René Voss - Attorney at Law
15 Alderney Road
San Anselmo, CA 94960
Tel: 415-446-9027
renepvoss@gmail.com

Sent to:
February 282015 commentspacificsouthwestsequoia@fs.fed.us
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Subject: TobiasProjectFEIS Scoping Comments for Sequoia ForestKeé&pdfern

Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra C]u#Western Watersheds Project

SequoidrorestKeepe® (SFK), the KernKaweahChapter of the Sierra Club (the Clubhd
Western Watersheds Project (WWRank you for the opportunity to comment.

On June 6, 2013, SFK and the Club providadinitial scoping commentsOn October 17,
2014, SFK and the Club submitted a second fsetaping commentsvhich are mostly restated
below and continue to lrelevant taheupdated~EIS scopingontent Weare alsgroviding
additional commentdocated throughout this document, as well as thosepmowded by WWP
We support the decigiao prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EiShis projectdue
to its impact on various resources, and especially the Pacific,fteeeChico Roadless Areas,
and the Baker Point Botanical Atea

1. ScopingShould beRedone Whetthe Forest ServicEan Provide Sufficient Information

Sequoia ForestKeep@robtained geospatial data from the Sequoia National Forest on
September 8, 201and Western Watersheds Project on February 11, 2biiwo datasets
correlate to maps provided the Tobias Project scoping documents, excephmiuel breaks,
mastication a¥as, and hand treatment layefabias ProjecEcopingMap 1is now somewhat
improved, but it still showkarger handreatmentrea and areas of masticatioot provided
with the geospatial datal hesetreatmentayers were not included in the geospatial data
provided tothe Sequoia ForestKeep®r(seeFigurel below or to Western Watersheds Project
We request an updated dataset, which includes all grtposed treatment areaslthough he
scopingmapreveas whereunits ardocatedandwhereall treatmentsareproposed, thenags
continued to suffein quality. By contrast, SFlkand WWP project (see Exhibit C) weaable to
create highguality mays of the project with the data provideaid additional data on botanical
and roadless area$Ve expect the kind of mapping quality provided in Figure 1 beloav
Exhibit Cfor the analysiswhich we know the Forest Service is capablgesferating We
continte to be disturbed by tHacsimilelike, poor quality maps that are provided by the Forest
Service with nearly every project.

NEPA requires that the agency analyze impacts in comparison to an accurate determination of

baseline data, such thatthe Foless r vi ce adequately and accurat el



envi r onrin@mR. § 1%02.15We suggest that the necessary baseline data to justify a
proposed action must first be provided in a meaningful form to the public before &st For
Service caractually craft itgoroposed action. Without thisvel of accuratenformation,we are
having adifficult time providing meaningful comments suggeshg viablealternatives that
could meet the scope of the purpose and need for the project.
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2. Stormy Fire SalvagEffects Must Be Analyzed

Theoriginal 2013scoping documemnmhentioredthat much of the project is located in the area

burned by the Stormy Firddowever,neither the 2014 nor the 2015 scoping document or notice

of intent in the Federal Register provide this informatibmresponse to the original 2013

scoping notice, we wrote that the notice did aistlose that much of the fire area was logged

after the fire, causing additional damage to soils and recovering vegetation. This is evident from
historic aerial photography, available on Google Earth from 1994, provided on the next page in
Figure2, which shows the extensive logging road and skid trail métemnstructed during that

time. Some of this logging damage is still visible in the re@&i2 image, provided in Figure 3

below for comparisonEven though the fire and the salvage logging may have occurred over 20
years ago, effects from logging aftefire are longasting, andn its analysis the Forest Service

must discuss the effects on soils and vegetation recovery from thegbasje logging that was

done after the Stormy Fir&SeeExhibitAiBeschta et al . (2004) (AFor
egecially vulnerable to postfire management practices because such practices may influence
forest dynamics f o THESE ANGERENGECONCERNSIABQUITes . 0) .
POST-FIRE SALVAGE LOGGING MUST BE DISCUSSED IN THE Draft EIS.




Figure 3 Gogle Earth Image from 2012, with pdise logging road networktill visible
The following is another depiction of the damaged done from logging after the Stormy Fire.
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The following ima@, taken from the eastern edgeld project area, provides an overview of
theeffects from the Stormy Fire and salvage logging, 21 years after the fire.
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Figure 6.This photg from Sept. 9, 2014p0ks from the east to the west and down at an open

unit that is in the eastide fuel break to the east of the meadow. All brgdlof the proposed

logging units in the Tobias Project are seen in the horizon above the chaparral on the hill to the
west in this photo(Photo by Ara Marderosian).
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3. The Frog Project and Cumulative Effects from Other Projects

In addition to the past cunmtative effects from salvage logging after the Stormy Fire, the analysis
must discuss this project in relation to other past, present, and future projects, such as the Frog
Project, which is located nearby to the north and west of the Tobias Projecthigahould

also include the White River and Saddle projects, also located to the nowtlestraf the Tobias

Project area, which remain under contract to be logged in the future, and therefore are reasonably
foreseeable future actions addition to dber past and foreseealflgure actions

4. Ecological RestoratioRrinciplesi Restoration Without Tree Removal

The TobiasProject should strive to use and implement the same restoration principles that will
be used in the adjacent Giant Sequoia Natior@iwhent limiting thinning for fuel treatments

to small diameter treeBecause the policy enacted in the Monument Proclamation shows that
ecological restoration can be done by severely restricting tree removal, this principle should also



guide managemein this area of the Sequoia National Forest. At the very least, the
management principles from the Monument shouldtbdiedas an alternative in the analysis.

TheTobiasProject should not place too much reliancemechanical methods for ecological
restoration and maintenanckstead, fire should be used as the primary tool for restoration.
Moreover, the prop@d should nobverstate the need for ecological restoration to create
resiliency from drought, and native insects and diseases, whidlataral preesses that should
be preserved rather than eliminated.

Thinning ofmedium and large diameteees(10-3 0 60 <ghdwubkd hot be permitted for the

purpose of ecological restoratitmpreventnatural stresses from competition. Tree competition,
caused primarily by increases in stand density, is a natural process which induces other natural
process that deal with this density, such as native insect and disease caused tree mortality. These
processes, in turn, produce structural forest elemerttardaital for wildlifed snags.While the
removal of trees to reduce this natural competition may prevent the death of a small number of
large trees, it would also prevent the creation of some of the most important elements in the
forestecosystem snag® for the perpetuation of certain wildlife species, including California
spotted owls, various woodpeckers, and countless other species. Itdooetiented that these
species need abundant large snags at a certain densities in order t&tenvine ificial

method ofincreasinghe number of snags by girdling treedl notcreate as diverse a variety of
snags fothese species as natural snag recruitnferd. while the cutting or removal of trees to
prevent competitiofinduced stresses may be goodthe remaining trees, it prevents natural

snag recruitment that helps perpetuate a number of key wildlife species.

The proposed action promotessilience as a goal. Butis important to understand that
resilience is not a process. Instead, itéharacteristic, which results from the continued
perpetuation of natural processes, including competifidre perpetuation of the forest
ecosystem is not the same as the perpetuation of the lives of all of the larger trees in that
ecosystem. This meatisat we need some of these large trees to die at a rate that can sustain
certain wildlife species. Competition mality will result in large snagecruitment beyond what
silviculturalists may want in a forest that is managed to produce the maximum growth

Even if theprojectallows tree cutting of larger trees for ecological restoratioio reduce safety
hazards along roadthe tree boles should be retained inftrestas large down woody material.
Ecological restoration provides an opportunityastoreforestareas with large down woody
material for wildlife(especially for Pacififishers) soils, and to maintain ecological functions.

Leaving a large number of downed logs will not increase firefisdke For est Ser vi ced
science clearlgoncludes that large logs (defined by the 2001 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan

Amendment as being over 12 inches in diameter) are essentially irrelevant to fire beAadior.

tree boles over 202 inches in diameter that the agency needs to fell for ecologstalation

would not create any significant fire hazafperability for prescribed fire management should

not be an issue when leaving these large tree boles as down logs. In fact, the 2001 Framework
standards taledarge down logs into consideratidmanaged fire is considered. It states:

Afdesign prescribed burn prescriptions and tec
material . o 2001 Framewor k ROD, Appendi x A, p



The Forest Service should use the reintrodaabiofire as theprimary tool forecological

restoration and prohibit the thinning afger trees to reduce fire risk (see more discussion about

the science of fuel reduction belowlhe agency should limit manual or mechanical methods

that prepare the forest for then&oduction of fire to the cutting @nly sometrees 810 inches

dbh and smaller. Athe adjacenBequoi a and Kings Canyon Nati ona
found, fAcutting trees up to and including 80
SEKI . 0 After fire is reintroduced into these
future thinning applications for ecological maintenance unnecessary.

Although we prefer a diameter limit below 8-10 inches, the Forest Service must also
consider an alternative that limits tree cutting to 12 inches in diameter, which the Western
Divide Ranger District has found to beeffective in reducing fuels and increasing resiliency
in the Giant Sequoia National Monumentwith the Tule River Reservation Protectim
Project. That project has a similarenough purpose and need to require the district to
study al2-inch diameter limit alternative for the Tobias Project.

Moreover, estoration to restore resilience must take a different approach, and should not repeat
the mistakes of the past where thinning for fuel reduction and removal of timber or biomass have
driven project design. Here, only smaller trees need to be removed to restore resilience.

5. A Priority for theTobiasProject, as a Principle of Ecological Restion, Should be to
Maximize ImprovingPacific AsherHabitat

Snags and downed logs aseme of the most important habitat elements for Pacific fishers.

Zielinski et al. (2006 [Table 2]) found that fishers selected sites with 15.4 large snags (bver 38

cm in diameter, or over 15 inches in diameter) on average per 0.5 hectares, or about 12.5 large
snags per acre, within Sierra and Sequoia National Forests, including within the Giant Sequoia
Nati onal Monument . Usi ng tidventortyan@Analysis (FI&)st Ser
fixed plots to determine the average snag den
range in Sequoia and Sierra National Forests, Zielinski et al. (2006) found that there were only
about 8.7 large snags peraomn averag® well below the level selected by fishers.

But the proposed action includes heavy thinpingluding canopy thinningvhich would
eliminatethe very habitat elements that fishers need over the long EmmEISandWildlife

BE mustanalyze the impacts of repeatedly thinning for the express purpose of preventing
medium/large snag recruitment from fire and insedt®reover the EISndBE mustdivulge

whether the current basal area levels of medium/large snagsTinlifesProject aeameesthe

levels selected by fishers, or whether they may be lower than optimal. Given the importance of
medium/large snag basal area to fishers, this baistrefully analyzed in the EIS

Furthermore, the Wildlife BE an8lS mustanalyze the impactsf proposed forest thinning on

large downed lo¢evels, and whether sufficient downed logs of a certain size are available for

fishers. Zielinski et al. (2006) found that fishers selected sites with 65 large downed logs (over

25.4 cm in diameter) per h@ace, or about 26 logs over 10 inches in diameter per acre. Using the

u. S. Forest Servicebs own Forest Il nventory an



average | arge downed | og density across the f
Sequoia and Sierra National Forests, Zielinski et al. (2006) found that there were only about 19

| arge downed | ogs per acr & wellhhelawhe levelgadectedi t hi n
by fishers. Zielinski et al. (2006) also found that fishers safiesites with 169 cubic meters of

large down logs per hectare (2,427 cubic feet per acre), relative to only 118 cubic meters per
hectare at FIA plots in general (1,690 cubic feet per acre).

These same habitat elements are also important for the Cal$potiad owl, which benefit
from and prefeian abundance of large snags and downed logs

6. Alternatives to the Proposed Action

a. Develop aNon-Commercial Alternative, as Required bySFL v. Rey

The anal ysi s musmmérncil alld ealat éirnmant i veo based or
Sierra Forest Legacy (SFL) v. Regrmanent injunctionThat rulingr e qui red t hat At h
Service [] include a detailed consideration of project alternatives, including-eonamercial

funding alternative, for all new fuel reduction projects not already evaluated and approved as of

the date of this Memorandum and QrdeS¥L v. Rey2:05cv-00205MCE-GGH, 2:05cv-
0021:MCE-GGH, 2009 WL 3698507 at *5 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 4, 2009) (permanent injunction

order). Because thBobiasProjectincludes fuel reduction treatments and has not already been
evaluated and approved asNadv. 4, 2009, this alternative must be considered in deféd.

suggest that both theX®) inch and 12 inch diameter limit alternatives (discussed below) be
evaluatedunder this requirement.

Moreover, here is scientific evidence that suggests elimmgatiommercial logging from our

National Forest is the fastest and most effective way to sequester carbon to mitigate the effects of
climate changeSeeDepro et al. (2008kee alsdMitchell et al. (2009) (indicating that fuel

reduction thinning reducesean carbon storage).

An alternative that fully complies with ti&FL v. Reynjunction order must be developed.
b. Develop an Alternative that Does Mt Include Crown Thinning/Spacing

Because this project is billed as an ecological restoration projeé¢ipthst Service should
include an alternative that can achieve the purpose and need of the project without crown
thinning or spacing, which only serve as a strategy for pure fire risk reductions in extreme
conditions to prevent a crown firé&orest restot#on projects should not be designed to-fire
proof a forestto prevent something that only occurs under extreme fire condigmospt
possibly in the 200 feet immediately adjacent to homes

In fact, opening up the canopy could have the oppositetefieee removal reduces canopy
cover, which increases temperatures and dries soil and flammable materials, prompts brush
growth, and increases surface wind in the foredsbf which increase the fire dange8ee
Fire_Weather_Handbook (USFS_197@) FTP). These types dfeatments often open the



understory so that midflame windspeed will increase and fine fuel moisture will decline (van
Wagtendonk 1996, Weattsgroon 1996).

c. Develop an Alternative with an 810Inch DBH Limit

Recent scientific studies have found thatgoenmercial thinning of onlgomesapling and pole
sized trees (up to-80inches in diameter) eftéively reducs fire severity. Therefore, the
Tobiasproject should include an alternative with at@inch dkh limit. For more support for
this alternative, see the next section.

d. Develop an Alternative with a 12 Inch DBH Limit
As discussed above, the Sequoia National Forest has found that a 12 inch diameter limit was
sufficient in the Tule River Reservatiomo®ection Project, and because the Tobias Project is
similar enough in its goals and purpose and need, the Forest Service must provide a detailed
analysis of this alternative here.

7. Fuel Reduction Science

Scientific reportshave found that preommercial thinning of only sapling and paliezed trees
(up to 810 inches in diameter) effectively reduces fire severity. See, for example:

a) Omi, P.N., and E.J. Martinson. 2002. Effects of fuels treatment on wildfire
severity. Fiml report. Joint Fire Science Program Governing Board, Western
Forest Fire Research Center, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO.
Available from
http://www.cnr.colotate.edu/frws/research/westfire/finalreport.ffdtind that
precommercial thinning of trees under 8 to 10 inches in diameter reduced
potential for severe fire (email communication with the authors confirmed that
trees removed were of this small size clasd)ore specifically, the Omi and
Martinson (2002) study, found that precommercial thinning reduced stand damage
(a measure of fire severity generally related to stand mortality) in both of the two
thinned study sites, Cerro Grande and Hi Meadow (theoesiteported that the
Hi Meadow site was marginally significant, p<.1, perhaps due to small sample
size), each with several plots.

b) Martinson, E.J., and P.N. Omi. 2003. Performance of fuel treatments subjected
to wildfires. USDA Forest Service ProceegBrRMRSP-29 (found that non
commercial thinning of submerchantalsieed trees, generally followed by slash
burning or removal, in several areas across the western U.S. greatly reduced fire
severity, and that this result held true regardless ofthosiing basal area
density).

c) Strom, B.A., and P.Z. Fule. 2007. Rwvddfire fuel treatments affect longerm

ponderosa pine forest dynamics. International Journal of Wildland &ite28
138 (noncommercial thinning of very small trees under 20 cm @im¢hes dbh)
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in seven different sites dramatically reduced fire severity, resulting irfipost
basal area mortality of only about 28% (low severity) in-noommercially
thinned areas versus pdse basal area mortality of about 86% in untreated
areas)

TheProposed Actiontsnmary suggests that thinning, as proposed, will reduce potential for
severe fire. There is ample evidence to contradict this claim. Research that Dr. Hanson recently
conducted in the Sierra Nevada found contradictory eviderbe tdaimstatedn theoriginal

scoping summarySeeHanson and Odion 2006. In their study, an area of the Eldorado National
Forest that was mechanically thinned very shortly before the fire, and was masticated (material
<100 di amet er ) e thedireeadrighertcdnmbinedl mdrtality from thinning and

fire than the adjacent unthinned area (Hanson and Odion 2006). Another recent study found the
following:

Compared with the original conditions, a closed canopy would result in a 10
percent redction in the area of high or extreme fireline intensity. In contrast, an
open canopy [from fuel treatments] has the opposite effect, increasing the area
exposed to high or extreme fireline intensity by 36 percent. Though it may appear
counterintuitive, viaen all else is equal open canopies lead to reduced fuel
moisture and increased midflame windspeed, which increase potential fireline
intensity.

Platt et al. 2006 (Annals of the Assoc. Ameeo@raphers 96: 45570). The EISnust analyze

this type of ewilence from actual wildland fires burning through thinned areas rather than rely
upon modeling results, which are based upon assumptions that may not reflect aetualldeal

fire behavior. Increased fire severity could result from: a) increaseflame windspeeds due

to a reduction in the buffering effect of mature tree boles; b) slash debris (even if you make
efforts to reduce slash, this is never totally effective, and much slash rénesiosgh to

perhaps increase overall surface fuels relative tenttevelssomething the Forest Service

generally fails taadequately discuss); c) accelerated brush growth due to increased sun exposure;
and d) desiccation of surface fuels due to increased sun and wind exposure.

Moreover, recent research providegdence that seriously questions the very basis for thinning

and its assumed effectiveness. Rhodes and Baker (2008) found that, based upon the fire rotation
interval for high severity fire, and assuming an effectiveness period of 20 years for a
mechanicdy/-thinned area (i.e., before it would need to be treated again to maintain effectiveness
from a fire/fuels perspective), the probability of a thinned area encountering a high severity fire
patch during the 2§ear effectiveness period (assuming for tHeesaf argument that the
thinning actually does reduce fire severity d
forests. It would be less than 2% if anyar thinning effectiveness period is assumed (Rhodes
and Baker 2008). This means thatprder to have a 50% chance of having the thinned area

reduce the severity of a fire patch that would have otherwise been high severity, the thinned area
would have to be réhinned every 20 years for about 300 years (see Rhodes and Baker 2008).

Pleag fully analyze the implications of thilata, and please also fully divulge whether you
intend to rethin this area over and over again every couple of decades or so for the next three
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centuries or so in order to have a reasonable probability of hawrigitiming area actually

prevent high severity fire from occurring in the thinned area. If so, please fully analyze the
cumulative environmental impacts on wildlife, soils, and watersheds from such repeated
mechanical activities on this site. If not, aée divulge the fact that the probability that the

thinned area will NOT encounter a high severity fire area is about 97% or greater, and that your
thinning activities arextremely unlikelyto be effective in any tangible or meaningful way for
fuels/firemanagement.

In 2008, the Forest Service published a paper about the effects of the American River Complex
fire on forest stands in the Tahoe National Forest resulting from various treatments. One of the
main findings of this study was that masticatwithout the subsequent treatment of fine fuels
could have severe effects that may result in 100% mortality of the remaining trees in a
subsequent fire. It explained:

Mastication does not remove fuels from the site, but redistributes them (Figure
19). Bydesign, mastication reduces the ladder fuel effect but increases surface
fuels. Until the masticated fuels decompose, they are also much drier and more
easily ignited than live fuels. The American River Complex burned early in the
fire season, and priméy under moderate weather conditions, when fuel
moistures were still relatively high. As a result, live shrubs and hardwoods were
resistant to burning, and even masticated units may have provided some resistance
to fire (although this was probably aast partly due to the shrubby live fuels on
site). However, under the more severe fire weather conditions encountered on
July 9, masticated fuels proved no barrier to fire spread and tree mortality in the
masticated stands was 100%. The fact that thesticated units performed so
poorly under early season conditions suggests that caution should be used in their
implementation, especially in areas of long summer drought like the Sierra
Nevada. It is recommended that readers consult Stephens and May(2lita

For. Ecol & Mgt, vol. 215:2136) and Knapp et al. (2008, Final Report, Joint Fire
Science Program Project-@51-20) for results of scientific trials and fire
modelingwhich call into question the advisability of using masticated treatments
alone(i.e., without further treatment) in Sierra Nevada mixed conifer forest

the Stephens and Moghaddas (2005) study, a comparison of different treatment
techniques showed that masticated treatments supported the highest rates of
spread, fireline intensés, flame lengths, and levels of tree mortality (even higher
than or equal to the untreated control) under 80th and 90th percentile weather
conditions. In the Knapp et al. (2008) study, modeled wildfire in 10 different
masticated units in northern Califoa resulted in >95% tree mortality under only
80th percentile weather conditions.

Safford et al. (2008) at 20.

In the adjacent Giant Sequoia National Monument (GSNM), the DEIS for the draft Management
Plan generally admits that the removal of trees @®€l6 inches in diameter is unnecessary and
ineffective with regard to reducing the intensity/severity of wildland fire, and that, if trees larger
than101 6 i nches in diameter are proposed for
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management shouleelprovided (DEIS, p. 459, citing North et al. 2009). Thus, the Forest
Service in the GSNM DEIS admits that thinning of mature trees over 10 to 16 inches is done
primarily for economic reasons and is unnecessary for fire management or ecological restoratio

Indeed, the authors of North et al. (2009), on page 24 of that report, specifically discuss the

potential removal of treesover106 i nches i n diameter Afor soci i
Afgenerating revenueo or fApsawmdilhg . der dNbavihtea le
authors of North et al. (2009) specifically recommend removal of mature trees (as opposed to

snag creation or downed log creation) for strictly ecological purposes, or offer a single citation to

any ecological study concludinigat some mature trees must be removed from the forest

ecosystem, as opposed to being left as live trees, converted into large snags, or converted into

large downed logs.

Finally, there is a fundamental shortage across the landscape in the Sierra Newzata of
scientists now refer to as nAnComplex Early Ser
iDell aSala et al. (2013) .-repladhgf8d; orlowebintensity i s A c1
disturbances such as fires, insects, and windthrow,raterappreciated for their unique

biodiversity (Swanson et al. 2010), and, as such, CESFs are not even included as a habitat type in
any current vegetation mapping used by the Forest Service (e.g., California Wildlife Habitat

Rel ati ons) . &oid.,p.d (descriping this habitatanedetail). Some of the unlogged

portions of the Tobias Project area, after the Stormy Fire, may still exhibit characteristic of

CESFs and should be identified in the project area.

Moreover, thinning to reduce firesk has the potential to eliminate stamgblacing fire

throughout the Tobias Project area, which will also eliminate creation of CESF habitat, important

for Black-backed Woodpecker (Picoides arcticus), a Species of Conservation Concern exemplary

of thesdorests (id., p. 4) and even California Spotted Owls (Strix occidentailis occidentalis),

which fApreferesnevaliltyy sfeilretar daghf or foragi ni
project analysis must account for any remaining CESFs and must dis&qsstentially adverse

effects from fuel reduction thinning on creating CESFs in the future, as well as the indirect

effects on Blackbacked Woodpeckers and California Spotted Owils.

8. TheTobiasProject should &écus onrRemoving OnlySmall Diameter Tees

This project is similar to a Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) project; so, the Forest Service
should apply the same principles about small tree removal from that legislation. Another
similarity to an HFRA project is the Sawmitidge Project Planningorum which is akin to the
collaborative requirements in the HFRA.

Section 102(e)(2) of the HRA states:
In carrying out a covered project, the Secretary shall fully maintain, or contribute
toward the restoration of, the structure and compositiondofi@wth stands

according to the prére suppression old growth conditions characteristic of the
forest type, taking into account the contribution of the stand to landscape fire
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adaptation and watershed health, and retaining the large trees contributicg t
growth structure.

Moreover, Section 102(f) states that

the Secretary shall carry out a covered project in a mannér tAatfocuses

largely on small diameter treesthinning, strategic fuel breaks, and prescribed

fire to modify fire behavior, as easured by the projected reduction of
uncharacteristically severe wildfire effects for the forest type (such as adverse soil
impacts, tree mortality or other impacts); and ifigximizes the retention of

large trees as appropriate for the forest type, lte extent that the trees promote
fire-resilient stands.

(emphasis added)he Tobiasprojectshoulddescribe how its treatments focus largely on small

di ameter trees, and what the Forest Service c
maximizethe retention of large trees, what it considers large trees, and which large trees it will
maximize. These sections must be distinguished from the diameter limits provided in the 2004
Framework, which discuss cutting up to 30 inch diameter trees fouthege of providing

funds to pay for the thinning projects.

A lower diameter limit that focuses largely somesmall diameter trees would achieve the

purpose and need for the project, which does NOT include the need to pay for the treatments

with a timber sale of larger trees (over-20 inches in diameter) as envisioned by the 2004
Frameworkds increase in diameter | imits to 30
make no mention of using larger trees to pay for the small diameter thisothg Forest

Service should mimithe HFRA guidelines and not those used in the 2004 Framework.

9. North et al. (2009Comments and Concerns

The North et al. (2009r GTR220report isan unpublished and negpeerreviewed report cited
in and relied upofor the proposed actionlt is used to justify most of the proposed activities,
including the removal of biomass. BugtNorth et al. (2009) report did not mean to use the
wordfi r e mdosuggest commercial logging of mature trees up to, or ovench@s in
diameted as opposed to simpfy r e mo & givergniature live tree from competition with
other larger trees by turning it into a large snag or downed log

Indeed, the authors of North et al. (2009), on page 24 of that report, specifically discuss the

potential removal of trees over-1® inches in diametérf or s oci oeconomic pur |
figenerating revenaer fiproviding merchatable wood for local sawi | INswhere do the

authors of North et al. (2009) specifically recomménd e m oof/n@afure trees (as opposed to

snhag creation or downed log creation) for strictly ecological purposes, or offer a single citation to

any ecological study concluding treome mature trees must be removed from the forest

ecosystem, as opposed to being left as live trees, converted into large snags, or converted into

large downed logs.
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10.The Environmental AnalysiBlustDisclose thé® r o0 | effects @rsandE®ntribution to
Climate Ghange

The environmental analysis must also discuss how dhé&sproject will potentially emit CO2

that may contribute to climate change or what efforts will bertaenitigate these emissions,

by disclosing and analyzing therban emitted from fuel reduction treatments, slash treatments,
and biomassollection, hauling, and burniray prescribed burning

A recent article by Mitchell et al. (2009) describes tradeoffs for managing for carbon storage (a

valid goal in any forest anagement action) versus fuels reduction. That study suggests that,
with the exception of some xeric ecosystems (
reduction treatments should be forgone if forest ecosystems are to provide maximal anmelioratio

of atmospheric CO2 watbb3. Fohtleat reéasor,teacialtdnativee ar s . 0
should discuss and analyze carbon emissions from implementation, anekitteonalternative

should also provide information about the potential for carbaagtofrom éregoing project
implementation.

Depro et al., 2007, found that eliminating logging would result in massive increases in Carbon
sequestrationn Our anal ysis found that a fino ti mber h
public lands wouldesult in an annual increase ofi 2B million metric tonnes of carbon

(MMTC) per year between 2010 and 2058s much as a 43% increase over current

sequestration levels on public timberlands and would offset up to 1.5% of total U.S. GHG

e mi s s i(Depraet.alg 2007 abstract)

Moreover, Mitchell et al. (2009) found the amount of net carbon released into the atmosphere, on
an acreage basis with small diameter thinning for fuel reduction (if used for biomass), puts more
carbon into the atmosphere than aarage fire, on an acreage basis:

Our simulations indicate that fuel reduction treatments in these ecosystems
consistently reduced fire severity. However, reducing the fraction by which C is
lost in a wildfire requires the removal of a much greater atnoiu@, since most

of the C stored in forest biomass (stem wood, branches, coarse woody debris)
remains unconsumed even by higgverity wildfires. For this reason, all of the
fuel reduction treatments simulated for the west Cascades and Coast Range
ecosytems as well as most of the treatments simulated for the east Cascades
resulted in a reduced mean stand C storage. One suggested method of
compensating for such losses in C storage is to utilize C harvested in fuel
reduction treatments as biofuels. @nalysis indicates that this will not be an
effective strategy in the west Cascades and Coast Range over the next 100 years.

Mitchell et al., 2009 abstract.
In any case, the environmental analysis must disclose the emissions from fuel reduction

treatmens, associated slash treatments, and biogalksction, hauling, anturning or
prescribed burning for each action alternative. For thistaghington @fice of the Forest
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Service has generated specific direction on how to discuss climate changeareHadisPA

analysis. SeeClimate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis {Bar2009)
(attached as Exhibit)B That document specifically mentions fuel reduction projects in the types
of projects that should disclose direct effects omate change:

1 The effect of a proposed project on climate chang&HG emissions and carbon
cycling). Examples includehortterm GHG emissions and alteration to the carbon
cycle caused by hazardous fuels reduction prgj&Hts emissions from oil and gésld
development, and avoiding large GHG emissions pulses and effects to the carbon cycle
by thinning overstocked stands to increase forest resilience and decrease the potential for
large scale wildfire.

Id. at 2. To assist in disclosing these effects, the Forest Service provides tools that can help
managers determine the direct contributions of GHG emissions from project burning or
treatments.ld. at 5 FOFEM 5.5,Consume 3.(and theForest Vegetation Siatator). Because

the Forest Service has tools or models to effectively calculate emissions, it must disclose these
emissions for each of the action alternatives. In addition, the guidance document suggests that

the NEPA document include a qualitativeeets analysisld. Such an analysis should include

the cumul ative effects, quantified ildnat@an Ai nd

Finally, the guidance suggests that NEPA provides direction on how managers should respond to
comments raised during project analysis regarding climate change:

1. Modify alternatives including the proposed action.

2. Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by
the Agency.

3. Supplement, improve, or modify the analysis.

4. Make factual corrections.

5. Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the
sources, authorities, or reasons which

appropriate, indicate those circumstances that would trigger agency redppraisa
further response.

Id. at 8. At the very least, because this project includes fuel reduction treatments and burning
that will contribute GHG emissions, the Eifust include an acknowledgment of carbon
emissions and must provide a response to thigiss

Moreover, the analysis should account for and quantify (as part of the cumulative effects
analysis) not only the emission from prescribed burningittnand the emissions from any

biomass that is removed from the project area and later burnsiteptiut also the contribution

of emissions from transporting this material for-site burning, and the contribution of

emissions from planning and implementing the project by a contractor and by the Forest Service.

This holistic approach to account f8HG emission is necessary to provide managers and the
public with the kind of information under NEPA to make informed choices between alternatives
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and to mitigate for climate change, and to consider and assess the larger picture of GHG
contributions fromall projects on the national forests that may contribute GHG emissions.

11.Disclose the Impact froriWlechanicaEquipmentUseon Project Area on Soils, Streams,
and Watersheds

Mechanized fuel treatments incur ecological costs by damaging soils, vegetadidrydaologic
processes, as proponents of fuel reduction treatments have acknowledged (e.g., Allen et al.,
2002; Graham et al., 1999; 2004, Agee and Skinner, 2005). Mechanical fuel reduction
treatments typically involve the same suite of activities agithag with the same set of impacts

to soils, runoff, erosion, sedimentation, water quality, and stream structure and function. These
effects, their mechanisms, and their aquatic impacts have been extensively and repeatedly
documented across the West (eGeppert et al., 1984; Meehan, 1991; USFS et al., 1993;
Rhodes et al., 1994; CWWR, 1996, USFS and USBLM, 1997a; c; Beschta et al., 2004).
Watershed damage ultimately translates into aquatic damage.

The collateral impacts of fuel treatments are of carsidle concern due to the existing aquatic
context. Across the West, aquatic systems are significantly and pervasively degraded (Rieman et
al., 2003; Beschta et al., 2004). As a result, many populations of aquatic species, including most
native trout angalmonids, have undergone severe contractions in their range and number and
remaining populations are now imperiled and highly fragmented (Frissell, 1993; USFS and
USBLM, 1997a; Kessler et al., 2001; Behnke, 2002; Bradford, 2005). Additional damage to
watersheds and aquatic systems reduces the prospects for the protection and restoration of
imperiled aquatic species (USFS and USBLM, 1997c; USFWS, 1998; Karr et al., 2004).

Thesempacts to sof, streans, and watershexlvill be added to the damage donteathe 1990
Stormy Fire from salvage logging. Impact from this project must be added to the existing
damageand foreseeable future damageprovide an accurate assessment of the adverse effects

12. Further Information Should be Provided to the Publicfanthe Environmental Analysis

Information provided as part of scoping is so limited that it is difficult to comment adequately on
the prgposal Please provide us with further information that could helpnderstand the scope
of the project

1 Pleaserovide datan the DEISabout the existing conditiorier each unitincluding:
o tree density
the range of tree sizes and basal area
% of current canopy cover
the number and size of shags
the number or size of large down logs (>12 inch at midpoint)
information about the understory for each unit, such as the % of area with shrub
cover or in montane chaparral patches

0 0O O0o0Oo

1 Please provide specific informatiomnthe DEISabout what the Forest Service plans to
leave after implementatidior each uniby actionalternative including:
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0 tree density

o the range of tree sizes and basal area

0 % of canopy cover after thinning

othe number and size of snags (hereds an
snags by girdling trees rather than felling or removing them)

o thenumber or size of | arge down | ogs (>12

opportunity to increase the number of large down logs rather than removing them)
o information about the understory for each unit, such as the % of area with shrub
cover or in montane chapal patches after thinning

1 The scoping summary has insufficient information to comment on nests, detections, or
home ranges for spotted owls, where old forest emphasis allocation are landted,
whereanycondor roosts are located. Please provide met&l about these.

1 The scoping summary does not include any information ahewtxtent and quality of
Pacific fisher habitain the project areaPlease provide information about any fisher
habitat capability in the treatment units or in areas adfdogreatment units.

13.The Forest Service must use the fbest avai

Current Forest Service regulations require that projects that implement forest plans consider the

best available science in their analysis. 36 C.F.R. § 219.38)&2000); 69 Fed. Reg. 58055
(Sept. 29, 2004) . To correctly apply this st
consider all existing scientific evidence relevant to the decision and it cannot ignore existing

data. . . . The Forest Service mdstermine which data are the most accurate, reliable, and

relevant, and that will be reviewed deferentially, but it still must be good seileatces reliable,

peer reviewed, or otherwi se cHEcoggyGCenten\gU.8i t h va
Forest Serviced451 F.3d 1183, 1194, n. 4 (10th Cir. 2006).

This also means that, in the final analysis, the Forest Service must disclose and discuss any
science that it rejected as less accurate, reliable, or relevant than the science itaqgiliedyto
the project.

14. The Specified Needstatemenfor the Tobias Project @hflict with the Project Purpose

Statements in thecBping Letter for the Tobias Project conflweith the purpose of the project
because logging incense cedar and white fird@treasand not increaseiversity:

The purpose of the project is to restore and maintain the forests throughout the
project area to promote a healthy, diverse forest ecosystem that is resilient to the
effects of wildfire, drought, disease, and othistutbances. There is a need to
increase diversity in age, density, and stand structure; modify tree species
composition to favor oaks and pines (Jeffrey and sugar) over incedae and

white fir . . .

80 Fed. Reg5080(Jan. 30, 2016
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15. Soil Surveys hve not beenrpvided

The August7, 2014 cover letter for thEotice of Intentthat began the scoping processtfe
EISfor the Tobias Projedtates that since the 2013 scoping the Forest Seivasperformed
Afurther fi el dHoweuer wwil mformation orssoils deorhas been
providedwith the more recent January 30, 2015 scoping notksesuggested above in item 1.
this information should be providedrlyso we can provide meaningful commen®.EASE
MAKE AVAILABLE THE FIELD SURVEYS FOR SOILS ON THE PROJECT
WEBSITE, AND NOTIFY US WHEN THOSE SURVEYS ARE AVAILABLE.

16. TheProject Proposato Allow Any Additional Erosions Unacceptale

The Tobias Project proposes to use both commercial ardamomercial activities t¢hin ladder

fuels, restore species composition to those present before fire suppression and logging, and
increase the resiliency of stands of trees to drought, insects, andritevhile @mmercial

activities would use rubbsired skidders or log forarders on slopes up to 35%kyline yarding
onslopes between 350%, and allowtractor use when there is no acedype riskof soil

erosion, and loss of soil to erosion is unacceptable, especially in an area such as Tobias, which is
still recovering fron the damage caused by salvage logging and associated roads after the
Stormy Fire.

No additional erosion or sedent flow into dowrstream watershedgould beconsidered
acceptable All sediment flows into streams is cumulative @véntuallycontributes to causing
reservoirs likeLakelsabella to fill with sedimentas it has TheU.S. Army Corps of Engineers

is now spending millions of taxpayer dollaisrestoe the Isabella Reservoir because the Forest
Serviceconsiders soil erosion and s®éntation from its various projects tratmulatively

impact theKern River watershed o be fA@&cceptabl e

17.Project Scopings too Vague andails to providespecifics about the end result of
thinning

As discussed in item Jthere is insufficient information to provide meaningful comments with

regard to the proposed action because the scoping letter does not provide enough detail about the
end result of the thinning proposed. Much of the information provitéukei scoping otice is

too vague.

As already discussed in item 12. above EIS mushot only provide baseline information

about the conditions of stands proposed for treatments, but it sisaldiscloséniow many

trees would be removed and how many would be redameach size claga the commercial

and hand treatment areas and what the current canopy cover is and what the resultant canopy
cover would be following treatment.
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18. Project Scoping Fails to providmecifics about Meadow Protection and Improvement

The ScopingLetterfails entirelyto mentionhow meadows would be protected @admproved.
The Forest Service must first assess the damage that a meadow has stistaimade a
determination as to the cause or causes of the daaradjtherrecommendilternative methods
of preventing future damage, afially it mustrecommend alternative methods of improving
thedegradedneadowsuch thathe historic meadow sediments remain intectvell as
discontinue anwctivities that are the causes of the damafye.consider bulldozing historic
meadow sediments to not be a proper way to protect or improve a meadow.

19. Project Scoping is Vague and Fails to prosgecifics about Fuel Breaks

IT IS UNCLEAR WHETHER THE PR OJECT STILL INCLUDES FUEL BREAKS.

PREVIOUS SCOPING LETTERS INCLUDED PROPOSALS FOR FUEL BREAKS. IF
THOSE ARE STILL INCLUDED IN THE PRESENT PROPOSAL, THIS SHOULD BE
CLARIFIED IMMEDIATELY. TheScopingLetterfails to specify the width and type of fuel
bre&k that would be implementedscoping fails to specify any particulars about how many trees
in each size classould remain in the 3,300 acres proposed for hand thinning of immature trees
less than 10 inches dbh.

20.Fuel Breaksare Segmenteddm Previoush\Proposed ForesVide Ridgeline Treatments

Shaded fuel breakse proposed tbe located along ridges and in strategic locations to give fire
managers more options for controlling either human or naturally ignited wildfires.

The cumulative impacts efarious fuel breaks the Forest Service created@ERZs and

SPLATS9 on theSequoia National Foregs mana@ wildfires have never been analyzethe

Tobias Project is just one more in a seriepreviousprojects which haseen segmented from

other largeprojecs thatnever analyzethe cumulativempacs from these various fuel breaks on

the landscape and resulting fragmentation of wildlife habitat, especially on habitat for the Pacific
fisher.

21.Tobias Project would reduégésher HabitaCanopy Cover nd to the Giant Sequoia
NationalMonument Boundary

Treatments in th TobiasProject like those in the Frog Projecatedirectly adjacent andght up

against th&iant Sequoia Nation&llonument line This wasacknowledged inthe 2006court

order thatstopped the Frog Timber saddso directlyadjacent to the Monument boundariyhe

Court acknowledged that tiRacificfisher does not recognize thdificial Monument boundary

and projects othe adjacent fisher habitat should be updated to condigdatesscientific

findings on fisher.Since the USish and Wildlife Servicéntends tdist the Pacificfisherin the

near futurewhich may include designatirmgitical habitat foffisher,t he For est Ser vi ce
project EISmust consider andndyze impacts tahe fisher and itsritical habitat or it must

delay the project until it can do.so
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22.Tobias EIS must considall existingWater usesnd resources

If the project is to restore and maintain the forest ecosystem so it is resilienetfette of

wildfire, drought, disease, and other disturbances, the EIS must include an assessment of and
documentation to show all water diversions, withdrawals, and developments that utilize water in
the watersheds involved in the project area in ommlestablish a baseline of available water for
making a decision as to what can be done to protect the forest ecosystem from drought and
whether commercial thinningould be effectivesince thinningvould cause the forest

understoryto become haerand dyer,andwould allow moisturerobbingsurface winds to

increase.

Managng forest ecosystems and cleayfire prone vegetation runs counter to common sense by
exposing soileand understory vegetatida desiccating conditionsRemonng forest biomas$o
supposedlyeduce fire dangauns counter to maikg theforest resilient to climate change
becaus®penng the forest canopy to winds or the drying heat of thergsults in drying out the
layers of moisturdnolding duff, small trees, and down woaaaterial especially in the Sequoia
National Forest, which receives relatively little moisture tugeography and prevailing

weather patterns.

Water vapor in the air comes almost entirely from three sources: Evaporation from any moist
surface or body olvater, evaporation from soil, dranspiration from plantsPlants have large
surfaces for transpiration; occasionally they have as much as 40 square yards for each square
yard of ground area. Transpiration from an area of dense vegetation can cenipiboieight

times as much moisture to the atmosphere msnaqual area of bare ground.

Relative humidity is most important as a fikeather factor in the layer near the ground, where it
influencesboth fuels and fire behaviohe relative humidly that affects fuels on the forest

floor is often quite different from that in the instrument shelter, particularly in unshaded areas
where soil and surface fuels exposed to the sun are heated intensely, and warm the air
surrounding them. This very warar may have a dew point nearly the same or slightly higher
than the air in the instrument shelter, but because it is much warmer, it has a much lower relative
humidity. Vegetation moderates surface temperatures and contributes to air moisture through
transpiration and evaporatianboth factors that affect local relative humidity. A continuous

forest canopy has the added effect of decreasing surface wind speeds and the mixing that takes
place with air movementThe differences in humidity between foretsinds and open areas
generally vary with the density of the crown canopder a closed canopy, humidity is

normally higher than outside (the closed canopy) during the day, and lower atTightigher
humilitiesare even more pronounced where § a green understoryVhile temperature and
moisture distribution in the layer of air near the ground are important in fire weather because of
their influence on fuel moisture, the distribution of temperature and moisture aloft can critically
influencethe behavior of wildland fires.

Much of thisis known ands discussed inthdSFor e st  Pueblicdian EIREBVEEATHER

.. . A Guide For Application Of Meteorological Information To Forest Fire Control Operations
by Mark J. Schroeder, Weather Bureanyifonmental Sciences Administration, U.S.
Commerce Department and Charles C. Buck, Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Government Printing Office:244 :923, first published in May 1970. Reviewed and
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approved for reprinting August 1977408k No. 00100001930 / Catalog No. A 1.76:360
(available ahttp://tinyurl.com/pgeghbj

If after thinning stads of mature trees smaller than 30 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) to
increase heterogeneity and resilience and hand thinning stands of immature trees less than 10
inches dbh the temperature of the forest fuels and forest air increase, the moisture level of the
forest fuels decreases, and the relative humidity in the undgdscreases, does it stand to

reason that surface and groundwater resources ataade impacted by the removal of these
materials?Does it also stand to reason that the Forest Service should provide a comprehensive
inventory of surface and groundwatesources in the watersheds of the Tobias Project area as a
way to establish a baseline for assessing the impacts of the project on forest resboeses?

must be considered in the environmental analysis, especially now that we are in a prolonged
drought period in California.

TheTobias EIS must consider how unlogged forests retain water before approving tree removal

The EIS mustonsidemwhether commercidbgging isanappropriate treatment since
commercial logging would cause the foresbecomeéhot and dry and allow surface winds to
increaseall of which would exacerbate wildfire

Congress recognized that managing natural res
and enacted the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Plannin@RRRAFRThe Act
requires that the Forest Service develop an i
resources, and an evaluation of opportunities for improving their yield of tangible and intangible
goods and servi ces. 0thatdalldorest thahagementactiitibsaobd ct r e q
preceded by a Acomprehensive assessmento of e
create a management plan that is consistent with MUSYA and NEPA. Congress emphasized the
Afundament al meankem tf @rl atnlse tmarMgr ot ect and, wh
guality of soil, air, and water resources. o0

an assessment of the environmental impacts on groundwater including potential impacts of
groundwder use on surface water resources, is an integral step in ensuring that a management

plan protects the water quality $equoia National Forest and tB&ant Sequoia National

Monument.

The 1988 Sequoia Forest Land and Resource Manag@&taendoesot actually provide any

directionabout water resourcesd thus an inventory must be done for the watersheds that could

be impacted by the implementation of the Tobias Projéce 1988 plan indicated that 32

percent of the avail ablbey BRAds thanee b eCeom scuonmesd
increased considerably since the forest has been logged heavily in the past 25 years.

While BMP's mitigate major project effects, minor effects of individual
projects may accumulate to produce off-site Cumulative Watershed Effects
downstream. A Forest-wide Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) analysis was
done for Forest planning and individual project CWE analysis is done during
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http://tinyurl.com/pqeqhbj

project environmental analysis employing an Equivalent Road Acre (ERA)
concept methodology.

Presently, a total of 32 percent of the available Forest ERA's are used up
by past management activity and are not available for planning. The ERA's
associated with timber harvesting account for 31 percent of this total.

Water within the earth that supplies wells and springs is termed ground-
water. Information on groundwater supplies is currently only sought when
drilling wells at existing facilities, Attempts have not been made to
inventory or map groundwater availability and quality. Drinkable
groundwater has been found within 305 feet of the earth's surface on the
Forest and typically at the surface in the form of springs. Twenty-four
wells and 35 springs provide water for campground and administrative site
use.

The current groundwater demand from these wells and springs consists of
drawing over 15 million gallons of water annually for campground and
administrative site uses. Four of these systems have experienced
shortages. Groundwater will be needed to supply water for potential
campgrounds, potential ski area developments, or an expanded range and
wildlife program.

From 1988 Sequoia National Forest LRMP ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT
SITUATION SUMMARY page 313 (c. GROUNDWATERRESOURCES)

23.Tobias EIS must be specific about Mastication

The EIS must consider whethmastication would be appropriate and what the impacts to the
remaining tree roots wouloe under wildfire conditions.

24.Tobias EIS must be specific about the reasonRéad Decommissioning

We support the proposal for road decommissioning and conversion of roadsnwiuized
trails for foot travel and equestrian use, but we oppose the use of motorized OHVs on these
trails.

The process of decommissioning roads nmudude all of the reasons for proposing the
decommissioning of those roads as well as an analysis of how those roads will be restored to
their natural hydrologic function with the proposed decommissioning.

25. Tobias EISMustProvide Sufficient Justificatios forleavingmore OHV Trailsopen
because of Negative Impacts@HVs

OHV trails are damaged more than rorchanical use trailSOHV trail maintenance not

adequately fundedPersons seeking quiet foot travel aagliestriarexperiencesvoid OHV

trailss The i mpacts to the environment from the noi
extensive and a deterrent to other forest wuse
many humarcaused forest firesTHESE ISSUES MUST BE CONSIDERED AND
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ANAYLYZED IN LEAVING THE ROAD -TO-TRAIL CONVERSIONS OPEN TO
OHVS.

26.Sequoia ForestKeep@r Field Visit on Sept. 9, 2014

On Sept. 9, 2014%&equoia ForestKeep@r Ara Marderosian and Kate Rowe visited the US
For est Teias Farestedsystem Restoration Projentthe Greenhorn Mountains.

000w

.rl‘lu

S
4a° ’
x990

¥ LIS 28 \ "% Tobias Project Survey Sites
24 i@ NotVisited 3
A LO ek

i | Sept10, 2014 Site Visit Trail
Vol S Treatment

7 TN il =N 'Comr_norcial,“'f
= F;J;al‘Bréqk %,

el ‘-.m“ Hand -

<
; : 1]
L= 0 0.5 1 Miles

Sl e e Ot S8 LIS Forest SoTice Coordinats Systerm! NADS3 CA Teale Albers
Kathryn Rowe ©Sequols ForesiKeeper, 2014

. S"equoia FbrestKee@Survéy Sites (see notes below)

24



Ara Marderosian and Kate Rowe recorded the following notes throughout the site visit

Unit 1

High canopy composition: white fand sugar pine; some cedar

Two meadowsSmall amounts of understory and low canopy vegetation

Unit 2

High canopy composition: white fir and sugar pine; some cedar

Small amounts of understory and low canopy compaosition

Unit 4

Large white fire (mostly), Jedty pine

Piled woody debris along roadside; whitethorn and manzanita generally only along roadside
Small amounts of understory and low canopy vegetation

Cultural site for past logging and/or mining? Includes old outhouse, metal sheeting, old cabin,
manmadeavine.

Unit 5

Large Jeffrey Pine ari/hite Fir, Willow, corn lily, and ferns present = water source within site.
More whitethorn andlanzanita;Higher numbers of Pine and Fir seedlings

Unit 6

Large White Fir and Sugar pin€ery clear understory

Patchywillow, whitethorn, western azalea

Unit 7

AFir Countryo,; ;Mabhydessttha®3® MchWBH white firé; also large white fir
presentDense canopy cover

Unit 8

Hard to accessk on top of ridgelingBetween road and unit, thick layer of plarda (less than 8
inch DBH), whitethorn and western azgl& road or trail access to site = will harvesters use
old skid trail near site 7 to access tre@&®ite Fir on top of ridge (within unit)

Unit 12

Large white fir, incense cedar, planted Pondei®ime;Some large snagd.ocal areas of
whitethorn Willow and corn lily near road_arge burned, hollowed, old stumps

24S25B

Road overgrown; looks like a landing sitéo road signs

Unit 13 (waypoint = Toby 13B)

Pine plantation intermixed with large vi#ifir stands

Local whitethorn patchedleadow used by cattle

Unit 14

Massive white fir (waypoint = GiantWhitefirl.arge white firs and Jeffrey Pine

Old Skid trail going through site; red and white flagging; large burngbile

Unit 15B

Local clusters bdense willow/aspen standSvergrown road with fir saplings

Near meadowHigh canopy composition: white fir

Unit 16A

Bare dirt, steep slopes; clusters of fir seedlings and saphingis canopy composition: white fir
Unit 16B
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Large white fir, clear uner

24S34A

Goes out to fAa vi ewaPaossbly emcommendbipleave astmid c |l ear a
Unit 17

Abundant snags and woody debris; snags are marked as Hazardous

High canopy composition: white fiClusters of white fir seedlings and saplings

Unit 18

Thick with whitethorn, currant, and azal&mall white fir saplings

Old timber salé¢ stump;A | ot of AHO marked trees in white
Small pine plantation

Unit 19

High canopy composition: white fir, incense cedar, and Jeffrey pine

Clusters ofwhitethorn; overall open understory and low vegetation

A lot of Black Oak (found in high and low canopies); found old, burned oak growing back.

Unit 20

High canopy composition: pin€lustered pine saplings and whitethorn

Unit 21A

High canopy compositiorwhite fir, incense cedar, and Jeffrey pine

Clusters of whitethorn; overall open understory and low vegetation

Other Observations:

The soils in the Tobias logging treatment units are erosive and subject to damagéolygiaigy
equipment All erosion inthese often sgp units would be unacceptable because there is little in
these units to hold the soiMost of these logging units are the only remaining unburned forests
in that area where the Storriye was active.Logging these units will open thieto the heat of

the sun and increased surface winds, which will dry and make all forest materials more
flammable Most of theplannedhinning units were opeand hadew fine fuelson the ground

to carry fire through thesstands, made umostly of largediameter pine, white firincense

cedar, and oalsee Figure 7. below)There were several unigth stands ofarge sugar pines,

but Jeffrey pine wathe predominant pineThere were some wet areas in these wnitls

willows, even on steeglopes. Hewould not likely carry through these areas becausieeof
moisture andecausenost of tle willow areas were not amorgetrees.

The west side ahefuel break starts at high elevation in what is now chapam@thsteeply

drops to the meadobelow. The east side of the fuel break rises from the meadow toward Baker
Point and widens to encompass many large trees on the east side of the fuel breBkisirea

area despite its open characterisig proposed fologging which appears unnecesgakVhile

the Forest Servicelaims that theyvant to achieve the open characterispicssenprior to

European settlemerthese logging units alreadyhibitthis veryopen understory characteristic.

The penny pines plantations, evident throughoeiatfegsee Figure 8. beloware flammable

thickets where the Forest Service should be focusing all thinning efforts because the plantations
are the tinder that could most likely carry embers into the canopy of the remaining unburned
forest.
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Figure8. Open nature of some of the logging units

Figure 9. Pine Plantations that nee to be treated (Phto by Ara Marderosian)
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28.Why does the project area include stands within a Roadless Area and th®&aker

Botanical Area?(see also map in Exhibit C)
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(6) Traditional cultural properties and sacred sites;
(7) Other locally identified unique characteristics.
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The project area includes a
vast swathe of the Chico
Roadless Area covering
about one third of the

project area. Stands within

or partly within the Chico
Roadless area include stands
3,4,5,6, 11, 37, 39, and 40.

The Forest must take a hard
look at the effects of the
proposed aatin and other
alternatives on the Chico
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Roadless Areas provide substantial water resource bergita$alaet al, 2011), are

important for conserving biodiversitg{rittholtand DellaSala, 206}, and are importantimate
change refugia for biodiversit{Isonet al, 2012) (scientific reports provided as ExhibitsF).

The Forest Service should rew and explain its management guidelines for this IRA and
explain how each alternative reviewed in the NEPA documents is compatible with maintaining
roadless area qualities analues.

29.The project area includes multiple occurrenceSabchortus westoni(see also map in

Exhibit C)

Multiple occurrences of the
Shirley meadow star tulip,
Calochortus westonihave
been reported within and
adjacent to the project area.

Potential threats to the plant
include mechanical
equipment use and related
activities trampling, grazing,
and competition from larger,
more aggressive species.

The CNDDB records
occurrences ofalochortus
westoniiin project stands 2,
4,8, 10, 14, 17, 19, 20, 26,
36, 37, and 40.

Under the 1998 Draft Species
Management Guide for

Calochatus westonithe

Forest will:

A Maintain and enh
viable populations of

Calochortus westonii

A Preserve or rest
conditions which will

promote the geographic

distribution and genetic

o I Gatachartus wesiont CNDDB
[ chiko 1RA
[_Jstanss

! DellaSala, D. A., Karr, J. R. and Olson, D. M. 2011. Roadless areas and clean water. Journal of Soil and Water
Conservation, 66: 7884A. doi:10.2489/jswc.66.3.78A

2 Strittholt, J. R., and DellaSalB. A. 2001. Importance of roadless areas in biodiversity conservation in forested
ecosystems: a case studglamathSiskiyou ecoregion, U.S.A. Conservation Biology, 15: x12384.

3Qlson, D. M., DellaSala, D.A., Noss, R.F., Strittholt, J. R., Kaa&ahpman, M. E. and Allnutt, T. F. 2012.
Climate change refugia for biodiversity in the Klam&tilskiyou ecoregion. Natural Areas Journal, 32785
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diversity of the species.
A Minimize p ceffeetsiof maadgement actiyvities.i v e

The Forest should determi@alochortus westonccurrences and population trends within the
project area, take a hard look at the effects of the proposed action and prior treatments on
Calochortus westoniiand analyz&éow the proposed action will achieve all the goals of the 1998
Management Guide includimgromotng the geographic distribution and genetic diversity of the
species.

30. Livestock Use

The treatment area is almost entirely within the Dunlap Allotment. Aaugitdi the scoping
|l etter, fAAreas selected for thinning and mast
othershade intolerant species, in order to restore the historic species composition.

Livestock directly impact oaks by eating acores\es, and young shoots. Livestock browsing is
thought to suppress or kill many seedlings and saplings, as well as sometimes stressing older

trees due to livestock congregating in the shade, compacting soils, trampling seedlings, and
damaging mature treéisrough repeated contact, making them more susceptible to disease and
environmental stresses. The Forest Service should explain how the treatment areas will be

affected by the combination of thinning, burniagd grazing, how it will be rested from gragin

to facilitate restoration and.0&orast&Sernce policy o A Th
is to control livestock grazing to achieve successful reforestatidmo not permit livestock on a
reforestation area until seedlings are capable thfstanding the type of grazing use intended.

FSM 2472.33.

The EIS should analyze the effects of the proposed treatments on the use of Dunlapd Dry
other meadows by catflmcluding the cumulative effects of cattle and treatments on invasive
weeds andensitive resources.

31.0Other Species

The CNDDB records occurrences of the endangered southern mountain-egigeed frog,
Rana muscosand proposed threatenBdcific Fisher,Pekania pennantjust outside the project
boundaries.

Other species that oar in and adjacent to the project area that may be directly, indirectly, or
cumulatively impacted by the project include:

Spotted owl Strix occidentalis

Northern goshawkAccipiter gentilis

Greenhorn Mountains slender salamanBeatrachoseps altasiersa
California wolverine Gulo gulo

Unexpected larkspubDelphinium inopinum

Mui r 6 s Qarquighid naumiit |,

The Needles buckwhedriogonum breedloveiar. shevockii
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