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MEDIATED S- AGREEMENT 

FOR THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

July 1990 

I. PREAMBLE . 
A. On February 25, 1988, the Regional Forester for the Pad% Southwest Region 

of the United States Forest Service made a decision to adopt a Land and 

Resource Management Plan (“Forest Plan,” “Plan,” or ‘W”) for the Sequoia 

National Forest. His decision was based on a Final Environmental Impact 

Statement (“EIS”) on 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 m each appeal are identified m 

Exhibit A to this Agreement. The appellants filed their various Statements of 

Reasons by July 20, 1988. The Forest Service filed its Responsive Statements 

March 8, 1989. AU appeals not otherwise disposed of were then extended 

pending ,the outcome of mediated negotiations. 

C. 

sequoia mediation agreement, juiy 1990 

During the fall of 1988, the Forest Service entered into an agreement with the 
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D. 

E. 

California 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 @posed by this 

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

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 recammendation 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 wth 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 stnngent 

requirements are imposed by this Agreement, they WIII prevail over the terms of 

Exhibit C. 

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

face-to-face discussion and negotiation over issues raised I I ~  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 u thed,  both to check the vahdity 

of Plan assumptlons and to refine the Plan over me. 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 tune. 

- .. 

F. The parties have differing views on many legal and factual issues raised in the 

appeals. A party’s consent to this compromse agreement does not imply such 

party’s concurrence in any particular interpretation of law or fact, except as 

otherwise expressly stated in this Agreement. 

G. The parties concur that thus Agreement binds them only as provided herem. 

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. 5 219.1qg). 

sequoia mediation agreement, ju3, I990 3 



H. In the interim period between signing this Agreement and hnalizing an 

amendment incorporating this @cement into the Plan, the Panies agree that 

the provisions of this Agreement shall be implemented according IO the 

schedules mdicated throughout this document. Such interim action conforms to 

NEPA direction that, until 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 some of the promiom 

of the Agreement; therefore, the Parties agree to this interim direction. The 

Forest Service antlcipates that the NEPA process, including preparation of 

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

. 

I. Throughout this Agreement, the Forest Service has agreed to perform certain 

tasks by specified dates or time periods. AU parties contemplate that these 

deadhes are reasonable and that the Forest Service shall adhere to the 

deadlines. The parties recognize, however, that events arising from 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, notify 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 

sequoia mediation agreement, july I990 4 
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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 ansing from causes beyond the reasonable control of the Forest Service 

despite due dihgence and good fath efforts and that the new date for 

completion is reasonable. Any cause of action contemplated by this paragraph 

arises only for the parties to this Agreement. The parties 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 Senrice. 

* - 

II. AGREEMENTS 

k Riparian A", Including Meadows 

1. The Riparian Standards and Guidelines (attached to this Agreement as 

W b i t  D) shall be incorporated into the Plan through Plan amendment 

and its attendant NEPA process. 

2. Inrerim: The Ripanan Standards and Gudelines as set forth in Exhibit D 

shall be fully 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. 

sequoia mediation agreement, juty 1990 5 



3. Laadings 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 buildins new roads 

and/or landings. 
-. 

B. Giant Sequoia G m e s  

1. B a c k m u d :  The Parties to this Agreement state: 

a. The Giant Sequoia Groves in Sequoia National Forest ("Groves") 

are a umque national treasure that shall be preserved. 

b. The goal for the administratlon 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 Bash 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 ConMue to be 

avadable for commercial logging. 

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 6 
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2. Imvlementation: 

a. Interim Protection 

(1) Until a final Grove boundary for each Grove is determined in 

accordance with thls 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 from 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 followkg 

mechanicalhotonzed uses only will be permitted inside an interim 

or final Grove boandary line: 

. 

expansion of the parking lot at the Trail of the 100 Giants; 

use of existing roads; 

existing use of OHVs on: I) trail #31E56 inside Deer Creek 

Grove, ii) trail #31E30 from B e h a p  to Cedar Slope inside 

Mchtyre Grove, and iii) any established trails identified by 

the Forest Senice as existing on the date of this Agreement, 

with written notice to all parties, provided however, that 

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 I 



OHV use is subject to final determinations made by the 

Trail Management Plan; 

Management in accordance with approved fuel load 

reduction plans; 

- . 
use of light equipment to build and/or maintam trails; and 

use of equipment to fight wildfires (use of heavy equipment 

off of existing roads will require Forest Supervisor approval) 

use of battery operated wheelchairs. 

New mecharucal/motorized uses shall not be automatically 

precluded within Grove Influence Zones. 

I 
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An additional zone of 500 feet, called the Grove Innuence Zone, 

shall be protected from logging activltles inconsistent wth Section 

B.2.d.(l). of this Agreement prior to the identification of final 

administrative Grove Influence Zone boundaries. 

1 

I 
I Notwithstanding subsection (2) above, where no Decision Notice 
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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 1oM) 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 Manaaement 

(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 m 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 

111 its annual budget request startlng FYI992 and extendmg through 

the end of the Plan period for gant 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 pant sequoia 

9 sequoia mediarion agreement, juiy 1990 



regeneration because of unnatural fuel load build-up will be 

identified and prioritized for fuel load reduction treatment. 

Pursuant to this pnoritmtion, the Forest Service shall begin 

addressmg the Grove fuel load btdd-up problems during t h ~ ~  plan 

period, with public participation and planning in accordance with 

NEPA. - 
c 

(3) Except as set forth in section ILB.2.a.(l), there shall be no new 

road-building, logging or mechanidmotorized entry (except for 

entry on existing roads) within the final admimtrative 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 m the 

Groves will be that loggmg pemtted 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 enwonmentally sensitive 

available. The objective of fuel load reduction plans shall be to 

sequoia mediation agreement, juiy 1990 10 
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preserve, protect, restore and regenerate the Giant Sequoia 

Groves, without unnecessary damage to any old-growth trees 111 the 

Grove. Any l ogpg  component of a fuel reduction program in a 

grove shall protect the old-growth pme, fir, m e m e  cedar and black 

oak components of the stand. Any tree identdied for removal 

under t h  paragraph shall be so identified in the field in 

consultation with a forester from either the 3ave-the-Redwoods 
- 

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

C. 

(1) 

Grove and Grove Influence Zone Boundan, Idenf@ation Procedures 

The Sierra Club, the Save-the-Redwoods League, the timber 

lndustry ("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 in determining final administrative Grove 

and Grove Influence Zone boundary lines. The Team shall 

recommend final administrative Grove and Grove Influence Zone 

boundanes to the Forest Supervisor by December 31, 1991, subject 

to paragraph II.B.2.c.(4). Copies of the recommendations shall be 

sent to all parties, who shall have 45 days from mailing to submt 

. 
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comments for the Forest Supervisor's consideration. 

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

Boundaw Identification: 

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

the hypothetical perimeter line of the oute-most known 

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

included within the final administrative Grove boundary. The 

second zone shall be called a Grove Influence Zone. 

. 

I 
I 
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(b) Though Grove identification is a matter of interpretation, I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(c) Sequoia Grove boundanes have not yet been preclsely I 
I 
I 

and some adjacent Groves shall be managed as If they were 

a smgle 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. 

defined. Giant sequoias naturally occur in "scattered" 

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

giant sequoias consensually r e c o p e d  as sequoia "Groves." 

l2 I sequoia mediation agreement, juh I990 
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(d) The hal  admustratwe Grove boundaries shall be identified 

to include both (i) the area mthin a hypothetical perimeter 

h e  around the outermost @ant sequoia trees 111 the Grove, 

and (ii) 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 h a l  ad”trative 

boundary of a Grove. 
.. 

(e) In determining the hypothetical perimeter line around the 

outermost pant sequoia trees in a Grove (which becomes 

the bass for identifymg the interim protection zone and’the 

admimstrative boundanes of the Grove and Grove Influence 

Zone), the followmg guidelines shall apply: 

i) 

larger dbh) which is located mthin 500 feet of at least 3 

other pant sequoias (each 1 foot or larger dbh), shall always 

be included within the hypothetical perimeter line; 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 

topographlc features) and all participating team members 

Any naturally occumng giant sequoia (1 foot or 

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 13 



agree to the adjustment. 

ii) Nomathstankg subsection (i) above, aIl giant 

sequoias consensually recognized as being included in a I 
I 
I 
I 
1 

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 

the hypothetical perimeter line shall not be used to 

fragment the existing groves as identified by Rundel 

-, 

iii) 

adjacent Groves are to be managed as if they were one 

large Grove, the hypothetical penmeter line, as defined, 

shall be a smgle line around the outermost @ant sequoia 

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

Where, as described later in this Agreement, several 

( f )  Boundanes shall also be Identified for Grove Influence 

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

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

(See Section B.2.d. regarding management of Grove 

Influence Zones.) 

sequoia mediation agreement, juiy 1990 14 
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(g) The parties agree that the Grove and Grove Muence Zone 

boundary guidelines are " m u m  protection cntena. The 

pames also agree that management protemon such as 

S O W ,  roadless area management, condor nesting sites, 

etc., may provide for protection of areas adjacent to Giant 

Sequoia Groves which exceed the mini" protection 

described below. 
- - 

(h) Further, the parties also agree that the types of 

management protection such as those set forth in (g) above 

may also minimize or eliminate issues concerning precisd 

Grove and Grove Influence Zone administrative boundaries 

for many Groves, as well the presence of adjacent Natlonal 

Park, State, Indian, or private lands. 

(i) Topographical features such as ridges may take precedence 

over field distance measurements m 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 emsting 

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 sectlon. 

ti) s w c f i  Grove. Grove Intluence Zone. and Isolated Seouoia 

Dee Standards and Guidelines 

i) Black Mountah Grove: (a) The narrow corridor of 

general forest between the Black Mountaig Roadless Area 

and the Black Mountain Grove in Sections 1 and 12 wiU be 
c 

a no loggmg, restricted mechanical entry area. The 

extension of road 21S12, beyond its intersemon with road 

21S25 in Section 1, shall be closed to the public. @) The 

balance of the Black Mountain Grove shall receive a 500 

foot no l owg ,  restricted mechanical entry zone outside of 

the hypothetical perimeter h e  around the outermost giant 

sequoias in the Grove within its final Grove boundary line 

and an added 500 foot Grove Muence Zone. 

ii) BeknaD/MchtvrelWheel Meadow Grove ComDlex: 

llus will be treated as one large Grove m drawmg 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 I990 16 
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Grove shall include a 500 foot no logging, restricted 

mechanical entry zone outside of the hypothetical penmeter 

h e  of outermost pant sequoias of the Grove within the 

fmal Grove Boundary line and an added 500 foot Grove 

Influence Zone. 

- 
IC) The following 

Groves shall be integrated into thls 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, Liftie 

Boulder Grove, and Boulder Grove. There shall be a 500 

foot no logpg, no mechanical entry zone outside of the 

hypothetical penmeter line of the outermost giant sequoias 

m the Grove u r l h  the final Grove boundary line and an 

added 500 foot Grove Influence Zone. 

iv) Freeman 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 this Area as a Botanic Area. 

sequoia mediation agreement, july I990 17 



(b) AU 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 small 

group selection uneven-aged management prescnpnon. 

There shall be no green tlmber sales scheduled in the 

watershed west of the Botanic Area in this planniug period. 

Existmg plantat~ons may be managed; provided, however, 

that no management prescription outside and upslope of 

Grant Sequoias shall adversely impact the hydrology of the 

Sequoias. (E) The Freeman Creek Trad from North Road 

to the Lloyd Meadow Road shall be designated as Sensitivity 

Level One. 

- - 

v) 

except for safety reasons m and near the Pnncess 

Campground area south and east of Highway 180, and (b) a 

500 foot no logpg, restricted mechamcal entry zone outside 

of the hypothetical penmeter line of the outermost giant 

sequoias in the Grove Hnthin the Grove boundary plus an 

added 500 foot Grove Influence Zone. 

Indian Basin Grove: (a) There will be no logging 

i- 
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vi) The following Groves shall receive a 500 foot no 

logging, restricted mechanical entry zone outside of the 

hypothetlcal penmeter line of the outermost giant sequoias 

111 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 Grove, Peyrone Grove, 

Red Hill Grove, Redwood Mountain Grove, Starvation 

Creek Grove and Tenmile Grove. 

wi) The following Groves shall receive a 300 foot no 

logging, restncted mechmcal entry zone outside of the 

hypothetical perimeter h e  of the outermost giant sequoias 

in the Grove wthm the Grove boundary b e  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. 

wii) 

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. 

The six hundred (600) acres of Converse Basin Grove 

sequoia mediation agreement, juty 1990 19 



ix) 

protected because of other designations and do not require 

precise boundary deterrmnations for Sequoia Grove 

protectlon purposes: Agnew Grove (Wilderness Area), Burro 

Creek Grove (to be proposed as Wildernegs), Deer Meadow 

Grove (protected portion of Agnew Roadless Area), 

Dillonwood Grove (to be proposed as Wilderness), Maggie 

Mountam Grove (Wilderness), Middle Tule Grove (part 

Wilderness and part to be proposed as Wilderness), and 

Sllver Creek Grove (to be proposed as Wilderness). 

The following Groves, and their adjacent areas, are 

- 

x) 

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 

pant sequoia tree 1s protected from unnecessary loggmg 

damage. 

Naturally occurring isolated giant sequoia trees (3 

xi) Naturally occurring giant sequoia trees (under 3 feet 

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 20 
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dbh) located inside of the Grove Influence Zone shall be 

protected from all logging operations, including specifically 

prOteCMg the root system. Every reasonable effort shall be 

made to protect naturally occumg giant sequoia trees 

(under 3 feet dbh) located outside of the Grove Influence 

Zone from road construction, cable logging, and other 

logging activltles. No addhonal buff% will be requrred for 

these trees, though the Forest Service shall make an effort 

to preserve them wthin 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. 

- 

m) 

giant sequoia trees wth at least 4 trees wth 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 loggmg, restricted mechmcal 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 

Any detached naturally occumng group (10 or more 
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agree, the unresolved issue shall be submitted to the Expert I 
I Panel for its determination and recommendation to the 

Forest Supervisor. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~) 

and number outside of the mtenm buffer pr 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. 

If previously unknown Giant Sequoia trees of any size 

* 

(k) The Grove Boundary Team may reasonably adjust final 

boundanes of Groves and/or Grove Influence Zones, subject 

to h a 1  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 all pamcipating team members 

agree to the adjustment. 

(I) 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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"release" or a management prescripuon for other areas of 

the Forest, which shall be managed or protected as 

o t h e m e  provided in the forest plan and in this Agreement. 

(3) If any logging is planned to occur within 1,OOO feet of any mtenm 

or final Grove Boundary, a special written nonce shall be sent to 

the appellants. This notice shall include a Topographd map 

which specifically (1) locates the boundary of the proposed cutting 

urus (2) locates the Forest Service interim or find 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 mto the field to review the plan on the ground wth the 

objective to resolve differences prior to the preparation of an EA 

or EIS. 

- 

(4) 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 withm a 

reasonable time thereafter, if a specific extended time period is 

agreed upon in writing by all 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 

StMce shall appoint one member (acceptable to the timber 

industry), and the two appomtees shall choose a third Panel 

member. AU should have a background m giant sequoia 

protection. The Panel will address itself to each Grove as to wluch 

the Team faded to reach agreement. The Panel will review the 

maps, the differing opinions of the Team Members, and wdl go 

into the field to review the matter on the ground. The Panel onll 

make a formal, public written recommendation to the Forest 

Supervisor for the boundary line of each disputed Grove. The 

- .  

Forest Supervisor shall, upon recelving the final recommendations 

of the Grove Boundary Team and the Expert Panel (if one is 

convened), issue a Plan amendment establishing the boundaries of 

Groves and Grove Intluence Zones. 

(5) Except as othenvlse provided in this agreement (see section 

B.2.e.(2) below, re: Converse Basm), each Grove, with final 

administrative Grove boundaries d e t e m e d  as described herein, 

shall remain outside the suitable land base. 

d. Complementary Management in Grove Influence Zones and outside 

of Groves 
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(1) Within the Grove Influence Zone, only Regulation Class 11, single 

tree, small group uneven-aged management silvicultural 

prescriptlons will be permitted both before and after final 

adrmnistrative Grove Influence Zone boundaries are identified; 

prowded, however, that If a more protective management 

designation also applies to the area, or portions of the area (such 

as streamside management zones, SOHAS, 'etc.), the more 

protective designation shall govern what, If any, lomg activity is 

allowed in the Grove Influence Zone. 

- 

(2) 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 mtial development of project 

alternatives. This notlce shall explain fully the actlon 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 smgle tree removal for logging operations outside and 

upslope of, and in close pro-ty to, a Grove. 

* . 
e. SDecial Area DesiPnatiom 

(1) 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). 

(2) The Sequoia Nations1 Forest shall amend the Plan to prowde for 

management of the Converse Basm Grove under Regulation Class 

I1 small group or single tree selection and shelterwood silvicultural 

prescriptions; provided, however, that the regeneration mosaic 

prescription may be used, if appropriate, m certam lmited 

circumstances (ie. areas logged smce cuca 1950). No other 

clearcuttmg will 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 wth a buffer, 
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and (b) allocate 10% of the remaining ( app rha t e ly )  2400 acres 

(240 acres) in the Grove for preservation and regeneration of 

Giant Sequoias to replace trees cut at the turn of the century. 

10% should be chosen m areas where there has been 

significant regrowth of the giant sequoia (ie. areas where 70-100 

year old giant sequoias are abundant), and no designated 

preservation units shall be less than 40 acres. AU giant sequolas 3 

feet or larger dbh m Converse Basin shall be preserved, regardless 

of any other permitted logging activity. SmaU giant sequoias may 

be cut along with other species. 

- - 

f. 

(1) 

Repeneration 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. 

(2) The Forest shall implement the regeneration plan required by the 

Stipulation for Entry of Judgment dated 12/27/89, in Sierra Club v. 

US. Forest Service, Case No.CVF-87-263 EDP. 

g. 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 wth this 

Agreement. Research projects are Subject to NEPA 

1 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 

.. 
C. Grazing and Oak MoMgement 

1. Introduction: Livestock grazing IS subject to applicable riparian standards 

and guidelines. The Plan will be amended to clarify that Animal Unit 

Months ("AUMs") allotted under the Forest Plan will not be increased 

over recent historic levels of approxlmateiy 68,000 annually. 

I 
2. Livesrock GraZinp in BZue Oak Savanna -- The Plan shall be amended to 

change management area prescnption BO6 on page 4-77 of the Plan to: I 

I 

a. Range 

(1) Give pnority to mmtammg and enhancing blue oak. 

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

of forage. 

(3) Retain at least 700 1bs.lacre residual dry matter (RDM) as 

the utilization standard for livestock use. 

1 
I 
I 
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(4) Winter grazing allotments will 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 browsmg will maintain browse III satisfactory 

condition and indicate that green feed is available for 

vnldlife during m t e r  "green up" (inadequate green forage 

period). 

(5) Allotment Management plans will emphasize wildlife use of 

mast crops. 

(6)  Pursuant to a contract Hrlth the Forest Service, the 

University of Califorma through the Fresno Foundation 

California Agricultural Technology Institute, has completed 

and published in November, 1989 a study of reproductlon 

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 

" m u m  threshold levels of oak recruitment for 

implementation in allotment plan revisions beginning in 1991 

or sooner as speaiied in item (7) below. 
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(7) The Sequoia National Forest will identify allotments where 

oak reproduction is at or below the 

threshold level and will develop long-term strategies to 

increase recruitment of oaks mto these stands. Upon 

renewal, allotment management plans will 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 

recruitment 

- . 

obtain an adequate recruitment of oak. The Forest Service 

will momtor recruitment of oak species into the stands as 

part of allotment plan lnspections and analysis. 

3. Oak Munaaemenr- 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 mamtam a 

minimum average of 50 square feet per acre basal area. Leave 
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heavy mast-producing trees m any harvest of oaks. 

c. Where it currently e&ts, leave a minimum of 30 square feet per 

acre basal area of oaks in mxed coder  hardwood stands identified 

as key deer areas. 

- 
d. Live oak stands WIII not be subject to v e g e t h e  mampulatlons 

other than prescribed burning, thining for vigor, or for wildlife and 

watershed habitat improvement. 

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

oak trees extubiting active use as cavlty nesting sites or graineries. 

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

management area prescription OW6 on pages 4-79 and 81 of the Plan to: 

Efnuhasis 

Livestock grazing will be emphaslzed 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 will be provided as needed. 
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ODDortunities 

Wood harvesting in black oaks will be pemaed to improve age structure, 

mast production, vlgor, or to create fuelbreaks. Recreation activities 

. which are acceptable within Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized class will be 

emphasized. Camp and picnic facilities will not be developed. Dispersed 

recreation will be liuuted. Watershed improvements which enhance and 

protect range productiwty will receive priority. Transportation system 

planning and management will favor range activities. Wildlife habitat will 

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

it currently e ~ t s .  

c. Maintain understory vegetation to prowde honzontal and vertical 1 
diversity. 

d. Ensure a stable or upward trend in supply of oaks. 

sequoia mediation agreemen6 july 1990 
32 1 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

e. There should be a good dismbution of all age classes of oaks that 

will optlmize 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 

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 will 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 mtl main” browse in satisfactory condition and indicate 

that green feed is available for wlldlife during winter “green up” 

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

5. Livestock Grozina of Burned Mixed Chavarral-- The Plan shall be 

amended to change management area prescnptlon M U  on page 4-82 of 

I 
I 

the Plan to: . . 
Fish and Wildlife 

a. Provide wildlife adaptations in all water developments. 

b. Consider wildlife needs for cover and edge in vegetation 

mampulation projects. 

I 
I 
1 
I 
I 

Ranae 

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

management. 

I 
I 
I 

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. 

I c. Develop water supplies, fences, and trails where needed on 
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intensively treated lands. 

d. Allotment Management Plans WIII be used to prescribe 

management strategies for the 6rst three growing seasons to 

manage hestock grazing to promote recovery of the nuxed 

chaparral commumty and maintain native plant species diversity 

following prescribed fire. Salting, managing water development, 

riding, deferring or changing season of use and drift fencing are 

some of the strategies to be considered for implementation 

following fire to mmtain native plant species diversity. 

* . 

6. Effects of Prescribed Fire cm Ape-Class and Dive& in Mixed Chauarral -- 

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 mth 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 

“Early Successional Stage” on pages 3-26 and 3-27 of the plan will 

be changed to include the California quail. 

sequoia mediation agreement, july 1990 35 



7. 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 distributlon of chaparral age classes wth 

the objective of maintaining a healthy, vlable stand. 

seedlings, sprouts 1-10 years 

young 11-30 years 

mature/decadsnt 31+ years 

b. Implement vegetative mampulation projects only when crown 

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

exceeds 5 feet. 

e. Develop water supplies on mtenswely treated lands. 

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

year age-class rotation. 
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8. Prescripoon 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 wldlife needs for cover and edge in vegetation 

manipulation projects. 

&ggg 

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

management. No more than 60% of the vegetation should be in 

the seedlingkprout-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 prescnied fires are to occur in the late 

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

intensively treated lands. 

9. T b e  Converswn -- References to type conversion are to be deleted from I 
I 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 4-69, 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 Vegetatlon sections, 1) 
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chaparral on page 4-9 of the Plan. 

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

the following changes: 

a. To Forest-wde Standards and Guidelines add on page 4-30 of the 

Plan under Range: Allotment management plans will include 

specific information on range con&tion, trends, livestock grazing 

capacity, utilization maps and measurements, and forage and 

habitat allowances for wildlife and they will assess grazing impacts 

-. 

on wldlife, fisheries, water quality and other environmental values. 

Where such mformatlon is lacking from an allotment management 

plan, it shall be added when the plan is next amended or renewed. 

Management plans Hrlll 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 shall 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. 

c. The quarterly project planrung schedule shall mclude the allotment 

plans that are scheduled for renewal or amendment. 

D. Allowable S& Quam 

1. Backaround 

a. Calculation of a sustamable, maximum Allowable Sales Quantity 

(ASQ)&om a given land base requires that the Forest Service 

make a number of assumptions. These include assumptions about 

the mtensity of future m b e r  management, regeneration success, 

growth rates, funding levels, probable environmental Impacts, and 

probable success of mitigation measures. 

b. The Sequoia National Forest believes that the assumptions used in 

developing the Sequoia’s yeld tables and in calculating the ASQ 

agreed to below are reasonable ones and are conservative. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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c. The conservation group appellants, however, are concerned that 

many of the assumptions are unproven and may be overly 

optimistic. Zn their opiruon the calculated ASQ may not be 
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sustamable &om 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 m c e  the ASQ agreed to below. 

d. All partles recognize that the assumptions used in calculating the 

ASQ must be examined in light of actual experience as the Plan is 

implemented to detemne whether the MQ is appropriate and 

sustainable. This question Hiill be addressed in the Forest’s annual 

reports and five-year Land Management Plan review. (See Section 

-. 

w.1 

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 authorizatlon. Nothing in this Agreement mplies any 

party’s consent that use of herbicides is appropnate or waives any 

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

2. ASO. The ASQ under the Plan for the decade beginning in 1990 

shall be 750 million board feet (“MMBF’) from the suitable 

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

U.S.C. 9 1611. The Forest may also sell during the decade 50 
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MMBF of unregulated salvage and other unregulated volume. 

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 Promam in 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 m 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. Exirtine %her Sales Under Confract. As of the date of the signing of this 

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

on the Sequoia National Forest shall not be subject to further challenge 

by any party, provided, however, that the Sequoia National Forest shall 
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continue to enforce the terms of all timber sale contracts. the Forest and 

Sierra Forest Products agree to suspend loggmg and related activities m 

units 12, 32, 33, 34, and 39 of the Scraps timber sale. (These umts are 

wthm 1.5 d e s  of the center of a Spotted Owl Habitat Area.) The 

suspension shall last until the Forest has, with respect to the identified 

umts, complied with the requirements of sectlon D.S.bC2). 
- .  

5. Interim Timber Sale Propram. The sales listed below do not necessarily 

meet all of the requirements of t h  Agreement. Nevertheless, the parties 

agree that these sales may go fomard, without further challenge by any 

party, provlded that the terms and conditions set forth in a. and b. below 

are adhered to. The paaies reached this agreement concerning the 

designated timber sales in a spirit of cooperation: their intent is to 

facilitate the Forest’s orderly implementation of this Agreement whde, in 

the interim, minimizing disruption of the local timber supply. Their intent 

is also to address, in an expeditious manner, mportant environmental 

concerns (particularly spotted owls and watershed conditions) that were 

raised in connection with the listed sales. 
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D i S t i C t  

HL 
HL 
HL 

TR 
TR 

HS 
HS 

GH 

CM 
CM 

HL 
HL 
GH 

"1 89-90 

- Sale Volume WS > 80% Aff. Vol. Net Vol. 

Lightning' 2.0 
Doney 2.2 1 
Buck Rock 3.5 

Mountaineer 3.0 
Jerkey 4.5 

2.0 
2.2 
3.5 

3.0 
4.5 

Vincent 6.0 1 .485 5 3 '  
Ranger 13% 1.7 2 .03 1.67 

Liebel 14% 8.5 4 .95 7.5 

Paloma' 5.4 1 1.07 4.3 
h a - G u a r d  18.7 4 7.5 - 11.2 

Total 55.5 10.14 45.38 

EA'S Yet to be DraW (FY 901 

Rabbit 2.0 

Flat' 5.1 
Hyde 1.0 

I 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
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I 
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I 
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1 
I 
I 
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Total Potential Total Volume Released 
Volume 69.0 Unconditionally 51.68 

Designates FY 89 Carryover Sales 

a. Watershed Review. 

(1) For each timber sale hsted above whch contains units witbin 

a subwatershed above 80% of the threshold of concern, 

harvesting of those units shall be deferred until the Forest 

conducts a site speclfic field inspection to verify the pre- 

44 sequoia mediation agreement, july I990 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

project Cumulative Watershed Evaluation (“CWE”) 

calculation for each watershed and to verify that the 

proposed project wiU generate the projected Equivalent 

Roaded Areas (“ERAS”) that have been identified. 

(2) The revlew referenced m section DS,a(l)-above will be 

conducted by Forest Service personnel within 60 days of the 

sigrung of ths Agreement. Both the timber industry and 

conservation appellants will have the opportunity to 

designate one lndividual 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 umts for control of erosion and 

sedimentation, and to determine whether mtigation should 

be modified, or whether umts should be modified or 

omitted, in order to protect soil and water resources. 

(3) A minimum of two professionals (earth scientists or 

hydrologists) will field review all units in each of the 

affected watersheds. For each unit, the reviewer will 

determine one or more new Erosion Hazard Ratings 

sequoia mediation agreement, juiy 1990 45 



("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 ratlng used for the CWE analysis. If the 

projected disturbance levels are different, a new CWE will 

be formulated. . - 
(4) On sites demonstrating a hgh EHR, the professionals will 

review the mtigation hsted in the Environmental Assessment 

("EA") to determine if it is adequate to mitigate the 

concerns identfied and their own professiond concerns 

based on field review. If the rmtigation is not adequate, the 

professionals may propose additlonal nutigation, modification 

of units, or elmmation of uruts as necessary to address such 

concerns. Logpg  and/or roadbudding shall not be allowed 

where I t  would cause impacts to exceed the Threshold of 

Concern. 

( 5 )  All proposed mtlgation must be financed and completed as 

part of the proposed project. Unfunded WINI proposals 

wdl not constitute acceptable mitigation. 
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(6) Post-project monitonng will be conducted in accordance wth 

the Sierra Natlonal Forest monitoring plan. Monitoring will 

be conducted both to ascertam If nutigation was 

implemented and to evaluate its effectiveness. 

(7) 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. 

C. 

b. Suoned Owl Review. 

(1) For the salcs listed above, the Forest shall identify timber 

sale units wthin 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. 

(2) 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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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). 

(b) The Forest shall review for compliance with Regional 

protocols the pre-project survey methods and analyses 

that were used for network and non-network owls. 

Any pre-project survey not in compliance shall be 

brought into compliance. 

. 

(c) The spotted owl biologcal evaluation will be brought 

into compliance wth the requirements of section 

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

(d) If after following the procedures set forth above, the 

Forest detemnes that there are no spotted owl p u s  

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. 

(e) If after following the procedures set forth above, the 
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Forest finds a spotted owl pair 111 the affected units, 

but not in the adjacent SOHA, the Forest shall 

conduct a field rewew to reassess the best loo0 acres 

of core and 650 acres of replacement habitat and to 

determine if the Forest should recommend adjustmg 

the SOHA boundary to include th_e owl pair. If the 

Forest recommends a change, it shall protect both 

the original SOHA and the proposed SOHA pending 

a Regonal decision. 

- .  

c. 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. 

d. 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 this Agreement, except CWE 

(section N), spotted owls (section E.2.b.) and the EAs (section P). 

As to the EAs, the Forest shall complete the EAs in conformity 
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with Forest Service regulations and procedures, and shalt make 

every reasonable effort to comply with section P below, consistent 

with the objective of completing the E.& for mclusion of the 

tmber sales in the 1990 sales program. The Flat Timber Sale 

shall also comply with legal requlrements for protemon of the 

Manposa Lily (per the Species Management Guide). - Before 

issuance of the EAS for any of these sales, a representative 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. %her Indusm Fund. Begaming with FY 90, the timber industry agrees 

to pay $1 per 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 w i t h  30 

days after the end of the calendar year based upon the actual volume of 

timber harvested (net scale) during the prior year. 
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7. The Regional Forester agrees to expedite and decide all remaining I 
I 
I 

pending administratwe 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 admhtrative record in the particular appeal is closed, 

whichever occurs later. The Regonal Forester further agrees to petition 

the Chef or the Secretary of Agriculture to conclude any subsequent 

review by their own offices as rapidly as possible. 

E. Old Gnmth, Wilrllife Species, and F h h e h  

1. Background. 

a. The Sequoia National Forest manages for old growth values in 

Spotted Owl Habitat Areas, riparian zones, wilderness areas, @ant 

sequoia groves and significant portions of other areas as required 

for wildlife and visual values. 

b. In May 1990, the parties reviewed the Sequoia National Forest’s 

spotted owl network and pracuces for compliance with Regonal 

direction. The provisions of section 2.b. below embody the 

. conclusions of that review. 

2 

a. The Scquoia NF shall 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 

while lessening the impact of the network on the suitable land 

base. As part of the SOHA review, the Sequoia National Forest 

WIII consult with the Department of Fish and Game. Any changes 

in SOHA areas will be subject to current guidelines for habitat, 

dMniution, occupancy, and other relevant criteria. SOHA network 

changes under this item will require Regiond Oftice approval and 

public rewew. 

- 

b. Bwlokal Evalurrtions for Swtted OwLr. 

(1) Backround: The parties agree that it is important to veiify 

an existing SOHA before any timber harvest occurs within a 

1.5 mile radw from the center of the SOHk (The 1.5 

d e  dlstance was oripally adopted by the Sequoia for 

purposes of analysis). Veniiicabon means d e t e m m g  owl 

habitat types and quantities and owl use. For practical 

purposes, owl use is d e t e m e d  by identification of owl 

pairs or locabon of either a nest site or major roost site. 

(2) For all timber sales, pre-project surveys for non-network 

owls 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 witbin 1.5 

miles &om 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); 

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 m connection wth the sale. 

Discussion of the occupancy status of adjacent 

SOHA(s). 

has not been determined, the Forest shall conduct 

field work to determine occupancy. A survey for 

occupancy shall include attempting to locate during 

Where occupancy of an adjacent SOHA 
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the breedmg season any pairs of spotted owls in the 

SOHA, and either the pair nest site, or major 

roosting site(s). 

(e) Clear statements of conclusions drawn from (a)-(d). 

- 
( f )  Consideration of any SOHA ad&tments that might 

be appropriate to better incorporate known spotted 

owl sighting locations and suitable habitat outside the 

SOHk 

i) Where the Forest has been unable to verify 

pax occupancy m a SOHA within the last 5 

years (1986-1980), and is unable to verify owl 

pan occupancy during two successive years 

either wthm the SOHA or w i h  a 1.5 mile 

radius from the center of the SOHA, then the 

Forest shall review the SOHA locatlon for the 

purpose of detemmhg 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 

loggmg or roadmg will occur that IS 

inconsistent wth the original or the proposed 

SOHA boundanes. 
. 

(4) AU SOHA assessments, reassessments, adjustments, and 

readjustments shall occur independent of and without 

reference to timber sale boundaries. 

(5)  The Forest shall fully document all spotted owl 

detemations. 

3. Furbearers 

a. The Sequoia National Forest will manage habitats and actiwtles 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 FSM 2670). 
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b. Sierra Nevada red fox, pine marten and fisher will be managed as 

sensitive spenes. Region 5 of the U. S. Forest SeMcc 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 For&t 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 critlcal habitats. Biological evaluations shall be based on 

surveys of the project area and shall evaluate habitats within the 

project area m the context of the dismhtion of the species within 

the Forest. Preference, when consistent with Regonal guidelines, 

will be afforded to the fisher m its range from 4,000 to 8,000 feet 

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

. 

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. 

d. 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 m&agement, and the 

Forest Plan amendment. The Forest will request adequate funding 

through the annual budgeting process to accomplish this in an 

expeditious manner. The Forest will negotiate with the Region to 

locate funds if possible for the 1990 field season to commence a 

systemam, intensive track plate survey of the Forest. In any even& 

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 d e t e m e s  in consultanon 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 consultkonfer with Dr. Reg 

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

. 

e. 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 

critical furbearer habitat. Until the furbearer habitat network is 

established, biological evaluations wiU be used to determine the 

potential effects on furbearers and the establishmentlmaintenance 

of their critical habitation and wable populations where project 

proposals impact the above identified areas. Where projects are 

proposed impacting old gowth stands in M i i t  %I, disclosure in 

the EAEIS will 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 habitatheral stage 

diversity requirements. 

4. Bald Eanles 

The Plan will be amended to mclude the follomg standard: Protect 

important roost trees and feeding areas for mtenng  bald eagles in the 

vicinity of Pine Flat Reservoir and along the Kern hver. 

5 .  Goshawks 

The Plan WIII be amended to include the following standard Protect all 

a w e  goshawk nests until an approved Sequoia National Forest Goshawk 
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Network IS established. The Forest wiU submit a proposed network to 

Region 5 by January 1, 1991 for approval. Nest protection will lnciude 

125 acres of habitat having a resmcted operating season kom April 1 to 

August 1 and will mclude 50 acres of undisturbed sutable habitat 

surrounding each active nest site. Each project area will be examined for 

actwe goshawk nests wth the results reported in the environmental 

document for that project. - 

6. Condors. The Condor Recovery Plan is currently being revised. The 

follomg requlrements shall apply until such time as the revised Condor 

Recovery Plan is Implemented. 

a. Suitabilirv Criteria for Evaluating N&E Sites 

(1) AU previously inventoried Giant Sequoia trees wth cavlties 

identified as suitable for use by a California condor shall be 

designated potentlal condor nesMg sites. All newly 

discovered Giant Sequoia trees with cavities hamg a 

potential for condor nesting shall also be designated 

potential condor nesting sites. 

(2) Until 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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(3) Detemat ion  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 eieantea Groves for Condor Nests and 

Roosting Trees," with the following exceptions: 

following criteria, desmied in the afo'rementioned 

memorandum, shall NOT be considered in determining 

cavity suitability (a) "perches available for young and 

adults to utilize while hopping in and out of nest," and (b) 

"fairly easy approach from the au, and space below for 

the - 

taking off." 

b. Mananement of Potennhl NeSrina Habitat 

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

condor nesting site. 

(2) 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 this provision is to maintain the general forest 
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canopy surrounding potential nest sites so that condors will 

feel "safe" entenng and leaving the nesting area. 

(3) When W o m a  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 ;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 this plan. 

(a) All 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 1 through 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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this closure shall be for Forest Service vefucles 

conducting administrative business that could not be 

postponed until after the closure season. Logging- 

related uses and recreation uses are specifically 

excluded dunng this closure period. 

. 
(b) If the Forest Service determines that condors are 

nesting m the area, roads and trails within 1.5 miles 

of the nesting sites s h d  be closed for the balance of 

that calendar year. 

(c) Notwithstanding sub-paragraph (a) above, the 

following may remain open: 

i) Road 21S05, for recreational use, wth a 

seasonal restnction on the operation of heavy 

equpment. 

ii) Road 21S94 from Camp Nelson to the gate at 

the Tule River Indian Reservation. 
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iii) Mchtyre Summer Home Tract 

iv) Beknap Campground 

v) Redwood Meadow Campground 

vi) Trail of One Hundred'Oiants 

vii) , LongMeadowCampground 

wi) 23S05 White h e r  Road 

ix) Quabg Aspen Campground 

x) Holey Meadow Campground 

xi) If additional potential nest sites are discovered, 

the Forest Semce 111 conjunction with the 

Condor Recovery Team shall determine If 

additional campgrounds, road, or other public 

uses may remain open. 
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C. Manapement of Active Nesiinf Habitat 

Perennial and intermittent streams upstream and within 1.5 miles 

of an active nesting site shall not be drafted as a source of water 

for dust abatement, prescriied burning, broadcast burning, or any 

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

which a nest is active. 

I 
I 
I 

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 wth the Condor Recovery Team, shall prepare 

and mplement a road and tralls closure plan. Additionally, 

all roads (except currently paved roads) and trails wthin 1/2 

d e s  of the roost sites shall be closed to all public use. 

7.  Fisheries 

a. Amend Plan, Table 4.2 on p. 4-14, under Direct Habitat 

Improvement, Resident Fish (Miles of Streams), Decade one- 

Change from 3 [ d e s ]  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, Wildlife and Plant 

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

Restore and enhance fisheries habitat through 

unplementabon of ”Rise to the Fut”’ (an action plan for 

the National Forest fisheries program). Continue to identlfy 

via stream surveys all 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 leait 50 

miles of streams on the Forest. Complete repax or 

enhancement work on such streams at a rate of 10% per 

year so as to accomplish inventoried work within a decade, 

as prioritized by WINI. 

- 

c. Amend Plan Goals on p. 4-3 to add: Promote recreational 

opportunibes by striving to increase fisheries biomass by 20% ma 

habitat improvement projects. 

d. Amend Plan Standards and Guidelines on p. 4-28 to add  
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Portions of Section 30 of the Slate Mountain roadless area 

wiU 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 

critlcal 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. 

B 

(4) Base line data wdl be generated using stream surveys, 

Region 5 Fish Assessment model, and identrfication of 

beneficial uses of water in CWE analysis. 

F. Suitable Lmndr 

1. Backmound The p a "  recognize that the Forest Service has a duty 

under the NFMA, 16 U.S.C. 99 1604(k), to review the suitability of forest 

lands (including roadless areas) for tunber production eve7 ten years, and 

that the review could trigger a Plan amendment affecting land allocations. 
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.*;: 
2. The Plan shall be amended to provide: As the Sequoia NF implements 

the Plan, it shall identify on an on-going, site spe&c basis, all lands not 

suitable for timber harvestmg due to regeneration problems, erosion or 

sod problems, Isolation, rocky terram, or any other reason. The soils 

mventory shall be consulted in this process. Sutability shall be specifically 

addressed in each timber sale environmental document. - . 
3. The Plan shall be amended to remove from the suitable land base the 

following: Giant Sequoia Groves (except portions of Converse Basin), 

oak woodlands, unregulated portions of stream-side management zones, 

semi-prirmtive, non-motorized areas, and other areas so designated in'this 

Agreement. A list of all forested land that will be excluded from the 

smtable timber land base under the Plan as amended in accordance wth 

this Agreement is attached as Ex. H. 

4. 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 shall 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 
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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 >rocedure 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 wrinen determination regarding the challenged 

standard field procedure and shall make that determination public. 

c. Nothmg m this section shall limit or impair a party’s abihty to rase 

questions concerning reforestation or the accuracy of reforestation 

data in connection with an adrmnistrative appeal of a specific 

project decision and/or project NEPA document. 

5. Reforestation ReDort. W i t h  6 months of completion of data collection, 

the Sequoia NF shall 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. Descnptlon and map of areas of past reforestation efforts, 

including current stocking levels. 

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

certam land characteristics lead to greater reforestation difficulty. 

c. Determination of whether there is need to thange the suitable land 

base. 

6. Interim: The results of the most cment surveys and examinations of 

nearby plantations within the planning area (at least 6rst and third year 

stoclang 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. RoadlessAmas 

1. The Plan shall be amended to incorporate all of the land use allocations 

and management direction set forth in this section. 

2. Hwne Lake Dirtlict 

Annew Roadless Area west of Lightning Creek will be classified as 

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

3. llde River Ranger Dinrict 

a. Moses Roadless Area. The Regional Forester shall recommend 1 
that the mapped portions of the Moses Roadless Area (see &%it 

K) be included in the Wilderness System as provided under the 

Wlldemess Act of 1964. Pending final dispositlon by the executive 

and/or legslative branches, the mapped pomons 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. I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 

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 P e p p e m t  Mountain Resort (to be analyzed in an 

appropriate NEPA document), no commercial l o g p g  or m b e r  

harvest roads will be allowed m the unregulated area.L' Pomons 

of Section 30 d be managed to protect habitat of the Kern River 

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

1. This exception does not in any way signify that the parties to this Agreement 
believe that the P e p p e w t  Mountain Resort should be approved and b d t .  
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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 limted to Reg. I1 sanitation, sm@e 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, urlldlife (deer mitigation corridor, 

old-growth species), roadless recreation, and sugar pine gene 

resources. 

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

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

. ' Motorized Area. 

4. Hot Sorinm Ranger District 

Lion Ridne 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 this area. The unregulated lands 

will be managed for watershed, wildlife, (old-growth species and condor), 

and recreation. 

5. Cannell Meadow Ranper Dimict 
* 

a. Wooduecker 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.) 

b. South Sierra Roadless Area WIII 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 

Dunvood Creek. The comdor 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 wdl be managed by uneven-aged 

management (group and single tree selection). 

6. Other Roadless Areas not mentioned herein WIU be managed pursuant to 
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7. 

the 1988 LMP. 

- EIS. Before any roadless area is entered for the first m e ,  the Forest 

wll 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 prgpared. A "first enuy" 

into an area wolves 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 h i t e d  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; so&, 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 m n  

and understory will be identified; this information wil l  also be 

documented on stand record cards, using standard stand record 

card conventlons. 

- 
d. Discussion of all reasonably foreseeable ac&ties within the entlre 

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 ths  Agreement, the Pepper" 

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 lnclude a 

discussion pving special attention to the stated concerns: 

a. Cannell roadless area: site productwity, reforestation, erosion 
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hazard. 

b. Staff roadless area: rainfall and reforestation. 

H. Specialhas 

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

below. 
- .. 

1. The trail from Cannell Cahin to Kem River shall be designated as visual 

Sensitiwty Level 1, with foreground Retention VQO. 

2. Salmon Creek nail from Horse Meadow Camo to Salmon Falls shall be 

designated as vlsual Sensitivity Level 1, with foreground Retentlon 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 only. (See Exhibit IC) 

3. Bip Meadows area on the H m  Lake DisniCt (as shown on a map 

attached as Exhibit M): the Forest Plan shall be amended to change the 

land use designation from CF 7 to CF 1. The management emphasis 

shall be dispersed recreation. Timber will be harvested on a Regulahon 

Class II basis, with careful attention to protecting visual values. 
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Uneven-aged and even-aged sdvicultural prescriptions shall be used as 

appropriate; however, there will be no clearcuning other than 

regeneration mosaic cutting. Future VQOs from roads and trails shall be 

Retention or Partial Retention. AU Trails entering the Jennie Lakes 

Wilderness shall be Sensithty Level 1 and shall have a Foreground 

Retention VQO. 

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

5. nte  Califomia rid in^ and H i k i ~ a ~  Trail s h d  be addressed, and 

appropriate visual protection shall be determined, in the forthcoming Trail 

Plan. 

6. Fish Creek Watershed restoration needs WIII be considered as an integral 

part of all project level p l m g  wthin area shown on map m Exhibit M. 

The Sequoia National Forest is sensitive to watershed restoranon needs m 

Fish Creek and IS currently doing a WIN1 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 1990, 
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mth rehabilitatlon 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. 

7. Breckenridpe: 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. 
- -. 

8. Bmkef Peak The condor roosting area as covered in the existing Plan 

wdl be protected. 

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

10. Lion and Blue R&?s. Condor roosting sites will be protected. 

11. Tavlor Creek The Forest Service has developed a watershed restoration 

plan for Taylor Creek. Funds to implement the project have been 

requested. 

12. Fav and Caldwell Creeks. The Forest is sensitive to watershed conditions 

in Fay and Caldwell Creeks. Following the Fay fie, various activlties 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 will be scheduled for 

completion pnor to the midpoint of the Plan penod. 

I 
I 
I 

13. Rancheriu Road The southern portion of the Western Divide Highway, 

known as the Rancheria Road (from the Keflulare County line south - 
to the Kern Canyon) will be managed under a forcgound partial 

retention visual qualq objectlve. 

I.  Timber Management I 
I 
I 

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

4-31 to 4-33 are displayed KI &bit N. 

a. ASQ 75 MMBF 

b. 53% Regulation Class I 

44% Regulation Class I1 

3% Regulatlon Class III 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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c. Average Rotation 145+ 

d. Harvest MethodF. 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 mur of harvest 

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

as follows: 

aearcutz' 600 Acres 

Shelterwood 1,308 Acres 

Group Selection 868 Acres 

Intermediate 

13.5 MMBF 

31.ZMMBF 
- 

28.5 MMBF 

- 1.4 MMBF 

75.0 MMBF 

However, due to recent direction from the Regional Forester, the 

Sequoia National Forest intends to mplement 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 Forestq/New Perspectives pilot distnct for Region 5, and 

training commenced III June 1990. The Forest intends to 

experiment wth New Forestry silviculture on other distncts 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 implementatlon of New Forestry concepts 

will reduce clearcutting below the level projected by Forplan. The 

Forest will monitor and report annually in &e Annual 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 sigruficant discrepancy should develop between 

projected and actual cuttmg methods, the Forest Supervisor shall 

determine whether the Plan should be amended. 

- 

2. Steeo Sloues: me Plan shall be amended to allow only Regulation Class 

I1 single tree selection via helicopter tmber harvesting on slopes greater 

than 60 percent on granitic sods. The guidehe on Harvest Systems (Plan 

at 4-32) shall be amended to provlde that aenal systems wdl be used 

where slopes exceed 35 percent unless the Sequoia National Forest makes 

specific findings, based on envirormental documentation, that an 

alternative is preferable. The parties recognize that some incidental 

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

3. Hurves 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 WIII 

emphasize harvest and restocking of understocked stands to the extent 

feasible. In determining what activities should occ%r on understocked 

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

- 

4. lhre Fir Munupement: 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 Supelvisor will make a decision 

whether amendment of the policies, conmuation or cessatlon 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: 
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Tule - River 
Hume - Lake 

90 Jerkey 
Mountameer 

91 Red Helicopter Echo 
Weaver 

92 Mchtyre 

93 Mahogany 

Helicopter 

Tie Helicopter 

94 Crest 

95 Bench 

Cannell Hot 
Meadow SDl%IL?S 

Vincent 

Fish 
Tri 

Dumvood 
scout - Tyler 

Stoney- 
Schaeffer 

Danner 

South Helicopter 

Bull Helicopter 
Burnt Helicopter 
Fault Helicopter 

Helicopter 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

a. The Forest recognizes the need to maintain 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. 

I 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 wth meetmg Land Management Plan 

objectives and being compatlble with timber harvest and related 

activities. 

* - .  
c. Continue to plant a modest m (5-10%) of sugar pme along with 

other moced 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 cany resistance. 

Collect seed from these trees for the Forest seedbank. 

6. Mired Conifer Diver&: The Plan shall be amended to presmie that 

reforestation and TSI prescriptions will generally emulate existing species 

composition. Variation from this 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. Silvicuhual Svsfems: This sectlon of the Plan at 4-31 shall be amended to 

delete references to logging in streamside management zones and in gant 

sequoia groves. The remarider of this section of tEe Plan shall be 

amended as necessary to be consistent viith this Agreement. The 

following shall be added to tb 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 manapement: 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I Uneven-aged management shall be conducted as Regulation 

Class 11, whch corresponds to an average rotation age of 

140 years. 

The U. S. Forest Service shall use its best professional 

expertise to assure the success of uneven-aged management I 
I 
I 

where applred. It shall ensure that prescnptions do not 

result in highgrading of Forest stands, and it shall use its 
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best efforts to overcome djf6culties of uneven-aged 

management (e.g., record keeping, " k i n g  damage to 

unlogged trees) that are identified in Appendix G of the 

EIS. The U. S. Forest Service shall invite foresters wth 

expenence and expertise 111 uneven-aged management, 

including Bob Heald of the University of California 

Experimental Forest at Blodgett, California, and/or other 

experts, to assist it in its efforts to develop harvest plans, to 

tram personnel, and otherwise to accomplish its goal of 

successfully implementing uneven-aged management. 

- - 

(3) Both natural and artificial regeneration shall be used, as 

appropriate. 

C. Clearcuniqg 

(1) 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 ave'rage over a decade. 

(2) Determination to Cleanut: Clearcutting as a regeneration 
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harvest tool shall be used only where (a) it is d e t e m e d  to 

be the optimum method to achieve management objectlves 

on a site-specific basis; (b) the potential environmental, 

biological, aesthetic, engineering, and economic lmpacts 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 a manner consistent wth 

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. Clearcutmg shall not be selected as a harvesting 

method primarily because it wdl give the greatest dollar 

return or the greatest unit output of mber .  

(3) Ckarcutzinp Size Limits. 

(a) On cable ground, clearcuts shall be h t e d  to a 

maximum size of 15 acres unless a site-specfic 

analysis documents reasons for exceeding 15 acres 

and the action is approved by the Forest Supemor. 

Where feasible, smaller openings shall be used. 
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(b) On tractor ground, no continuous opening shall 

exceed ten acres in sfze (even though the harvested 

area may exceed ten acres) wthout the approval of 

the Forest Supemor with specific reasons stated in 

the decision document. 

- - 
(c) Reasons for exceeding size limits are: responding to 

an insect or disease infestation; limitations of cable 

lo&g ( is . ,  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. 

(d) The size and opening knits shall not apply to Umber 

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: 

i) Visual sensitivity of the area. 
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ii) 

iii) 

Cash loss to the U.S. Government. 

Umt and road enpineering costs in malang 

adjustments. 

Increases in road construction and operation 

costs. 

iv) 

v) 

vi) Silvicultural prescriptions. 

Amount of disrupbon to the sales program. - .. 

(4) In clearcut units, healthy and vigorous advanced 

regeneration Hlll be saved wherever feasible, including on 

cable-logged ground. 

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

in one cut, except for a small number of seed bearers left smgiy or 

m small groups, usually 5-10 per acre. Seed tree cutting will be 

Subject to the same Slze h t s  as clearcutting. 

J .  SnagsMdDendMaterial 

1. &gg& 

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

the U. S. Forest Service shall inventory existing snags within the 

affected compartment. Inventory results shall be displayed in the 
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sale environmental document. 

b. The Standards and Guidelines section of the FLMF' shall be 

amended to include the following: Logging, thinning, and site 

preparation activities shall be conducted so as to assure that the 

following " h u m  guidelines are met or exceeded at all tunes. 

The Plan shall be amended to incorporate these guidelines. 

- .. 

(1) Achieve and maintain a minimum average of 1.5 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 (dbhl 

- > 24 

- > 15 <24 

Snaes/100 Acres 

50 

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 

screening. These clumps shall be established in close 

coordination with a wildlife biologist and should range 

from 1/2 acre to 2 acres in we.  They shall be 

marked as clearly as possible on stand record cards, 

as well as on the ground. 
* 

f 

(2) Protect all existmg soft snags except where they me 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 

slze as per recommendanon of wildlife biologist. 

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

selected for retention. 

c. Snaa-Defiiennt Lands. In a compartment where the snag wentory 

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. 
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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 Hrlldhfe 

shall be designated prior to harvest or other management actiwties. 

2. Dead Material. - f .  
a. Retain approxunately 132 cubic feet per acre of 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 wth untreated 

slash for wildlife habitat. 

d. Utilize management techniques whxh will minimize c h a m g  of 

downed woody material left for wildlife cover and habitat. 

3. Monitor& 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. Bmwnstmtwn IResearchSOles 

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 propose at least two such 

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

- 

L. W-Highway Vehicles ( O m  

1. Backpround 

a. The Sequoia National Forest maintains that it made sound 

management decisions regarding the designation of the 

Semi-primitive Non-Motorized (SPNh4) 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 contmuing its efforts to complete 

the Sequoia Forest Trad Plan. This long term effort will estabhsh 

the 10-15 year trail system for the Forest, the appropriate use and 

mix of trails (e.g., hiking, OHV, and equestrian), and necessary 

tral protection. 
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2. SPNhf Areas. All interested parties and the Sequoia National Forest shall 

explore locations for alternate trails, primanly to accommodate O W  

travel, in the Sirretta Peak and Dry MeadowsLong Valley areas. 

a. Sirretta Peak. 
* - .  

(1) The following are specific objectives for the Sirretta Peak 

area: 

(a) The Sirretta Peak trail shall not impact significantly 

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 ndmg 

opportumty. 

(c) The Sirretta Peak trail shall provlde a positive riding 

experience by being within a conifer zone setting, to 

the extent possible. 

(d) The Sirretta Peak trail shall be designed under the 
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trail standards as "most difficult" or close to the "most 

dX6cult'' standard as a means of controlling the 

amount of use. 

sequoia mediation agreement, juiy 1990 

To discourage mexperienced riders from usmg the 

Sirrena Peak tra& signs reflecting the 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 m 

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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equestrianhker camp areas near the north end of 

Big Meadows in pursuing opportunities to link a 

north--south O W  trail through the area. 

(i) The State Green Sticker grant program wdl consider 

the rescopmg of previously authonzed projects on the 

Forest if the decision is made-io construct a new 

loop trad in the wcinity of Sirretta Peak. Further, 

the Forest will consider this trail to be its top pnority 

for Green Sticker funding. 

- 

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

Sirretta Peaks area: 

The Big Meadows area shall not be used as an O W  

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

Due to the sensitivity of the area, trails in the wcinity 

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 
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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, with particular 

emphasis on effects on soils and vegetation. 
. 

All parties agree to support the process of alternative trail 

investigatlon and analysis, and state that they believe there 

is a real possibility of findmg an alternative trail location 

where lmpacts can be successfully mitigated. 

If necessary, the SPNM boundary shall be adjusted to 

accommodate motorized use on a new trail. 

"Compensation credit" shall be considered for closing of the 

existing Sirretta Peak trad to motonzed use. 

Interim: The following shall govern use of the e&mg 

Sirretta Peak trail until such tlme as an alternative loop trail 

is analyzed and a final decision is made. IN the absence of 

sequoia mediation agreement, ju& 1990 
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unforeseen crcumstances, a decision will be made within 

two years of entry of this Agreement: 

O m 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 O W ’ S  on 

this trail shall be allowed for the interim time period. 

AU 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 contlnue on the Sirretta Peak trad by 

O W s  until the new trail is complete. 

If the linal decision is not to build a new trail, the 

Sirretta Peak trail shall be closed to OHV use at the 

time that the final decision is made or final appeal or 

litigation is concluded. 

(d) Use of the existing Sirretta Peak trail shall be 
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monitored jointly by the Sequoia National Forest, 

O W  users, horse users, and other interested groups. 

If any of the following are identified as problems, 

every effort shall be made to correct or magate the 

situation. (This effort shall occur over tune, not as a 

one-time effort). If these efforts prove unsuccessful, 

the U. S. Forest Service shall consider closing the 

I 

. -. 

trail to OHV use. I 
i) 

ii) 

iii) 

w 

O W  trespass into the Dome Land I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Wilderness. 

OHV use of the Machine Creek trail. 

Off-trail OHV damage to the Twsselmann 

Botanical Area or the meadow areas in Trout 

Creek. 

Swtchback cuttmg on trails, particularly on the 

south slope of Smetta, by O W  users. 

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

and appropriate actions taken to correct problems. 

I 
(f) The O W  groups party to this Agreement shall 

98 
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develop, place, and maintain signs urgiug user 

etiquette and responsiveness in this area. In addmon, 

they shall distribute written information on proper 

use and expectations in the Sirretta area. This shall 

be coordinated with the Sequoia National Forest. 

- - 
b. Dw MeadowlLont- Vallev 

(1) Backnound. A previously recognized Sequoia National 

Forest system trail traverses the area north of Dry Meadows 

to the Forest boundary. This "trail" was dropped from 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 vla the Forest Trait Management Plan. 

(3) co?lstraints 

(a) .The proposed Long Canyon Research Natural Are3 

(RNA) shall be protected from 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 d&ed. 

3. -. Appellants raised some issues that are best 

resohed in the Trail Plan. The following issues shall be dealt with more 

fully in the Forest Trail Management Plan: 
-. 

a. -' Issue. 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 wiU consider more miles of 

4-wheel drive trails. 

Resolution: The Forest Semce r e c o p e s  the h t e d  amount of 

4-wheel drive trails available on the Forest and shall analyze 

opportunities to develop more 4-wheel dnve trails 111 the Trail Plan 

to create a better balance among all users. 

b. -. Issue. 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 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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 (Le., from open area 

use to designated routes only), an assessment of the "cumulauve 

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 crec%" 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 until needed. The 

- 

banking of credits, in and of itselE, does not drive the Sequoia 

National Forest to seek additional opportunities. The goal is to 

keep track of gains and losses. 

c. - Issue: Collaboration and cooperation is necessary to designate new 

trails in areas of controversy or in areas where access 1s needed for 

trad uses other than the designated emphasis (e.g., a h i h g  trail m 

an O W  emphasis area, or vice versa). 

Resolution: The best method for achieving this continued 

cooperation IS by working through the Trail Plan as it develops. 

All users will be asked for continued involvement in the Trail 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 trail 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. 

1 

- I 
I 

c 

d. - Issue: There will be a long term need for cooperation among 

various user groups in identifymg trail uses and o p p o d t i e s .  

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 O W  

routes in some areas, sunilar 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 ReviriOnr. The Plan shall be amended as follows: 

a. Prescriptions OW5, MC5, PS5, and CF5 

(1) Under Dispersed Recreation, #1 

Chanee from: Increase opportunities for increasing public 

enjoyment and benefits with emphasis on f i g ,  equesman 
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use, fishmg, hunting and viewing (Note: Slight wording 

differences emt in various prescriptions). 

Chanee to: Increase opportunities for public enjoyment and 

benefits. 

- 
-. 

(2) Under Dispersed Recreation, #4 

Chanee from: Manage O W  use by location and period of 

use based on wildlife needs (e.g., excluding O W s  from key 

areas during f a m g  and nesting). 

Chanee to: Manage recreation actiwties by location and 

penod of use based on wildlife needs (e.g., excludmg 

incompatlble use from key areas during fawning and/or 

nesting). 

b. Prescriptlon CF5 

Under Fish and Wildlife. #5 

Change from: Create and/or maintain a vegetative buffer strip 

along O W  trails and areas designated for O W  use to reduce 

impacts on wildlife. 
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Chanee to: Create and/or maintam a vegetative buffer snip along 

trails to reduce impacts on wildlife. 

c. Prescriptions B06, OW6, MU, PS6, and CF6 

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

- 
c 

Change from: Restrict OHV use seasonally to reduce conflcts 

with grazmg. 

Change to: Restrict or reduce recreation use seasonally to mitigate 

si&cant contlcts with grazing. 

d. Prescripnon CF6 

Under Dispersed Recreation, #6 

Change from: Remove OHV trails from meadows. 

Change to: Remove trails from meadows, wherever necessary to 

protect meadow resources. 

e. Prescription CF7 

Under Dispersed Recreation, #5 

Change from: Provrde OHV recreation opportunities when 
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compatible with timber acmties. 

Channe 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 such as: miles open to 

O W  use, miles closed to O W  use, miles with seasonal closures, 

miles to be constructed/reconstcted/relocated are estimates. Find 

mileage shall be determined in the Trail Plan being developed by 

the Forest. 

- .  

g. 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 k e a  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: " O W  use will be 

allowed on designated trails if such use does not threaten values 

w i h  the SIk" 

M. Yild Tables - 
1. The U. S. Forest Semce is developing new timber $eld 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. Followmg peer review, and at the time of the five-year review of the 

FLh4P (1993), the U. S. Forest Semce shall make appropriate changes 

and d e t e m e  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. Cumu&ive Watershed Effkt 

1. Buckmund. On June 9-11, 1989, the parties to this Agreement convened 

a panel of geolopts and hydrolopts to evaluate the Cumulative 

Watershed Effects methodology as it has been appbed m the Sequoia 

National Forest for compliance mth recently changed Reponal dlrection 

(R-5 FSH 2509.22, 7/88, Amend. 1). The panel spent two days m -\e 

field examining representatwe sample of watersheds. They then 

re-assembled wth the parties to present their renew of the methodology 

and recommendations for improving the Forest's current approach to 

watershed evaluation and protecaon. 

- .  

2. Qbiecnves of the CWE M ethodo ion. The CWE methodology 1s an mdex 

to alert managers when to be concerned about a watershed because of 

multiple actinties III a watershed. It needs to be mewed as a developmg 

approach with the initial model being continually refined, building upon 

past practices and based upon as much information as one can gather 

kom operations and impacts. 

3. JmDlementation of Pane I -Reconunendatio~ . Inaccordancewitha 

negotiated agreement to incorporate the consensus findings of the panel 

into a 6nd settlement document, the Sequoia National Forest agrees to 
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mplement the recommendations of the CWE panel as follows: 

a. gW?Z Methodology 

(1) Beneficrnl Uses of Wurer. The Forest Plan shall be amended 

to incorporate the follomng standards: 

. . .. 
(a) The beneficial uses that are most sensitwe to 

watershed disturbance are fish habitat and domesnc 

supply. The Forest shall manage any watershed m 

which it has identified one of these as a beneficial 

use to protect such use, as per RWQCB Basin Plans, 

usmg developed critena. The Forest shall identify 

and protect sensitwe reach(es) (weakest links) m the 

watershed. In all cases, the Forest shall protect sod 

producnnty . 

I 
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(b) The Forest shall d e t e m e  the proper sue of the I 
I 
1 

watershed unit to be subject to CWE anaiysls based 

on the identified beneficial use(s). The mt size will 

generally range from 250 to 2,000 acres. 

I 
I 
I 

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

reach(es) as part of the (,‘WE analym. 

(2) 

Wurershed lCWE Ancrbsisl. The Sequoia National Forest 

staff wlll d e t e m e  the controhg processes of concern (as 

required by FSM 2509.22, 7/88, Amcindment 1) m order to 

assess disturbance coefficients and mitigation oppommties. 

- 

(a) Where, according to established criteria, soil erosion 

and sediment supply are determuted to be controlling 

processes, CWE shall analyze change in sod erosion 

and sediment supply as processes independent of 

change in annual peak flow run-off. 

In assessing sediment impacts, relative changes m 

erosion and sediment delively rather than only the 

amount of compaction shall be assessed. 

w h  shall identify the most crucial elements 

in the watershed, Le. the specific processes that are 

controlling the system (e.&, rain on snow events and 
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surface erosion). 

(d) The Forest will establish a process for developing and 

evaluamg coefficients relevant to the identified 

dominant processes which influence CWE on 

idcnmed Beneficial Use of concem. Thu will 

include evaluating results of past activiues. 

Coefficients will be consistent with the level and type 

of activity and site conditions. The Forest shall 

consider factors such as position of activity on slope, 

aspect, sensitive lands, and existing erosion when 

applying disturbance coefficients. 

v . -  

(e) When sedimentation i s  identified as the controhg 

process, the Sequoia National Forest shall modify its 

disturbance coefficients to include evaluauon of 

sediment yield and transport. Where sedimentation 1s 

identified as a dominant earth-forming process by 

established cnteria, the Forest will identify erosional 

processes affecting sites as mentioned in items c and 

d above. The Forest will identify soil condition class 

and evaluate it together with erodabiJity potential to 
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p e  mformanon on site conditions that address 

sediment yeld. 

(9 TO facilitate the lmplementation of these 

requiremenrs for b n n p g  the Forest’s CWE analysls 

procedures into greater conforrmty mth regonai 

guidelines (a-e above), the Fo&st,’mth the assEtance 

of Regon 5 Watershed Evaluauon sa W convene 

a workshop by October 15, 1990 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 p d e  and a workplan for tcsmg 

and refining the procedure. Partxipants m the 

workshop shall include U.S.F.S. watershed experts 

(either from the Region 5 office, personnel &om 

other forests and regons, and/or experts bom the 

Pacific Southwest Experiment Station) and 

independent watershed experts. The workshop work 

product shall be completed by December 15, 1990 

- 
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and shall be used III 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. - .. I 

The Forest will initiate the process for appiymg and 

verifying this procedure in a set of paired watersheds 

on the Forest. The workshop parricipants will select 

the watersheds to be utilized after reviewing Sequoia 

Forest recommendations. This will require taking 

field measurements during the winter 1990-91 and 

follow-up measurements during the 1991 runoff 

season. 

(g) In determining ERAS for any given project, the 

Forest shall state the assumpaons that formed the 

basis for its calculation, including any modiilcanons 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 mnganon or afbnative watershed improvement 

project shall not affect the ERA calculanon 111 that 

watershed untd such m e  as the mtigation or 

affLnnatlve project has been successful2y completed 

and shall apply only to the period of that mtigation. - . i 
(3) Dererminarion and Evolution of Recovem Rates. The Forest 

shall undertake the necessary steps to develop clear and 

publicly trackable methods for evaluating slhicultural 

recovery rates, including road construction. 

(a) Until such time as there is sufficient data to establish 

the recovery rate in a given watershed, the Forest 

shall utilize a linear thrty year recovery rate. 

However. the Forest may use an exponential recovery 

rate instead of a linear recovery rate d the Forest 

determines surface erosion to be the predormnant 

hydrological process impacting 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 mcrease ERAS to w b  

20% of the threshold of concern in a watershed, the 

Forest will perform an on-site review to deterrmne 

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 verificauon is undertaken, the recovery 

rate should be based on a time trend in the ERA for 

management units. The ERA at any pomt in me IS 

determined based on an on-site lnspection of site 

conditions (percent cover, stand development, 

measure of soil 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 

a m ,  sediment, etc.). 

Factors used to judge the ERA for a site will be 

explicitly recorded and data sheets of site conditions 
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(percent cover, etc.) wzll be mamtamed by the forest 

to allow for future changes 

relationships. 

asessment 

(e) If a site requlres replantlng that mcludes site 

preparation, and d the evaluaaons indicate that the 

Beneficial Uses are sensitive Lo site prep, then the 

recovery calculation wil l  be calculated anew, usmg an 

era base that reflects site disturbance conditions 

following the subsequent site preparation. 

b. Data GatherinP and Monitoring 

(1) AuDose 
The purpose of establishrig a CWE monitonng program and 

record center on the Sequoia National Forest is to 

implement an adaptive management program that measures 

the effecu of alternative management practices on beneficial 

uses of water in the Forest. 

(2) 4Um& 

The Sequoia National 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 momtored, 

as well as where to be monitored, will be evaluated 

at the ForestDisuict level. The Sequoia National 

Forest will make these deterrcunatlons in conjunction 
- .. 

with identi6cation of the processes acmg m each 

specific area, the sensitivity of sites and other 

variables, such as winter access. Within nine months 

of entry of this agreement, the Sequoia National 

Forest shall make a deterrmnation of its initial 

watershed monitoring priorities, mcluding a 

description of circumstances in which part~cular 

momtoring techques 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 of funding and workforce limitations, not all 

agreed upon monitoring actions are possible 

immediately. 
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(b) The Sequoia National Forest mll estabbh 

representawe sampling stauons on a set of pared 

watersheds that wdl assess watershed conditions for 

the purpose of measuring watershed response to 

management acnnty over m e  and r e h e  the C W  

model. 

cross-section d a y  peak flow data, suspended 

s e h e n t ,  bedload, water temperature and chermstry, 

and grain SKC dismbunon mthin the bed. Where 

sampling is Mcult ,  surrogate reaches that are able 

to be sampled may be substituted. The Forest may 

utilize data from existing USGS gauging stanom 

(conunuous watershed discharge measuring stations) 

UI the three major basm draining the Forest ( b g s .  

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

- 
Sampling wdl indud; acqumng channel 

(c) The Sequoia National Forest will establish photo 

stations at each of the gauging stations and shall 

establish several additional stations at extremely 

sensitin channel sites or at sites near recent 

management activities. 
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(d) The Sequoia National Forest will collect data on fish 

habitat conditions and 6sh populations from available 

sources as part of its watershed sampling stations 

monitoring effort. 

- . .  
(e) The Sequoia National Forest will do stream channel 

surveys for all streams covered by the relevant CWE, 

including 6sh habitat information following Regional 

direction, as set forth in R5 document R-5 FS 

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

At the project level, the Sequoia National Forest mll 

measure soil movement through site condition 

evaluation, through on-site erosion surveys mth 

sediment traps, or other methods. 

The Sequoia National Forest will monitor 

implemented WINI project effectiveness. 

The Sequoia National Forest shall establish a record 

center far watershed information in conjunction with 
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the pubk mfOrmatiOn and records section described 

m section V. The record center IS imponant for the 

ongomg development of the CWE methodolQgy on 

the Forest, for passlng on mformation to succeedrng 

forest hydroiogsts, and for mprowng pur .i access to 

information used by managers ln thelr decision- 

makmg. The record center s h a  house the 

informauon enumerated in section N.3.b. above, as 

well as the following additional watershed 

information: 

. 

1) 

ii) 

iii) 

iv) 
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CWE Calculation Sheets by Watershed for 

analyses of completed projects. 

Management Archaeology (history of human 

actions in the watershed). 

WIM Updated Annually. 

Documentation of Recovery Rates €or Analyss 

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

Use Records, and Utilization Records. 

vi) Data from "barometer watersheds". 

v%) 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 information in Disnict offices on the 

Forest. The Forest shall designate an individual or 

indinduals who shall have responsibility for ensuring 

that the files are updated twice a year. Where 

records are not maintained in the Forest Supemor's 

office, an mdex shall be maintajned indicating where 

information is housed. 

C. Eieki Tmhniaues 

(1) The Sequoia National Forest will continue to evaluate 

channel stability inventories in conjunction with 6sh habitat 
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surveys where fisheries are deterrmned to be the benefind 

use. The Forest ml] use this information to vahdate or 

rewew exlnng analyses for optlmum fish habitat. 

(2) The Sequoia Nauonal Forest shall ma" a separate, 

regular renewed inventory of the factors that are aggegated 

to develop theu stream channel stabhy 'ratmg. 
. 

d. llreshold of Concem MiripOrion and Cessation of Manapemem 

Acnvuk 

(1) The Sequoia National Forest shall keep all Watershed 

Improvement Needs Inventory projects in worlang order and 

shall conduct al l  inventories during NEPA project planrung. 

The Forest shall emwe that the fundmg for all watershed 

improvement projects that are designated in the NEPA 

document as necessary for reducing unacceptable 

enwonmental impacts, or whxh are included as part of the 

CWE evaluation as necessary to bnng a prolea under 

threshold of concern, is available prim to implementanon of 

the project. All other proposed projects shall occur 

commemurate with funding. 

sequoia mediation agree"& ju& I990 123 



The Forest will implement mitigation measures adopted to 

balance project mpacts during the project implementation 

phase and will momtor these projects during project t 

monitoring phase. 

The Sequoia National Forest shall conduct Best 

Management Practice Implementation and Efemveness 

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 this effectweness monitonng 

program shall be developed by the experts convened by 

the Sequoia staff (see section N.3.a(2)(f)) in concert wth 

Region 5. If the Forest fails to initiate effectiveness 

monitoring within one year of completion of any timber sale 

scheduled for monitoring, then the Forest shall not approve 

additional timber sales in the watershed of influence until 

the effectiveness monitoring for that sale has been 

- .. . 
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completed. Additional effccnveness morutonng shall be 

conducted at appropnate times to evaluate major events. 

(4) At the end of the three years follourlng adoption of ths 

Agreement, the Forest agrees to obtam an mdependent 

renew of their Best Management Practice Implementanon 

and Effectiveness Evaluation morutonng for three timber 

harvesting projects selected by the renewers from the hst of 

sales morutored during this three year time frame. The 

expens 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 planmug, when the consumed and projected 

ERAs for any watershed reach 80% of the total avallable 

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 ERAS that have been 

-identified. The Forest will identify mitigation to ensure that 

if a project goes fonvard, 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 

objecuves, e.g. salvage of timber m a burn rmght be jusufied 

even through it exceeds the TOC if it allows installanon of 

WINIS, reduces the potential for an insect infestanon, or can 

remove snags or mobile in-stream deb- that represents a 

hazard to human health. 

- - .. 

(7) During the three years follomng acceptance of this 

agreement, there will be no additional management activities 

in any watershed that has reached the Threshold of 

Concern, other than mitigation or improvements, until such 

time as the watershed has recovered to 80% of the 

Threshold of Concern. 

(8) At the end of the three years, the Forest shall undertake an 

independent re- of its CWE methodology to determine d 

it has been adequately validated based upon field review 

and if the Sequoia’s CWE methodology is meeting Repond 

guidelines. If it is d e t e m e d  that the methodology has 

been validated and is meeting regional guidelines, then the 
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Forest may undertake projects m watersheds that have 

reached TOC as long as E M  do not exceed the TOC 

subject to the condiuons m ( 5 )  and (6) above. 

(9 )  Granng impacts mll continue to be addressed through 

stream channel surveys. Improvements to documentation 

mli include comments in the remarks’ se’ction where 

disturbance to stream banks occur from hoof sheer or other 

. 

factors, whatever the cause. 

e. NEPA D mumentation 

Each project NEPA document shall, as part of the CWE analysis. 

display the management history of the area and descnbe how it 

has lmpacted the watershed(s). 

0. soil Qual@ SlMdrVdr 

1. Backmvund 

a. The parties d i s a p e  as to the value, efficiency, and effects of 

broadcast burning. 

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

the soil from excesswe erosion as determined from site 
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investigations. 

c. Soil and water resources will be protected through the use of 

Regional Soil Standards currently bemg developed. 

d. Protection of forest soils is a primary goal of forest management 

and, based on that understanding, the standards in the followmg 

sections will be implemented. 

. . :  

2. The Plan shall be amended to incorporate the Soil Quality Objectives and 

Soil Quality Standards set forth in the Draft FSH 2509.18 Soil 

Management Handbook (FSH 1989, R-S, Supp. 1) dated September 1988 

(attached as appendix to Monitoring Plan) as interim direction pending 

finalization. Any more stringent standard set forth in the Plan or t h ~  

Agreement shall govern. 

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

protect Forest soils: 

a. Site preparation measures will be devised to retain substantial 

ground cover and still reduce the risk of catastrophe fires. 
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b. Silwcultural prescnpnon shall be designed to main" sod orgamc 

matter and prowde for the continual recmtmenr of come  woody 

debns. 

c. After site prep, as much orgaxuc matenal as possible shall be left 

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

wildlife, reforestation and other resource n&& as specified UI 

project NEPA document. 

. 

d. Jackpot buming, gross yarding, andor lop-and-saner shall be 

evaluated as alternatives to broadcast burning as a means of 

reducmg slash and for site preparation. These options shall be 

discussed in each timber sale EA or EIS. Consistent mth 

reductlon of clearcutting and other appropriate considerauons, the 

Forest Sernce shall reduce the amount of broadcast b u m g  on the 

Forest. 

e. Where broadcast burning is prescribed, the environmental 

documentation and decision notice shall include documentanon of 

- specific-justification for the practice. The prescription shall have 

an objective of leaving ground cover conmemurate wth the 

erosion potential of each specific site. Slope will be considered 
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. 

within the site analysis. Each broadcast burn shall be molutored 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 Monitoring Plan and Five Year Renew 

sections below. 

. .. 
P. Inf i t“  in T i r  Sale Envimnmental AssrSrmcnb (a’s) and Env i ronmd 

Impact Statements (EISs) 

1. Backprowrd. Some appellants believe that past EA’S and EISs for 

Sequoia Forest timber sales, as well as the Plan and EIS, lacked sufticient 

information regarding environmental impacts of proposed actions. The 

following is designed to affirm Sequoia National Forest’s responslbllitles 

under NEPA as projects are implemented pursuant to the Plan. The 

specific provisions below are further elaboration of those responsibihes. 

2. Roceduml Reauirements. 

a. Notice of preparation of an EA or EIS shall be sent to all pames 

to this Agreement as well as other interested p h e s .  

b. Where possible, the U. S. Forest Service shall consult with 

interested parties, including representatives of citizens’ groups, 

when laying out cutting units. The parties agree that such 
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consultation may help avoid nme-c"ung appeals of nmber 

sales. 

c. Anyone who so requests dunng the scopmg process WIII be n o t ~ e d  

when cumng units for the vanous alternaQves have been tentanvely 

located and promded appropnate maps. In appropriate cases, for 

example, if si@cant public interest is exp&sscd, the Forest urlll 

conduct a field Uip at this stage of project development. The 

Forest Service will prmde reasonable notice of a field uip. The 

Forest Service will use its best effons to assure that between the 

. 

tme the tentative maps are a d a b l e  and the time the Decision 

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

3. Jubstantive Reauiremew. In addition to requirements specified m 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 to, past timber sales, years of previous cuts, rCfOreStaQOn 

history (including backlogs), probable future timber sales in the 

area, and a map of proposed cutting units and existing plantanons. 
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b. Statement of ERA’S in the watershed, including but not Mted 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 esmated to be used for reasonably foreseeable 

projects III the watershed. 

. 
c. Documentation of CWE analysis as describe; Section N. 

d. Identification of each stream and stream reach, whether peremal  

or intermittent, that is important for kheries, 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. 

e. Statemeni of estimated cost of sale, including but not limited to, 

estimated cost of reforestation (including multiple plantmgs, if 

. reasonably foreseeable), project-related mitigation, and roads. The 

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

f. Statement of estimated revenues h m  the sale. 

g. Refinement of order 3 soil map data as necessary to analyze soil 
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stabihty and erosion hazard 

h. Stand information, including but not b t e d  to, proposed 

silvicultural treatment. emting pest problems II apphcable, 

estmated volumes, forest type m the cutnng ut, the location and 

estmated acres of old growth habitat to be cut and to be retamed 

species of trees to be cut, and the species c? trees to be replanted. 

Detailed presmptions mll be completed for each stand after a 

Decision is issued. Detailed prescriptions include a detailed 

descnption of the stand. 

1. Protection strategy, as appropnate, for streamside management 

zones, wetlands, and meadows, wth respect to such management 

actiwties as road crossings, cable comdors and hantest UNB. ,Maps 

lncluded as appropriate. 

J .  Identihtion of class 1, 2 and 3 streams and statement of specrfic 

riparian standards and guidelines applied to each ripanan zone 

affected by proposed project. Class 4 streams wiU be identLEed 

during project layout and protected according to the Ripman 

Standards and Guidelines. 
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k. Statement of mitigation, including but not limited to, a descnpnon 

of planned actions, expected funding, proposed time frame, and a 

map reflecting mitigation projects. 

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

timber harvesting and a statement of the reasons for unsutabhry. 
. t  

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

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

n. Discussion of methods to reduce slash, including for example, 

jackpot burning, 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 degradatlon, 

sedimentation, and effects on downstream sedimentation, and 

effects on downstream fish habitat. 

p. See also, as relevant, the following sections of this Agreement: 

E.2.b (spotted owl surveys) 

E.5 (goshawk surveys) 
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F.2 (ongomg suitab&ty rewew) 

F.6 (reforestanon htory--mterim requirement) 

L7.a. and c.(2) (site-specific de temat ion  of cutting method) 

1.7.c.(3) Qustlfication for exceeding clearcut SIX h u )  

J.l.(a) (snag mventory) 

N.3.a.(l)(c) (beneficial uses of water and most sensitive stream 

reaches) 

N.3.e (management hstory as part of CWE analysis) 

0.3.d and e. (alternames to broadcast burning) 

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

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

- 
- .  

Q. Xmprovemnt o f h  Bare 

1. Euckmund. The Sequoia National Forest recopizes the need to gather 

additional information regarding the resources of the Forest. 

2. &&&. The Sequoia National Forest shall give prionty to fd%g these 

information needs in a tlmely manner. The Sequoia National Forest shall 

give priority to inventones and surveys of areas where land-disturbmg 

projects are proposed. 

3. With the exception of sales specified in Section D.5, the Forest shall not 
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approve an EA or EE until the informanon speci6ed below, d relevat 

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

a. 

b. 

C. 

6 

e. 

f. 

B. 
h. 

Watershed Improvement Needs. 

Riparian and Meadow Inventory. 

Stream channel surveys for all streams covered by the relevant 

CWE, including fish habitat information following Regional 

direction, as set forth in R.5 document R-5 FS Handbook 3/89, 

Chapter 2, Fish Habitat Assessment. 

Rare and sensitive plant sweys. 

Wildlife habitat sweys on sensitive, threatened, and endangered 

species, as well as indicator species. 

Snag survey. 

Archeological surveys. 

Information on range condition, trends, hestock graang capacity, 

and forage and habitat allowances for wildlife. 

. 
.I .. 

4. JmcitiC Infomrnbn Rcmrimnmtr 

e. ~acbowrd .  In order to assess the status of forest resources and 

to properIy predict the probable effects of future management, the 

Sequoia National Forest must improve its data base. 

b. &UI&P p r i o r i ~ .  The Sequoia National Forest agrees to seek 
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budgets annually that are sufficient fo develop the lnformanon 

listed in Section c below: 

C. Reouved Information 

(1) Watershed Improvemenr Needs Invenrory. 

(a) Will be updated and computerized on a companment 

basu commensurate wth tunber sale project piannag. 

. . .  

(b) Will be updated annually thereafter. 

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

or o:her appropnate identifier. 

(2) The Forest Riparian and Meadow lnventory WIU be 

constructed boom project p1-g analyses and as 

appropriated funds are avadable. 

(3) Stream channel sweys, including fish habitat conditlon, wzll 

be completed as proposed timber sales and other projects 

are being evaluated and, for other areas, as appropnated 

fur.& arc available. 
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(4) Fish habitat inventory following Region 5 direction set fonh 

in R5 document R-5 FS Handbook 3/89, Chapter 2, Fish 

Habitat Assessment: SUNCY fisheries and aquatlc -n 'p anan 

habitat to assess the condinon and trend where active land 

management is planned to predict and monitor 

environmental m p a a  and make informed management 

decisions. Surveys will be done in accordance with Regon 5 

direction whch includes aquatic vertebrate survey of specific 

species, age 'class and numbers by seine, snorkel, visually 

and/or electroshocking. 

. . : 

( 5 )  Habitat needs of sensitlve 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) Bomcal Investigations for sensitive plant specles as per 

Forest SCMCC Manual 2609.25. 

(9) Current ecological status of the land for each gravng 

allotment. . 
R. Monitoring 

1. The Plan shall be amended to include the Monitoring Plan as set forth III 

Exhibit 0. 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 momtonng 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 productivlry 

(soil cover, soil porosity, and organic matter); compliance wth 
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BMP's; compliance with Standards for snags and for dead-and-don 

material, compliance with riparian standards and guidelines; and 

achevement of other mingatlon measures idennfied m 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 wildlife habitat trends ~n 

accordance with the Tn-Forest Plan; pron'ded, however, that the Forest 

shall commence its monitoring efforts 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 Agreement 

1. The Sequoia National Forest shall give pnority to irutiating the Plan 

amendment process. In the interim, the acnons, standards and guidelines 

specified in this Agreement shall be implemented. 

2 The Tule River Indian Tn'be has a strong interest in employment 
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o p p o m a e s ,  both pubhc and private, that mght be generated by 

Sequoia Forest management. AU pames hereto r e c o p e  this interest. 

Sierra Forest Products and Sequoia Forest Indusmes agree to pve 

preference to Tule River and other Indians wth respect to nauung and 

employment opporturuties to the mamnum extent allowed by law. The 

Sequoia Nauonal Forest agrees to assst the Indians by prowdmg them 

mamnum possible employment opportun~ues m Ih% fill range of forest 

management actiwties. 

. 

3. Within two weeks of the effective date of this Agreemen& the Forest 

Supemsor will issue a directive to inform all personnel about tlm 

Agreement and to emphasize the mportance 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 bom the 

Forest Supernsor, shall be the foilmhg, wirhm 45 days of h a h a t i o n  of 

the Agreement: 

a. Explanation to all persons involved in preparation of tunber sale 

environmental docmenu of the " m u m  analysis and 

documentation requiremenu 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 reqwements in sections J.2.a.2 and P.3.d that 

wildlife clumps and stream reaches important for fishenes shall 

henceforth be identified on stand record cards. 

c. Explanation to all prsons mvolved in timber management of the 

amended Plan Standards and gudelines concedmg ripanan areas, 

actions near giant sequoia trees or groves, hardwood retenuon, 

wildlife species, timber management, snags and dead material, and 

soil quality (set forth in portions of sections A, B, C, E, I, J, and 

. 

Copies of these directives shall -e  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. Budger . 

1. @ & 4 .  Some parties are concerned that the budget assumpnons 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 

sequoia mediation agreement, july I990 142 



the timber management practices antlclpated and planned for many a r e a  

of the Forest. Therefore, the pames agree that the budget and project 

fundmg level shall be morutored and Forest activities ad~usted UI 

accordance wth the followmg: 

2. - process . . .  
a. Each EA or EIS on a m b e r  sale, road construction pro~ect, or 

other proposed projects shall mclude a separate kt 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 declsion 

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 ( W b t t  Q, 

“Mitigation Form”). For m b e r  sales thLF list shall be updated at 

least (1) after trmber sale contram are sold (to indicate whrch 

mitigation measures will be covered by K-V funds); (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, al l  listed 

restoration or enhancement measures not to be performed as an 
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mte@ pan of the project (k., meaSureS not covered by the 

timber sale contract) shall be assigned to the appropnate resource 

functlon and entered on the WIN1 or other appropnate mventory 

of action needs (habitat unprovement needs, uall unprovement 

needs, etc.). For each resource function such action needs shall be 

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

appropriate identifier. 
- 

.I .: 

C Each resource function will be responsible for funding these 

enhancement and restoration needs out of current budget dollars 

as available andor 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. AU miugatlon 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 modlfied 

or postponed until such funding is sufficient. Restoration and 

enhancement activities, which by detimuon are not requlred to 

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

e. Starting in N 1991, the Forest Service shall include in the annual 
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report on Plan implementation (see SeCQOn w) mformatlon on: 

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

mugation and restoration actlons and the= estunated costs. 

(2) Projects completed except for assoaated restoration and 

enhancement work, and the esamated cost of complenng 

such work. 

- . .  

3. As a general matter, the Sequoia National Forest agrees to seek balanced 

resource budgets sufficient to meet all its obliganons under the Plan and 

this Agreement. The Reponal Forester agrees that disaggregation of 

Regional budgets vnll not be done stnctly on a prorata basis of h e  item 

appropriations tied to commodity outputs, such as timber harvest levels, 

but will take into appropriate account the cost of funding the muiuphcity 

of obligations required by the FLMP and this Agreement. 

U. Multiple US# Liaison Commirtrr d F & * F i i  

1. The Appellants shall convene a meeting of the parties to this 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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Commttee (hereafter the Liason fi"Ittee). The Appellants wrlll 

schedule two meeungs at six month intervals during the k t  year 

following entry of this Agreement and annually thereafter until the 

ssuance of a new Sequoia Naaonal Forest Land Management Plan. 

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

represent that party fully, but in no case shall the b i b e r  of persons 

represenring each party exceed the number which served on the 

Negotlating Committee. Each pany shall designate a contact person who 

shall serve for a minimum of one year to provide ongoing commumcation 

between that party, the Forest, and other members of the Liaison 

Committee. 

. 

3. The general purpose of the meetings of the Laison Comrmttee is to 

continue the cocperation among the partics begun in the mediation 

process, to assess new information and to review the effectlveness of the 

Agreement and Plan. ITS purpose 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 multlple uses protected by the Plan. 

4. The Appellanu shall attempt to schedule meetings to accommodate as 

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

5 .  The agenda for the kaison Cm"rmtee shall mclude conslderation of the 

follomng work outputs as they are prepared pursuant 10 ths Agreement. 

a. The Annual Repon, mcludmg a " ,hum of two 
. I  

DemonstratioWResearch Projects. 

b. The Giant Sequoia. Grove boundaries and management plan 

proposals. 

c. Proposal for the realignment of S O W .  

d. Relevant studm and management guidelines for furbearers (as 

they evolve). 

e. Study on the reproductlon and age class of Blue Oaks. 

f. Proposed management regimes for Slretta Peak and Dry Meadow 

Long Valley O W  trails. 

g. Results of the independent reviews of CWE model verikaaon and 
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mitigation effecmeness monitoring. 

h. Status of employment UI pnvate sector timber hamestlng and 

public sector forest management actinnes of the Tule f iver  Indian 

Tnbe. 

. . 
i. Proposed volunteer projects to address reforestation fdures, 

habitat damage or erosion problems (see 7 below). 

j. The Five Year LMP Review. 

6. In addition, each party may submit items for discussion at the meenng. 

The meeting agenda shall include an oppomnity to discuss as many items 

as practical. The Forest shall prepare a draft agenda in consultation wth 

the contact persons and shall distnhte the agenda in advance of the 

meeting. The first agenda item at each meeting will be to h a h e  the 

order of items for discussion. 

7. 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 constraints that would be in the best interest of 
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the forest to mplcment m an earher tme frame. The nmber industry 

agree to conmbute to the fund on an annual basis based upon theu level 

of use of the forest. See Secnon D.5.f. The grapng mdustry agrees to 

match t h s  contnbution on an in-land bass. The other parties may match 

this contnbution enher m dollars or in-land on these restoration projects. 

The Multiple Use Lialson Committee shall identlfy projects that might be 

undertaken through the combined resources of thg pahies and propose a 

schedule that accommodates as many parties as possible for w o r h g  on 

these projects under the supemion of Forest personnel. 

. 

8. The parries recognke that there are likely to be differences of opmion 

regardmg implementation of this Agreement because of the complexlries 

of forest management. To ensure a timely response to conccms about 

unpendmg potential violations of the Agreement that are not subject to a 

NEPA and administrative appeal process, and to prevent perceived 

violations &om escalating to litigat~on, a party shall present an allegation 

of such a potential or perceived violation of the Agreement, in wnnng, to 

the Forest Supenisor who shall respond within 5 workmg days to ths 

report, unless unforeseen circumstances preclude a response mthm 5 

working days. h such a circumstance, the response shall be prowded as 

soon as reasonably possible. If this respome does not satisfy the 

claimau~ then the Forest shall convene a conference call of the contact 
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persons to discuss the ISSUCS with respect to adherence to the agreement 

andlor possible remedies. If the party IS still dissatisfied, then I t  may 

Lnitiate whatever remedies are available under current law. In the event 

that the alleged violation requires immediate ~ J U ~ C U V C  relief, the party 

need not await the Forest S e ~ c e ’ s  response before seekmg such rehef. 

- . .  
9. Fact-Findinp. 

a. If the parties are unable to reach a negotiated agreement as a 

result of the conference call &cussed in paragraph II.U.9 above, 

the parties may agree that the matter be submitted for fact-finding 

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

by the panics. 

b. The fact-findmg procedure shall be conducted in an expeditious 

and cost-effective manner according to rules and a timetable whch 

shall be set out by the fact-finder after consultation wth the 

parties to the fact-&ding. Except for good cause shown by a 

party to the fact-finding, or if the fact-finder requests an extension 

and the participating parties agree to the fact-finders’s request, the 

timetable shall result in a decision wthin 30 days of the 

appointment of the fact-finder. 
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C. Because of the 6nancial cotlstramts OII many of the paniapaang 

parties, the parties to t h  Agreement shall attempt to idennfy 

potennal fact-finders III advance of any &putt from a bst of 

professionals to be supplied by the A d m a a t w e  Conference of 

the United States, whxh maintams a list of fact-finders m each 

Repon of the US. who are w d h g  to pronde theu semces pro- 

bono. (TraveUper diem must be defrayed by thi pamcipatmg 

panics). Unless the participatlng pames agree otheme, the 

parties participatlng in the fact-finding agree to share equally the 

cost of the fact-finder to the full extent pcmitted by law. Each 

participaung party will pay its own costs, expenses and attorney 

fees. 

K Public mnformation a d  RcMrds 

1. Completed NEPA documents (including all referenced specialist reports), 

monitoring reports, Annual Reports, completed allotment plans, annual 

update of WlNI, quarterly EA planning schedule, and other final reports 

such as the Reforestation Report (see Section V) shall be a d a b l e  for 

public review, in a designated room, during normal working hours, at the 

Sequoia National Forest heaaquarten m P o n e d e ,  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 general public. 

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

to easy access. 

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

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

- . .' 

W. h n d  R q o H  nnd Eve Year Review 

1. The U. S. Forest Service shall prepare an Annual Report describing 

implementation of the Plan generally, its progress and problems IXI 

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 meetmg of the parties. 

4. The Sequoia National Forest shall also make pubhc i t s  wntten 5 year 

review of the Plan, wluch shall address, m e r  aha, whether the Plan 

should be amended based on mformation o b m e a  over the prevlous 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 tmber management 

techniques, momtoring results, or effectiveness of BMP's and Standards 

and Guidelines shall be discussed as they apply. 

. 

X. Enforcement 

1. Any party may pursue its legal or adrmnistrative remedm 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 Northem or Eastern Distria of California, and no party shall 

challenge for improper venue any action brought in either cow.  
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3. The parties involved in an x l ” a t r v e  appeal may agree to mediate or 

athenvise negotiate the resolution of the appeal. Each party involved m 

the dispute resolution process agrees to pay an equal share of the cost of 

such resolution. Casu will be Lunited to cost of a me&ator and the 

mediator’s associated expenses (if used), supplies and meenng fachties. 

unless o t h e m e  agreed to m advance of expendit& ’The negotiation 

period shall be no more than four weeks unless all parties to the 

negotiation agree to m e n d  the period. 

.. 

Y. NEPAComplicrnor 

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

It IS recognued this could take as long as two years. 

2. The Plan amendment shall require a Supplement to the LW EIS. It is 

understood that since this new round of NEPA process is open and 

public, the decision may not conform to this Agreement verbatm. 

3. If the Plan is not amended substantdly 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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m. ADDITIONALMAITERS 

k Matters Resolved 

1. The appeal of the Forest Plan, EIS, and Record of Decision filed 

by each of the undersigned appellants 1s hereby wthdram. Each 

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

wthdrawal of &/its appeal. 
- . .  

2. Each appellant agrees to support implementation of this 

Agreement through the adoptlon of Plan amendments exarmned in 

a supplemental EIS and through appropriate public involvement u1 

other Forest Service actions descnbed m this Agreement. Each 

appellant agrees not to appeal the Plan amendments requred by 

this Agreement provided such amendments unplement t l u  

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+, eventual deterrmnatlon of 

specific giant sequoia boundaries, or adoptlon of a speclfic 

furbearer habitat network). 
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3. If the interim direction 1s not hplemented or the Plan is not 

amended substantially in conforrmty wth 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 pany's present appeal is reinstated. The 

USFS may void the Agreement if any parry falls to acts 

substantially m conformity with the requlrem'cnt3 of this 

Agreement. If the USFS voids the Agreement, all 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 m wntmg any provisions that are not m 

substantlal conformity with the Agreement. 

5. Except as provided in paragraphs 1, 2, and 3 above, and m any 

other paragraph in which specific timber sales for 1990 are settled, 

the appellants r a e m  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. Amcndmenr of P&n 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 P!an 

m the event of cucumstances not contemplated by t h s  Agreement or m 

the Land Management Plan. 

C. Modifunnbn ofAereement. Thls Agreement may be modified upon 
.. - 

written approval of all the parties hereto. The parties agree to discus 

proposed changes to this Agreement in good faith, including those 

changes proposed by the Forest Service based on changed condmons or 

new information. 

D. Authodv to Enter heement.  Each signatory to this Agreement certifies 

that he or she is fully authoked by the parry he or she represents to 

enter mto this Agreement, to execute it on behalf of the pany 

represented and legally to bind that party. 

E. fnremrrion. This Agreement constitutes the entre agreement among the 

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

in the Agreement. 
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IT IS so STIPULATED 

- 4  

ATTORNEYS FOR 

SIERRA CLUB 

SOUTHWEST COUNCIL, FEDERATION OF FLYFISBERS 

. 
. *  

TEE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
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rr IS so STIPULATED 

CONSERVATION CHAIR, K4- FLYFISHERS 

ON BEHALF OF 
c - 

CALIFORNIA TROUT, mc. 
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IT IS so STIPULATED 

JOBN K. VAN DE KAMP, Attorney Cenerel 
ANDFtE4 SHERIDA." ORDIN, Chief Assistant Attorney General 
THEODORA BERGER, Assistant Attorney General 
KEN ALEX, Supervising Deputy Attomey General 

. . -  
- r -  

I ,  
4. c 1 , -  /.I - / - -- 

KEN ALEX, Supemsing Deputy Attomey General Doted 

AlTORNNS FOR 

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, EX REL. 
JOBN K. VAN DE KAMP, AnORNEY GENERAL 
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REGIONAL FORESTER 
PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION 

ON BEHALF OF 

UNTIED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, FOREST SERVICE 
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b 

ON BEHAW OF 

SAVE-TEE-REDWOODS LEAGUE 
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IT IS so STIPUWTED 

DEPLW DIRECX'OR 

/;$+ 96 
Dut 

OFF-BIGEWAY MOTOR VEHICLE RECRUTION DDTSION 

ON BEHALF OF I .  

- 

CALXFORMA DEPARTXENT OF PARKS AXD R E m n O N  
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IT IS so STIPULATED 

TM RYAV 
PRESIDEziT 

V 

ON BEHALF OF 

PBkVTOM DUCK CLUB 
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Dated 
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ON BEHALF OF 

HAFENFELD RANCH 

CALIFORNIA CATIZEMEN’S ASSOCIATION 
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. I .  



IT IS so STIPULATED 

*A RONALD SCHILLER 

ON BEHALF OF 

HIGH DESERT WTJPLE-USE COALITION 
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ON B W  OF 

CALlFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF FOUR WHEEL DRIVE CLUBS - - 
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IT IS so 

, (  

STIPULATED 

ON BE& OF 

CALIFORNIA NATIVE P U N T  SOCIETY 

sequoia mediahn agreement, juty I990 169 



170 



IT IS so sTIPuL4TEI) 

ON BEHALF OF 

AMERICAN MOTORCYCLE ASSOCIATION DISTRICT #37 

- . -  
Dated 
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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 4WD Clubs 

California Off-Road Vehicle Association 

California Attorney General for the People 

High Desert Multiple-Use Coalition 



Exhibit B 
FOREST SEQUOIA 900 W. GRAND AVE. 
SERVICE NATIONAL FOREST WRTERVILLE, CA 93257 

(209) 784-1500 

REPLY TO: 1920 

DATE: November 15, 1988 

Vr. George Nokes, Regional Manager, Region 4 
California Department o f  Fish And Game 
1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93710 

Dear George: 

I appreciate the e f f o r t s  of Rod Goss and your s t a f f  i n  working toward the 
resolutfon of the Cal f forn ia Department o f  Fish and Game's appeal o f  the 
Sequoia National forest  Land and Resource Management Plan. 

He acknowledge your concerns and are w i l l i n g  t o  propose amendments t o  the 
Sequoia Land and Resource Management Plan descrfbed as i n  t h i s  l e t t e r  as 
resolutions o f  your appeal (2403). 
NFMA analysis including pub1 I C  dfsclosure envf ronmental analysis and 
documentation. and issuance of a decision notice. 

The following documentatfon includes specif fc discussion on each appeal pofnt  
from the meetings. 
designated by an (M1) through (W). followed by a formal resolut ion proposal. 
Negotiation team members included from Fish 6 Game: 
Stephens; fran the Sequoia National Forest: 
Jay Probasco. Hot Springs O fs t r l c t  Ranger; Terry Kaplan-Henry, Hydrologfst; 
Steve Anderson, Hume Lake D i s t r i c t  Wildlife/Range Conservationist; Tom Henry, 
Faci l i ta tor .  

These amendments are subject t o  NEPA and 

. 
Notes from each o f  the four meetings by the  team are 

Rod Goss and Stan 
Gordon Heebner, Resource Off icer;  - 

(M31 
program and c l t od  use of a 20-person crew as an examplo o f  on-going work. 
f e l t  tha t  by great ly  imprwing tho Forest's Standards and Guidolines, the 
a b i l i t y  to achiovo the Flshery benefi ts i s  great ly improved. 
Jayls point, but also polnted out t h a t  there is.not adoquate Watershed 
Impmvomnt N r d s  Invwtory  (WINI) documontation and tha t  the Forest needs t o  
get the WINI up-to-date. and on-line. Stevo pointod out t h a t  F ish  6 Game 
personnel can help the Forest and WINI .program In"sely by providing 
documentation o f  pmjocts rhon they encounter than I n  tho f i e ld .  
a whole f o l t  tha t  thoy could movo on t o  mor. speci f ic  appeal points. and 
pendlng n s o l u t l o n  o f  tho reminder o f  the Firhory p o i n t r D  t h i s  na l l - im lus ivon 

(M4) Basod on the agreed-upon resolut ion of speci f ic  polnts on Standarela and 
Guidelines and othor points related t o  Fisheries, tho t o m  agreed t h a t  t h f s  

'. point was rosolved. 

Steve stated t h a t  tho Forest has an on-going Fishery hab i ta t  improvcment 
Jay 

Stan agreed wi th  

The team as 

point could be settled. Tho team agreed t o  m a  on. *----- 
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PROPOSE0 RESOLUTION: Based on the agreed-upon resolution o f  appeal points 
12,3rS,6r7.8r91 and 10 of the Aquatic Resources and the adoption o f  Revision I V  
of  the Riparian Standards and Guldellnes, the team agreed t h a t  t h i s  po in t  was 
resolved. 

P2: Non - and Guldelfnes For Apyatlc Pro tec t fon .  

(W)  The team agreed that  the key t o  t h i s  appeal point is t h a t  the BMPls (and 
Standards and Guldellnes) nust be aggressively monitored i n  order t o  ensure 
t h a t  they have been adequately irrplemented and have been effect ive. 
Steve, and Jay discussed the increased monitoring going on wi th  WPS and 
Standards and Guidelines. This discussion was very useful t o  Stan, who was not 
f u l l y  aware o f  the rate or method o f  mni tor lng.  
d i rect  cross-referencing of B W s  with the Tlmber Sale Contract (BMP handbook), 
checklists of Standards and Guidelines f o r  use I n  Sale Administrator 
Inspecttons, and regularly scheduled monitoring t r i p s  t o  each d l s t r i c t  by the 
Forest Management team. 
monitoring plan as a separate l i n e  i t e m  tha t  d l rects tha t  W ' s  and Standards 
and Guldellnes be aggressively monitored and that  the FS also improve 
monitoring of s i t e  preparatlon ac t iv i t ies .  Stan and Rod agreed tha t  wi th t h l s  
more aggressive and more f u l l y  documented approach t o  the use and effectlveness 
of 8 W 1 s  and S 6 0's. t h i s  appeal point  could be resolved. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Formal resolut ion o f  t h i s  po in t  is three-fold: 

1) The team agreed that  the Forest has lmproved BW monitoring f o r  
implenientatton and effectiveness. 

2) The Forest w i l l  adopt Revision I V  o f  the Riparlan Standards and Guidelines 
as an interlm measure pending analysts and adoption of a Forest Plan Amendment 
through NEPA process. 

3 )  Monftorlng of aquatic resources w i l l  be included i n  the pending PsW/ 
Tri-Forest Monltorlng Plan. 

Gordon, 

Some examples c i ted  were 

Steve recenmended t h a t  language be added i n  the LIP 

(M3) Steve stated tha t  the Forest has b w n  doing about three miles o f  habl tat  
Improvement work per y a r  and tha t  the 9 0  miles per decade" i s  reasonable t o  
accompllsh. Rod pointed out t h a t  page 4-14 o f  the Plan says we w i l t  do itr but  
what Standards and Guidolines w i l l  t he  Forest hold i t s e l f  t o  t o  assure Fish and 
Game (and tho n s t  of the publlc) t h a t  the work i s  done (i.e. type o f  
structures. ate)? Gordon stated..he d id  not fwl it was appropriate t o  
roferenco the s p u i f i c  funds t o  accanplish annual o r  programnatic work (such as 
n R i r  t o  the Future", Challenge Grant S I  etc.) when these funds cannot ye t  bo 
counted on t o  provido conristont sources o f  funding. I n  get t ing  back t o  t h e  
specif ic Standard and Guideline t o  provido d l rec t lon  far accanpllshing' 
programned work, Stan o f f e n d  tho n imreare biomass by 20%' as a standard t o  
shoot f o r  I n  proposing projects. This f igure is d i r ec t l y  from the  RPA goals. 
The team agreed that  t h i s  f i g u n  providos a c r i sp  l i n k  from national programs 
t o  the F o n s t  Plan and thon t o  pro ject  lev01 planning. There were soveral 
reservations fra the t o m  a b w t  the appropriateness o f  t h i s  standard f o r  a l l  
projects. Af ter  disCUSSiOn. tho t o m  agrwd tha t  "20% biomass increase' could 
bo an e f f a t i v o  project obje~ctivo and can serve wel l  as a key 01#nt of t h e  
Forest mn i to r lng  plan. but tha t  t h e n  a n  numorous other pro jec t  object ives 
which would dr ivo F l shoy  habi tat  i l n p r o v a n t  projocts. Some other o b j u t i v e s  

FS42W.20l742I 
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mentioned were: Increase recreational use; maintain gene pools; correct 
existing resource problems: mi t igat ion f o r  proposed ac t lv i t ies .  Gordon 
emphasized that  Biologists must be c lear  i n  establfshlng objectives i n  order t o  
help the Forest p r i o r i t i z e  projects. and t h a t  the objective should not j u s t  t o  
Increase blurass. but rather t o  promote some aspect of the Fishery habi tat  o r  
program. v i t h  biomass being a key nindlcatorn o f  effectiveness where 
appropriate. 
Direction i n  the Plan. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Formal resolution o f  t h l s  point  i s  t o  add the fol lowing 
proposed language: 

Steve offered t o  add language i n  4-3 and 4-7 o f  Management 

Pg. 4-3 of the L W  (Wildl ife. Fish, and Plant Goals): 

6 )  
biomass by 20 percent v i a  habitat improvement projects. 

Prorate recreational opportunit ies by s t r i v i ng  t o  increase f isher ies  

14: of P P  

(MI The team agreed that  t h i s  was an "a1l-inclusiven appeal po in t  and t h a t  
i t s  resolution hinged on the successful resolut ion o f  other nmre speci f ic  
points. The team agreed t o  move on and reconsider t h i s  la ter .  

W4) Eased on agreed-upon resolution o f  speci f ic  appeal points on Standards 

point was resolved. 
and Guide1 ines and other Fishery-related points, tho team agreed tha t  t h i s  , 

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Formal resolution o f  t h l s  po in t  i s  two-fold: 

1) 

angler use per year. 

2) Resolution o f  appeal points #Z and R v l l l  provide e f fec t l ve  measures t o  
mitigate the ef fects o f  planned incnasos i n  recreational usos upon t r ou t  
popul ations. 

Clar i f icat fon t h a t  angling i s  estimated t o  be associated wi th  40% of  
overall recreational use. There i s  expated t o  be an increase o f  3% i n  

I s 2  Pro#. 

(MI fhore was no " 8 n d a t i o n  o f  uhlch spocies am proposed by FIsh and 
Game t o  monitor I n  the n o r t r o u t  habi tat# and Rod and Stan wore unclear a t  t h l s  
tim as t o  the spacif lc spa ieo t h a t  are Indicator spales. 
that  a t  the l a e r  o l f fa t ions  ( b e l a  tho t r ou t  habi tat )# c a t t l e  grazlng i s  the 
ac t l v i t y  which could iapact tho habitat. Ragardlng tho non-trout habi tat  above 
t rou t  populatlons, the Forest posi t ion i s  t h a t  f u l l  Implementation of B!Ps and 
Standards and Guidolinos uould adoquatoly protoct habi tat  i n  t h o  l a e r  
elevation non-trout habitat. Rod and Stan agreed tha t  t h l s  was approprlate. 
Tho team thon discussed tho interprotat lon o f  In fomat ion  I n  t h e  Plan. Tho 
Plan does note tha t  oncha l f  o f  tho  stroams on tho  Forost aro non-trout 
habitat. Gordon and Stevo pointed out t h a t  t h l s  wono-half" ro fers  t o  stroams 
abovo oxlst ing trout populations, a t  tho  higher elovatfons. 
the appeal point interproted t h l s  "ono-halfn as belng p r l m r i l y  below the t r ou t  
populatlon. Tho team discussed adding som ind icator  sp.clos (such as an 
awhibian) t o  the nonltorlng plan. Rod stated t h a t  adoquato monltoring and 
p r o t a t i o n  o f  tho l a o r  o l f fa t lon non-trout habl tat  can bo adoquatoly covored 

Rod polnted out 

Tho language i n  

by Use o f  tho LW Standards and Guldolines bolng dWOlOpOdr as wel l  as 
F5.62W.O8l7.~2l . 
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5 - I .  

wconsiderlng a new guideline t o  protect habi tat  I n  the Blue Oak-Savannah type* 

with our new LMP Standards and Guldellnes. monltoring plan, and an adequate 
guideline f o r  the Blue OakISavannah type. t h i s  appeal polnt  could be resolved. 
PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution o f  t h l s  point  i s  two-fold: 

1) 

-fer ca t t l e  grazlng (along wi th  related monitoring). Pod and Stan agreed t h a t  

Interim adoption o f  Revision I V  o f  the Rlparian Standards and Guldellnes. 

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

b6: Nan - s s  

(M?,) The team agreed that  w l t h  the  agreed-upon changes I n  t h e  ex is t lng  Forest 
mnl to r lng  plan and the pending work on the Trl-Forest monitoring plan with PW 
and Fish 6 Game, tha t  we w i l l  be providing adequate monitoring. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Based on the  current development of t he  PWTri-Forest 
Monitoring Plan, t h l s  point I s  resolved. 

#7: Mlti#& 

(MI The team agreed t o  work on resolutfon o f  t h i s  point i n  conjunctlon w i th  
appeal point 127, which deals w i th  forage a l locat lon  as wel l  as impacts from 
1 ivestock. 

(M4) The team reviewed the rough d r a f t  o f  Revision I V  o f  t h e  Forest Riparian 
Standards and Guidelines. The focus o f  the review and discussion was on two 
new guldelines: n- NForage and U t i l i za t l onn  and 10- Woody and Herbacws 
Vegetatlon i n  Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems". 
the group t o  re f lec t  a broader focus. Gordon discussed wi th t h e  group the 
current e f f o r t s  by Flsh and Game and PW t o  Jo in t l y  develop management 
directions a mountain meadow inventory systems and f fa lua t ton  c r i t e r i a  t o  help 
detenine project needs i n  madas.  The team agreed that  these products w i l l  
provide needed direct ion and "tools" f o r  Bio logists i n  the  f ie ld ,  but tha t  the  
f inal  product may be a long way of f .  The team made s e w  wording changes I n  
Standard and Guldeline 18. i n  which the reference t o  Fisheries was 
strengthened. The team also recognized the lack o f  spec i f i c  fmplcmentation 
dlrect lon t o  reestablish o r  enhanco meadws which had boen impacted from past 
act iv i t ies.  Tho f o l l a l n g  addit ion was proposed t o  add t o  t h e  
NImplementationr soction o f  tho Standard and Guldelinoc "Rcestab l lsh  
vegetative cover structura conditions which enhanco Fish and Wi ld l i fo ,  as 
ident i f ied i n  the Forest Riparian Wetland Invontory. Esttrbl I s h  demonstration 
areas f o r  habitat establ ishunt  01: enhancmnt i n  cooperation w i t h  Ca l i fo rn la  
Department o f  Fish and Gmo*. This l a s t  sontence on d f fe lopmnt  o f  
demonstration aroas was agreed upon by tho team t o  i n i t i a t e  an i d l a t e  and 
posit ive wadow manag-nt prcgram on tho Forest pending tho  f i n a l  product 
being j o i n t l y  dwepqod by PSW and Fish and Gi im. 

PROPOSED RESUUTION: Resolution o f  t h i s  po in t  i s  t h r a b f o l d :  

The t i t l e s  were wordsmithed by 

1) Inter im adoption of Revision I V  o f  the Riparian Standards and Guldelinos. 

2) Expected development o f  a Mountain L k r d a  Invontory System (PS, 
Tri-Forasts and Fish and Gum). 

5 



@3) Resolutlon of appeal polnt #I3 of Terrestrlal Resource Issues. 

18: -line Information 

(Fo) The point of this appeal is that Rich Standage, former Sequola Forest 
Flsherles Biologlst, stated In his "Analysis of the Management Sltuatlonf8 that 
70% of the streams on the Forest are in falr or good condltlon; however, the 
Plan altered the speclflc langiage he used from "fair and good" to "medlum and 
hlgh". Stan stated that thls change In the language misrepresented the 
on-theground condltlon. Jay recomnended that the Plan language be changed to 
conform to the language used In Standage's document slnce it was the prlmary 
basls for the Plan's analysis of the Fishery situatlon. 
this change. 

PROWSED RESOLUTION: 
follwlng language In the L W :  

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

The team agreed to 
Rod stated that he felt thls was an easlly resolvable pclnt. 

Resolution of thls point will be the addltlon of the 

Delete sentence 14. 
was estimated to be 32Z in good condltlon. 39 X in fair condltlon and 29% 
In poor condltlon. 
In the Golden Trout Hllderness.". 

Sentence 86: change "...medium or low ratings...n to "...fair or poor 
ratings...". 

Insert "Habltat quality of  trout streams on the Forest 

Thls assessrent Is based on a canparlson with a fishery 

59: A a w c  Pro- 

OB) 
provides good protection of rlparlan zones. 
Revlsion IV. A key addltlon i s  inclusion of a guideline on meadow protection 
for woody and herbaceous vegetation, as well as the sxisting guldellne on 
protectlng streambanks. The team agreed that with the pending revision of the 
Rlparlan Standards and Guldellnes and the Monltoring Plan, thls polnt Is 
resolved. 

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of  the point i s  tuefold: 

1) Intrrla adoption of  Revlsion IV of the Rlparlan Standards and Guldelines. 

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

The team agreed that Revlsion 111 o f  the Standards and Guldellnes 
The team revlewed a rough draft of 

E f f & S s f W  

tM3) The team ag&d that resolution of appeal points regardlng adequate 
Riparian Standards and Guidelines and a Monitoring Plan would resolve thfs 
point. 

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Same as appoal point CO (of Aquatic F!osourcec Issues). 



(M2) 
handed out t o  the group a InOnltOrtng plan developed by Bea Andorson (Wi ld l i fe  
Bio logist )  and Ken Anderson (Rango Conservationist). 
Rod stated that  it was very close t o  what ho was looking for. He stated tha t  
Fish and Game wants PW and the three Forosts t o  in toract  f o r  a COmpletto plan 
that  includes the research capabilities that  PSW can provfde. Rod stated that  
i f  we (FS) can agreo tha t  PSW w i l l  givo us d i rect ion and that  we w i l l  follow 
t h a t  dlroction. t h a t  is a l l  Fish L Game can reasonably ask. Gordon stated that  
i n  tlovember of 1988, work I s  t o  bogin on a Tri-Forest/PSW monitoring plan. and 
he reccmmnded tha t  Fish h Game be a part o f  the team ef for t .  The team agreeC 
t c  this. The o b j c t i v e  o f  the cooporative monitoring plan e f f o r t  should be t o  
develop a plan t o  m o o t  needs o f  a l l  agencies invo lvd .  
the Monitoring Plan developed by Andorson and Anderson 1s adequate, with 
changes as rocmended by Stove. 
habitat that  should be monltored dOSe1y no*. 
tonos; Hardwood component (for gray squfrrels and othor koy species); Snags 
(uslng the Guild approach); Old growth. With these additlons, tho todm agreod 
the exist ing plan would be adqUdt0 u n t f l  a PSW/3-Forost/Fish & Gamo Plan could 
be devoloped. For fonnal resolution: Rod w i l l  review the changos Stovo w i l l  
make a t  the next meeting. I f  these dre dgroeable, t h i s  appeal point  w i l l  be 
dropped. An addit ional action Itom: Gordon w i l l  contact Gordon Ymnaka t o  
establish a timotable t o  conpl&o the Konltoring Plan. 

(M3) 
be meetlng on Novmber 10. 1988 to bogin work on the monitoring plan. 
Stephens discussod h i s  sorious concorns about the poor roferences made t o  the 
Flshery resource and f w l s  mor0 unphasis should be includod. 
Stan should attend the upcoming ~ o t f n g  and tho team concurred. 
the agencies are dof in i to ly  on the r i gh t  track f o r  a conpmhonsivo monitoring 
plan. Based on Stove's additions t o  tho oxist lng Squoia Forest monitoring 
plan a t  discussed i n  mooting #ZI Rod i s  w i l l i n g  t o  drop t h l s  appoal point. Rod 
also addod tha t  Bluo Oak roproduction should bo addd as a koy monitoring 
e lomnt o f  the hardrood colponrnt. as it I s  koy t o  the appoal by tho Cal i forn ia 
Natlvo Plant Society. 

(M4) Rod discussod tho n l o o ~  ond* on Goshawks ho had 1donti f i .d a t  tho closo 
of mooting #3. Rod statod tha t  t h i s  point  was not m o g n i z d  whon J u l l e  and he 
discussod and vo r i f l od  th. 30 appoal points ovor tho phone. Ho f w l s  tha t  tho 
LW Standards and Gutdolfnos do not adqur to l y  p r o t u t  the Goshawk. Ho 
roferemod a study by B l o a  (con4uct.d fo r  F ish and Gdme), which states tha t  
the current SO a c n  -ut a m  around u i s t l n g  s l tos  i s  n o t  fnappropriate. Tho 
report does, howovor. stat. t ha t  with tho 1 i m i t . d  mount o f  knowledge f o r  
Goshawks, .a mom conservativo approach of 1Z acros o f  no-cut m y  be more 
approprlato. Rod statod that  t h i s  may bo mom o f  a rogional issue, simo a l l  
Forests an f o l l a i n g  tho rogionrl guido (Ralnba Book). S t o w  stat& that  ho 
talked wi th JIm Sheveck about t h i s  polnt and J i m  had indicatod t h a t  tho Rogion 
would probably s t ick  t o  tho c u r n n t  guldolinos. Rod statod tha t  uo n r d  t o  
p r o t a t  known sit. locations i n  a l l  arms, as r o l l  as i n  SOHAS, wildernesses, 
etc., and that  p r o t a t i o n  fm disturbamo during tho nostlng poriod I s  highly 
c r l t l c a l  t o  p rwon t  abandomnt. Thls protoetion i s  I n  addit ion t o  p r o t c t i o n  
of tho habi tat  surrounding tho nost s i to r  which i s  addrossod by tho c u r n n t  
guidelims. Jay ncorandod that  u n t i l  tho F o n s t  can ostabl ish I t s  Goshawk 
notwork. tho F o n s t  should r o t r l n  tho SO rem c o n  zono and also n s t r i c t  

The t r a m  agreod that  the Plan did not have adequate monitoring. S twe 

Tho team reviewed it, and 

The team d g r d  that  

Stevo w f l l  ddd specl f ic  010m8ntS o f  the 
Thoso e l m n t s  are: Riparian 

Steve and Gordon infomod tho group that  the threo forosts and PSI would 
Stan 

Stevo stated tha t  
Rod f w l s  tha t  
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disturbing a c t i v i t i e s  w i th in  an addit ional 75 acres around the nest u n t i l  the 
fledging period i s  over. The team agreed tha t  t h i s  I s  an acceptable approach1 
but also encouraged heavy monitoring o f  known sites. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution of t h i s  appeal point  is three-fold: 

1) 
monitorins plan: r ipar ian  zones; snags; hardwood component; o ld  growth. 

2)  Resolution o f  appeal point  25 o f  Ter res t r ia l  Resources Issues (Snag 
Vanagement) for adequate protection o f  Pi leated Woodpecker habitat. 

3 )  Delete l a s t  paragraph o f  pertaining t o  Goshawks on page 
4-29 of the LFP and subst i tute the following: 

The Forest w i l l  add the following speci f ic  habitat elements t o  the LW 

“Protect a l l  act ive goshawk nests u n t i l  an approved Forest goshawk network 
1s established. 125 acres of habitat w i l l  have a res t r ic ted  operating 
season from A p r i l  1 t o  August 1 and Include 50 acres o f  undisturbed habi tat  
around each act ive nest si te.  

This issue i s  resolved pending development o f  a j o i n t  monitoring plan involving 
PSW and the Tri-Forests (Sierra, Sequoia, StanlSlaUS). 

(M1) Resolution o f  12 is d i rec t l y  t i e d  t o  118. 
and re- v is i t  t h i s  “all- inclusive” point  a f t e r  resolut ion of other more speci f ic  
appeal points. 

(M4) 
speci f ic  appeal points). the toan r e v i r o d  polnt  #Z. Rod stated t h a t  wi th the 
revised and/or ner LW Standards and Guidelines as current ly  agreed upon by the 
team, t h i s  point  I s  resolvod. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

The team agrmd t o  work on 118 

A t  the end o f  meeting 14 (a f to r  a g m l n g  on ton ta t lve  resolut ion o f  a l l  

Resolution of t h i s  point I s  f l v c f o l d :  

1) 
i n  the LW: 

To Improve provisions for r l n t r r  rango forage, add the fol lowing language 

Pg. 4-77 Pnsc r l p t l on  f o r  806 (Rango sut lon).  3 ) :  

Rotain a t  loar t  700 lbs./acn n s l d u r l  dry m t t e r  (RDH) as the 
u t i 1  lza t ion  standard f o r  1 ivostock uso. 

Pg. 4-67 Prescript ion f o r  Ow5 (Rango ru t ion ) .  2): 
Pg. 4-77 Pnscr fp t lon  for 806 (Rango section), 4)r  
Pg. 4-80 Prescrlpt lon for Ow6 (Rango s r t i o n ) ,  3): 

Wintor grazlng al lotmmts rll l l i a l t  b r a s o  u t l l l t a t l o n  t o  no more 
than 15% of pn fo r rod  b r a -  or 5% o f  staplo s p r l r  I n  hoavtly 
brwsod condlt lon ( t om  class 3 o r  6). L in l tod  browsing r l l l  maintain 
b rwse  I n  sat isfactory condit ion and indicato t h a t  g m n  food i s  
avai lablo for r i l d l l f o  durlng rlntor “grwn upn (Inadoquato g r r n  
forago porlodl. 



@ 
Pg. 4-67 Prescrlpt lon f o r  OW5 (Range section), 3 ) :  
Pg. 4-77 Prescrlpt lon f o r  806 (Range section), 5 ) :  
Pg. 4-80 Prescrlpt lon f o r  On6 (Rango s c t l o n ) r  4 ) :  

Allotment Managanant Plans r l l l  al locate mphasls f o r  use Of m s t  
crops t o  r l l d l l f e .  

To improve provlslons f o r  sumor range forage. add the fol1owlng language 2)  
i n  the LW: 

Pg. 4-32 Forest-Wide Standards and Guidellnes (Tlmber Management; 
Regeneratlon Nethods section), add paragraph 5 as follows: 

- Retain sunner forage f o r  deer where preforred browse species 
occupy a timber s i t e  a f te r  harvest: 

SseclfJcs 

a. 

b. 

Detennlne the brush control  noeds on a s i t e  speCiflc barls. 

Consult r l t h  a W i l d l i f e  B io log ls t  when plannlng brush 
control  measures. 

Malntain brush complexes r l t h  preferrod browse specles a t  c. 
ZOS of  the area. 

3 )  To Improve mead- cover, add the f o l l a l n g  language i n  the LW: 

Pg. 4-28 Forest-Wlde Standards and Guidellnes (Flsh. W l ld l l f e r  and Plant; 
Habltat Coordlnatlon section). add paragraph 4 as follows: 

Inventory a l l  m d a s  and r ipar ian  a r w s  t o  determine areas 
1dCking cover f o r  r i l d l l f e  and u t l l i t e  femlng. d a n  logs, w i l l o w  
o r  aspen plantlngs and brush p l l o s  t o  improve aroas Idont l f ied as 
poor habltat. 

-- 

4 )  
i n  the LW: 

To reduce rocmational Impacts on w l l d l l f o .  change the fol lowlng language 

Pg. 4-38 Forert-Wido Standards and Guidellnos (Fac i l I t l os  and Energy: 
F a c l l l t l e s  sation), duloto c) undor paragraph 2 and replace w i th  the 
f 01 1 ow 1 ng : 

(e) C l o m  mads not noodod f o r  rocnat ional  u c r s  and/or provlde f o r  
adoquato s c m n l n g  t o  n i n l a i t e  impacts on r l l d l i f o .  

5 )  
an Intor lm basis I m p l a n t  R . v I r l o d  I V  of tho Fomst's Riparian Standards and 
Guld.1 lrms. 

To provido t ravo l  corr idors and farnlng amas for doer, tho  Forost r f 1 1  on 

( M l )  
n w d  t o  be pro-activo I n  providing habl tat  protection. 
pro-activo pa r t  o f  tho FS ro lo  i n  mnaging Bald Eaglr i s  our c a p l i a m o  and 
fmplm*ntation of tho Ruwory Plan of tho US Fish and Wi ld l l f o  Sorvico. I n  
rogards t o  mnltorlng, It I s  curront ly  dofltmd i n  tho R W  as a coop.ratlvo 

Rod statod that tho Plan p r o v i d r  only r u c t l v o  pmt.ct ionr and that  wo 
Gordon r ta tod tha t  the 



[T e f f o r t  with PSW and the three Forests. 
@l anguage t o  our exist ing forest monitoring plan. stat ing c lear ly  that  we w i l l  

The team recamended addins new 

implement the monitoring plan f o r  the Recovery Plan f o r  Bald Eagles. 
assurance of no impact on the eagles by t h i s  plan (fran Fish 6 Game 
perspective) i s  tha t  no new physical developments are proposed. 

(M2) 
language t o  the prescript ion f o r  V e g  Types Blue Oak- Savannah and Oak Woodland 
for protection o f  the Bald Eagle. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

A key t o  

After reviewing the Sierra Forest Plan language. the team agreed t o  add 

Add the f o l l w i n g  language t o  the L W :  

Pg. 4-29 Forest-Wide Standards and Guidelines (Fish. Wi ld l i fe,  and Plants; 
General section, add paragraph 9: 

- Protect important roost trees and feeding areas f o r  winterfng 
bald eagles a t  Pine F la t  Reservoir and alons the Kern River. 

This addition i s  proposed t o  be added t o  the section on Forest-wide Standards 
and Guidelines rather than Prescrlptions as noted i n  the meeting documentation. 

#4: 

(MI) 
Standards and Guidelines i s  adequate frun a NEPA standpoint. but tha t  the 
language must be clear tha t  management i n  r ipar ian  zones shal l  be f o r  the 
enhancement o f  riparian-dependent species only. Terry Henry w i l l  provide 
additional language i n  the S&Gs t o  c l a r i f y  and resolve t h i s  polnt. Terry read 
a rough draf t  t o  Rod and Rod agreed i n  p r inc ip le  t o  her proposal. Adoption o f  
Revision I V  r i l l  lead t o  resolution o f  t h i s  appeal point. 

(H2) No further work was pursued on this. Terry r i l l  have the revised 
Riparian Standards and Guidelines available f o r  the t h i r d  meeting f o r  r e v i a  by 
Rod and Fish and Game Fisheries representatives. 

(M3) See documentation under #. 

PROPOSED RESaClJTION: See resolutfon o f  appeal po in t  12 o f  Aquatic Resources 
Issues. 
Guidelines on an In te r ln  b a s h  pending f i n a l  r w i s i o n  and adoptlon through the 
Forest Plan anendmnt process. 

The team was i n  agreement t ha t  Revision IV o f  the Forest Riparian 

The Forest rill adopt Revision I V  o f  the Rlparian Standards and 

(HI) Stwe dfscussed app l l cab i l l t y  o f  research by Raphael 6 White. i n  whlch 
3 1/2 snags per acre are rocomended as ideal. 
of areas set aside within 8nd adjacent t o  tho FOnStr such as Natlonal Parks. 
SOHASD -rildernessr and r lpar lan zones. Based on these set-aside areas. the 
Forest can appropriately apply a l a o r  snag avorage and s t i l l  rnalntain 
population v iab l l i t y .  Rod mspondod tha t  the 1 1/2 snags per acre rofers t o  
hard snags onlyr and assums that  a l l  s o f t  snags are retained. Ho stated tha t  
hard and so f t  snags are separate elements o f  r i l d l l f e  habl ta t  and should be 
managed as separate capononts. Tho FS has the  ab11 t t y  t o  save a l l  so f t  snags 
on t ractor  ground, but cable ground i s  a d l f fe ren t  story- only hard snags are 
befng l e f t .  Gordon suggestod tha t  maybe FS should Incnaso the  ponent  o f  
mature timber l e f t  I n  w i l d l i f e  clumps to canp.nsato for t ho  fa l l do rn  i n  so f t  
snags on cable ground. The team had an opon discussion about t h l r  poss lb l l i t y  

He pointed out the  large amount 

10 cs.azoo.2a~7.a21 



fsj and developed a rough dra f t  of a guideline. Rod continued t o  encourage the FS 
I t o  increase avareness of f i e l d  personnel t o  the  habi tat  needs and t o  encourage 

innovation as a key t o  further success. 

(M2) Rod began the discussion by inqulr ing as t o  the source o f  the s i r e  class 
d is t r ibut ion per 100 acres as proposed i n  the Plan. Accordlng t o  research by 
Chapel, pileated woodpecker average snag size is 30 Inches. 
the 20 inches l i s t ed  i n  the Plan is minlmum use size and is not acceptable as 
an average. 
where the average diameter of 105 nest trees is 32 inches. The team agreed t o  
raise the minimum diameter o f  the large snags t o  be saved from 20 inches up t o  
24 inches, recognizing that larger s i res w i l l  be necessary t o  t r u l y  neet 
h a b i t a t  needs o f  numerous species (besides the pl leated woodpecker) using these 
large snags. Rod also referenced research o f  Raphael and White which showed 
the average diameter o f  trees used fo r  other-than-nesting is 16 inches, well 
above the 10 inch minimum diameter l i s t e d  i n  the Plan. Gordon recamended a 
change from the minimum of 10 inches t o  16 Inches (anything larger than 15 
inches fo r  f i e l d  use). 
about the reconmended changes, 
than or equal t o  24 inches i n  diameter: 100 snags per 100 acres greater than 
15 Inches i n  diameter. The team then discussed the  extent o f  pi leated 
woodpecker habitat and whether t h i s  guideline should be applied on the forest  
as a whole. As the mixed conifer and Red fir vegetative type i s  habitat (Ward 
Thomas, reference), the team agreed tha t  it i s  appropriate t o  apply t h i s  
guidellne forest-vide. A f i na l  key t o  the team's discussion and agreement Is 
that  the Forest w i l l  be managing for the mean recamended diameters (>16" and 
> 2 4 9  and larger. Steve raised the concern t h a t  snags (16 Inches wonvt "count" 
i n  our snag managmwnt; he then referenced f i e l d  data by Steve Sel f  which 
indicates tha t  most o f  the Forest exceeds the  nevly agreed-upon guidellne, and 
hence the  10*-16" snags are of no great consequence i n  meeting the  snag 
guide1 ine. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: The following language changes t o  the  L W  are proposed: 

@ 
Rod stated tha t  

Rod also referenced Evelyn Eull ls study i n  Northeastern Oregon, 

The team adopted t h i s  change and then was i n  consensus 
The changes are: 50 snags per 100 acres greater 

Pg. 4-29 Forest-Wide Standards and Guldellnes (Fish, Wildl l fe.  and Plants; 
Snag and Own Log SeCtlOn), delete paragraph 2 (a,b,cl and replace with the 
f o l  1 w Ing: 

- Maintain a alnimum average o f  1.5 hard snags per acre on 
comnerdal forest land i n  each compartment. 

a) Hard snags should met o r  exceed the  f o l l w l n g  size and density 
r q u i  rmentrr 

Slze (dbh) Snags/100 Acres 

50 
100 

>24 
> l S  

b) I n  men-age t featmnt aras,--clumps-or rggrogations of mature 
trees averaglng 4% t o  6% o f  the treated sale area ( u c l u s i v e  of 
r lpar lan zones) v l l l  b e  l e f t  t o  provide fo r  snags, snag m r u i t m n t ,  
and v l l d l l f e  screening. These clumps v l l l  bo established i n  close 
coordlnation v i t h  a W i l d l i f e  B io log is t  and should rang. from 1/2 aero 
t o  2 a c n r  i n  size. - P r o t u t  a11 soft snags except vhom they a m  a safety hazard. 
Whom It I8 not possiblo t o  protoct s o f t  snags, g m n  t m s  w111 be 
l o f t  for addltional snag mcruitnmt o r  r i l d l i f e  cluaps vi11 be 
incnrsod I n  slze. 
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@ 
Chapter 7, FEIS Appendices, Appendlx J-8; add the following 

Harvest unit: That part of a management stand that  i s  actual ly harvested 
lncludlng w i l d l i f e  clumps. 
r lpartan buffers along perennlal streams. 

The harvest u n i t  does not include uncut 

I n  c la r i f y lng  the specfflc pOlntS o f  the appeal. J u l i e  Allen and Rod Goss 
ident l f led several speclflc items. 
meetlng notes. 

These spec l f lc  items precede the fol lowlng 

ttState-of-the-Art Reforestatlon" 

(M1) Rod stated that the Issue i s  not rea l l y  "What Is 'State of the A r t ' ,  but 
rather that  ttState of the A r t "  reforestatlon Is not c lear ly  l inked t o  the 
Plan's Standards and Guldellnes. Rod reconmended tha t  f o r  resolutlon, more 
clear language needs t o  be added where reference Is made t o  "State-of-the-Art" 
tha t  c lear ly  dlsplays an awareness o f  the Impacts on other resources and the  
use and mlt lgatins effects o f  Standards and Guldellnes on the effects. 

(M2) I n  tems o f  formal resolution o f  t h f s  polnt, Rod suggested addltional 
language t o  the Plan direct ly stat lng tha t  appl lcat lon o f  "State-cf-theArt 
reforestation" Includes use o f  Standards and Guldel lnes intended t o  buffer the  
ef fects  on other resources, Steve w l l l  develop language t o  meet t h i s  need. 

"Resfdual Vegetation i n  Plantatlons" 

(M1) 
plantatlon (acceptable frcm a s l l v l cu l t u ra l  standpolnt) Is deslgned t o  help 
meet deer habitat needs, rather than an unpredictable mlx. Deslrable specles 
mix should be devrloped fran Input by Wi ld l i fe  Blologfst. Steve stated t h a t  
desplte "Stateof- theArt"  reforestatlon. there I s  brush I n  every openlng. Rod 
confirmed t h i s  and accepted. but emphasized tha t  "State-of-the-Art" should 
include residual brush mlxes by deslgn. not by accident. Action Item: Rod vi11 
develop a rough draf t  guldellna whlch w i l l  help s f l v l c u l t u r i s t s  i n  conjunction 
wi th blologlsts design residual brush comploces vhich w i l l  make projected deer 
populatlon increases more real is t lc .  slnce projectlons are p a r t i a l l y  dependent 
on early successional browse i n  n a  opeinlngs. 

Based on an acceptable guideline f o r  helping t o  assure a deslrable mlx o f  
browse species I n  plantations. Rod stated tha t  both polnts 112 and 118 could 
be resolved. 

(M21 Rod revloved the flrst maatlng notes and stated tha t  they accurately 
ref lected h l s  positlon. He distributed a rough d r a f t  o f  a Guideline on 
leaving preferrod brwse i n  plantations during release operations. The team 
generally supported polnts 1 through 4 of h l s  draft. and stated that  po ln t  5 
would-need further dlscussion as t o  whather It was a v lable optlon. The 
speciflcatlons of points 4 and 5 of  the d r a f t  guldellne are from the North 
Klngs Deer Hard Study. Gordon mphas l zd  t h a t  a l i s t  o f  preferred brwse 
species should bo avallablr t o  S i lv tcu l tur ls ts .  Two sources am the  N. Kings 
Deer Herd Plan and the Forest Range Handbook. Steve mntloned tha t  i n  
consulting with h i s  d i s t r l c t  S i l v i c u l t u r l s t  (Don Fullmor)r control durtng 
establlshment o f  the plantation ( f l r s t  f l v e  years) I s  c r i t l c r l .  Beyond that. 
It 1s easier t o  l i v r  wlth brush compatitlon. Jay stated tha t  control i s  more 
c r f t l c a l  than timing deprndlng on the  brush c0npl.x. Toa stated tha t  po in t  4 
of the guldeltne indlcates that brush levo ls  vould be a t  a ainintun o f  20%. and 

Rod stated a need for  F G  t o  be assured tha t  brush remalnlng i n  a 
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with less-than-100% control of non-preferred brovse, plantations can easi ly 
Rod stated that  he would accept 20% to ta l  brush 

cover as a guideline, with preferred browse selected over other species during 
prescr 1 pt ion development. 

(M4) 
b r i e f l y  t o  the Forest S i l v i cu l tu r i s ts  and fur ther  c l a r l f i c a t l o n  and discussion 
ts needed before f i n a l  acceptance o f  the guidelfne. 
pcstpone formal work on th t s  point. but discussed several key points: 20% o f  
the i n  brush cover I s  more appropriate tha t  20% crown cover, and; the 
S t l v tcu l tu r i s ts  feel the language o f  the guideline should recognize tha t  t ree 
survival and growth have a p r l o r i t y  over brush i n  plantations. and tha t  meeting 
the brush retention Suidel ine should not threaten plantat ion establ ishment 
standards. Rod made It clear that  t h t s  guideline i s  not an "either/or" 
s i tuat ion and that  close coordination wfth the Bio log is t  and innovatlve 
thinking are key elements t o  meettng a l l  resource objectives. The team agreed 
that  the f l na l  guideline should contain a c lear "objectiven statement and t h a t  
the Forest S i l v i cu l tu ra l  group should meet t o  get the wording down. 
guidellne ts currently stated, appeal po in t  118 i s  resolved. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: See resolutfon o f  appeal point  12 (Section 2) of  
Terresttal REsource Issues. 

J have 30% brush cover o r  more. @ 
The proposed guideline on ratalntng brush i n  plantations was presented 

The team agreed t o  

As the 

119 and 120- Wead and Downed Material" 

(M1) The problem here was that  there was no fo l la- through from the meeting of 
the three Forest Supervisors, S t a f f  off icers. and Fish 6 Game where consensus 
was reached on dead retaining dead and daned material. The only documentation 
the team had was notes that  Gordon had o f  the meeting. Steve roccarmended tha t  
the FS add language t o  the Plan Incorporating the agrenents o f  the meeting, as 
well as saving a l l  so f t  snags and retaining daned material I n  an uncharred 
condition as much as practical. This resolut ion was agreeable t o  the team. 
Rod's cOmnents were posi t ive i n  that  he recognizes the d i f f i c u l t y  i n  saving 
snags l'n many situations (such as broadcast burning). He encouraged the FS t o  
continue t o  encourage Innovation and f l o t i b l l i t y  i n  t ry lng  new methods. knowing 
we w i l l  lose some and win some. The Dead and Down guidel ine i s  j u s t  t ha t  - an 
average. 

(M2) 
of  dead and daned material. The team reviewed and changed sane o f  the 
language. After rordsmithtng, the guideline was accepted as resolut ion o f  t h i s  
appeal point. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution o f  appeal points C2 and 15 o f  the  Terrestr ia l  
Resource Issuer and the addition of the f o l l a i n g  language t o  the  LMP: 

Steve provided the  team with a rough d r a f t  o f  a guidel ine f o r  retentlon 

Pg. 4-29 Forest-Uida Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wi ld l i fe,  and Plants; 
Snag and Darn Log Managemnt section), add the f o l l a i n g :  

-- - Retain a l l - la rge  duonposing logs whera consistent r l t h  other 
managqmnt objectivas. - Lawa 10% of  each reganoration u n i t  rlth untreated slash for 
r i l d l l f a  habitat. 

- U t i l i z o  managuMnt 
charring o f  d a n d  
hab 1 tat. 

tuhniquer rh l ch  w i l l  minimize o r  al iminate 
woody material l e f t  f o r  r i l d l l f e  cover and 



These changes c l a r l f y  the amblgufty o f  "state-of-the-art reforestatfon and 
address the retentlon and managment o f  dead and downed materfal. 

(M4) Rod agreed tha t  t h i s  appeal point i s  resolved based on Revision I V  o f  the  
Forest Riparfan Standards and Guidolines and adequate al locatfon of forage f o r  
w f l d l i f e  uses. 
approach rather than a short-tenn solut ion such as cessation o f  meadow use by 
livestock. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: This point I s  resolved by the resolut ion of appeal po in t  
#2 of  the Terrestr ial Resource Issues. 

Rod stated that  the team took a pro-active and long-term 

(M2) 
f o v a l l y  mnltored, such as the wolverine. pfne marten. fisher, and others. 
Gordon pointed out that the "Guild" approach t o  monftoring should track t he  
habftat f o r  a l l  specles relyfng on a part fcular habi tat  type. 
t h i s  point. The Forest does maintain slghting records f o r  many o f  the species 
not monitored indfvidually. 
monitored i n  response t o  project proposals. 
appmprlate. 
Botanist. He stated he would be w l l l i n g  t o  drop t h i s  appeal po in t  based on the 
new LMP Standards and Guldelines being developed or  revised as well as an 
adequate monltorlng plan. 

PROWSED RESOLUTION: Thls pofnt i s  resolved based on pending development of 
the PSWITrf-Forest Monltoring Plan. 

Rod recognized that not a l l  T6E or  sensftive specles can be tracked or 

Rod agreed t o  

Steve pointed out tha t  sensit ive plants are 
Rod agreed t h a t  t h i s  was 

Rod said he would check back with h i s  Data Base personnel and 

(M1) Rod stated tha t  there are no guidellnes whatsoever t o  help guide energy 
development. The team agreed t o  Rod's reconmendation tha t  the Forest r w f e u  
the Standards and Guidelines f o r  energy development contained i n  the Sierra LhP 
and e i ther  customize them or Incorporate "as is". 

(M2) His concern i s  
t ha t  the language I s  somewhat unclear and could lead t o  considerable work and 
expense on tho par t  of the Forest simply t o  issue a preliminary l e t t e r  
t r igger ing fonaal responsos and studies by a pro joct  proponent. Gordon w i l l  
check with tho Hydro coordinator on the Sierra t o  c l a r i f y  the  in ten t  o f  the  
gul  del in.. 

(FBI Gordon revimed tho guidellne from tha  Sierra NF Dra f t  Plan and stated 
tha t  he was w i l l i ng  t o  accept tho wording as i s  oxcept f o r  tho reference t o  
set t ing Fish and Wt ld l i fe  ob ju t i ves  fo r  Class I watersheds. He was very 
unsure about who even does t h i s  work. The team agreed tha t  the wording with 
Gordonrs recarmend4 deletion i s  acceptabla and tho appeal po in t  would be 
resolved. 

Gordon read tho language from the  Sierra NF D r a f t  Plan. 

PROPOSE0 RESOCUTIONr Add tho fo l lau ing languago t o  tha  LWt 

Pg. 4-37 Forost-Wido Standards and Guldollnor (Facil i t l os ;  Energy 
S a c t i o n ) ,  add tho fol larlng: 
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-- Seek flows and habftat conditions below new hydroelectr ic projects 
which maintain fishery and w i l d l i f e  resources near natura l ly  occurring 
conditions. 

@ -  

-- -- During re-licensing of hydroelectric projects. seek f l a s  and 
habi tat  conditions more favorable t o  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  on projects 
where habi tat  has been degraded by the pro ject  

10: p 
(Ml) 
points may clear t h i s  one up without dealing with it speci f ical ly.  The team 
agreed. 

PNPOSED RESOLUTION: 
c la r i f i ca t i on  and resolution of points pertaining t o  spec i f ic  Standards and 
Guide1 ines. 

Rod proposed that  the team table t h i s  discussion. as resolut ion o f  other 

This appeal point i s  resolved by a combination o f  

A P t o C a r r v  Out p- 

(K?) The team agreed tha t  s ta f f ing I s  a problem. Jay and Gordon pointed out 
that  s ta f f ing  i s  increasing. as the Forest i s  current ly h i r i n g  a Fisheries 
Biologist, and an assistant t o  a zone Wi ld l i f e  Biologfst  has been hired. The 
team was unclear as t o  a clear point o f  resolution. Rod stated tha t  he would 
be w i l l l n g  t o  drop the appeal point based on continued e f f o r t s  by the  Forest t o  
increase staff ing levels. Wordfng t o  the e f fec t  tha t  "ne (FS) agree with the 
need f o r  adequate s ta f f ing  levels t o  implement necessary monitoring 
requirements, and we w i l l  pursue adequate staff". 

PROPOSED RESOLUTIOII: 
projected increases. t h i s  point i s  resolved. 
anticipated and national emphasis appears t o  be sh i f t i ng  i n  favor o f  w i l d l i f e  
and f isher ies funding. 

Eased on the discussion o f  current s ta f f i ng  leve ls  and 
Higher s ta f f i ng  leve ls  are 

(M1) 
o f  t h i s  appeal point  and shows up as a central point  o f  t h e f r  appeal. The key 
po in t  i s  t h a t  type convorsions are essential ly proposed i n  the Plan and 
therefore must be j u s t f f i e d  i n  the Plan, according t o  NFMA. The pro ject  leve l  
i s  not tho placo t o  j u s t l f y  type conversions. Jay conwnted tha t  it appears 
there are two options: 1) hend the plan t o  Includo appropriate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  
f o r  conversions. o r  2) dofer proposed typo conversion from the  Plan. The team 
agreed tha t  Jim Shevock should be consulted as t o  h i s  response t o  the  Cal. 
Native Plant Society about h i s  response before we resolvo th is  point. Rod 
requested tha t  i f  the Plan eventually does include j u s t l f l c a t l o n  f o r  type 
conuerslons, tha t  - them be language t o  provide standards and guldel lnes f o r  
buffering the Impacts on wi ld l i fo .  

(a) 
Jim Shevock on h l s  response t o  the Cal i fornia Native Plant  Socfety, bu t  had no 
response t o  share as yet. Gordon w i l l  provlde input by nmct mooting. 

(Eo) Gordon stated tha t  a f to r  a lengthy discussion w i th  J i m  Shevock, he i s  
reecanmonding tha t  proposed type convorsions be droppod from tho  Plan. Ho 
stated tha t  i n  one alternative, the Forest would lm~waso wator y l o l d  by 

Rod stated tha t  the  C l l l f o rn la  Native Plant Society was a key i n l t i a t o r  

No further i n f o m t l o n  was introduced. Gordon had attanpted to contact 
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converting 3.000 acres of chapparral. This proposal was inadvertently carr ted 
over t o  the Recomnended Alternative, although it shouldn't have. The team 
agreed that based on the exclusion o f  type conversions i n  the Plan, t h i s  appeal 
point  I s  moot. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: A m i  nor P1 an amendment del et4 ng a1 1 references t o  
proposed type conversions fran the Recamended Alternative w i l l  be in i t ia ted .  

AmeauQ-& 
(M3) Rod discussed with the group the value o f  high mountain meadow habi tat  t o  
seasonal deer use. such as fawning cover. 
Kfngs Herd Study which linked the health and success o f  the deer population and 
fawn survfval t o  the amount o f  cover avai lable i n  the ear ly  season. 
pointed out that  the management prescript ion f o r  the CF7 type al located 
pr imari ly a l l  forage t o  livestock and said tha t  t h i s  was unacceptable given the 
essential ro le  tha t  early season cover and forage provides the  deer population. 
Steve stated that 50% use i s  the upper level  f o r  l ivestock use, and when tha t  
level f s  reached, l ivestock are removed i n  order t o  provide adequate habi ta t  
f o r  w i l d l i f e  species. Rod recognized t h i s  use level, but  stated tha t  the SOX 
l e f t  over was not adequate habitat o r  forage f o r  rlparian-dependent species. 
He feels that  l ivestock and w i l d l i f e  needs should be co-equal, rather than 
forage allocated primarily t o  livestock. 
riparjan-dependent species should be adequately met before a l locat lon o f  
resources t o  other uses. Jay made t h i s  po in t  i n  reference t o  the  new Riparlan 
Standards and Guidelines. i n  e f fect  stat ing tha t  l ivestock grazing should not  
compranise riparian-dependent species. 
change: on page 4-87, delete the phrase "primary use', and inser t  language t o  
the e f fec t  that  l ivestock forage al locat ion must be compatible wi th  LMP 
Standards and Guidelines and needs o f  riparian-dependent species. Jay 
sunmarlzed by noting that  the team had agreed on two o f  three c r l t l c a l  habi ta t  
elements f o r  deer, which are dependent upon vegetation wi th in  the coni fer  
zones: 1) leaving desired brush species i n  plantations, and; 2) leaving a 
buffer s t r i p  around perennial streams and meadows. 
the team was currently working on was vegetation wi th in  the  meadows and 
streamside zones. Rod agreed with t h i s  s u m r i z a t i o n  by Jay. Gordon pointed 
out tha t  the Forest i s  ident i fy ing demonstration areas, and he would l l k e  F ish 
and Game Biologists t o  ident i fy c r i t i c a l  habi tat  wi th in  these areas f o r  pro ject  
work. 
a l locat ion f o r  both livestock and w i l d l i f e  was the work current ly undenray w i th  
PSW and Fish and Gam. The team agreed t h a t  an inter im resolut lon had three 
key elements which tho t e m  had agreed t o r  
Guidelines; 2) New plan languago i n  the  Conifor tone mmagment prescription, 
and 3 )  demonstration anas, especially i n  key doer habitat. 

Rod then moved tho discussion t o  the Blue Oak/Savannah, Black OakAtoodland. an 
Pinyon/Sage vegotativo types, and pointed out t ha t  again, forage a l locat ion was 
pr imari ly f o r  livestock use. He would l l k e  t o  soa adequate a l locat ion f o r  
w i l d l i f e  needs, as tho forago-and habl tat-aro c r i t i c a l  t o  healthy doer 
populations. He f n l s  that  l ivestock cannot be kopt on from February t o  
Oececnber and s t l l l  pmvide f o r  wi ld l i fe .  Ho would l i k e  a mn oquitablo 
allocation. Rod stated that  the rromnended range o f  400-600 pounds o f  w l c h  
retention as a minimum t o  be l e f t  i s  inadequate, as ccna\only the l a o r  end of 
the range b r m s  the standard, e s p r l a l l y  i n  tough years whon a11 usors need 
the higher rates. 
minimum rates (700 pounds). Jay rramnended tha t  the Forost adopt a minimum o f  
700 pounds on a l l  t h r w  vegetativo types, and the team agreed tha t  t h i s  higher 
m l c h  rat. was appropriato for  adquato w i l d l l f o  forago allocation. Gordon 

He referenced data from the North 

He then 

Jay noted tha t  needs o f  

The team agreed t o  a Plan language 

The other key element which 

The team agreed that  the long-term solut ion f o r  adequate forage 

1) Improved Standards and 

He noted that  the Lor Padres and Stmls laus havo higher 
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t-1 notes, however, tha t  the Forest carries only 800 AUMs on the Pinyon/Sage type 

reconmended keying t o  a part icular species f o r  proper tfming t o  end l ivestock 
grazing rather than a mulch standard. Rod agreed tha t  because o f  the  lor use 
and uniqueness o f  t h i s  vegetative type, a d i f ferent  standard would be 
appropriate. The Fish and Game appeal c i ted  problems i n  the Pinyon/Sage type 
from over-grazing. After discussion, the team agreed tha t  these problems are 
primari ly on ELM land and hence were not pert inent elements o f  the  appeal 
point. 

Af ter  resolvfng the amount o f  mulch t o  be l e f t ,  the team began discussion on 
the season o f  use. Rod recmended a February-May season. The basis f o r  t h i s  
i s  t o  prevent overuse of the forage and resul t ing overuse o f  the  brush forage, 
which i s  c r i t f c a l  t o  deer population i n  the l a t t e r  par t  o f  the season. 
pointed out tha t  l ivestock management revolves around management of the 
allotments and tha t  the Forest needs t o  establ ish a goal t o  work towards, 
reccgnizlng tha t  it cannot be reached overnight. 
should work tmard  a goal of get t ing l ivestock o f f  the range ear ly  enough t o  
provide adequate acorn and brush fo r  the deer and other species. Rod then 
stated tha t  wi th  the increased residual mulch rates and a goal o f  ear ly- off  t o  
provide adequate acorn crops fo r  w i l d l i f e r  tha t  we can monitor brush and feed 
u t i l i za t i on  careful ly. Based on these agreed-upon elsments. Rod f e l t  tha t  the 
Forest was moving i n  the r igh t  d i rect ion and tha t  the po ln t  about adequate 
al locatlon was resolved. The team agreed to this. Jay re i terated t h a t  i n  
allotment plan review and revisionr the Forest must consider adequate provis ion 
fo r  acorn crops and residual mulch for  wildlife-dependent species. 

Rod then raised the point about early-on allotments, i n  which l ivestock 
essentially graze through the winter o r  very ear ly spring months 
(OctoberDecember o r  January). He stated tha t  he i s  very concerned wi th  t h i s  
policy, as the l ivestock u t i l i z e  a11 the g r w n  grass. 
a stop t o  t h i s  part icular practice. Gordon was very c lear  t ha t  he d id  not 
support a blanket approach t o  t h i s  problem, as the problem was more 
site-specific and i s  very l imi ted i n  scope. Gordon suggested t h a t  i n  the 
allotments on the Greenhorn d is t r i c t ,  OVB~USO i s  avoided by monitoring and so a 
blanket approach i s  not merited. Jay suggested tha t  i f  our current approach fs 
keeping overuse frm occurring. then maybe the Forost could formalize t h i s  
approach i n  a Guideline t o  provide more dtrectton to a l l  the  allotments and/or 
units. Jay suggested that  the Forest look a t  tho methodology Wayne Nelson 
applles on h i s  allotments on the Greenhorn d i s t r i c t  and s w  I f  It i s  applicable 
t o  the Forest. These kinds o f  Nearly onN allotments represent only four o f  the  
SO+ a l l o l x m t s  on the Forest, and so it seains reasonable t o  look forward t o  an 
acceptablo n s o l u t i o n  to t h i s  l a s t  elanont o f  the appeal point. Jay, Gordon, 
and Stevo agreod t o  meet next w e e k  t o  r e v l w  the Greenhorn approach and g ive 
considoration to a Guidoltne to provide f o r  adequato forage a l locat ion between 
l ivestock and w t l d l i f o  on these al1ot”ts. Rod was very agreeable t o  t h i s  
approach. Rod‘s primary concern.,is tha t  l ivestock s-s t o  be given primary 
al locat ion on many vegetative types which provido key wild1 t f o  habitat. An 
equitable resolut ion (to Rod/FlshGm) must provide equal consideration o f  
wild1 i f e  which -are dependent-upon those resources. 

Tho team rwognizh that  it had discussod nso lu t l on  on a l l  of  t he  key points 
of the whole Fish and Game appoal as sumr t zod  and agrwd t o  over the  phone 
botwrn J u l i o  Al len and Rod. Rod notos t h a t  thoro won a fa nlooso endsn i n  
tho appeal which need t o  be addresssed p r l o r  to dwolop#nt of a document 
capturlng and proposing the f o m l  resolutton o f  tho appoal points. 

(1y) The team ag rnd  tha t  tho notos from tho p m t a u s  m e t l n p  accurr to ly 

I and the higher mulch rates would not apply well t o  t h i s  type. Steve @ 

Jay 

He stated tha t  the  Forest 

Rod appeared t o  urge f o r  

stated tho discussions and positions. Gordon,. Stwoe and Jay-met on Octobor 
26, 1988 t o  conttnuo work on a rough d ra f t  guldoltno for tho noarly-on” 
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allotments. As discussed earlier, the intent o f  the guideline i s  t o  help 

1 ivestcck grazlng. 

"In Blue Oak-Savannah and Oak Woodlands, no more than 15% o f  preferred browse 
or 5% o f  staple b rwse species w i l l  be heavlly browsed (fonn class 3 or 6). 
Limitat ion on browsing w i l l  maintain browse fn  satlsfactory condi t ion and be an 
Indication tha t  adequate green feed i s  aval lable for  w i l d l i f e  during the 
inadequate green feed period." 

Steve also recmended the inclusion o f  the following language i n  Management 
Direction f o r  the Blue Oak/Savannah and Oak Woodland vegetative types: 
"W i l d l i f e  use w i l l  be the emphasis f o r  use o f  mast production." 

Rod stated tha t  acceptance o f  t h i s  guideline meant additlonal monltoring by the  
Forest i n  allotments grazed during the winter. 
additlonal monitoring need. Use o f  t h l s  guidellne w i l l  be i n  management o f  the  
allotments. so tha t  monitoring o f  the use may be d i rec t l y  and i m d l a t e l y  
l inked t o  adverse impacts i f  tha t  Is the case. The Forest can respond by ( f o r  
instance) reducing number o f  head. removlng stock, etc., .. 
Rod then discussed two minor sub-points of the 'Forage" appeal point. 
f l r s t  was tha t  the Plan has proposed Increased AUMs under the Recomnended 
Alternative. Gordon stated that  t h i s  was not the case. Steve referenced the  
Plan, stat ing that  the  current level i s  approximately 68.000 WMs annually and 
the Plan projects no increase. Gordon stated tha t  the Forest i s  headed toward 
maintaining t h i s  level with no planned increase. 
shows an increase, whlch could occur theoret ical ly i n  year 11 o f  the  Plan 
( f f  r s t  year o f  Decade 2). and that  some o f  the language o f  the Plan imp1 ies a 
planned Increase. Steve noted that  by applying Standards and Guidelines and by 
accomplishing habi tat  improvement projects, the Forest can increase i t s  grazing 
capability. b u t t h a t  there are no plans t o  increase. The major and f m d i a t e  
benefit  o f  increasing grazing opportunities would be t o  reduce pressure on 
r ipar ian zones and meadows, as well as other areas. Steve referenced page 
3-42, where language c lear ly  states tha t  no increases i n  AUMs are proposed. 
Rod agreed t o  the discussion and stated tha t  t h i s  sub-point was c l a r i f i e d  and 
resolved. 

Rod's second point  was the anblguity o f  the al locat ion o f  forage which would be 
available i n  plantations. Gordon stated tha t  the Forest i s  not assigning any 
AUMs t o  these areas and that: there i s  no intent ion t o  imrease AUMs due t o  an 
increase i n  availablo forage i n  plantations. The irmrdiate e f f ec t  would be t o  
spread tho c a t t l e  over I larger area, once again reducing ovoral l  grazing 
pressuro and impacts. 

PROFOSED RESOLUTION: Resolution o f  t h l s  point  i s  twefo ld :  

1) Resolution of rppoal point 0 2 h )  o f  Terrestr ia l  Resources Issues 
(guidelines f o r  mulch retention and browse ut l l lzat lon) .  

2) The f o l l a l n g  languago changes a m  proposed: 

Pg. 4-85 Managrrnnt A m  Prescrfption CF6 (Emphasis section): delete 
second sentenco. 

Pg. 4-87 Managamrt Arm Prescrlpt lon CF6 (Range section): delete 2). 

I ensure that  there i s  adequate forage for deer while providing f o r  winter 
Steve proposed the fol lowing guideline: ' i o  

Steve acknowledged t h l s  

The 

Rod stated t h a t  Decade 2 

Pg. 4-86 Managanent Arm Prescrlptlon CF6 (Fish and W l l d l i f o  section): add 
to  2) dolato n... f lshor lo~. . .~  and np laco  with "... r lpar ian  dopendent 
spocles...". 

r8 C5e200.28(7.82) 



(M1) 
word processing. i n  that  the proper reference o f  " f i ve  percent o f  each 
vegetative type/seral stage was imluded I n  the t e x t  o f  the  
Plan €IS but was not carried through t o  the t e x t  o f  the Plan. Steve w i l l  
provide new language fo r  the Plan t e x t  t o  correct this. 

(M2) Rod agreed wi th  the notes fran the previous meetlng. Steve r i l l  provide 
correct language f o r  inclusion in to  the Forest Plan. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: Make the following changes i n  the  LW: 

Pg. 4-32 Forest-Wide Standards and Guldelines (Timber Management; Diversi ty 
section): delete second guideline and replace w i th  the following: 

Steve Anderson stated that  t h i s  lack o f  c lear language was an error i n  

- Provide for an array o f  early and l a t e  successional stage habi tat  over 
time i n  each ecosystem. A minimum of 5% o f  the  t o t a l  area o f  each 
vegetative type i n  forested lands 11111 be maintained i n  each seral 
s tagdhabl ta t  type combination. 
stage combinations will be done on a compartment basis. 

Al location o f  habi ta t  type/seral 

4 15: 

This point  i s  moot, as the Wa l l e t  Creek" decision con f i ned  tha t  the Forest 
Service had r igh ts  f o r  on-forest uses but no r lgh ts  t o  d i ve r t  water t o  maintain 
minimum f l w s .  I 

.. 

# 16: 

(M2) Steve pointed out that  i n  the Blue Oak-Savannah (602) and Oak Woodland 
(OW1 and 01121 vegetativetypesr the Forest could increase the optlmum carry ing 
capacity o f  hardwoods i n  thoso aroas. 
hardwood carrying capacity bo raised to "50 square foot o f  basal area per 
acre". This recoinnend.6 chango Is consistont wi th  research by Hurley. This 
change would be applied t o  a l l  threo o f  the abovo l i s t e d  vegetative types. The 
team agrwd t o  t h i s  chango. as no proposals f o r  manipulation o f  the  vegetativo 
types are antlcipatod durhg tho l i f e  of t h i s  plan. Tho guldol ino does provide 
f o r  d i r e t i o n  i f  p r o j u t s  a n  proposed. rather than oxcluding any proposal 
wi th in  the prescript lon f o r  the aroas. In vog types 0116 and B06. the current 
guidellnes are to retain 20 q u a y  feat basal area o f  hardwoods. The tew. 
agreed t o  raise t h l s  recmmnded level  t o  50 square feet8 o r  i f  leve ls  are 
currently below thls. to ro ta in  the currant l w e l s .  
page 4-10.contained language that  states "...Blue Oak w i l l  not  be 
harvested...." The t o m  agrwd tha t  t h l s  uas too r ~ s t r i c t i v o ~  i n  t h a t  under 
certain c i r c u ~ ~ ~ ~ t a n c o s ~  It would be doslrablo t o  harvost Bluo Oak ( t o  promote 
regenerationr f o r  instance). Tho t o m  agmd t o  thlr change. and also agreed 
t o  add language i n  the prescription f o r  tho Blue Oak t h a t  any harvest w i l l  
favor mast-producing t r a s .  S t o w  agreed to devolop these Plan language 
changes. Stove and Gordon w i l l  contact Tom Bock on tho Stanislaus and lnfonn 
h i r  o f  our proposod changes. 

Steve recamended t h a t  on page 4-44, 

Steve pointed out t ha t  



1- The team then began discussion on hardwood retention levels i n  t r e a k e n t  
/ (harvest) areas I n  the conifer forested zones. Steve noted tha t  the current  

retention levels  are 20 square feet per acre averaged over a timbered 
canpartment, and tha t  these levels provide a medfunrto-high level  o f  habitat. 
Rod pointed out t h a t  the 20 square feet needs t o  be I n  mast-producing oaks t o  
provide f o r  adequate habitat. Rod then discussed w i th  the group the value of 
extremely high use o f  acorn-producing oakst and tha t  the bottcnn l i n e  i s  t h a t  
'We need a l l  we can get because they a l l  get used'. There I s  a d i rec t  
correlation between the increased ava l l ab l l l t y  (and use) o f  acorns and the 
health and vigor o f  the deer herd i n  terms o f  fawn survival and wfnter 
fitness. 
current guldellne i s  adequate. Gordon then reconmended additlonal language t o  
the exist lng guidellne that the exist ing 20 square feet  should be i n  
cast-produclng oaks, averagfng 80 years and older. 
reconmendation. Although not a part  o f  t h l s  appeal point, Gordon emphasized 
the need i n  our Plan t o  recognize the need and direct lon f o r  provlding 
regeneratlon of oaks, especially i n  the mixed coniferhardwood type. 
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 attemptlng t o  do. 
provfde dfrect ion i n  regenerating oaks (especially i n  overstocked stands). The 
team then discussed the technology available t o  protect and manage f o r  oaks. 
Oaks on tractor- loggable ground can be lef t .  The prob lm I s  on cablbyarded 
ground t h a t  i s  subsequently broadcast-burned f o r  s i t e  preparation. The team 
agreed tha t  intensive e f fo r ts  must be made on cable ground t o  save hardwoods, 
especially where they occur i n  clumps. The team also discussed the need In  
area-specific environmental analyses tha t  Wild1 I f e  Biologists (both FS and Fish 
6 Game) need t o  be specif ic as t o  the c r i t f c a l  areas f o r  oak management. Rod 
stated tha t  he w l l l  accept 20 square feet of mast-produclng (80 years and 
older) oak retention levels f o r  compartment planning, and tha t  the burden o f  
proof w l l l  be on the Piologists t o  point out areas where fmreased levels  are 
necessary, such as holding areas o r  migration corrfdors. I n  these areas. the 
team agreed tha t  an increased level  of 30 square feet per acre would be 
appmprlate. 
the f i r s t  paragraph on page 4-30. As formal resolutiont the team agreed t o  
add/change language to the hardwood retention guldellne requiring 20 square 
feet o f  80 years-and older-oaks be retained per acre. 
feet should be retained as a guideline. 

PROFQSED RESOCUTION: The fol lowing changes i n  LW language are proposed: 

@ 

Steve concurred tha t  oaks are v t t a l l y  important and f e l t  t h a t  t h e  

The team agreed t o  t h i s  

He 

He suggested adding language t o  the CF7 prescript ion t o  

Gordon also recomnended tha t  the word nindlcatorw be deleted from 

I n  key areas, 30 square 

Pg. 4-30 Forest-Uide Standards and Guidelines (Fish, Wildl i fe. and Plants; 
Oak Management section): delete the f i r s t  guidellno and replace wi th t h e  
f o l  lowing: 

- I n  mixed conlfor-hardwood stands, leave a t  leas t  20 square feet per 
aero basal area o f  oaks.,where t h i s  current ly exists. 

I n  pure hardwood stands maintain a mlninun averago o f  50 square foot 
-basal- a r m  per acre. 
any harvest of oaks. 

Leave 30 squaro faat basal area o f  oaks i n  mlxed conlter-hardwood 
stands Idont i f led as key deer areas. 

_ _  

- 
Select f o r  loaving hoavy nust-produclng t rees i n  

-- 
Pg. 4-30 Forost-Wide Standards and Guidelines (Flsh, Wlldl l fe, and Plants; 
Oak Managamnt sectlon): 

Pg. 4-10 under 6) -, delete mBluo oaks w i l l  not bo harvosted.m 

i n  l a s t  guideline, deloto m...lndlcator...n. 
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Your signature w i l l  const i tute your recmendatfon of t h i s  agrement and 
withdrawal of the Cal i fornia Department o f  Fish and Game's appeal o f  the 
Sequoia Natlonal Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. Upon recefpt  o f  the 
signed agrement. I w i l l  take action t o  make the proposed changes. This 
document shal l  be made part  o f  the record i n  the Sequofa National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan appeal number 2403. 

I appreciate your will ingness t o  work w i t h  the Sequoia National Forest 
personnel t o  resolve t h i s  appeal. 

Sincerely, 

Regional Manager 
Region 4. Cal i forn ia  Department o f  Ffsh and Game 



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 s a t i s f a c t i o n  of all the 
participants. 

The goal of the negotiations is 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 is 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 

4 

. 
1. Part i c i p a n t s .  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 

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 %%mit'tee. 

4. 1ridividFa.l ippellants or intervenors may joint with other 
appellants- 'or'xiitetvenors to. form an interest caucus. Appellants 
who :cannqff,-partipipate in the negotiations in a full capacity, 
may authorize another appellant group or member of its interest 

'3 caucusr,-"t.o-comunichte its 'interests and positions. The full 
P -Negotibti.ng Committee shall be kept appraised when such 

1- ?,. .. .(,. 
' t  Each appell'ant, fnt'ervenor or interest caucus may also include 

,;,,$other team members who they believe are necessary and appropriate 
to represent their interest and who may attend all sessions. 
These' team Hed,ers may be designated to participate on technical 

1 

Angeles, California shall serve as mediator in this process. 
, .. 
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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. 
H o w e v e r ,  it is the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of the d e s i g n a t e d  
representatives to fully brief that alternate. A1 ternates 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. 

particular issues or tasks that either require additional 
technical expertise or are better handled in a small group 
set t ins. such working groups may include 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 group. 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 making 
recommendakions on possible solutions to resolve controversial 
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 . 
a1 1 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 ensuring. that+ 
any position taken has maximum assurance of broad acceptability 
to the caucus they represent. 

6. Sub-committees may be established to address 

. 

. .  .- ,. , 

., 

. . .  . -  * .  ,. 
2 



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 I f  
this occurs, the parties may agree to have their 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 e n a b l e  
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 in 
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 in 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, is 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 
if 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 its 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 

subcommittees shall be closed to the public , since they are. 
considered to be settlement talks by the parties participating. 

I. 

19. .All - negotiations sessions including meetings of 

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 he1.d 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 
negotiations. Generally, press inquiries will be referred to the 
media tor. 

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 

2 2 .  Any appellant, intervenor or interest caucus may 
withdraw from the negotiations without prejudice by giving notice 
to the mediator,and stating its reasons for withdrawing. 
Remaining parties will determine whether it is in their 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 extension.suspension. Should they.decide to 
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 IV (4/4/89) 

Approved by: 
JAMES 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. 
interdisciplinary involvement using the NEPA process and/or Land Management 
Plan amendments. 
conscientious management, improvement, and protection of riparian areas. 

Revisions will occur through interagency 

Sequoia National Forest personnel are committed to 
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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. 
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. 
direction, Standards and Guidelines have been prepared. 

GOAL 

The goal of the Sequoia National Forest Riparian and Wetland Standards and 
Guidelines is 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. 

These areas have an 

In accordance with this 

- 

OBJECTIVES 

The objective of riparian and wetland management is two fold: 
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. 

To manage, 

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. 

2 

3. 

4 

5 .  

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. [FSM 2526.03-21 

Delineate and evaluate riparian areas prior to implementing any project 
activity. [FSM 2526.03-31 

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 219.27e; FSM 2526.03-51. 

Provide protection where resource management activities are likely to 
seriously and adversely affect water conditions or fish habitat. [NMFA, 
P L 94-5881 

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. [NFMA P.L. 94-5881 

July, 1990 
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6. Correct existing and prevent potential water quality problems through the 
imdementation of Best Manaeement Practices (BMP's) as contained in Water 
Quhity Management for the Eational Forest System iands in California, a 
State of California Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)/USDA Forest 
Service Cooperative Agreement. [Clean Water Act, P.L. 92-500, Section 2081 

This agreement contains the following provisions from NFMA P.L. 94.588: 

a. Protection of streamcourses from detrimental changes in temperature. 

b. Protection of streamcourses from blockage. (BMP 1.19) 
c. Protection of streamcourses from detrimental deposits of sediment. (BMP 

(BMP 1.8) 

1 19) 

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. 11988 Floodplain 
Management and E.O. 11990 Protection of Wetlands). (BMP 1.18) 

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 CFR 219.12k). 

GUIDELINES 

These guidelines are to be implemented whenever Forest riparian vegetation and 
wetlands are likely to be impacted by Management actions. 
during project plan development anytime a proposed activity falls within 250 
feet 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 (W.I.Y.I.), they will be handled on a 
case by case basis. Using these guidelines , use conflicts (e.g. 
recreation, new or inventoried trails, livestock use, roads, etc.) shall be 
analyzed to quantify the degree of impacts and justify corrective actions, 
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. 

This will occur 

In 

I. STREAMBANK STABILITY 

Objective: Maintain streambank integrity. 

'The statement of objectives and accompanying explanation for guidelines 1 
through 8 apply to all forest uses. 
1 through 5 were developed primarily to address new activities or projects. 

The implementation sections for guidelines 

July, 1990 a9 
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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: 
streambanks. 
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. 
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. 

Identify all stream reaches with undercut o r  raw 
Layout management activity to protect and maintain vegetation 

Stream crossings on Class I and I1 streams should be 

2. VEGETATIVE COVER 

Objective: 
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 is 
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: 
horizontal distance an both sides of perennial streams and Class I1 and I11 
intermittent streams- and around meadows; 100 feet horizontal distance 
on both sides of Class I11 intermittent streams where necessary for fish 
spawning, rearing, o r  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 is to 
be managed for the protection o r  enhancement of riparian dependent 
resources. 
intent of improving riparian dependent resources. 
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 o r  fisheries improvement 
projects. 

Designated cable corridors and road crossings are exceptions and are to be 
determined by appropriate specialist. Cable corridors will be minimized 

Provide adequate vegetative cover, vertical diversity and 

Establish a management zone that is a minimum 100 feet 

Vegetative manipulation may occur within this zone with the 
Projects must meet 
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and will not exceed twenty feet in width. 
I and I1 streams will be identified in environmental documents. 
Consultation should occur with outside agencies when crossing Class 1 or 
Class 2 streams. 
drainages as "quickly as possible" to minimize construction parallel to 
streamcourses within SMZ's. 

Proposed new crossings of Class 

Road and trail crossings will be designed to cross 

3 .  STREAM SURFACE SHADE 

Objective: 
protect streams from detrimental changes in temperatures. 

Explanation: 
fisheries, or intermittent streams feeding into fisheries, is extremely 
important for blocking summer solar radiation and preserving suitable 
stream temperatures. 
increased stream temperature resulting in waters less habitable for fish 
populations. 
sugtain 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. 
and are to be determined with appropriate personnel input. 
require a similar set of readings to determine the effects of management 
activities on stream shading. 

Maintain stream surface shade through vegetation retention to 
(BMP 1.8) 

Maintenance of vegetation and trees within 50 feet of 

The dissolved oxygen content of water decreases with 
0 Streams with prolonged temperatures above 70 F cannot 

Designated cable corridors and road crossings are exceptions 
Monitoring will 

4 .  INTERCEPTION OF SEDIMENT 

Objective: 

Explanation: 
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 ofground-cover resulting-from management activity are 
below 508, an interdisciplinary analysis is required to develop appropriate 
mitigation to negate environmental consequences. 
crossings are an exception to this direction. 

Groundcover percentages in filter strips affected by management activities 
can be estimated by the use of photo guides. 
increase the efficiency of this filter strip may include the establishment 
of living plants, introduction of litter, slash, or other treatments as 
identified. 

Protect streamcourses from detrimental deposits of sediment. 

A sufficiently wide strip of land that is relatively 

Designated stream 

Treatments designed to 
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<30% 
100 
100 
100 
50 

- <50 
- <50 

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. 
appropriate filter strip widths when effected by management activity. 

Both sides of the drainage need to be evaluated independently for 

Table 1 
FILTER STRIP WIDTH IN SLOPE DISTANCE (FEET) 

>30% >40% >50% >70% 
150 200 250 
150 200 250 
100 150 200 1.5~ 
100 100 150 DISTANCE 
- <50 75 100 TO SLOPE 
- <50 - <50 - <50 BREAK 

STREAM 
CLASS 

MEADOWS 
I 
I1 
I11 
IV 
IV I STREAM ORDER 

h i  
3 - 4  
2- 3  
1-2 
1-0 

- 

The standard 50 foot filter strip when applied to Stream Class IV (Order 0, 
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 .  STREAMSIDE MANAGEMENT ZONE DESIGNATION 

Objective: 
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. 
riparian zones but not to the detriment of riparian dependent resources. 
In these 
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 (BMP 
1.8). 
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 al1"streamcourses 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. 

To designate a streamside management zone along streams and 

Management may occur within 

reas riparian dependent resources will receive the primary 3 

Guidelines 1 through 4, which discuss management of the previously 

Table 2 displays the appropriate 

- _ - - _ _ _ - _ - - - _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
3Pacific Southwest Region Land Management Planning Direction, March 1, 1982, 
Revised Jan. 15, 1984 pg. 4-28 (Rainbow Book) 
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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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Table 2 

Management Requirements and Constraints with respect to Wetlands. Stream Type, and Order 

PEBE"IAL./INTERMITTENT INTERMITTENT/EPHEhC3RAL 
SPRINGS, 
BOGS. SKgPs 

CLASS IV WETLANDS CLASS I CLASS I1 CLASS I11 
(mAD0WS) ORDER 4+ ORDER 4-3 ORDER 3-2 ORDER 2-1 ORDER 1-0 

MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
TRAILS/ROAD/SKID PATTERNS INAPPROPRIATE APPROPRIATE PERSONNEL 

CABLE 
YARDING 

FALLING <----------------DIRECTIONAL. FALLING TO SKIDDING PATTERN------------> 

REGULATION 
HARVEST REGULATION <--------------------UNREOULATED-------------------><-----------CLASS I-III------------> 

CULTURAL PRACTICES (------------------------ MAINTAIN GROUND COVER REOUIREMENTS #4-------------------------> 
(MECHANICAL) 

PRESCRIBED FIRE <------------------------MAINTAIN GROUND COVER REOUIREMENTS GUIDELINE #4---------------> 

Note Where confuslon exists in determining the level of protection for a stream. stream class is used over 
stream order, i . e  , a perennial. Order 1 stream will be classified a8 a Class I11 streamcourse and 
managed for riparian dependent species A stream of this type will receive a minimum of 100 ft 
management zone. 

100 feet for Class I11 intermittent streams important to fish migration, spawning and travel corridors. 

2/ Limited groundbase machinery refers to designated crossing and access to watershed restoration or 
wildlife/fishecies enhancement projects 

July, 1990 
33 



Page 9 of 16 

6. MEADOW HYDROLOGY 

Objective: 
to retain their ecologic and physical character. 

Explanation: Meadows are openings in a forest, usually at higher 
elevations, that are exceptionally productive in herbaceous plants. Their 
productivity results from continuous or seasonally high soil-water content. 

Meadow ecosystems are as stable as the surrounding vegetation. What occurs 
on the drainage area above it, therefore, greatly affects what occurs on a 
meadow. The hydrologic character is maintained by a balance of surface and 
subsurface flows. 
hydrology through interception of subsurface flows, concentration of 
surface flows, increases of surface flows, and changes in the water table. 

Changing the hydrologic balance can result in gully erosion, headcutting. 
changes in herbaceous species composition and encroachment of woody 
species. 

Implementation: 
meadow require site specific investigation during project planning to 
describe the risk of altering the hydrologic characteristics. Proposed 
management activities need to consider direct and indirect effects on the 
meadows hydrologic character. Activities will be evaluated through an ID 
team process including consulting with cooperating agencies, individuals 
and permittees. 

An initial assessment will be conducted to determine if erosion is 
occurring in the meadow from readily identifiable sources. 
occurring identify activities which are the cause. Existing adverse 
conditions will be identified through the Watershed Improvement Needs 
Inventory (WINI) (FSH 2509.15, form FS-2500-7). Plans will be developed 
from prioritized WINI inventories to re-establish hydrologic 
characteristics and riparian habitat. 
preference when seeding is required in meadow and riparian habitats. 

Effects from offsite activities will be evaluated by tracking past 
management activities and assessing stream channel stability. Use the 
Sequoia NF Cumulative Watershed Effects Working Guide, 1987 (FSH 2509.22 
Sequoia Supplement #1) and Pfankuck Stream Reach and Channel Stability 
Inventory rating system (BMP 7.8). 

Maintain or re-establish hydrologic characteristics of meadows 
(BMP 7.1; BMP 7.3). 

Management activities have the potential to alter the 

Activities that take place on or within 250 feet of a 

If erosion is 

Native plant species will be given 

7. FORAGE UTILIZATION 

Objective: Maintain or re-establish vegetative cover within wetlands to 
retain site productivity (BMP 8.2; BMP 8.3). 

Explanation: 
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. 
nutrients and solar radiation. 

Vegetative cover in mountain meadows provides forage, 

The factors effecting plant growth and vigor includes soil moisture, 

July, 1990 
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Accumulation 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. 
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. 
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 o r  near the time of flowering. Late season 
grazing of emerging shoots can also reduce carbohydrate storage. 

Implementation: 

A. 

Leaf blades older than 28 days generally have a much reduced 

During winter, 

Livestock will not be permitted to graze in meadows until 
Kentucky bluegrass heads begin to emerge; and/or Nebraska sedge 
flowers are almost open. (BMP 8.2) 

Allowable Use Factors will be established for each key meadow to 
assure maintenance of vegetative stability and site productivity. 

B. 

C. Cattle will be distributed in a manner consistent with moderate 
forage utilization within meadows. 
will be used to monitor the results. (BMP 8 . 3 )  

Grazing will cease in time to permit regrowth sufficient to store 
carbohydrates for initial spring growth (as specified in 
individual allottment plans). 

Plant height/weight ratios 

D 

8 Woody and Herbaceous Vegetation in Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems 

Objective: 
vertical diversity and habitat for fish and wildlife in riparian and 
wetland ecosystems. 

Explanation: Woody and herbaceous vegetation provides habitat f o r  a 
variety of wildlife and fish within riparian and wetland ecosystems. 
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. 
the need to manage livestock within riparian and wetland ecosystems. 

To maintain and protect woody and herbaceous vegetative cover, 

The 

There is 

July, 1990 



Page 11 of 16 

Implementation: Determine the distribution, vegetative structure, 
condition and trend of ripazian areas and wetlands by developing a Forest 
Riparian Wetland Inventory. 
impacted from past forest management activities in Allotment Management 
Plans and Watershed Improvement Needs Inventory (WINI) (FSH 2509.15 form FS 
2500-7, BMP 7.1). 
riparian and wetland ecosystems. Effectiveness monitoring of projects will 
occur. 

Allotment management plans will identify 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. 
demonstration areas for habitat re-establishment in concert with California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

Identify riparian and wetland areas 

Plans will be developed to maintain or re-establish 

Develop 

‘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. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Glossary 

%. 
Wet spongy ground, with soil composed mainly of decayed vegetative matter. 

Compensation Credit: (needs to be defined) 
When actions are taken to remove, modify, or reduce, pre-existing use in 
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 o r  replaced in a less 
impacting manner or location. 

Dependent Resources: 
Those resources directly dependent upon riparian and wetland ecosystems for 
their existence, including iater quaiity , fish, riparian dependent 
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 in the natural contour - 

of the ground surface. 

Carry surface runoff and hence flow during and immediately after 
periods of precipitation o r  the melting of snow 

May or may not have riparian vegetation. 

2. 

3 

Filter Strip: 
A sufficiently wide strip of land with relatively undisturbed ground cover 
that acts as an effective filter 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 in contact with the soil surface. 

Guideline: 
Guidelines are designed to give management direction to implement the 
Standards under normal management conditions. 

Intermittent Streams: 

July, 1990 
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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. 

Have well-defined channels. 
are included even though they may flow only during or immediately 
after periods of precipitation or the melting of snow. 

Normally lack litter indicating streamflow sufficient to move material 
during runoff. 

May or may not have riparian vegetation. 

Channels with active scouring or washing 

1. 

2 .  

3 .  

4 .  

Litter: - 
Organic plant material that falls on the ground and has minor 
decomposition. 
identified. 

Plant parts are easily identified and often species may be 

Perennial Streams: 
1 Normally flow yearlong, except during periods of extreme drought. 

2 .  

3 .  

Have well-defined channels and show signs of washing and scouring. 

May or may not have riparian vegetation. 

Regulation Classes: 

Regulation Class I 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 I1 prescriptions are management prescriptions under 
"special conditions" for existing timber stands. 
would be expected 
meet non-timber objectives that result in a mean rotation longer than 
optimum for timber production. 
constraints on harvest rates, not by modifications to yield tables. 

Regulation Class I11 prescriptions are for existing stands which are 
equivalent to the former "marginal timber yield" categorization. 
outputs resulting from prescriptions in this class will be regulated as a 
separate, non-interchangeable component of the allowable sale quantity. 

Unregulated: 
of the annual harvest because other resource values are greater (e.g., 
recreation,-aesthetics). 

Reduced timber yields 
These represent harvest regimes on lands designated to 

Generally other values are accounted for by 

Timber 

Timber on commercial forest land that is not considered part 

Riparian Ecosystem: 
A riparian ecosystem is a transition between the aquatic ecosystem and the 
adjacent terrestrial ecosystem. 
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. 

It is identified by distinctive soil 
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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 o r  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. 
rule to measure against. 

A principle requiring a specific level of attainment, a 

Stream Classification System: 

Stream classification is a means of identifying resource values and 
beneficial uses associated with streams. Once values and uses are 
recognized, stream protection guidelines can be established for use in 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: 
(1) flow characteristics (perennial, intermittent, o r  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 o r  
intermittent streams. o r  segments thereof, which meet one o r  more of - 
the following criteria: 

a. Are habitat for large numbers of resident and/or migratory fish 
f o r  spawning, rearing, o r  migration. 

Furnish water locally for domestic o r  municipal supplies. 

Have flows large enough to materially influence downstream water 
quality . 
Are characterized by major fishing o r  other water-oriented 
recreational uses. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. Have special classification o r  designation, such as wild, scenic, 
- or-recreation rivers. 

f. Are habitat for threatened or  endangered animal species, o r  
contain plants which are potential o r  viable candidates for 
threatened o r  endangered classification. 

2. Class 11, Significant. These are either perennial o r  intermittent 
streams o r  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. 

Furnish water locally for industrial or agricultural use. 

Have enough water flow to exert a moderate influence on 
downstream quality. 

Are used moderately for fishing and other recreational purposes. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

3 .  Class 111, 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. 

C. 

Are rarely used for fishing or other recreational purposes. 

Have enough water flow to exert minimum influence on downstream 
water quality. 

4 .  Class IV, 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. 
formed when two or more first order reaches come together and so on as 
illustrated below. 

"Second order" drainages are 

( 'x 
\ 

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. 
long-term accumulation of sedimentary debris and of convergence of shallow 
groundwater during storms. (Reneau and Detrich, 1987; Detrich and Dune, 
1978; Okunishi and Iida, 1981). Not all channels have zero order basins at 
their head. (Area of shallow groundwater convergence around 0 order basins 
are shown as dotted lines in above diagram). 

These types of drainages are the site for 
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Streamcourses: 
A natural configuration in the land surface which transports water in a 
perennial, intermittent or ephemeral circumstance (BMP Handbook). 

Streamside Management Zone: 
A strip of land adjacent to a stream channel which includes all of the 
riparian ecosystem- and may include a band of contiguous terrestrial 
ecosystem land. 
dependent resources and both on-site and downstream aquatic ecosystem 
values and uses. The width of the strip is variable. It is defined by an 
on-site investigation of the existing physicalfiiological environmental 
conditions and identification of the riparian area dependent resources and 
aquatic values and uses requiring protection. 
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 (BMP 1.8). 

It is a strip of land managed to protect riparian area 

Its delineation is 

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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MEDIATION AGREEMENT 
SEQUOIA NF 3-14-90 

Exhibit H 

COMMERICAL FoREsm" EXCLUDED FROM ASP ~UNREGULATED) 

Giant sequoia outside of wilderness and SOHA's: 

SOHA's outside of wilderness and roadless: 

HSRD Condor area: 2,120 ac. 

Additional condor roost areas: 3,000 ac. 

SMZ : 

a. Stream order I & 11: 10,268 ac. 
b. Stream order I11 & IV (riparian vegetation only): 
c. Meadow Management Zones: 2.612 ac. 

Black oak occupying suitable conifer sites: 

SPNM outside of wilderness and SOHA'S: 

Steep and rocky: 24,100 ac. 

Agnew west of Lightning Creek: 

Moses: 5,526 ac. 

Black Mountain: 2.116 ac. 

Dennison: 2,391 ac. 

Woodpecker (Sirretta Peak): 7.967 ac. 

South Sierra: 2.464 ac. 

Lion Ridge (partial): 1.581 ac. 

Freeman Grove influence: 2,736 ac. 

Converse Basin: 240 ac. 

Peppermint Ski Area (outside of Roadless): 3,753 ac. 

S. Fork Peppermint Creek: 682 ac., 

Kings River SMA: 2,670 ac. 

Corridors: 

10,887 ac. 

58.892 ac. 

1,208 ac. 

18.600 ac. 

6.472 ac. 

3.859 ac. 

(an additional 600 ac. is in Kings River SMA) 

a. Durrwood Creek in Rincon: 490 ac. 
b. Cannel1 Trail: 469 ac. 
c. Salmon Creek Trail: 335 ac. 
d. Buck Rock area (General's Hwy. and trails leading into 

wilderness): 1.192 ac. 

TOTAL ACRES EXCLUDED: 176.610 
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EXHIBIT N 

The Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines for Timber Management at pages 4 - 3 1  to 
4 - 3 3  will be amended as follows. 

A. Silvicultural Systems 

1 
evaluated and used on the Forest as appropriate to a given site. 

2. Uneven-aged management: 

Both even-aged and uneven-aged silvicultural systems shall be 

a 
which corresponds to an average rotation age of 140 years 

Uneven-aged management shall be conducted as Regulation Class 2 ,  

b. Both natural and artificial regeneration shall be used, as 
appropriate 

c. Openings created by group selection shall be limited generally to 
two acres. 
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 
Level 1, middleground areas. Allow even-aged silvicultural systems in 
such areas only when harvest practices and related activities: 

Larger openings will be allowed only where necessary to 

Generally apply uneven-aged silvicultural systems in Sensitivity 

a) 
an identified focal point; 

b) Are screened by terrain; 

c) 
travel; 

d) 

Apply even-aged management or uneven-aged management within 

Do not visually detract from a Class A landscape feature or 

Occur at or near a perpendicular angle to the direction of 

Occur in low variety landscapes. 

f. 
middleground view of roads, trails and high use sites that are 
Sensitivity Level 1. 
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 

The system to be selected will meet the assigned 
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Meadow area and other areas to be agreed upon in negotiations over 
special areas. Within these areas, even-aged prescriptions are 
allowed 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 
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 is defined in Appendix - 1 . 
b Determination of Clearcut: Clearcutting as a regeneration 
harvest tool shall be used only where (a) it 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; (c) 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 retum or the greatest unit 
output of timber. 

c. Size limits: 

3 

These steps include such measures as retention of 

(1) 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 may. 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. 

(4) Reasons for exceeding size limits are: responding to an 
insect or disease infestation; limitations of cable logging (i.e., 
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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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. 

B. Harvest System 

1. 
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.  
to Regulation Class 2 single tree selection via helicopter. 

Use a variety of logging systems to harvest forest products. Use 

On slopes greater than 60 percent, timber harvesting will be limited 

C. Regeneration Methods 

1. 
natural seeding is prescribed. 
applied primarily in the true fir type and in areas where uneven-aged 
silvicultural practices are prescribed. 

2. 
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. 

D. Harvest Location 

Plant all regeneration areas requiring reforestation except where 
Regeneration by natural seeding will be 

Save viable existing reproduction where feasible and incorporate into 

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

2 .  
thoughout the Forest. 

In determining what activities should occur on 

Make logging slash and dead and down material available for firewood 
Make some green material available for firewood. 

E. Diversity 

1. 
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. 

In order to maintain Forest diversity, particularly within the mixed 
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2. 
time in each ecosystem. A minimum of 5% of the total area of each 
vegetative type in forested lands will be maintained in each seral 
stagehabitat type combination. 
combinations will 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. 

Provide for an array of early and late successional stage habitat over 

Allocation of the habitat type/seral stage 

F True Fir Management 

1. 
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), incorporated 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 is 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: 

During this Plan period, the Forest will test the true fir cutting and 

G Sugar Pine Management 

1. 
widest possible base of sugar pine genes. 
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. 
mixed conifer species, even though major gene resistant stock is not now 
available. 
maintain a sugar pine seedbank. With resistant stock, this percentage 
could be increased. 

3 .  
trees. This is a high priority. 

Silvicultural prescriptions are to consider means of maintaining the 
Generally, this means protecting 

Continue to plan a modest mix (5-10%) of sugar pine along with other 

This may mean collecting seed from non-tested trees in order to 

Intensify the effort to collect sample cones from candidate resistant 

4 
seed from these trees for our seedbank. 

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

H Integrated Pest Management 

1. 
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, 

Apply the principles of integrated pest management to the control of 
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chemical, mechanical, manual, and prescribed fire in prescriptions 
considered in the control of pest damage. 
will be within the scope of Regional direction based upon an approved 
environmental impact statement. 

Control of competing vegetation 

I. Giant Sequoias. Delete this whole section. 
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MONITORING AND EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS 

A .  PURPOSE 

The purpose of monitoring and evaluation IS to provide information on the 
results and progress of Forest Plan implementation so that: 

- Necessary changes in the management practices can be instituted: and, 

- 
B. MONITORING AND EVALUATION SYSTEM 

The total monitoring system on the Forest consists of a wide variety of 
actions. 
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 if plans, 
prescriptions. projects and activities are implemented as specified in the 
project level environmental document (e.g., EIS). Implementation monitoring 
answers the question: 
specified in the project environmental document?" 

Indicated plan amendments/revisions can be made. 

The monitoring plan presented in this document consists of those 

"Was the required measure performed on the ground as 

Effectiveness Monitorina: Effectiveness monitoring determines if prescriptions 
and management activities meet management direction. objectives, and the 
standards and guidelines. 
basis as determined by resource values and risks, and public issues. 
Effectiveness monitoring is done only after determining that the plan, 
prescription, project, or  activity to be monitored has been implemented 
according to the plan's direction. Effectiveness monitoring answers the 
question: 
no further monitoring need be done. If the answer is "no", the appropriateness 
of the mitigation must be evaluted. 
activities in the same watershed may o r  may not be halted depending on the 
characteristics and scope of the problem and its context. 

This level of monitoring is conducted on a limited 

"Did the required practice actually work?" If the answer is "yes", 

Until that determination is made, other 

1 
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Validation Monitoring: 
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. 
implementation monitoring phase. 

Validation monitoring determines whether the initial 

This relationship is designed to focus initial attention at the 

2 
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Exhibit 5-1 

EVALUATION OF MONITORING RESULTS 
FOR FOREST PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

IMPLPIENTATION MONITORING 
PROJECT 
RESULTS 

Consistent With NO Is Compliance NO Amend 
Project EA & Forest Plan? Feasible? Plan &/or adjust project 

I I 

YES 
Ensure 

Compliance 
I YES 

Issues, 'Concerns or NO Continue Implementation 
Opportunities Still Exist? Monitoring 

1 
1 RESULTS 

EFFECTIVENESS MONITORING 

Most Effective Action NO Do Assumptions and NO VALIDATION 
Taken & KO's Resolved? Coefficients Appear MONITORING 

Reasonable? 

I RESULTS 

Document Evaluation and Continue Effectiveness 
Continue Implementation Monitoring 
Monitoring or Amend the 
Plan if More Effective 

Action is Needed 
Assumptions and 

Continue Validation NO Coefficients Valid 
Monitoring and ICO's Resolved? 

1 
YES 

Documentation Evaluation 
and Continue 
Effectiveness Monitoring 
or Amend Plan if Change 
is Needed 
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C. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The planning regulations at 36 CFR 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)(l)]. 

3. 

4. 

Determine significant changes in land productivity [36 CFR 219.12(k)(2)]. 

Determine planned cost versus actual costs associated with carrying out 
prescriptions [36 CFR 219.12(k)(3)]. 

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)]. 

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)]. 

Determine if lands are adequately restocked C36 CFR 219.12(k) (5) (i)]. 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

8. Determine, at least every ten years, if lands identified as unsuitable for 
timber production have become suitable [36 CFR 219.12(k) (5) (ii)]. 

9. Determine whether maximum size limits for harvest areas should be 
continued [36 CFR 219.12(k)(5)(iii)]. 

Ensure that destructive insects and disease organisms do not increase to 
potentially damaging levels following management activities [36 CFR 
219.12(k) (5) (iv)l. 

10. 

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 ldonitoring effort focuses on in-the-field 
project monitoring. 
activities affecting-water, soil or vegetation (e.g.. fuels management, timber 
sales, etc.). 

Exhibit 5-2 details this process for all management 
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Exhibit 5-2: Project-Based Annual LMP Monitoring 

- 

Check monitoring reports 7 for previous projects 

. 

f 

'MT Selects > 1 Project 
per RD to Monitor with 
Emphasis on Soil 
Productivity and H20 
Quality 

MT Assess Year-end Project Monitoring Effort - Report on implementation and Effectiveness 
- Recommend Action 
- Amend LMP As Needed 

lpubllcl Input 

I - 

- 

I 

]Project Activities1 
I I 1 Functional I 

Staff Input 
DR Monitors each project 
(1) at completion 
- IMPLEMENTATION 
- EFFECTIVENESS 

(Written) 

(1) Includes management activities affecting air. water, 
soil, and vegetation such as timber sales, grazing 
allotment management, fuels management, site preparation, 
etc. 

5 
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In summary. the District Ranger is responsible for ongoing and post-project 
review of all projects. 
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 them. Annually the forest management team 
selects a sargple of completed projects drawn from each district. 
Management Team monitors the monitoring effort, as well as the management 
results on-the-ground. 
productivity and water quality. 
both the monitoring effort and on-the-ground results. 
and recommendations 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. 
the expected probability that information acquired through sampling will 
reflect actual conditions. 
as either high, moderate. or low. The accuracy for precision and validity 
levels are: 

He/she performs implementation monitoring and 

The 

Projects are to be selected with an emphasis on soil 
At year's end, the management team reports on 

Evaluation of results 

Validity is 

Both precision and validity are qualitatively rated 

Level of Precision/Validity 

High (H) 
Moderate (M) 
Low (L) 
W A  

Expected Accuracy 

Within 10% 
Within + 33% 
Within T 50% 
Cannot Le established. 

Minimum monitoring frequency simply specifies how often and at what sample size 
the assessment will be made. The responsible staff is, 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, it is labeled "SOP" for "standard operating 
procedure". 
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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. 
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. 

These 

a. Cost and Output 

A national Program Development and Budgeting Review Team has been 
established to compare F” planned (estimated) implementation costs 
and outputs with actual costs and outputs. Their charter is as 
follows: 

“Level” or gain better equity among Regions for financial 
schedules that fund the land management plans for the period 1990 
to 2000. 

Improve our ability to develop cost-effective program budgets 
that reflect national priorities among Regions at less than full 
LMP funding while recognizing Regional equity and other 
managerial objectives. 

Improve our ability to carry through with decisions made during 
the program development process. 

Carry out congressional direction. 

Implement our plans. 

Gain efficiency and consistency in achieving our agreed-upon 
objectives and targets. 

Develop consensus among Regional Foresters so that they can 
support a national NFS PD&B process. 

At the present time, the Timber Sale Program Information Reporting 
System (TSPIRS) provides financial information covering the forest 
timber program for any given year. It covers timber revenue and 
associated costs, socioeconomk effects and accomplishments, and 
future benefits and costs resulting from that year’s program. 
Program Information Reporting System (ALLPIRS) is being tested 
nationwide at this time. It will be implemented to provide financial 
information for all the resource programs. 

Until the new financial monitoring systems are in place, annual 
monitoring of LMP implementation costs will consist of (1) reviews of 
annual budget submittals for the Forest and their relationship to the 

All 
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broad funding categories shown i n  LMP as a ref lect ion of the balanced 
program contained i n  the LMP; ( 2 )  reviews of the annual budget 
allocations t o  the Forest and t h e i r  relationship t o  broad LMP funding 
categories as a way of assessing whether actual allocations are 
direct ing management a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a way t h a t  implements (or deviates 
from) the LMP. Whichever is available, the interim system or the  
developing system w i l l  be used t o  determine if amendment t o  the LMP is 
required at  the f ive  year FLMF' review. 

Regarding output monitoring, u n t i l  the new output monitoring system i s  
i n  place, the annual Management Attainment Report, which shows how 
many/much of various selected act ivi t ies /outputs  have been 
accomplished i n  a given year, s h a l l  be used as the  basis  of annual 
output comparisons with FLMP direction. Whichever is avai lable ,  the 
MAR system or the new system w i l l  be used t o  determine a t  the  f ive  
year FLMP review whether the FLMP needs t o  be amended. 

b. Resources 

(1) Forestwide CWE - To be added as per f i n a l  version of Settlement 
Agreement. 

Tri-forest Wildlife Plan - This plan and its monitoring 
provisions are  incorporated by reference. 

( 2 )  

c. Adjacent Lands - The ef fec ts  of management a c t i v i t i e s  on adjacent 
lands sha l l  be analyzed i n  s i te- specif ic  NFPA documents and monitored 
on a project basis under the appropriate resource heading as l i s t e d  on 
Table 5-3. 

8 
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d. Data Bases 

The forestwide data bases containing timber stand and CWE information 
are t o  be updated as par t  of the analysis process. 

(1) CWE - The inventory of ERA'S is updated fo r  each compartment when 
the CWE analysis for  a given ac t i v i t y  is done. 

Timber Stands - The timber stand inventory for  each compartment 
sha l l  be updated annually on a project  basis  s t a r t i n g  i n  1991. 

(2) 

9 
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6/22/90 
S E W I A  NATIONAL FOREST 

TAaE 5.3: up MONITlUUNG PLAN IPruject)  

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVETUGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNML 
V a  FECIUE&YpSF F U R M E R N  C0ST I S )  

AIR W I N  A l r  ( lual i ty  Maintenance 

A. -118 0B)FXTIIE: To conduct management a c t i v i t i e s  w i t h i n  the a i r  qua l i t y  regulat ions mandated by federal, state. and local  governments. 

1. -: Determine if appmpriate High 
smoke managmnt techniques t o  reduce 
missions, nlnimize ilrpacts. and m e t  
prescr ipt ion objectlves are l.plmented. 

Two projects/ D i s t r i c t  Ranger When assessmnt indicates departure 1,000 
Dis t r l c t lYear  frm smke nanagmnt  t€shnlques 1 5 6 )  

t h a t  m e t  t he  object ives of the 
burn. 

2. -: Photographic t racking Moderate Two projects/ D i s t r i c t  Ranger When assessment indicates smke 4,000 
of smoke plumes. manual photos. personal D is t r i c t lYear  t ransport  outside t h a t  (New Cost)  
observations, and notatlons monitorlng 
t he  t ranspod and dispersal of ulake. 

predicted i n  t he  burn plan. 

3. -: Revlew make management 
plans and photographic t racking t o  evaluate 
smoke managmnt techniques. 

Two projects/ Forest Resource When assessment indicates smke 4,000 
Dis t r l c t lYear  Off icer  manayenmnt techniques (no t  (New Cost) 

unpredictable envi ronmntal  
change) i s  responsible f o r  
f a i l u re  t o  pvedtst Moke transpart. 



SEQUOIA WTIONAL FOREST 

TWLE 5-3: LW I*))(ITORIffi PLAN (Project-based) 

6/22/90 

awMTIVE WATERSHED EFFECTS 

IIowIToRIffi OBJECTIVE: To Protect benef ic ia l  uses o f  water frm the  cumulative ef fects o f  mu l t i p l e  land management ac t i v i t i e s .  

1. - 
Determine if Cumulative Watershed Effects 

(WE) analysis i s l r a s  performed and documented 
i n  a pro ject  NEPA document fo r  a l l  p ro jec ts  
affect ing water qua l i t y  and benef ic ia l  uses 
in a l l  specified sub-watershedcs) i n  water- 
sheds of influence. Determine i f  analysis 
conforms t o  d i rec t ion  i n  Sequoia National 
Forest WE working guide consistent w i th  
current  R-5. FSH 2509.22, Chapter 20. 

2. Effectlvaness 

Deternine if WE analysis was e f fec t i ve  
i n  iden t i f y ing  po ten t ia l  problem areas and 
ta rge t ing  required mi t iga t ion  responsive 
t o  concerns r e l a t i v e  t o  water qua l i t y  and 
benef ic ia l  uses. 

3. yalldatlon 

accurately quant i fy  s i t e  conditions. 
disturbance, and affected environment. 
Determine I f  predicted long-term e f f e c t s  
t o  soil and water from management 
a c t i v i t y  are reasonably evaluated. 

Determine if factors used i n  WE analysis 

H/H Annually during 
post-project 
reviews and 
inspections fo r  
2 cmpleted 
pro jects per 
d i s t r i c t  per 
year. 

H I M  Annually during 
post-project 
r e v i w s  and 
inspections for 
2 cmpleted 
pro jects per 
d i s t r i c t  per 
year. 

M/M As post- project 
monitoring 
indicates need and/ 
or RhD e f f o r t s  
d i c t a te  needs t o  
change 

Forest Resource Determine if the  WE analysis 15,000 

Management Off icer condittons. Determine If the  
OffjGer and Timber accurately r e f l ec t s  watershed (Sop) 

pro jec t  NEPA document r e f l ec t s  
mi t iga t ion  responsive t o  watershed 
needs and mi t iga t ion  meets i t s  own 
object ives a f t e r  accmpl ishment. 

Forest Resource Determine i f  m i t i ga t i on  a l lev ia ted  15,000 

Management O f f i ce r  were accurately iden t l f ied .  
Of f icer  and Timber concerns and if problem areas (Sop) 

Forest Resource Recrui t  help from ear th  sc i en t i s t s  
O f f i ce r  i n t e rna l l y  o r  external ly. depending 

on need. severity, and scope o f  the  
o f  t he  problem o r  t o  help i den t i f y  
problem. Regional expert ise 
may be needed t o  evaluate t he  
method used f o r  va l ida t ton  based 
on Regional perspectlve. 



SEOUOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

TABLE 5.3: L I P  WNITORIHG PLAN (Pmgram) 

6/22/90 

ESTIMTED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

A S S E S Y l E N T S S  F F U R M E R I D N  B T  (SI 

DEVELBED REaMTION USE: Management of Developed Recreation S i tes  and t he  Ef fect  on Health. Safety and Resources 

Monitoring ObJective: Ensure safety. health. and environmental protect ion a t  developed recreation s i te .  

A. : Assess 
the  leve l  o f  safety. health. and impact on 
natural resources from developed recreation. 

U t i l i z e  W's 4-1. 2. 3, 4. 5, 6, 7. 9. 
and 10 and the  BM? assessment forms 
R5-2525-11-Rec 21 and 22 t o  assess the  
implementation and effect iveness o f  
monitoring these recreation ac t i v i t i e s .  

6. yalldatlon: I n  cases where effect ive-  
ness monitoring indicates questionable 
effect iveness o f  prescribed standards. 
va l ida t ion  monitoring w i l l  determine if 
changes o r  assumptions need t o  be made. 

Study and evaluate recreation f a c i l i t i e s  
n o t  meeting standards. and adjust management 
t o  meet acceptable standards. 

H/H Annually i n  
monitoring report  
and in EA'S fo r  
a l l  new or recon- 
structed recre- 
at ion  projects. 

H/H As indicated by 
resu l ts  o f  
effect iveness 
monitorlng. 

D i s t r i c t  Ranger If projects o r  
monitoring reports  
do no t  r e f l e c t  
appropriate W's 
o r  if measured 
resu l ts  do not meet 
BMP standards. 

I f  resu l ts  do no t  
meet W standards. 

Forest Recreation 
O f f i ce r  

115,000 

Unknown 



6/22/90 

TABLE 5.3: L I P  yD)(ITORItG PLAH (Program) 

ESTIMATU, 
EXPECTED MINIWII AYERWE 
PRECISIW II)((ITORING WIDELIKS 1H)IcATIffi A” 

AS-SS V t I L I R U Y  wsl (S) 

FACILITIES: Transporation system management and maintenance. 

m n l t o r l n g  ObJWlve: 

system i s  i n  ccmpliance w i th  Forest Plan and 
meeting resource objectives. 

systm‘s effect iveness i n  meetlng established object ives indicates variat ion. 
road managenmnt objectives. 

Determine effectiveness o f  t ransportat ion system management. 

1. h@”: Determine i f  t ransportat ion High Ongoing Forest Engineer Hhen assessrmnt indicates 1500 
departure from Forest Plan 
and resource objectives. 

2. Effectiveness: Evaluate the t ransportat ion Moderate Annual Forest Supervfsor Uhen revtew o f  road management $2.000 

3. U l d a t b m  Review non-ccmpllance of road Uoderate Annual Forest Supervisor V a r i a b l l l t y  i n  road managment 12rOOO 
management object ives w i th  D i s t r i c t s .  Revlew object ives t h a t  may be more 
t o  determine i f  object ives should be changed. appropriate. 



6/22/90 
SEQUOIA MTIONAL FORESl 

TllBLE 5-3: LIP I**IITORIffi PLAN (PmJect) 

EST1 MATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AKRAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNL!AL 

ASS- v ” Y  €.E.” STAFF F U R M E R N  WST CS) 

F I S R I E S  

I. ) ( y I I T o R I f f i ~  

A. YI(IT0RIffi OBJECTIVE: Ensure the  maintenance o f  su i tab le  hab i ta t  t o  provide v iab le  f i s h  populations. 

1. - 
Ensure t h a t  P-5 Mlnlmum Management 

Requirements, FLW Guidelines. Riparian 
Standards 6 Guidelines and Best Management 
Practices are being implemented as designed in  
pro jec t  NEPA document. 

2. - 
Determine if pro jec t  plans and 

prescr ipt ions achieve t h e i r  stated objectives, 
guidel ines and requirements f o r  the  p ro tec t ion  
andlor enhancemnt o f  su i table f i s h  habitat. 
u t i l i z i n g  the  R-5 Habi tat  Assessment and F ish  
Habi tat  Relationship programs. 

3. yaL” 

Determine if ass~mptlons used t o  formulate 
guidel ines and habi tat  capab i l i t y  models are 
achieving the  FLW goals and object ives by 
u t i l i z i n g  the Fish Habitat Relationship 
program t o  model a l l  f i s h  habi tat  on the  
Forest. 

Assess f i s h  population trends t o  va l ida te  
Fish Habi tat  Relationship Program model. 

wn 

M/M 

MIM 

Sample 5 projects 
per year. 

Sample 5 projects 
per year. 

10 years 

Forest Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Forest Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Forest Resource 
Off icer  

When assessment Indicates 5.000 SCP 
departure frcm requirermnts 
contained i n  p ro j ec t  EA’S. 

When the  R-5 Hab i td t  Assasruent 
and the  F ish  Habi tat  Relationship 
programs ind ica te  a 2oX change i n  
fish habltat capab,$llty for a speclflc 
stream. 

50,000 SCP 

10% deviat ion from the  1990 WA 
goal. 

1,500 
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TABLE 5.3: LW' YIWITORIW; PLMl (Progra)  

ESTIMATED 

ss V U T Y  t C Y  STAFF FURTHEBBI;UDN GUST (LL 

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

LITRE KEFN GOLDEN TROUT; 

YMlltorlmg Objnctive: Maintain su i tab le  hab i ta t  t o  ensure v iable populations. 

A. -: 

1. Ensure t h a t  provisions i n  recovery plans High 
are carr ied out. 

B. Effectiveness: 

Annually Tule River AS per  Recovery Plan 
D i s t r i c t  Ranger 

1. Population indices 

2. Habi tat  monitoring 

Moderate Every 5 y rs  Tule River DR As per Recovery Plan 
i n  cooperation 
w i th  CDFhG 

In cooperation 
COF&G 

Moderate Every 5 yrs  Tule River DR As per Recovery Plan 

C. Yalldat(on: R5 Fish Habi tat  Assessment Moderate Every 10 yrs  Forest Resource As per Recovery Plan 
Program o f f i c e r  

2,000 

500 

500 

2,000 
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TABLE 5.3: LIP  HDNIToRIffi PLAn (Pmgran) 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDlCATlNG ANNUAL 

m s s  VALIDITY F F V N  WST fSl 

E C R E A T I W  USE OF TRAILS: 

hnltorlng Objective: 

Effects of WV and Other T r a i l  Users on Land and Other Natural Resources 

Evaluate effects of t r a i l  construct iont maintenance. and use by OHV's. horses. hikers. and other on natura l  resources. 

A. -: Develop standards t o  
measure impacts o f  t r a i l  use i n  the  T r a i l  
Plan. (W 4-8 sets implementation d i rec t ion)  

Develop standards modeled a f te r  W's used 
f o r  road construct ion and maintenance ( t o  
be developed i n  the  T r a i l  Plan). 

B. Ftfsctlveness: Determine effect iveness 
o f  prescrtbed standards cmpared t o  planned 
objectives. 
i n  t he  T r a i l  Plan. 

Review a l l  new construct ion and sample 
maintained and other ex i s t i ng  t r a i l  
f a c i l i t i e s  t o  determine if they m e t  the  
standards. 

C. Verlflcatlon: 
ness monitoring indicates questionable 
effectiveness o f  prescribed standards. 
va l ida t ion  monitoring w i l l  determine f f  
changes o r  assumptions need t o  be made. 

I n s t a l l  research p lo ts ls tud ies  t o  measure 
impacts. evaluate results. and adjust  
standards t o  reduce impacts to 
acceptable levels. 

Determine i f  a change i s  needed 

I n  cases where effect ive-  

H I M  Annual review o f  Forest Rec. 
standards used i n  Off icer 
m n i t o r i n g  report. 

H/M A l l  nea pro jec ts  Forest Rec. 
and sample of O f f i c e r  
maintenance 
pro jects annually. 

M/M A l l  new projects D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
and a sample of 
other ex is t ing  
t r a i l  f a c i l i t i e s  
annually. 

HIH As indicated by Forest Rec. 
resu l ts  of O f f i c e r  
effecttveness 
monitoring. 

If standards are not  being applied 
i n  p ro jec t  analysis, design. or 
m n i t o r i n g  report. 

$1,000 

I f  impacts exceed t he  a b i l i t y  t o  
manage and maintain t r a i l  use 
w i th in  prescribed standards 
a t  a reasonable cost. 

$5,000 

N/A Unknan 
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TABLE 5-3: LIP MtN4ITaRIffi PLAN (PmJect) 

6/22/90 

RIu(GEMwsEl€tfr 

A. IM(ITMIIH0 OBJECTIVE: Provide for  the heal th and v igor  o f  rangeland vegetation. 1 

1. Imolementatlon 
Monitor ecological change on a l l  allotments 

where vegetative change i s  prescribed i n  the 
Allotment Mgmt. Plan (W)  by photo transect 
nmthod as described by Frost. W.E., WcOougald. 
N.K.. Smith. E.L. and Clawson. W.J. Procedures 
for Measuring, Analyzing and In te rpre t ing  
Vegetation Trend i n  Riparian Area. Univers i ty  
o f  Ca l i fo rn ia  Range Science Report No. 23. 
August 1989. 

1. - 
Inspections t o  monitor t h e  effectiveness 

o f  management practices on intensively 
managed allotments for  compliance w i th  AW. 
(Option-add "This includes range readiness. 
forage u t i l i z a t i o n  h l ivestock distr ibution." ) 

3. yaud&lM 

Measure species frequency and cover i n  
transects as set  f o r t h  i n  Frost. W.E.. 
WcOougald. N.K.. Smith, E.L. and Clawson. 
W.J. Procedures f o r  Mwasuring, Analyzing, and 
Interpret ing Vegetation Trend i n  Riparian 
Areas. Univers i ty  o f  Ca l i fo rn ia  Range 
Sclence Report 23. August 1989. 

H I M  3-5 yrs. 

n/n Annually 
508 a l l  AW's 

MIM A s  determined by 
Ef f .  monitoring. 

Forest Deviation from 1Z.000 
Resource prescrIptIons In  W. 
Off icer  

Forest Deviat ion from standards set  i n  5,000 
Resource FSH and Manuals. and AMP direction. (Sop) 
o f f i c e r  

Forest 
Resource 
O f f i ce r  

When in te rpre ta t ion  of 3,000 
s t a t i s t i c a l  comparison indicates 
t h a t  a change has occurred i n  re l a t i on  
t o  the vegetative objectives adjust 
A W  management practices. 

'Inventory needs include inventory o f  each allotment t o  determine current  ecological status of t he  land and revis ion o f  al lotment management plans t o  comply 
w i th  revised Forest Service d i rec t ion  ("Change on the Range"). 
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TABLE 5-3: LIP  IIowITORIffi PUN (Pmject)  

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 
VALIDITY FBEIulENCY S W F  ION COST (I) FURTHER ACT 

SENSITIVE PUNTS1’ ’ 
KmITORIffi OBIECTIVE: Ensure t h a t  LW goals. objectives. standards and guidel ines provide protect ion for p lan ts  l i s t e d  on the R-5 Sensit ive P lan t  L is t .  

1. -: Inspect p ro jec t  H/H Annually 2 Forest Resource When review team detects 2,000 
a c t i v i t y  t o  assure compliance w i th  require- projects per O f f i ce r  deviat ion from species (Sop) 
ments specif ied i n  species management guides D i s t r i c t .  management objectives 
and/or p ro jec t  NEPA document. as shown i n  p ro jec t  NEPA 

document. 

2. Effecttveness: Inspect known locations H/H Same as above. Forest Resource When reviewing o f f i c e r s  3.000 
o f  sensi t ive p lan t  populations t o  determine i f  O f f i ce r  detect any change i n  the (Sop) 
effects of p ro jec t  on p lan t  hab i ta t  were 
accurately predicted and mi t iga t ions  effective. 

species hab i ta t  t ha t  may 
be detrimental t o  i t s  
continued existence. 

3.  Yalldatlon: Conduct a botanical H/H AS effectiveness Forest Resource When botanical investigations 2.000 
investigaton (R-5 FSH 2609.5. 3/88) and monitoring Of f i cer  indicate populat ion trend 
if necessary revise Species Management 
Guide t o  r e f l e c t  required changes. Apply need. v i a b i l i t y  of t he  species. 
new guidel ines f o r  fu tu re  pro jec t  planning. 

indicates the is appmaching decreasing/increasing 

‘Inventory needs include a botanical invest igat ion f o r  26 sensi t ive species i n  order t o  determine t h e i r  status and t h e  stgni f icance of each ind iv idua l  
population. 
Handbook. 

‘Species populat ion trends w i l l  be monitored i n  conjunction with species managment guides a t  the ra te  of a t  leas t  one per year based on avai lable fundlng. 

P r i o r i t i e s  f o r  development of Species Management Guides are l i s t e d  in  Section 1.14 of A-5 FSH 2609.25. Threatened pnd Endangered Plants 
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TABLE 5-3: LIP WITORING PLAN (Pm jec t  and Pmgram) 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

ASS& F U R M E R O N  COST ( I )  

SENSITIVE VILWIFE SPECIES' 

A. 
sustain v iab le  populations. 

11o)lrmRIffi OBSECTIVE: Ensure t h a t  LW goals. objectives, standards, and guidel ines provide senstive species hab i ta t  t o  sustain species hab i ta t  t o  

1. - 
Inspect p ro jec t  a c t i v i t y  t o  assure 

conoliance w i th  oro.iect NWA document r ~ ~~ ~ . - ~ ~  
regarding p ro te& io i  o f  sensi t ive 
species habitat. 

2. Effectiveness 

a. Inspect hab i ta t  i den t i f i ed  p ro jec t  
NEPA documnt t o  determine if pro jec t  
effects on species hab i ta t  were accurately 
predicted and mi t igat ions ef fect ive.  

b. Determine i f  p ro jec t  e f f ec t s  and 
prescr ipt ions achieve LW object ives by 
u t i l i z i n g  the  W i l d l i f e  Habi tat  Relationship 
colnputer program t o  model the  long-term 
effects. 

C. Pe r f om population census on the  
fol lowing species as directed by t he  R-5 
Species Managanent Guides. 

(1) Spotted O w l  

Determine nesting success and 
populat ion v i a b i l i t y  o f  fo res t  
network. 

(2)  Goshawk 

Determine nesting success and 
establ ish network of nest s i t e s  t o  
assure species v i a b i l i t y .  

(3)  Willow Flycatcher 

Survey po ten t ia l  nest s i t e s  
associated w i th  pro jects supplemented 
w i th  data frm Riparian ecosystm 
monitoring fo r  avian gui lds. 

HIH Annually two 
pro jec ts  per 
D i s t r i c t .  

HIH Same as above. 

H I M  Minimum 3 years. 

M/M As determined by 
the  USF6WS and 
U.S. Forest 
Service (Washington 
O f f  ice). 

Forest Resource 
Of f i cer  

Forest  Resource 
Of f i cer  

Forest Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Forest Resource 
O f f i ce r  

MIM Annually u n t i l  Forest Resource 
network i s  O f f i c e r  
establ ished and 
every 3 years 
thereaf ter .  

M/M Annually f o r  Forest Resource 
5 years and O f f i ce r  
every 3 years 
thereafter. 

When review team detects deviat ion TBA 
from species manayemnt oblectivess 
as per p ro jec t  NEPA document. 

When the  reviewlng o f f i c e r  2,000 SCP 
detects any change i n  the  species 
hab i ta t  t h a t  may be detrimental 
t o  v i a b i l i t y .  

When long-term e f fec ts  indicate 
hab i ta t  capab i l i t y ' i s  decl in ing 
and may not  sustain v iab le  
populations. 

2.000 SCP 

Downward trends in  nesting 
success as determined by 
Regions S f 6  RD&A. 

130,000 SCP 

Deviat ion frm FLW Guidelines 
and R-5 Minimum Managfmmnt 
Requirements. 

7,000 SCP 

Deviat ion fran R-5 Minimum SCP funds 
Management Requirements and a i  e 
FLW Guide1 ines. included 

i n  w i l d l i f e  
va l ida t ion  
man i t o r i n g  
section. 



6/22/90 
ESTIMATED 

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

AS-ESS VALIDITY FXiQUEWY W F  F- COST i s )  

( 4 )  Great Grey Or ls  M/M 

Determine nest s i t e s  and nest ing success. 
Data w i l l  be col lected whi le gathering spotted 
owl information. 

(5 )  Furbearers L/L 

Assess avai lable habi tat  f o r  Pine 
Marten. Fisher. Wolverine and S ie r ra  Red Fox 
w i th  proposed projects. 

3. YauIWAM 

Determine i f  the  d i rec t ion  i n  R-5 
Minimum Management Requirements and 
Forest Plan provide hab i ta t  t o  sustain 
v iable populations o f  sensi t ive species. 

M/M 

Same as above. 

An d i rected by 
t he  Regional 
Forester. 

Whenever 
effect iveness 
monitoring 
indicates a 
need. 

Forest Resource 
O f f i c e r  

Forest Resource 
Of f i cer  

Forest Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Same as above. Sop funds 
are  
included in  
spotted ow1 
monitoring 
section. 

Deviat ion from R-5 Mlnimum 10.000 
Manayement Requi rments. 

When changes i n  species hab i ta t  
andlor populat ions are a l tered 
i n  a manner t h a t  may a f f ec t  
t he  v i a b i l i t y  of the  s p s i e s  
adjust  pract ices $nd/or 
guidelines. 

2.000 

‘Inventory needs include a b io log ica l  invest igat ion fo r  7 l i s t e d  species i n  order t o  d e t e n i n e  population density and hab i ta t  needs. 

3 
br 
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TABLE 5-3: L I P  loNITMUIG PLAn (Project) 

6/22/90 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AYERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

N 41sT ( 5 )  

SOIL 

I. I**u"6pRoGRN( 

A. loNITUUffi OSIECTIYE: Ensure t h a t  management pract ices and prescr ipt ions maintain inherent l ong- ten  s o i l  product iv i ty .  

1. - 
Determine i f  a ro iec t  a l m s  and - . - - - ~ - -  ~ ~~~~ 

.. 
prescr ipt ions are implemented as designed 
and documented i n  pro ject  NEPA document. 

H/H Annually dur ing Forest Resource Departure frm contraCt or NEPA 
pre- and post- O f f i ce r  and Timber document requirements. 
harvest and pre- Management 
and post- si te prep. O f f i ce r  
p ro jec t  reviews 
and inspections 
for 2 completed 
pro jec ts /d is t r i c t .  

2. Effsctlveness 

Determine i f  plans and prescr ipt ions 
are e f fec t i ve  i n  meeting the  object ives 
and SbG's speclf ied i n  p ro jec t  NEPA 
daunmnts and Forest plan. 

compactionr erosion. puddl ing, displacement 
and sever i ty  of burn. 

M/M 

Key s o i l  propert ies t o  observe are  

Annually on post- Forest Resource Long- ten s o i l  p roduc t lv l t y  10.000 
pro jec t  harvest Of f i ce r  and Timber standards are b e 1 3  met when a t  (Sop) 
and s i t e  prep. Management 
reviews for 2 Off icer  i s  i n  acceptable soil condit ion 
completed pro jects/  (Dra f t  R-5 FSH 2509.18 So i l  Mgt. 
d i s t r i c t .  Handbook. Sept. 1988, Supp. #I). 

The fol lowing defines acceptable 
s o i l  cond i t ion  for 85% o f  t he  area 
(FSH 2509.18). 
1. Soi l  cover i s  present i n  amunts 

t h a t  prevent accelerated erosion ra tes  . from exceeding s o i l  formation rates 
over time, i.e., t he  kind. anaunt and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  s o i l  cover i s  gulded 
by t he  16 Erosion Hazard Rating. 

2. So i l  porosi ty  i s  a t  l eas t  90% o f  
i t s  natura l  condition. 
3. So i l  organic matter i s  present i n  

anaunts su f f i c ien t  t o  prevent s ign i f-  
ican t  shor t  or long-term nu t r i en t  cyc le 
def ic i ts .  and avoid adverse physical s o i l  
character is t ics.  

a t  l eas t  85% o f  an a c t i v i t y  area 
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TABLE 5-3: LIP YONITOAIHG PLAN (Project) 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 
VAI FREUJEKL STAFF FURTHERACTION COST IS) 

a. So i l  organic matter i s  a t  leas t  

b. Large woody mater ia l  I s  available, 

85% of natura l  condi t ions i n  t he  upper 
12 inches. 

i s  about 5 t o  20 logs per acre i n  contact 
w i th  t he  s o i l  surface. Size should be 
20 inches i n  diameter and 20 feet long. 
o f  a l l  decomposition classes. 

50 percent of t he  disturbed area, less  
than 3 inches i n  d i a m t e r  and I n  
contact w i t h  t he  s o i l  surface. Annual 
l i t t e r  f a l l  may be used t o  compensate f o r  
l i t t e r  rmoved dur ing management. 

C. L i t t e r  and duff covers approximately 

3. h.LuLm 

Oetennine i f  WE coef f ic ientsr  SbG's and H/H 
managenent requirements maintaih long-term 
s o i l  product iv i ty .  U t i l i z e  monitoring methods 
discussed i n  Chapter 2 o f  FSH 2509.18 - So i l  
Management Handbook. 10187. 

Whenever Forest  Resource When de t r inan ta l  changes i n  s o i l  propert ies 
effectiveness O f f i ce r  and 
monitoring D i s t r i c t  Ranger acceptable s o i l  condition. consider 
Indicates a 

over an a c t i v i t y  area exceed 15% of t he  

adjusting p r a c t i a s  and/or guidel ines 
need. t o  prevent s i gn i f i can t  inpainrent 

(FSH 2509.18, 10187). 

00 
C 
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TABLE 5-3: L I P  MIIITWIING PLAN (ProJect and Program) 

6/22/90 

ESTIWTB) 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ HONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

ASSF-S Yaun1n F R E W  W F  F- COST I S )  

MFEATEWED ANI EIOAHGERED SPECIES 

I. W I ( I T 0 R I f f i ~  

A. 
recovery obJectives. so t ha t  special p ro tec t lon  wasures provided under the  Endangered Specles Act are no longer necessary. 
species include Condors. Peregrine Falcon. Bald Eagle and L i t t l e  Kern Golden Trout. 

MONITORIWiOB3ECTIK: Assure t h a t  a l l  National Forest SysteDu hab i ta ts  and a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  threatened and endangered species a re  managed t o  achleve 
Threatened and endangsred 

1. - 
Detennine t h a t  p ro jec t  plans and HIH 

prescr ipt ions are implemented as designed. 
consistent wi th the  Bio lcgical  Evaluations. 

Annually. Tvo 
pro jects per 
D i s t r i c t .  

2. Effectiveness 

a. Determlne If implemented plans and MIH 10 years 
prescr ipt ions achieve the object ives of t he  
Recovery Plan. U t i l i z e  the  W i l d l l f e  Hab i ta t  
Relationship computer program t o  mndel t he  long 
term effects. 

Per fom population census on t he  
f o l l ov i ng  species as d i rected by Recovery Plans. 

b. 

(1) Peregrlne Falcon 
Hel icopter  survey of Klngs Rlverr Tule Rlver. 
Kern River and ground check o f  superior nest 
s i t e s  t o  detennlne reproduction success. 

Survey o f  su i tab le  habl tat  t o  detennlne 
changes I n  winter ing populations. 

Monitor known nest 6 roosting s i t e s  t o  
determine occupancy. 

(2) Bald Eagle 

I31 Condors 

( 4 )  l i t t l e  Kern Golden Trout 
Determine success of re-establishment program 
i n  L i t t l e  Kern River watershed through R-5 
Habf tat  Assessment Program. 

3. lalldatlan 
Detennine i f  d l rec t ion  i n  Recovery Plan i s  

meeting goals and object ives of the Endangered 
Species Act. 

og 
\ 

M/H Annually f o r  5 
years; then 
every 3 years. 

l / L  As dlrecfed by 
Bald Eagle 
Recovery Team. 

Forest 
Resource 
O f f i c e r  

Forest 
Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Hume Lake 
D i s t r i c t  
Ranger 

Hum Lake 
D i s t r i c t  
Ranger 

MIU Pro jec t  Basis Forest 
as established Resource 
by Condor Recovery O f f i c e r  
Team 

M I M  5 years Tule Rlver 
D i s t r i c t  
Ranger and 
CDFhG 

H/H Whenever Forest 
e f f ec t  i veness Resource 
monitoring o f f i c e r  
Indicates 
a need. 

Deviat ion from Recovery Plan o r  FLW 
Standards. Guidelines or WR's as 
interpreted through pro jec t  NEPA 
document. 

TEA 

(same as above) TEA 

Oeviat ion frm d i res t i on  In 7,000 SOP 
Recovery Plan. 

Report census data t o  Recovery 
Team fo r  evaluation. 

500 SW 

Deviat ion frm d i rec t i on  i n  2,000 sop 
Recovery Plan. 

Deviat ion frm LKGT Management 
Plan. 

When trends i n  T and E hab i ta t  1.000 sop 
andlor populations indlcate changes 
s ign i f i can t  enough t o  affect species 
recovery, coordinate ulth USFUS' 
D i v i s i on  of  Endangered Species and 
CDFhG fo r  Recovely Plan revislons. 



6/22/90 
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TABLE 5-3: L I P  MCINITWUNG PLAN (Project  and Program) 

EXPECTED MINIMUM 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE 

AS- AFF 

ESTIHATED 
AVERAGE 

GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUL 
F V  COST (I) 

A. MCINITORIffi OBIECTIVE: Detemine regeneration success. 

was planted i n  accordance wi th R-5 S i l v i -  
cu l t u ra l  Handbook and pro jec t  NEPA documnt. 

stocking by 1 s t  and 3rd  year p lantat ion 
exams fol lowing regional standard method 
(FSM) and compilation i n t o  forestwide 
report. 

of the  operational environment ( S i l v i c u l t u r a l )  
Practices Handbook) by a c e r t i f i e d  s i l v l c u l -  
t u r i s t  and (2) appropriate regeneration 
techniques sui table t o  s i t e  cohdit ions were 
used. 

1. w: Detemine whether s i t e  H/H 

2. Effectiveness: Determine surv ival  and HIH 

3.  Yalldatlon: Validate (1) the  assessment H/H 

Two cmpleted 
pro jects per 
D i s t r i c t  per  year. 

Two completed Timber Mgt. 
p ro jec ts  per O f f i ce r  
D i s t r i c t  per  year. 

As indicated by Timber Mgt. 
resu l ts  o f  stand Of f i cer /  
exams or va r i a t i on  D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
from standards. 

Ind ica to r  of variance from s i l v i c u l -  20,000 
t u r a l  p rescr ip t ion  i s  Notice o f  Non- (SW) 
Cmpliance w i th  p lan t ing  contract. 

Survival o r  stocking leve ls  f a l l  10.000 
below minimum Regional standards. (SCP) 

I f  va l ida t ion  confirms capab i l i t y  and 40,000 
su i t ab i l i t y .  then stand i s  replanted. 
I f  va l ida t ion  indicates stand i s  no t  
capable and suitable, then r m v e  frm 
land base. 

8. IIOHITORIffi OBIECTIVE: Determine i f  growth rates of young timber stands are meeting FOWLAN project ions. 

1. h&"Lh: Determine current  M I M  Every 10 years D i s t r i c t  Rangsr Current annual ne t  growth 5,000 
growth rates. through Forest pro ject ions w i l l  no t  provide 

Inventory. f o r  23 W F  by decade 16 
(FLW, C-6). 

2. Effectlvsness: Compare Table 3 of "6th 
Annual Forest Vegetation Management Conference 
Proceeding. 1984." by John Fiske. and Small 
Trees Model as appropriate growth and y i e l d  
models t o  f i e l d  inventory. 

MIM 

3. Jalldatlon: Reviewing growth model 
assumptions and projected y ie lds  by 
analyt ica l  comparison of actual t o  
expected rates of growth. 

H I M  

Every 10 years. D i s t r i c t  Ranger/ Stand growth f a i l s  t o  meet minimum 0 
Timber Mgt. 

Planning O f f i ce r  

Regional stocking leve ls  and 
Of f i cer /  heightldiameter growth. 

When effect iveness D i s t r i c t  Ranger Same as above. 
monitoring indi-  
cates growth ra te  
i s  l ess  than 
projected rate. 

2.500 
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ESTIMATED 

Y STAFF FUKT- 

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

C. MJNITMUffi CWECTIVE: Determine effect iveness o f  red f i r  regeneration methods. 

National Forest guide1 ines fo r  regeneration 
i n  red f i r  type, f i r s t  and t h i r d  year 
stocking exams. 

red f i r  regeneration units. reforestat ion. 

1. -: U t i l i z e  1983 Sequoia HIH Annually D i s t r i c t  Ranger 

2. Effectlveneas: Determine stocking o f  H/H 5 years a f t e r  D i s t r l c t  Ranger 

3. YdMatl~: Whether red f ir 
regeneration i s  occurring t o  meet 
reforestat ion assumptions of plan. 

HIH When effect iveness D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
mon i t o r i  ng 
indicates t h a t  
minimum stocking 
i s  not  being 
achieved. 

D. MJNITMUffi CWECTIM: Maintain regulat ion t o  achieve the  desired age c lass d is t r ibu t ion .  

1. v: Timber harvest schedule 
according t o  Timber Management Plan 
(LW. App. 6). 

2. Etfectlveness: Determine amunt o f  acres 
al located t o  harvest type fran annual 
Programed Harvest Statement. 

3. Yalldatlon: Determine t ha t  management 
d i rec t ion  of 70% even-aged harvest and 30% 
uneven-aged harvest i s  appropriate. 

H/H Every 5 years. Forest Timber 
Management 
Of f i ce r  

HIH Every 5 years. Forest Timber 
Management 
O f f  i c e r  

H/H When effect iveness Forest Timber 
monitoring Management 
indicates average O f f i ce r  
annual acres 
harvested have 
exceeded standards. 

Prescr ipt ions f o r  regeneration 
of red f i r type do no t  fol low 
1983 guidelines. 

Stocking leve l  Is below 
minimum f o r  red f i r  type. 

Val idat ion confirms t h a t  red 
f i r  regeneration guidel ines are 
inef fect ive.  

Annual harvest acreage by type 
of harvest does no t  meet an 
average annual upper l i m i t  of:  
regeneration 600 acres; 
shelterwood 1.308 acres; 
select ion 868 acres. 

Average annual f o r  the  decade 
acres harvested exceed 600 acres 
regeneration; 1.308 acres shelter- 
wood; and 868 acres select ion 
(FLW, 0 4 ) .  

Same as above. 

1,000 

1,000 

2,000 

0 

1,000 

5,000 
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ESTIMATED 

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES S T A N O N  ANNUAL 

ASS- V m  FREWIICY STAFF FIIBItlEBB[;uDN (;asT ( I 1  

E. IIW(IT0RIffi CtUECTIVE: ver i f y  the  capable-available-suitable land base f o r  pro ject  under study. 

1. m: Evaluate t en ta t i ve l y  H/H 
su i tab le  land base during canpartment 
analysis. Oocumnt as appropriate i n  
p ro jec t  NEPA document. 

2. Effectiveness: Iden t i f y  unsuitable H/H 
portions. Document i n  NEPA document. 
Adjust LW data base. 

Annually D i s t r i c t  Ranger Lands analyzed do no t  appear 10,000 
Every p ro j ec t  t o  meet s u i t a b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a .  

Annually D i s t r i c t  Ranger Tentat ive CAS lands cumulatively 10.000 
Every p ro jec t  may no t  provide average annual 

a l loca t ion  acreage (standard described 
in  "0") o r  greater  than the  75 PFBF of 
ASCI (standard described i n  "C"1. 

3.  Vnlldatlon: Determine v a l l d i t y  of H/H As indicated when Forest Timber Same as above. 
su i tab le  land base. Adjust L W  data base effect iveness Mgt. Of f i ce r /  
as requlred. monitoring shows Planning O f f i ce r  

standards no t  
being met. Min- 
imum every 10 
years. 

2.000 

F. MONITORING OBJECTIVE: Maintain t r ee  species representation of natura l  stands i n  regenerated stands. 

s i l v i c u l t u r a l  prescr ipt ions having object ive d i s t r i c t l yea r .  Mgt. Of f i ce r /  type conversion Without 
of maintaining timber type being harvested D i s t r i c t  Ranger j us t i f i ca t i on .  
as analyzed i n  p ro jec t  NEPA document. 

1. -: Appl icat ion of H/H 2 projects/  Forest Timber S I1  v i cu l  t u r a l  p rescr ip t ion  produces 5.000 

2. Effectiveness: Determine i f  H/H 
implemented s i l v i c u l t u r a l  prescr ipt ions 
are resu l t ing  i n  maintenance of timber type. 

3. Yalldatlon: Ver i fy  s i l v i c u l t u r a l  H/H 
prescr ipt ions f o r  maintaining timber type. 

2 pro jects/  Forest Timber P lan ta t ion  surveys indicate t h a t  a 101000 
d i s t  r ict/year. Mgt. Of f i ce r /  t imber type i s  no t  maintained. 
5 years a f t e r  D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
reforestat ion. 

5 years a f t e r  Forest Timber Val idat ion confirms t h a t  prescript ions 101000 
reforestat ion as Mgt. O f f  i c a r l  were inef fect ive.  
required D i s t r i c t  Ranger 
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SEWOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

TABLE 5-3: L I P  lQNImRIffi PLAN (PmJect) 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL MONITORING 

ss V FBlDuENCY STAFF F-ON M!ST iS1 

WATER 

lQN”6 OBIECTIVE: To ascertain t h a t  p ro jec t  a c t i v i t i e s  maintain o r  improve water qua l i t y  a t  an acceptable level.  

Use R-5 W monitoring assesswant process HIH Two pro jec ts  per  Forest Resource Departure frm NEPA pro jec t  o r  10.000 
( i n  d ra f t )  t o  record the  implementation of d i s t r i c t  per year. Of f icer  contract  requirements. (Sop) 
management practices. 

2. - 
Use R-5 W monitoring assessment process M/M 

(in d ra f t )  t o  determine the effect iveness 
of management practices. 

3.  Valldatlon 

Determine the  changes needed i n  Best M/M 
Management Practices t o  provide adequate 
protect ion f o r  the  benef ic ia l  use of the  
water. 

Annually monitor Forest Resource Fa i l u re  t o  meet object ives stated 101000 
5ame two pro jec ts  Off icer in pro jec t  NEPA documents and R-5. (SOP) 
per d i s t r i c t  as 
monitored during 
Implementation 
Monitoring. 

FSH 2509.22, 3/88. R-5 Supplment 1 
(8MP Book) Chapter 10. 

As defined by EW Forest Resource Non-point source: If BW i s  2.000 
Effect iveness O f f i ce r  inadequate t o  p ro tec t  documented 
Evaluation Process benef ic ia l  use as i den t i f i ed  
(WEEP) through Effect iveness Monitoring. 

Po in t  source: Deviat ion fran 
water qua l i t y  standards. 
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SEWOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

T m E  5-3: LIP WXITORING PLAN (PpOjaCt) 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

A S S L S X E F B X E S S  VAI i n i r i  FREOIIFW STAFF F- KIST ( I )  

YERAW) h RIPARIAN A l M S  

MONITaUffiosIECTIyE: Ascertain t h a t  r i pa r i an  and wetland ecosystems are protected when implementing land and resource management ac t i v i t i e s .  

1. - 
Determine if Riparian and Wetland 

Guidelines are being implemented as 
designed in  pro jec t  NEPA document. 

2. EffBCtlvBnBSS 
a. -. 

Determine if implemented management 
a c t i v i t i e s  are e f fec t l ve  protect ing andlor 
enhancing w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  i n  r i pa r i an  and 
wetland areas (see W i l d l i f e  Monitoring). 

HIH Two projects Forest Resource Dsparture frm Riparian and 
per year per Of f i ce r  Standards and Guide1 ines as 
d i s t r i c t .  speci f ied i n  NEPA pro jec t  

requirements. 

W M  

b. Determine i f  the  HIH 
R-5 W m n i t o r i n g  assessment process ( i n  
d ra f t )  i s  e f fec t i ve  i n  the  protect ion o f  the  
r ipar ian  and wetland ecosystems (see Water 
Ron i t o r  i ng ) . 
3. Valldatlon 

a. Riparian Dependent Vegetation: 
Monitor t o  determine if hab i ta t  condit ions 
are consistent w i th  species needs thru: 

species, using Avian Guild techniques as 
described i n  Three Forests Monitoring 
Plan. 

(1) Assessing r i pa r i an  dependent MIM 

(2) U t i l i z i n g  R-5 Fish Habi tat  MIM 
Assessmwnt Process. 

(3) Measure species frequency and MIM 
and cover i n  transects as set  f o r t h  i n  
Frost. W.E., McDougald, N.K.. Smith. E.L.. 
and Clawson. W.J. 
Analyzing and In te rpre t ing  Vegetation Trend 
i n  Riparian Areas. 
Range Science Report No. 23. Augiist 1989. 

Procedures f o r  Measuring. 

Univers i ty  o f  Ca l i f o rn i a  

Annually monitor Forest  Resource Fa i l u re  t o  meet vegetat ive 
same two pro jec ts  Of f icer  object ives establ ished i n  
per d i s t r i c t  as 
monitored during documents. 
Implemantat ion  
Monitoring. 

Same as above. Forest Resource Departure from NEPA pro jec t  o r  

the  appropriate NEPA 

O f f i ce r  contract  rqui rem6nts and f a i l u r e  
t o  meet object ives establ ished i n  
Riparian and Wetland Standards and 
Guidelines and FSH 2509.22, 3/88. 
A-5 Supplement. 

Annually f o r  5 Forest Resource 20% decl ine i n  avian species 
years t o  es tab l i sh  O f f l ce r  associated w i th  wetlands and 
baseline; then once r i pa r i an  ecosystem. 
every 3 years. 

10% of fo res t  Forest Resource 20% decl ine i n  f i sh  hab i ta t  
streams annually. Officer capab i l i t y .  

3-5 yrs. Forest Resource Deviat ion frm 
Of f i ce r  prescr ipt ions i n  AMP. 
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ESTIMATED 

EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
P RECI SIONf MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELlNES INDICATING ANNUAL 

ASS- V U N  FBEQUFJSY SIBFI ON COST (5) 

b. Water ( luality: Determine whether MIH 
changes are needed in Uanagernent Practices 
t o  provide adequate protectlon of f i s h  and 
other dependent species. 

As Effectiveness Forest Resource I f  W's and Riparian and 
Monltorlng Officer Wetland Standards and Guide1 ines 
indicates need. are inadequate t o  protect 

r ipar ian areas as ident i f ied 
through effectiveness 
monitoring. 

00 
3 



SEOUOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

TABLE 5-3: L I P  I(mIT0RIffi F U N  (PmJect) 

6/22/90 

ESTIMATED 
EXPECTED MINIMUM AVERAGE 
PRECISION/ MONITORING RESPONSIBLE GUIDELINES INDICATING ANNUAL 

Y FBEQUiW STAFF FURTHERACTION MST (I) 

WILD LIFE^ 
YYIIToAIffi OBIECTIVE: Maintain species d i ve rs i t y  and hab i ta t  capabi l i ty .  

1. Inlrlementatlon 
Ensure Minimum Management Requirments 

(MAR'S) and S6G's are being implemnted as 
designed i n  pro jec t  NEPA document. 

2. Effsctlvensss 

Use forest-wide vegetation inventory t o  
assess status of vegetative seral stages and 
then u t i l i z e  W i l d l i f e  Habi tat  Relationship 
program t o  model projected changes i n  
Management Ind ica to r  Species. 

3. kkudaLm 

Determine If assumptions used t o  formulate 
guidel ines and habi tat  capab i l i t y  models 
achieve the  goals and ObJsctives o f  t he  FLU'. 

Assess population trends fo r  species t h a t  
u t i l i z e  old growth, black oak, b lue oak. snag 
and r ipar ian  habi tats w i th  avian g u i l d  
monitoring techniques developed by PSW and 
i den t i f i ed  i n  the  Three Forest Monitoring 
Plan. 

HIH 2 projects/ Forest Resource 
d i s t r i c t l y e a r  O f f i ce r  

M l M  10 years Forest  Resource 
O f f i ce r  

M I H  Once every 3 Forest Resource 
years a f t e r  O f f i ce r  
basel ine Inventory 
i s  completed. 

M/M 10 years Forest  Resource 
O f f i ce r  

Departure fiat o r  non-cmpl lance 
w/LW S6G's and pro jec t  MMRls as 
defined i n  p ro jec t  NEPA document. 

201000 
(SOP) 

Fa i l u re  t o  meet species d i ve rs i t y  
and hab i ta t  capab i l i t y  object ives a5 
specif ied i n  proJect NWA document. 

1.500 

20% decl ine i n  species associated 
w i th  4 c r i t i c a l  habi tats as 
indicated by W i l d l i f e  Habi tat  
Relationship Program. 

4,000 

Sam as above. 1.000 

'Inventory needs include populat ion o f  each Management Ind ica to r  Species (mule deer. p i lea ted  woodpecker. gray squ i r r e l )  a t  cos2 o f  $50.000 per Year 
f o r  5 years and d i s t r i bu t i on  of b lue oak t o  determine current  ecological s tatus a t  cost  of 14,000 per year (SOP). 
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FSH 2509.18 - SOIL W A G E M E "  HANDBOOK 

Region 5 Supplement No. 1 

w: 
- 2 - Provides Regional s o i l  quality stand- as specified in FSH 2509.18 
Section 2.2. Places responsibility with Forests to insure that prescriptions 
for land disturbing activit iea include meamma for maintaining the productive 
capacity of the so i l .  Provides guidance for  selecting method8 that mitigate 
potential adverse efFscts. (Uaesa soil conditions. and correct soi ls  with 
diminished productive capacities. 

ESH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1 

s9 
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2.02 - 0 m V F s .  

1. To provide s o i l  quali ty standards that help managers t o  carry out s o i l  
disturbing ac t iv i t i e s  without s igruf icant ly  affect- the productive capacity 
of the so i l .  

2 .  To provide procedures for evaluating tha productive capacity of the 
s o i l .  mitigating management effects ,  and rehabi l i ta tang deteriorated s o i l  
conditions. 

2.03 - Util ize  soil quality standards in planning and conductang a l l  
s o i l  distrubing ac t iv i t ies .  

w. 
2.04 - RESPONSIBILITY 

- Forest Supervisors. Forest Supervisors sha l l :  

1. Provide training in the application of soil quality standards t o  
approppriate Forest Service and non-Forest Service personnel. 

2. 

3. Evaluate effectiveness of soi l  qual i ty  standarda and procedures and 

Assess the extent t o  w h i c h  s o i l  qual i ty  staadaFdr are being met. 

recommend adjustments to  the Regional t o  the Regfonrl Forester. 

- 2.04~ - District Ranmrs. District Rangers shall: 

measures for  maintainxng the productive capacity of the soil. 
1. Insum tha t  prescriptions fo r  s o i l  disturbing activities include 

2 .  Conduct pest ac t iv i ty  evaluations to dotemha i f  s o i l  quali ty 
standards have b m  met. and 8pPly rehabilit8tiOn W M W S  (u needed. 

2.05 - DEFINITIONS. 

1. Acceotable s o i l  condition Pollawing soi l  disturb- activities occun 
when s o i l  properties a m  not altered to the extent to cause significant changes 
in the productive cap.city of th6 so i l .  

2. Activfm h a  is th. t o t a l  area dishlrbad by s o i l  disturbing 
act ivi t iea .  

3. Soil disturbing ac t iv i t i e s  include (D-1 

4. Till- is the mechanical traaWnt of compactad oc puddled soils to 
restore desireable t i l t h .  

FSX X/& R-5 SWP 1 
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- 2.06 - Rpp(ENcFs. 

1. Alexander, E. B. 1980. Bulk densi t ies  of Cal i forn ia  soils in relat ion 

2. Alexander, E. E.. and R .  PofF. 1985. Soil disturbance and compaction 
i n  wildland management. USDA Forest Service. P a c i f i c  Southwest Region. Earth 
Resources Monograph 8. 157 p. 

to  o t h e r s o i l  properties. Soi l  Sci. SOC. Am. J. 44: 689-692. 

3. Duffy. P. D.. and D. C. McClurkin. 1974. Difficul t  eroded planting 
sites in northern Mississippi evaluated by discriminant analysis. Soil Sci. 
Soc. Am.. Proc. 38: 676-678. 

4. Helms. J. A. 1983. Soil Cowpaction and Stand G r o w t h  - Final Report to  

5. Zisa. R. P.. H. 0. Hdverson. and B. 8. Stout. 1980. Establishment 
and ear ly  growth of Conifer9 on COBpaCted soil in urban areas. USDA Forest 
Service Rea. Paper NE-451, 8 p. 

USDA Forest Service. Univ. Calif.. Berkeley. 97 p. 

Fsff X/89 R-5 SuPe 1 
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Soi l  qual i ty  standards identify threshold values beyond w h i c h  change in s o i l  
properties could result in  signaficant change or impairment in the productive 
capacity' of the s o i l .  

These standards m a y  not apply equally well t o  a l l  sites and pract ices  in the 
Region. On-site evalautions by soil scientists are used to determine i f  
deviations from the standards are needed and i f  they meet s o i l  quali ty 
objectives. 

Soi l  quali ty standards are met when at least 85 percent of an ac t iv i ty  area is 
i n  acceptable s o i l  condition. Acceptable s o i l  condition exists when: 

1. Soi l  cover is present i n  amounts that prevent accelerated s o i l  erosion 
ra tes  from exceeding soil formation rates over time. 

The kind. amount and distribution of soil cover needed t o  retard soil erosion 
is guided by the R5 Erosion Hazard Rating method and local ly  adapted standard 
erosion models and measurements. 

Soil Dorosity is at least 90 percent oP it. natural condition. 

O r m c  Matter is present in a"t. suliicimt t o  prevent  significant 
short  o r  long-term nutrient cycle deficits, and to avoid adverse physical soil 
characteristics. 

The kinds and amounts of org6nic matter am guided belor aad by loca l  analyses. 

Soil  oraanic matter is at least 85 percent oP its original  total in 
t h e  upper 12 inches of the soi l .  

Surface oruani c matter is present in tho Pollwing foma and amount 

(1) I-arm - material. rhrn available in fomated -M, is 
about 5 t o  20 loga per acre in c o n t u t  w i t h  th. soil  surPace. Desired log size 
is greater than 16 inchewin diameter a d  &aut 40 cubic Poet. Volume is about 
200 t o  800 cubic fset pmr acre (includaa pa r t i a l l y  decayed and unmmrchantable 
lop). Weight pa$ unl t  MII is highly variable d w  to tho degree oP decay. but 
is approximately 3 to 15 tom per acre. This guideline nay be waived in 
strategic fuelbroak maa and s a d 1  openings. 

disturbed m a .  wh.n proaent. Moay uterial is m r t l y  lesa than 3 inches in 
diameter and in contact w i t h  the soil surface. Hei&t per unit  area is highly 
variable due t o  tho type oP material and degree oP decay. Amounts are 
approximately 2 to  15   OM per acre. In LF.U lacking voody uterial. amounts 
ape approximately 0.5 t o  2 tom per acre. 

The presence of living vegetation that contributea sipnificaat annual l i t ter  
fdl C M  be t o  compensate for C o n d i t i O M  Uh.0 M a t e  poat-disturbance 
litter and dufP coveraga is less than 50 percent. 

2. 

3. 

A. 

E. 

( 2 )  Litter Md dufP O E M  over app-tely 50 WKMt O f  the 

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1 

9a 
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TAE m C  VAUTBS AND RATIONALE FOR POROSITY AS AN INDEX TU TK€ WfEcP OF 
COMPACTION ON PLANT GROWl'H HAVE RECEIVED INTERDISCIPLINARY REVIEW. THE VALUES 
FOR ORGANIC MATPER ARK PRELIMINARY AND HAVE NOT RECEIVED INTERDISCIPLINARY 
REVIEW. 

2.21 - RATIONALE. - 
Soi l  is a nonrenewable resource because i t  takes hundreds t o  thousands of years 
t o  form an inch of soil. Land management a c t i v i t i e s  alter the soil i n  varyrng 
degrees. These changes m a y  or may not significantly affect the productive 
capacity of the soil. Soil quality standards are used t o  characterize the 
significance of potential  soil productivity changes. 

Soi l  productivity is maintained when s o i l  propertier are not altered t o  the 
extent t o  cause significant changes in the long-term productive potent ia l  of 
the s o i l .  Information is provided to  help managem evaluate the productive 
condition of the s o i l .  and t o  carry out land management activities without 
significantly affecting s o i l  pmductivaty. 

There are m a n y  s o i l  characterist ics that can be atered by mana$ement 
activities and affect s o i l  productivity. For simplification. porosity, and 
organic matter a m  used as surrogates t o  represent other  factors.  Porosity is 
used t o  reflect changms due t o  compaction and puddling. Organic matter is 
evaluated in three different  ways: As surface cover f o r  erosion prevention and 
nutr ient  cycling. as large woody material f o r  nu t r ien t  cycling. and as s o i l  
organic matter t o  reflect nutrient status. Soil moisture supply, s o i l  
displacement, and other physical and chemical pmpartiea. 

- 61.11 - Soil Porority. Many land m-t activities hnve the potential  t o  
adversely affect the growth of plant. by v t i n g  the so i l .  These ac t iv i t i e s  
include camping, -In& pienicing. off- rod vebiclea, reforestation. timber 
hameat. and other io- of w m t a t i o n  u n r y # n t .  

There M enough f i d d  o b a a m t i o m  and f n f o r u t i o n  in the literatum to 
dosonstrate that r o i l  " p a c t i o n  can adversely diet the growth of piants. 
Although quantification of changes in .oil propertier and plant g r o w t h  
is not amilablo. .MIuLI i a  k"I t o  develop reasonable standards and 
procedures. In mat cuea. mothod. M available to avoid. m i t i g a t e .  or 
rehabiiitat. tb. * r a m  errecta or soil compaction. 

The nlatiamhtpe khma plant growth and mil  bulk denaity are very complex. 
Generally th. rolationahips M nonlinear: that ia.  incremental increases in 
bulk denaity dom not m c r r a r r i l y  cauae incream- decreases in plant g r o w t h .  
me inc-trl -err=t i a  a r r e n t  for b2rre-t piants ,  s o i l s  and 
envimnnanta. &at of the available data suggest. fh.t coapaction becomes 
increasingly detrimental for e u h  ruccesain incmmnt i n  8 series of equal. 
ab.Olute incraasea in bulk deaaify. I n C " n U  of increa~~e, based on a 
percentago of th. i n i t i a l  bulk density, .cturl ly ~OCOM greater i n  absolute 
Value M thr Uti& bulk d a l l S i t Y  inCmUOl (exhibit 1). 
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To set l i m i t s  of a l l O w a b h  buLk d w i t y  inCmMeS th8t M rCSpOMiVe to  
effects on plant g r o w t h .  the increments of allowable increase should becoma 
smaller in absolute value as bulk density increases. This is accomplished by 
basing the allowable increments on decreases in t o t a l  soil porosity 
(Exhibit- I). An allowable decrease of 10 percent appears t o  be a reasonable 
f i t  fo r  bulk density changes and potential  significant effects on plant 
growth. For comparison. a 10 percent decrease i n  t o t a l  soil porosity 
corresponds to  a 33 percent increase in bulk density fo r  a s o i l  with an i n i t i a l  
bulk'density of 0.6. a 15 percent increase fo r  a soil with an i n i t i a l  density 
of 1.06, and a 10 percent increase for  a soil with an i n i t i a l  density of 1.3. 
The relationship of bulk density increases t o  a 10 percent decrease i n  soil 
porosity are shown i n  Exhibit 2. 

Total porosity is used because practical  methods f o r  discrimmating between 
different  pore s izes  are not avaalable. It includes all s i zes  of soil pores. 
However. most of the porosity decrease would be a t t r ibu ted  t o  a reduction in 
macro pores. 

- 61.12 - Organic Matter. 

- 61.12a - Soil Cover is the soil erodibility factor c o s ~ n l y  modified by 
management activities. It is also th. most OSrily manipulated factor for 
reducing the potential  fo r  erosion. In addition t o  l a  graving "tation and 
rock fragments; f ine  organic matter such as, litter. duff. and t w i g s  less than 
about 3 inches in diameter in contact w i t h  tho soil  surfaco provide the most 
effective ground cover fo r  preventing erosion. Conditions under w h i c h  gmund 
cover needs exceed 50 percent is guided by local application of the Region 5 
Erosion Hazard Ratting systes.  The putpores of soi l  cover are to provide enough 
protection t o  prevent soil l o s s  from exceeding tho rata of soil fomation. to 
avoid sedimentation that would advaraoly affect uatar quality. and t o  avoid 
decreases in the supply of nutrients. A8 . o ~ r o x f ~ t e  c o w r y  50 percent fino 
organic utter owr th. soil surfaco sorv.. as a gui& for m r F n t J n i r y  
short-terr nutr ient  aupply. Micrcorgani~ that convert organic and inorganic 
nutr ients  i n to  foms  available for  plant and that also degrade chemical 
compounds are mostly located in th. duff and uppor feu inches of soil. titter 
and duff can servo to r in i r l ze  . i c r o o ~ u  populstion raductions in hot 
O W .  

61,12b-LArnroodv material. As a factor in tho nurtimnt cycliq proems. 
large woodg matarid has beon undor study in tho Pacific Northweat and 
Intex"t.in regions f o r  about 15 yam. t . 0 ~ 4  large voody material for  
purposu of wildlife habitat and soil pmductivity hns beon ULiry placo in 
Region 6 for about 4 ye-. Al- sp.cific rarearch is 1- fn 
California, tbur is .nough fn forut ion  to form p " x t  guidelines for 
practical w. Th. role of 1- voody utarirt tn uin ta inbg  soil 
productivity is to provi& hot sunor survival habitat for microorganisms. 
s m a l l  ani.rla urd insects that convort n u t r i a -  into available foms or spread 
nftrifying bacurf i .  and other mu. Organic debris factors may ba .om 
imvartmt in Califonria than in othr regians kcauso of hot te r  sunor 
tMperatures. 

- 61.12~ - Soil 0rgan.i E Matter. Soil organic utter content is associated with 
nutrient supply. soil wator availabil i ty.  soil  nggmpto stability. 

F S i  X/89 R-5 SUPP 1 
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anfiltration and reri l ience from compression. Conaequmtly, changes i n  s o i l  
organic matter content can serve (u an index t o  th. condition of a number of 
in te r re la ted  f ac ton .  It also is re la t ively easy t o  o b a e m  and measure. 
Soils vary i n  organic matter content and dis t r ibut ion.  In some soils the 
organic matter is concentrated in the upper few inches: whereas. in other s o i l s  
i t  gradually decrcaaes w i t h  depth or is nearly evenly distributed. These 
differences i n  organic matter accumulation influence how a soil may o r  may not 
he adversely affected by surface s o i l  displacement. The more soil organic 
matter as concentrated close to  the surface. the less tolerance there  is fo r  
loss of soil organac matter. For a common bas i s .  the t o t a l  s o i l  organic matter 
i n  the upper 12 inches of soil w i l l  be used fo r  evaluation. Over 50 percent of 
all t r e e  root length occurs in the upper 12 anches of soil (Powers, 1984). the 
vas t  majority of which would be feeder mots .  

Values fo r  organic matter are preliminary. They w i l l  be revised through 
interdiscipl inary review and f i e ld  use. Research will also help to revise  and 
val idate  these values. 

- 61.2 - ASSESSE?4T. Measurement and/or visual  sampling methods ara used t o  
evaluate soil porosity and orgaafc matter conditions. Sampling methoda t o  
guide assesamenfa on a project o r  Foreatuide basis are contained in Earth 
Resources Note - (being written). 

So i l  compaction m s g  be assessed vlsually thm* the  use of aurface condition 
ind fca ton  or by observation of the s o i l  wing a tile spado. Both methods need 
t o  be i n i t i a l l y  and periodically calibrated aylut measuromenta of bulk 
density taken w i t h  a nuclear gauge. core samplos, or one of the irregular hole 
methods. 

Soil cover and large voody material are d u a t a d  by viaual wthod.. Soil 
organic matter is evaluated by A combination of laboratory data  extrapolation. 
f i e l d  meeawewnta. and via* m e w .  

In practice. v i a 4  obaervationa M the most con011 form of s o i l  compaction 
asmaasneat. Measurement and detailed samplLy M wad wstly to ca l ibra te  
visual  method., and to inwatignto aihlatians rhore visual method. a m  
inadoquato. 

Bulk donaity is converted t o  total poroaity by f o d a  or graph. 

61.31 - SOIL POROSITY. Ini t ia l  bulk d4Ni t i ea  M aeaaurod where ground 
disturbiry .ctivftiu arm to take placo (aftor the Fact  aaaoaamenta may wo 
similar ctrdi.nrrkd adjacent areas). Tho ~ o u a b l .  comp8cted bulk density can 
be talcon from th gmbh in Exhibit 3. or  crlculatod w i t h  the follcuine Fomula. 

Dbc * 0.1 Ep 0.9 Dbi 

where Dp is the Mall particle d lmi ty .  .ad D b i  .ad D h  .T. the initial and tho 
compacted bulk dansitiea.. respectively. 

Aaauaing that the psrt fe le  density is 2.65 klg/m3, th i l lo rnblo  compacted bulk 
danaity can bo takm F m u  tho sol id  lira in Exhibit 3. hki rq  allwaneas for  
soil organic mattor. uNch haa dwity of .bout 1.35 Ug/m3, has l i t t le  affect 

FSH x/ag R-5 SUPP 1 
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on the calculated allowable compacted bulk density of inorganic s o i l s  (dashed 
line in Exhibit 3).  

Details f o r  measuring bulk density and the areal extent of soil disturbances 
are contained m Chapter 3 of FSH 2509.18. 

61.32 - Orsanic Yatter. 

61.4 - MITIGATION. - 
- 61.41 - Soil Compaction. A var ie ty  of practices and techniques are available 
t o  land managers that  minimize or eliminate the risk of soil compaction and 
puddling. Not all practices discussed here a m  sui table  fo r  all sites. But 
qui te  often. some practices are used in combination t o  more ef fec t ive ly  contml 
the risk of compaction and puddling. ’hose management pract ices  can bo grouped 
i n  three categories: (1) practices that reduce compaction effects. ( 2 )  
pract ices  tha t  confine compactive forcea t o  deaignatad areas.. and (3) practices 
tha t  avoid compactive forces. 

61.41a - Reducing Compaction Effects. lbese practices can help t o  maintain 
acceptable s o i l  conditions for  extensive EEOM (0.g.. 85 percent of an ac t i v i t y  
area). Ways t o  reduce compaction effects include, control l ing compactive 
forces, absorbing compactive forcer, and operating when soils are less 
susceptible t o  adverse compaction and puddling effects .  

1. Controllina Comactive Forces. Ths aMmt of compaction is primarily 
related t o  the load applied t o  the s o i l  and the number of trip. equipment make 
over the sam area. 

The depth t o  w h i c h  roil  becomes compacted is primarily a function of the anount 
of dynamic load applied to the aoil. Reducing aurface pmsaura (e.&.. saw 
machine weight. but larger awfaco area in track. or t i r e s )  nay not greatly 
reduce the d e w  of compaction in t h m  awf.n soil% but th. lowar limit of 
compacted layar rill bo nemer to tho soil rurfaco. Thus improving 
amelioration possibi l i t ies .  -ea of sigatricantw different weifit a d  
surfaco “a c u .  a i w f i c a u t l y  different de- of aoi l  compaction: whereas. 
diffemncos botue8n typw of machina arm mora subtle. Although the degree of 
compactioa cauaad by ainilac-rizm crawler tmctora, low ground pressure 
equipment. and rubbor-ti- t m t o r a  is about the a m .  crawler tractora can 
compact the aoil t o  greater depths. and rubbor-tin tractora can take morn 

and type on soil compaction M ahown in Exbibit 4. 

The de- of compaction is primarily MSOCbtd with M. number of t r i p s  
equipment sakes over tho s a y  arm. I n  twt.. donsity is achieved 
after about 20 tr ips.  However. about g0 percent of tho compaction is achieved 

t r i p s  t o  do 8 c00p.nble -t of work. Ih. r e h ~ 0 M h i p  O f  Oquipmont Size 

FSH X/89 R-5 SUPP 1 
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after only about tho fint 4 or 5 trip. vie largo equipmeut and .bout - percant with smaller CsUtpmOnt (-bit 4). 

Adjusting equipment'size and/or the number of t r i p s  can bo u r d  t o  m i n i m . 1 ~ 0  
compaction of are- where extorsive mud aquipmant operations are planned 
(e.g., site preparation and clestrut  sudd-).  Combining these practices w i t h  
operating over slash further reduces the potential  for roil compaction (.See 
Section 61.41, item 2 ) .  

2. Absorbins Comuactive Forcer. Comppactive forces can be p a r t i a l l y  o r  

CHECK WUnBPISoH 

completely absorbed by operating equipment over s lash  or snow. 

3. Oucratinrr When Soils are Most Resirtaat t o  Adverse Comaction. 

- 61.41b - ConfinkU Compaction Effects. 



Exhibit P 

Mitigation c Restoration Requirements 

Based on Project EA 

I. 
(e.g., included in timber sale contract provisions): 

Mitigation to be performed as integral part of project 

Respon- Source Projected Date 
sible Inven- Est. of K-V $ Funds Completion Action 

Action* Staff tory Cost Funding Assured Rec'd Date Completed 

11. Additional Uitigation/Restoration Measures 

Respon- Source Projected Date 
sible Inven- Est. of K-V $' Funds Completion Action 

Action* Staff tory Cost Funding Assured Rec'd Date Completed 

Indicate with an asteriak thome actions relied upon to support a FOliSI. 

1. The 'Inventory' entry would indicate which project list, such as the WINI, would carry 

2. The 'K-V $ Assured' column m u l d  be filled in (yes or no) when the timber sale purchase 

the mitigation project until completed. 

price was known. 



EXHIBIT 9_ 

NEW PERSPECTIVES IN FORESTRY 

Page 1 of 2 

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: 

'...Over 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 in 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 is old, but the emphasis on preservation and biodiversity is new. 
This is what is meant by "new perspectives in forestry". 
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. 
ecosystem remains in good health. 

This is where-the terminologynnew forestry" comes in. 
combination of physical activities designed to implement the concept of "new 
perspectives". 

It is a way of 

Commodity and amenity benefits can only be sustained if the 

"New forestry" is the 

There is no new technology associated with "new forestry", just 
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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. 
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. 

This allows some old-growth 

f 00 



REPLY To: 

SUBJECT: 
~ 

To: 

2470 DATE: March 1, 1989 

Nomenclatum, Timber Stand Regeneration 

Management Team, Sequoia National Forest 
-, - " .  ._ - 

As a resul t  of loca l ,  regional and national concern over the use of the term 
"clearcutting", the Sequoia National Forest w i l l  adopt the descriptive 
terminology "-TIC4 MOSAIC" when: 

1. A l l ,  or nearly all, of the merchantable timber is removed from E timber 
stand i n  a single harvest cgt; and 
2. proper execution of the stand nanagement pmacription depends upon 
advanced reproduction that was' established before the harvest Cut. 

You should be aware tha t  there is a great deal of controversy surrounding the  
coining of new fores t  terminology. For this reason we will noad t o  be wry 
conristent and systematic in the use of "-ON UWAIC". The following 
rules w i l l  be s t r i c t l y  observed: 

1. Use only whw the etrnd 1s under 8 fom of even-aged m a r u g u P . n t .  

2. Use only if 8t leut 20%. but not more than a%, O f  the Foes  
regenerated stand area will be stocked w i t h  advanced reproduction having 
the capabili ty of growing into nature timber crop treos. 

3. U s 0  only when aggregatiolu of  advanced reproduction M at least 1 / 2 O t h  
acre fn sire, urd there is an average of at least one aggregation por acp.. 

4. Use only w h e n  residual merchantable trees a n  no larger than 1811 DBH; 
md they accuunt for no moon than 10% stocking of the gross regenerated 
stand ~~ZOE.  

5. Use only when the stand management prescription depends upon artif'icfal 
regeneration ( t m i  plaating) to supplement stocking by advanced 
reproduction. 

When one or moon of the above rules are violated, same tominology o ther  than 
'-TION MZSAIC" appliea. For instance (rule R2): If less than 20% of. 
the area i s  stocked with advanced reproduction, c d l  it  CLEARCU'ITINQ: if more 
than &$, call it the OVERSTORY REMOVAL step in  the shelterwood method of 
regeneration, 

Please note tha t  we w i l l  continue t o  use standard forest terafnology M 
appropriate. 
conditions you wish t o  describe. 

Do not avoid the term CLEARCViTINQ i f  it applies t o  the 

APPENDIX 1 / o/- 
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The terninology "IWE?lEMTION HOSAIC" w a g  chosen from a list of 25 suggestions 
collected from throughout Region Five of the Forest Service. Some of these 
h.vi bmen i n  common use fo r  a long time (Tahoe Clearcut. Overstory Removal), 
others havm b i i n  used in o f f i c i a l  documents to describe the process 
(Clearcutting with Advanced Ripreduction and Planting) and others were 
deliberate creations t o  bridge the communication diff icul ty  between technical 
forentry definitions. pract ical  application and the general public. 
termfnolom Falls in to  the later category. 

* .  - " I  

The chosen 

The rationale for choosing "REGENEiATION W C "  haa three components: 
~. .I - -- - -. - 1; Both'terms. regeneration and mosaic, are defined in "Terminology of 

Forest Science" (F.C. Ford-Robertson, Society of American Foresters,  1971). -* 

REGENERATION: The renewal of a tree crop, whether by natural  or 
a r t i f i c i a l  means. 

MOSAIC: (ecology) An rcrMgement of plant communides i n  a mosaic 
pattern, i n  contrast  to  zonation. 

Our use will be compatible with these definit ions.  

2. Both terms we eas i ly  recopfzed by tho mer& public. 
appropriate background information, the meaning8 are easi ly  transferred to 
the technical context oP r i foror ta t ion.  

3. REGENERATION MOSAIC d4SCr iba  the pract ical  ruult of a cer ta in  type OF 
timber h w e r t .  A t  tho SM. tlpI. i t  provides a convenient terminology 
where previously none exist&. 

With 

The rearch for adequate terminology in this particular lfya har included 
oxtunrivo dircurrionr w i t h i n  the hmg"ant T ~ M  and other poor mupr on the 
Soquoin National Fomt.  I t  har alro included r o l i c i t i n g  opinions from other 
National Fonrtr in Region FLvo, tho Roglondl Office, the Wuhington Office md 
from a committee OS Sorestry school s i l v i d t u r i s t r  currently working on 
rsvl.iona to  the "Terminology of Fonrt ScienceR. I am confldent that our n o w  
tomlnology i n  compatible wfth existing urd probable future forost  terminology 
Uage and definitions. 

J z A. CRATes 
F r t  Supervisor 
Sequoia National Forest 

cc: Ray Weinmann, ARF Timber Management 

- 
c 

John Helms,-University of California, Berkeley 
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF A POLICY AND GUIDELINES 
FOR THE MAMGEMENT OF TRUE FIR FOREST COVER 

ON THE SEQUOIA NATIONAL FOREST 

NtED FOR POLICY AND GUIDELINES 

The timber management plan  under k i c h  the Sequoia N.F. i s  now operating was 
written i n  1961, before any significant anount  of research or experience was 

. accunulated on the managenent of the true fir forest type. I t  provides only 
very general direction t o  manage the type under Unit Area Control harvest 
methods, which implies that regeneration will be required. (This is i n  contrast 
t o  the eastside pine type i n  which insect risk selection was directed.) No 
specific guidelines for reforestation and cultural treatments are given, 
although planting is mentioned. 

Since 1961 both research and experience have show t h a t  the managenent of the 
true f i r  type is considerably different from the mixed conifer and westisde 
pine, i n  h i c h  context i t  was originally considered. By the early 1970's it 
becane apparent that the regeneration practice of "clearcut, pile and burn" used 
more or less routinely w i t h i n  other forest types was not routinely successful i n  
the true f i r .  Because of this, other R-5 Forests have recognized specific 
harvest and silvicutural prescriptions for the true f ir  type i n  their more 
recent timber managenant plans. A t  t h i s  time the Sequoia has no such plan, and 
f t  is expected t o  be at  least another par  or more before the new Land 
Managenent Plan is operational. However, timber sales are being prepared w i t h i n  
the true fir  type and District planners have recurring questions on h a t  k ind  of 
cu t t ing  and long term managenent prescriptions are appropriate. 

kHAT WE KNOW ABOUT TRUE FIR MANAGEMENT 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

I/ - 

From a growth and yield p o i n t  of view, the f i r  species are very desireable. 
Red f ir  i n  particular is capable of maintaining spectacular growth rates 
for very long periods of time when canpared t o  other Sierra conifer 
species . 
The true f i r  type is found at higher elevations and on f r i g i d  soils, 
generally above 7500 feet i n  the southern Sierras. Snowpack is heavy and 
access i s  difficult  dur ing  the cri t ical  spring p lan t ing  season. 

Gophers are endemic and nearly always present chronic problems i n  stand 
establ i shent .  

Natural regeneration under shelterwood, seed tree, strip clearcutting and 
very small patch cutting has been shown to be reasonably successful i n  the 
short run. I t  remains t o  be seen i f  subsequent steps i n  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 i n  the clearcutting methods. 

Refer to Appendix 1 for  a sample of references used i n  t h i s  discussion. 
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5. Stocking of naturally established fir seedlings tends to improve over a 
span of several years, probably reflecting the need for a fortuitous 
combination of seed crop and weather conditions as much as adequate seedbed 
preparation. - 
Planted f i r  have show very errat ic  survival rates. Not a l l  of the reasons 
for this are known, b u t  the following factors either have been demonstrated 
or arE strongly suspected: 

6. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d.  

e. 

f"  

Nursery practices influence the capacity of a seedling t o  regenerate 
roots after planting. 
nursery " l i f t i n g"  date, storage and root growth capacity was only 
suspected. Work is s t i l l  continuing i n  this  area, b u t  enough is now 
known t o  be pretty well assured that we made some horrible mistakes i n  
the past. 

Unlike ponderosa pine, root growth of fir species beains very quickly 
after exposure t o  temperatures above 38 F. 
initiated before planting the seedling is almost certain t o  die. 
cold storage fac i l i t ies  or failure t o  plant w i t h i n  a few hours a f t e r  
removing from storage is swe to result i n  poor survival.  

Also unlike ponderosa pine the f i r  speiies have very l i t t l e  ability to  
control t ranspirat ion of water. 
when planted, it can very easily dehydrate before root growth is 
sufficient t o  supply the water demanded. 

Mortality beyond the first growing season is  much more a problem than 
wi th  pine species. This is thought t o  be related t o  s i t e  adaptatjon. 
If so, then present seed collection zones may be inappropriate, and a 
certain randomness of survival is inevitable. 

The planting 'windonD for  most fir s i tes  is  extremely short, often a 
matter of a few oays. The object i s  t o  get the seedling i n  the ground 
after the snow melts, b u t  before weather warms t o  the p o i n t  of 
creating severe moisture stress. In some years when there is an 
exceptionally la te  spr ing followed by a h o t  s m e r ,  there may not be 
an acceptable window at al l .  
mild sunner, unusually h igh  seedling survival can be expected. 

A nursery disease, charcoal root ro t ,  has been know t o  infect 
otherwise healthy looking seedlings. When planted out  .in relatively 
warm soil, the root rot  quickly kills the seedling; b u t  when planted 
i n  colder soils the ro t  is inhibited and has l i t t l e  effect O n  
survival. 

Until very recently the relationship between 

If root growth is  
Poor 

Unless the seedling is i n  good vigor 

In other years w i t h  an early spr ing  and 

7. White fir i s  the natural climax species i n  the mixed conifer forest type, 
but  it also mixes with red f i r  on colder soils at  higher elevations. 

2 



CRITICAL DEFICITS I N  SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE 

The p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  o f  management decis ions on the  long term p r o d u c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  
t r u e  fir f o r e s t  type i s  r e s t r i c t e d  b y  vo ids i n  the body of cu r ren t  s c i e n t i f i c  
knowledge. Namely: 

1. EFFECTS OF HARVEST AND CULTURAL ACTIVITIES ON ECOSYSTEM NUTRIENT BALANCE 

Because o f  the  low temperatures and ske le ta l  s o i l s  u s u a l l y  found i n  the 
t r u e  fir type, a l a r g e  propor t ion  o f  t o t a l  n u t r i e n t s  on t h e  s i t e  (N, P, K, 
etc.) are he ld  b y  vegetat ion and l i t t e r .  If these n u t r i e n t s  are removed, 
as i n  logging; o r  l os t ,  as i n  s i t e  preparation; then  the  p r o d u c t i v i t y  f o r  
timber growth can be reduced. There are sane d i s t u r b i n g  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  
a r t i f i c i a l  f e r t i l i z a t i o n  may be requi red on many t r u e  fir s i t e s  i f  
p r o d u c t i v i t y  i s  no t  t o  be reduced s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  

2. SPECIES CONVERSION 

Je f f rey  pine has been planted on s i t e s  fo rmer ly  occupted by r e d  fir because 
o f  a higher i n i t i a l  su rv i va l  ra te .  
these plantat ions, and i n  other  cases not. 
explained there s t i l l  has been no analys is  o f  long  term growth and y i e l d  o r  
eCOnOmiC impl icat ions.  I n  fac t ,  y i e l d  tab les  do no t  e x i s t  f o r  J e f f r e y  pine 
per se. 
type described by Peyer (Technical B u l l e t i n  No. 630). The i n c l i n a t i o n  t o  
p l a n t  mixtures o f  o ther  con i fe rs  on s i t e s  fo rmer ly  occupied by  pure r e d  fir 
i s  s t r i c t l y  i n t u i t i v e  a t  t h i s  time. 

In  some cases snow has sever ly  danaged 
Even i f  t h i s  phenomenon were 

Performance has been assuned t o  be s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  easts ide pine 

3. THE NEED FOR SHELTERWOOD 

What we know i s  t h a t  shelterwood c u t t i n g  i s  an e f f e c t i v e  way t o  regenerate 
fir species; what we don' t  know i s  why. 
shelterwood provides needed shade. But Some researchers t h i n k  t h a t  a ready 
seed source and/or p r o t  c t i  n-frcm dry ing  wind may be even more important 
factors.  + f pw t  J I O ~ ~ C  8 l g H  

Conventional wisdom assunes 

Research and admin is t ra t ive studies i n  these areas are t o  be encouraged. 
1 
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MANAGEMENT I FPLI CAT1 ONS 

Natural regeneration of the true f ir  type is reasonably well assured if: 

1. 

2. Time is not a cri terion.  

3. 

4. 

Cn the other hand a r t i f i c i a l  regeneration is not well assured, even when these 
well recognized necessary steps are taken: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. bpher  control. 

5. Good planting technique. 

obviously, neither natural nor a r t i f i c a l  regeneration can guarantee sucessful 
stand re-establishnent w i t h i n  five years of harvest as required by the 1976 
National Forest Management Act, and anticipated by FORPLAN i n  se t t ing harvest 
levels fo r  long term sustained yield. 

I t  is for  this reason that  other National Forests i n  the Sierras are entering 
the era  of intensive f i r  management w i t h  plans t o  combine natural and a r t i f i c i a l  
techniques (see Appendix 2) .  A l l  have backup plans fo r  anticipated fa i lu res .  
The most conservative is represented by the  Sierra N.F. tha t  intends to  plant  
immediately a f te r  site preparation, even though the harvest method is designed 
to favor natural regeneration. The most daring is expressed by the Tahoe, where 
i n  many cases a r t i f i ca l  regeneration will be rel ied on entirely.  In case red 
f ir  plant ing f a i l s ,  that  forest  is prepared t o  convert t o  other, and presunably 
more rel iable,  species such as western white pine, Jeffrey pine, and white fir. 

Seed producing trees are available and properly d is t r ibuted .  

Seed or shelter  t rees  do not blow down or die before seedlings are 
established. 

Seedbed preparation and overstory removal methods are feas ible  w i t h i n  
physical and acbninistrative constraints.  

Adequate s i t e  preparation and control of competing vegetation. 

Careful administration of nursery practices.  

Continuous refrigeration of planting stock a f t e r  l i f t i n g .  

4 



SEQUOIA INTERIM DIRECTION 

9 Until the Forest LMP i s  approved and directs differently, the followin 
guidelines will be applied t o  timber-intensive management of the true ir forest 
type. - 1/ 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

HARVEST PRESCRIPTIONS 2/ 
Cn terrain where mechanical si te preparation is feasible and stand 
structure allows, seed step i s  the preferred regeneration harvest 
prescription. 

GI steep ground sere prescribed fire is the most feasible si te 
preparation method, and/or logging methods cannot assure seed tree 
protection, strip clearcutting is the preferred regeneration method. 
S t r i p  clearcutting i s  the second preference on other terrain. 

Wen neither seed tree nor strip cutting are applicable, then small 
(1/2 t o  1 1/2 acres) patch cut t ing  is  preferred. 

hen none of the above are feasible, then small clearcut blocks (5 t o  
10 acres) are acceptable. 
south and west. 

Prescriptions should take advantage of t h i n n i n g  and sanitation 
harvests where appropriate. 
expected only rarely, especially hhen cable yarding is emplopd. 

Also rarely expected is the overstory renoval prescrfption. 
qualify as overstory,rmoval , the residual stand must contain 
"desired" stocking (3/) of releasable (4/) understory on a t  least 70% 
of the area after haFvest and fuel treaGent. A harvest t h a t  
resembles an overstory removal, bu t  does not meet the stocking 
criteria,  is i n  reality a clearcut wi th  some salvable understory. 

Shelterwood and shelterwood preparatory prescriptions will be allowed 
only If the need is fully analyzed i n  the timber sale enviromental 
assessment. 

North and east exposures are preferred over 

Legitimate intermediate harvests are 

TO 

True f i r  sites are those t h a t  qualify for a stratun label of RXX. 

Refer t o  Appendix 3 for a rationale i n  choosing these guidelines. 

FSM 2472 R5 Supp. 232. 

Helms, J.A. and Standiford, R.B. 1982. Release of Advance Growth Mixed 
Conifer Species i n  California Following Overstory Renoval. 

5 



R3P - 

R4G - 

. R4P - 

C1 earcut harvest vol une = 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 MBF/ac 
Acres t o  regenerate = 8.3% x 5847 = 485 ac 
Volune of regeneration harvest = 17.8 x 485 = 8633 MBF 

Clearcut harvest volune = 56.2 MBF/ac 
Seed tree harvest volune = (56.2 - 12.0) = 44.2 MBNac 
Average regeneration harvest = (56.2 + 44.2)/2 = 50.2 MBFIac 
&res t o  regenerate = 8.3% x 7463 = 619 a t  
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 MBF/ac 
Average harvest volune = (23.6 + 11.8 /2 = 17.8 MBF/ac 
Acres t o  regenerate = 8.3% x 16242 = 1348 ac 
Volune of regeneration harvest = 17.8 x 1348 = 23,994 MBF 

Using acreage figures frm Appendix 5, District and canpartment targets  are 
likewise calculated. The results  are l i s ted i n  Appendix 6. 
provide a starting p o i n t  for the timber sale planning process. 
refined i n  the Posit ion Statement by use of compartment analysis procedures. 

C. OTHER 

These targets  
They are t o  be 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

No targets are assigned for intermediate harvesting. These are t o  be 
derived using canpartment analysis procedures i n  the Position 
Statement . 
then prescribed natural regeneration is not yet present three years 
after  harvest, p l a n t i n g  is required. 

Planted trees should be a mixture of species, a t  leas t  50% being red 
fir. 

Refrigerated storage is required for p lan t ing  stock. 
should not be exposed t o  temperatures i n  excess of 35OF for more t h a n  
four hours before p lan t ing .  

The start ing date for allocations of the "present" decade is 1976. 
This is the - p a r - l n  which the  photography upon which land base i S  
calculated was taken. Stratun changes that  have occured since 1976, 
and affect canpartment allocations, should be explained i n  the timber 
sale Position Statement or Environnental Assessment. 

P1 ant ing stock 
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APPENDIX 2 

TRUE FIR MANAGEMENT PHILOSOPHY ON SELECTED 
CALIFORNIA SIERRA NEVADAN NATIONAL FORESTS 

PLUMS 

Regenerate by str ip clearcutting and "small" openings per Don Gordons 
recmendations,  will supplenent natural w i t h  planted stock where necessary. 
Encourage soil  nutrient assessment to determine need and prescription for  
fer t i l iza t ion based on A1 Stangenbergers 1979 PhO dissertat ion.  

TAHOE - 
Regenerate by any method dictated by s i t e  and vegetation. 
acceptable up t o  about 20 acres i n  size. 
remain an important portion of regeneration method. 
failures, Tahoe is prepared t o  convert t o  WF, WWP, and JP. 

ELDORADO 

Natural regeneration i s  favored. 
seedlings will be planted. 

STANISLAUS 

Regenerate SOX by shelterhuod, SOX by "mal l "  clearcuts and strips. A l l  land 
above 8400 fee t  elevation will be designated special managenent area w i t h  low 
intensity of timber management, therefore RF performance is less  important than 
a t  lower elevations. 

SIERRA 

Regenerate w i t h  shelterwod or strips and small (approx. S acres) clearcuts. 
Underplant imnediately after  site prep, don't wait fo r  natural regeneration t o  
f a i l .  

A l l  of the above plan t o  require the true f ir  land base t o  provide its " fa i r  
share" of regeneration acres and volune. In other words allocations will be 
made i n  the next decade to pu t  the RF component on the path toward regulation. 
A l l  p lan  even-age managenent except where resources other t h a n  timber control. 

Clearcutting is 
Shelterwood/seed tree cutting will 

In case of RF plantation 

If not regenerated w i t h i n  tw  p a r s  RF 

- 
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APPENDIX 3 

HARVEST PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. SEED TREE (5-10 trees/ac) 

Preferred because of demonstrate0 re1 iabil i t y  for  natural regeneration. 
Silvicultural treatments apply to whole stands rather  than  aggregations, 
making logis t ics  scmewhat more simple t h a n  strip and mal1 patch c u t t i n  . 
seed trees during logging and s i t e  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 r e l i ab i l i t y  for natural regeneration, b u t  c a n p l a  i n  design. 
In i t ia l  strip must be coordinated wi th  plans for  subsequent s t r ips ,  
approximately five, t o  be cut over a period of 50 t o  100 years. Usually 
the only harvest method applicable t o  steep ground. 

SMALL PATCH CUTS (1/2 t o  1 1/2 acres) 

Demonstrated re1 iabil i t y  for  natural regeneration if m a x i m u n  w id th  I s  kept 
to four chains or less. Similar t o  strip cutting i n  design ccmplexity. 
Usually not applicable to steep ground because of damage to  uncut blocks 
dur ing  logging and cultural treatments. 

CLEARCUT (5 acres o r  larger) 

Thts is the leas t  desireable of regeneraion harvest methods, even though it  
is the easiest to execute, because i t  relies entirely on a r t i f i c i a l  
regeneration with demonstrated e r ra t i c  results .  Sometimes unavoidable 
because of stand structure or condition. 

Usually not applicable t o  steep ground because of d i f f i cu l t y  i n  protect 3 ng 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. SHELTERWOOD (10-30 trees/ac) 

Has not been shorn t o  have any advantage over seed tree prescriptions f o r  
natural seedling establishnent, and it has greater risk for seedling danage 

present, b u t  sane shade and wind protection is desireable for  planted 
trees.  The need for t h i s  kind of protection is debatable. 

._ during overstory removal. Theoretically useful when seed t rees  are not 

6. SHELTERMOOD PREP 

The value of this prescription is highly theoretical.  
because-the s tand -i s  deliberately lef t  i n  an understocked condition f o r  
a long period of time while windfinnness and seed bearing capacity is  
developed i n  future seed trees. Rarely applicable t o  intensively managed 
Forest land. 

bowth i s  reduced 
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APPENDIX 3 (CONTINUED) 

7. 

8. 

9. 

COWfERCIAl THINNING 

Appropriate i n  those stands or aggregations where basal area approach s o r  
exceeds "normal . I *  

volune. Layout must take i n t o  account means for  minimizing danage t o  the 
residual stand. 

Usually insignificant i n  terms of to ta l  canpartment 

SANITATION 

Occasionally applicable on tractor  ground, rare ly  so on cable. When there 
is sufficient  bona f ide  "risk" volune (per Ferrell, PSW-39) there i s  
Usually enough decadance to  j u s t i f y  a high pr ior i ty  for regeneration. 

OVERSTORY REM0 VAL 

Generally applies only t o  future seed t ree  removal harvests. 
stands the understory is often inadequate i n  density or d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  
diseased, suppressed or l ikely t o  be damaged i n  logging. 

In natural 



APPENDIX 4 

TRUE FIR WNAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Even-age management i s  the most probable f i n a l  LMP d i r ec t i on  f o r  product ive 
timber lands other than those scheduled f o r  special management emphasis. 
ra t iona le  f o r  t h i s  conclusion i s  contained i n  a l l  current  R5 timber management 
plans and w i l l  not be j u s t i f i e d  fur ther  here. 

Even-age management usual ly  implies tha t  en t i re  stands, f i v e  acres o r  la rger  i n  
size, w i l l  be regenerated a l l  a t  the same t i m e .  But t rue  fir s t r i p  and small 
patch cu t t ing  can create un i ts  o f  regeneration less than f i v e  acres. The f i n a l  
regenerated stand may therfore contain several aggregations o f  even, bu t  
unequal, age. 
c lassical  concept i n  response t o  ecology o f  the species. 

As an approximation t o  f i n a l  management direct ion, a r o t a t i o n  age o f  120 years 
w i l l  be used. This ro ta ion i s  about 20 years shorter than tha t  required f o r  
maximun mean annual increment under intensive management. (1/) 
20 yeais longer than tha t  needed t o  maximize present net  wo’jth a t  a reasonably 
high in terest  ra te .  

A ro ta t ion  age o f  120 years resu l ts  i n  a regeneration harvest, on the area 
regulated Forest, o f  8.3% o f  the productive land base per decade. Present 
constraints i n  FORPUN prevent more than 14% o f  the land base from being 
regenerated because o f  watershed and other resource values. Regenerating a t  the 
minimun ra te  (8.32) necessary t o  regulate i n  the shortest t ime (120 years) i s  
well wi th in ant icipated LMP constraints. In f ac t  the r a t e  o f  regeneration 
harvest could near ly  be doubled with no adverse environmental consequences. 
Accelerating the regeneration harvest beyond tha t  needed f o r  regulat ion ( a t  
least  f o r  a few decades) i s  actual ly  desireable f o r  economic ef f ic iency.  
bwever, because o f  uncertaint ies i n  obtaining regeneration, and c m p l e x i t i e s  i n  
executing s i l v i c u l t u r e  prescriptions, i t  i s  not prudent t o  attempt more 
regeneration than necessary to  s t a r t  tine t rue fir forest  type on a path toward 
regulation. When experience proves t ha t  r i s ks  are acceptable t h i s  conclusion 
should be reviewed and revised i f  necessary to. increase ne t  values from fo res t  
management. 

The 

True fir even-age management, then, can deviate from the 

It i s  a lso about 

- 1/ RAM-PREP, 12 Ap r i l  1982 run date, R5 s i t e  class 3. Maximun of :  
( Intemediate + f i n a l  harvest volune) c ro ta t ion  age. 
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APPENDIX 5 

RED FIR TIMBER MANAGEMENT DATA BASE 

Page 1 o f  i 

Di  st. -part. R1X R2X 

HL 1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

TR 

6 
7 

Total 0 0 

6 

9 70 
10 9 
12 
14 

a 

Total 0 79 

ACRES IN LEVEL 1 "OTHER" 

R3G R3P R4G R4P 

213 681 
218 166 330 58 

96 132 456 1240 
48 7 615 
94 291 561 ~. 

19 ios  
24 212 386 

314 677 1315 3645 

320 194 538 77 
1004 1070 282 302 
285 47 415 147 

90 23 33 
190 

3215 3076 4239 1247 

1416 1675 2781 688 

TOTAL 

a94 
7 72 

1924 
6 70 
946 
124 
622 

5952 

1229 

964 
6569 

2658 

146 
190 

11656 

HS 1 
2 
3 

12 
15 
16 

15 49 52 16 132 
442 30 * 131 603 
72 72 

37 60 156 
196 

59 i a  34 144 
68 68 

EH 

Total 0 15 622 100 139 351 1227 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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APPENnIX 5 

RED FIR TIMBER MANAGEMENT DATA BASE 

Mst. Cmpart. R1X 

CM 2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 

12 
13 
14 
15 
17 
18 
19 
29 
30 
37 

Total 0 

Grand Total Acres 0 
Cunits/Ac ---' 

MBF/ Ac --- 

R2X 

21 

13 
10 

44 

138 
20.1 
12.6 

Page 2 o f  2 

ACRES I N  LEVEL 1 "OTHER" 

R3G R3P R4G R4P TOTAL 

214 72 5 165 1003 2107 
56 38 760 60 7 1461 

331 352 

513 
138 

64 

137 
87 

1209 

5360 
77.5 
49.0 

27 36 104 
382 176 1707 
406 97 1716 

89 
146 29 741 

31 
77 434 . 1696 
34 31 328 

134 91  506 
1293 

37 
10 54 494 
15 97 

316 

1994 ' 1970 10999 

5847 7463 16242 
38.2 88.6 37.7 
23.8 56.2 23.8 

~~~ 

167 
2778 
2357 

89 
980 

31 
2344 

480 
744 

1303 
37 

558 
112 
316 

16216 

35050 --- 

A-7 



OIST. C W T .  

IN 

TR 

Hs 

6H 

01 

F a E S T  

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Total 

6 
8 
9 
10 
12 
14 

Total 

I 
2 
3 

12 
1s 
1b 

lotrl 
\. 

-- 
2 
3 
4 
6 
7 
8 
9 

12 
13 
14 
IS 
17 
18 
19 
29 
30 
37 

Total 

ACRES 

18 
b 

26 

27 
83 
24 
118 

lb 

268 

4 
37 
6 
5 

52 

0 

I8 
5 

43 
11 

5 

11 
7 

. la0 

446 

774 
34 7 

1118 

1161 
35b9 , 
1032 
SO74 

688 

11524 

172 
1551 
258 
216 

2236 

0 

774 
21) 

1849 
473 

215 

473 
301 

43w) 

1Y178 

APPEWIX 6 

IO-IEM UYPARTI€fyT REGfllEMTIffl TMGETS 

RW 
ACRES .mF 

18 
14 
11 
4 
8 

2 

57 

16 
89 
4 

139 
7 

255 

4 
2 

1 

7 

0 

bo 
3 

2 
32 
34 

I2 

6 
3 

11 

1 
1 

165 

484 

320 
249 
1% 
71 
I42 

36 

1015 

2u 
IS84 

71 
2474 

125 

4539 

71 
36 

18 

125 

0 

I068 
63 

36 
570 
605 

214 

107 
53 
1% 

18 
18 

2931 

8615 

146 
ACRES WIF 

27 
38 
1 
24 . 
2 

I8 

110 

45 
23 
34 
231 

2 

335 

3 
3 
b 

I2 

0 

I4 
63 

3 
15 
8 

2 

36 
3 
8 

4 
8 

164 

621 

1355 
1901) 

SO 
1205 
100 
904 

5522 

2259 
1155 
1707 

115% 
1W 

16817 

151 
151 
301 

603 

0 

102 
3Ib3 

151 
753 
402 

la0 

11107 
151 
402 

201 
402 

8233 

31174 

R4P 
ACRES IaF 

67 
5 

103 
51 
47 
8 
32 

303 

6 
25 
12 
57 

3 

103 

I 
I 1  

5 
12 

29 

0 

83 
SO 
27 

¶ 
142 
142 
7 
62 
3 

141 
27 
42 

101 
3 

41 
26 

91 2 

1347 

1015 
09 

1833 
908 
837 
142 
570 

5393 

107 
445 
213 
1015 

51 

1833 

I8 
1% 

89 
21 3 

616 

0 

1477 
890 
481 
160 

2528 
2528 
125 
1104 
53 

2510 
481 
748 

1905 
51 

130 
463 

1b234 

23977 

TOTAL 
lYTES WII: 

75 
64 
160 
56 
79 
10 
52 

496 

94 
220 
74 

545 
I2 
16 

%I 

9 
50 
6 
13 
I6 
6 

100 

0 

175 
121 
27 
I4 

232 
195 

7 
81 
3 

194 
40 
61 
107 
3 
46 
35 

1341 

2898 

1335 
2467 
4284 
1029 
2184 
242 
1510 

13048 

381 2 
6753 
3023 
20159 
278 
688 

34713 

261 
1823 
258 
455 
382 
301 

3480 

0 

4021 
4321 
481 
34 7 
5700 
4008 
125 
1633 
53 

4891 
986 
1346 
1905 
53 
949 
883 

31708 
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U n i t e d  S ta tes  Forest sequoia 
Departrent or Service National Portervil le.  CA 93257-2035 

iculture Forest 209-784-1500 

D a t e :  November 21. 1989 Reply To: 2410 (2470) 

Subject: Sugar Pine Management 

To: Management Team 

. ._-. - 
As you are  a l l  aware, an increasing number of sugar pine trees are being 
infected with white pine blister rust. 
cooperation with the i r  counterparts elsewhere, have ident i f ied a t  least two 
genetically transmitted mechanisms of rust  resistance. 
other mechanisms tha t  remain t o  be identified.  The understanding and 
application of these resistance mechanisms is progressing rapidly; and w e  can 

Region 5 Tree Improvement and PSW, i n  

There are probably 

help ensure that this progress continues. 'I 

I w a n t  t o  be sure tha t  the Sequoia National Forest w i l l  continue t o  contribute 
its maximum potential  t o  the on-going research. We can do t h i s  by maintaining 
a good selection of sugar pine to support research needs. 
establishing the following policy in regard t o  the management OF s u g a r  pfne: 

1. 

For t h i s  reason I am 

Si lvicul ture  prescriptions are t o  consider means of maintaining the widest 
possible base of sugar pine genes. 
sugar pine trees as possible while meeting Land Management Plan objectives 
and being compatible with timber harvest and related ac t iv i t i e s .  

Generally t h i s  means protecting as many 

2. Continue t o  plant a modest mix (5-10s) of sugar pine along with other mixed 

This may mean collecting seed f r o m  non-tested trees i n  order to  
conifer species, even though major gene resistant stock is not now 
available. 
maintain a sugar pine seedbank. With res i s tan t  stock, t h i s  percentage 
could be increased. 

3. Intensify the e f f o r t  t o  col lect  sample cones from candidate resistant 
trees. We have financial  support from Tree Improvement on th i s .  It is a 
high p r io r i ty  fpr us. 

Continue to  protect trws that  are known t o  carry resistance.  
From these trees for our seedbank. 

t 
4. Collect seed 

The logic  in Y 1 .  above, i a  tha t  even trees showing signs of b l i s t e r  rust 
infections m e y  harbor the so-called "slow-rusting," or unknown genes of value 
t o  resistance. The slow-rusting mechanism may well provide a better long term 
solution t o  resistance than the major gene e f f o r t  that  is being emphasized now. 

If a tree is about t o  die.  w e  should capture its commercial value a t  t h i s  
time. I f  a tree is l ike ly  to  l i v e  un t i l  the next harvest entry,  w e  w i l l  assume 
tha t  i t  may have value t o  research. We should not harvest the tree a t  this  
time. 
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The reason for planting untested stock, as i n  U2. is t ha t  some of the stock may 
indeed be resistant. 
which increases the chances of res i s tan t  progeny. Also, we don't want t o  
accidentally encourage the "virulent" s t r a in  of rust tha t  is thus f a r  confined 
t o  the Happy Camp area on the Klamath Forest. 
occurrence of the virulent s t r a i n  relates t o  the hypothesis that a mutation of 
the disease may have developed in. or been sustained by the presence of ,  a 
major gene r e s i s t an t  plantation. 
some rust susceptible sugar pine i n  the forest. 

This policy is t o  take effect  immediately. Do not, hovever. apply it i n  
s i tua t ions  where i t  would either change previously documented decisions (eg: 
require a change i n  a Decision Notice) or would cause lo s s  of previous 
investments (eg: timber already marked or under contract) .  

Presumably seed w a s  collected from non-infected trees, 

One explanation for  the 

So, there may be good reasons for  keeping 
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