versus planned levels of output and costs and
evaluation of the maximum size of harvest areas. These shall be monitored as
appropriate and. except where noted, reported every five years. In addition,
every ten years, land identified as unsuitable in the forest plan will be
re-evaluated for suitability (using the same or updated methodology as shown in
Appendix C) and a report of results made.

a. Cost and Output

A national Program Development and Budgeting Review Team has been
established to compare #L¥P planned (estimated) implementation costs
and outputs with actual costs and outputs. Their charter is as
follows:

(1) *“Level” or gain better equity among Regions for financial
schedules that fund the land management plans for the period 1990
to 2000.

(2} Improve our ability to develop cost-effective program budgets
that reflect national priorities among Regions at less than full
P funding while recognizing Regional equity and other
managerial objectives.

{3) Improve our ability to carry through with decisions made during
the program development process.

(4) Carry out congressional direction.
(5) Implement our plans.

(6} Gain efficiency and consistency in achieving our agreed-upon
objectives and targets.

(7} Develop consensus among Regional Foresters so that they can
support a national NFS PDiB process.

At the present time, the Timber Sale Program Information Reporting
System (T3PIRS) provides financial information covering the forest
timber program for any given year. It covers timber revenue and
assoclated costs, socivecononic effects and accomplishments, and
future benefits and costs resulting from that year’s program. All
Program Information Reporting System (ALLPIRS) 1S being tested
nationwide at this time. 1t will be implemented to provide financial
information for all the resource programs.

Until the new financial monitoring systems are in place, annual
monitoring of L¥P 1mplementation costs will consist of (1) reviews of
annual budget submittals for the Forest and their relationship to the



broad funding categories shown in LMP as a reflection of the balanced
program contained in the LMP; (2) reviews of the annual budget
allocations to the Forest and their relationship to broad LMP funding
categories as a way of assessing whether actual allocations are
directing management activities in a way that implements (or deviates
from) the LMP. Whichever is available, the interim system or the
developing system will be used to determine i¥f amendment to the LMP is
required at the five year FLMP review.

Regarding output monitoring, until the new output monitoring system is
in place, the annual Management Attainment Report, which shows how
many/much Of various selected activities/outputs have been
accomplished in a given year, shall be used as the basis of annual
output comparisons with FLMP direction. Whichever is available, the
MAR system or the new system will be used to determine at the five
year FLMP review whether the FLMP needs to be amended.

Resources

(1) Forestwide CWE = To be added as per final version of Settlement
Agreement.

(2) Tri-forest Wildlife Plan - This plan and its monitoring
provisions are incorporated by reference.

Adjacent Lands - The effects of management activities on adjacent
lands shall be analyzed in site-specific NEPA documents and monitored
on a project basis under the appropriate resource heading as listed on
Table 5-3.
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Data Bases

The forestwide data bases containing timber stand and CWE information
are to be updated as part of the analysis process.

(1) CWE - The inventory of ERA's is updated for each compartment when
the CWE analysis for a given activity is done.

2) Timber Stands = The timber stand inventory for each compartment
shall be updated annually on a project basis starting in 1991,

b7



SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

6/22/90

TABLE 53 LWP MONITORING PLAN (Project)
ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
__ ASSESSMFNT PROCESS VAL IDITY EREQUENCY STAFE FURTHER ACTION COST ($)

AIR GUALITY: Afr Quality Maintenance

A WONITORING OBJECTIVE: To conduct management activities within the air quality regulations mandated by federal, state. and local governments.

1 Implemgntation: Determine iFappmpriate High
smoke managesent techniques to reduce
missions, minimize impacts, and met
prescription objectives are implemented.

2 Effactfveness: Photographic tracking Moderate
of smoke plumes. manual photos. personal
observations, and notatlons monitoring
the transport and dispersal of smoke.

3. Yalidation: Review smoke management
plans and photographic tracking to evaluate
smoke managesent techniques.

29

Two projects/
District/Year

Two projects/
District/Year

Two projects/
District/Year

District Ranger

District Ranger

Forest Resource
Officer

When assessment indicates departure 1,000

from smke management techniques (50P)
that meet the objectives of the

burn.

When assessment indicates smke 4,000
transport outside that {New Cost)

predicted in the burn plan.

When assessment indicates smke 4,000
management techniques (not (New Cost)
unpredictable environmentai

change) is responsible for

failure to predict smake trapsport.



6/22/90
SEQUOIA MATIONAL FOREST

TABLE 5-3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Project-based)

ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELIRES INDICATING ANNUAL

————ASSESSMENT PROCESS =~ NALIDITY =~ FREQUENCY STAFE EURTHER ACTION COST (%)
CUMULATIVE WATERSHED EFFECTS
MONITORING OBJECTIVE: To Protect beneficial uses of water from the cumulative effects of multiple land management activities.

1. Implementation

Determine ifCumulative Watershed Effects H/H Annually during Forest Resource Determine ifthe WE analysis 15,000
(CWE) analysis is/was performed and documented post-project Officer and Timber accurately reflects watershed (sor}
in a project NEPA document for all projects reviews and Management Officer condittiens. Determine 1f the
affecting water quality and beneficial uses inspections for project NEPA document reflects
In all specified sub-watershed(s) in water— 2 completed mitigation responsive t o watershed
sheds of influence. Determine if analysis projects per needs and mitigation meets its own
conforms to direction in Sequoia National district per objectives after accomplishment.
Forest CWE working guide consistent with year.
current R=5, FSH 2509.22, Chapter 20.

2. Effectiveness

Determine IFWE analysis was effective H/M Annually during Forest Resource Determine if mitigation alleviated 15,000
in identifying potential problem areas and post-project Officer and Timber concerns and ifproblem areas (S0P)
targeting required mitigation responsive reviews and Management Officer were accurately identjfted.
to concerns relative to water quality and inspections for
beneficial uses. 2 completed

3 Yalidation

Determine iffactors used in WE analysis M/M
accurately quantify site conditions.
disturbance, and affected environment.
Determine |f predicted long-term effects
to soil and water from management
activity are reasonably evaluated.
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projects per
district per
year.

As post-project
monitoring

indicates need and/

or RAD efforts
dictate needs to
change

Forest Resource
Officer

Recruit help from earth scientists
internally or externally. depending
on need. severity, and scope of the
of the problem or to help identify
problem. Regional expertise

may be needed to evaluate the
method used for validation based
on Regional perspective.



SEOUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

TABLE 5.3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Program)

6/22/90

ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
QUENCY STAFF FURTHER ACTION COST ($)
DEYELOPED RECREATION USE  Management of Developed Recreation Sites and the Effect on Health. Safety and Resources
Monitoring Objective: Ensure safety. health. and environmental protection at developed recreation site.
A Implementation and Effectiveness - Assess H/H Annually in District Ranger Ifprojects or $15,000
the level of safety. health. and impact on monitoring report monitoring reports
natural resources from developed recreation. and In EA's for do not reflect
all new or recon- appropriate BMP's
Utilize B¥P*s 4=1, 2, 3, 4 5, 6, 74 9, structed recre- or ifmeasured
and 10 and the BMP assessment forms ation projects. results do not meet
R5-2525-II-Rec 21 and 22 to assess the BMP standards.
implementation and effectiveness of
monitoring these recreation activities. I f results do not
meet BMP standards.
B. Yalidation: |n cases where effective- H/H As indicated by Forest Recreation Unknown

ness monitoring indicates questionable
effectiveness of prescribed standards.
validation monitoring will determine i¥f
changes or assumptions need to be made.

Study and evaluate recreation facilities
not meeting standards. and adjust management
to meet acceptable standards.

oL

results of
effectiveness
monitoring.

Officer

~



SEQUOTA NATIONAL FOREST

6/22/90

TABLE 5.3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Program)
ESTIMATED

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE

PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANMUAL
— ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALIBITY FREQMENCY = .= STAFF FURTHER ACTION COST (%)
FACILITIES: Transporation system management and maintenance.
Monitoring Objective: Determine effectiveness of transportation system management.
1 Implemepiation: Determine if transportation High Ongoing Forest Engineer Hhen assessment indicates 3500
system is in ccmpliance with Forest Plan and departure from Forest Plan
meeting resource objectives. and resource objectives.
2 Effectivenass: Evaluate the transportation Moderate Annual Forest Supervfsor Uhen review of road management $2,000
system's effectiveness in meeting established objectives indicates variation.
road management objectives.
3. ¥Yalidation: Review non-ccmpllance of road Uoderate Annual Forest Supervisor Variablllty in road managment $2,000

management objectives with Districts. Review
to determine i f objectives should be changed.

/L

objectives that may be more
appropriate.

~



SEQUOIA MTIONAL FOREST

6/22/90

TABLE 5-3: LIP MONITORING PLAN (Project)
ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY. _FREQUENCY STAFF FURTHER ACTION WST ($)
FISHERIES
. MOKITORING FROGRAM
A MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Ensure the maintenance of suitable habitat to provide viable fish populations.
1. Implement-ation
Ensure that P-5 ®Rinimum Management H/M Sample 5 projects  Forest Resource When assessment Indicates 5.000 SOP
Requirements, FLW Guidelines. Riparian per year. Officer departure from requfren-?nts
Standards 6 Guidelines and Best Management contained in project EA's,
Practices are being implemented as designed in
project NEPA document.
2. Effectiyeness
Determine #fproject plans and M/M Sample 5 projects Forest Resource When the R-5 Hab{tat Assesguant_ 50,000 SOP
prescriptions achieve their stated objectives, per year. Officer and the F_|sh_Hab|tat Relatlonsh_|p
guidelines and requirements for the protection programs indicate a 20% change in
and/or enhancement of suitable fish habitat. £1sh habltat capability for a specific
utilizing the R-5 Habitat Assessment and Fish stream.
Habitat Relationship programs.
3. ¥alidation
Determine ifassumptions used to formulate M/ 10 years Forest Resource 10% deviation from the 1990 RPA 1,500

guidelines and habitat capability models are
achieving the FLW goals and objectives by
utilizing the Fish Habitat Relationship
program to model all fish habitat on the
Forest.

Assess fish population trends to validate
Fish Habitat Relationship Program model.

TL

Officer

goal.
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TABLE 5.3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Program}
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFE FURTHER ACTION COST ($)
LITTLE KERN GOLDEN TROUT:
Monitoring Objective: Maintain suitable habitat to ensure viable populations.
A Implementation:
1 Ensure that provisions in recovery plans High Annually Tule River As per Recovery Plan 2,000
are carried out. District Ranger
B. Effectivenass:
1 Population indices Moderate Every 5 yrs Tule River [R As per Recovery Plan 500
in cooperation
with CDF&G
2. Habitat monitoring Moderate Every 5 yrs Tule River [R As per Recovery Plan 500
In cooperation
COF&G
C Yalidation: R5 Fish Habitat Assessment Moderate Every 10 yrs Forest Resource As per Recovery Plan 2,000
Program officer
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TABLE 53  LMP MONITORING PLAN (Program)
ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFF EURTHER ACTIQN WST (§)
RECREATIONAL USE OF TRAILS: Effects of OHY and Other Trail Users on Land and Other Natural Resources
Monitoring Objective: Evaluate effects of trail construction: maintenance. and use by OHY's, horses. hikers. and other on natural resources.
A Implementation: Develop standards to M/M Annual review of Forest Rec. 1 fStandards are not being applied $1,000
measure impacts of trail use in the Trail standards used in Officer in project analysis, design. or
Plan. (BMP 4-8 sets implementation direction) monitoring report. monitoring report.
Develop standards modeled after 84P's used M/M All new projects Forest Rec.
for road construction and maintenance (to and sample of Officer
be developed in the Trail Plan). maintenance
projects annually.
8. Effectiveness: Determine effectiveness M/M All new projects District Ranger I f impacts exceed the ability to $5,000
of prescribed standards compared to planned and a sample of manage and maintain trail use
objectives. Determine if a change is needed other existing within prescribed standards
inthe Trail Plan. trail facilities at a reasonable cost.
annually.

Review all new construction and sample
maintained and other existing trail -
facilities to determine ifthey meet the
standards.
C. Yerification: |n cases where effective- H/H As indicated by Forest Rec. N/A Unknown

ness monitoring indicates questionable
effectiveness of prescribed standards.

validation monitoring will determine if
changes or assumptions need t o be made.

Install research plots/studies to measure
impacts. evaluate results. and adjust
standards to reduce impacts to

acceptable levels.

bl

results of
effectiveness
monitoring.

Officer
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TABLE 5-3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Project)

ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MOMITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFF FURTHER ACTION COST ()

RANGE MANAGEMENT
A MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Provide for the health and vigor of rangeland vegetation.]
1. Implementation

Monitor ecological change on all allotments M/M 3-5 yrs. Forest Deviation from 12,000
where vegetative change is prescribed in the Resource prescriptions In AMP,
Allotment Mgmt Plan (AMP} by photo transect Officer
method as described by Frost, W.E., McDougald,
N.K.» Smith. E.L. and Clawson. WJ. Procedures
for Measuring, Analyzing and Interpreting
Vegetation Trend in Riparian Area. University
of California Range Science Report No. 23,
August 1989.

1 Effectiveness

Inspections t o monitor the effectiveness H/H Annually Forest Deviation from standards set in 5,000
of management practices on intensively S0% all AMP's Resource FSH and Manuals. and AVP direction. (S0P}
managed allotments for compliance with AMP. officer
(Option-add "This includes range readiness.
forage utilization & livestock distribution.")

3. ¥aljdation

Measure species frequency and cover in M/M As determined by Forest When interpretation of 3,000
transects as set forth in Frost. W.E., Eff. monitoring. Resource statistical comparison indicates
McDougald, N.K., Smith, EL and Clawson, Officer that a change has occurred in relation
WJ. Procedures for Measuring, Analyzing, and to the vegetative objectives adjust
Interpreting Vegetation Trend in Riparian AMP management practices.

Areas. University of California Range
Sclence Report 23, August 1989.

'Inventory needs include inventory of each allotment to determine current ecological status of the land and revision of allotment management plans t o comply
with revised Forest Service direction (*'*Change on the Range").
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TABLE 5-3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Project)
ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM A\/ERPGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFF _EB]]:ER_ACILO_N—CIEL(L_

SENSITIVE PLANTS" 2
MONITORING OBIECTIVE: Ensure that LMP goals. objectives.
1 Implemeptaglon: Inspect project HH

activity to assure compliance with require-
ments specified in species management guides
and/or project NEPA document.

2 Effectivensss: Inspect known locations H/H
of sensitive plant populations to determine if
effects of project on plant habitat were
accurately predicted and mitigations effective.

3. Yalidatjon: Conduct a botanical H/H
investigaton (R-5 FSH 26095. 3/88) and

iThecessary revise Species Management
Guide to reflect required changes. Apply

new guidelines for future project planning.

standards

and guidelines provide protection for plants listed on the R-5 Sensitive Plant List.

Annually 2 Forest Resource When review team detects 2,000
projects per Officer deviation from species {50P)
District. management objectives
as shown in project NEPA
document.
Same as above. Forest Resource When reviewing officers 3,000
Officer detect any change in the (soP)

species habitat that may
be detrimental to its
continued existence.

As effectiveness Forest Resource When botanical investigations 2000
monitoring Officer indicate population trend

indicates the is approaching decreasing/increasing
need. viability of the species.

‘Inventory needs include a botanical investigation for 26 sensitive species in order to determine their status anmd the significance of each individual
population. Priorities for development of Species Management Guides are listed in Section 114 of R=5 FSH 2609.25. Threatened pnd Endangered Plants

Handbook.

‘Species population trends will be monitored in conjunction with species managment guides at the rate of at least one per year based on available funding.
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TABLE 5-3: 1LMP MONITORING PLAN {Project and Program)
ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALIDITY FREQUENCY STAEE FURTHER ACTION QOST (%)
SENSITIVE WILDLIFE SPECIEES'
A MONITORING OBJECTIYE: Ensure that LMP goals. objectives, standards, and guidelines provide senstive species habitat to sustain species habitatto

sustain

1. Implementatjon

Inspect project activity to assure
compliance with project NEPA document
regarding protection of sensitive
species habitat.

2 Effectiveness

a Inspect habitat identified project
NEPA document to determine ifproject
effects on species habitat were accurately
predicted and mitigations effective.

b. Determine if project effects and
prescriptions achieve LMP objectives by
utilizing the Wildlife Habitat Relationship
computer program to model the long-term
effects.

c. Perform population census on the
following species as directed by the R5
Species Management Guides.

(1) Spotted Owl

Determine nesting success and
population viability of forest
network.

(2) Goshawk

Determine nesting success and
establish network of nest sites to
assure species viability.

{3) willow Flycatcher

Survey potential nest sites
associated with projects supplemented
with data from Riparian ecosystem
monitoring for avian guilds.

~

-

-

HIH

H/H

M/M

M/M

M/M

M/M

viable populations.

Annually two
projects per
District.

Sare as above.

Minimum 3 years.

As determined by
the USF&WS and
US. Forest

Service (Washington

Office).

Annually until
network 1s
established and
every 3 years
thereafter.

Annually for
5 years and
every 3 years
thereafter.

Forest Resource
Officer

Forest Resource
Officer

Forest Resource
Officer

Forest Resource
Officer

Forest Resource
Officer

Forest Resource
Officer

When review team detects deviation TBA
from species management abjecti{ves,
as per project NEPA document.

When the reviewlng officer
detects any change in the species
habitat that may be detrimental
to viability.

2,000 soP

Wren long-term effects indicate 2,000 SOP
habitat capability'is declining

and may not sustain viable

populations.

Downward trends in nesting
success as determined by
Regions /6 RO&A,

130,000 SOP

Deviation from FLW Guidelines 7,000 SOP
and R-5 Minimum Management

Requirements.

Deviation fran R-5 Minimum SOP funds

Management Requirements and aie

FLMP Guidelines. included
inwildlife
validation
monitoring
section.
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFE FURTHER ACTIOQN COST (%)
(4) Great Grey Owls M/M Same as above. Forest Resource Sare as above. SOP funds
Officer are )
Determine nest sites and nesting success. included In
Data will be collected while gathering spotted spotted owl
owl information. monitoring
section.
(5) Furbearers L/L An directed by Forest Resource Deviation from R-5 Minimum 10.000
the Regional Officer Manayement Requirements,
Assess available habitat for Pine Forester.
Marten. Fisher. Wolverine and Sierra Red Fox
with proposed projects.
3. XMalidation
Determine if the direction in R5 M/M Whenever Forest Resource When changes in species habitat 2,000
Minimum Management Requirements and effectiveness Officer and/or populations are altered
Forest Plan provide habitat to sustain monitoring in a manner that may affect
viable populations of sensitive species. indicates a the viability of the species
need. adjust practices and/or

guidelines.

‘Inventory needs include a biological investigation for 7 listed species in order to determine population density and habitat needs.

el
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AYERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALIDITY EREQUENCY STAFF FURTHER ACTION COST ($)
SOIL
|. HONITORING PROGRAM
A.  MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Ensure that management practices and prescriptions maintain inherent long-ten soil productivity.
1. Implementation
Determine if project plans and H/H Annually during Forest Resource Departure from contract or NEPA 15,000
prescriptions are implemented as designed pre- and post- Officer and Timber document requirements. (50P)
and documented in project NEPA document. harvest and pre- Management
and post-site prep. Officer
project reviews
and inspections
for 2 completed
projects/district.
2, Effectivensss
Determine if plans and prescriptions M/M Annually on post- Forest Resource Long-ten soil productivity 10.000
are effective in meeting the objectives project harvest Officer and Timber standards are being met when at (S0P)

and S&G's specified in project NEPA
documents and Forest plan.

Key soil properties to observe are
compactionr erosion. puddling, displacement
and severity of burn.

bL

and site prep.
reviews for 2
completed projects/
district.

Management
Officer

at least 85%o0f an activity area
is in acceptable soil condition
(Draft R-5 FSH 2509.18 Soil Mgt
Handbook. Sept. 1988, Supp. #1).

The following defines acceptable
soil condition for 85%of the area
(FSH 2509.18).

1 Soil cover is present in amounts
that prevent accelerated erosion rates
from exceeding soil formation rates
over time, 1.e.. the kind. amount and
distribution of soil cover is guided
by the RS Erosion Hazard Rating.

2. Soil porosity is at least 90% of
its natural condition.

3. Soil organic matter is present in
amounts sufficient to prevent signif-
icant short or long-term nutrient cycle
deficits. and avoid adverse physical soil
characteristics.
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3. Yalidation

Oetennine if CWE coefficientsr S8G's and
managenent requirements maintaih long-term

soil productivity. Utilize monitoring methods
discussed in Chapter 2 of FSH 2509.18 = Soil

Management Handbook. 0/87.

03

TABLE 5-3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Project)

ESTIMATED

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE

PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL

VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFF FUBRTHER ACTION COST (3)

a Soil organic matter is at least
85% of natural conditions in the upper
12 inches.

b. Large woody material Is available,
is about 5 to 20 logs per acre in contact
with the soil surface. Size should be
20 inches in diameter and 20 feet long.
of all decomposition classes.

c. Litter and duff covers approximately
50 percent of the disturbed area, less
than 3 inches in diameter and In
contact with the soil surface. Annual
litter fall may be used to compensate for
litter removed during management.

H/H Whenever Forest Resource When detrimental changes in soil properties
effectiveness Officer and over an activity area exceed 15% of the
monitoring District Ranger acceptable soil condition. consider
Indicates a adjusting practices and/or guidelines
need.

to prevent significant impairment
(FSH 2509.18, 10/87).
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TABLE 5-3: LMP MONITORING PLAN (Project and Program)

ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT. PROCESS YALIDITY FREQUENCY STAEF FURTHER ACTION COST (%)

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
1 _ MONITORING PROGRAM

A MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Assure that all National Forest Systea habitats and activities for threatened and endangered species are managed to achieve

recovery objectives, so that special protectlon measures provided under the Endangered Species Act are no longer necessary. Threatened and endangsred
species include Condors. Peregrine Falcon. Bald Eagle and Little Kern Golden Trout.

1. Implementation

Determine that project plans and H/H Annually. Tvo Forest Deviation from Recovery Plan or FLMP  TBA
prescriptions are implemented as designed. projects per Resource Standards. Guidelines or MMR's as
consistent with the Biological Evaluations. District. Officer interpreted through project NEPA

document.

2 Effectivaness

a. Determine IFfimplemented plans and M/M 10 years Forest (same as above) TBA
prescriptions achieve the objectives of the Resource
Recovery Plan. Utilize the Wildllfe Habitat Officer
Relationship computer program to model the long N

term effects.

b. Perform population census on the
following species as directed by Recovery Plans.

(1) Peregrine Falcon M/M Annually for 5 Hume Lake Deviation from direction in 7,000 SoP
Helicopter survey of Kings River, Tule Rivers years; then District Recovery Plan.
Kern River and ground check of superior nest every 3 years. Ranger
sites to detennlne reproduction success.

(2) Bald Eagle L/L As directed by Hume Lake Report census data t o Recovery 500 SCP
Survey of suitable habltat to determine Bald Eagle District Team for evaluation.
changes In wintering populations. Recovery Team. Ranger

(3) Condors H/H Project Basis Forest Deviation from direction in 2,000 sop
Monitor known nest & roosting sites to as established Resource Recovery Plan.
determine occupancy. by Condor Recovery Officer

Team

(4) little Kern Golden Trout M/M 5 years Tule Rlver Deviation from LKGT Management
Determine success of re-establishment program District Plan.
inLittle Kern River watershed through R-5 Ranger and
Habftat Assessment Program. COF&G

3. Xalidation
Determine if direction in Recovery Plan is H/H Whenever Forest When trends in T and E habitat 1,000 soP
meeting goals and objectives of the Endangered effectiveness Resource and/or populations tndicate changes
Species Act. monitoring officer significant enough to affect species
oQ Indicates recovery, coordinate with USFgWS!'
a need. Division of Endangered Species and

CDFhG for Recovely Plan revisions,
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EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFE FURTHER ACTION COST (%)

TIMBER

A MONITORING OBIECTIVE: Determine regeneration success.

1 Implementation: Determine whether site H/H
was planted in accordance with R-5 Silvi-

cultural Handbook and project NEPA decument.

2 Effectivepness: Determine survival and HIH
stocking by 1st and 3rd year plantation
exams following regional standard method
(FSM) and compilation into forestwide
report.

3. ¥Yalidatiop: Validate (1) the assessment
of the operational environment (Silvicultural)
Practices Handbook) by a certified silvicul=
turist and (2} appropriate regeneration
techniques suitable to site cohditions were
used.

H/H

B. MONITORING OBIECTIVE:
1 Implemeptation: Determine current

growth rates.

M/M

2 Effectiveness: Compare Table 3 of "6th
Annual Forest Vegetation Management Conference
Proceeding. 1984," by John F1iske, and Small
Trees Model as appropriate growth and yield
models to field inventory.

3. Yalidatiop: Reviewing growth model
assumptions and projected yields by
analytical comparison of actual to
expected rates of growth.

M/M

<3

Two cmpleted
projects per
District per year.

Two completed
projects per
District per year.

As indicated by
results of stand
exams Or variation
from standards.

Determine if growth rates of young timber stands are meeting

Every 10 years
through Forest
Inventory.

Every 10 years.

When effectiveness
monitoring indi-
cates growth rate
is less than
projected rate.

Managment Team/
Timber Mgt.
Officer

Timber Mgt.
Officer

Timber Mgt.
Officer/
District Ranger

FORPLAN projections.

District Rangsr

District Ranger/

Timber Mgt.
Officer/

Planning Officer

District Ranger

Indicator of variance from silvicul~ 20,000
tural prescription is Notice of Non- (50P)
Comptiance with planting contract.

Survival or stocking levels fall 10.000
below minimum Regional standards. {(S0P)

I f validation confirms capability and 40,000
suitability. then stand is replanted.

I f validation indicates stand is not

capable and suitable, then remove from

land base.

Current annual net growth
projections will not provide
for 23 MMCF by decade 16
(FLMP, C=6).

5,000

Stand growth fails to meet minimum 0O
Regional stocking levels and
height/diameter growth.

Same as above. 2.500
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALIDITY FREQUENCY STAFF FURTHER ACTION COST ($)
C.  MONITORING CWECTIVE: Determine effectiveness of red fir regeneration methods.

1 Implementation: Utilize 1983 Sequoia HIH Annually District Ranger Prescriptions for regeneration 1,000
National Forest gutdetlines for regeneration of red fir type do not follow
in red fir types first and third year 1983 guidelines.
stocking exams.

2. [Effectiveness: Determine stocking of H/H 5 years after District Ranger Stocking level IS below 1,000
red fir regeneration units. reforestation. minimum for red fir type.

3. XMalidation: Whether red fir H/H When effectiveness District Ranger Validation confirms that red 2,000
regeneration is occurring to meet monitoring f1r regeneration guidelines are
reforestation assumptions of plan. indicates that ineffective.

minimum stocking
is not being
achieved.
D MONITORING CWECTIM: Maintain regulation to achieve the desired age class distribution.

1 Implementation: Timber harvest schedule H/H Every 5 years. Forest Timber Annual harvest acreage by type 0
according to Timber Management Plan Management of harvest does not meet an
(LMP, App. 6}. Officer average annual upper limit of:

regeneration 600 acres;
shelterwood 1.38B acres;
selection 868 acres.

2 Effectiveness: Determine amount of acres HIH Every 5 years. Forest Timber Average annual for the decade 1,000
allocated to harvest type fran annual Management acres harvested exceed 600 acres
Programed Harvest Statement. Officer regeneration; 1.38B acres shelter-

wood; and 868 acres selection
(FLMP, C-4).

3 Yalidatiop: Determine that management H/H When effectiveness  Forest Timber Same as above. 5,000
direction of 70%even-aged harvest and 30% monitoring Management
uneven-aged harvest is appropriate. indicates average Officer

3

annual acres
harvested have

exceeded standards.
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERACE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES STANDARD AN\LWB)
ASSESSMENT PROCESS YALEDITY EREQUENCY STAHE FURTHER ACTION COST
E. MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Yerify the capable-available-suitable land base for project under study.
1 JImplementation: Evaluate tentatively H/H Annually District Ranger Lands analyzed do not appear 10,000
suitable land base during canpartment Every project to meet suitability criteria.
analysis. Document as appropriate in
project NEPA document.
2 [Effectiveness: Identify unsuitable H/H Annually District Ranger Tentative CAS lands cumulatively 10.000

portions. Document in NEPA document.
Adjust LMP data base.

3. Yalidatiopn: Determine vatidity of H/H
suitable land base. Adjust LMP data base
as required.

Every project

As indicated when

effectiveness
monitoring shows
standards not
being met. Min-
imum every 10
years.

Forest Timber
Mgt. Officer/

Planning Officer

F. MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Maintain tree species representation of natural stands in regenerated stands.

1. Implemertation: Application of HH
silvicultural prescriptions having objective
of maintaining timber type being harvested
as analyzed in project NEPA document.

2, Effectiveness: Determine if H/H
implemented silvicultural prescriptions
are resulting in maintenance of timber type.

3. Yallidation: Verify silvicultural HIH
prescriptions for maintaining timber type.

h8

2 projects/
district/year,

2 projects/

district/years
5 years after
reforestation.

5 years after
reforestation as
required

Forest Timber
Mgt. Officer/
District Ranger

Forest Timber
Mgt. Officer/
District Ranger

Forest Timber
Mgt. Off {cers
District Ranger

may not provide average annual
allocation acreage (standard described
in ¥D?} or greater than the 75 MMBF of
ASQ (standard described in "CW"),

Sare as above. 2.000

Silvicultural prescription produces 5,000
type conversion Without
justification.

Plantation surveys indicate that a 10,000
timber type is not maintained.

Validation confirms that prescriptions 10,000
were ineffective.
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WATER
MONITORING OBIECTIVE: To ascertain that project activities maintain or improve water quality at an acceptable level.
1. Implementation
Use R-5 BMP monitoring assessment process H/H Two projects per Forest Resource Departure from NEPA project or 10.000
(in draft) to record the implementation of district per year. Officer contract requirements. (S0P}
management practices.
2 Effectiveness
Use R-5 BMP monitoring assessment process M/M Annually monitor Forest Resource Failure to meet objectives stated 10,000
{in draft) to determine the effectiveness same two projects Officer in project NEPA documents and R-5,  (S0P)
of management practices. per district as FSH 2509.22, 3/88. R-5 Supplement 1
monitored during {BMP Book) Chapter 10.
Implementation
Monitoring.
3. XYalidation
Determine the changes needed in Best M/ As defined by B  Forest Resource Non-point source: 1B is 2.000

Management Practices to provide adequate
protection for the beneficial use of the
water.

Effectiveness Officer
Evaluation Process

(WEEP)

inadequate to protect documented
beneficial use as identified
through Effectiveness Monitoring.

Point source: Deviation fran
water quality standards.
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VAL IDITY FREOUENCY STAFE FURTHER_ACTION COST ($)

WETLAND & RIPARIAN AREAS

HONITORING OBJECTIVE: Ascertain that riparian and wetland ecosystems are protected when implementing land and resource management activities.

1. Implementation

Determine ifRiparian and Wetland H/H Two projects Forest Resource Dsparture from Riparian and
Guidelines are being implemented as per year per Officer Standards and Guidelines as
designed in project NEPA document. district. specified in NEPA project

requirements.

2. Effectivenass

a Ripartan Depandent Yegetation: M/M Annually monitor Forest Resource Failure to meet vegetative
Determine if¥ implemented management same two projects Officer objectives established in
activities are effective protecting and/or per district as the appropriate NEPA
enhancing wildlife habitat in riparian and monitored during documents.
wetland areas (see Wildlife Monitoring). Implementation

Monitoring.

b. Water Quality: Determine if the HIH Sare as above. Forest Resource Departure from NEPA project or
R-5 B mnitoring assessment process (in Officer contract requiremdnts and failure
draft) is effective in the protection of the to meet objectives established in
riparian and wetland ecosystems (see Water Riparian and Wetland Standards and
Monitoring) . Guidelines and FSH 2509.22, 3/88.

A5 Supplement.
3. Yalidation

a Riparian Dependent Vegetation:
Monitor to determine iFhabitat conditions
are consistent with species needs thru:

{1} Assessing riparian dependent MIM Annually for 5 Forest Resource 20% decline in avian species
species, using Avian Guild techniques as years to establish Officer associated with wetlands and
described in Three Forests Monitoring baseline; then once riparian ecosystem.

Plan. every 3 years.

(2) Utilizing R5 Fish Habitat M/M 10%of forest Forest Resource 20% decline in fish habitat
Assessment Process. streams annually. Officer capability.

(3) Measure species frequency and MIM 35 yrs. Forest Resource Deviation from
and cover in transects as set forth in Officer prescriptions in AP

Frost. W.E.» McDougald:, MN.K., Smith. E.L.,
and Clawson. W.J. Procedures for Measuring.
Analyzing and Interpreting Vegetation Trend
in Riparian Areas. University of California
Range Science Report No. 23, Augnst 1989.

oQ
L
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ESTIMATED
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL
ASSESSMENT PROCESS VALIDITY EREQUENCY STAEF
b. Water Quality: Determine whether M/M As Effectiveness Forest Resource I f BMP*s and Riparian and

changes are needed in Management Practices
to provide adequate protectfon of fish and
other dependent species.

(L8

Monitoring
indicates need.

Officer

Wetland Standards and Guidelines
are inadequate to protect
riparian areas as identified
through effectiveness
monitoring.
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wiLoLIFe!
MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Maintain species diversity and habitat capability.

1. Implementation

Ensure Minimum Management Requ i rements H/H 2 projects/ Forest Resource Departure from or non-compliance 201000
(MMR's) and S4G's are being implemented as districtlyear Officer w/LMP S&G's and project MMR's as (50P)
designed in project NEPA document. defined in project NEPA document.

2. Effectiveness

Use forest-wide vegetation inventory to M/M 10 years Forest Resource Failure to meet species diversity 1,500
assess status of vegetative seral stages and Officer and habitat capability objectives as
then utilize Wildlife Habitat Relationship specified in project NEPA document.
program to model projected changes in
Management Indicator Species.

3 Yalidation

Determine Ifassumptions used to formulate M/M Once every 3 Forest Resource 20% decline in species associated 4,000
guidelines and habitat capability models years after Officer with 4 critical habitats as
achieve the goals and objectives of the FLU. baseline Inventory indicated by Wildlife Habitat

is completed. Relationship Program.

Assess population trends for species that M/M 10 years Forest Resource Same as above. 1.000

utilize old growth, black oak: blue oak. snag Officer

and riparian habitats with avian guild
monitoring techniques developed by PRV and
identified in the Three Forest Monitoring
Plan.

Inventory needs include population of each Management Indicator Species {mule deer. pileated woodpecker. gray squirrel) at cost of $50,000 per Year
for 5 years and distribution of blue oak to determine current ecological status at cost of $4,000 per year (SOP).
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Yt

FOREST SERVICE HANDBOOK
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

September 1988
FSH 2509.18 = SOIL MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK
Region 5 Supplement No. 1

POSTING NOTICE.

Superseded New
Page Code (Number of Sheets)

Digest:

2 = Provides Regional soil quality standards as specified in FSH 2509.18
Section 2.2. Places responsibility with Forests to insure that prescriptions
for land disturbing activities include measures fOr maintaining the productive
capacity of the soil. Provides guidance for selecting methods that mitigate
potential adverse effects, assess sSOil conditions, and correct soils with
diminished productive capacities.

ANDREW A. LEVEN
Assistant Regional Forester for
Range and Watershed Managesent .

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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2.02 © OBJECTIVES.

~ 1. To provide soil quality standards that help asasagers to carry out soil
disturbing activities without significantly affsceing the productive capacity
of the soil.

~ 2. To provide procedures for evaluating the productive capacity of the
soil. mitigating management effects, and rehadilitating deteriorated soil
conditions.

2.03 - POLICY. Utilize soil quality standards in planning and conducting all
SOIl distTubing activities.

2.04 = RESPONSIBILITY

2.04b - Forest Supervisors. Forest Supecvisors shall:

1. Provide training in the application of soil quality standards to
approppriate Forest Service and non-Forest Service personnel.

2. Assess the extent to which soil quality standards are deing met

3. Evaluate effectiveness of soil quality standasds and procedures and
recommend adjustments to the Regional to the Regional Forsstar,

2.0le - District Rangers. District Rangsss shall:

1. Insure that prescriptions for soil disturbing activities include
measures for zaintaining the productive capacity of the soil.

2. Conduct post activity evaluations to dezermaine if soil quality
standards have veen 2et, and apply renabilizstion measures &s needed.

2.05 - DEFINITIONS.

L. Acgsotable soil condition fallewing soil distureing activities cccurs
when soil properties are NOt alieced to the exzeat 10 cause significant changes
in the productive ¢spacisy ofF the soil.

2. Activiey Avem @S :the total area d4iswureed by soil disturbing
activitiea.

3. Soil disturbing activities include {DEFINE)

4. Ti{llase IS the aechanical trsataent OF cospasted or puddled soils to
restore desireable tilth.

FSH X/89 R-5 supP 1
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2.5 - REFERENCES.
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2.2 - SOIL QUALITY STANDARDS. = SE£ TeP oF NEXT PAGT

Soil quality standards identify threshold values beyond which change in soil
properties could result in signaficant change or impairment in the productive
capacity' of the soil.

These standards may not apply equally well to all sites and practices in the
Region. On-site evalautions %y soil scientists are used to determine ¢
deviations from the standards are needed and if they meet soil quality
objectives.

Soil quality standards are met when at least 85 percent of an activity area is
in acceptable soil condition. Acceptable soil condition exists when:

1. Soil cover is present in amounts that prevent accelerated soil erosion
rates from exceeding soil formation rates over time.

The kind. amount and distribution of soil cover nssded to retard soil erosion
is guided by the RS Erosion Hazard Rating zethed and locally adapted standard
erosion models and measurements.

2. Soil zomstry is at least 30 percent of it. natural cenditien,

. QOrganic Matter is present In asouacs sufficient to preven: significant
short or long-term nutrient cycle deficits, and to avoid adverse physical soil
characteristics.

Tre kinds and amounts of erganic matter are guided =elow aad by local analyses.

A. Soil seganie matter is at least 85 percent of its original total in

the upper 12 inches of the soil.

B. Surface 9rzsaic matter IS present in tho following foras and amount

(1) Large woody material. when availadle in forested areas, iS
about 5 to 20 Logs per acre Incontut with zae SOil sucface, Desired log Size
IS gresatsr than 16 inches: in diameter and about 40 cubic feet, Yolume is about
200 to 800 cubic fest par acre {(includes partially decayed and unseschantadle
lop). Weight per uni: area is highly variadle dus to tho degree of decay. but
IS approxisately 3 to 15 tom per "acre. This guideline nay be waived in
strategic tuelbreak aress and saall openings.

(2) Litter and duff occurs Over approximatealy 50 percent of the
disturbed ares. ¥hen present, weedy Uterial is seszly less than 3 inches in
diameter and In contast with the soil surface. Weight ger unit area is highly
variable due to tho type ¢f material and degree of decay, AmMouTs are
approximately 2 to 15 tons per acre. In areus lacking woedy aasecial, amounts
are approxizately 0.5 to 2 tom per acre.

Tre presence OfF living vegetation that contridutes significant annual litter
fall CM ce used t0o cospensate for conditions when immediate post-disturbance
litter and duff covarage IS less than 50 percent.

FSH x/89 R-5 Supp 1
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THE NUMERIC YiLU=S AND RATIONALE FOR POROSITY AS AN INDEX TU THE EFFECT OF
COMPACTION ON PLANT @Q#TH HAVE RZC2r¥ED INTERDISCIPLINARY REVIEW. THE YALUES
FOR ORGANIC MATTER ARE PRELIMINARY AND HAVE NOT RECEIVED INTERDISCIPLINARY

REVIEW.

2.21 - RATIONALE.

Soil is a nonrenewable resource because it takes hundreds to thousands of years
to form an inch of soil. Land management activities alter the soil in varying
degrees. These changes may or mgy not significantly affect the productive
capacity of the soil.  Soil quality standards are used to characterize the
significance of potential soil productivity changes.

Soil productivity is maintained when soil propertier are not altered to the
extent to cause significant changes in the long-term productive potential of
the soil. Information is provided to help =zanagecss evaluate the productive
condition of the soil. and to carry out land management activities without
significantly affecting soil preductivity,

There 2= many soil characteristics that can be sltersd by panagsaent
activities and affect soil productivity. For simplification. porosity, and
organic matter are used as surrogates to represent other factors. Porosity is
used to reflect changes due to compaction and puddling. Organic matter is
evaluated in zarse different ways: As surface cover for erosion prevention and
nutrient cycling. as large woody material for nutrient cycling. and ss soil
organic matter to reflect nutrient status. Soil moisture supply, soil
displacement, and other physical and chemical prepectias,

6111 - Soil Poresisy, ¥any land ssnsgsaent sctivities hnve the potential to
adversely affect the grewsa OF plants by compacting :zhe SOil. These activities
include camping, grazing, pisnicing, off-rod venicies, reforestation. timber
narvest, and other forms of vegetation management.

There are saough field observations and tafsermaxien in the literaturs tO
dasonstrase that roil cowpeciion can adversely affect the growth of slants,
Although precise quantification of changes in soil properties and plant growth
IS not availadble, emough {s known to develop reasonable standards and
proceduses, Ia mat cases, seinods are availasle tOo avoid. mitigate. or
rehabilitate t:e adverse ¢’fects of SOIl ¢capastion,

The relaticnsiips etween plant goovwtia and soil bulk density are very complex.
Generally sxa relationshizs n nonlinear: that is, incresensal increases In
bulk density does NOt necessarily cause inccssanial decreasss in plant_?rowth.
The (inc¢cemensal -effect s different for differsns piants, soils and
snvipronzants, Most Of the available data suggests that ccspaction becomes
increasingly decrimensal for esch successive {ncresent in a series of equal.
absolute {ncceases in bulk deasity, Increments Of increase, 5ssed ON &
percenzage OF zne initial bulk density, actually :ecoss greater in absolute
value ss ~oe initial bulk densizy increases (exhibit 1).

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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To set liaizs Of allowaple bulk density increases :hat s1-v responsive (O
effects on plant growth. the increments of allowable increase should cecoze
smaller in absolute value s¢ bulk density increases. This is accomplished by
basing the allowable increments on 4zcce2sss in total soil perosity
(Exhibit-1). A allowable decrease of 10 percent appears to be a reasonable
fit for bulk density changes and potential significant effects on plant
growth.  For comparison. a 10 percent decrease in total soil porosity
corresponds to a 33 percent increase in bulk density for a soil with an initial
bulk density of 0.6. a 15 percent increase for a soil with an initial density
of 1,06, and a 10 percent increase for a soil with an initial density of 1.3.
The relationship of bulk density increases to a 10 percent decrease in soil
porosity are shown in Exhibit 2.

Total porosity is used because practical methods for discriminating between
different pore sizes are not availadle, It includes all sizes of soil pores.
However. most of the peresity decrease would be attributed to a reduction in
macro pores.

61 12 = Qrganic Matter.

&lt2a - Soil Cover is the soil erodibility factor <exsealy =a2dif{ed by
management activities. It is also she N easily 2anipulated factor for
reducing the potential for erosion. In addition to 1 a grewing vegeration and
rock fragments; fine organic zaztec such as, litter. duff. and twigs less than
about 3 inches in diameter in contact with tho soil surfase provide tire 3ss:
effective ground cover for preventing erosion. Conditions under which ground
cover needs exceed 50 percent is guided by local application of the Region 5
Erosion Hazard Ratting systea, The sursoses of SOil cover are tO provide snough
protection to prevent Soil 10ss from excseding tho rata of soil formation, to
avoid sedimentation that would adversely affect water quality. and to avoid
decreases in the supply of nutrients. An approximate c owry 50 percent fine
organic aat:sr over =zhe SOl surface ser~es as a guids fOr =aintaining
ahortetara nutrient supply. Micreorganisas that convert organic and inorganic
nutrients into rores available for plant growth and that also dagrade chemical
compounds are mostly located in sne duff and upser tev inches of soil. titter
and duff can sere to aininize microorganism population meduczions in hot

cpenings.

61.12b ~ Large woody material. is 1 factor in tho nustient c¢ysling srocess,
large woody material has been under study in tho Pacific Northwest and
Intermountain seping for sacut 15 years. (Lesving large woody material for
surroses OF wildlife habitat and soil preductivity has been taking slace in
Region 6 for about 4 years. Although specific reseszcn is Lacking in
California, tnere IS ensugh informasion to form peudeat guidelines for
practical use. Tae cele Of large woody 2atesial in maintaining soil
predustivisy IS to provide hot suxme® survival habitat for miemtorganisas,
small animals and ingects that convert autrients INtO availazle ¢oras O spread
alteifying Saczaria and <sher goodies. Organic debris factors may be more
taportant in Califormia than INn ozder ocegisrns because Oof hotter suxmer
temperatures.

81.12¢c - Soil Organic Matter. Soil organic satzer content IS associated with
nutrient supply. soil wases availability. soil aggregate stability.

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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wnfilerstion and resilience from cospression, Consequently, changes in soil
organie Matter content can serve ss an index to the condition of a number of
interrelated factors., It also is relatively easy to ovsarve snd aeasurs,
Soils vary in organic matter content and distribution. In some soils the
organic matter is concentrated in the upper few inches: whereas. in other soils
it gradually dscreases with depth or is nearly evenly distributed. These
differences in organic matter accumulation influence how a soil may or may not
he adversely affected by surface soil displacement. The more soil organic
matter as concentrated close to the surface. the less tolerance there is for
loss of soil organie matter. For a common basis. the total soil organic matter
in the upper 12 inches of soil will be used for evaluation. 0Over 50 percent of
all tree root length occurs in the upper 12 inches of soil (Powers, 1984). the
vast majority of which would be feeder reoots.

Values for organic matter are preliminary. They will %e revised through
interdisciplinary review and field use. Research will also help to revise and
validate these values.

612 - ASSESSMENT. Weasurssent and/or visual sampling methods s used to
evaluate sorl porosity and organic matter conditions. Sampling zetheds to
guide assessasnts on a project or Forsstwids bdasis are contained in Earth
Resources Note (being written).

Soil compaction zay be sssessad visually through the use of surface condition
indicstors or by observation of the soil wing a tile spade. Both methcds need
to be initially and periodically ¢alidcated sgainsy azeasurezents of bulk
density taken with a nuclear gsige, core sasples, Or one Of the irregular hole
methods. Bulk density is converted to total poresizy by foraula or graph.

Soil cover and large weedy material are evaluated by visual aezneds,  Soil
organic matter is svaluated by a coadinatien Of laboratory data extrapolation.
field asssusrezenzs, and visual methods.

In practice. wvisual observations 12+ the NE commen form of soil compaction
assessment, Neaguregant and detailed sampling sce used woszly to calibrate
visual method., and to investigate situations where Vvisual method. are
{nasdequate,

61,3 - MEASUREMENT.

61.31 T SOIL PORCSITY, Initial bulk densities s:rv measured where ground

disturping activities are to take place (after the Fact essesswents may use

stailar undisturbed adjacent aress), The allswadle compacted bulk density can

be taken /s e graph in Exhibit 3. or saleulased with the following formula,
Doe =+ 0.1 0p o Q.9 Dbi

where Dp IS the mesn particle density, and Dbhi and 0%<¢ ar+ the initial ad tho
compacted bulk densicies, respectively,

Assuning that the particle density IS 2.65_Mg/m3, the allowable cospacted hulk
density can be taken fres tho solid line in Exhidit 3. Making allowances for
soll oczanic 2atter, which has e density of azeus 1.35 Mg/u3, has little affect

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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on the <sleulazed allowable compacted bulk dansizy of inorganic soils (dashed
line in Exhibit 3).

Details for measuring bulk density and the areal extent of soil disturbances
are contained i:a Chapter 3 of FSH 2509.18.

81.32 T Organigc Mateer,

61.4 = MITIGATION.

6141 = Soil Compaction. A variety of practices and techniques z~e available
to land managers that minimize or eliminate the risk of soil compaction and
puddling. Not all practices discussed here am suitable for all sites. But
quite often. some practices =r+ used In combination to more effectively sontrol
the risk of compaction and puddling. Thass sanageseas practices can te groupad
in three categories: (1) practices that seducs compaction effects. (2)
practices that confine compactive forcss to designazed sress, and (3) practices
that avoid compactive forces.

61.41a ~ Raducinz Compaction Effects. These practices can help to maintain

acceptable soil conditions for extensive srees (e,g., 85 percent of an activity
area). Ways to reduce compaction effects include, controlling compactive
forces, absorbing compactive forcer, and operating when soils are less
susceptible to adverse compaction and puddling effects.

1. Controlling Compastive . The ssoun: of compaction is primarily
related to the load applied to the soil and the nuazes of trips equipment mee
over the ss=z¢ area.

The depth to which roil te<oses compacted is primarily a funetion of the azeun:
of dynamic load applied to zae aoil. Reduciag suzfece pressuze (e,g,, Saw
machine weighs, but larger susfsce area in srasks Or tires) may not greatly
reduce the degree of compaction in zhe surface soil, but zhe lower Lliats of
compacted layer will e nearer {0 tho soil susfece, Thus improving
amelioration possibilities. Machines of significantly di{{{eren: weigh: and
surfaco ares cause significansly different degrees Oof soil compaction: whereas.
diffecences betwean : 343 Of machines are more subtle. Although the dsgree of
coxpacticn caused by similar-size crawler z:aczoss, low ground posesucs
equipment. and rubber~tire :srsszoss is about the same, crawler :racseoss can
compact the seil to Qreater deptas, and cusoer~sire tracsors can take zore
trips to do ¢ comparable asount Of work. The relationship Of equipment size
and type on soil compaction nm shewn in xaiyiz 4.

The degree Of compaction is primarily associated with zie number of trips
equipaent zakes over tho ¢uss arm. In tests, maximum density is achieved
after about 20 trips. However, about $0 percent of tho compaction is achieved

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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' y  soqut the {irst 4 tripy with 1 aqui t —
S’Eggincor\}v%h Siiller equipzent (Q{r.hjbic 7y, TRLUVPt and anout

Adjusting equipment “size snd/or the number of trips can be used tO minimize
compaction of areas where 2xtansive ground squipaent operations are planned
" (2.g., Site preparation and <lear<u: skidding). Combining these practices with
operating over slash further reduces the potential for roil compaction (See
Section 61.41, 1tem 2).

2, Absorbing Compactive Forcer. Cospactive forces can be partially or
completely absorbed by operating equipment over slash or snow.

3. Operating When SOIlS sre Most Resistzant tO Adverse Cospaction,

AL 41n - Confining Compaction Effects,

61.41c - Avoi action Forces

61.5 - Rehabilitatioca

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1
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Exhibit P

Mitigation & Restoration Requirements

Based on Project EA

I. Mitigation to be performed as integral part of project
(e.g., Included i1n timber sale contract provisions):

Respon- Source 2 Projected Date
) sible Inven-1  Est. of K-V § Funds Completion Action
Action*  Staff tory Cost Funding Assured Rec'd Date Completed

11. Additional Mitigation/Restoration Measures

Respon- 1 Source 2 Projected Date
sible Inven— Est. of K-V $ Funds Completion Action

Action*  Staff tory Cost Funding Assured Rec'd Date Completed

&b

Indicate with an asterisk those actions relied upon to support a FONSI.

. The T"Inventory" entry would indicate which project list, such as the WINI, would carry

the mitigation project until completed.

The 'K-V $ Assured™ column would be filled in (yes or no) when the timber sale purchase
price was known.
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EXHIBIT _Q

NEW PERSPECTIVES IN FORESTRY

Definitions: (Personal interpretations based on presentations at "A Conference
on New Perspectives in Forestry, June 11-12, Mt. Hood Community College)

NEW PERSPECTIVES, or NEW PERSPECTIVES IN FORESTRY: Management of wildland
ecosystems so that all of the natural physical and biological complexities
contained within large land areas are maintained in perpetuity.

NEW FORESTRY: Physical activities, usually resulting in production of a
commodity, designed to meet objectives and constraints determined by NEW
PERSPECTIVES analysis.

These terms are sometimes used interchangeably, although there seems to be
a concensus that NEW PERSPECTIVES implies the concept and NEW FORESTRY
implies the practice.

The framework for ""new perspectives' in California is described in Regional
Forester Paul Barker®"s public announcement on February 8, 1990. He said, in
part:

"...0ver the next 10 years we must solve a growing list of global
environmental concerns that include deforestation of tropical forests,
extinction of wildlife, toxic waste, pollution of air, oceans, and rivers,
global warming, and destruction of the ozone layer that protects our
atmosphere...

Success i1n meeting the environmental challenge of the 1990"s will depend on
finding a balance between the needs of people and the integrity of the
environment. . .

The ENVIRONMENTAL AGENDA for the National Forests in California has three
major objectives--PRESERVATION, BIODIVERSITY, and SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
FOR PEOPLE..."

The concept i1s old, but the emphasis on preservation and biodiversity is new.
This is what is meant by "new perspectives in forestry”. It is a way of
looking at the natural environment as a collection of interrelated ecosystems;
which, If maintained in good working order, are capable of producing
commodities and amenities for the use and benefit of humans beings.

Thus the terminology "‘new perspectives', or 'new perspectives in forestry'',
means that we will start with an objective of keeping the ecosystem operating
in good health. Commodity and amenity benefits can only be sustained if the
ecosystem remains in good health.

This is where-the terminology "new forestry' comes in. 'New forestry' is the
combination of physical activities designed to implement the concept of '‘new
perspectives’. There is no new technology associated with "new forestry', just

ag
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the application of existing technology to somewhat modified or different
management objectives.

One practical application of “new forestry* is the practice espoused by Dr.
Jerry Franklin (formerly US Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Region) designed
to maintain a semblance of vertical diversity after logging in old-growth
timber. Vertical diversity starts at the forest floor with organic debris,
upon which certain fungi and micro-organisms are dependent, and ends in the
crowns of the tallest trees, upon which certain birds and mammals depend. If
components of the existing ecosystem are allowed to remain, then the newly
regenerated timber stand will have a “biological legacy” upon which to build.
Thus some of the larger and older trees, as well as snags, “gill pokes” and
some logging slash, are allowed to remain rather than being logged or “cleaned
up” in preparation for reforestation. This allows some old-growth
characteristics to remain within a stand managed for timber production; and it
greatly reduces the time needed to develop an overall old-growth structure
within a regenerated stand.

100



JaN g2 'S8 16:de SECUOIA PORTERVILLE 289 TS41508 P2
UNITED STATES FOREST SEQUOIA 900 West Grand Avenue
DEPARTMENT OF SERVICE NATIONAL Portervilla, CA 93257-2035
AGRICULTURE FOREST 209-784-1500
REPLY TO: 2470 DATE: March 1, 1989

SUBJECT: Nomenclaturs, Timber Stand Regeneration

-

To: Management Team, Sequoia National Forest

As a result of local, regional and national concern over the use of the term
“clearcutting”, the Sequoia National Forest will adopt the descriptive
terminology "REGENERATICN MOSAIC' when:

1. All, or nearly all, of the merchantable timber is removed from e timber
stand in a single harvest cut; and

2. proper execution of the stand 2ansagezenz preseription depends upon
advanced reproduction that was' established ssiors the harvest Cut.

You should be syare that there is a great deal of controversy surrounding the
colaiag of new forest terminology. For tais reason ve will nsed to be wry
ssnsisnens and systematic in the use of "REGENERATION MOSAIC". The following

rules will be strictly observed:
1. Use only wnea the stand is under s forz Of even-aged management.

2. Useonly if az Least 20%, but not more than 80%, of the gross
rezanerassd stand arsa WIll be stocked with advanced reproduction hayving
the capability of growing into sasuzs 5iadss Crop irees.

3. Use only when agzrezasions of advanced repredustion «re at least L/20tn
acre in sire, wd there is an averags of at leas: one argregasion per asss,

4. U only when residual merchantable sc¢2s ar+ no larger than 18" DBH;
wd they seeount for no zere than 104 stocking of the gross regenssaned
stand area.

5. Use only when the stand sanazeasas prescription depends upon artificial
regeneration {sres planting) t0 supplezent stocking by advanced

reproduction.

¥nen one or moon of the azove rules are violated, same terainology other than
IRETEERATION MORAIC* applies, FOr instance (ruls #2): If lsss than 20%of .
the area i s stocked with advanced repsoduction, <all 1t CLEARCUTTING; 1T MOE
than &0%, call it the OVERSTORY REMOVAL step in the shelterwood sezned of
regeneration,

Please note that ve will continue to use standard forest terainslogy ee
appropriate. Do not avoid the term CLRARCUTTING if it applies to the
conditions you wish to describe.

APPENDIX 1
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The terainology “REGENERATION MOSAIC" was chosen from a list of 2% suggestions
collected from throughout Region Five of the Forest Service. Some of these
fave zaan in common yse for a long time (Tahoe Clearcut. Overstory Removal),
others have beea Used In official documents to describe the process

éCI_earcutting with Advanced Repreduction and F?Ianti_n?) and others were
eliberate creations to bridge the communication difficulty between technical
forsstsry definitions. practical application and the general public. The chosen

targinology Falls into the later category.
The rationale for choosing "RICENERATION MOSAICT has three components:

1 Both terms, regeneration and mosaic, are defined in "Terminology of - -
Forest Science" (F.C. Ford-Robertson, Society of American Foresters, 197L4), ™ ~

REGENERATION  Tre renewal of a tree crop, whether by natural or
artificial means.

MOSAIC: (ecology) An arranzaasns Of plant comaunizies in a mosaic
pattern, in contrast to zonation.

Our use will be compatible with these definitions.

2. Both serms are easily rscognized by tho general public. With
appropriate background information, the zeaninzs svs easily transferpad {0

the technical context ¢f seforestasion,

3. REGENERATION X0SAIC describes the practical resuls Of a certain type of
timber harvess, At tho saze time it provides a convenient terminology

where previously none szisted,

The ssaren for adequate terminology in this particular wee has included
extansive discussions within the Management Taaz and other poor gmoups on the
Sequoia National Feres%, |t has also included soll ilf opinions from other
National Foresss in Region Five, tho Regianal Office, the Yasalagnea Office and
from a committee of forestry school silvisulturists curcently working on
revigions 10 the "Terminol of Forest Science™, 1 mm confident that Oour now
terminclogy is compatible h exigsing wnd probable future fozess terminology
wWage and definisions,

- ———
P
' A
JorestA. CRATES
&  s% Supervisor
Sequoia National Forest

s¢!: Ray Weinmann, ARF Timber Management
John Helms,- Univarvsity of California, Berkeley

/O0f. a.



THE DEVELOPMENT OF A POLICY

AND GUIDELINES FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF TRUE FIR FOREST
COVER ON THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

Prepared by: . Date: 1/17/83

ert R. Rogers
For Silvicul
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AJames A, Crates
orest Supervisor
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THE DEVELOPMENT CF A POLICY AND GUIDHINES
FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF TRUE HR FOREST COVER

ON THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST

NeED FOR FOLICY AND GUIDELINES

The timber management plan under which the Sequoia NF. 1S row operating wes
written in 1961, before any significant amount of research or experience wes

. accunulated on_the managenent of the true fir forest type. It provides only
very general direction to manage the type under tnit Area Control harvest
methods, which implies that regeneration will be required. (This is in contrast
to the eastside pine type in which insect risk selection wes directed.) No
si)ecmc guidelines for reforestation and cultural treatments are given,
although planting is mentioned.

Since 1961 both research and experience have shown that the managenent of the
true fir type is considerably different from the mixed conifer and westisde
pine, in which context it wes originally considered. By the early 1§70's it
tecame apparent that the regeneration practice of "clearcut, pile and burn® used
more or less routinely within other forest types wes not routinely successful in
the true fir. Because of this, other R-5 Forests have recognized specific
harvest and silvicutural prescriptions for the true fir type in their moe
recent timber managenant plans. At this time the Sequoia has no such plan, and
it Is expected to be at least another year Or more before the rew Land
Managenent Plan is operational. However, timber sales are being prepared within
the true fir type and District planners have recurring questions on what kind of
cutting and long term managenent prescriptions are appropriate.

WHAT VE KNOW ABOUT TRUE FIR MANAGEMENT

1 From a growth and yield point of view, the fir species are very desireable.
Red fir in particular Is capable of maintaining spectacular growth rates
for very long periods of time when compared to other Sierra conifer
species .

2. The true fir type is found at higher elevations and on frigid_soils,
generally above 7500 feet in the southern Sierras. Snowpack Is heavy and
access is difficult during the critical spring planting season.

3. Gophers are endenic and nearly always present chronic problems in stand
establ isrment.

4. Natural regeneration under shelterwood, seed tree, strip clearcutting and
very small patch cut_tln? has beé¢n shown to be reasonably successful in the
short run. It remains to be seen if subsequent stei)s in the prescriptions
will be successful. These-include uverstory-removal from shelterwood and
seed tree cuts, and expanding strips and small patches so that the complete
stand is finally regenerated in the clearcutting methods.

1/ Refer to Appendix 1for a sample of references used in this discussion.
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Stocking of naturally established fir seedlings tends to improve over a
span of several years, probably reflectlng_ the need for a fortuitous
combination of seed crop and weather conditions as much as adequate seedbed
preparation.

Planted fir have show very erratic survival rates. Na all of the reasons
for this are known, but the following factors either have been demonstrated

or ars strongly suspected:

a.  Nursery practices influence the capacity of a seedling to regenerate
roots after planting. Until very recently the relationship between
nursery "Iif{/i\gg"_ ate, storage and root growth capacity wes only
suspected. Is still continuing in this area, but enough IS now
known to be pretty well assured that we made some horrible mistakes in

the past.

b.  Unlike ponderosa pine, root growth of3§3r species bsgins very quickly
after exposure to temperatures above 38°F. If root growth IS
initiated before planting the seedling is almost certain to die. Poor
cold storage facilities or failure to plant within a few hours after
removing from storage is sure to result in poor survival.

c. Also unlike ponderosa pine the fir species have very little ability to
control transpiration of water. Unless the seedling iIs in good vigor
whn planted, it can very easily dehydrate before root growth is
sufficient to supply the water demanded.

d. Mortality beyond the first growin% season iS much more a problem than
with pine species. This is thought to be related to site adaptation.
If so, then present seed collection zones maey be inappropriate, and a
certain randomness of survival 1s inevitable.

e. The planting "window* for most fir sites is extremely short, often a
matter of a few aays. The object is to get the seedling in the ground
after the snow melts, but before weather wamms to the point of
creating severe moisture stress. In some years when there iIs an
exceptionally late spring followed by a hot sumer, there may not be
an acceptable window at all. In other years with an early spring and
mild sumer, unusually high seedling survival can be expected.

f. A nursery disease, charcoal root rot, has been known to infect
otherwise healthy looking seedlings. Wme planted out .in relativel
warm soil, the root rot quickly kills the seed_lln?; but when plante
in cqldelzr soils the rot is inhibited and has little effect on
survival.

White fir is the natural climax species in the mixed conifer forest type,
but it also mixes with red fir on colder soils at higher elevations.
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CRITICAL DEFICITS IN SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE

The predictability of management decisions on the long term productivity in the
true fir forest type is restricted by voids in the body of current scientific

knowledge. Namely:

1

EFFECTS F HARVEST AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES ON ECOSYSTEM NUTRIENT BALANCE

Because of the low temperatures and skeletal soils usually found in the
true fir type, a large proportion of total nutrients on the site (N, P, K
etc.) are held by vegetation and litter. If these nutrients are removed,
as in logging; or lost, as in site preparation; then the productivity for
timber growth can be reduced. There are seme disturbing indications that
artificial fertilization may be required on many true fir sites if
productivity is not to be reduced significantly.

SPECIES CONVERSION

Jeffrey pine has been planted on sites formerly occupied by red fir because
of a higher initial survival rate. In some cases snow has severly danaged
these plantations, and in other cases not. Even if this phenomenon were
explained there still has been no analysis of long term growth and yield or
economic implications. |In fact, yield tables do not exist for Jeffrey pine
per se. Performance has been assuned to be similar to the eastside pine
type described by Meyer (Technical Bulletin No. 630). The inclination to
plant mixtures of other conifers on sites formerly occupied by pure red fir

Is strictly intuitive at this time.
THE NEED FOR SHELTERWOOD

What we know is that shelterwood cutting is an effective way to regenerate
fir species; what we don't know is why. Conventional wisdom assumes
shelterwood provides needed shade. But some researchers think that a ready
seed source and/gr protgct ion, from drying wind may be even more important
factors. * fresf prerec rion

Research and administrative studies in these areas are to be encouraged.
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MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Natural regeneration of the true fir type is reasonably well assured if:

1  Seed producing trees are available and properly distributed.
2. Time is not a criterion.

3. Seed or shelter trees do not blow down or die before seedlings are
established.

4.  Seedbed preparation and overstory removal methods are feasible within
physical and administrative constraints.

¢n the other hand artificial regemeration is not well assured, even whn these
well recognized necessary steps are taken:

1. Adequate site preparation and control of competing vegetation.
2. Careful administration of nursery practices.

3. Continuaus refrigeration of planting stock after lifting.

4 Gopher control.

5. Good planting technique.

obviously, neither natural nor artifical regeneration can guarantee sucessful
stand re-establistment within five years of harvest as required by the 1976
National Forest Management Act, and anticipated by FORPLAN in setting harvest
levels for long term sustained yield.

It is for this reason that other National Forests in the Sierras are entering.
the era of intensive fir management with plans to combine natural and artificCial
techniques (see Appendix 2). All have backug_plans for anticipated failures.
Tre most conservative is represented by the Sierra NF. that intends to plant
immediately after site preparation, even though the harvest method is designed
to favor natural regeneration. The most daring IS expressed by the Tahoe, where
in many cases artifical regeneration will be relied on entirely. In case red
fir plan_tm? fails, that forest is prepared to convert to other, and presunably
more reliable, species such as western white pine, Jeffrey pine, and white fir.
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SEQUOIA INTERIM DIRECTION

Until the Forest P is approved and directs differently, the fonow%ng
guidelines will be applied to timber-intensive managemént of the true fir forest

fype.
A.  HARVEST PRESCRIPTIONS 2/

1.  On terrain where mechanical site preparation is feasible and stand
structure allows, seed step is the preferred regeneration harvest
prescription.

2. On steep ground where prescribed fire IS the most feasible site
preparation method, and/or logging methods cannot assure seed tree
gro_tectlon, strip clearcutting is the preferred regeneration method.

trip clearcutting is the second preference on other terrain.

3. Wen neither seed tree nor strip cutting are applicable, then small
(1/2 to 11/2 acres) patch cutting IS preferred.

4. ‘when none of the above are feasible, then small clearcut blocks (5 to
10 acres) are acceptable. North and east exposures are preferred over

south and west.

5.  Prescriptions should take advantage of thinning and sanitation
harvests where appropriate. Legitimate intermediate harvests are

expected only rarely, especially hhen cable yarding s employed.

6. Also rarely expected is the overstory removal prescription. To
qualify as overstory removal , the residual stand must contain
"“desired" stocking (3/) of releasable (4/)} understory on at least 70%
of the area after harvest and fuel treatment. A harvest that
resembles an overstor%/ removal, but does not meet the stocking
criteria, is in reality a clearcut with some salvable understory.

7. Shelterwood and shelterwood prepara_tor¥ prescriptions will be allowed
only If the need is fully analyzed in the timber sale enyirormental
assessment.

1/ Trwe fir sites are those that qualify for a stratum label of RXX.
2/ Refer to Appendix 3 for a rationale in choosing these guidelines.
3/ F3M 2472 RS Supp. 232

4/ Helms, JA and Standiford, RB. 1982. Release of Advance Growth Mied
Conifer Species in California Following Overstory Removal.
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Clearcut harvest volune = 23.8 MBF/ac

Seed tree harvest volune = (23.8 - 12.0) = 11.8 MBF/ac
Average regeneration harvest = (23.8 + 11.8)/2 = 17.8 M8F/ac
Acres to regenerate = 8.3% X 5847 = 485 aC

Volune of regeneration harvest = 17.8 X 485 = 8633 MBF

18

Clearcut harvest volune = 56.2 M8F/ac

Seed tree harvest volune = (56.2 - 12.0) = 44.2 M8F/ac
Average regeneration harvest = (56.2 + 44.2)/2 = 50.2 M8f/zac
Acres {0 regenerate = 8.3% x 7463 = 619 ac

Volune of regeneration harvest = 50.2 x 619 = 31,074 MBF

Clearcut harvest volune = 23.8 MBF/ac

Seed tree harvest volune = (23.8 - 12.0) = 11.8 M8F/ac
Average harvest volune = }23.6 +11.8 /2 = 17.8 MBF/ac
Acres 10 regenerate = 8.3% X 16242 = 1348 ac

Volune of regeneration harvest = 17.8 X 1348 = 23,994 MB-

Using acreage figures from Appendix 5, District and canpartment targets are
likewise calculated. The results are listed in Appendix 6. These targets
provide a starting point for the timber sale planning process. They are to be
refined in the Position Statement by use of compartment analysis procedures.

C  OHR

1. No _targets_are assigned for intermediate harvestinﬁ. These are to be
%erlve using canpartment analysis procedures in the Position
tatement .

2. Wnhen prescribed natural regeneration is not yet present three years
after harvest, planting Is required.

3. ]E_Ianted trees should be a mixture of species, at least 50%being red
Ir.

4, Refrigerated storage is required for planting stock. oPlanting stock
should not be exposed to temperatures in excess of 35°F for more than
four hours before planting.

5. The starting date for allocations of the "present” decade IS 1976.
This IS the -year-in which the photography upon which land base 1s
calculated wes taken. Stratum changes that have occured since 1976,
and affect canpartment allocations, should be explained in the timber
sale Position Statement or Envirommental Assessment.
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APPENDIX 2

TRUE_FIR MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY ON SHECTED
CALIFORNIA SIERRA NEVADAN NATIONAL FORESTS

PLUMS

Regenerate by strip clearcutting and “small™ openings per Don Gordens
recommendations, will supplenent natural with planted stock where necessary.
Encourage soil nutrient assessment to determine need and prescription for
fertilization based on Al Stangenbergers 1979 PhD dissertation.

TAHOE

Regenerate by any method dictated by site and vegetation. Clearcutting is
acceptable up to about 20 acres in Size. Shelterwood/seed tree cutting will
remain an important portion of regeneration method. In case of RF plantation
failures, Tahoe is prepared to convert to WF W«P, and JP.

ELDORADO

Natural regeneration is favored. If not regenerated within tw years RF
seedlings will be planted.

STANISLALS

Regenerate SOX by shelterwood, SOX by "small* clearcuts and strips. All land
above 8400 feet elevation will be designated special managenent area with low
intensity of timber management, therefore RF performance IS less important than

at lower elevations.
SIERRA

Regenerate with shelterwod or_strips and small (approx. S acres) clearcuts.
Underplant immediately after site prep, don't wait for natural regeneration to

fail.

All of the above plan to require the true fir land base to provide its "fair
share™ of regeneration acres and volune. In other words allocations will be
made in the next decade to put the RF component on the path toward regulation.
All plan even-age managenent except where resources other than timber control.

A2
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APPENDIX 3
HARVEST PRESCRIPTIONS

SEED TREE (5-I0 trees/ac¢)

Preferred because of demonstrateq reliability for natural regeneration.
Silvicultural treatments apply to whole stands rather than aggregations,

makin? logistics, somewhat more simple than strip_and _small patch cutt1n3 .
Usually not applicable to steep ground because of difficulty in protectdng

seed trees during logging and site preparation. Also steep ground
follow-up cultural treatments are expensive because of constraints on the
use of machinery.

STRIP CLEARCUTTING (2-3 chains wide)

Demonstrated reliability for natural regeneration, but ¢omplex in design.
Initial strip must be coordinated with plans for subsequent strips,
approximately five, to be cut over a period of 50 to 100 years. Usually
the only harvest method applicable to steep ground.

SMALL PATCH QUTS (1/2 to 1 1/2 acres)

Demonstrated re1iability for natural regeneration if maximum width is kept
to four chains or less. Similar to strip cutting in design complexity.
Usually not applicable to steep ground because of damage to uncut blocks
during logging and cultural treatments.

CLEARCUT (5 acres or larger)

Tnis IS the least desireable of regeneraion harvest methods, even though it
Is the easiest to execute, because it relies entirely on artificial
regeneration with demonstrated erratic results. Sometimes unavoidable
because of stand structure or condition.

FHTHRANAD (10-30 trees/ ac)

Has not been shorn to have any advantage over seed tree prescriptions for
natural seedling establishnent, and it has greater risk for seedling danage
during overstory removal. Theoretically useful wen seed trees are not
present, but sane shade and wind protection is desireable for planted
trees. Tre need for this kind of protection is debatable.

SHELTERWQQD PREP

The value of this prescription IS highly theoretical. &owth is reduced

because-the stand-is deliberately left in an understocked condition for

& long period of time while windfirmness and seed bearl_n% capacity 1Is

(Iizevelotpeld (ijn future seed trees. Rarely applicable to intensively managed
orest land.

i
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APPENDIX 3 (CONTINUED)
COMMERCIAL THINNING

Appropriate in those stands or aggregations where basal area approaches or
exceeds *normal."® Usually insignificant in terms of total canpartment
volune. Layout must take into account means for minimizing danage to the
residual stand.

SANITATION

Occasionally applicable on tractor ground, rarely so on cable. Wnen there
is sufficient bona fide "risk* volune (per Ferrell, PSW-39) there is
usually enough decadance to justify a high priority for regeneration.

OVERSTORY REMGVAL
Generally applies only to future seed tree removal harvests. In natural

stands the understory is often inadequate in density or distribution,
diseased, suppressed or likely to be damaged in logging.

A-4
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APPENDIX 4
TRUE FIR ANA SYSTEM

Even-age management is the most probable final WP direction for productive
timber lands other than those scheduled for special management emphasis. The
rationale for this conclusion is contained in all current RS timber management

plans and will not be justified further here.

Even-age management usually implies that entire stands, five acres or larger in
size, will be regenerated all at the same time. But true fir strip and small
patch cutting can create units of regeneration less than five acres. The final
regenerated stand may therfore contain several aggregations of even, but
unequal, age. True fir even-age management, then, can deviate fam the
classical concept in response to ecology of the species.

As an approximation to final management direction, a rotation age of 120 years
will be used. This rotaion is about 20 years shorter than that required for
maximun mean annual increment under intensive management. (-]_../) It is also about
20 years longer than that needed to maximize present net worth at a reasonably
high interest rate.

A rotation age of 120 years results in a regeneration harvest, on the area
regulated Forest, of 8.3% of the productive land base per decade. Present
constraints in FORPLAN prevent more than 14%of the land base from being
regenerated because of watershed and other resource values. Regenerating at the

minimun rate (8.3%) necessary to regulate in the shortest time (120 years) is
well within anticipated LMP constraints. In fact the rate of regeneration
harvest could nearly be doubled with no adverse environmental consequences.
Accelerating the regeneration harvest beyond that needed for regulation (at
least for a few decades) is actually desireable for economic efficiency.
However, because of uncertainties in obtaining regeneration, and complexities in
executing silviculture prescriptions, it is not prudent to attempt more
regeneration than necessary to start tnhe true fir forest type on a path toward
regulation. When experience proves that risks are acceptable this conclusion
should be reviewed and revised if necessary ta increase net values fam forest
management.

RAM-PREP, 12 April 1982 run date, RS site class 3. Maximum of:
(Intermediate + final harvest volune) # rotation age.
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HL

TR
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Total

10
12
14

Total

12
15
16

Total

PPPENDIX_§
RED AR TIMBER MANAGEMENT DATA BASE
Page 1 of 2
ARES N LEVEL 1 "OTHER"

R1X R2X R3G R3P RG R4P TOTAL

213 681 a%4

218 166 330 58 772

9% 132 456 1240 1924

48 7 615 670

94 291 o61 846

19 105 124

24 212 386 622

0 0 314 677 1315 3645 5952
320 194 §38 77 1229

1004 1070 282 302 2658

70 285 47 415 147 964

9 1416 1675 2781 688 6569

%0 23 33 146

190 190

0 79 3215 3076 4239 1247 11656
15 49 52 16 132

442 30 +131 603

72 72

59 37 60 156

18 34 144 196

68 68

0 15 622 100 139 351 1227
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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APPENDIX §
FIR TIMBER MANAGEVENT DATA BASE

ACRES IN LEVEL 1 "OTHER"

R3G
214
56
513
138
64

137
87

1209

5360
77.5

49.0

A~

R3P

725
38

27
382
406

146
77

34
134

10
15

1994
5847

38.2
23.8

R4G

165
760

36
176
97

29

434 .

31
91

54
97

1970

7463
88.6
§6.2

R4P

1003
607
331
104

1707

1716

89
741
31

1696
328
506

1293

37
494

316
10999
16242

37.7
23.8

Page 2 of 2

TOTAL

2107
1461
352
167

2778
2357

89
980
31
2344

480
744

1303
37

558
112

316
16216

35050
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10-YEAR COMPARTMENY REGENERATION TARGETS

ACRES
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APPENDIX 6
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1%
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268
1584

71
2474
125

71
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1068
83

870
605

214
107
1%
18
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1
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2
18
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MBF
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102
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a0
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8233
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Rep

1015
89
906

837

142
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213
53

1833

18
1%

23

816

1477
690
481

2528
2528
125

1104

2510
481
248
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LX)
130
463

16234
23977

ACRES

15
64
160

10
52
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%

S45
12

35

1341
2898

TOTAL
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3023
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United States Forest Sequois 900 West Grand Avenue

Leparteent or Service National Porterville. CA 93257-203%5

Agriculture Forest 209-784-1500

Reply To: 2410 (2470) Date:  November 21. 1989
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Subject: Sugar Pine Management e
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To: Management Team

As you are all aware, an increasing number of sugar pine trees are being
infected with white pine blister rust. Region § Tree Improvement and PSW, in
cooperation with their counterparts elsewhere, have identified at least two
genetically transmitted mechanisms of rust resistance. There are probably
other mechanisms that remain to be identified. The understanding and
application of these resistance mechanisms iIs progressing rapidly; and we can
help ensure that this progress continues. v

I want to be sure that the Sequoia National Forest will continue to contribute
its maximum potential to the on-going research. W can do this by maintaining
a good selection of sugar pine to support research needs. For this reason | am
establishing the following policy In regard to the management of sugar pine:

1. Silviculture prescriptions are to consider means of maintaining the widest
possible base of sugar pine genes. Generally this means protecting as many
sugar pine trees as possible while meeting Land Management Plan objectives
and being compatible with timber harvest and related activities.

2. Continue to plant a modest mix (5«10%) of sugar pine along with other mixed
conifer species, even though major gene resistant stock IS not now
available. This may mean collecting seed froz non-tested trees in order to
maintain a sugar pine seedbank. With resistant stock, this percentage
could be increased.

3. Intensify the effort to collect sample cones from candidate resistant
trees. W have financial support from Tree Improvement on this. It is a
high priority 'f‘gt us.

4. Continue to protect trees that are known to carry resistance. Collect seed
from these trees for our seedbank.

The logic In #1, above, is that even trees showing signs of blister rust
infections may harbor the so-called "slow-rusting,” or unknown genes of value
to resistance. The slow-rusting mechanism may well provide a better long term
solution to resistance than the major gene effort that 1S being emphasized now.

If a tree is about to die. we should capture its commercial value at this

time. If a tree is likely to live until the next harvest entry, we will assume
that it may have value to research. W should not harvest the tree at this
time.

APPENDIX 3

Caring for the Land and Serving Peopie

18
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Management Team 2

The reason for planting untested stock, as in #2, iIs that some of the stock mey
indeed be resistant. Presumably seed was collected from non-infected trees,
which increases the chances of resistant progeny. Also, we don't want to
accidentally encourage the "virulent" strain of rust that is thus far confined
to the Happy Camp area on the Klamath Forest. Ore explanation for the
occurrence of the virulent strain relates to the hypothesis that a mutation of
the disease may have developed in, oOr been sustained by the presence of, a
major gene resistant plantation. So, there may be good reasons for keeping
some rust susceptible sugar pine in the forest.

This policy is to take effect inmedistely. [D not, hawever, apply it in
situations where it would either change previously documented decisions {eg:
require a change In a Decision Notice) or would cause loss of previous
investments (eg: timber already marked or under contract).

———

————"

J A. CRATES
Fopest Supervisor
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