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Introduction 
The Draft SEIS was available for public review and comment from June 13, 2003, to September 12, 2003. 
During the comment period, the Forest Service heard from nearly 56,000 people. The agency received 
approximately 1,300 individual letters, 3 resolutions, and approximately 600 different form letters. 
Organized response campaigns accounted for 97.5 percent of the total pieces of mail (53,866 form letters 
out of a total of 55,258) received during the public comment period. These response campaigns generally 
fell into one of two categories: forms or multi-signature letter (numerous signatures on one letter). Over 
400 public concerns were identified from the comments. 

Public concerns reflected a broad range of views relative to the proposed action and analysis of 
alternatives presented in the Draft SEIS. Numerous concerns were raised about the purpose and need for 
the proposed amendment and many questioned the agency's decision to propose an amendment. The 
Forest Service received a wide variety of comments regarding the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
presented in the Draft SEIS. Generally, the public expressed a desire to see more information in the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, such as information regarding impacts to recreation, 
grazing, timber production, cultural resources, and socio-economics. 

Many comments expressed concerns that the Draft SEIS did not adequately address impacts to at-risk 
Sierra Nevada wildlife species, including the California spotted owl, fisher, marten, willow flycatcher, 
and amphibians, such as the mountain yellow-legged frog and the Yosemite toad. Changes in grazing 
restrictions and projected increases in mechanical harvesting under the preferred alternative raised 
concerns about potential fragmentation of important habitats for these species and possible adverse 
impacts. Concerns were raised that the proposed amendment could undermine the Forest Service’s 
mandate under the National Forest Management Act to maintain viable populations of designated 
sensitive species. Others asserted that improving forest health should not be overridden by wildlife habitat 
objectives, and requested the Forest Service to craft an amendment that provides for maximum flexibility 
in carrying out fuels reduction and forest health projects. 

The public expressed a broad range of concerns relative to fire and fuels management. Goals for 
protecting communities from wildfire and for preserving species and ecosystems were often viewed as 
conflicting. Public comments regarding fire and fuels management reflected this conflict with comments 
that were often polarized in a “protect people” versus a “protect the environment” stance. Broad themes in 
public concerns relative to fire and fuels management included: a need to harmonize planning efforts with 
national direction, a need to clarify and justify information presented in the SEIS, a need to ensure 
funding for fire and fuels management, and a need to better define where treatments will occur and what 
techniques will be used for fire and fuels treatments. 
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Response to Public Comments
1. Planning Processes 

Purpose and Need for Proposed Action  

1.1. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to do a better job of justifying the need to 
supplement the SNFPA FEIS. Why can’t the Framework be implemented as described in 
the FEIS? What efforts were done to implement the FEIS and how did those projects 
show the need to supplement the FEIS? Justification for the SEIS should not be based on 
the threat of forest fires, inadequate funding, the number of appeals on the FEIS, or 
inconsistency with the National Fire Plan. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS and ROD (signed in January 2001) were the result of more than 10 years of 
regional planning efforts aimed at managing species and ecosystems in the Sierra Nevada bioregion. After 
reviewing more than 200 appeals of the SNFPA ROD, the Chief of the Forest Service affirmed the ROD 
and directed the Pacific Southwest Region to review certain elements of the decision and the associated 
SNFPA FEIS. To respond to the Chief’s direction, the Pacific Southwest Region conducted a year-long 
review to identify needed changes to the existing Record of Decision relative to six specific areas. The 
SNFPA Review Team used an open and public process to identify opportunities to: (1) pursue more 
aggressive fuels treatments while protecting old forest conditions and species at risk; (2) achieve 
consistency with the National Fire Plan; (3) harmonize the decision with the Herger-Feinstein Quincy 
Library Group (HFQLG) Forest Recovery Act Pilot Project; (4) reduce impacts on grazing permit 
holders; (5) reduce impacts on recreation users and permit holders; and (6) reduce impacts on local 
communities. The SNFPA Review highlighted the need for refinements in management direction relative 
to three of the five problem areas addressed in the SNFPA: (1) old forest ecosystems and associated 
species; (2) aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems and associated species; and (3) fire and fuels 
management. The purpose of the proposed action is to adjust the existing management direction to better 
achieve the goals of the SNFPA. 

Although a formal public scoping period was not required for the SEIS, the proposed action is informed 
by the extensive and open public process used during the SNFPA review. The review was a transparent 
and collaborative process conducted by Forest Service employees working with key stakeholders, 
including elected officials, tribes, interest groups, and other government agencies. Insight was obtained 
from dozens of public meetings, workshops, and field trips held with employees, interest groups, 
scientists, other government agencies, journalists and others. The American public has a broad array of 
ideologies regarding the long-term conservation goals for the nation’s public lands. The issues identified 
in the SNFPA FEIS (Volume 1, Chapter 1, pp. 12-16) reflect these broad areas of concern, debate and 
disagreement, which also surfaced during the review. 

Findings of the SNFPA Review Team (Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and 
Recommendations, R5-MB-012, March 2003) indicated that certain standards and guidelines in the ROD 
could not be implemented in an effective or cost efficient manner; were redundant, overlapping and 
ambiguous; had unintentional adverse impacts to forest users. The Review Team also identified new 
scientific information that could be used to inform the effects analysis and a decision. 

The proposed action identified in the SEIS responds to the findings of the Review Team and is based on 
their recommendations. 
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1.2. Public Concern: Do not amend or supplement the Framework decision. Implement 
the Framework as analyzed in the FEIS. Allow for a longer implementation period of the 
current FEIS decision before making any amendments or supplements. 
Response: Chapter 1 of the SEIS provides detailed information about the review of the January 2001 
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) based on direction 
from the Chief of the Forest Service and new information. The findings of the SNFPA Review Team 
indicated a need to consider proposed changes to the existing SNFPA ROD to respond to “changed 
circumstances and new information” concerning the California spotted owl; aquatic, riparian, and 
meadow ecosystems; fire and fuels; and implementation of the Quincy Library Project (DSEIS page 27). 
The proposed action identified in the Draft SEIS is based on the Review Team’s recommendations. 
Additional time is not needed to verify the findings of the Review Team. 

1.3. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to identify a broader range of significant issues, 
objectives and goals. 
Response: Chapter 1 of the FEIS describes the background and purpose of the larger Framework for 
Conservation and Collaboration for the Sierra Nevada. The scope of the SEIS was established by the 
Chief of the Forest Service in his Appeal Decision on the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Record 
of Decision ((November 16, 2001) and by the Pacific Southwest Regional Forester in his Charter for the 
SNFPA Review Team (December 31, 2001). 

Decisions on resource areas not covered by the Final SEIS may be dealt with during development of 
national forest plan revisions. All of the national forests in the Sierra Nevada and Modoc Plateau are 
scheduled to begin revisions of their plans within the next 5 years. 

Decision-Making Authority 

1.4. Public Concern: The SEIS should restore the decision-making authority to individual 
forests and local communities. 
Response: Chapter 1 of the Draft SEIS describes the background and the purpose and need for the 
proposed action. The proposed action retains the goals of the original Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment Project for conserving old forest ecosystems and associated species; conserving aquatic, 
riparian, and meadow ecosystems and associated species; and managing fire and fuels (DSEIS, pages 28 
through 30). It proposes changes to specific elements of the existing SNFPA ROD to improve the Forest 
Service’s ability to achieve these goals.  

The Sierra Nevada Framework Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) is not intended to be a “one size fits all” 
approach. The goal is to ensure the ecological sustainability of the entire Sierra Nevada ecosystem and 
communities that depend on it. The SFNPA is designed to provide consistency in managing for sustaining 
desired environmental, economic, and social conditions across the Sierra Nevada. Actual implementation 
of management actions in response to the SNFPA will be designed using techniques that fit local 
conditions and will be based on input from local governments, landowners, businesses as well as other 
interested individuals and agencies. Project level analysis will be performed for each proposed action, 
with public involvement and detailed, site-specific environmental analysis.  
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1.5. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada forests should be managed with the oversight of 
regionally developed standards and guidelines. Individual forests and ranger districts 
should have less flexibility in the management of local forests. 
Response: In the Decision for the Appeals of the Record of Decision for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment and its Final Environmental Impact Statement (November 16, 2001), the Chief of the Forest 
Service directed the Pacific Southwest Region to identify opportunities for “more flexibility in aggressive 
fuel treatment while still providing short-term and long-term protection for wildlife and other resource 
values.” To respond to the Chief’s direction, the Regional Forester chartered the SNFPA Review Team to 
identify needed changes to the existing Record of Decision. The Review Team found that “Field 
professionals across the Sierra Nevada have expressed concerns over their inability to create effective and 
cost-efficient fuels treatments. Moreover, the standards and guidelines did not move the project area 
toward the desired condition.”  

The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) proposes changes to specific elements of the existing SNFPA ROD 
(January 2001) based on the SNFPA Review Team’s findings and recommendations. The SEIS preferred 
alternative (S2) analyzes the effects of providing uniform direction through standards and guidelines that 
provide field professionals the opportunity to move the project area toward the desired conditions. 

The SEIS is a programmatic document that displays the effects implementing various policies and 
procedures. The management decision that is ultimately reached at this programmatic level will provide 
the sideboards within which local forests and districts will be required to follow in developing and 
analyzing the effects of implementing site-specific projects. 

Public Involvement 

1.6. Public Concern: The Forest Service should solicit input from grazing permittees 
potentially affected by the SEIS. 
Response: The yearlong SNFPA Review was a transparent and highly collaborative process conducted by 
local Forest Service employees working with a host of key stakeholders, including elected officials, 
tribes, interest groups, and other government agencies. Insight was obtained from dozens of public 
meetings, workshops, and field trips held with employees, interest groups, scientists, other government 
agencies, journalists, and others. An Internet website and a biweekly electronic news brief were 
developed to keep the public informed throughout the review. The issues identified in the FEIS (Volume 
1, Chapter 1, pages 12 through 16) reflect the broad areas of concern, debate, and disagreement that also 
surfaced during the review. 

1.7. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow for a continuous review process of 
the Framework so that changes can be made based on the evaluations of previous 
actions. This review process should be periodic and provide for public input. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 include a strong commitment to the Adaptive Management and 
Monitoring Strategy outlined in the SNFPA ROD and Appendix E of the SNFPA FEIS. The monitoring 
plan addresses key uncertainties related to the effects of management on ecosystem elements and 
processes. 

The vision of the Sierra Nevada Framework for Conservation and Collaboration has been to develop an 
ongoing collaborative planning process that would continue long after the Record of Decision (ROD) is 
released. The Framework is working with State and other Federal agencies to explore a variety of 
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possibilities for institutionalizing the governance and management of the national forests in the Sierra 
Nevada. 

1.8. Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase outreach and public input 
efforts regarding the proposed amendment. A mechanism for continued public 
involvement should be developed. 
Response: Although no formal public scoping period was required or held for the SEIS, the proposed 
action is informed by the extensive and open public process used to complete the SNFPA review. The 
yearlong review was a transparent and highly collaborative process conducted by local Forest Service 
employees working with a host of key stakeholders, including elected officials, tribes, interest groups, and 
other government agencies. Insight was obtained from dozens of public meetings, workshops, and field 
trips held with employees, interest groups, scientists, other government agencies, journalists, and others. 
An Internet website and a biweekly electronic news brief were developed to keep the public informed 
throughout the review. The issues identified in the FEIS (Volume 1, Chapter 1, pages 12 through 16) 
reflect the broad areas of concern, debate, and disagreement that surfaced during the review.  

Further and on-going public involvement will be undertaken as part of site specific planning and NEPA 
compliance for individual projects implemented under the forest plans as amended by the ROD for the 
FSEIS. 

1.9. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to better clarify the role of the Review Team in the 
development of the SEIS. 
Response: The Review Team reviewed the SNFPA FEIS and supporting documents. The Team gathered 
information from national forests implementing the SNFPA and former members of the SNFPA 
interdisciplinary team, held meetings with interest groups, sponsored field trips, and reviewed work 
products generated by the Regional Office SNFPA Implementation Team. The Team also reviewed the 
appeals record and the Chief’s appeal decision. 

During the course of the review, various analytical techniques were explored, information was collected 
and compiled, additional research findings were published, conservation assessments were developed, 
and field surveys were completed. The SNFPA Review Team’s work is documented in Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment, Management Review and Recommendations (March 2003). The interdisciplinary 
team used the Review Team’s recommendations as the basis of the preferred alternative (Alternative S2) 
in the SEIS. 
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Editorial or Technical Comments 

1.10. Public Concern: A number of improvements could be made to the document to 
make its contents easier to understand: (1) the information in the document could be 
summarized with more tables and graphics; (2) the document should include summaries 
of the previous Framework FEIS and HFQLG decisions; (3) all interest groups involved 
in the preparation of the SEIS should be listed; (4) the number of respondents supporting 
each alternative should be listed; (5) Appendix B should be corrected; (6) forest specific 
effects analyses should be considered; and (7) standard and guideline effects should be 
listed separately for lands inside and outside the HFQLG Pilot Project area. 
Response: Comments regarding the readability of the Draft SEIS were considered when drafting the final 
document. The information presented in the Final SEIS is presented in tables and graphs to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Decisions will be summarized in the FSEIS Record of Decision. 

The Final SEIS identifies those involved in preparing the Final SEIS, and include distribution lists of 
those who participated or requested information concerning the development of the Final SEIS. 

The Forest Service does not view public comment as a vote to select an alternative. Public comment is an 
opportunity for people to gain a better understanding of proposed alternatives, offer suggestions for 
improving or modifying those alternatives, and point out errors or omissions in the analysis. It is the 
Regional Forester’s responsibility to make a well-informed, well-reasoned decision from all of the 
information available, including public comment, science, law, and regulation. 

The Final SEIS (including appendices) has been updated and corrected based on comments and 
recommendations received during the comment period. 

Chapter 4 of the Final SEIS displays the effects of the implementing the standards and guidelines inside 
and outside the HFQLG Pilot Project area. 

1.11. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not characterize the Sierra 
Nevada management decision as “wicked.” (PC 13) 
Response: The term ‘wicked’ Draft SEIS is taken from the scientific literature, where the term “wicked” 
is used to describe highly complex and controversial public problems. Some key characteristics of wicked 
problems (Allen and Gould 1986) include the following: (1) each stakeholder defines the problem 
differently; (2) outcomes are not always scientifically predictable; (3) the decision maker cannot know 
when all feasible and desirable solutions have been explored; (4) solutions are likely to be ‘one-shot’ and 
unique since resources, communities of interest, funds, and organizational capabilities combine with 
stakeholder demands come together in idiosyncratic ways; and (5) solutions are generally better or worse, 
rather than true or false. 
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Use of Science 

1.12. Public Concern: The Forest Service should analyze and justify its decision to favor 
long-term projections over short-term certainty. 
Response: The SNFPA SEIS maintains the Framework’s long-term conservation goals, which include 
protecting, increasing, and perpetuating old forest ecosystems, protecting and restoring aquatic, riparian, 
and meadow ecosystems, reducing and reversing the spread of noxious weeds, and restoring and 
sustaining desired hardwood forest ecosystem conditions (DSEIS, pages 28 through 30). 

Modeling long-term projections provides a basis for comparing alternatives. Models reveal relative 
differences between alternatives from different perspectives, both long- and short-term. Modeling 
projections are one of many considerations that inform decision makers and the public about the relative 
costs and benefits of various alternatives. Relative certainty related to short-term effects of alternatives 
shows only one aspect the true costs and benefits of various management strategies. 

1.13. Public Concern: The SEIS should be based on the best available scientific 
information. Scientific information should come from recommended groups or be peer 
reviewed. The SEIS analysis should not depend too heavily upon modeling. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS and Draft SEIS use the best available science to inform decision makers and 
the public. Science consistency reviews, coordinated by the Pacific Southwest Research Station, were 
conducted for the FEIS and Draft SEIS. These reviews involved teams of scientists from the Forest 
Service, other agencies, and academia. Comments from the reviews subsequent to issuance of the Draft 
SEIS have been incorporated into the Final SEIS. 

Various modeling techniques and programs have been used to provide visual and numerical 
representations of effects of applying different treatments across Sierra Nevada landscapes. However, the 
SEIS does not rely strictly upon modeling. Modeling is a mathematical tool that is utilized to help paint a 
picture allowing for comparison of alternatives and for assessing relative trends into the future. Models 
reveal relative differences between alternatives rather than absolute differences. Models can provide 
insight and aid in making a choice between alternatives. The Responsible Officials will evaluate 
information from modeling projections as well as other effects analyses prior to making a decision.  

1.14. Public Concern: The SEIS should not restrict resource-dependent activities, such as 
grazing and logging, without peer-reviewed science that demonstrates significant 
biological impacts stemming from these activities. 
Response: The tradeoffs between resource utilization (e.g. grazing, logging, recreation) and protection of 
species at risk in the Sierra Nevada has been characterized as a “wicked problem” (Walters, et al, 2003). 
Risks and uncertainties associated with all aspects of the decision and the lack of a clear consensus on 
public values and perceptions of risk do not lead to a single clear solution, only some responses that are 
better than others. The Forest Service must cope with the complexities and ambiguities associated with 
these wicked problems, through application of best available science and continuing dialogue among 
scientists, stakeholders, and decision makers 

To do so, the Regional Forester has considered the “best available science” in the form of peer-reviewed 
science and recommendations of agency experts to develop standards and guidelines for resource 
management and establish a reasonable mix of outputs while reducing risks. The FSEIS and ROD also 
commits the Forest Service to an adaptive management strategy to “learn while doing,” to minimize the 
adverse impacts on species and resource dependent industries. 
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Relation to or Consistency with Other Plans and Directives 

1.15. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include the seven Framework 
standard and guideline exemptions for the Modoc National Forest found in the previous 
Record of Decision. 
Response: The planning area adopted for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment corresponds to 
Study Area Boundary identified in SNEP (Status of the Modoc Plateau is considered to be within the 
range of the California spotted owl and other species at risk in the Sierra Nevada, FEIS, Volume 1, page 
6). However, the SNFPA ROD did recognize that the Modoc National Forest had completed site-specific 
analysis, was implementing projects and programs, and faced unique conditions that were incorporated 
into the decision and allowed to continue as planned. The Review Team and the DSEIS did not 
recommend changing this direction. 

During development of the Draft SEIS, Modoc County and the Modoc National Forest provided 
additional information concerning management of over 814,000 acres of sage steppe and juniper 
ecosystems that does not fit direction contained in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. 
Management of these areas is accomplished best under 1991 Modoc National Forest Plan management 
direction. The USDI Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service are cooperating to assess these 
ecosystems and develop plans for specific management direction. Management direction contained in the 
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment is not appropriate for these ecosystems.  

1.16. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to better explain its relationship to the Healthy 
Forest Initiative (HFI). It should not be tiered to the HFI. It should analyze for any 
cumulative impacts of the HFI. 
Response: The changes to the existing SFNPA ROD (January 2001), as described in the Alternative S2 
are designed to improve the ability of the Forest Service to reduce fuels and protect old forests, wildlife 
habitats, watersheds, and communities. As in the existing SNFPA ROD, the preferred alternative would 
continue to put emphasis on treatments in the wildland urban intermix (WUI) and treat sufficient area in 
the wildlands to ensure success in the urban interface. The tools provided by the Healthy Forest Initiative 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/projects/hfi/) will improve the Forest Service’s ability to actively manage forests 
and reduce accumulations of hazardous fuels with greater speed and efficiency and better protect 
watersheds and habitat, particularly in combination with the changes proposed in the preferred alternative. 
The FSEIS addresses the Healthy Forest Initiative and its relationship to the alternatives. 

1.17. Public Concern: The SEIS should not restrict the implementation of the Herger-
Feinstein Quincy Library Group (HFQLG) Pilot Project. The SEIS should consider the 
HFQLG principles for long-term management. The SEIS should provide opportunities to 
integrate lessons learned from the HFQLG projects. 
Response: The Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group (HFQLG) pilot project, developed under the 
HFQLG Forest Recovery Act (October 21, 1998), was designed to test and demonstrate the effectiveness 
of certain fuels and vegetation management activities in meeting ecologic, economic, and fuel reduction 
objectives. Fuels and vegetation management activities include constructing a strategic system of 
defensible fuels profile zones (DFPZs), group selection, and individual tree selection. A riparian 
management program is also included in the pilot project.  

Activities in the HFQLG pilot project area are currently guided by standards and guidelines in the SNFPA 
ROD (January 2001), with the one exception that the Scientific Analysis Team (SAT) guidelines provide 
riparian conservation standards in the pilot project area. The HFQLG pilot project was designed to 
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provide information needed to reduce scientific uncertainty regarding the environmental outcomes of 
certain forest management activities. The SNFPA Review Team found that certain standards and 
guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD prevented this learning from occurring, compromised the intended 
adaptive management strategy of the pilot project, and confounded the HFQLG Forest Recovery Act goal 
of commodity production. The preferred alternative (S2) in the SEIS reflects the SNFPA Review Team’s 
recommendations relative to harmonizing the goals of the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group 
(HFQLG) pilot project and the SNFPA. 

The preferred alternative would allow defensible fuel profile zone (DFPZ) construction, group selection, 
and singletree selection in suitable California spotted owl habitat. It would also allow DFPZ construction 
in Late Succession/Old Growth (LSOG) 4 and 5 areas with direction to avoid constructing DFPZs in 
stands classified as CWHR types 5M, 5D, and 6 within the LSOG 4 and 5 areas. HFQLG resource 
management activities (DFPZ, group selection, individual tree selection, and HFQLG riparian restoration 
projects) and timber harvesting would not be allowed within spotted owl protected activity centers (PACs) 
and spotted owl habitat areas (SOHAs). 

While the acreage of DFPZs is the same under the existing direction and the preferred alternative, the 
effectiveness of DFPZ treatments under the preferred alternative is expected to be much greater. The 
preferred alternative allows an annual rate of group selection regeneration commensurate with the level 
specified in the HFQLG Forest Recovery Act.  

Discussion in the SEIS (Chapter 4)discloses potential effects on habitat for the California spotted owl 
within the HFQLG pilot project area and across the Sierra Nevada bioregion under existing direction 
(Alternative S1) and proposed changes (Alternative S2, the preferred alternative). 

1.18. Public Concern: The SEIS should justify the rationale to support full 
implementation of the HFQLG Pilot Project. 
Response: Prior to the SNFPA, Congress passed legislation directing the Forest Service to implement the 
HFQLG Pilot Project to test the effectiveness of certain forest resource management activities. The Pilot 
Project represents a “locally-developed, consensus-based resource management program.” A review of 
the congressional record shows that there was an understanding of the untested nature of some forest 
management activities included in the HFQLG Pilot Project. In addition, there was also considerable 
discussion of the scientific uncertainty regarding the environmental outcomes of those activities. The 
intent was that the HFQLG Pilot Project would provide information needed to reduce this uncertainty, and 
ascertain if the proposed resource management activities created beneficial outcomes. 

By extending the legislation through 2009, Congress re-affirmed its direction to fully implement the 
HFQLG Pilot Project to test the effectiveness of the resource management activities. The SNFPA Review 
Team found that the SNFPA ROD restricted the forests’ ability to meet Congressional intent; therefore, 
the SEIS preferred alternative (S2) included the provision for full implementation of the HFQLG Pilot 
Project. 

1.19. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure the SEIS does not negatively 
impact the Giant Sequoia National Monument. 
Response: The Sequoia National Forest is currently preparing a new management plan for the Giant 
Sequoia National Monument. That plan and subsequent amendment to the Sequoia Forest Plan will 
include management direction specific to the monument area and the values for which the monument was 
created. 
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1.20. Public Concern: The SEIS should explain how it would meet the goals of the 
National Fire Plan and the California Fire Plan. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 would focus fuels treatments in support of the National and State 
Fire Plans by emphasizing treatments in the wildland urban intermix while protecting sensitive species 
habitats and late seral forest conditions. The SEIS discusses the National and California Fire Plans 
(DSEIS page 143), and the Final SEIS includes a discussion of the National Fire Plan in the Fire and 
Fuels section in Chapter 3. 

Relation to Laws, Acts and Polices 

1.21. Public Concern: The Forest Service should complete the requisite Civil Rights 
Impact Analysis or Civil Rights Impact Statement before publishing the Final SEIS. 
Response: The FEIS social impact and civil rights analysis is considered valid and meets the intent for 
the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Updated bioregional social and economic information is analyzed and documented 
in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). Updated information has been analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS, 
Chapter 4 under appropriate resource areas.  
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2. Alternatives 

Alternatives, General  

2.1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should write the Final SEIS in plain, clear 
language. 
Response: Comments regarding the readability of the document were considered when drafting the final 
SEIS to improve readability and clarity. 

2.2. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify that there is one preferred 
alternative. 
Response: The Draft SEIS identifies only one preferred alternative (S2). The Final SEIS also makes this 
clear. The Draft SEIS provides a detailed analysis for two alternatives and summarizes the detailed 
analysis of the Alternatives F2 through F8 from the SNFPA FEIS. The environmental consequences for 
the original SNFPA alternatives are described in detail in the SNFPA FEIS and are not repeated in the 
SEIS. Alternative S1 would continue management under the existing SNFPA Record of Decision (ROD, 
January 2001). Alternative S2 proposes changes to specific elements of the existing ROD as described in 
Chapter 2 of the SEIS.  

2.3. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should improve the analysis to distinguish between 
the various alternatives. The Draft SEIS analysis of alternatives F2 through F8 is 
conducted through reference to the FEIS and does not appear to include an updated 
analysis based on the purpose and need and new information which triggered the review. 
These procedural problems hinder the document's ability to support a decision under 
NEPA. 
Response: SNFPA alternative development included extensive collaboration and feedback from non-
governmental organizations, interest groups, other government agencies, and participants in public 
meetings to ensure a full range of alternatives (See FEIS Chapters 1 and 2.). For the SEIS, the purpose 
was not to reconsider broad changes in overall program direction. The SEIS was initiated to incorporate 
new information and adjust the management direction in the existing SNFPA ROD to better achieve the 
goals of the SNFPA. This new information has resulted in some minor adjustments to assumptions about 
how work can be completed on the ground as well as the effects of implementing prevailing management 
direction. The SEIS relies very heavily upon the analysis presented in the FEIS and incorporates that 
information rather than repeating it. The analysis of effects for Alternatives F2 through F8 and Modified 
F8 can be found in the SNFPA FEIS and ROD. 

The environmental consequences for the Alternatives F2 through F8 and Modified F8 were described in 
detail in the FEIS (Volumes 2 and 3, Chapter 3). The SEIS compares the environmental consequences 
associated with modifications (Alternative S2) to existing management (Alternative S1). Chapter 4 of the 
FSEIS provides more specific information for resources that could be sensitive to differences between 
alternatives. The Final SEIS provides comparative data for each alternative, based on the best available 
information for each affected resource. 
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2.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include a comparative analysis of the 
alternatives' implementation costs and social and economic impacts to the public. 
Response: An extensive assessment of the social and economic effects of the alternatives is provided in 
Chapter 3, Part 6 of the FEIS (Volume 2, pages 534-567). Forest Service budget projections were 
addressed for the programs in the FEIS analysis in Section 6.4 (Volume 2, pages 3-549 to 3-551). Cost 
efficiency associated with implementing fuels treatments is a reflection, in part, of the types of treatments, 
the number of acres treated, the cost per acre of the treatments, and any revenues generated by the 
treatments. The Final SEIS includes an expanded comparative analysis of cost efficiency associated with 
fuel treatments under Alternatives S1 and S2. 

Projections indicate that neither Alternative S1 nor S2 is expected to generate sufficient revenue to fully 
cover the costs associated with fuel treatments. It is difficult to predict actual funding in future years as 
this is a decision made by Congress for each fiscal year. The Forest Service uses the program cost 
projections to request funds from Congress. Funding for each fiscal year will vary as Congress considers 
current issues and balances Forest Service requests with other national priorities. If full funding for 
implementation and monitoring is not available, Forest Service officials develop priorities for funding. It 
is the intent of the Forest Service to develop these priorities in a collaborative environment with the 
public and other government agencies. In the development of the Final SEIS, the issue of funding has 
been considered in more detail. Cost estimates have been refined and reflected in Forest Service budget 
projections. The monitoring and adaptive management plan has been evaluated to develop less costly 
ways to achieve desired monitoring results and to focus monitoring efforts. The interdisciplinary team has 
worked to make the alternatives feasible to implement through refinements in the standards and 
guidelines. 

2.5. Public Concern: The SEIS should include a broader range of alternatives. 
Response: Each action alternative in the SNFPA FEIS was designed around a theme for managing old 
forest ecosystems; aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; fire and fuels; noxious weeds; and 
hardwood forest ecosystems, and to respond to one or more of the significant issues. Alternative 
formulation by the Interdisciplinary Team included extensive collaboration with and feedback from non-
governmental organizations, interest groups, other government agencies, and participants in public 
meetings to ensure a range of alternatives. This process is described in the FEIS Chapters 1 and 2, 
especially pages 4 through 7 and 12 through 16 in Chapter 1 and pages 2 through 17 in Chapter 2.  

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, environmental analyses must consider a range of 
alternatives that address the significant issues and meet the need for the proposed action. The alternatives 
in the SNFPA FEIS represent a range of alternatives. The SEIS supplements the FEIS, bringing the action 
alternatives from the FEIS forward as alternatives considered in detail (DSEIS, page 38). The SEIS 
compares two additional alternatives (Alternatives S1 and S2) in light of the purpose and need to consider 
adjustments to the existing SNFPA Record of Decision to improve the likelihood of meeting existing 
goals and objectives. 

2.6. Public Concern: The timber volumes associated with the alternatives in the Draft 
SEIS are not the same as those in the SNFPA FEIS. Total timber harvests for both 
Alternatives S1 and S2 in the Draft SEIS are somewhat less, and sawtimber harvests are 
slightly more. The Final SEIS should resolve these discrepancies. 
Response: Differences in projected timber harvest outputs between the FEIS and Draft SEIS are due 
several reasons: 

The analysis of Alternative S1 in the Draft SEIS was designed to be consistent with management 
direction for Modified Alternative 8 as implemented through the SNFPA ROD. The ROD included 
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constraints that were not analyzed for Modified Alternative 8 in the FEIS, for example leaving 10 to 25 
percent of the acres projected for mechanical treatments in an untreated condition (SNFPA ROD, pages 
A-26, A-41, A-44, A-46, and A-47). Adding in these constraints reduced timber outputs for Alternative S1 
compared to Modified Alternative 8 as analyzed in the FEIS. 

Since the time that the SNFPA ROD was signed in January 2001, significant discoveries were made 
regarding fuel treatments. Two large landscape analyses based on management direction in the SNFPA 
ROD revealed that fuels treatment units should be strategically located across broad landscapes to 
effectively interrupt fire spread. Hence, the SEIS analyzes strategically placed treatment areas across 
landscapes to resemble a herringbone or tread pattern which more closely matches the pattern based on 
Dr. Mark Finney’s work as described in Appendix J of the FEIS (SEIS, Appendix B). The analysis in the 
FEIS located strategically placed area treatments nearly exclusively on the upper two-thirds of south- and 
west-facing slopes. This means different mixes of stands are being treated under both Alternatives S1 and 
S2 compared to alternatives that adopted a SPLAT strategy in the FEIS (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 
Modified 8), even when the total acres treated are very similar. In addition, since the ROD was signed, 
managers on each national forest have remapped and adjusted their wildland urban intermix zones 
(defense and threat zones), based on SNFPA ROD direction for locally determining the locations and 
boundaries of this land allocations. The analysis in the SEIS is based on these locally determined defense 
and threat zones, which were not available for the analysis in the FEIS. 

The model considers timber production as a by-product of the management program. Therefore, timber 
production is not a consideration when the model selects among multiple prescriptions that are permissive 
on a given land allocation. Objectives other than timber output are driving the analysis. Therefore, since 
there are a multiple ways of doing a fuels treatment, individual model runs often produce slightly 
different outputs for the same management program.  

The Final SEIS modeling appendix (B) describes the assumptions linked to timber harvest outputs in 
greater detail. 

2.7. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the practicality of the standards 
and guidelines when selecting an alternative. 
Response: Implementation issues associated with standards and guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD 
were addressed during the SNFPA review. Management recommendations for changes to the existing 
direction for Sierra Nevada national forests considered the feasibility and ease of implementing modified 
and new standards and guidelines. The ability to implement standards and guidelines is of the utmost 
importance to the Forest Service. 

2.8. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop management prescriptions on a 
case by case basis for each different ecosystem. 
Response: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment is not intended to be a “one size fits all” policy. 
The SNFPA was designed to provide consistency in managing for sustaining desired environmental, 
economic, and social conditions across the Sierra Nevada. Actual implementation of management actions 
based on SNFPA direction would be designed using techniques that fit local conditions and would be 
based on input from local governments, landowners, businesses as well as other interested individuals and 
agencies. The proposed changes to the existing SNFPA ROD described in the SEIS were developed to 
provide additional flexibility for adjusting management practices to respond to different site conditions 
and local knowledge. Project-level planning would be conducted for each proposed action, and would 
include public involvement and detailed, site-specific environmental analysis. 
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2.9 Public Concern: The Forest Service should formalize the Middle Fork Cosumnes 
analysis process as an alternative focused on developing locally appropriate 
management prescriptions. 
Response: The description of Alternative S2 (the preferred alternative) in Final SEIS includes 
management direction for conducting an analysis process similar to that developed for the Middle Fork 
Cosumnes during the SNFPA Review to strategically locate fuels treatments and develop locally 
appropriate management prescriptions. In addition, project-level planning would be conducted for each 
proposed action, and would include public involvement and detailed, site-specific environmental analysis. 

2.10. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the alternative that pursues an 
aggressive fuels treatment program. The Forest Service should adopt the alternative that 
provides fuel treatments to the greatest number of acres. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) is based on the SNFPA Review Team’s 
recommendations in response to direction from the Chief and Regional Forester to “identify opportunities 
to pursue more aggressive fuels treatments while protecting old forest conditions and species at risk.” Yet, 
the agency must plan for programs that are within anticipated budgets provided by Congress. Alternative 
S2 in the SEIS was developed to provide opportunities to reduce hazardous fuels over more acres by 
using the revenues from the harvest of some larger trees to help cover the costs. 

2.11. Public Concern: The SEIS should detail how each alternative will accomplish fuel 
reductions to reach condition class one. 
Response: The SEIS describes how Alternatives S1 and S2 share overarching goals for fire and fuels 
management that includes meeting ecological goals for re-introducing fire. Strategically placed area 
treatments are first designed to change landscape wildland fire behavior; over time the goal of the 
treatments shifts toward restoring fire regimes and condition class across the landscape. The Final SEIS 
includes an analysis of the effectiveness of treatments in modifying fire behavior across landscapes which 
then facilitates the re-establishment of fire as a process. The use of fire as the follow-up/maintenance 
treatment is intended to provide for the process restoration in treated areas. 

2.12. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include stand and landscape level analyses 
to illustrate fire suppression efficiency differences for Alternatives S1 and S2. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, part 3.5) discloses the long-range effects of fire 
suppression combined with limited fuel treatments on fire effects and fire intensity. It also describes 
various fuels treatment methodologies and the costs of fire suppression. The “Environmental 
Consequences” section displays reductions in projected acres burned under each alternative, and it also 
discusses the effectiveness of treating surface, ladder, and crown fuels. The SEIS displays projected 
wildfire acres burned and severity of effects under Alternatives S1 and S2. The Final SEIS l includes a 
discussion of treatment effectiveness. 
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2.13. Public Concern: Without explanation or supporting evidence, the analysis in the 
Draft SEIS assigns greater risk to mechanical treatments than no treatment or prescribed 
fire. This is inconsistent with the assigned risk of wildfire, which has the greatest degree 
of uncertainty. Alternatives with the highest risk of wildfire rank lowest in the Draft 
SEIS’s assessment of risk. This runs contrary to the purpose of the Draft SEIS. The Final 
SEIS risk assessment should include an assessment of risk based on the estimated acres 
disturbed by wildfire.  
Response: The Draft SEIS does address potential risks associated with projected wildfire acres burned 
and the severity of wildfire effects. (See wildfire effects for Old Forest Ecosystems on page 149 of the 
Draft SEIS, Forest and Vegetation Health on pages 156 and 158, Aquatic, Riparian, and Meadow 
Ecosystems on pages 159 and 160, Fire and Fuels on pages 161 through 164, Noxious Weeds on page 
166, Fisher on page 175, Marten on page 180, and California spotted owl on pages 191 and 192.) The 
Draft SEIS analysis indicates that differences in projected wildland fire acres between Alternatives S1 and 
S2 vary over time, with the greatest differences projected to occur 50 to 80 years into the future (DSEIS, 
pages 162 and 163). Under Alternative S2, habitat projections for California spotted owls benefit from 
reductions in wildfire acres burned and severity of effects by the fifth decade (DSEIS, page 194). Much of 
the change in fire effects is not projected to show until after the 20-year analysis horizon, and there is 
greater uncertainty in the outcome of longer-term effects. The Final SEIS includes refinements to 
discussions of risks associated with projected wildland fires on old forest ecosystems, aquatic, riparian, 
and meadow ecosystems, and species associated with these ecosystems. 

2.14. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the favorable elements from 
other alternatives that would provide the greatest decline in wildfire acres, greatest 
increase in old forest conditions, and the greatest economic benefit. 
Response: The alternatives in the SNFPA FEIS represent a range of alternatives to meet the stated 
purpose and need (FEIS, Volume 1, Chapter 1, pages 4 through 7). The FEIS describes the process used to 
develop the alternatives (FEIS, Volume 1, Chapter 2, pages 5 through 17). The SEIS supplements the 
FEIS, bringing the action alternatives from the FEIS forward as alternatives considered in detail. The 
SEIS compares two additional alternatives (Alternatives S1 and S2) in light of the purpose and need to 
consider adjustments to the existing Record of Decision to improve the likelihood of meeting the goals 
and objectives of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. The Responsible Official will consider 
projected effects, risks, costs, and uncertainties associated with each of these alternatives in formulating a 
decision that addresses the need to reduce the buildup of excessive forest fuels and the need to conserve 
key habitats for at-risk species associated with old forest ecosystems 

2.15. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include road construction, reconstruction, 
and maintenance cost estimates for each of the alternatives. 
Response: Road construction costs associated with Alternatives S1 and S2 have been added to the Final 
SEIS. 

2.16. Public Concern: The Forest Service should only consider alternatives that adhere 
to the Chief’s direction to refine, not re-write, the Framework. 
Response: The Pacific Southwest Region of the Forest Service has met the intent of the Chief’s appeal 
decision and work plan. The Forest Service received more than 200 appeals of the ROD. The Chief 
affirmed the ROD but directed the Regional Forester of the Pacific Southwest Region (Regional Forester) 
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to review certain elements of the decision. The Regional Forester and SEIS interdisciplinary team have 
worked closely with the Chief and his staff to assure consistency with the intent of the appeal decision. 

On December 26, 2001, the Undersecretary of Agriculture for Natural Resources and Environment 
(Undersecretary) returned the SNFPA decision to the Forest Service, electing not to conduct a 
discretionary review. The Undersecretary expressed confidence that the Regional Forester would develop 
an aggressive plan to respond to the Chief’s appeal decision with an open, public review of SNFPA. On 
December 31, 2001 the Regional Forester chartered the SNFPA Review Team (Team) to evaluate the 
SNFPA ROD and recommend any needed changes in six specific areas.  

• pursue more aggressive fuels treatments while still protecting old-forest conditions and species at 
risk, 

• improve compatibility with the National Fire Plan to ensure that goals of community protection 
and forest health are accomplished, 

• implement the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Pilot Project to the fullest extent possible, 
• reduce unintended and adverse impacts on grazing permit holders, 
• reduce unintended and adverse impacts on recreation users and permit holders, and 
• reduce unintended and adverse impacts on local communities. 

The Team reviewed the appeals record and the Chief’s appeal decision. The Team reviewed the SNFPA 
ROD and FEIS and supporting documents and gathered information concerning each of the above areas. 
The Team gathered input from national forests currently implementing SNFPA and former members of 
the SNFPA interdisciplinary team, held meetings with interest groups, sponsored field trips, and reviewed 
work products generated by the Regional Office SNFPA Implementation Team.  

The findings of the year-long review are acknowledged in the SEIS. The review is documented in Sierra 
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment, Management Review and Recommendations (USDA Forest Service 
Pacific Southwest Region 2003). 

2.17. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider alternatives submitted by 
outside parties. 
Response: All alternatives, including those proposed by the public, collaborators, and internal Forest 
Service staff, were given consideration. The process for developing the alternatives is described in the 
FEIS, Volume 1, Chapter 2, pages 2 through 17. Several of the alternatives in the FEIS are based on 
material submitted by outside parties during scoping, but they are Forest Service alternatives. Similarly, 
Alternatives S2 and S3 were developed by the Forest Service, after seeking input for many external 
sources. Alternative S3 was eliminated from detailed analysis in the Final SEIS because it does not differ 
significantly from Alternative S1. 

2.18. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a range of alternatives 
designed to overcome fuel management funding shortfalls. 
Response: It is difficult to predict actual funding in future years as this is a decision made by Congress 
for each fiscal year. The Forest Service uses the program cost projections to request funds from Congress. 
Funding for each fiscal year will vary as Congress considers current issues and balances Forest Service 
requests with other national priorities. If full funding for implementation and monitoring is not available, 
Forest Service officials develop priorities for funding. It is the intent of the Forest Service to develop 
these priorities in a collaborative environment with the public and other government agencies. In the 
development of the Final SEIS, the issue of funding has been considered in more detail. Cost estimates 
have been refined and reflected in Forest Service budget projections. The monitoring and adaptive 
management plan has been evaluated to develop less costly ways to achieve desired monitoring results 
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and to focus monitoring efforts. The interdisciplinary team has worked to make the alternatives feasible to 
implement through refinements in the standards and guidelines.  

The agency must plan for programs that are within anticipated budgets provided by Congress. Alternative 
S2 in the DSEIS was developed to provide opportunities to reduce hazardous fuels over more acres by 
using the revenues from the harvest of some larger trees to help cover the costs of fuels treatments.  

2.19. Public Concern: The SEIS should include stronger protection measures for 
amphibians in each of the alternatives. 
Response: Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Project goals include protecting and restoring desired 
conditions of aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems in Sierra Nevada national forests and providing 
for the viability of species associated with these ecosystems (DSEIS, page 29). The 10 alternatives 
considered in detail in the SEIS represent different approaches for achieving these goals. All of the 
alternatives provide various protection measures for amphibians, ranging from alternatives with high 
degrees of local flexibility to develop protection measures based on local conditions to alternatives with 
less local flexibility, which rely on protection measures developed at the bioregional scale. Most 
alternatives use a mix of these approaches. 

Alternatives S1 and S2 share similar protection measures, with a key difference being that, under 
Alternative S2, local managers have the option of developing a site-specific management plan to 
minimize impacts to the Yosemite toad and its habitat by managing the movement of livestock around wet 
areas. In addition, the Final SEIS description of Alternative S2’s adaptive management and monitoring 
strategy includes provisions for adaptive management studies in four to six grazing allotments most 
heavily impacted by Yosemite toad grazing exclusion standards. Appendix A in the Draft SEIS presents 
standards and guidelines for aquatic habitats and amphibians for Alternative S1 and S2; Appendix D in 
the FEIS presents standards and guidelines for the other alternatives.  

2.20. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop an alternative that prioritizes 
watershed management. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 include Aquatic Management Strategy (AMS) goals and riparian 
conservation objectives. The fundamental principle of the AMS is to retain, restore, and protect processes 
and landforms that provide habitat for aquatic and riparian-dependent organisms, and provide and deliver 
high-quality waters for which the national forests were established (SNFPA ROD, page A-5). The Forest 
Service works with the CALFED program and is active in seeking Proposition 50 funding with local and 
State agencies as well as local watershed groups and non governmental organizations. Collaborative 
stewardship is an important Forest Service goal in managing the Sierra Nevada forests, and the Forest 
Service welcomes the participation of State and Federal agencies in working together to enhance and 
improve watersheds. 

2.21. Public Concern: The Forest Service should replace five of the existing alternatives 
with new alternatives that promote timber harvest and benefits to local economies. 
Response: The purpose of the SNFPA FEIS and the SEIS is to address the management of five identified 
problem areas: old forest ecosystems and their associated species; aquatic, riparian and meadow 
ecosystems; fire and fuels management; noxious weeds; and lower westside hardwood ecosystems. The 
purpose of the amendment is not to promote logging or other commercial activities, per se. The Sierra 
Nevada Review Team did recognize the production of wood by-products of mechanical thinning as an 
economic opportunity for local communities (DSEIS page 30). 
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2.22. Public Concern: The Forest Service should fully develop and consider Alternative 
2.2.6 “Make Minor Changes to Individual Standards and Guidelines.” The Forest 
Service could use the Middle Fork Cosumnes analysis effort as an example as to how 
standards and guidelines could be modified. 
Response: Comments regarding the utility of the Middle Fork Cosumnes analysis effort are appreciated. 
The Middle Fork Cosumnes analysis helped the SNFPA Review Team identify implementation problems 
with certain SNFPA ROD standards and guidelines; however, the Review Team was directed to look for 
opportunities to improve a broader scope of management direction, for example, consequences to 
recreation users, recreation permit holders, and grazing permit holders as well as fire and wildlife 
interactions. Alternative 2.2.6 did not address the fundamental problems of the prescriptive nature of the 
existing management direction (economic inefficiencies, complications with implementation, 
questionable effectiveness of fuels treatments, and inability to treat enough acreage with available funds 
to effectively modify fire behavior or be responsive to the goals of the National Fire Plan). Moreover, the 
suggested alternative would not provide local managers with the flexibility needed to choose from an 
array of tools and techniques to better address site-specific conditions.  

2.23. Public Concern: The Forest Service should select an alternative that: restores 
Sierra Nevada forests to pre-settlement conditions; improves short-term fire protections 
with strategic fuel reduction; simultaneously with fuel reduction, restructures forest to 
meets restoration goals; makes use of all available tools, including vigorous, well-
regulated commercial timber harvest; and prioritizes cost-effectiveness. 
Response: While forest and ecosystem health can be ambiguous terms, the intent for Alternative S2 is to 
restore conditions that would provide greater resilience to drought, climate change and related potential 
for severe insect/pathogen mortality events (DSEIS, page 45). Treatments to improve forest and 
ecosystem health and increase resilience to drought and other stressors will likely mimic pre-settlement 
conditions. In addition, desired conditions for old forest emphasis areas and general forest are aimed at 
developing forest structures and functions resembling pre-settlement conditions. This is described in 
greater detail in the Final SEIS. 

Protecting life and property from wildfire is a priority of the National Fire Plan and the SNFPA, including 
the SEIS. To protect lives and property most effectively in the short-term, during the first 5 years of 
implementation of Alternative S2, 75 percent of fuels treatments would be conducted in the Wildland 
Urban Intermix (WUI) (DSEIS, page 46). 

Concerning the comment on the need for a well-regulated timber program: Alternative S2 recognizes that 
all managerial tools, including commercial timber sales, are needed for effective fuels management. 
Alternative S2 provides mechanisms that allow fuels and forest health treatments to generate revenues 
through commercial forest products to increase the number of acres that can be treated with the available 
appropriated funds (DSEIS, page 47).  

Alternatives, Specific 

2.24. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the No Action Alternative. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 
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2.25. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt a modified No Action Alternative 
to ease implementation. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.26. Public Concern: The Forest Service should Adopt Alternative S2. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.27. Public Concern: The FSEIS should clearly explain the rationale for selecting 
Alternative S2. 
Response: No alternative has been selected. Alternative S2 was identified as the preferred alternative in 
the Draft SEIS. However, only the deciding official, who is the Regional Forester in this case, can select 
an alternative for implementation. He will do so, with a full explanation of the rationale for his decision in 
the Record of Decision.  

2.28. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not select Alternative S2. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.29 Public Concern: The FSEIS should explain the reasons for supporting Alternative 
S2, which closely resembles Alternative F6, an alternative that was rejected in the SNFPA 
FEIS. 
Response: Alternative F6 emphasizes the use of prescribed fire as initial treatments to accomplish the 
fuels reduction, while alternative S2 reduces the emphasis on prescribed burning for initial treatments and 
encourages mechanical treatment consistent with the Standards and Guidelines. Alternative S2 standards 
and guidelines for mechanical treatments provide more flexibility to actually move toward the established 
desired conditions. The Background section (DSEIS Summary, page 1) describes the chartering of the 
SNFPA Review Team and the information they were directed to evaluate. The insights gained through the 
yearlong review is explicitly addressed in the SEIS and their report, Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment, Management Review and Recommendations (March 2003), is incorporated by reference. The 
new information gained through this review as well as two years of field implementation identified 
adjustments that needed to be made to better implement the goals of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment. 

2.30. Public Concern: The FSEIS should support its statement that the economic value of 
more timber products will improve its ability to treat more acres of hazardous fuels than it 
can under existing direction (Alternative S1). 
Response: The Fire and Fuels Management section in the Final SEIS includes an expanded discussion 
regarding the economics of fuels treatments to address this concern. 
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2.31. Public Concern: The FSEIS should illustrate how Alternative S2 meets National 
Fire Plan performance measures. 
Response: The SEIS describes how Alternatives S1 and S2 share overarching goals for fire and fuels 
management, which include meeting ecological goals for re-introducing fire. Strategically placed area 
treatments are first designed to change landscape wildland fire behavior; over time the goal of the 
treatments shifts toward restoring fire regimes and condition class across the landscape.  

The Fire and Fuels Management section in the Final SEIS discusses the effectiveness of treatments in 
modifying fire behavior across landscapes which then facilitates the re-establishment of fire as an 
ecosystem process. The use of fire as a follow-up and maintenance fuels treatment is intended to provide 
for re–introducing fire in treated areas. 

The Final SEIS expands on the discussion regarding fire and fuels program uncertainties. The Fire 
Surrogate Study is mentioned in the discussion about uncertainty of mechanical treatments as a surrogate 
for fire as an ecosystem process. Alternative S2 reduces the emphasis on prescribed burning for initial 
treatments and encourages mechanical treatment consistent with the standards and guidelines. The 
location of fuels projects can include emphasizing treatments in condition classes 2 and 3. 

2.32. Public Concern: The FSEIS should include analysis of the Preferred Alternative’s 
impacts to ranch income, ranch employment, value of base property, and development 
pressure on permit holders. 
Response: The Draft SEIS (pages 235 through 236) provides an analysis of effects associated with 
Alternative S2 on grazing permittees. The level of effects on individual permittees is characterized as 
“low”, ”medium” or “high,” depending on how allotment boundaries overlap habitat areas for the 
Yosemite toad, willow flycatcher or the great gray owl. A sampling of 47 allotments on 11 National 
Forests was analyzed to determine the relative effects of Alternatives S1 and S2. The sample consists of 
the allotments most affected by the standards and guidelines for Yosemite toad, willow flycatcher, and 
great gray owl habitat. This comparison shows a decrease in potential effects to permittees if changes 
proposed in the preferred alternative were implemented. Any attempts to predict how alternatives might 
render traditional base ranch operations non-viable would be highly speculative. For each individual 
allotment, additional resource condition and economic analyses would be conducted at the local level 
during the permit renewal process. 

2.33. Public Concern: The FEIS (Volume 3, Chapter 3, Part 4.4, page 216) states: 
"Alternative S2 would provide for an amphibian reserve system.” Please provide 
information on how these reserves would be established; what guidelines would be used 
and under what circumstances the reserves could be altered. 
Response: Alternative 2 from the SNFPA FEIS is carried forward as Alternative F2 in the SEIS. 
Alternative F2 provides for an amphibian reserve system. Alternative S2 provides direction for managing 
critical aquatic refuges (CARs), which are subwatersheds that contain either known locations of 
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species; highly vulnerable populations of native plant or animal 
species; or localized populations of rare native aquatic- or riparian-dependent plant or animal species. 
Management standards and guidelines for critical aquatic refuges are identical to those for riparian 
conservation areas. (See Appendix A of the FSEIS.) Twenty-one critical aquatic refuges have been 
established in Sierra Nevada national forests for the mountain yellow-legged frog (DSEIS, page 216). 
Appendix I of the FEIS (Volume 4, Appendix I, page 52 through100) displays specific locations of CARs 
and identifies the species each CAR is designed to protect. Each national forest has responsibility for 
assessing the conditions of CARs within the forest boundary and for planning and implementing 
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restoration actions. Proposed restoration actions would be planned at the project-scale, with site-specific 
environmental analysis and public involvement. 

2.34. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should explain how Alternative S2 clarifies 
Alternative S1 and S3 direction to apply limited operating periods to “vegetation 
treatments and not recreation-related activities.” 
Response: The Draft SEIS states, “Under Alternative S2, limited operating periods apply only to 
vegetation management activities and there would be no effect to recreation” (DSEIS, page 238). 
Appendix A of the Draft SEIS provides a comparison of Alternative S1 and S2 standards and guidelines 
related to limited operating periods on pages 285, 286, 294, 295, and 297. Where limited operating 
periods are required, the standards and guidelines explicitly describe the types of projects that are affected 
and if and when the standard may be waived. (Alternative S3 has been eliminated from detailed 
consideration in the Final SEIS because it does not differ significantly from Alternative S1.) 

2.35. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should explain why Alternative S2 removes “Each 
National Forest may designated where OHV use is allowed” from Alternative S1. 
Response: The language for this standard and guideline in Alternative S2 is proposed to clarify direction 
on management of OHV use and make it consistent with the standard used for analysis of environmental 
consequences of alternatives in the FEIS. (See FEIS Volume 4, Appendix D-4, All Alternatives – All 
Allocations, standard and guideline R09). Alternative S2 also makes the direction consistent with a 
number of responses to public comments on the DEIS, which state, “Under the FEIS preferred alternative, 
wheeled off-highway vehicle (OHV) travel is prohibited off of designated routes or outside of designated 
OHV open areas” (For example, see FEIS, Volume 5, page 3-424, response #125). In addition, since the 
ROD for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment was signed, the Regional Forester has signed a 
Memorandum of Intent (MOI) with the State of California Off Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation 
Commission. This MOI includes an agreement to prohibit wheeled vehicles off designated roads, trails, or 
specifically defined open areas. It is understood that these designations will be made by the Forest 
Supervisor of each national forest in accordance with Forest Service policy and regulations. The standard 
and guideline for OHV use in Alternative S2 is consistent with the original FEIS, response to public 
comments, and the MOI. 

2.36. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative S3. 
Response: Alternative S3 has been eliminated from detailed consideration in the Final SEIS because it 
does not differ significantly from Alternative S1. Comments that state a position for or against a specific 
alternative are appreciated as this gives the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about 
a proposed course of action. Such information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a 
decision and not for improving the environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.37. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative F2. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.38 Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative F4. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
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information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.39. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the elements of Alternative F4 
relating to fuels management and recreational activities. The elements in Alternative F4 
that reduce lethal acres burned should be evaluated and incorporated into the final 
alternative. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.40. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative F5. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.41. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative F6. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

2.42. Public Concern: The FSEIS should incorporate features from Alternative F7 to 
ease implementation. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 
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3. American Indians and Tribes 

American Indian Use of Public Lands 

3.1 Public Concern: The SEIS should ensure protection of cultural materials and sacred 
sites. 
Response: The SEIS retains the SNFPA ROD commitments to meet trust responsibilities and encourage 
American Indian participation in national forest management. The Final SEIS makes the following 
statement: “Those commitments will continue as part of any decision made regarding management of 
Sierra Nevada national forests. The Forest Service will continue to consult with potentially affected tribes 
in planning specific resource management projects.” (FSEIS, Chapter 1, Section 7). 
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4. Environmental Values 

General  

4.1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should preserve and restore the Sierra Nevada 
national forests as a national treasure. Sierra Nevada national forests have been affected 
by fire suppression, timber harvesting, livestock grazing, and climate change, which has 
increased the fire hazard and reduced regeneration of the shade-intolerant tree species. 
Once restored, these forests need to be maintained. We should learn from countries like 
Africa, where lands have been stripped of trees and water cycles interrupted, and where 
people suffer from drought, flood, and starvation. We should not allow short-term 
economics to take precedence over long-term vision for the world’s ecosystems. 
Response: Sierra Nevada national forests are indeed a national treasure, and fire exclusion, timber 
harvesting, livestock grazing, and climate change have affected them. The SNFPA Final EIS and the SEIS 
analyze a range of alternatives. Each alternative is designed to manage forest vegetation to meet goals of 
restoring old forest ecosystems and providing habitat for species associated with these ecosystems while 
addressing the need to reduce the threat of large, severe wildland fires in Sierra Nevada national forests. 
None of the alternatives analyzed would strip the land of trees or interrupt the water cycle. The SEIS 
proposed action maintains the Sierra Nevada Framework’s conservation goals, which include protecting, 
increasing, and perpetuating old forest ecosystems, protecting and restoring aquatic, riparian, and 
meadow ecosystems, reducing and reversing the spread of noxious weeds, and restoring and sustaining 
desired hardwood forest ecosystem conditions (SEIS, Purpose and Need for Action). 

4.2. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should utilize ecological risk assessment. The Draft 
SEIS states, "Ecological risk assessment has decreasing utility as an input into 
policymaking" (DSEIS, page 37). This statement by the authors of the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement is particularly alarming. Are we to replace scientific 
ecological risk assessment with biblical prophecy and timber industry earnings 
projections? 
Response: The SEIS states, “Clearly some public problems are more difficult to resolve than others. Renn 
(1995) suggests that environmental debates operate at three levels, and that ecological risk assessment has 
decreasing utility as an input into policymaking as levels of complexity and conflict increase” (DSEIS, 
page 37). The document goes on to state: “Consequently, technical analyses alone, which do not integrate 
social values and deliberation, cannot provide an adequate decision-support framework. ….and 
significant dialog among scientists, stakeholders, and decision makers is needed.” 
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Physical Elements 

4.3. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should define landscape analysis including the size 
of land areas and timeframes for completing landscape analysis, as well as any standards 
and guides to be used.  
Response: As described in the SNFPA Final EIS (Volume 1, Chapter 2, Page 165): “Landscape analysis is 
conducted to evaluate ecosystem status and condition at a larger spatial scale than project level analysis, 
generally 30,000 to 50,000 acres. Landscape analyses evaluate existing uses to determine if they are 
supporting aquatic management strategy goals or contributing to desired conditions for threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species conservation and recovery.” More information regarding landscape 
analysis can be found in Appendix T of the SNFPA Final SEIS. Landscape analyses are being completed 
as funding becomes available. 

4.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify how Alternatives S1 and S2 are 
similar in effects to soils, when the intensity of treatments appears to be greater in 
Alternative S2. Research on effects of soil disturbance by logging should be used, 
explained, and cited. 
Response: Under both Alternatives S1 and S2, project design and implementation are required to follow 
regional and national forest soil quality standards. These standards are designed to protect long-term soil 
productivity and minimize the effects of soil disturbance and compaction. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 are 
expected to provide the necessary protection and maintenance of soil quality. The SNFPA FEIS (Volume 
2, pages 360-368) provides information regarding the effects of logging on soil disturbance. 

4.5. Public Concern: The chemical consequences of disturbing a soil surface should be 
considered. A notorious example of this is the toxic runoff from the Leviathan Mine Site in 
Alpine County, with water laden with metals including arsenic and copper passing into 
the Carson River. 
Response: The standards and guidelines for chemical contamination of soils are covered in various laws, 
Forest Service Manuals, and soil quality standards for the Pacific Southwest and Intermountain Regions 
and individual national forests. The consequences of disturbing contaminated soils would be considered 
during project-scale environmental analysis. The Leviathan Mine site is an extreme example of soil 
contamination and is not within the scope of the types of projects covered by the SNFPA SEIS. 

4.6. Public Concern: Tables 4.2.6a and 4.2.6b in the Draft SEIS show that there is a 
decrease in predicted PM10 emissions from wildfire in Alternative S1. It states “the data 
suggest a reduction in public exposure to PM10 from wildfires under Alternative S1in 
both decades (page 168). . . A comparison of wildfire and prescribed fire emissions reveal 
that wildfire effects on air quality are approximately ten times greater than prescribed. 
Therefore, the most likely measure difference in air quality between the alternatives 
would result from changes in wildfire (page 169).” A decrease in PM10 production from 
wildfires does not necessarily equate with a decrease in PM10 exposure. For example, 
the PM10 produced during prescribed burning will likely occur during the late fall and 
winter, when dispersion conditions are not as good during the summer and early fall. 
Furthermore, prescribed fires generally burn much cooler than wildfires, and as a result, 
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the smoke does not disperse as well. The Final SEIS should include a comprehensive 
analysis of public exposure to PM10 under each alternative. 
Response: The paragraph below Table 4.2.6a on page 168 of the Draft SEIS has two typographical errors: 
the first word in line 2 should read “S2” instead of “S1” and the same error occurs on the last line of the 
paragraph. Alternative S2 is predicted to produce approximately 14 thousand tons less PM10 from 
wildfire than Alternative S1 in the first decade, and over 32 thousand tons less than Alternative S1 in the 
second decade. Alternative S2 is also projected to produce less PM10 from prescribed fire than 
Alternative S1 in both decades. The primary reason is that the preferred alternative treats more acres 
mechanically, with more vegetative material removed from the site either as biomass or as timber. With 
lower fuel loadings, either a prescribed fire or wildfire that follows the treatment is expected to result in 
lower emissions, protecting public health. Thus, Alternative S2 would produce less PM10 in the summer 
and early fall, and less PM10 during the late fall and winter. 

In regard to prescribed fires, the Forest Service is committed to following both California’s Title 17 MOU 
with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the Nevada Smoke Management Plan. These 
documents provide guidance and direction for smoke management and air quality protection. The CARB 
and Forest Service will soon release the Prescribed Fire Incident Reporting System (PFIRS), which will 
allow regulators and burners to identify the burning activities of other entities. Title 17 requires burners to 
get authorization to burn on the day of burn from Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). The APCDs 
would use PFIRS and contact neighboring regulators (including those in Nevada) before making a “go” 
decision. PFIRS procedures will provide opportunities to schedule burning activities to reduce smoke 
impacts on the public. 

Additionally, under District Smoke Management Programs (prepared by APCDs as required under Title 
17), burners must submit burn plans for each project to the APCD to get a burn permit. A burn plan 
includes such information as: planned day of ignition, smoke sensitive areas, and steps taken to reduce 
smoke impacts. All these practices are designed to reduce public exposure to PM10. 

4.7. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS shows PM10 emissions from prescribed fire and 
mechanical treatments for Alternative S1 that are much lower than the values shown for 
PM10 emissions for prescribed fire under Modified Alternative 8. It is apparent that there 
has been a change in the way PM10 emissions are calculated from the Final EIS to the 
Draft SEIS; however, the Draft SEIS gives no explanation of these changes. The changed 
approach for calculating PM10 emissions should be applied to all the FEIS alternatives 
(see DSEIS, page 168 and FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, page 344). 
Response: PM10 emissions shown for Modified Alternative 8 in the FEIS and for Alternative S1 in the 
Draft SEIS are different. The methodology to calculate PM10 has not changed. PM10 emissions are based 
on number of acres treated, fuel loading (value being a function of vegetation type and pretreatment), 
percent combustion, and emission factor. The values for “number of acres under prescribed fire” and 
“mechanical treatment” are different under Modified Alternative 8 and Alternative S1 so the fuel loading 
is different, too. This results in different values for PM10. Refer to page 304 of the Draft SEIS under the 
heading “Changes in Analysis, Assumptions and Input Data from FEIS-ROD” for an explanation of 
changes. The Final SEIS provides additional information regarding changes in assumptions and input data 
between the FEIS and SEIS. 
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4.8. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should show how the Forest Service asserts its 
water rights ownership. The Forest Service should provide a complete inventory of all 
water rights on government land and identify the ownership for every water right. 
Response: The Forest Service asserts ownership of water rights according to applicable State laws, which 
allocate water available for appropriation. The Forest Plan Amendment does not change the authorities of 
states to allocate water nor the procedures by which this is done. 

4.9. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should require the lands in NV comply 
with Nevada Revised Statutes chapters 533 and 534. Any improvements to water sources 
or existing uses must have an appropriation permit or federal reserved right pursuant to 
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) chapter 533 (surface sources) or an appropriation 
pursuant to chapters 533 and 534 (underground sources). 
Response: The Forest Plan Amendment does not change State law. The Forest Service will apply with all 
applicable State laws, including those pertaining to water rights and uses.  

4.10. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should ensure protection for the 
quantity and quality of national forest-based headwaters of the state’s municipal water 
supplies. The Final SEIS should show how the proposed changes will not increase 
sedimentation, nutrients or pathogens, further degrading streams listed by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency as impaired. 
Response: The SEIS, Chapter 4, Part 4.2.3 Aquatic, Riparian and Meadow Ecosystems, compares the 
effects of Alternatives S1 and S2 on water quality relative to wildfire risk, fuels treatment, and grazing 
management. Alternatives F2 through F8 were analyzed in the Final EIS.  

Factors that have historically influenced aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems, including dams, 
diversions, stocking of non-native fish species, invasive migration of other species, the national forest 
road system, grazing practices, mining, and fire and fuels management are discussed in the SNFPA Final 
EIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, part 3.4, beginning on page 195). 

Most concerns for water quality on national forests typically relate to logging, roads, and grazing. Each 
Sierra Nevada national forest has standards and guidelines in their forest plans to direct management in 
streamside areas, protect beneficial water uses, and meet State water quality objectives.  

All 9 alternatives considered in detail in the SEIS are designed to maintain or improve water quality on 
Sierra Nevada national forests. The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the SNFPA Aquatic 
Management Strategy core elements including: aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation 
areas (RCAs) and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and direction 
pertaining to anadromous fish-producing watersheds on the Lassen National Forest. Stream buffer widths 
are found on page A-52 of the ROD for the SNFPA FEIS. The preferred alternative retains most of the 
standards and guidelines for RCAs and CARs. It does however change SNFPA ROD soil quality 
standards. 

Any site-specific actions taken to implement SNFPA management direction would require compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). An environmental analysis of the effects of a 
proposed project’s alternatives on water quality and their compliance with State water quality objectives 
would be completed during project-level planning. 

4.11. Public Concern: The Final SEIS failed to include an evaluation of potential 
compliance with water quality standards, although the Management Agency Agreement 
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(MAA) between the Forest Service and the State Water Resources Control Board requires 
that the Forest Service implement Best Management Practices to meet water quality 
objectives and protect beneficial uses. 
The Forest Service in the Pacific Southwest Region has worked with the State water quality agencies to 
meet Clean Water Act requirements. The greatest emphasis in this coordination has been placed on the 
management and control of nonpoint sources of water pollution. Of these nonpoint sources, sediment, 
water temperature, and nutrient levels have been the variables of most interest. Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) have been approved by the States to manage the causes of nonpoint source pollution 
and these are reviewed annually. In recent years, the Forest Service has emphasized monitoring on 
national forest lands to ensure that implemented projects follow approved mitigation measures and non-
point pollution controls called Best Management Practices (BMPs). All national forests in California 
follow the methods and procedures for monitoring of BMPs in the Best Management Practices Evaluation 
Project (BMPEP) (SNFPA FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, part 3.4, page 199).  

Any site-specific actions taken to implement SNFPA management direction would require compliance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). An environmental analysis of the effects of a 
proposed project’s alternatives on water quality and their compliance with State water quality objectives 
would be completed during project-level planning.  

4.12. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should explain why the transportation system and 
its effects are not being fully analyzed for water quality effects and why the proposed 
changes in forest practices will not reduce water quality. 
Response: On January 12, 2001, the Forest Service issued the final National Forest System Road 
Management Rule. This rule revises regulations concerning the management, use, and maintenance of the 
National Forest Transportation System. The final rule is intended to help ensure that additions to the 
National Forest System road network are essential for resource management and use; that construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance of roads minimize adverse environmental impacts; and that unneeded 
roads are decommissioned and restoration of ecological processes are initiated.  

Road related impacts to aquatic environments are addressed during the roads analysis process. Road 
system management in Sierra Nevada national forests would balance the need for public, administrative, 
and commercial access with the environmental impacts of roads. The full range of road management 
options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, decommissioning and 
conversion to trails, would be available in all alternatives. 

Standards for new road construction were also adopted that include avoiding wetlands or minimizing 
effects to natural flow patterns in wetlands.  

Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests would balance the need for public, 
administrative, and commercial access with the environmental impacts of roads. The full range of road 
management options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, 
decommissioning and conversion to trails, would be available in all alternatives. 

The alternatives in the SEIS retain the Aquatic Management Strategy Goals found in the ROD for the 
SNFPA, which would also provide added protection to wetlands. 

4.13. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should show the effects to recreation of 
implementing the State mandates on “water quality limited” streams. 
Response: The effects to recreation of implementing the State mandates on “water quality limited” 
streams are beyond the scope of this document. 
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4.14. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should show how the alternatives will affect the 
storage of water for later release downstream. 
Response: None of the SEIS alternatives would affect the storage of water for later release downstream. 

4.15. Public Concern: The SEIS should ensure that entire watersheds are considered 
during planning, to assure protection of habitats and adequate assessment of water 
quality and cumulative effects. Why is there not one, required cumulative watershed 
effects analysis process to be used by all forests in the bio-region? A system of sediment 
budgeting should be established for the Sierra Nevada national forests. 
Response: The Aquatic Management Strategy (AMS) provides comprehensive direction for managing 
watersheds and maintaining and restoring aquatic ecosystems and water quality. The AMS includes goals 
that describe desired landscape-level conditions for aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; important 
land allocations such as riparian conservation areas and critical aquatic refuges needed to attain these 
goals; riparian conservation objectives and specific standards and guidelines pertaining to management 
activities in these allocations and other areas. Cumulative watershed effects are analyzed in a consistent 
way according to Forest Service Handbook 2509.22. A system of sediment budgeting is not necessary for 
analyzing cumulative watershed effects. 

4.16. Public Concern: The FSEIS should assess how the burning of biomass may 
contribute to global warming. 
Response: NEPA requires making an informed decision, based on available data and current science. 
Where uncertainty or lack of data exists, this must be stated. There is no consensus within the scientific 
community on how various actions affect global warming, therefore such an analysis cannot be 
reasonably made nor a judgment of whether such effects are significant. 

However, some qualitative judgments are possible by comparing the fire effects. The action alternatives 
that reduce the risk of wildland fires will reduce greenhouse emissions compared to other alternatives. On 
the other hand, alternatives that harvest more trees may reduce the landscape’s ability to absorb 
greenhouse gasses for a while. Quantification of these and other variables is not possible.  

Biological Elements 

4.17. Public Concern: The SEIS should protect biodiversity as a potential source for 
future medicine. 
Response: While securing potential sources of biological diversity specifically for future medicine is 
outside the scope of the SEIS, maintaining ecosystems and species diversity is a Forest Service mandate. 
The SEIS preferred alternative retains SNFPA goals for old forest ecosystems, which include: (1) 
protecting, increasing, and perpetuating desired conditions of old forest ecosystems and conserving their 
associated species while meeting people's needs for commodities and outdoor recreation activities; (2) 
increasing the density of large trees, the structural diversity of vegetation, and improving the continuity 
and distribution of old forests across the landscape; and (3) reversing the declining trends in abundance of 
old forest ecosystems and habitats for species that use old forests. The SEIS alternatives provide ways to 
maintain or improve diverse habitats that should continue to support a wide variety of species.  
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4.18. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use remote sensing and pattern 
recognition technology to identify all characteristics and assets of the National Forests to 
help sustain and enhance ecosystems. 
Response: The Forest Service currently uses remote sensing information. One meter digital ortho photos 
(monochromatic) and 30 meter landsat imagery are routinely utilized, particularly to assess and analyze 
vegetation conditions. A vegetation change detection analysis, specifically useful for insects, disease, and 
fire, is completed every 5 years using landsat imagery. Remote sensing, pattern recognition, and change 
detection are frequently-used research related techniques. The Forest Service routinely uses information 
derived from research that uses these techniques. 

4.19. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should explain why there is not a more significant 
increase in effects between Alternatives S1 and S2, particularly to aquatic, riparian and 
meadow species, particularly given increases in road building and reconstruction, timber 
harvest, grazing and fuel reduction under Alternative S2 compared to Alternative S1,. The 
FEIS showed that all the alternatives had different levels of effects. Why is there no 
assessment of the cumulative effects to aquatic, riparian and meadow species and within 
RCA’s in the SEIS or transportation analysis for the additional work that will occur? 
Response: The differences between Alternatives S1 and S2 on aquatic, riparian and meadow species are 
addressed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. As described in Chapter 4 (SEIS, Aquatic, Riparian and Meadow 
Ecosystems), both Alternatives S1 and S2 are expected to have similar effects on aquatic, riparian, and 
meadow ecosystems because both alternatives would meet the soil quality standards, Aquatic 
Management Strategy (AMS) goals, riparian conservation objectives, the Clean Water Act, Best 
Management Practices, and other applicable requirements and laws. 

The Forest Service in the Pacific Southwest Region has worked with the State water quality agencies to 
meet Clean Water Act requirements. The greatest emphasis in this coordination has been placed on the 
management and control of nonpoint sources of water pollution. Of these nonpoint sources, sediment, 
water temperature, and nutrient levels have been the variables of most interest. Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) have been approved by the States to mange the causes of nonpoint source pollution and 
these BMPs are reviewed annually.  

The assessment of cumulative effects to aquatic, riparian, and meadow species within RCAs have been 
addressed programmatically in the SEIS using bioregional modeling to estimate potential effects. Detailed 
cumulative effects analysis at the individual watershed scale is conducted at the project level because of 
the site-specific data required for this type of analysis. 

4.20. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider doing more aquatic 
monitoring to determine effects of the selected alternative on aquatic systems. 
Response: The effects of the alternatives on aquatic ecosystems are discussed for various resources in 
Chapter 4 of the SEIS. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 include a strong commitment to an adaptive 
management and monitoring strategy generally as outlined in the SNFPA ROD and Appendix E of the 
SNFPA FEIS, with specific areas emphasized for monitoring. The Final SEIS includes more details 
regarding the preferred alternative’s adaptive management and monitoring strategy than were provided in 
the Draft SEIS. Aquatic monitoring needs are addressed in the Final SEIS monitoring strategy,  

4.21. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should substantiate the inaccurate claims (made 
first in the SNFPA Final EIS) that dams and water diversions have caused severe 
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degradation of aquatic, riparian and meadow systems. Refer to SNEP for original 
comments on this topic. 
Response: The key findings for Watershed and Aquatic Biodiversity for the SNEP document are found in 
Volume 1, Chapter 8, page 124. The first key finding is that “The aquatic/riparian systems are the most 
altered and impaired habitats of the Sierra.” The second Key Finding is that “Dams and diversions 
throughout most of the Sierra Nevada have profoundly altered stream-flow patterns (timing and amount 
of water) and water temperatures, with significant impacts to aquatic biodiversity.” The third key finding 
is that “Riparian areas have been damaged extensively by placer mining (northern and west-central Sierra 
and grazing (Sierra-wide), and locally by dams, ditches, flumes, pipelines, road, timber harvest, 
residential development, and recreational activities.” 

The Affected Environment for Aquatic, Riparian, and Meadow Ecosystems in the SNFPA FEIS (FEIS 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, part 3.4-pages 194-227) discusses the impacts that dams and water diversions, as 
well as other land use practices, have on aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems. There are numerous 
citations to peer reviewed articles on the effects of dams on the environment. 

4.22. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should identify the number of acres in the various 
aquatic zones and the effects of the related standards and guides to existing motorized 
recreation uses and /events. It should identify the specific actions required to restore 
aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems and connectivity between them and the effects 
to recreation uses of those areas. 
Response: The focus of the SNFPA Final EIS and the SEIS are not on recreation management, but on the 
problem areas identified in the Purpose and Need chapters of the respective documents. The alternatives 
address recreation only to the extent that standards and guidelines are needed to address the problem areas 
(FEIS Volume 2, Chapter 3, pages 475-500. The FEIS states that alternatives could affect recreational 
supply (See page 476, Volume 2, Chapter 3). 

Site conditions within riparian conservation areas (RCAs) would be assessed at landscape and project 
levels to determine whether recreational uses were consistent with aquatic conservation strategy goals and 
riparian conservation objectives. Actions needed to restore a given area must be developed site-
specifically to respond to local conditions and factors that influence riparian degradation, therefore 
specific actions cannot be identified for any given area at the SEIS scale of analysis. As under existing 
management direction, site-specific, project or forest level environmental planning and analysis, which 
would include public involvement, would be used in making decisions about changes or mitigations in 
recreational use to protect resource values. 

4.23. Public Concern: The SEIS should use more guidelines establishing stratified, more 
restrictive utilization standards for annual grasslands that vary in slope. Establish more 
restrictive utilization standards for upland and riparian browse categories that have 
already been damaged by previous livestock utilization. Standards and guidelines in the 
Inyo National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan provide a template for this 
approach. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 have the following standard and guideline: “Ecological status of 
all key areas monitored for grazing utilization is to be determined prior to establishing utilization levels.” 
(SEIS, Appendix A, Range). This standard and guideline continues: “Degraded meadows (e.g. early seral, 
with greater than 10 percent bare soil and active erosion) require total rest from grazing until they have 
recovered and moved to mid or late seral status.” This standard directs managers to apply more restrictive 
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utilization standards where meadows are in a degraded condition. This standard and guideline also 
includes provisions for increased utilization if ecological status is maintained or improved. 

The preferred alternative (Alternative S2) allows grazing utilization standards to better reflect the wide 
array of site conditions encountered in the field, the best available science, and the management 
opportunities they may provide. For season-long grazing, both Alternatives S1 and S2 limit utilization of 
grass and grass-like plants for meadows in early seral status to 30-percent (or minimum 6-inch stubble 
height). For meadows in late seral status, utilization is limited to 40-percent (or minimum 4-inch stubble 
height). Alternative S2 allows the above utilization standards to be modified to test alternative standards 
when current practices are maintaining range in good to excellent condition. Testing will allow more site-
specific utilization standards to be employed in the future. 

4.24. Public Concern: The SEIS should include a meadow restoration plan to restore 
degraded meadow habitats important for willow flycatchers. The plan should include 
timeframes, standards and a standard restoration method. Consider using the method 
identified by S. H. Wood. 
Response: Neither alternative specifically requires developing a meadow restoration plan. The need for 
meadow restoration would be identified during watershed and landscape analysis. Under both 
Alternatives S1 and S2, watershed and meadow restoration would be a priority in areas such as critical 
aquatic refuges, willow flycatcher nesting habitat, and Yosemite toad habitat. Project level analysis would 
be performed for each proposed action and would include public involvement and detailed, site-specific 
environmental assessment. Actual meadow restoration methods could include using the S.H. Wood 
methodology suggested or other methods based on site-specific conditions, project objectives, and 
funding levels. 

4.25. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that studies and monitoring are 
not biased against recreation and recreational pack stock use. Monitoring methods 
should be designed to guard against these biases. 
Response: Under the monitoring strategy of both alternatives, reports are to be produced under 
designated schedules for most required monitoring. These reports and the underlying survey 
methodologies are made available for public review. Under the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, 
national forests are established and administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, 
wildlife, and fish purposes. Multiple use management objectives, as stated in the National Forest 
Management Act of 1976, Section 6 (g)(3)(B), are met by providing a range of emphasis areas and land 
allocations. Additional management for multiple uses is addressed in the existing forest plans, and much 
of this direction will continue to apply under amendments associated with this SEIS. Recreation, range, 
timber, watershed, wildlife, and fish are the major use areas identified. Each alternative provides for all of 
these values at various levels. 

The purpose of the proposed action is to adjust existing management direction to better achieve the goals 
of the SNFPA, one of which is to protect, increase and perpetuate desired conditions of certain 
ecosystems and conserve their associated species. The proposed amendments to Sierra Nevada national 
forest plans will help shape national forest land management direction so that desired conditions of 
ecosystems are restored and maintained while providing the management consistency that allows for 
multiple uses, including recreation, grazing, timber, water, mining, fishing, hunting, and other uses.  
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4.26. Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the SNFPA ROD standards and 
guidelines for Riparian Conservation Areas on pages A58 and A59. Serious effects to 
soils and riparian resources often result when a 50 percent utilization rate is allowed. 
Response: The Final SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the SNFPA Aquatic Management Strategy 
core elements including aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation areas (RCAs), critical 
aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and most of their associated standards 
and guidelines. 

For season-long grazing, both Alternatives S1 and S2 limit utilization of grass and grass-like plants for 
meadows in early seral status to 30-percent (or minimum 6-inch stubble height). For meadows in late 
seral status, utilization is limited to 40-percent (or minimum 4-inch stubble height). Alternative S2 allows 
these utilization standards to be modified to rigorously test alternative standards when current practices 
are maintaining range in good to excellent condition. While specific direction is not provided to define 
what is meant by “rigorously test”, it is expected that appropriate specialists such as range 
conservationists, wildlife biologists, botanists, and ecologists would be involved. The results of testing 
may allow more site specific utilization standards to be developed in the future. 

4.27. Public Concern: The Forest Service should strengthen the grazing standards and 
guidelines for stream bank protection to better provide for willow flycatcher habitat. 
Response: Alternative S2 would change specific standards and guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD for 
willow flycatcher habitat to better address species conservation within the wide array of local site 
conditions encountered in the field. Management direction under Alternative S2 is designed to allow local 
managers to tailor protections for these species based on local conditions. Both alternatives include the 
same standard and guideline that restricts streambank disturbance from resource activities (including 
grazing and recreation) to no more than 20% of a stream reach or 20% of natural lake and pond 
shorelines. Corrective actions are to be implemented if these streambank disturbance levels are exceeded. 
In sites occupied by willow flycatchers, Alternative S2 would restrict grazing to late season (after August 
15) or require that managers develop a site-specific management strategy that ensures both protection of 
habitat during the breeding season and the long-term sustainability of suitable habitat at breeding sites. 

4.28. Public Concern: Alternative S2 should retain some untreated areas along 
intermittent streams inside SPLATS, as under Alternative S1. 
Response: While Alternative S1 requires that between 10-25% of SPLATs not receive mechanical 
treatment, these areas are not explicitly required to be left along intermittent streams. Direction for both 
Alternatives S1 and S2 requires a peer review process for activities proposed within CARs and RCAs that 
are likely to significantly affect aquatic resources or for projects that propose ground-disturbing activities 
in more than 25 percent of an RCA or more than 15 percent of a CAR. In addition, standards and 
guidelines for activities (including fuels treatment activities) within RCAs are the same for both 
alternatives. Direction for management of RCAs is designed to ensure that RCA functions and processes 
are minimally impacted by fuel management activities. 
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4.29. Public Concern: The Forest Service should better define allowable uses inside the 
riparian conservation areas (RCAs) established along ephemeral streams (DSEIS, page 
252). The boundaries of the buffers (RCA’s) along ephemerals will restrict long-term 
recreation uses. The Forest Service should consider allowing long-term uses to continue. 
The Forest Service should allow recreation uses to continue if no damage is evident. 
Response: Multiple use management objectives, as stated in the National Forest Management Act of 
1976, Section 6 (g)(3)(B), are met by providing a range of emphasis areas and land allocations. 
Management for multiple uses is addressed in the proposed amendment as well as in existing forest plans. 
Much of the direction in existing forest plans will continue to apply under the amendments associated 
with this SEIS. Major identified uses of national forests include recreation, range, timber, watershed, 
wildlife, and fish. Each alternative provides for all of these values at various levels. 

The FEIS states that alternatives could affect recreational supply (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, page 476). 
Site conditions in RCAs would be assessed during project level planning and analysis to determine 
whether recreational uses were consistent with riparian conservation objectives. Changes or mitigations in 
recreational use to protect resource values could follow from site-specific project or forest level 
environmental analysis with public involvement, as is done now under existing management direction. 
The riparian conservation objectives and associated standards and guidelines under both Alternatives S1 
and S2 offer a mix of bioregional protection measures with a high degree of local flexibility to develop 
protection measures based on site-specific conditions. 

Wildlife, General 

4.30. Public Concern: The SEIS should protect species dependant on burned forest 
habitats. In burned areas, retain and buffer nesting, roosting and den sites. Disclose the 
location of all survey work done in burned areas. 
Response: When wildfires escape initial attack and transition into extended attack, a District Ranger or 
Incident Commander often assigns a resource advisor to the incident. The Resource Advisor provides 
information to allow consideration of needs and opportunities to provide protection of threatened, 
endangered or sensitive species, riparian areas, cultural resources and other resource concerns that may be 
damaged by fire suppression activities. 

During the planning for rehabilitation of burned areas, biologists and other specialists work together to 
identify area-specific protections that are needed for species that inhabit burned areas following fire. Both 
alternatives require that 10% of post-fire areas be left unsalvaged to provide for dependent wildlife 
species, although there is a slight difference in the direction between the alternatives. 

When post-fire surveys are completed, the records are routinely filed with the planning records of the 
individual burned area. This information is summarized in project environmental documents when it is 
relevant to the analysis. More detailed information can be obtained in the planning records for each 
project. 

4.31. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to prepare a better analysis of MIS species, 
including cumulative effects. The MIS analysis should include the guilds, focal species 
and species at risk. 
Response: Describing the risks and cumulative effects to TES, MIS, and other important species has been 
a major focus of the SNFPA FEIS. Chapter 3, Part 4 of the FEIS provides a detailed description of species 
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and species groups (guilds, focal species, and species at risk) in the Sierra and the environmental 
consequences of implementing the alternatives that were considered there. Section 4.3 of the SEIS tiers to 
this analysis and does not repeat it but provides supplemental information on this subject, with specific 
attention to TES species. The Final SEIS includes a more detailed analysis of MIS, focusing on projected 
habitat changes between the two alternatives as it might affect MIS populations. 

4.32. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to recognize the benefits of vegetative fire 
disturbances to wildlife habitat. 
Response: Fire changes forest and rangeland structure in a variety of ways. Low-intensity fire typically 
removes forest litter and some of the understory while leaving the forest canopy intact. Stand-replacing 
fires kill most or all of the live vegetation after which forest succession begins anew. Many fires result in 
mosaics of high and low-intensity burns. Wildlife species in the Sierra respond to these habitat 
disturbances according to their feeding, breeding, and other needs. Some find optimum conditions in 
completely burned over forests. Others are sensitive to even minor disturbance and seek other areas after 
a fire. Still others respond favorably to low-intensity events while others avoid habitat created by these 
disturbances. 

Variations in habitat preferences for wildlife, including those influenced by fire, are described in detail 
throughout Chapter 3, Part 4 of the FEIS. The SEIS attempts to reduce the size and extent of high 
intensity wildfires while creating conditions where prescribed burning can be used to reintroduce low 
intensity fire into portions of landscapes. The SEIS describes how wildlife would respond to habitat 
changes, including those caused by wildfire, by management activities, and by leaving areas untreated in 
Chapter 4.3.  

4.33. Public Concern: The SEIS should address the negative impact of understory 
depletion on wildlife habitat. 
Response: Wildlife response to forest understory conditions was a major focus of the EIS because each 
alternative provided a strategy for reducing forest understory fuels while protecting wildlife habitat. 
Projected animal responses to these structural changes was compared many places in the FEIS (Volume 3, 
Chapter 3, Part 4). Comparisons were often made by describing the species associated with the habitat 
types in the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System (see for example FEIS, Table 4.2.3.1b in 
Section 4.2, page 31). Some of the open habitat types in the CWHR system correspond to sites that have 
experienced fire or other forms of understory treatments. Others correspond to untreated stands. Habitat 
comparisons are also provided for some individual species that may be sensitive to management options 
under consideration in the FEIS. For example, the affects of understory removal at goshawk nest sites are 
discussed in the FEIS in part 4.4.2.2 on page 120.  

The SEIS provides additional information for species that might be sensitive to the understory treatments 
associated with the alternatives. For example, effects on fisher habitat are described in Chapter 4.3.  

4.34. Public Concern: The SEIS should prioritize the maintenance of habitat connective 
and avoid fragmentation, especially for California spotted owl and Pacific fisher. 
Response: Habitat connectivity for California spotted owl and fisher was a major consideration for all 
alternatives. The standards and guidelines in all alternatives were designed to maintain habitat 
connectivity and to reduce the number and extent of large, stand-replacing wildfires that interrupt 
connectivity and impose serious fragmentation.  

The most likely and dramatic changes to landscape connectivity from all of the alternatives would result 
from changes in wildfire distribution and size, and forest cover. Existing narrow bands of vegetation 
zones, such as the mixed conifer zone in the southern Sierra Nevada section, portions of the foothill 
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woodland zone in the central part of the Sierra Nevada Foothills section, and portions of the eastside pine 
zone in the Southern Cascades section, are most vulnerable to fragmentation. Many of these vulnerable 
areas are rated as high or moderate for fire hazard and risk. In the central and southern parts of the range, 
these vulnerable areas, with high or moderate fire hazard and risk, are under pressure from urban 
expansion; hence, accidental fires are likely to increase in these areas. In the central and northern Sierra 
Nevada, patterns of fragmentation and connectivity also depend on management of private lands, as a 
high proportion of the national forests are intermixed with private lands. 

The strategy in both Alternatives S1 and S2 to change the size and extent of damaging wildfires uses 
strategically placed area treatments that remove surface and ladder fuels and thin forest stands over 
approximately 25% of the landscape. The distributed pattern of treatments across landscapes and the 
focus on thinning small material from the understory will minimize the effects on connectivity and 
fragmentation as discussed for the California spotted owl and fisher in Chapter 4.3 of the SEIS. 

4.35. Public Concern: Where clear data on the status of a species or the impact of an 
activity upon a species is lacking, management actives should not be restricted. Instead, 
activities should continue at their existing level and the species should be monitored to 
detect any impacts. 
Response: While general habitat associations are often understood or can be reasonably inferred, the 
specific relationships between animal status and specific habitat attributes or management activities are 
typically lacking. Because the Forest Service is mandated to maintain viable populations of native 
vertebrate and desired non-native vertebrate species (see Section 219.19, National Forest Management 
Act Planning Regulations), managers typically take a cautious approach where management activities 
could have serious adverse impacts on species. The agency also tries to preserve reasonable uses and 
activities on the national forests. Where significant uncertainty exists about the effects of these uses on 
species, the agency uses the best available science to document the risks of action or inaction in 
determining appropriate courses of action. 

4.36. Public Concern: The SEIS should protect late seral stage dependent species. 
Response: The purpose of the SNFPA was to address five problem areas that were considered in need of 
urgent attention. One of the problem areas was sustaining old-forest ecosystems and the FEIS identified 
several alternative approaches for maintaining and enhancing old forests and their associated species (see 
section 1.2.2 of the FEIS, pages 2-6 to 2-9). As stated on page 3-154 of the FEIS, the number of large, old 
trees would increase with all alternatives in response to restrictions on harvest of large trees in each. One 
of the goals of the Record of Decision was to increase the number of large trees, old-forest stands, and 
associated species, while simultaneously protecting them from losses to wildfire. Alternative Mod 8 
provided the foundation for the chosen strategy for accomplishing this goal. 

Alternatives S1 and S2 support the same overall goal of increasing the number of large trees, old-forest 
stands, and associated species. They offer two slightly different approaches for accomplishing the goal. 
Alternative S1 approximates the current program and Alternative S2 represents some refinements to allow 
more effective and efficient implementation. Under both alternatives, the potential cumulative effects in 
the short term project that the amount of old forest (measured by tree size greater than 24” and canopy 
cover greater than 60%) increases across the bioregion, despite treatments in approximately 14% of the 
old forest emphasis areas. The amount of suitable nesting habitat similarly is projected to increase under 
both alternatives. There is a slight difference in the resulting acreage between the two alternatives as 
shown in Chapter 4.3. Species associated with late-seral-stage forests are expected to be protected under 
both Alternatives S1 and S2 as described in Chapter 4.3. 
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4.37. Public Concern: The SEIS should incorporate the “green zone/gray zone” 
approach to riparian buffer establishment.  
Response: The original SNFPA FEIS alternatives included two options for riparian habitat management: 
Variable Width Riparian Areas (other wise known as the green zone/gray zone approach) and Stream-
Type Flexible Width Riparian Areas. The Stream-Type Flexible Width Riparian Areas approach was 
selected in the SNFPA ROD. Changes to the management strategy for riparian areas are not being 
evaluated in the SEIS. 

4.38. Public Concern: The SEIS should permanently manage a select set of meadows 
exclusively for wildlife. 
Response: This comment refers to a feature of Alternatives F2, F6, and F8 that would designate a 
network of approximately 10 to 15 meadows as important bird areas. This designation was considered, 
but was not adopted in the SNFPA ROD. All of the FEIS alternatives propose improvements to meadows 
where past management has had an adverse environmental effect. Alternatives S1 and S2 include these 
measures. Many of the national forests are actively working with Point Reyes Bird Observatory and 
others to identify and protect important areas for birds on a local basis. Meadows are particularly 
important to neotropical migratory birds as discussed in Chapter 3.2 and 4.3. Both alternatives and 
management at the individual national forests are intended to comply with the various landbird 
conservation plans being developed. Future management regarding meadow ecosystems is not precluded 
by either alternative. 

4.39. Public Concern: The SEIS should include a conservation strategy for the 
Swainson’s thrush. 
Response: The influence of the alternatives on Swainson’s thrush were addressed in Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS, where the effects of implementing the alternatives were projected on (1) qualitative trends for the 
species and their habitat on national forests in 50 years and (2) cumulative effects on population trends 
after five decades. For Swainson’s thrush, the FEIS projected that the future condition of trends resulted 
in Outcome C and that the future condition of cumulative effects on population trends resulted in 
Outcome D. The alternatives in the SEIS fall within the range of alternatives evaluated in the FEIS. 
Therefore, there is no evidence to suggest that the proposed changes in the SEIS would produce different 
outcomes for Swainson’s thrush. Accordingly, additional analyses for these species were not performed. 

4.40. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to clarify impacts upon recreation of the limited 
operating periods that would be placed around wolverine and Sierra red fox detections. 
Response: The direction for evaluating sightings has been clarified in Alternative S2 but remains 
essentially unchanged from Alternative S1. The clarification involves utilizing expertise provided by 
Forest Service research scientists to validate sightings and clarifying that the limited operating period 
would be evaluated after two years for detections not associated with a den site. The clarification also 
eliminates the incorrect interpretation that the limited operating periods around den sites would be 
constrained by the two year timeframe. Since there are no substantial changes to the standards and 
guidelines, the analysis of effects from the SNFPA FEIS remains valid and no additional supplemental 
effects analysis was prepared. 
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4.41. Public Concern: The SEIS should retain the Framework’s protection for the Pacific 
Fisher, including the desired future condition. Management should consider needs for 
resting habitat and should consider reintroductions of fisher into central and northern 
California. 
Response: See Public Concern 4.42. 

The standards and guidelines related to fisher have few differences between Alternatives S1 and S2. The 
primary difference in effect from Alternative S2 compared to Alternative S1 on fisher is the change in 
standards and guidelines affecting canopy closure. Modeling indicates little to no change in average 
canopy closure at a landscape scale. The minimum canopy cover retention of 40% is not expected to 
significantly limit opportunities for fisher dispersal, particularly given the pattern of treatments across 
watersheds. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 include direction to assess potential impacts of fragmentation on 
old forest species, particularly fisher and marten. Each individual project must conduct NEPA analysis, 
including a biological evaluation of effects on fisher and a cumulative effects analysis of other projects. 

In response to examination of landscapes actually occupied by fisher in the southern Sierra, as discussed 
in chapter 4.3, one aspect of the desired future condition for the Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Area 
has changed between the alternatives. The desired future condition in Alternative S1 is to maintain a 
minimum of 60 percent of each 5,000 to 10,000 acre watershed in at least CWHR size class 4 and at least 
60 percent canopy cover outside of the WUI. Alternative S2 changes this desired future condition to 
maintain a minimum of 50 percent of the forested area having at least 60 percent canopy cover around 
known or estimated female fisher home ranges outside of the WUI. This change was made to recognize 
the variability in actual vegetation conditions found for fisher within the Southern Sierra Fisher 
Conservation Area. 

The Regional Forester has expressed support to working with the State of California and the FWS in 
evaluating opportunities to reintroduce fisher into other areas of the Sierra Nevada. Any decision to 
reintroduce fisher would require separate environmental review by the State and the Forest Service. 

4.42. Public Concern: The analysis for fisher should be improved to include: cumulative 
effects analysis; management within the Giant Sequoia National Monument; genetic 
isolation of the southern Sierra populations; fishers located outside of the Southern 
Conservation area; the best available information, including viability analysis; and 
greater detail or short term impacts. 
Response: The analysis for fisher has been expanded in the Final SEIS to address the concerns listed 
here. 

4.43. Public Concern: The SEIS should ensure Pacific fisher dispersal by maintaining 
adequate canopy cover. Dispersal is particularly at risk in the HFQLG pilot project area 
and eastside habitats. 
Response: This issue is addressed in Chapter 4.3 of the SEIS and in the HFQLG FEIS and working 
papers. Fisher are not known to currently inhabit the HFQLG area and proposed treatments in Alternative 
S2 within that area are unlikely to create large barriers to further expansion and connectivity for fisher.  

4.44. Public Concern: The SEIS should clarify the impacts of fisher den protections upon 
motorized recreation use. 
Response: Alternative S1 requires evaluation of the effects of existing recreation and ongoing 
management activities on fisher den sites. Alternative S2 requires evaluation for all new proposed 

Response to Public Comments - 39 



Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment – Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

activities and as permits for existing activities are renewed. Since these reviews are site-specific and have 
not been completed yet, the actual effects on motorized recreation use are unknown at this time. As 
discussed in Chapter 4.3, many of the known sites are in somewhat close proximity to human activity 
suggesting that continued human uses, potentially including motorized recreation use, may not be 
completely incompatible with managing fisher den sites. This determination must be made site-
specifically however. 

4.45. Public Concern: The SEIS should protect fisher dens from disturbances year round. 
Response: See Public Concern 4.44. 

The most critical time to protect fisher den sites from disturbance is during the breeding season. Outside 
of the breeding season, fisher disperse and utilize many areas within their home range, diminishing the 
need to protect the den site from disturbance. Both alternatives include direction to identify a 700 acre 
den site buffer and restrict activities that can occur within these buffers to maintain suitable habitat. 

4.46. Public Concern: The SEIS should not restrict human activities in Pacific fisher 
habitat until a complete Conservation Assessment is completed. 
Response: The SEIS proposes restrictions around den sites only where there is clear evidence of impacts. 
This local level determination is not dependent on completion of a range-wide conservation assessment. 

4.47. Public Concern: The SEIS should improve the analysis of impacts on pine marten, 
including the use of the best available information and expanded discussions of: species 
distribution; the risks of local extirpation; the increased risk of adverse effects in 
managed eastside forests; long and short term effects, and the impacts from forest 
openings. Studies from northern Utah and central Maine have found that marten are 
sensitive to openings and may be adversely affected by landscapes with more than 20-
25% non-forest cover. 
Response: An expanded analysis is provided in the Final SEIS. 

The habitat relationship of marten in the Sierra Nevada in relation to fragmentation is largely unknown. It 
is unknown if the behavior of marten in these other ecological habitat types occurs in Sierra Nevada 
populations. Proposed treatments will retain at least 40-50% canopy cover and will occur in strategically 
placed area treatments dispersed across the landscape. Estimated treatment areas were modeled for the 
bioregional analysis for the SEIS. Since the extent of openings will be dependent upon site-specific 
vegetation conditions and the placement of strategically placed area treatments, the effects to local marten 
populations will need to be evaluated at the project and forest level. Treatments would only occur on 
approximately 25% of the landscape. 

4.48. Public Concern: The final SEIS should examine the impacts to the pine marten 
from fully implementing the HFQLG pilot project. 
Response: These effects are analyzed in the HGQLG FEIS. That analysis is summarized and expanded in 
Chapter 4 of the Final SEIS and working papers. 

4.49 Public Concern: The Forest Service should substantiate claims that elevated 
glucocorticoid levels harm the pine marten. 
Response: The SEIS summarizes information on indications of stress on wildlife as a result of 
recreational activity. This is an acknowledgement of potential effects based on the best available science 
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rather than a claim of direct substantiated effects where remedial action is proposed. No further discussion 
or validation is warranted or proposed at this time. 

4.50. Public Concern: The SEIS does not provide adequate protection of spotted owl and 
goshawk nests. Larger buffers should be established around spotted owl and goshawk 
nests. 
Response: See Public Response 4.69. 

Protected Activity Centers are established around spotted owl and goshawk nests as identified in the 
SNFPA ROD under both alternatives. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 prohibit mechanical treatments within 
500-feet of owl and goshawk activity centers. For Alternative S2, mechanical treatments are also 
prohibited within a 500-foot radius around activity centers in the Threat Zone. 

When prescribed burning within PACs, both Alternatives allow hand treatments, including handline 
construction, tree pruning, and cutting of small trees (less than 6 inches dbh), within a 1- to 2-acre area 
surrounding known nest trees. The intent of this measure is to clear ladder fuel material around the nest 
tree to avoid inadvertent damage during prescribed burning or allow handline construction to isolate the 
nest tree or nest stand. Alternative S2 expands this protection measure to include any area within a PAC 
where prescribed burning effects from torching and bole heating would be likely to damage desired nest 
or roost trees or other patches of habitat and to protect habitat elements such as important snags and down 
logs. Biologists and fuels specialists would site-specifically identify where hand treatment would occur. 

4.51. Public Concern: Due to scientific uncertainty in population trends, the SEIS should 
exercise caution in spotted owl management efforts. While the meta-analysis did not find 
a significant population decline across the Sierra Nevada, there is compelling evidence of 
decline on the Sierra National Forest demographic study area. While 2002 may have 
been a good year for spotted owl reproduction, 2003 appears to have been a very poor 
year for reproduction. A single years reproductive effort should not be used to evaluate 
population trend. 
Response: The preferred alternative (Alternative S2) continues to exercise caution with respect to 
management of forest habitats for sensitive species. The SEIS is intended to respond to concerns that 
impacts from large, severe wildland fires may pose greater risks to habitats for sensitive species than 
short-term risks from vegetation and fuels management activities. 

The SEIS recognizes that there is continuing scientific uncertainty regarding habitat relationships and 
population trends of the California spotted owls. The SEIS also recognizes that there is considerable 
concern for the long-term habitat loss and fragmentation caused by large high severity wildfires. The 
SEIS evaluates an alternative to the current direction that is projected to improve the ability to implement 
the desired strategic landscape fuels treatment. The strategy calls for reducing fuels on only a portion of 
landscapes as a first step and to retain elements that are hard to replace (large trees and snag and down 
logs). Both alternatives also include an adaptive management strategy that is intended to improve 
scientific knowledge regarding the fire and fuels strategy as well as habitat relationships and vegetation 
management effects on California spotted owls  

4.52. Public Concern: Alternative S2 as presented in the Draft SEIS, may lead to a trend 
toward listing of the California spotted owl. The DSEIS acknowledges some of the 
potential risks to the owl that are associated with the proposal: short-term changes in 
habitat; probable decline in suitable owl habitat over the first 20 years; and more habitat 
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fragmentation than the Framework over the first 20 years. There is no assessment of 
effects on subpopulations. 
Response: The FWS concluded that results of demographic analysis are not conclusive with respect to 
the population status of the California spotted owl: “There is no definite evidence that the population is 
decreasing across its range, and various analytical results of the individual study areas are not wholly 
supportive of conclusions regarding declines in any given study area.” (FR, volume 68, number 31, page 
7595). Furthermore, FWS declared, “Substantial scientific uncertainty remains regarding the effects of 
fuel treatments in PACs [protected activity centers] and foraging areas. However, in absence of 
demonstrated effects, and considering the potential negative impacts are also accompanied by positive 
effects from fire risk reduction and faster development of high quality habitat, we [FWS] find that the 
timber harvest and fuel treatments proposed under the SNFPA do not constitute a significant threat to the 
California spotted owl at this time” (page 7601). 

The Notice of 12-month petition finding (Finding) issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
petition to list the California spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act (FR 68:7580) is discussed in 
the Final SEIS (Chapter 3, page 119). The Finding acknowledged the Standards and Guidelines in the 
SNFPA Final EIS as the management direction being implemented on National Forest lands across the 
Sierra Nevada at the time the notice was published. The Finding also acknowledged that a management 
review of the SNFPA ROD was being undertaken and that planning for implementation of an 
administrative study on the Lassen and Plumas National Forests was ongoing, concluding that they (US 
Fish and Wildlife Service) “would monitor the development of management direction, offer scientific 
assistance, and review the effects at a later date, if necessary.” 

The habitat analysis has been refined for the Final SEIS. The amount of old forest habitat is projected to 
increase under all analyzed alternatives, including the preferred alternative in the SEIS. When 
implemented, both alternatives would also contribute to an overall improving trend in fuels reduction and 
fire protection across the Sierra Nevada. The abundance and distribution of suitable nesting habitat for the 
spotted owl is projected to increase from current conditions in the short term in both alternatives, although 
Alternative S1 is projected to provide about 4 percent more than projected for Alternative S2. The overall 
amount of suitable owl habitat is projected to continue to increase over current conditions into the future 
with a potential difference of about 10 percent more habitat under Alternative S2 than under Alternative 
S1 in year 130. This increase is largely due to continued growth in untreated areas and by reducing future 
wildfire size and severity. As with Alternative S1, there is uncertainty as to what effect Alternative S2 
would have on spotted owl habitat in the long term within treated areas, however, both alternatives have 
an adaptive management strategy designed to begin to address this uncertainty. 

The effects of the proposed treatments on owl subpopulations are assessed generally in Chapter 4.3, 
particularly in terms of cumulative effects on populations. Specific effects can only be determined by 
actual projects proposed to implement the alternative because it depends upon the extent of actual effects 
to PACs and the treatment, maintenance, and growth of habitat. 

4.53. Public Concern: The Framework sets stricter limits than does the DSEIS on 
treatments that could occur in “Areas of Concern” which were identified in the CASPO 
Report. The DSEIS would result in a higher risk of declining owl sites during the net 20 
years. 
Response: Neither Alternative S1 nor S2 provide specific direction for management within California 
spotted owl Areas of Concern. The effects of Alternatives S1 and S2 on habitat in Areas of Concern has 
been updated in the Final SEIS. The SEIS discusses habitat abundance and distribution in Geographic 
Areas of Concern as a risk factor for the California spotted owl. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 would treat 
the same strategically placed area treatments. The different effects between the alternatives are related to 
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the difference in use of mechanical equipment and the differences in canopy cover and average tree size 
retained. While specific direction is not provided within Areas of Concern, the effects of proposed 
activities within these areas would be evaluated and disclosed during site-specific project planning. The 
SEIS attempts to balance the risk of habitat loss from high intensity wildfire with the risk of habitat 
change from treatments as part of a bioregional strategy. These same risks would be evaluated site-
specifically when projects are proposed. 

4.54. Public Concern: The Forest Service should be cautious in interpreting and using 
new data in justifying and developing new management direction for spotted owls. Other 
sources of data should be considered. Analysis by Lee and Irwin (2003) suggests that the 
complex issues of wildfire risks and spotted owl habitat and the multiple options 
available for a given landscape to manage these resources are best evaluated site-
specifically. 
Response: The effects of the alternatives considers new information related to and analysis of existing 
owl demographic and habitat relationships data. This information did not drive the development of new 
management direction but was used to inform the decision-maker of the effects of implementing the new 
proposal. Spotted owl information was partially compiled in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment 
Management Review and Recommendations page 36, page 37 and the Final SEIS Chapter 3. The new 
information in the meta-analysis conducted for the California spotted owl explained that there is still 
considerable uncertainty surrounding owl demographics in the Sierra Nevada. The meta-analysis indicates 
that adult survivorship is still a concern. All available science still indicates that spotted owl habitat must 
be carefully managed. 

The Notice of 12-month petition finding (Findings) issued by the US Fish and Wildlife Service on the 
petition to list the California spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act (FR 68:7580) is discussed in 
the Final SEIS (Chapter 3). The Findings acknowledged the Standards and Guidelines in the SNFPA FEIS 
and ROD as the management direction being implemented on National Forest lands across the Sierra 
Nevada at the time the notice was published. The Findings also acknowledged that a management review 
of the SNFPA ROD was being undertaken and that planning for implementation of an administrative 
study on the Lassen and Plumas National Forests was ongoing, concluding that they (US Fish and 
Wildlife Service) “would monitor the development of management direction, offer scientific assistance, 
and review the effects at a later date, if necessary.” 

The analysis for the SEIS recognizes that actual effects to resources must be evaluated site-specifically 
while considering larger scale cumulative effects. The SEIS assists in providing information that can be 
used to assess direct, indirect, and cumulative effects at the site-specific project level. 

Both alternatives of the SEIS include a component of adaptive management, which recognizes that there 
are scientific uncertainties related to management of California spotted owls. The adaptive management 
approaches of each alternative encourages scientific study so that elements of the alternative can be 
adjusted to better balance management for the California spotted owl with management for other 
resources and activities. 

4.55. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that some of the goals of the 
HFQLG are incompatible with protection of the California Spotted Owl. The 
implementation of HFQLG would pose greater risk to the spotted owl. The HFQLG 
originally included a mitigation to avoid all suitable owl habitats. 
Response: The management direction in the SNFPA FEIS ROD (Alternative S1) supercedes direction in 
the HFQLG Pilot Project FEIS and ROD and precludes implementing many of the resource management 
activities that Congress desired to be tested. The rational for this component of the decision was the then 
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Regional Forester’s belief that limiting the Pilot Project was “necessary to provide the ecological 
conditions to maintain viable populations of spotted owls distributed across the Sierra Nevada.” 
Additionally, he believed that the Pilot Project could not be fully implemented without “degrading owl 
habitat and without increasing risk to owl viability” because of the “excessive canopy closure reductions, 
large tree removals and substantial acreages in group selection treatments” (SNFPA ROD pg 51). The 
ROD took a very conservative approach to managing for spotted owls and other sensitive species. 
Alternative S2 provides an alternative approach that would be consistent with the viability requirements 
of the National Forest Management Act and that would fully implement the intent of the Pilot Project. 

The environmental effects of the Pilot Project were originally evaluated and analyzed in the HFQLG 
FEIS. The biological evaluation (BE) of potential effects on the California spotted owl concluded the 
Pilot Project might trend the spotted owl towards federal listing. A review by the SNFPA Review Team 
found that the BE took a “worst case” approach to evaluating effects of the Pilot Project on owls. All 
group selection and DFPZ construction that was projected to occur within owl habitat was assumed to 
render 100 percent of that habitat unsuitable. Despite this “worst case” assumption about treatments, the 
results of that analysis still showed that 93 percent of nesting habitat would not be impacted, 91.5 percent 
of foraging habitat would not be impacted, and 89 percent of owl home ranges currently containing 50-
percent or more suitable habitat would retain that level. In addition, no spotted owl protected activity 
centers or Spotted Owl Habitat Areas (SOHAs – analogous but not identical to HRCAs) would be 
affected. 

The cumulative effects discussion within the HFQLG BE discloses that past fuel reduction thinning and 
DFPZ construction undertaken within habitat selected for nesting by spotted owls actually reduced that 
habitat by less than one percent of the acreage treated. Considering all timber strata used by owls for 
nesting, past projects reduced only six percent of the acres of habitat treated to lower quality habitat strata 
(HFQLG BE, Table 9, pg 71). Even assuming the Pilot Project would double the highest percentage of 
reductions within treated areas previously experiences (six percent), the projected reductions in owl 
habitat would be only 12 percent instead of the 100 percent used in the analysis. 

The Final SEIS includes more specific analysis related to the California spotted owl and the HFQLG Pilot 
Project. The SEIS recognizes the potential for habitat quality reductions in treatment units within the 
HFQLG Pilot Project area throughout the analysis in Chapter 4.3 and considers it along with the Sierra-
wide direction for the California spotted owls in evaluating cumulative effects. 

4.56. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS has not made a compelling case that wildfires 
pose an unacceptable threat to owls. 
Response: The statement that “ old forest is burning up faster than it can be replaced” was overstated and 
has been removed from Chapter 1 in the Final SEIS. This statement is not projected to be valid in the 
short term under either alternative. The SEIS did not project habitat losses at 68,000 acres per year over 
the next decade, but rather used historic fire data and recent wildfire trends to estimate 68,000 areas as a 
starting point for projecting trends in wildfire acreages burned into the future. 

Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS discusses examples of recent wildfire effects on California spotted owl PACs. 
While it is difficult to project future wildfire effects to PACs, wildfires within the last 5 years have 
severely affected a number of PACs, likely rendering many of them unsuitable. Both alternatives include 
an adaptive management strategy that is designed to begin investigating the effects of fuels treatments so 
the risks to spotted owls and their habitat can best be managed in the future. 

4.57. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should improve the cumulative effects analysis for 
spotted owl, including a disclosure of the uncertainty associated with the projected 
amount of suitable spotted owl habitat. Without a regional database, it is not possible to 
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track how individual projects could contribute to cumulative effects. Recent compilations 
of individual project biological evaluations showed many projects had determinations of 
“may affect individual owls but not lead to a trend toward Federal listing.” 
Response: The cumulative effects section of the Final SEIS has been rewritten to provide more detail. In 
addition, Appendix B of the FEIS and of the SEIS discusses the modeling methods and assumptions used 
to project suitable spotted owl habitat. The problems of scientific uncertainties, including those associated 
with long-term projections, are discussed in a general way on Page 33 to 35 of the Draft SEIS. The 
cumulative effect analysis of the alternatives was conducted considering all other past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions at the bioregional scale. This analysis included effects of non-
federal land management practices and risk factors under Forest Service control that may effect 
populations. Key assumptions of likely non-federal land management practices and future trajectories 
within the overall Cumulative Effects section or the cumulative effects are discussed. While the 
cumulative effects for habitat only considered the likely habitat conditions on NFS lands, the population 
cumulative effects provides an estimation of the likely condition of a population considering both NFS 
and non-federal lands and associated cumulative effects. 

The determination of “may affect” is typically made in biological evaluations whenever an activity occurs 
within suitable spotted owl habitat. This determination can be made if either there is the potential for 
disturbance to individual owls or there are activities that alter any aspect of vegetation within forest 
stands that could be considered suitable habitat. Since the determination indicates the potential for effect 
rather than actual effects and does not indicate whether habitat was physically affected, a simple tally of 
determination findings does not convey actual effects to spotted owls or their habitat. With modern 
geographic information system capability, project level information is increasingly being captured such 
that regional accounting is becoming more reliable. Implementation monitoring will be important to 
determine how planned projects actually affect spotted owls and their habitat. 

4.58. Public Concern: The SEIS should assess the effects to the spotted owl from the 
proposed actions at the home range scale and within a spatial context. 
Response: Spotted owl habitat is identified and maintained at multiple spatial scales (Activity Center, 
PAC, HRCA, and OFEA) with the intent of providing habitat not only throughout the home range, but 
also across the landscape to provide dispersal habitat and linkages for all old-growth associated species. 
The SEIS in Chapter 4 Amount of Habitat Provided in Owl Home Ranges discusses the amount of HRCA 
that are projected to be treated. The SEIS spatial analysis could only provide an approximation of 
potential treatments to HRCAs because the exact location of treatment units (and the amount of treatment 
overlap with HRCAs and the amount of suitable spotted owl habitat affected) would only be known 
during site-specific planning. The analysis in the SEIS shows that the strategic pattern of treatments and 
the dispersed pattern of spotted owls limits potential overlap with treatment units and that there is very 
little difference between the alternatives in terms of the total area of HRCAs potentially affected. In 
Alternative S2, more of these acres could be treated with mechanical equipment and the effects of this are 
evaluated in Chapter 4.3. 

4.59. Public Concern: The SEIS should not claim that creating foraging habitat from 
nesting habitat would increase the overall spotted owl habitat. 
Response: This issue has been addressed in the Final SEIS. The Final SEIS describes projected changes 
in California spotted owl nesting habitat over time separately from projected changes on overall suitable 
habitat (nesting and foraging). 
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4.60. Public Concern: The SEIS should manage areas outside of PACs to create foraging 
habitat for spotted owls rather than for nesting and roosting site standards. 
Response: Management inside of PACs is designed to retain the forest structural attributes necessary to 
support reproduction. The forest wide standards and guidelines of Alternative S2 applied outside of PACs 
are designed to implement a landscape approach to reduce the threat to foraging, roosting, and nesting 
habitats from catastrophic fire, while retaining large live trees, downed woody material, clumps of snags, 
and other legacy elements which are important components of owl habitat within treatment units. The 
intent of designating an HRCA is to encompass the best available spotted owl habitat in the closest 
proximity to the owl PACs where the most concentrated owl foraging activity is likely to occur (ROD, 
California Spotted Owl Conservation Strategy pages 39, 40; FEIS Standards and Guidelines pages 266, 
296). It is important to manage for suitable nesting and roosting habitat outside of PACs to provide 
opportunities for population expansion and to allow for territories to shift in response to environmental 
change if they render existing PACs unsuitable over time. Analysis for the SEIS shows that suitable 
nesting, roosting and foraging habitat should all increase across the bioregion in both the short-term and 
long-term in both alternatives, but with slight differences between them due to differences in treatment 
intensity and changes in the rate of large high intensity wildfires over time. 

4.61. Public Concern: The SEIS should increase snag recruitment for spotted owl 
nesting. 
Response: Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS presents modified modeling data, which includes new data for 
snag and down wood retention. Habitat modeling projects an overall increase in the number of snags 
across the bioregion in both alternatives. Even though both alternatives result in increased snags, there is 
a projected difference of about 8% more snags potentially available in Alternative S1 in the first 20 years. 
This difference between the alternatives decreases over each decade to approximately 6% at 120 years. 
This difference is partially modeled based upon the projected higher acreage burned by moderate and 
high severity wildfire in Alternative S1 versus S2. These burned acres are modeled to result in lethal and 
mixed lethal conditions, which create snags. In both alternatives, the retention of all large trees (> 30” 
dbh) will ensure large trees are available to be recruited as future snags. 

4.62. Public Concern: The SEIS should acknowledge that some canopy reduction 
benefits spotted owls. 
Response: The habitat relationships of the California spotted owl, in particular relationship of canopy 
cover to HRCAs and PACs is acknowledged as a key uncertainty in the SEIS and is of particular focus for 
adaptive management in Alternative S2 as described in Chapter 2. 

4.63. Public Concern: The SEIS should preserve structural and canopy diversity in 
spotted owl habitat. 
Response: One of the goals of the preferred alternative in the SEIS is to respond to concerns that impacts 
from large, high intensity wildland fires may pose greater risks to habitats for sensitive species than short-
term risks from vegetation and fuels management activities. In this respect, the SEIS does preserve the 
structural and canopy diversity of owl habitats from a landscape scale perspective, and particularly over 
the long term. Although the revised Standards and Guidelines allow mechanical treatments inside PACs 
and HRCAs, the desired conditions and management intent continues to be maintenance of structural 
conditions that provide for persistence of owls and owl habitat. The SEIS acknowledges that structural 
and canopy diversity will be reduced inside PAC’s and HCRAs that are treated. However, only a small 
percentage of the total acres in PAC’s are likely to be affected, and most of these are in the defense and 
threat zones, which are designed to reduce the threat of catastrophic wildfire. These same PACs would 
receive treatment in Alternative S1, but treatments in the threat zone are limited to prescribed burning 
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which may require multiple burns to achieve effective fuels reduction. Fuels treatments in PACs and 
HRCAs allow for structural diversity to return relatively quickly compared to PACs and HRCAs that are 
destroyed by high intensity wildfires. 

4.64. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should retain one acre patches of 
suitable nesting habitat in areas otherwise not recognized as suitable for spotted owl 
nesting. 
Response: The Final EIS called for the identification of CWHR stands 5M, 5D, and 6 of at least 1 acre in 
size. However, fuels reduction treatments were still allowed in these stands (SNFPA ROD page A-26) but 
with a 12” dbh limit on the tree diameter that could be removed. Implementation of the prescriptive 
Standards and Guidelines for these stands proved difficult and impractical to implement when stands were 
less than 5 acres in size (SNFPA Management Review and Recommendations, page 34). Although the 
SEIS does not retain the requirement for a separate and distinct fuels treatment prescription for these 
CWHR stand types, but instead relies on a single Standard and Guideline across all land allocations, the 
distinctions between land allocations remain. Under the preferred alternative (S2), each land allocation 
has a set of desired conditions, management intents, and management objectives. For OFEA’s and 
General Forest land allocations, the desired conditions are based on those outlined in the SNFPA ROD. 
These elements are designed to provide direction to land managers for establishing objectives and 
approaches for fuels and vegetation management projects as well as individual treatments. Site-specific 
planning and environmental analysis would be conducted to ensure that projects were consistent with 
forest plan direction, which not only includes management standards and guidelines, but desired 
conditions, management intents, and management objectives of each land allocation as well. 

The distinction between OFEA’s, HRCA’s, and the general forest remains intact, despite the forest-wide 
Standard and Guideline, because the desired condition and management intent for these land allocations 
has remained unchanged. 

4.65. Public Concern: The SEIS should actively manage habitat to reduce the threat to 
spotted owls from catastrophic fire. 
Response: The preferred alternative (S2) in the SEIS proposes to use a “more active management 
approach, where Forest Service managers use thinning, salvage, and prescribed and natural fires to make 
forests less susceptible to the effects of uncharacteristically severe wildland fires.” Alternative S2 also 
“responds to concerns that impacts from large, severe wildland fires may pose greater risks to habitats for 
sensitive species than short-term risks from vegetation and fuels management activities” (Draft SEIS page 
7). While there is uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of the strategic fuels treatment pattern proposed 
to be implemented across the landscape, the strategy of each alternative is meant to balance the risk to 
spotted owls from wildfire against the risk to spotted owls from the treatments themselves. Future 
management strategies will be informed by scientific information gathered during implementation of the 
selected alternative, particularly as a result of the adaptive management strategy of each alternative. 

4.66. Public Concern: The SEIS should disclose the number of spotted owl PACs 
destroyed by wildfire over the past ten years. 
Response: Chapter 3 of the SEIS discloses fire effects on PACs. The analysis has been improved in the 
Final SEIS to focus on PACs that have overlap with wildfires from 1993 to 2002. Although this analysis 
identified PACs that have had an influence from wildfire, the extent of effects to spotted owl habitat 
cannot be discerned from this simple analysis because the extent of habitat change is not captured in a 
format suitable for analysis at this time. Therefore, the SEIS identified effects to PACs from specific fires 
that have occurred within the last 5 years because data was readily available for these specific fires. The 
effects of future fires on spotted owl PACs is estimated based upon the rate of recent losses and projected 
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rates of wildfires based upon recent fire history. Factored in to these projections are estimated reductions 
in future wildfires as a result of implementing the strategic landscape fire and fuels treatments. There is 
uncertainty regarding these future wildfires as discussed in the SEIS.  

4.67. Public Concern: The SEIS cannot estimate the magnitude of possible future impacts 
to spotted owl populations under the preferred alternative without projecting the number 
of PACs that would be rendered unsuitable under this alternative. 
Response: The SEIS does not “project” the number of PACs that will be lost annually due to fire, but 
rather uses empirical data to calculate the rate of loss since 1998. Although the SEIS does not project the 
estimated number of PACs that would be rendered unsuitable under treatments of the alternatives, and 
thus the absolute magnitude of future impacts to spotted owls cannot be estimated, the direction of change 
in severity of impacts can be reasonably estimated. With the more aggressive fuels treatments called for 
under the preferred alternative (Alternative S2), it is projected that the size and intensity of future 
wildfires will be reduced which should result in a concurrent reduction in the loss of PACs from wildfire. 

4.68. Public Concern: The SEIS should not rely on private timberlands to contribute to 
spotted owl viability. Private industrial timberlands appear to be less likely to contribute 
to owl viability in the Sierra Nevada than they are to be a sink that draws owls away from 
other ownerships. 
Response: The Final SEIS acknowledges that California spotted owl habitat currently exists on portions 
of private timberlands adjacent to National Forest System lands and is likely used by California spotted 
owls. However, since the long-term distribution and suitability of habitat on private timberlands is 
unknown and cannot be assured, neither the Draft SEIS nor the Final SEIS analysis assumes that the 
presence of habitat on private lands can be relied on to mitigate effects of vegetation management on 
National Forest System lands. At the site-specific project level, better information may exist on the 
potential for private land to contribute in the short-term and long-term to owl habitat which would be 
reflected in the project level cumulative effects analysis. 

4.69. Public Concern: Under the preferred alternative, mechanical treatment in PACs in 
threat zones are likely to reduce habitat suitability, thereby compromising the 
effectiveness of the treated PACs. 
Response: The potential for mechanical fuel reduction treatments in PACs to result in a decrease in 
habitat quality and a reduction in the effectiveness of PACs is acknowledged in the SEIS. In both 
alternatives, the same PACs in the WUI are projected to be treated, but Alternative S2 allows the use of 
mechanical treatments in PACs where necessary to achieve project objectives, which can include reducing 
the risk of unintended damage to trees if prescribed burning was to be used alone. Although the Standards 
and Guidelines allow mechanical treatments inside PACs, the desired conditions and management intent 
continues to be maintenance of structural conditions that provide for persistence of owls and owl habitat. 
Management direction continues to be to avoid treating PACs to the greatest extent possible. The SEIS 
acknowledges that structural and canopy diversity will be reduced inside PACs that are treated which may 
affect habitat capability within these PACs. 

The SNFPA FEIS evaluated the effects of treatments in PACs and determined that treatment in up to 5% 
per year and 10% per decade would be an acceptable balance between complete avoidance and treatments 
to reduce the landscape risk of wildfire. In evaluating sample landscapes to simulate implementation of 
the pattern of strategically placed area treatments, it was determined that where PAC density was high 
within a landscape, it was not possible to avoid all of them and implement the strategic pattern of area 
treatments. The difference between the alternatives regarding treatment in PACs is that in Alternative S2 
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there is the potential for mechanical treatments to be used within portions of 66 PACs that would only be 
allowed to be prescribed burned in Alternative S1. This will occur where conditions warrant, that is where 
prescribed burning is unlikely to be successful in reducing fuels conditions or will likely damage 
important habitat elements and where the landscape is suitable for mechanical equipment use. Also, 
portions of an additional 80 PACs outside of the WUI could receive prescribed burning in Alternative S2 
that wouldn’t be treated in Alternative S1 due to the limitation on PAC treatments. This evaluation is fully 
disclosed in chapter 4.3 of the Final SEIS.  

One of the goals of the preferred alternative in the Draft SEIS is to respond to concerns that impacts from 
large, severe wildland fires may pose greater risks to habitats for sensitive species than the short-term 
risks from vegetation and fuels management activities (Draft SEIS page 7). In this respect, the SEIS does 
preserve the structural and canopy diversity of owl habitats from a landscape scale perspective, and 
particularly over the long term. 

4.70. Public Concern: The SEIS should restrict fuels treatments in all stands of CWHR 
classes 5M, 5D, and 6 that are large enough to serve as spotted owl nest stands. The 
change in Alternative S2 allows averaging across a treatment unit which would allow 
individual stands of CWHR 5M, 5D and 6 to be treated. 
Response: See response to Public Concerns 4.64 and 9.4.56. 

Under Alternative S2, prescriptions are applied across a treatment unit (typically composed of several 
stands). However, analyses of effects at both the programmatic and project level scales are conducted at 
the stand level as necessary to evaluate and disclose effects to specific resources, such as the California 
spotted owl. The SEIS analysis was conducted on a stand basis rather than averaging across treatment 
units to estimate the effects to individual CWHR classes. Where acreages and effects to CWHR classes 
5M, 5D, and 6 are discussed in the SEIS, those values represent stand based information. The opportunity 
to average aggregations of individual stands in order to apply treatment prescriptions simplifies 
implementation. Alternative S2 does not have specific direction for management within individual stands 
of CWHR 5M, 5D, and 6, however, direction for developing treatment prescriptions would be guided by 
the management intents and desired future conditions of the individual land allocations. Within PACs and 
HRCAs, management intents and desired future conditions guide managers to minimize changes to 
suitable habitat elements. 

4.71. Public Concern: The SEIS needs to better disclose the effects of mechanical fuels 
reduction activities upon spotted owl habitat. The SEIS acknowledges that “heavy thins”, 
group selections, and SPLATs are likely to have a low probability of retaining structural 
attributes of spotted owl habitat but the effects have not been assessed. Impacts of timber 
harvest in the nest core areas should be disclosed. Treatments following the CASPO 
Interim Guidelines were not intended to be a long-term strategy. 
Response: The assessment of risks associated with short term structural changes to habitat capable of 
supporting the spotted owl are discussed in several places in the SEIS, particularly in Chapter 4. Specific 
analysis is provided for key areas of importance to spotted owls: PACs and HRCAs. The effects of 
reductions in these habitat elements are disclosed in the SEIS and reflected in the cumulative effects in 
terms of expected effects to the amounts of suitable habitat and spotted owl populations. 

Alternative S2 allows mechanical treatments within PACs in the threat zone where prescribed burning 
alone will not achieve fuels reduction objectives or would likely damage important owl habitat elements 
and where the PAC cannot be avoided when developing the landscape strategic fuels treatment areas. 
Where mechanical treatments are used in the threat zone, the same 500-foot radius buffer would apply. 
Alternative S1 allows the use of hand treatment, including handline construction, tree pruning, and 
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removing small trees (less than 6” dbh) from a 1- to 2-acre area surrounding nest trees to reduce the risk 
of unintended damage during prescribed burning. Alternative S2 allows this hand treatment to occur 
anywhere within a PAC that is being prescribed burned, where burning is likely to damage important 
habitat elements. Within a PAC, this provides the opportunity to isolate stands of trees or other habitat 
elements (snags and down logs) with handlines or thinning seedlings and saplings to reduce the risk of 
damage to residual trees from torching. In some cases tree pruning can also be used to retain understory 
seedlings and saplings while reducing the risk of damage to residual trees.  

Areas requiring treatment in HRCAs would be the same under both alternatives, however, Standards and 
Guidelines for vegetation management for Alternative S2 allows higher intensity treatments within 
HRCAs. The management intent of Alternative S2 is, in part, to retain existing suitable habitat, 
recognizing that habitat within treated areas may be modified to meet fuels objectives and treatment 
patterns and treatment prescriptions are to be designed to avoid the highest quality habitat, identified as 
CWHR 5M, 5D, and 6 wherever possible. 

The SEIS explicitly provides protection for activity centers inside the defense zone, and thus distinguishes 
between the nest core area of a PAC and the remainder of the PAC. “Mechanical treatments are prohibited 
within a 500-foot radius buffer around the California spotted owl activity center” (Appendix A, California 
Spotted Owl). 

The management direction provided in the alternatives are not intended to be long-term strategies. The 
SNFPA identified 5 key problem areas that were deemed to be current priorities for national forest 
management in the Sierra Nevada. The alternatives were designed to evaluate alternative ways to respond 
to various levels of management of the key problem areas. The SEIS alternatives continue to focus on the 
5 key problem areas and both include an adaptive management strategy that is designed to gather 
information that will be used to adjust the management strategies in the future. It is expected that as this 
new information becomes available, the current direction will be modified. 

4.72. Public Concern: The SEIS should not allow the removal of medium and large tree 
within spotted owl habitat. Recent studies on the Lassen NF show that site occupancy, 
apparent survival probability and nesting success were enhanced by increased amounts 
of late seral forest cover type, including medium and large size trees. 
Response: Although a single Standard and Guideline is used throughout most land allocations under the 
preferred Alternative (Alternative S2), each land allocation, including HRCAs and PACs, has a set of 
desired conditions, management intents, and management objectives that will provide for management of 
owl habitat that results in more owl habitat developing over the long-term while considering the short-
term impacts of reducing owl habitat quality. The Standard and Guideline of Alternative S2 allows trees 
up to 30” dbh to be removed, but the requirement to retain 40% of the basal area, consisting of the largest 
trees and the limits on canopy cover reduction, in each treatment unit has the effect of limiting the number 
of larger trees less than 30” dbh that can actually be removed. Appendix B estimates that the combination 
of basal area and canopy cover requirements results in average diameter limits closer to 25” dbh. 

Alternative S2 recognizes the complexity of existing forest stand conditions (in terms of both spotted owl 
habitat and fuels conditions) and provides the flexibility for individual treatment units to have 
prescriptions set according to local conditions rather than applying one regional standard that does not 
account for local vegetation conditions. Medium/large trees, as defined by CWHR, are trees greater than 
24” dbh. In both alternatives, standards and guidelines direct retention of trees greater than 30” dbh. The 
combination of Standards and Guidelines of Alternative S1 would generally limit removal of trees greater 
than 12-20” dbh directly through mechanical treatments, however, would not specifically protect them 
during prescribed burning and some would be lost during wildfires. Alternative S2 has fewer restrictions 
and could result in some trees between 24” and 29” dbh being removed during mechanical treatments. 
The analysis shows, however, that the amount of forested area that average trees greater than 24” dbh 
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continues to increase across the bioregion in both alternatives, in part due to continued growth across the 
treated and untreated areas and due to managing the potential losses from large high intensity wildfires. 
Remnant large trees will be retained within treated areas which will maintain those elements most 
difficult to replace. This suggests that medium and large trees will not be limiting across the Sierra 
Nevada bioregion as a result of proposed management activities.  

4.73. Public Concern: Alternative S2 should enhance goshawk habitat by allowing more 
pre-commercial thinning in PACs based upon a territory’s stand condition. The limitation 
of 10% treatment per decade, even though it is acres instead of territories, will mean a 
100-year cycle for treatments. We will lose our goshawk stands at that rate. 
Response: The Final SEIS allows for mechanical treatments in goshawk PAC’s within the defense and 
threat zones outside of the 500-foot nest buffer when treating these areas is necessary to develop strategic 
placement of area treatments. Alternative S2 acknowledges that the habitat needs of goshawk are not fully 
understood, therefore actions to chosen to reduce the extent of large, high severity wildfires and their 
long-term effect on goshawks while minimizing short-term effects by minimizing disturbance in a high 
percentage of PACs. As new scientific information becomes available, it may identify opportunities for 
altering management within PACs to better address short-term and long-term sustainability of goshawk 
habitat. 

4.74. Public Concern: In Alternative S2, the potential for meadow conditions to be 
managed at levels that are less than optimal for great gray owl is high in part because 
there is no guidance on how to balance the competing objectives to reduce unintended 
and adverse impacts on grazing permit holders and to maintain and restore habitat to 
support viable populations of… vertebrate riparian-dependent species. The SEIS failed to 
disclose the uncertainty regarding the change in existing guidelines on great gray owl 
meadows capable of attaining 12” in height. 
Response: Alternative S1 includes one prescriptive requirement for managing herbaceous vegetation 
utilization in great gray owl PACs that applies across the entire Sierra Nevada. Alternative S2 recognizes 
the tremendous diversity of meadow conditions that naturally occurs across the Sierra Nevada and allows 
for more flexibility in evaluating and balancing the effects of livestock herbaceous utilization levels on 
great gray owls, their habitat, and their prey at the individual PAC level. Although the requirement to 
maintain meadow vegetation at 12” in height is removed, overall management direction is to “maintain 
vegetation height at a height commensurate with site capability and habitat needs of prey species.” 
Therefore, the statement that there is “no guidance on how to balance the competing objectives to reduce 
unintended and adverse impacts on grazing permit holders and to maintain and restore habitat to support 
viable populations of …vertebrate riparian species” is not true. 

Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS describes primary prey and what is known of prey habitat relationships for 
great gray owls. Chapter 4 acknowledges that “prey habitat relationships in regard to the height of 
herbaceous vegetation are largely unknown for the Sierra Nevada.” To respond to this uncertainty, 
Alternative S2 requires that livestock herbaceous utilization levels in great gray owl PACs be set site-
specifically to be able to consider existing and potential meadow conditions and prey species and to allow 
efficient incorporation of new scientific information on prey habitat needs relevant to those meadow 
conditions and great gray owl ecology in the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 
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4.75. Public Concern: The analysis for mountain yellow-legged frog should be improved 
in the SEIS. The analysis should include more details on cumulative effects, impacts to 
genetic populations, and the locations and effectiveness of Critical Aquatic Refuges. 
Response: A detailed analysis for mountain yellow-legged frog, including cumulative effects, was 
completed in the SNFPA FEIS (Volume 3, Part 4.2, pages 48-62 and Part 4.4 pages 213-217). The Final 
SEIS tiers to the SNFPA FEIS, with new analysis for Alternatives S1 and S2 that supplements the 
previous analysis. Chapter 4 includes an evaluation of direct, indirect and cumulative effects from 
implementing the alternatives. 

Cumulative effects are provided in general in the Final SEIS in Chapter 4.1 and specifically for the 
mountain yellow-legged frog in Chapter 4.3. Since the Final SEIS, like the SNFPA FEIS is programmatic 
in nature, it is not possible to describe specific cumulative effects from discrete actions. The various 
cumulative effects analyses considers how current habitat conditions have been or are influenced by past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and trends in habitat change. 

The impacts to genetic populations is acknowledged in the SNFPA FEIS and in the Final SEIS in terms of 
evaluating effects of the alternatives on mountain yellow-legged frog metapopulation dynamics. A 
conservation assessment is being prepared for this species that will provide the most current scientific 
information on the species distribution, habitat relationships and risks to the species. This information, 
when available, will be considered in evaluating project level effects to this species. 

Appendix I of the SNFPA FEIS describes the rationale behind the CAR system and provides maps of each 
CAR and the rationale for its selection, including the species focus for each CAR (SNFPA FEIS, Volume 
4, Appendix I, Part 3, pages 52-100). Both the analyses in the FEIS and the supplemental analyses in the 
Final SEIS discuss the concern for population isolation in terms of risks to genetic diversity and species 
viability. The designation of CARs is intended, in part, to protect isolated, distinct or diverse amphibian 
populations. 

4.76. Public Concern: The SEIS should require the implementation of a mountain yellow-
legged frog conservation strategy. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 call for the development of a conservation assessment for this 
species. Neither alternative requires the development of a conservation strategy as an intrinsic part of the 
alternative. However, at the project scale, implementation of the Aquatic Management Strategy, which 
includes a Riparian Conservation Objective analysis when treatments are planned in Riparian 
Conservation Areas, will help ensure mountain yellow-legged frogs and their habitats are protected under 
both Alternatives S1 and S2. The Aquatic Management Strategy sets goals for the maintenance and 
restoration of aquatic systems. Under both alternatives, Critical Aquatic Refuges have been established 
for several mountain yellow-legged frog populations throughout their range. 

The Regional Forester can initiate the development of a conservation strategy at any point in time. A 
conservation assessment is a gathering of the current state of knowledge regarding a species. A 
conservation strategy is typically the development of an approach or approaches to management that 
would conserve populations and habitat for the species in both the short-term and long-term. 
Conservation assessments and strategies are typically prepared in consultation with other agencies, 
scientists, and interested and affected parties and are not action forcing documents. Conservation 
agreements are agency agreements or statements of intent to implement actions that further the 
conservation of a species. They may or may not include decisions that are action forcing, which would 
require NEPA analysis. 
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4.77. Public Concern: The SEIS should remove introduced trout from lakes to ensure the 
viability of the mountain yellow-legged frog. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 specifically call for cooperative efforts between Forest Service 
and California Department of Fish and Game to remove fish from some occupied sites as originally 
discussed in the SNFPA FEIS. Management and regulation of the fisheries resource is a state 
responsibility while management of the fisheries habitat is a National Forest responsibility. Any decisions 
to implement removal of unwanted fish species would be evaluated in compliance with NEPA and would 
include mitigation and monitoring measures, as appropriate, and would consider input and involvement 
from local governments, landowners, businesses as well as other interested individuals and agencies. 
Decisions to remove introduced trout will be made independent of this SEIS as a result of these 
cooperative efforts. 

4.78. Public Concern: Alternative S2 should protect Yosemite toad from the impacts of 
grazing by restricting grazing in occupied meadows. Adverse effects to streambanks, 
sedimentation, and canopy cover from grazing should be evaluated. If habitat is 
unsurveyed by January 2007, it should be assumed occupied until surveys are completed. 
Site specific management plans should only be implemented in association with formal 
adaptive management studies. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 are designed to provide protection for the breeding and rearing season 
(dates determined locally) by excluding livestock grazing from standing water and saturated soils in wet 
meadows and associated stream channels and springs in occupied habitat. If physical exclusion of 
livestock is impractical, then livestock are to be excluded from the entire meadow until the meadow has 
been dry for two weeks. Both alternatives include the same Standards and Guidelines that limit the 
amount of streambank disturbance and amount of riparian shrub utilization which are designed to limit 
adverse effects to riparian areas. 

Alternative S1 assumes that habitat that is not surveyed by January 2004 is occupied until surveys occur. 
Alternative S2 would require surveys to be completed within two years of the signing of a new ROD. In 
Alternative S2, there is no requirement to assume occupancy if surveys are not completed, however, it is 
estimated that surveys of suitable habitat within active range allotments will be completed by the end of 
2004. 

Alternative S2 allows development of a site-specific management plan to minimize impacts to the 
Yosemite toad and its habitat through managing the movement of livestock around wet areas. Such plans 
require annual systematic monitoring of habitat conditions and toad occupancy and population dynamics. 
Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS identifies formal adaptive management studies for Yosemite toads, however, 
the development of site-specific management plans outside of the selected study sites would not be 
precluded. It is expected that all site-specific management plans would be informed and adjusted 
accordingly as scientific information from the adaptive management studies becomes available. 

4.79 Public Concern: Under Alternative S1, “rearing season” is undefined. Under 
Alternative S2, rearing season is strictly defined to end when tadpoles transform, which 
leaves metamorphs vulnerable to trampling. The period when livestock are excluded from 
Yosemite toad breeding habitat should be extended to protect metamorphs.  
Response: The Final SEIS recognizes that the breeding and rearing season for Yosemite toad was 
undefined in the SNFPA FEIS. It has been clarified in chapter 4 to include the period from egg laying 
through metamorphosis. The Final SEIS acknowledges that this definition includes some risk of 
metamorphs being trampled by livestock. Trampling risks would be evaluated in a formal adaptive 
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management study in Alternative S2 and would be considered in any site-specific management plans that 
are developed. 

4.80 ublic Concern: The Alternative S2 proposal to allow grazing in meadows occupied 
by Yosemite toad needs further clarification. What mechanism would exist to review the 
site-specific management plan to ensure that it is effective in protecting the toad? How 
would a monitoring requirement reduce the impacts of grazing to this species? The 
cumulative effects of isolation of populations should be addressed. 
Response: See Public Concern 4.78. 

The Standards and Guidelines related livestock grazing related to Yosemite toads has been clarified in the 
Final SEIS. Alternative S2 allows the opportunity for an interdisciplinary team to develop a site-specific 
management plan to minimize impacts to the Yosemite toad and its habitat through managing the 
movement of livestock around wet areas. Such plans are only required if alternative methods to total 
exclusion of livestock from occupied habitat is desired and they require annual systematic monitoring of 
habitat conditions and toad occupancy and population dynamics on a sample of sites within the meadow. 
Since the objective of the plan is to protect Yosemite toads and their habitat, adjustments in the strategy 
would be made if monitoring indicates that it is ineffective. 

A conservation assessment is being completed for this species. The conservation assessment would 
evaluate risks of population isolation. Any site-specific management plans developed prior to its 
completion would be included in the assessment. Upon completion, the habitat relationships and species 
risks identified in the conservation assessment would be considered during development and 
improvement of site-specific management plans. 

The FSEIS adds an adaptive management strategy of livestock grazing effects on Yosemite toads to 
further determine the impacts to the toad. The adaptive management strategy of Alternative S2 includes 
development of paired (grazed and ungrazed) studies on six allotments (4 on the Stanislaus NF and 2 on 
the Sierra NF) that would examine distribution, abundance, and demographics of Yosemite toads along 
with habitat parameters for a 10-year period. A better understanding of the impacts of grazing upon 
Yosemite toad will allow for the development of improved grazing and Yosemite toad management. The 
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of implementing these studies on the Yosemite toad and its habitat 
will be evaluated site-specifically as the study plans are developed. 

4.81 Public Concern: The SEIS needs to improve the analysis for the willow flycatcher, 
including: using the best available information; conducting a cumulative effects analysis; 
using the conservation assessment; conducting additional survey work; and analyzing 
effects for each occupied grazing allotment. 
Response: The Final SEIS considers the best available information, including the recently completed 
Conservation Assessment for the Willow Flycatcher (Green et al. 2003). The cumulative effects of 
implementing the alternatives are evaluated in the determination of environmental and population 
outcomes in chapter 4 of the Final SEIS. 

Both alternatives include direction requiring systematic survey of sites containing willow flycatchers. 
Evaluation of allotments affected by willow flycatchers is presented in chapter 3.2.2.5, chapter 4.2.3.5 
and chapter 4.4.2 of the Final SEIS. The effects of livestock grazing on the willow flycatcher and the 
effects to individual permittees of specific allotments are evaluated during project planning for those 
individual livestock grazing allotments and additional detailed information beyond the assessement 
provided is not currently available. The Standard and Guidelines of Alternative S2 includes direction to 
evaluate and develop restoration opportunities for degraded habitat in unoccupied sites. 
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4.82 Public Concern: The SEIS should include additional survey and monitoring 
requirements for willow flycatchers. Surveys requirements could include: Inventory of 
southwestern willow flycatcher occurrences in the Sierra Nevada; implementation of the 
Regional willow flycatcher monitoring/demography study plan; project level surveys; 
and/or surveys of emphasis habitats every five years. In Alternative S2, survey of 
emphasis habitats should be programmatic and not linked to proposed projects. 
Response: Neither alternative specifically requires surveys for the southwestern willow flycatcher. Since 
this subspecies is federally listed, the need for project related surveys are determined site-specifically in 
consultation with the FWS. The Final SEIS alternatives include requirements for systematic survey of 
known sites (Alternative S1) and occupied and historically occupied sites (Alternative S2). Both 
alternatives require survey of emphasis habitat, although Alternative S2 allows for prioritization of 
surveys to occur in concert with allotment or project planning such that emphasis habitat outside of active 
grazing allotments may be deferred until projects are planned that may affect them. The effects of 
deferring these surveys is discussed in Chapter 4.2.3.5 of the Final SEIS. 

In Alternative S2, a conservation strategy for the willow flycatcher would be completed by May 2005. 
This conservation strategy would address the need for surveys in areas that are not affected by activities 
proposed by the alternatives. Implementation of the Regional willow flycatcher monitoring/demography 
study plan was identified in the Conservation Assessment for the Willow Flycatcher. 

4.83 Public Concern: The SEIS would result in adverse impacts to willow flycatcher 
habitat because it fails to protect historic sites, fails to allow for the addition of occupied 
sites to the network and allows late season grazing. 
Response: In both alternatives, 6 sites originally thought to be willow flycatcher sites have been dropped 
from the network as explained in Chapter 3.2.2.5 of the Final SEIS. Alternative S2 proposes to survey 5 
conditionally occupied sites that have not been confirmed as having breeding season occupancy. If no 
detections are made to confirm breeding season occupancy, those sites would be dropped from the willow 
flycatcher site network. Four other sites are only documented from sightings prior to 1982, when willow 
flycatcher survey protocols were first established and applied in California, will be considered historically 
occupied sites in Alternative S2. These sites will receive systematic survey, and if willow flycatchers are 
detected during the breeding season, they will be re-classified as occupied sites. In both alternatives, if 
new territories are detected, they will be added to the known sites in Alternative S1 or occupied sites in 
Alternative S2. The risks to willow flycatchers associated with late season grazing was discussed in detail 
in the SNFPA FEIS and in the conservation assessment. The effects of these changes are addressed in 
chapter 4 of the Final SEIS and would be evaluated during project planning for projects implementing the 
selected alternative. 

4.84 Public Concern: The SEIS should include the standards and guidelines from 
Alternative F2 to ensure viability of the willow flycatcher because of all the action 
alternatives, it is the most likely to support long-term distribution and abundance of the 
willow flycatcher in the Sierra Nevada. 
Response: While the Standards and Guidelines from Alternative F2 may provide a higher likelihood of 
supporting the long-term distribution and abundance of willow flycatcher than other alternatives, the 
Final SEIS determined that neither Alternative S1 nor S2 would result in a trend toward federal listing for 
the willow flycatcher. As identified in the conservation assessment (Green et al 2003), the scientific cause 
of willow flycatcher decline is not known and may be due to several factors such as degraded habitat in 
the Sierra or loss of habitat along its migration route and/or wintering grounds. However, Alternative S1 
and S2 have Standards and Guidelines that are meant to protect habitat in the Sierra Nevada bioregion and 
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restore known or unoccupied habitat that is degraded. These Standards and Guidelines may be augmented 
in the future under Alternative S2, which requires that a conservation strategy be developed by May 2005. 

4.85 Public Concern: The SEIS should provide a detailed restoration plan for willow 
flycatcher habitat. 
Response: Neither alternative requires development of a detailed restoration plan for willow flycatcher 
habitat. The SEIS includes Standards and Guidelines that direct an evaluation of restoration opportunities 
during landscape analysis in both alternatives In addition, Alternative S2 includes direction that 
historically occupied sites be evaluated for restoration opportunities and that actions be taken where 
appropriate to move the meadow toward desired conditions (Chapter 2.3). Restoration of habitat may be 
an aspect of site-specific meadow management strategies developed in Alternative S2 since one objective 
of the strategy is to provide for long-term sustainability of suitable habitat at breeding sites. Restoration 
plans may also be an identified component of the planned willow flycatcher conservation strategy. 

4.86Public Concern: The SEIS should manage meadow hydrology to ensure that wet 
meadow habitats exist for the willow flycatcher breeding cycle. 
Response: Meadow hydrology is one of several conditions that would be evaluated site-specifically 
where plans are developed in Alternative S2. Since each meadow presents a unique situation, specific 
direction cannot be presented at the bioregional scale.  

4.87 Public Concern: The SEIS should protect historically occupied willow flycatcher 
breeding sites. Suggest creating willow flycatcher PACs. 
Response: See Public Concern 4.83 

In Alternative S2, occupied sites are sites that have had known breeding willow flycatchers since 1982. If 
after six years of surveys within the last 10 years, no flycatchers are found, the site becomes a historically 
occupied site. When a site becomes historically occupied, it is assessed as to whether the habitat is 
degraded. If the habitat is degraded, a restoration plan is developed for the area (Standards and 
Guidelines, Appendix A). Historically occupied sites are included in the systematic survey cycle. If any 
planning occurs in willow flycatcher habitat, it is assessed at a local level for the need of additional 
willow flycatcher surveys. 

Neither alternative contemplates developing willow flycatcher PACs. The creation of PACs was not 
identified as a management recommendation in the conservation assessment (Green et al 2003). 

4.88 Public Concern: The SEIS should protect unoccupied but suitable willow flycatcher 
habitat. 
Response: See Public Concern 4.83 

Both alternatives include direction to survey emphasis habitat, which is defined as suitable habitat within 
5 miles of an occupied site. This should allow detecting sites most likely to be occupied during population 
expansion and protecting them (as known or occupied sites) as they are discovered. Both alternatives 
include St andards and Guidelines that limit the amount of willow browse to 20 percent of the annual 
leader growth of mature riparian shrubs; and require that livestock be removed from an area when 
browsing indicates a change in livestock preference from grazing herbaceous vegetation to browsing 
woody riparian vegetation. In addition, direction for herbaceous utilization and limits on the amount of 
streambank disturbance will help to distribute livestock and reduce impacts to willows. These Standards 
and Guidelines are expected to assist in the restoration of woody riparian shrub components which will 
provide for the maintenance and development of potential habitat for willow flycatchers. 
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4.89 Public Concern: Grazing should be removed from occupied willow flycatcher sites. 
In Alternative S2, to ensure that no damage occurs to willow flycatcher habitat, grazing 
should be suspended if willow flycatcher sites receive late season grazing and meadow 
condition assessments are not completed. 
Response: Both alternatives require that annual utilization monitoring occur in willow flycatcher sites 
receiving late season grazing. They also require that meadow condition assessments be conducted every 3 
years. If these meadow condition assessments indicate that habitat conditions are not supporting the 
willow flycatcher or trend downward then grazing would be modified or suspended. 

Neither alternative specifically addresses actions to be taken if the meadow condition assessments are not 
completed. The Forest Service must review and approve an annual operating plan for each livestock 
grazing permit. Adjustments in the annual operating plan can be made to account for highly variable 
environmental conditions such as drought or wet weather or where there are local needs for resource 
protection. 

4.90Public Concern: The SEIS should provide region-wide standards for preparing site-
specific management strategies to waive late season grazing. Biological evaluations that 
consider all potential impacts of grazing to willow flycatchers and their habitat should be 
prepared before adopting and implementing the proposed management strategy. 
Response: Neither alternative provides region-wide standards for preparing site-specific willow 
flycatcher management strategies. Meadow conditions and livestock grazing operations vary widely 
across the Sierra Nevada such that each site-specific strategy will likely be unique. The conservation 
assessment for the willow flycatcher (Green et al. 2003) provides the most current assessment of habitat 
requirements and risks to the species. Information on habitat requirements and risks contained in the 
conservation assessment would be considered in developing the site-specific management strategies. 
Forest Service policy requires that permitted actions be evaluated for effects to federally listed threatened, 
endangered, proposed or Forest Service sensitive species. In Alternative S2, a conservation strategy 
would be developed by May 2005 which may provide additional information on alternative management 
strategies. 

4.91 Public Concern: The SEIS should provide for active cowbird control. 
Response: In contrast to the southwestern willow flycatcher, there remains scientific uncertainty 
regarding the impact of brown-headed cowbird nest parasitism on Sierra Nevada populations of the 
willow flycatcher (Chapter 3.2.2.5, Brood Parasitism). Active cowbird control has been identified as one 
management action that can reduce the rate of nest parasitism where it is identified as a problem. The 
SEIS does not preclude local decisions to use this method where site-specific analysis determines that it is 
appropriate. Excluding cattle in known or occupied sites until August 31 or August 15 respectively may 
also help in a decrease of parasitism in Alternatives S1 and S2.  

4.92 Public Concern: The standards and guidelines for willow flycatcher are confusing 
and should be clarified. 
Response: Some of the standards and guidelines for willow flycatchers were confusing or appeared 
contradictory in SNFPA FEIS and in the Draft SEIS. These standards and guidelines have been re-written 
in the Final SEIS to make them easier to understand and eliminate conflict with other standards and 
guidelines. 
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4.93 Public Concern: The SEIS should ensure that local decision-making does not harm 
the willow flycatcher. 
Response: Forest Service direction includes a requirement that the direct, indirect and cumulative effects 
on federally listed and Forest Service sensitive species be assessed as a part of local decision-making. 
Any Forest Service funded or permitted project that could potentially affect willow flycatcher individuals 
or willow flycatcher habitat would be subject to this requirement. The ultimate goal of the sensitive 
species list is to avoid the need for Federal listing. The conservation assessment and planned conservation 
strategy (Alternative S2) will help avoid Federal listing of the Sierra sub-species. The southwestern 
willow flycatcher is a federally listed species. In addition to the site-specific assessment described above, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service must concur with assessment for any project that may affect this 
willow flycatcher subspecies and they may require additional terms and conditions that must be 
incorporated into the project. 

Vegetation 

4.94 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should be aimed at modifying the 
existing vegetation to create sustainable forested landscapes that are fire resilient, 
drought resistant, and less susceptible to large-scale insect and disease damage. There 
needs to be a major effort to move forest structures and species compositions toward pre-
settlement conditions. Alternative S2 fails to provide a meaningful way to restructure 
forests or adjust species composition by virtually prohibiting “forest gap regeneration.” 
Response: Neither S1 or S2 are specifically designed to accomplish these objectives over the extent of 
the analysis area. The selection of all, or portions, of alternatives originally considered in the FEIS, would 
provide for higher levels of accomplishment. The primary focus, associated with S1 and S2 vegetation 
management, is to reduce adverse landscape-level fire effects. The inherent strategy calls for the creation 
of strategically-placed treatment areas, where fuel is reduced to levels expected to provide for favorable 
changes in wildfire effects. Some progress toward Desired Future Conditions will be possible within these 
treated areas, however it would be generally limited. Reestablishment of shade-intolerant conifers is 
permitted and can be effective in existing openings or areas of existing low levels.  

4.95 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should address the need to treat the 
huge plantations, resulting from past fires, that now dominant some landscapes, to 
develop a variety of age classes within them. 
Response: Plantations are exempt from Standards and Guidelines that define tree removal limitations and 
canopy cover thresholds. Local managers are able to implement appropriate treatments designed to 
culture vegetation to achieve the objectives described in the FEIS ROD. 

4.96 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include a strategy to restore 
balanced tree species compositions and provide for a sustained source and distribution of 
conifer and hardwood species, both shade intolerant and shade tolerant species. 
Response: Thinning of forest stands to meet fuels reduction and forest health objectives provide the 
opportunity to balance tree species composition between conifer and hardwood species and favor shade 
intolerant over shade tolerant species. Regeneration of shade intolerant species is being proposed by small 
group selection harvests in the HFQLG pilot project area. The affects of these small (less than 2 acre) 
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openings on old forest dependent species are being rigorously monitored. Lessons learned will guide 
management decisions in the future. 

4.97 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should use the best available 
vegetation mapping technology to characterize and define the status of forest vegetation 
for land management planning at the bioregional scale. 
Response: Geographic Information Systems and various aerial and space based remote sensing imagery 
are increasingly important tools to aid natural resource mangers and responsible officials. While new 
technologies are constantly being developed, the Forest Service relies on the current broadly accepted 
technologies available, relative to the nature and scope of the resource issues being addressed. 
Compatibility of technologies between mixed ownerships and responsible agencies is critical to 
understanding the status and change of vegetation across the bio-region. 

4.98 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should revise the current seral (or 
condition class) indicator ratings in the Pacific Southwest Region’s Range Monitoring 
Plant Database and Rangeland Plant List to avoid artificially inflating vegetation seral 
status assessments on national forest rangelands. Such artificial inflation has serious 
consequences, as allowable utilization levels and the application of other grazing 
management standards are based on the assessed seral condition of the rangeland. 
Response: The term “artificial inflation” of seral status ratings for specific grass and grasslike species is 
the personal opinion of the commenter. 

Seral status ratings for about 200 grasses and 100 grasslike plants listed in the R5 Rangeland Plant List 
were determined by a number of references included in the R5 Rangeland Plant list and by a panel of 
Rangeland Management Specialists and Ecologists in 1999 to 2000. The information used to develop 
seral status was the best available information available at the time. 

The scope of the SEIS is to evaluate any unintended and adverse impacts on grazing permit holders. To 
re-assess specific seral indicators for specific grass and grasslike species is outside the scope of this SEIS. 

4.99 Public Concern: The standards for height to live crown shown in the Draft SEIS 
Appendix A should be changed from “averages” to “minimums.” 
Response: Height to live crown fuel reduction standards provide both average and minimum heights 
(SEIS Appendix A). Local prescriptions shall be developed using these standards to meet land allocation 
desired conditions and project goals while addressing site-specific stand attributes. 

4.100 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include an alternative that uses the 
concept of a “matrix” designation, as described in the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project 
(SNEP) Report. 
Response: Both the existing SNFPA FEIS and SEIS describe land allocations and desired condition 
statements mirror Strategy 1, Areas of late Successional Emphasis, in the SNEP Report. SNEP, Volume 1, 
Chapter 6 page 101. The broad land allocation strategy of the FEIS uses Old Forest Emphasis Area and 
General Forest land allocations and desired condition statements that are closely related to the SNEP, 
Areas of Late Successional Emphasis and Matrix lands. 
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4.101 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should consider a management 
approach designed to create adequate California spotted owl habitat while harvesting 
significant timber volumes. 
Response: The effects of vegetation management on old forest dependent species at risk are unknown. 
The SEIS proposes to balance critical fuels reduction and forest health objectives and the habitat needs of 
these species while learning about the effects of management actions. The preferred alternative increases 
the amount and quality of California spotted owl habitat and increases the amount of timber available for 
harvest. 

4.102 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should align protections for old-
growth stands and old forest emphasis areas with the current administration's policies. 
Response: The implementation of the selected alternative, as described in the ROD, will be in 
compliance with the spirit of the Healthy Forest Restoration Act of 2003. 

4.103 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should disclose the limitations of the models used 
in the analysis to project the development of old forest conditions over time, particularly 
as they relate to the future abundance of habitat for species dependent on old forests, 
such as the California spotted owl, fisher, and marten. 
Response: A more thorough discussion on the modeling used and its limitations is included in Appendix 
B.3. 

4.104 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should re-consider the long-range projections for 
large trees. 
Response: A more thorough discussion on the modeling used for predicting large trees in Sierra Nevada 
forests and its limitations is included in Appendix B of the FSEIS. 

4.105 Public Concern: The snag standard and guideline for salvage efforts following 
large fires should be changed to require the retention of three or four of the largest snags 
per acre in proportion to the basal area of dead trees (or trees likely to die). 
Response: Snag retention levels following stand-replacing events, outside of 10% of the area with no 
salvage harvest, “shall be determined on an individual project basis” (SEIS, Appendix A, Snags, Down 
Wood, Post-Fire Restoration, Salvage). Snag retention levels will be determined based on land allocation 
desired condition statements, project objectives and local conditions. 

4.106 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should simplify the complications embedded in 
the proposed snag standards and guidelines, which consist of one-size-fits-all regional 
guidance on what should be a site-specific decision based on the magnitude of the event 
creating the stand-replacing condition. 
Response: Snag retention levels following stand-replacing events, outside of 10% of the area with no 
salvage harvest, “shall be determined on an individual project basis” (SEIS, Appendix A, Snags, Down 
Wood, Post-Fire Restoration, Salvage). Snag retention levels will be determined based on land allocation 
desired condition statements, project objectives and local conditions. 
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4.107 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should reduce snag densities below 
projections made for Alternative S2. 
Response: Snag retention levels “shall be determined on an individual project basis.” (SEIS, Appendix A, 
Snags, Down Wood, Post-Fire Restoration, Salvage). Snag retention levels will be determined based on 
land allocation desired condition statements, project objectives and local conditions. 

4.108 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide for snag recruitment, 
decreasing the required numbers of snags, but increasing the size of snags to be retained. 
Response: Snag retention levels “shall be determined on an individual project basis.” (SEIS, Appendix A, 
Snags, Down Wood, Post-Fire Restoration, Salvage). Snag retention levels have been determined based 
on land allocation desired condition statements, project objectives and local conditions. It is generally 
recognized that larger snags are more beneficial to dependent species and more persistent in the 
environment. 

4.109 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should retain snag forest habitat 
resulting from severely burned mature forests to provide for the viability of species that 
depend on snag forest habitat, including but not limited to black-backed woodpeckers, 
olive-sided flycatchers, purple martins, and long-legged myotis bats. 
Response: Following stand replacing events, 10% of the total area affected by fire (in contiguous blocks 
of moderate to high severity of 1000 acres or more) no salvage harvest will be conducted. The intent is to 
leave some areas of high-density large snags to meet the needs of post-fire opportunistic species(SEIS, 
Appendix A, Snags, Down Wood, Post-Fire Restoration, Salvage).  

4.110 Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include provisions for 
recruiting mid-sized trees (20 to 30 inches dbh) to restore old forest conditions. This is a 
particular concern in eastside forests where trees larger than 30 inches dbh occur much 
less frequently compared to westside forests. 
Response: With the exception of small group selection (openings of less than 2 acres) in the HFQLG 
pilot project area, the largest existing trees will be retained in vegetation treatment areas. On the westside, 
40% of the basal area of the largest trees will be retained and all trees 30 inches and greater. On the 
eastside, 30% of the basal area of the largest trees will be retained and all trees 30 inches and greater 
(SEIS, Table Ja). In hazardous fuels reduction project areas, regeneration of seedlings will not be 
encouraged to maintain a low volume of surface fuels and ladder fuels. 

4.111. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should assess whether desired conditions for old 
forest ecosystems are achievable or sustainable. 
Response: 40% of the Sierra Nevada landscape is allocated to Old Forest Emphasis Areas; where old 
forest conditions are protected and enhanced over time. The concept of sustainability in forest planning is 
based on three interdependent elements: social, economic and ecological. The overall goal of the 
ecological element of sustainability is to maintain healthy, diverse, and resilient native ecosystems and to 
maintain species native to National Forest System lands. The SNFPA FEIS and SEIS focus on the parts of 
ecological sustainability tied to the 5 problem areas including old forest ecosystems. The SEIS analyzes 
the effects of maintaining critical attributes of old forests while implementing an effective hazardous fuels 
reduction program. 
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4.112. Public Concern: Goals for old forest ecosystems should consider the conclusions 
of Dr. Tom Bonnicksen’s research on old forest conditions in the Sierra Nevada. 
Response: The development of alternatives S1 and S2 did not include specific strategies linked to Dr. 
Bonnicksen’s reconstruction research findings. Given the stated emphasis on reducing the adverse effects 
of wildfire, as anticipated via the development of strategically-placed area treatments, only limited 
acreages, and limited changes, are possible. The limitations on regeneration cutting methods, outside of 
the HFQLG project boundary, prevent the intentional establishment of early seral stage vegetation. 

4.113. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS fails to adequately address the need to provide 
for large, contiguous blocks of Late Successional/Old Growth (LSOG) forests to ensure 
the long-term persistence of wide-ranging species, specifically the California spotted owl, 
fisher, and marten. 
Response: Both the SNFPA FEIS and SEIS recognize the importance of large, contiguous blocks of late 
successional/old growth forests. 40% of National Forest System lands within the Sierra Nevada and 
Modoc Plateau have been designated as Old Forest Emphasis Areas in both analyses. Management in old 
forest emphasis areas emphasizes protecting the highest quality remaining old forest landscapes and 
increasing old forest conditions. 

4.114. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include provisions for 
protecting and restoring late seral forest stands. 
Response: Both the SNFPA FEIS and SEIS recognize the importance of late seral forests. 40% of 
National Forest System lands within the Sierra Nevada and Modoc Plateau have been designated as Old 
Forest Emphasis Areas in both analyses. Management in old forest emphasis areas emphasizes protecting 
the highest quality remaining old forest landscapes and increasing old forest conditions. 

4.115. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS presents a gross misrepresentation of the actual 
conclusion of the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) Report where it states that 
“The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) Report…found that old forest ecosystems 
were one of the most altered ecosystems in the Sierra Nevada Region…” in the Summary 
under Old forest Ecosystems and Associated Species. 
Response: The Purpose and Need for Action, relative to Old Forest Ecosystems and Associated Species, 
has been changed to reflect the SNEP finding. As you indicate, SNEP does not declare that old forest 
ecosystems were one of the most altered ecosystems in the Sierra Nevada.  

4.116. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze and mitigate the preferred 
alternative’s effects on threatened, endangered, and sensitive plants, particularly interior 
forest, post-fire opening, and gap-phase guilds. 
Response: The environmental effects of SEIS Alternative S2 is within the range of alternatives analyzed 
in the FEIS. The responsible official for the SEIS will consider analysis of affects to Vascular Plants, 
Bryophytes, and Fungi in the FEIS (Volume 3, Chapter 3, part 4.5 page 134) and any new scientific 
information that may have been developed over the past two years as part of the SEIS analysis. Mitigation 
measures would be developed during project level analysis, given proposed site-specific management 
activities and local environmental conditions. 
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4.117. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS fails to assess increased risks of weed 
infestations posed by combining higher levels of mechanical treatments, prescribed fire 
treatments, and road construction with increased grazing and off highway vehicle use 
expected to result from implementation of the preferred alternative. The Draft SEIS fails 
to disclose potential increases in fire risk, economic impacts to grazing permittees, and 
increased risks to native plant and animal species associated with potential increases in 
the spread of noxious weeds under the preferred alternative. 
Response: The risks associated with Noxious Weeds in Alternative S2 are within the range of effects 
analyzed in the original FEIS. The prevention-based, noxious weed management strategy outlined in the 
FEIS, Chapter 3 is the same for all SEIS alternatives. We are not proposing any changes in the Forest 
Wide Standards and Guidelines for Noxious Weed Management in the SNFPA ROD (Appendix A page 
30). 

4.118. Public Concern: The Forest Service’s acknowledgement that the preferred 
alternative will increase weed spread violates numerous NFMA mandates to maintain 
soil productivity (36 CFR Part 219.27(a)(1)), riparian ecosystem health (36 CFR Part 
219.27(e), diversity (36 CFR Part 219.27(a)(5)), and species viability (36 CFR Part 
219.19). 
Response: The Forest Service’s analysis of risks associated with proposed management activities and the 
development of effective mitigations strategies is consistent with the legal requirements of NFMA. The 
risks associated with Noxious Weeds in Alternative S2 are within the range of effects analyzed in the 
original FEIS. The prevention-based, noxious weed management strategy outlined in the FEIS, Chapter 3 
is the same for all SEIS alternatives. The Forest Wide Standards and Guidelines for Noxious Weed 
Management in the SNFPA ROD (Appendix A page 30) is retained in the SEIS ROD.  

4.119. Public Concern: Adoption of an alternative that the Forest Service acknowledges 
will increase risks of noxious weed spread directly undermines a key purpose and need of 
the SNFPA – to combat the spread of noxious weeds. 
Response: All alternatives have some associated risks of spreading noxious weeds. An effective program 
of fuels reduction to modify wildland fire behavior is required to protect lives and property at risk. The 
risks associated with Noxious Weeds in Alternative S2 are within the range of effects analyzed in the 
original FEIS. The prevention based, noxious weed management strategy outlined in the FEIS, Chapter 3 
is the same for all SEIS alternatives. We are not proposing any changes in the Forest Wide Standards and 
Guidelines for Noxious Weed Management in the SNFPA ROD (Appendix A page 30). 
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5. Forest Transportation System 

General 

5.1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should increase backcountry patrols. 
Response: This comment is beyond the scope of the SEIS. Individuals may contact a local Forest Service 
office and request to speak with the recreation staff to share this concern.  

5.2. Public Concern: The SEIS should restrict road building to protect waterways and 
riparian habitat. 
Response: On January 12, 2001, the Forest Service issued the final National Forest System Road 
Management Rule. This rule revises regulations concerning management, use, and maintenance of the 
National Forest Transportation System. The final rule is intended to help ensure that: (1) additions to the 
National Forest System road network are essential for resource management and use; (2) construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance of roads minimizes adverse environmental impacts; and (3) unneeded 
roads are decommissioned and restoration of ecological processes are initiated. Standards for new road 
construction, which include avoiding wetlands or minimizing effects to natural flow patterns in wetlands, 
have also been adopted.  

The alternatives in the SEIS retain the Aquatic Management Strategy goals from the SNFPA ROD, which 
also provide protection to wetlands. Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests would 
balance the need for public, administrative, and commercial access with the environmental impacts of 
roads. The full range of road management options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, 
maintenance, closure, decommissioning and conversion to trails, are available under all SEIS alternatives. 

Roads Infrastructure Management 

5.3. Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain existing roads and trails. 
Response: Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests balances the need for public, 
administrative, and commercial access with environmental impacts. The full range of road management 
options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, decommissioning and 
conversion to trails, are available under all alternatives. Before decommissioning a road or closing a road 
that had been used recently by the public, a site-specific analysis, in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act, would be conducted. Scoping and public involvement would be part of the 
analysis process. 

Site-specific road related decisions would be made at the local level. Landscape- and project-level 
analysis would use the Roads Analysis Process (RAP) to balance economic, access and environmental 
concerns of the road system. RAP is an analysis tool that helps to display the need for public, 
administrative, and commercial access; economic costs; and environmental concerns related to the road 
system. Interested public should contact the Forest and/or District where the roads they use are located, so 
they can advise Forest staff of their uses, be notified by the staff when actions are proposed on these 
roads, and participate in the analysis process.  

5.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should incorporate the Forest Services obligations 
under the Forest Transportation System Management Policy. The Regional Forester is 
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responsible for ensuring that a multi-forest or ecoregion scale roads analysis is 
incorporated into all sub-basin, multi-forest, and sub-regional scale assessments 
conducted after January 12, 2001 (FSM 7710.42). 
Response: On January 12, 2001, the Forest Service issued the final National Forest System Road 
Management Rule. This rule revises regulations concerning the management, use, and maintenance of the 
national forest transportation system. The final rule is intended to help ensure that: (1) additions to the 
national forest system road network are essential for resource management and use; (2) construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance of roads minimize adverse environmental impacts; and (3) unneeded 
roads are decommissioned and restoration of ecological processes are initiated. Road system management 
in Sierra Nevada national forests would balance the need for public, administrative, and commercial 
access with the environmental impacts of roads.  

On June 12, 2003, the Forest Service issued an interim directive (7710-2003-1) to Chapter 7710 
Transportation Atlas, Records, and Analysis of the Forest Service Manual. The interim directive states, 
“Ongoing, large-scale ecosystem planning efforts of the Columbia River Basin and the Sierra Nevada 
Framework assessment are exempt from the requirements of FSM 7712.1 to conduct a roads analysis” 
(7712.13d - Special Implementation Considerations). 

5.5. Public Concern: The Forest service should consider the indirect costs of proposed 
roads. 
Response: The direct, indirect, and cumulative costs of roads, both proposed and existing, on the 
environment are addressed during project-level environmental analysis and the roads analysis process. 
The SNFPA FEIS and the FSEIS are programmatic documents and therefore do not propose specific 
roads. When site-specific projects are proposed, the roads analysis process would analyze the need for 
public, administrative, and commercial access with the economic costs and environmental concerns of the 
road system. The project level environmental document would display the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
costs of any road proposals. 

5.6. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze how the Quincy Library Group road 
management approach differs from that of the Sierra Nevada Framework. 
Response: Environmental effects associated with implementing the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library 
Group (HFQLG) Pilot Project are documented in FEIS for the HFQLG Pilot Project (August 1999). The 
Draft SEIS roads analysis was updated and expanded in the Final SEIS, and includes projections of miles 
of road construction, reconstruction, and decommissioning under each alternative. In addition, the Final 
SEIS includes projections specific to roads in the HFQLG Pilot Project Area and compare this 
information with Sierra Nevada-wide projections. 

The alternatives in the SEIS retain the Aquatic Management Strategy goals from the original SNFPA 
ROD, which provides protection to wetlands. Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests 
balances the need for public, administrative, and commercial access with the environmental impacts of 
roads. The full range of road management options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, 
maintenance, closure, decommissioning and conversion to trails, is available in all alternatives. 

5.7. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should be consistent with the National Forest 
Roads Policy. 
Response: The original SNFPA ROD follows the National Roads Policy (SNFPA ROD, page 13). The 
Forest Service does not propose changes to the SNFPA ROD commitment to follow that National Roads 
Policy. 
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5.8. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should evaluate and propose road decommissioning 
targets of approximately three miles for every proposed mile of new road construction, in 
a manner similar to that done for the HFQLG Pilot Project. 
Response: The FEIS for the HFQLG Pilot Project did not set a target for road decommissioning. The 
FEIS did describe projected miles of road construction, reconstruction, maintenance, and 
decommissioning.  

The Roads Analysis Process guides road system decisions. The Roads Analysis Process compares the 
need for public, administrative, and commercial access with the economic costs and environmental 
concerns of the road system. The full range of road management options, including construction, 
reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, decommissioning and conversion to trails, are available 
in all alternatives. Actual locations and miles of roadwork would be determined through project–level 
planning and analysis.  

5.9. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze proposed road building impacts of 
Alternative S2 on aquatic and riparian habitats. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS discusses factors that have historically influenced aquatic, riparian, and 
meadow ecosystems, including dams, diversions, stocking of non-native fish species, invasive migration 
of other species, the national forest road system, grazing practices, mining, and fire and fuels (FEIS, 
Volume 2, pages 194-236 and 355-368). The preferred alternative (S2) in the SEIS retains the Aquatic 
Management Strategy goals and riparian conservation objectives from the SNFPA ROD, which are 
designed to provide protection to wetlands. The Final SEIS includes additional analysis of road-related 
effects on aquatic and riparian habitats in Chapter 4 under “Aquatic, Riparian, and Meadow Ecosystems.” 

Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests would balance the need for public, 
administrative, and commercial access with the environmental impacts of roads. The full range of road 
management options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, 
decommissioning and conversion to trails, are available in all alternatives. 

5.10. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit new 
road construction. 
Response: Road system management in Sierra Nevada national forests would balance the need for public, 
administrative, and commercial access with the economic costs and environmental impacts of road 
systems. The full range of road management options, including construction, reconstruction, relocation, 
maintenance, closure, decommissioning and conversion to trails, are available in all alternatives. 
Standards for new road construction, which include avoiding wetlands or minimizing effects to natural 
flow patterns in wetlands, are included in both Alternatives S1 and S2.  

The alternatives in the SEIS retain the Aquatic Management Strategy goals from the existing SNFPA 
ROD, which would also provide added protection for wetlands.  

5.11. Public Concern: The SEIS should provide hydrologic modeling for sediment for 
planned road construction. 
Response: Factors that have historically influenced aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems, including 
dams, diversions, stocking of non-native fish species, invasive migration of other species, the national 
forest road system, grazing practices, mining, and fire and fuels are discussed in the SNFPA FEIS (FEIS, 
Volume 2, pages 94 through 236 and 355 through 368). Hydrology modeling for sediment requires much 
more detailed proposals than are presented in this document. Project-level environmental planning and 
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analysis would address sedimentation potential associated with local soil conditions and would include 
hydrology analysis and the Roads Analysis Process. 

5.12 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should discuss road related impacts to Sierra 
Nevada ecosystems and habitats. 
Response: See responses to comments 5.2, 5.5, and 5.9. 

5.13. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider decommissioning or at least 
closing roads that traverse late seral stands. 
Response: The Roads Analysis Process guides road system decisions. The Roads Analysis Process 
compares the need for public, administrative, and commercial access with the economic costs and 
environmental concerns of the road system. The full range of road management options, including 
construction, reconstruction, relocation, maintenance, closure, decommissioning and conversion to trails, 
are available in all alternatives. Actual locations and miles of roads proposed for closure or 
decommissioning would be determined through project–level planning and environmental analysis, which 
would include public involvement.  

5.14. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider public comment prior to 
decommissioning any forest roads. 
Response: See response to Public Concern 5.13. 

Trails Infrastructure Management General 

5.15. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should protect 
historic emigrant trails. 
Response: Under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the Forest Service is required to 
identify historic properties that might be impacted by ground disturbing activities. Potential effects to 
historic trails, railroad grades, skid trails and ditch systems are considered during these project-specific 
reviews. 

5.16. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should protect the 
Pacific Crew Trail Corridor and viewshed. 
Response: The SEIS does not focus on recreation management. Standards and guidelines to address the 
five problem areas identified in the SNFPA FEIS placed some restrictions on recreation and infrastructure 
development in support of those activities. Potential effects to the Pacific Crest Trail Corridor and 
viewshed would be considered during project level planning and analysis.  
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6. Recreation Management  

General 

6.1. Public Concern: Standards and guidelines for limited operating periods under 
Alternative S2 do not apply to all new activities in the vicinity of California spotted owl 
and northern goshawk nests and furbearer den sites. This clearly indicates that the Forest 
Service will abandon species preservation and resource conservation when pressured by 
local recreational interests. 
Response: The intent of Alternative S2 is not to “abandon species conservation and resource 
conservation,” but to allow managers to consider local conditions in developing measures to protect 
California spotted owls and northern goshawks at nest sites and forest carnivores at den sites during the 
breeding season. Both Alternatives S1and S2 direct managers to evaluate new and ongoing activities 
within these protected areas and take action to minimize potential disturbance in these areas (FSEIS, 
Appendix A). The SEIS states that effects of the changes in the standards and guidelines for limited 
operating periods between Alternatives S1 and S2 are negligible, as recreation activities that require 
analysis under NEPA or for permit issuance generally require evaluation for effects to wildlife, and 
recommendations for limited operating periods could be adopted as deemed necessary at the project level.  

6.2. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include a thorough analysis of potential 
impacts of the alternatives on recreation. 
Response: The SEIS provides a detailed analysis for two alternatives and summarizes the detailed 
analysis of the Alternatives F2 through F8 from the SNFPA FEIS. The environmental consequences for 
the original SNFPA alternatives are described in detail in the SNFPA FEIS and are not repeated in the 
SEIS. Potential impacts of Alternatives F2 through Modified F8 on recreation are described in the FEIS 
(Volume 2, Chapter 3, pages 475 through 500). The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) proposes 
changes to specific elements of the existing SNFPA ROD (Alternative S1). The analysis of environmental 
consequences in the SEIS focuses on potential effects associated with these changes. Effects to recreation 
associated with the proposed changes to the SNFPA ROD under the preferred alternative (Alternative S2) 
are compared to existing management direction (Alternative S1) on pages 237 through 239 of the Draft 
SEIS. 

Both the SNFPA and the SEIS provide programmatic level analyses. It is not possible to identify with any 
certainty which recreation sites would be impacted and the degree to which they would be impacted. The 
SEIS provides regional direction that is highly dependent upon site conditions for implementation. Site 
conditions at developed recreation sites across the Sierra Nevada national forests are highly variable. Site 
conditions in RCAs would be assessed at the landscape and project level to determine whether 
recreational uses were consistent with aquatic conservation strategy goals and riparian conservation 
objectives. Changes or mitigations in recreational use to protect resource values would follow, as they do 
under current management direction, from site-specific, project or forest level analysis. 

6.3. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include a scientific analysis of recreation 
impacts upon forest resources to justify limiting activities. Without scientific evidence to 
support the restrictions, recreational activities should be exempt from all standards and 
guidelines. 
Response: See response to Public Concern 6.2.  
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In June 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to concerns 
about effects to recreation uses and subsequently issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with 
recreation issues that had surfaced during appeal of the FEIS. The letter can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html  

The letter clarifies the Regional Forester’s intent to limit application of certain standards and guidelines in 
the SNFPA ROD to areas dedicated to growing vegetation. Proposed new or renewals of special use 
permits and recreation developments/facilities will be evaluated on their merits during site-specific 
environmental analysis, as required by existing regulation and Forest Service direction.  

6.4. Public Concern: The Forest Service should take steps to reduce unintended and 
adverse impacts to recreation users and permit holders. 
Response: In June of 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to 
concerns about the effects to recreation uses and issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with 
recreation issues that had been surfaced during appeal of the FEIS. The letter can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html.  

The letter clarifies the Regional Forester’s intent to limit the application of certain SNFPA ROD standards 
and guidelines to areas dedicated to growing vegetation. Proposed new or renewals of special use permits 
and recreation developments/facilities will be evaluated on their merits during site-specific environmental 
analysis, a required by existing regulation and Forest Service direction.  

6.5. Public Concern: The Forest Service should select an alternative that maintains 
current recreation visitor day levels. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the publics feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. The 
decision maker will consider this information when formulating a decision. Changes or mitigations in 
recreational use would be decided from site-specific, project or forest level analysis. 

6.6. Public Concern: The Forest Service should provide for recreation management 
direction to be developed at the forest level. 
Response: The focus of the SNFPA FEIS and the SEIS is not on recreation management, but on 
addressing the five problem areas identified in the “Purpose and Need” sections of these documents. The 
alternatives address recreation only to the extent that standards and guidelines are needed to address the 
five problem areas. The preferred alternative (Alternative S2) retains SNFPA ROD direction for assessing 
site conditions in riparian areas to determine whether recreational uses are consistent with aquatic 
conservation strategy goals and riparian conservation objectives. Local managers could develop changes 
in or mitigations for recreational uses based on local conditions. As under existing regulations and Forest 
Service policy, proposed changes or mitigations in recreational use would be analyzed at the local level, 
with public involvement, before decisions were made.  

Collaboration with interested publics is a key component of the SNFPA. Federal, State, and County 
agencies; permit holders; user groups; and other interested parties are to be included in discussions prior 
to modifying current recreational uses and activities in Sierra Nevada national forests. 

6.7. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not prohibit recreation in critical aquatic 
refuges and riparian conservation areas. 
Response: The focus of the SEIS is not on recreation management. The alternatives address recreation 
only to the extent that standards and guidelines are needed to address the five problem areas: old forest 
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ecosystems and associated species; aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; fire and fuels 
management; noxious weeds management; and lower westside hardwood forest ecosystems. Recreational 
uses and activities in critical aquatic refuges and riparian conservation areas would be reviewed at 
landscape and project levels to assess consistency with aquatic conservation strategy goals and riparian 
conservation objectives. Local managers could develop changes in or mitigations for recreational uses in 
these areas based on local conditions. Proposed changes or mitigations in recreational use would be 
analyzed at the local level, with public involvement, before decisions were made. 

6.8. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify how landscape analysis will affect 
recreation. 
Response: As described in the SNFPA FEIS (Volume 1, Chapter 2, Page 165): “Landscape analysis is 
conducted to evaluate ecosystem status and condition at a larger spatial scale than project level analysis, 
generally 30,000 to 50,000 acres. Landscape analyses evaluate existing uses to determine if they are 
supporting aquatic management strategy goals or contributing to desired conditions for threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species conservation and recovery.” More information on landscape analysis 
can be found in Appendix T of the SNFPA. Corrective action can include any number of mitigations, 
including, but not limited to, eliminating the activity. Decisions about changes or mitigations in 
recreational use to protect resource values would be made based on site-specific, project or forest level 
environmental analysis, which would include public involvement. 

6.9. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should correct camper expenditures statistics 
presented in the FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.6, page 459. 
Response: This table appears in the FEIS Affected Environment for Recreation. It does appear that the 
totals in this table may be incorrect. That aside, we did not use data on camper expenditures to analyze 
recreation-related economic effects in the FEIS or the FSEIS. Correcting this table would not change the 
results of the analysis for recreation-related economic effects. 

6.10. Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit mountain bikes on hiking trails 
and foot paths. 
Response: The focus of the SEIS is not on recreation management. The alternatives address recreation 
only to the extent that standards and guidelines are needed to address the five problem areas: old forest 
ecosystems and associated species; aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; fire and fuels 
management; noxious weeds management; and lower westside hardwood forest ecosystems.  

The spectrum of recreational opportunities provided by the national forests is organized into a 
classification framework called the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) under each forest plan. Each 
ROS class is defined by a combination of size, setting, distance from roads, and likely recreational 
activities and experiences. The ROS framework is used to allocate certain land areas to non-motorized 
recreation activities under the “primitive” and “semi-primitive non-motorized” classifications. All other 
ROS classifications allow varying levels of roaded access and recreational development as discussed in 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS (FEIS, Volume 2, Part 5.6, page 454). The ROS class for some forest roadless areas 
was changed by recent national direction for Roadless Area Conservation. Where a former ROS class may 
have permitted road construction in a roadless area under a forest plan, this opportunity is now prohibited. 
This effectively changes the ROS class to primitive or semi-primitive. These areas are suitable for low 
impact recreation. The types of recreational activities emphasized within a national forest are determined 
at the forest planning level through their ROS designations, and by other area- or project-level decisions. 

Off-highway vehicle (OHV) travel is a legitimate use of national forest land. Each Sierra Nevada national 
forest has areas designated as open, restricted, or closed to OHV use, consistent with their forest plans. 
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OHV use is prohibited in areas classified as wilderness, and in primitive, or semi-primitive non-motorized 
ROS classes. Under Executive Order (EO) 11644, as amended by EO 11989, seasonal closures and 
designated trails may be used to mitigate impacts from OHV use. OHV recreational opportunities for each 
national forest are discussed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS (FEIS, Volume 2, Part 5.6, pages 463 through 465). 
Under the SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2), wheeled off-highway vehicle travel is prohibited 
off designated routes or outside of designated OHV open areas. Each national forest will establish its own 
access policies for OHV use. The standard and guideline does not affect travel by over-snow vehicles. 
Other changes or mitigations in recreational use and access to protect resource values would follow, as 
they do under existing management direction, from site-specific, project or forest level analysis. 

Recreation Types/Opportunities 

6.11. Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep the forests open to all users and 
uses of the national forests. The SNFPA should not reclassify open forests as restricted. It 
should not eliminate roads or recreational access. 
Response: The Forest Service is supportive of public use of National Forest System lands. However, in 
limited number of cases, public access does conflict with a competing resource law, policy, or objective. 
Where desired use is known, a road may be upgraded or improved to mitigate otherwise adverse affects of 
its use. The existing SNFPA ROD (Alternative S1) does not make site-specific decisions about access to 
National Forest Service System lands; the SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) does not propose to 
change this. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) procedures, including public involvement, are 
required for site-specific decisions to improve, close, or decommission roads. Interested individuals or 
groups should contact the Forest and/or District where the roads they use are located, so they can advise 
Forest staff of their uses and concerns, be notified by the staff when and what actions are proposed on 
these roads, and provide comment to the environmental analysis, thereby providing for better, more 
informed decisions. 

Alternative S2 prohibits wheeled vehicle traffic off of designated routes, trails, and limited OHV use 
areas. The intent of this provision is to have all national forests designate areas for OHV use, not to 
eliminate OHV activities. Under the Code of Federal Regulations, the land management planning process 
is used to "allow, restrict, or prohibit use by specific vehicle types off roads" (36 CFR 295.2). Each 
national forest will designate where OHV use will occur." The public will be involved in the process of 
identifying designated OHV routes, trails, and OHV open riding areas per 36 CFR 295.3. In the past, each 
national forest developed their own sign policy of informing the public where OHV travel was allowed, 
restricted or prohibited per 36 CFR 295.4 and 36 CFR 261.50, 51. In the future, there will likely be a 
uniform sign policy for OHV travel in the Pacific Southwest Region. Public comments will be solicited 
prior to implementation of any region-wide policy for signing. In the meantime, forest OHV travel and 
sign policies remain in effect. 

6.12. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not restrict recreation access to protect 
wolverine habitat. 
Response: Recreational activities have been identified as one of the primary factors influencing 
wolverines in the Sierra Nevada. Under the SEIS preferred alternative, a forest carnivore specialist would 
verify any detection of a wolverine. An analysis of all activities within 5 miles of the detection would be 
conducted to determine if any impacts to the species could occur. If needed to protect wolverines, 
activities could be relocated or limited during breeding periods. Recreational access is not specifically 
identified as an activity that would be modified in the presence of wolverines. However, if the process 
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described above identified recreation as an impact to potential wolverine breeding, use could be relocated 
or limited during the breeding season. 

6.13. Public Concern: The SNFPA should not increase snowmobile and ORV access. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) has a standard and guideline that prohibits 
wheeled OHV travel off designated routes or outside designated OHV open areas. The SEIS alternatives 
do not restrict snowmobile use. Concerns regarding impacts of snowmobile use would be most effectively 
addressed at the forest level with public involvement. Decisions regarding changes or mitigations in 
recreational uses to protect resource values would be based on site-specific, project or forest level 
environmental analysis, with public involvement. 

6.14. Public Concern: The Forest Service should manage ORV use to minimize impacts 
to other recreational users or homes.  
Response: Under the SEIS preferred alternative, wheeled off-highway vehicle travel would be prohibited 
off designated routes or outside designated OHV open areas. Each national forest would establish its own 
access policies for OHV use. Decisions regarding changes or mitigations in recreational uses to protect 
resource values would be based on site-specific, project or forest level environmental analysis, with 
public involvement. 

These local analyses would allow for consideration of conflicts between OHV users and other recreation 
users or homeowners. 

6.15. Public Concern: The SEIS should not include mountain bikes with motorized 
vehicle management. The SEIS should not manage bicycling. 
Response: It is not the intent of the SEIS to manage mountain bikes and OHV use together. The SEIS 
preferred alternative (Alternative S2) has a standard and guideline that prohibits wheeled vehicle travel 
off designated trail, routes, or outside designated OHV open areas (SEIS, Appendix A). Each national 
forest is responsible for managing mountain bike recreation based on the local use and resource needs.  

6.16. Public Concern: The SEIS should not place additional restrictions on recreational 
pack stock use. (158p183, 207p188) The SEIS should clarify the impacts of Yosemite toad 
management on grazing of pack and saddle stock. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative includes the management of recreational pack stock under the 
standards and guidelines for grazing. This would allow pack stock grazing to occur in occupied habitat if 
site-specific meadow grazing plans were developed. Upon reviewing potential impacts to recreational 
pack stock use associated these Draft SEIS standards and guidelines, grazing standards and guidelines in 
the preferred alternative in the Final SEIS will specifically exclude recreational pack stock use. 

In the Final SEIS, Alternative S2 does not include specific direction for management of pack and saddle 
stock in occupied or essential habitat for Yosemite toads, deferring management direction to the project 
level. It is difficult to assess effects of this change since it is unknown to what extent local management 
decisions would provide similar or better levels of protection on this species or its habitat. Although 
direction for pack and saddle stock grazing will not be provided in Alternative S2, site-specific effects 
will be evaluated in biological evaluations prepared during project analysis. The primary difference 
between Alternatives S1 and S2 is in the timing of consideration of effects. Under Alternative S2, effects 
would be considered as projects became ripe for decision, and some existing special use permits that 
authorize pack stock grazing would not be automatically evaluated until those permits became due for 
renewal. However, where site-specific adverse effects were known, permits would be re-evaluated and 
corrective actions could be taken, which could involve altering pack or saddle stock use. At this time, the 
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specific contribution of pack and saddle stock use to the risk factor of direct mortality from trampling is 
unknown. It is assumed that the Yosemite toad conservation assessment, when completed, will better 
define the risk of trampling from pack and saddle stock and measures to reduce adverse risks would be 
developed based upon the conservation assessment, as needed. 

6.17. Public Concern: The SEIS should permit continued use of fenced meadows for 
grazing of pack and saddle stock. 
Response: See response to Public Concern 6.16.  

6.18. Public Concern: The SEIS should clarify the impacts of willow flycatcher 
management on grazing of pack and saddle stock. 
Response: Standards and guidelines for willow flycatcher management in the Draft SEIS preferred 
alternative apply to livestock grazing and not to pack stock use. This is further clarified in the Final SEIS. 

6.19. Public Concern: The SEIS should require commercial pack animal users to use 
certified weed-free feed when necessary to mitigate impacts to natural vegetation. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) forest-wide standards and guidelines encourages the use 
of certified weed free hay and straw for pack and saddle stock. 

Developed Facilities, Commercial Use 

6.20. Public Concern: The SEIS should incorporate the Pacific Southwest Region 
clarification letter protecting existing recreation residences. 
Response: In June 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to 
concerns about effects to recreation uses and issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with 
recreation issues that had surfaced during appeal of the FEIS. The letter can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html. This letter is considered regional 
management direction for the existing SNFPA ROD, and as such is incorporated into Alternative S1. The 
SEIS preferred alternative (S2) does not propose changes to the Regional Forester’s management 
direction provided in the clarification letter (dated June 24, 2002). 

6.21. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should identify the developed recreation sites 
impacted by the proposed restrictions. The FEIS and Draft SEIS are vague and unspecific 
with inadequate information to determine what the effects of the decision will be on 
permitted operations. Forest Service permittees offering recreation services and facilities 
to the public need to know what changes and restrictions will be imposed on access; what 
special use sites such as resorts, ski areas, organization camps, pack stations, 
campgrounds and other permitted sites, as well as outfitter-guide operations, will be 
affected; and, what uses and services will be allowed or restricted. 
Response: Both the FEIS and the SEIS are programmatic level environmental analyses. The alternatives 
analyzed in these documents provide regional direction, which is highly dependent upon site conditions 
for implementation. Conditions at developed recreation sites and for permitted operations are highly 
variable across the Sierra Nevada national forests. It is not possible to identify with certainty which 
recreation sites or aspects of permitted operations would be impacted and the degree to which they would 
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be impacted. Site conditions in riparian conservation areas and critical aquatic refuges would be assessed 
at landscape and project levels to determine whether recreational uses were consistent with aquatic 
management strategy goals and riparian conservation objectives. Local managers could propose changes 
in or mitigations for recreational uses in these areas based on local conditions and broad regional 
direction embodied in desired conditions, management goals and objectives, and standards and 
guidelines. As under existing regulations and Forest Service policy, proposed changes or mitigations in 
recreational use would be analyzed at the local level, with public involvement, before decisions were 
made. 

6.22. Public Concern: The SEIS should not characterize existing recreation facilities or 
special use permits as new uses upon their renewal. 
Response: The decision will include transition language, outlining a process and timeframe for amending 
permits for existing uses. The Forest Service must review existing permits for consistency with FP 
direction at the time of renewal. Actions taken on the basis of the review will be determined at the project 
level.  

Several issues about maintenance to facilities were clarified after the FEIS (Regional Forester’s 
clarification letter of June 24, 2002), and these have been carried forward in the SEIS. The link to this 
page is: http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/implementation/clarifications.html. The clarification indicates that 
repairs and maintenance of existing recreational facilities and residences are considered existing uses. 

6.23. Public Concern: The SEIS should exempt recreation residences from wildlife 
protections and the aquatic management strategy. 
Response: The purpose of the SNFPA is to protect, increase, and perpetuate desired conditions of old 
forest ecosystems and conserve their associated species while meeting people's needs for commodities 
and outdoor recreation opportunities (DSEIS, page 28). The intent is to manage the national forests in 
compliance with all laws and regulations. Bioregional-scale effects and impacts are addressed in the FEIS 
and SEIS. Impacts associated with local activities and uses in the national forests are addressed during 
site-specific environmental planning and analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
which includes public involvement. 

In June of 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to concerns 
about the effects to recreation uses and issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with recreation 
issues that had been surfaced during appeal of the FEIS. The letter can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html.  

The letter clarifies the Regional Forester’s intent to limit the application of certain SNFPA ROD standards 
and guidelines to areas dedicated to growing vegetation. Proposed new or renewals of special use permits 
and recreation developments/facilities will be evaluated on their merits during site-specific environmental 
analysis, as required by existing regulation and Forest Service direction.  

6.24. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify the standards and guidelines on tree 
removal associated with recreation uses, facilities, and special use permits. 
Response: In June 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to 
concerns about effects to recreation uses and issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with 
recreation issues that had surfaced during appeal of the FEIS, one of which was tree removal associated 
with recreation uses, facilities, and special use permits. The letter (dated June 24, 2002) can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html. This letter is considered regional 
management direction for the existing SNFPA ROD, and as such is incorporated into Alternative S1. The 
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SEIS preferred alternative (S2) does not propose changes to the Regional Forester’s management 
direction provided in the clarification letter. 

6.25. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should detail the impacts of aquatic and riparian 
standards and guidelines on recreation uses, facilities, and special use permits. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the core elements of the SNFPA ROD Aquatic 
Management Strategy, including: aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation areas (RCAs) 
and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and direction pertaining to 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds on the Lassen National Forest. Alternative S2 retains most of the 
standards and guidelines for RCAs and CARs. It does however propose changes to the soil quality 
standards in the SNFPA ROD. 

The analysis of Alternative S2 in the SEIS focuses on effects associated with the proposed changes to the 
existing SNFPA ROD (Alternative S1). For the most part, impacts of aquatic and riparian standards and 
guidelines in Alternative S2 on recreation are disclosed in the FEIS analysis of Modified Alternative 8 
(FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.6, pages 488 through 494). Effects on recreation associated with the 
proposed changes in the SNFPA ROD aquatic and riparian standards and guidelines under Alternative S2 
are discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. 

6.26. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify the impacts of standards and 
guidelines for protected activity centers, fisher, marten, foothill yellow-legged frog, and 
mountain yellow-legged frog on recreation uses, facilities, and special use permits. 
Response: Bioregional-scale effects and impacts are addressed in the FEIS and SEIS. The analysis of 
Alternative S2 in the SEIS focuses on effects associated with the proposed changes to the existing SNFPA 
ROD (Alternative S1). For the most part, effects of standards and guidelines in Alternative S2 on 
recreation are disclosed in the FEIS analysis of Modified Alternative 8 (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 
5.6, pages 481 through 494). Effects on recreation associated with the proposed changes in the SNFPA 
ROD standards and guidelines under Alternative S2 are discussed in Chapter 4 of the SEIS. Site-specific 
impacts to recreation would be analyzed as part of project-level planning and environmental analysis 
through the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. 
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7. Land Ownership and Right-Way 

General 

7.1. Public Concern: The SEIS should ensure protections of private property rights. 
Response: Property rights, including water rights and access to private land in-holdings, are protected by 
law and outside the scope of this analysis. 
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8. Special Uses and Designations 

Special Designations 

8.1. Public Concern: Roadless areas greater than 5,000 acres (or 1,000 acres if 
ecologically significant or adjacent to wilderness) should be kept roadless. Logging and 
road construction should be prohibited in roadless areas. All roadless areas should be 
recommended for wilderness designation by the Forest Service. 
Response: The roadless rule has been subject to a number of lawsuits in Federal district courts in Idaho, 
Utah, North Dakota, Wyoming, Alaska, and the District of Columbia. In one of these lawsuits, the U.S. 
District Court for the District of Idaho issued a nationwide preliminary injunction prohibiting 
implementation of the roadless rule. The preliminary injunction decision was reversed and remanded by a 
panel of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. The Ninth Circuit's preliminary ruling held that the Forest 
Service's preparation of the environmental impact statement for the roadless rule was in conformance 
with the general statutory requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Subsequently, the U.S. District Court for the District of Wyoming held that the Department had violated 
NEPA and the Wilderness Act in promulgating the roadless rule. As relief the court directed the roadless 
rule be set aside and the agency permanently enjoined from implementing 36 CFR 294.10-14. The United 
States did not appeal that Order, but Intervenor-Defendants have filed an appeal that is pending. 

Approximately 2.2 million of the 11.6 million acres in the Sierra Nevada comprise the inventoried 
roadless area; this acreage does not include wilderness areas. Designating areas as wilderness requires 
Congressional action after recommendation by the Forest Service in forest-level plans; such 
recommendations are evaluated as forest plans are revised. Wilderness recommendations are beyond the 
scope of the SEIS. 

Heritage and Cultural Resource Management 

8.2. Public Concern: The SEIS should use the best available technology to accurately 
define the locations of sensitive, historic archeological sties. 
Response: The survey protocols and methods for Heritage and Cultural Resource Management Program 
of the Forest Service meet legal requirements and rely heavily on best available technology for remote 
sensing, ground survey methods and geographic information systems. Requirement for use of a specific 
remote sensing technology for locating archeological sites is beyond the scope of the SEIS.  
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9. Natural Resource Management 

Natural Resource Management (General) 

9.1.1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should re-institute a commercial timber 
harvest program throughout the forests of the Sierra Nevada. 
Response: The purpose of the proposed action is to adjust existing management direction to better 
achieve the goals of Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA). The SNFPA review highlighted the 
need for refining management direction in the three broad problem areas originally identified in the 
SNFPA: old forest ecosystems and associated species; aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems; and fire 
and fuels management. The review team also recommended refinements to management direction to 
allow implementation of the legislatively-mandated Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest 
Recovery Act to the fullest extent, compatible with other legal mandates. 

During the next 10 years, individual national forests are expected to complete revisions to their forest 
plans, and these revisions will address longer-term issues of sustainable outputs and size and scope of 
regulated harvest levels. The SEIS recognizes that the production of timber is a legitimate use of the 
national forests. The role of timber harvest is fundamental in sustaining long-term forest health; the 
economic value of forest products is an important integrated output from the suitable lands in the Sierra 
Nevada. As described in the FEIS, timber harvest is applied in support of, and constrained by, the need to 
find solutions to the problem areas identified in the purpose and need for the SNFPA (FEIS, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Part 5.1, page 377).  

Additionally, capable, available suitable (CAS) lands and allowable sale quantities (ASQs) were not 
amended by the existing decision (SNFPA ROD, page 11) nor would they be amended by a subsequent 
decision for the SNFPA. Forest plan revisions will re-examine CAS and ASQ.  

9.1.2. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit resource extraction, 
mechanical treatments, road building, and off highway vehicle use in sensitive species 
habitat and prioritize preservation over other uses. 
Response: Forest plans are based on consideration of three interdependent elements of sustainability: 
social, economic, and ecological. The overall goal of the social and economic elements of sustainability is 
to contribute to the sustainability of social and economic systems within the planning area. The overall 
goal of the ecological element of sustainability is to maintain healthy, diverse, and resilient native 
ecosystems and to maintain species native to National Forest System lands. The Responsible Official 
must consider the limits of agency authorities and the opportunities afforded by the suitability and 
capability of the land area when developing forest plan direction. 

The 9 alternatives considered in the SEIS represent a range of management strategies to address the five 
SNFPA problem areas, ranging from emphasis on protecting extensive areas through large reserves where 
human use and management is very limited (as under Alternative F2) to emphasis on active management 
across landscapes to provide for ecological resiliency and to allow a significant amount of human uses (as 
under Alternative F7). The Responsible Official has considered projected effects, risks, costs, and 
uncertainties associated with each of these alternatives in formulating a decision that addresses the need 
to reduce the buildup of excessive forest fuels and the need to conserve key habitats for at-risk species 
associated with old forest ecosystems. 
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9.1.3. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should sufficiently detail the cumulative impacts 
of overlapping standards and guidelines for willow flycatcher, Yosemite toad, great gray 
owl, stream bank disturbance, and so forth on grazing permittees. 
Response: The SEIS grazing effects analysis focuses on impacts associated with proposed changes in 
standards and guidelines for willow flycatcher, Yosemite toad, great gray owl, and grazing utilization on 
grazing permittees (SEIS, Chapter 4, Grazing). This section has been updated in the Final SEIS. Both the 
FEIS and the SEIS are programmatic level environmental analyses. The alternatives analyzed in these 
documents provide regional direction, which is highly dependent upon site conditions for implementation. 
Conditions in specific grazing allotments are highly variable across the Sierra Nevada national forests. It 
is not possible to identify with certainty specific impacts to permitted operations: these would be 
identified during site-specific allotment management planning and environmental analysis. 

9.1.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should disclose that there is no scientific basis for 
the assumption that the presence of grazing activities will lead to negative impacts on the 
Yosemite toad. 
Response: No specific studies on the impacts of grazing on the Yosemite toad have been found in the 
peer-reviewed published literature. Since indirect effects from grazing, as well as trampling, have been 
shown to be detrimental to toad habitat, some examples of this are listed in both the FEIS and further 
developed in the SEIS. The adaptive management strategy for the preferred alternative (S2) in the Final 
SEIS includes provisions for conducting experimental analyses within several grazing allotments to 
assess potential impacts from grazing on Yosemite toads. 

9.1.5. Public Concern: The Forest Service should be more conservative in its approach 
to wildfire prevention and err on the side of protecting biodiversity versus actively 
managing to reduce the buildup of hazardous fuels. 
Response: Alternative S1 (the no action alternative) in the SEIS reflects a cautious approach for 
conducting activities to reduce hazardous fuels in habitats for sensitive species, particularly species 
associated with old forest ecosystems. Alternative S1’s approach for conserving old forest ecosystems and 
associated species and managing fire and fuels responds to concerns that impacts from mechanical fuels 
treatments may pose greater risks to habitats, particularly in the short-term, than risks posed by potential 
wildland fires (SEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S1). The theme of Alternative S1 is to minimize 
modifications to old forest conditions until more is learned about the effects of such treatments on old 
forest associated species. The Responsible Official has considered the effects of continuing existing 
management direction (Alternative S1) as well as effects associated with the other eight alternatives 
considered in the SEIS in formulating a decision. 

9.1.6. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should encourage stewardship 
contracting. 
Response: This comment is outside the scope of the SEIS. 

9.1.7. Public Concern: The preferred alternative does not provide for sustainable outputs 
to encourage the rebuilding of timber industry infrastructure. To meet fuels reduction 
objectives, the Forest Service should ensure a viable forest products industry. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) replaces existing SNFPA ROD fuels treatment standards 
and guidelines with direction that provides flexibility needed at the local level to effectively modify 
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wildland fire behavior. These proposed changes would allow greater opportunities for using timber sale 
contracts to meet a variety of management objectives.  

Forest product outputs would offset some of the costs of fuels treatment and allow a larger acreage of 
hazardous fuels to be treated. The intent is to provide more material for commercial timber sales as part of 
fuels treatments, making treatments more economical and generating raw material to provide for an 
industry infrastructure. The Forest Service cannot evaluate the extent to which this material will ensure a 
viable forest products industry.  

Under Alternative S2, the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group pilot project and the Big Valley 
sustained yield unit would also produce higher levels of wood products compared to existing management 
direction (Alternative S1). During the next 10 years, individual national forests are expected to complete 
revisions to their forest plans, and these will address longer-term issues of sustainable outputs and size 
and scope of regulated harvest levels. 

9.1.8. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should require use of the forest for 
non-traditional products. 
Response: This comment is outside the scope of the SEIS. 

9.1.9. Public Concern: The Forest Service should encourage wood products companies 
to reduce, reuse, and recycle. 
Response: This comment is outside the scope of the SEIS. 

9.1.10. Public Concern: Fuels management activities should be directed toward 
attaining pre-settlement conditions where surface and ladder fuels were kept to a 
minimum. This is not consistent with maintaining old forest, which consists of areas of 
mature, decadent trees that are much more susceptible to disease, insect infestation, and 
catastrophic wildfires. 
Response: The SEIS alternatives describe different approaches for balancing needs to treat fuels with 
needs to maintain and enhance habitats capable of supporting species associated with old forest 
ecosystems. The Final SEIS description of the preferred alternative (S2) clarifies desired conditions for 
old forest emphasis areas and general forest to better illustrate the wide range of conditions thought to be 
associated with pre-settlement forests. While large trees are a common component, “mature, decadent” 
trees are not expected to be the dominant feature. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 have the same objectives 
for removing surface and ladder fuels to modify wildfire behavior and retain the key habitat attributes 
(large trees and canopy closure, among others) important to old forest associated species. In addition, both 
alternatives emphasize re-introducing fire in old forest emphasis areas.  

9.1.11. Public Concern: The same vegetation management standards should apply to 
eastside pine as apply to the mixed conifer species. 
Response: Climatic and ecological conditions are quite different in eastside pine forests compared to 
conifer forests on the westside of the Sierra Nevada, and the vegetation reflects these differences. For 
example, westside conifers typically reach much larger sizes in response to the wetter and warmer 
conditions there. Different management direction for eastside and westside forests is designed to account 
for this variation. 
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9.1.12. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should contain more information about why 
more old trees are desirable and why current conditions are in deficit. 
Response: Forestry in the Sierra Nevada and elsewhere historically focused on removing the largest trees 
and replacing them with younger, faster growing stands. Over time, this resulted in the widespread 
removal of a very important ecological characteristic from extensive areas of the forested landscape. 
Large trees are important habitat elements for wildlife and provide other important ecological functions. 
The importance of large trees to the ecology of the Sierra Nevada has been described in detail in other 
documents. See for example, The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project Report (many places, including 
Volume II, Section III, Chapter 21, page 627) and the SNFPA FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Section 3.2, 
pages 3-63 to 3-91). 

9.1.13. Public Concern: The Final SEIS needs to have a specific, realistic program for 
adaptive management. The Final SEIS should have a strong feedback loop between 
conservation goals, monitoring progress toward those goals, and mechanisms to ensure 
appropriate changes in management direction are made when needed. Funds for adaptive 
management studies could come from the revenue generated from fuels treatments. 
Response: Adaptive management is a key component of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment. The 
adaptive management strategy in the SEIS preferred alternative (S2) builds on the adaptive management 
strategy in Appendix E of the FEIS. This Appendix provides a comprehensive adaptive management 
strategy, and discusses the elements raised in this public concern (FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix E, pages E-1 
to E-141). The description of the adaptive management strategy for Alternative S2 in the Final SEIS 
provides much more specific and detailed information than the description in the SEIS. The adaptive 
management strategy section for Alternative S2 in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS describes (a) priority 
questions that must and can be answered to address key areas of scientific uncertainty, (b) ongoing 
research and monitoring efforts, (c) strategies for meeting information needs, including monitoring and 
tracking feedback loops as well as specific focused studies, and (d) mechanisms for incorporating 
learning into management direction through interagency participation and public involvement. 

9.1.14. Public Concern: The Forest Service should retain the mitigation measures 
specified in the HFQLG pilot project and design treatments in the pilot project area to 
completely avoid suitable owl habitat. The effects of implementing the HFQLG Pilot 
Project should be fully analyzed. 
Response: Since the release of the Draft SEIS, additional analysis has been conducted on the effects of 
the alternatives on the California spotted owl, including implementation of the HFQLG pilot project 
under Alternative S2. This analysis is included in the Final SEIS. 

9.1.15. Public Concern: The Forest Service should exempt the Big Valley Sustained Yield 
Unit and the Sagebrush Steppe/Juniper Ecosystems from the SNFPA. If not entirely 
exempted, it should be made very clear which parts of the SNFPA management direction 
actually apply to these areas. 
Response: The Big Valley Sustained Yield Unit is exempt from the existing SNFPA ROD (page 17), and 
this exemption is carried forward under the preferred alternative (Alternative S2). Management of 
sagebrush steppe and juniper ecosystems is not addressed in FEIS or SEIS, and these areas are not 
intended to be managed under standards and guidelines proposed in the FEIS or SEIS. These areas are to 
be managed in accordance with direction in existing forest plans. 
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9.1.16. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider the cumulative impacts of recent 
developments in national forest policy in assessing the impact of this regional plan. 
Response: The assessment in the FEIS relates the alternatives under consideration to other Federal, State, 
and local policies, plans, and initiatives that affect the Sierra Nevada (FEIS, Volume 2, Part 1.3, pages 3 
through 16). While no conflicts with laws, policies, plans, or initiatives are identified, the FEIS recognizes 
that conflicts were possible at the local level. The FEIS notes that all agencies routinely seek review from 
other governmental agencies during development of work under their authority to avoid conflicts in 
policies, plans, and initiatives at all levels.  

The FEIS describes the relationships of national forest management to other plans, programs, and 
initiatives for the Sierra Nevada. Generally, the relationships do not vary by alternative, have not changed 
since the FEIS was completed, and most are not sensitive to the changes being proposed in this SEIS. 
However, some programs have changed since the FEIS was issued in ways that could make them 
sensitive to the changes being proposed in the SEIS. Moreover, some new programs have emerged. 
Information regarding these programs is described in the SEIS (Chapter 4, Cumulative Effects) 

9.1.17. Public Concern: Forest Service policies should allow for controlled burning and 
selective logging. Overstocked and dense forest conditions reduce species diversity. 
Response: The FEIS and SEIS respond to needs for protecting and increasing old forest habitats and 
reducing losses due to catastrophic large scale wildfire. The primary methods for accomplishing these 
goals are through prescribed fire and thinning. The analyses for all alternatives show reductions in habitat 
utility values for species dependent on early stage seral development. (For example, see the assessment 
for mule deer, FEIS, Volume 3, Part 4.2, page 26.) However, these reductions are not expected to be 
significant as there are no known vertebrate species at risk in early seral habitats. The SNFPA focus is on 
developing and protecting old forest habitats on Federal lands due to the loss and fragmentation of such 
habitats on private lands. Overstocked and dense forests are often beyond the range of forest structural 
characteristics that were historically present over time, and these stands are not typical of sites with high 
species diversity. 

9.1.18. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the cumulative effects to 
species dependent on old forest ecosystems from logging on private lands. Approximately 
36 percent of the land within the planning area is privately owned. In certain areas, such 
as the checkerboard lands on the Eldorado and Tahoe National Forests, private 
timberlands are intensively intermingled with national forest lands. Consideration of 
private timberland management is particularly necessary with respect to wide-ranging, 
old forest associated species like the spotted owl and Pacific fisher, because these lands 
are an important component of owl home ranges and fisher movement corridors. 
Response: National Forest System lands and private lands are intermingled in parts of the Sierra Nevada 
bioregion, including some areas with alternating sections of mixed ownership. Suitable habitats for old 
forest species at risk currently exist on both private and public lands. The Final SEIS discusses the 
potential contribution of private land to habitat for California spotted owls, noting that, since the long-
term distribution and suitability of habitat on private timberlands is unknown, the presence of this 
privately-held habitat is not assumed to mitigate effects of vegetation management on National Forest 
System lands. 

The Forest Service considers all relevant information available in its cumulative effects analysis. This 
information comes from different sources with variable reliability. Published scientific studies, case 
studies, conservation assessments, private and public survey and monitoring results, anecdotal sightings, 
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and professional judgment are recognized sources of information. Information collected on private 
industrial timber lands and State regulations and policies for the long term sustainability of private timber 
lands are also considered in determining the cumulative effects of vegetation treatments on National 
Forest system lands. Cumulative effects related to private lands are discussed in the FEIS (FEIS, Volume 
2, Chapter 3, Part 1.3, pages 9 through 11, 14, and 16 through 25). Cumulative effects related to private 
lands do not vary by alternative, have not changed since the FEIS was completed, and are not sensitive to 
the changes being proposed in this SEIS. 

9.1.19. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS contains no discussion of the sedimentation 
impacts, aquatic and watershed degradation, and soils impacts stemming from increased 
logging intensity. 
Response: The SEIS discloses impacts on aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems related to fuels 
treatments under Alternatives S1 and S2 (SEIS, Chapter 4, Aquatic and Riparian Ecosystems). The Final 
SEIS provides an expanded analysis of potential effects related to fuels treatments and roads under 
Alternatives S1 and S2 on soil and water resources.  

9.1.20. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS contains no discussion of the need for additional 
timber roads and the impact of additional roads. 
Response: The amount of road construction, reconstruction and opportunities for road decommissioning 
is dependent on the location of locally planned vegetation treatments on the landscape. A roads analysis, 
which assesses needs for public, administrative, and commercial access; economic costs; and 
environmental concerns related to the road system, is conducted as part of landscape analysis and/or 
project level planning. Existing road locations are a major consideration in locating area treatments, 
DFPZs, and small group selection units (in the HFQLG Pilot Project area). New road construction can be 
minimized by developing temporary roads and long skid trails. All ground disturbing activities are 
mitigated in appropriate contract provisions and Best Management Practices. 

The greatest potential difference between in road mileages between Alternatives S1 and S2 is attributed to 
roads required to access small group selection units in the HFQLG Pilot Project area. The road system 
needs associated with the HFQLG Pilot Project have already been analyzed in the FEIS for the HFQLG 
Pilot Project (August 1999). The Final SEIS has an expanded section to describe projected miles of road 
construction, reconstruction, and decommissioning. Impacts related to the projected road mileages are 
discussed under “Aquatic, Riparian, and Meadow Ecosystems” in Chapter 4 of the Final SEIS. 

9.1.21. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS preferred alternative does not limit the amount 
of “forest health” treatments allowed, which translates into additional logging. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) recognizes a need to protect stands and larger landscapes 
against excessive tree mortality associated with competition, drought, insects, fire, diseases, and other 
disturbances. This alternative incorporates forest health treatments primarily through strategic location of 
area fuels treatments. The area treatment pattern for any given landscape is based on developing a 
strategic layout of treatments designed to modify potential wildland fire behavior. In designing area 
treatment patterns, managers are directed to locate area treatments to meet other management objectives 
(including forest health) when it is possible to do so without compromising the primary purpose of the 
treatments. Fuels treatment objectives would have first priority in the design of treatment areas. However, 
prescriptions for treatment areas would also address identified needs for increasing stand resistance to 
mortality from insects and disease. Thinning of densely stocked stands could be used to reduce 
competition and improve tree vigor thereby reducing levels of insect- and disease-caused mortality.  
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Alternative S2 does not provide programmatic direction for a bioregional strategy specifically aimed at 
addressing broad-scale forest health problems. Treatments to address local forest health problems would 
be planned and analyzed at the project level. For purposes of analyzing effects associated with Alternative 
S2 at a bioregional scale, the interdisciplinary team assumed that forest health treatments would be 
incorporated into strategically placed area treatments. 

9.1.22. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS analysis does not address the cumulative 
impacts to old forest habitat and species from logging the volumes of trees specified by 
the plan. 
Response: The FEIS and SEIS disclose cumulative impacts to old forest ecosystems and species 
associated with these ecosystems. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the FEIS (FEIS, Volumes 2 and 3) and 
Chapter 4 of the Final SEIS for detailed cumulative effects analyses. A summary of cumulative effects is 
presented in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 1.3, pages 3 through 29) and in the Final SEIS, Chapter 
4, Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects related to individual species and their habitats can be found in 
their respective sections in these documents (FEIS, Volume 3 and SEIS, Chapter 4, Species of the Sierra 
Nevada) 

9.1.23. Public Concern: Disturbance and weed spread from mechanical machine impacts 
can be significant and must be considered in the preferred alternative. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the existing SNFPA ROD noxious weeds strategy, 
including standards and guidelines for managing noxious weeds (SNFPA ROD, pages 6, A-15, and pages 
A- 30 through A-31). 

9.1.24. Public Concern: Please identify all assumptions underlying the modeling that 
shows that logging will provide more old trees. Are the uncertainty calculations based on 
measures of central tendency or variability? If they are based on variability (e.g. 
confidence intervals) what assumptions were made as to using the upper or lower end of 
the variability measurement to make decisions? Do these assumptions make it more or 
less likely that trees over 20 inches in diameter will be cut? 
Response: Logging will not provide for more old trees; however, thinning forest stands does produce 
greater numbers of larger trees over a shorter span of time. Thinning will also tend to make the average 
age of the stand older since thinning typically removes smaller and younger trees. Since the Pacific 
Southwest Region definitions for old growth are based on stand structure characteristics (rather than age), 
thinning can accelerate the development of stands that have structure similar to old growth (when defined 
by elements such as number of large trees, snags, and dead and down material). 

The modeling appendices in FEIS (Volume 4, Appendix B) and Final SEIS (Appendix B) describe 
modeling assumptions used in the effects analyses. The Final SEIS also includes a sensitivity analysis to 
address questions about uncertainty in modeling outcomes. 

9.1.25. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS fails to effectively evaluate and disclose 
modeling uncertainties. Because the modeling results are being relied upon directly to 
support the need to change current management direction, it is essential to assess and 
disclose the ability of the model to produce robust estimates of the amount of forest to be 
burned by wildfire and amount of habitat grown. 
Response: Forest plans are based on consideration of three interdependent elements of sustainability: 
social, economic, and ecological. In making these decisions, the Responsible Official does not rely solely 
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on modeling results as the rationale for changing management direction; the SNFPA Review Team Report 
(Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, March 2003) 
documents a myriad of reasons to consider changes to existing management direction, including reports 
from experienced field personnel about implementation problems and high costs. The Final SEIS includes 
an appendix that more fully discloses potential errors in the modeling projections and the associated range 
of outcomes for a given alternative. Modeling is used to display the effects of various alternatives; 
modeling is not used to support a point of view or need for change. The Responsible Official must 
consider the limits of agency authorities, and the opportunities afforded by the suitability and capability of 
the land area, and the limits and variability of modeling techniques when developing plan direction. 

9.1.26. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS compares information from the owl 
demographic studies on an equal basis with predictions from the fire and fuel vegetation 
modeling when in fact these analyses are not similarly robust nor has the uncertainty for 
each been characterized equally. 
Response: The comment suggests that equal consideration is being given in the SEIS to issues that 
cannot be analyzed with the same degree of accuracy and certainty. There is a very high degree of 
uncertainty about California spotted owl population trends in the Sierra Nevada as they relate to historic 
owl numbers and structural changes in habitat. Fire behavior responses to fuel conditions and other 
factors are similarly very complicated and incompletely understood. When choosing a course of action 
from the Final SEIS, the Responsible Official has considered many factors, including the degrees of risk 
and uncertainty for important resources. This requires considerable judgment and cannot currently be 
based entirely on modeling projections and other available data. 

9.1.27. The Final SEIS should include a comprehensive monitoring plan. All habitat 
retention aspects of implemented projects should be monitored. 
Response: Appendix E in the FEIS describes a comprehensive strategy for monitoring. This appendix is 
carried forward into the SEIS as part of the preferred alternative with some specific changes in emphasis. 
The description of the adaptive management and monitoring strategy for Alternative S2 in the Final SEIS 
provides much more specific and detailed information than the description in the SEIS. The adaptive 
management and monitoring strategy section for Alternative S2 in the Final SEIS describes (a) priority 
questions that must and can be addressed to address key areas of scientific uncertainty, (b) ongoing 
research and monitoring efforts, (c) strategies for meeting information needs, including monitoring and 
tracking feedback loops as well as specific focused studies, and (d) mechanisms for incorporating 
learning into management direction through interagency participation and public involvement. 

The strategy includes provisions for conducting implementation monitoring to determine the degree and 
extent to which application of standards and guidelines match with management direction and intent. 
Tracking and reporting on implementation of management activities provides a record of accomplishment 
to the public and documents the extent and distribution of activities conducted by the forests. Managers 
can compare the results of implementation monitoring (observed actions) with management direction 
(expected actions) to assess performance. Managers can respond to results of implementation monitoring 
quickly, and make necessary changes in management through training and improvements in management 
approaches and prescriptions. Interagency evaluation of activity implementation at the project level can 
provide the opportunity for collaborative field review of activities authorized by the decision. 
Implementation monitoring is based on the standards and guidelines, as well as existing laws and 
regulations that must be followed. Implementation monitoring data will provide information on the level 
of compliance (such as exceeded, met, not met, not capable of meeting) associated with each question 
(FEIS, Volume. 4, page E-13). 

Response to Public Comments - 85 



Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment – Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

9.2.28. Public Concern: The Forest Service should solicit public comment on the 
monitoring provisions being developed to supplement the Draft SEIS. 
Response: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment FEIS and Supplement were prepared and 
developed in a collaborative manner, and emphasize ecological, social and economic sustainability. They 
are science based and stress an adaptive management approach. Public and agency participation does not 
end with the Final SEIS but will continue through development and implementation of monitoring and 
adaptive management processes. Monitoring information will be evaluated by a wide variety of interested 
parties and used to change management direction as necessary. The adaptive management and monitoring 
strategy for Alternative S2 in the Final SEIS provides further clarification. 

9.1.29. Public Concern: The Forest Service should justify approving timber sales that are 
based on the expired California spotted owl Environmental Analysis. 
Response: This comment is outside the scope of the SEIS. 

Timber Resource Management 

9.2.1. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should describe what the future management of 
old growth would be when desired conditions are met. When the Sierra Nevada forests 
reach inventory capacity, will the Forest Service harvest trees at a rate commensurate 
with growth? The Forest Plan Amendment should use the tree retention standards from 
Alternative F4, which allowed for the removal of large trees once desired old forest 
conditions were achieved. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 in the SEIS focus on protecting and increasing old forest 
ecosystems and large trees on the national forests, while simultaneously reducing their risk to wildfire. 
Both focus on fire hazard reduction by reducing the understory vegetation with thinning and prescribed 
fire. Alternative S2 would permit the harvest of some larger trees and would use the proceeds from the 
work to treat additional acres. Once fire-resilient conditions were reached, treatments would focus on 
maintenance. Prescribed fire and thinning are envisioned as the primary maintenance practices.  

Alternatives S1 and S2 attempt to primarily reduce the adverse effects of wildfire through a variety of fuel 
reduction treatments. The alternatives do not directly address the accumulation of both living and dead 
biomass. Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final SEIS describe existing and projected stand density, indicating a 
continued increase in inventory. Projected harvest is a small fraction of annual growth. Future revisions of 
forest plans may provide for more direct consideration of this issue. 

9.2.2. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should permit timber harvest in 
Sierra Nevada forests. 
Response: All alternatives considered in the SEIS permit timber harvest on a portion of the landscape; 
the alternatives limit timber harvest in protected activity centers (PACs) for California spotted owl and 
northern goshawk to varying degrees. Alternative S2 would allow mechanical treatments in PACs in the 
wildland urban intermix zone for purposes of reducing hazardous fuels. The FEIS and SEIS discuss the 
effects of each alternative on production of commercial forest products (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 
5.1, pages 377 through 395 and FSEIS, Chapter 4, Commercial Forest Products. 
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9.2.3. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit commercial logging 
in Sierra Nevada national forests. 
Response: Congress identified timber production as a legitimate and desired use of the national forests 
through the Forest Service Organic Administration Act (1897), Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act 
(1960), and the National Forest Management Act (1976). Through these directives and annual budget 
appropriations, Congress continues to direct the Forest Service to plan for commercial logging on the 
national forests. 

9.2.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should not claim that increased logging levels 
will increase forest protection, or it should scientifically justify that assertion. 
Response: Alternative S2 in the SEIS was developed to provide opportunities for increasing available 
funds for fuels reduction work on the national forests. This alternative increases revenues by permitting 
the removal of some medium-sized trees from some areas. The SEIS does not suggest that removing these 
trees will alter stand structure in ways that significantly enhance fire protection. It is the increase in 
available funds from logging that can be used to increase fuels reduction work. But the work would be 
done on other lands. See the discussion on fuels treatment economics in the SEIS (Chapter 4, Economics 
of Fuels Treatments) for more information about treatment costs and the value of additional timber 
harvest to fuels reduction work. The Final SEIS (Chapter 4, Fire and Fuels Management) has an expanded 
discussion regarding the economics of fuels treatments. 

9.2.5. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit increased timber 
harvest within riparian conservation areas. 
Response: Changes in silvicultural practices in riparian conservation areas are not being considered in the 
SEIS. Consequently, neither Alternative S1 nor S2 would result in increases in timber harvest from 
riparian areas. The SEIS discusses impacts to aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems projected to 
result from management activities, including timber salvage and area treatments (FSEIS, Aquatic, 
Riparian and Meadow Ecosystems). This section has been updated in the Final SEIS. 

9.2.6. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should permit local flexibility to 
implement proper silvicultural techniques. 
Response: Alternative S2 was developed in response to concerns expressed by field managers and others 
regarding the prescriptive approach to developing silvicultural prescriptions in the existing SNFPA ROD. 
(See “Key Findings” in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and 
Recommendations (R5-MB-012, March 2003) for additional background regarding the need for more 
flexibility for local managers (page 10)). 

As described in the SEIS, Alternative S2 would replace many of the SNFPA ROD standards and 
guidelines pertaining to old forest ecosystems, associated species conservation, and fire and fuels 
management. Alternative S2’s replacement standards and guidelines would give greater flexibility to local 
managers to design projects that respond to local conditions, while meeting desired future conditions 
unique to each land allocation (FSEIS, Chapter 2). Table Ja in the FSEIS (Chapter 2), compares existing 
(Alternative S1) and proposed changes (Alternative S2) in standards and guidelines. The SEIS includes a 
discussion about local flexibility in Chapter 2, Comparisons between Alternatives S1 and S2. 
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9.2.7. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should use timber harvesting to 
improve species viability. 
Response: The principle role for timber harvesting under Alternatives S1 and S2 is to reduce hazardous 
fuels in a strategic manner to modify landscape-scale wildland fire behavior while enhancing the 
development of old forest stands. Both alternatives retain SNFPA goals for ensuring viability for species 
associated with these habitats. 

9.2.8. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide vegetation treatment 
standards for less than mature forest stands. 
Response: The SEIS provides vegetation treatment standards for earlier seral stages. See, for example, 
standards and guidelines for fuels reduction in shrub patches (Appendix A, Forest Wide, Vegetation 
Management) and plantations (Appendix A, Forest Wide, Fire). 

9.2.9. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should limit mechanical treatments 
in home range core areas and old forest emphasis areas to those needed to meet desired 
conditions. 
Response: Treatments, including mechanical operations, in home range core areas and old forest 
emphasis areas would be designed to move sites towards desired conditions. As described in Chapter 2 of 
the SEIS, a set of desired conditions, management intents, and vegetation and fuels management 
objectives would apply to each land allocation under Alternative S2. These three elements would provide 
direction to land managers for designing and developing fuels and vegetation management projects that 
were consistent with this alternative’s objectives for actively managing fire and fuels, old forest 
ecosystems, and California spotted owl habitat. In designing the strategic layout of treatments, managers 
would ensure that treatment patterns and prescriptions were consistent with desired conditions, 
management intents, and objectives for the relevant land allocations as well as management standards and 
guidelines (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Land Allocations). 

9.2.10. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider other diameter limitations for 
the tree retention standard.  
Response: Several public concerns recommend a variety of other upper diameter limits for the size of 
trees that can be harvested. In addition to the standards for vegetation management under Alternatives S1 
and S2 (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Table Ja), other diameter limits and forestry practices are considered in 
Alternatives F2 through F8 brought forward from the FEIS (FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix D, pages D-5 
through D-8). 

9.2.11. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should eliminate tree retention 
standards. 
Response: There are concerns that prescriptive standards, such as diameter limits for retaining trees 
above a certain size, can sometimes be problematic at the project level. The reason is that it is impossible 
to draft standards that perfectly fit all field conditions. However, the Forest Service must work with other 
agencies and the public to develop strategies for conserving species at risk and other resources. Moreover, 
some concerned citizens seek assurances that reasonable limits will be placed on management programs 
such as logging. Prescriptive standards have been identified as a desirable way to manage forest stands for 
a variety of objectives while providing some certainly about environmental protections needed by 
regulatory agencies and the concerned public. 
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9.2.12. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not harvest old growth or medium-
sized trees to offset thinning costs. 
Response: None of the 9 alternatives considered in the SEIS propose the harvest of large trees (trees 
greater than 30 inches dbh). This public concern is an issue addressed through the range of alternatives 
considered in the Draft SEIS, which compares effects of alternatives that could provide the opportunity to 
harvest medium-sized trees to offset hazardous fuels treatments costs (for example, Alternatives F4 and 
S2) with alternatives that would provide limited opportunities to do so (for example, Alternative S1). 

The SEIS proposed action responds to direction from the Chief of the Forest Service in his Appeal 
Decision on the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Record of Decision ((November 16, 2001) to 
pursue more aggressive fuels treatments while protecting old forest conditions and species at risk (FSEIS, 
Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). The SNFPA Review Team found that field professionals across the Sierra 
Nevada expressed concerns over their inability to create effective and cost-efficient fuels treatments 
(Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, R5-MB-012, March 
2003, page 10). The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) was developed to respond to the Chief’s 
direction and the Review Team’s findings. 

9.2.13. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should reduce or prohibit clear 
cutting in the Sierra Nevada. 
Response: The Forest Service has not allowed clearcutting of green trees on the national forests of the 
Sierra Nevada, except for some very special cases, for many years. Clearing of vegetation for recreation, 
roads, or other developments often results the removal of all trees from a site. Restoration of stands killed 
by insects or fire also sometimes involves removal of the dead and dying trees. However, these are not 
widespread practices and routine forestry does not involve clearcutting. No changes to these practices are 
being considered in the SEIS. 

9.2.14. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include gap regeneration. 
Response: Neither Alternative S1 nor S2 provide direction for gap regeneration. The SNFPA Review 
Team did explore the use of forest regeneration gaps as a vegetation management tool to address forest 
ecosystem sustainability. The Team recommended additional study and analysis to determine whether gap 
regeneration would be a desirable tool to achieve sustainable ecosystem structure and composition across 
the Sierra Nevada bioregion (Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and 
Recommendations, R5-MB-012, March 2003, page 101). Techniques for regenerating gaps through group 
selection are included in direction under Alternative S2 for the HFQLG Pilot Project area. 

The Final SEIS (Chapter 4, “Old Forest Ecosystems”) notes that, when treatment unit-wide canopy cover 
objectives are met, shade-intolerant species may be established. Restoration of pine species is expected to 
occur under both Alternatives S1 and S2. The increased availability of mechanical treatment options 
under Alternative S2 may result in increased openings that are suitable for successful regeneration over a 
greater portion of the planning area. The absence of a specific strategy to provide for restoration of shade-
intolerant species under both Alternatives S1 and S2 prevents making a more detailed estimation of 
effects. 
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9.2.15. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should address needs for intensive follow-up 
treatments after group selection harvest. The intensity of cultural treatments required to 
effectively regenerate the groups and keep them with low to moderate fire hazard is 
absolutely extensive. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) would allow group selection harvest in the 
HFQLG Pilot Project Area. Effects related to maintenance of group selection areas are addressed in the 
FEIS for the HFQLG Pilot Project (August 1999). 

9.2.16. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow nearby residents to 
collect free firewood and reduce excessive fuels. 
Response: The Forest Plan Amendment does not set fuel wood policy. Standards and guidelines in the 
SNFPA limit or otherwise constrain fire wood collection only where it affects one of the objectives, such 
as habitat or old forests. Each national forest is responsible for development and management of its fuel 
wood program. 

Domestic Livestock Management 

Grazing, General 

9.3.1. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not increase livestock 
grazing or weaken the restrictions on livestock grazing. 
Response: It is not the intent of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) to increase livestock 
grazing or weaken restriction on livestock grazing. The intent is to protect and restore aquatic, riparian, 
and meadow ecosystems and provide for the viability of native plant and animal species associated with 
these ecosystems while minimizing any unintended and adverse impacts on grazing permittees.  

The preferred alternative would change specific standards and guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD for 
willow flycatcher habitat, Yosemite toad habitat, and great gray owl protected activity centers to better 
address species conservation within the wide array of local site conditions encountered in the field. 
Management direction under the preferred alternative is designed to allow local managers to tailor 
protections for these species based on local conditions. For more information on standards and guidelines, 
refer to Appendix A of the SEIS. 

9.3.2. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should strengthen existing livestock 
grazing restrictions to protect meadow dependent species, riparian areas, and woody 
vegetation. 
Response: The SNFPA represents an effort to balance the management of resource uses with needs and 
requirements to protect resource values. The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) would change specific 
standards and guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD for willow flycatcher habitat, Yosemite toad habitat, 
and great gray owl protected activity centers to better address species conservation within the wide array 
of local site conditions encountered in the field. Management direction under the preferred alternative is 
designed to allow local managers to tailor protections for these species based on local conditions. 
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9.3.3. Public Concern: The economic benefit of grazing does not justify the adverse 
impacts to important resources in the Sierra Nevada. 
Response: Under the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, it is the policy of Congress that the 
national forests are established and administered for range purposes as well as recreation, timber, 
watershed, wildlife and fish purposes in a sustainable manner. Under the National Forest Management 
Act, forest plans are required to determine areas capable of supporting grazing and suitable for grazing 
when compared to other resource needs. The scope of the SNFPA and this SEIS is not to determine the 
economic viability of grazing within the Sierra Nevada forests, but to examine management options that 
protect aquatic, riparian and meadow ecosystems while minimizing adverse economic impacts to grazing 
permittees. 

9.3.4. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should restrict grazing for 3 years 
after prescribed fires to allow re-establishment of native plants. 
Response: Approaches for achieving management objectives for fuels and vegetation treatments, 
including prescribed burning, are unique to each situation. The nature of the programmatic SEIS analysis 
does not lend itself in dealing with site-specific decisions. The nature of re-growth, local conditions, soil 
moisture, and type of vegetation that develops after a prescribed fire can vary tremendously, based on 
site-specific location. In some cases, grazing may be possible as early as 1 year after a prescribed burn to 
manage the re-growth of specific species in lightly burned areas; in other cases, use of an area may not be 
permitted until 2 or more years after treatment. These types of decisions are made at a local level, based 
on local conditions, resources, and site-specific environmental analysis. 

9.3.5. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should reconsider the standards and guidelines 
for percent utilization. 
Response: The utilization standards developed during the original SNFPA FEIS used the best available 
science and incorporated existing standards from many of the Sierra Nevada national forests (FEIS, 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.3, page 401). 

The SEIS represents an effort to balance the overall management of resource uses with local needs and 
requirements to protect resource values. Alternative S2 allows the utilization standards from the original 
SNFPA ROD to be modified at the local level to a limited extent to test alternative standards when current 
practices are maintaining rangelands in good to excellent condition. This testing will allow more site-
specific utilization standards to be employed in the future. 

9.3.6. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not place any additional 
restrictions on livestock grazing nor should it allow for increased levels of grazing. 
Response: The SNFPA represents an effort to balance the management of resource uses with needs and 
requirements to protect resource values. The SEIS preferred alternative would change specific standards 
and guidelines in the existing SNFPA ROD for willow flycatcher habitat, Yosemite toad habitat, and great 
gray owl protected activity centers to better address local conditions encountered in the field. 
Management direction under the preferred alternative is designed allow local managers to tailor 
protections for these species based on local conditions. For more information on standards and guidelines, 
refer to Appendix A of the SEIS. 

9.3.7. Public Concern: The SEIS should provide enough site-specific management 
flexibility to protect both sensitive species and grazing permittees. 
Response: See response to Public Concern 9.3.6. 
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9.3.8. Public Concern: The SEIS should make grazing management decisions at the 
regional level instead of at the local level. 
Response: The intent of the SNFPA and SEIS is to facilitate change in forest plans at the bioregional 
level based on the five problem areas identified in the purpose and need of the SNFPA FEIS (FEIS, 
Volume 1, Chapter 1, pages 4 through 7). The purpose of the FEIS and the SEIS is to analyze and 
consider issues associated with the five problem areas common to the entire Sierra Nevada Bioregion and 
to bring forest plans up to date in a more efficient and consistent manner. Even though the decision 
authority for the SNFPA is at the Regional level, all of the national forests in the Sierra Nevada bioregion 
have played an active role in the effort. 

9.3.9. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use livestock for fire-related programs. 
Response: The SEIS alternatives maintain livestock grazing as an authorized use of national forest lands. 
Livestock grazing can be considered as a viable option for fuels reduction in some locations. The Angeles 
National Forest is using sheep to reduce fuel loading in fuelbreaks. Goats are also being used in the 
Berkeley area for fuels reduction. Use of livestock for fuels reduction is extremely costly since stock must 
be constantly herded and livestock are not often as effective as fire or mechanical treatments since 
livestock do not necessarily find the type and size of fuels that need to be removed palatable. In addition, 
livestock are not able to reduce crown closure or overhead fuels. 

9.3.10. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should have measurable standards 
rather than subjective judgments for grazing management decisions.  
Response: The preferred alternative does provide measurable standards for grazing management. For 
season-long management, Alternative S2 would limit utilization of grass to 30-percent (or minimum 6-
inch stubble height). For meadows in late seral status, utilization sis limited to 40-percent (or minimum 4-
inch stubble height). Alternative S2 would allow managers to modify the above utilization standards to 
test alternative standards when current practices were maintaining range in good to excellent conditions 
(FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Range). 

9.3.11. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider information that grazing harms 
ecosystems, watersheds, and sensitive species habitats. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative would retain the existing SNFPA ROD aquatic management 
strategy goals and riparian conservation objectives designed to “preserve, restore, or enhance special 
aquatic features, such as meadows, lakes, ponds, bogs, fens, and wetlands, to provide the ecological 
conditions and processes needed to recover or enhance the viability of species that rely on these areas” 
(SNFPA ROD, page A-58). 

The FEIS and SEIS describe how sensitive species and their habitats could be impacted by grazing under 
the alternatives. These analyses were based on the best available information about the current status of 
grazing in the Sierra Nevada and population and habitat status for sensitive species. 

Willow Flycatcher and Grazing 

9.3.12. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide direction for 
excluding cattle from willow flycatcher habitat because cattle attract cowbirds. 
Response: The relationship of human activities, including livestock and pack stock grazing, recreation, 
and human habitation (private in holdings and summer homes) and brown-headed cowbird distribution in 
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Sierra Nevada ecosystems is not well understood (FEIS, Volume 3, Chapter 3, Part 4.4, page 158). It is 
unknown what factors affect brown-headed cowbird distribution or if these factors vary across the 
bioregion. Information on brown-headed cowbird relationships comes primarily from other areas in the 
west, with only a few studies from the Sierra Nevada. Specific rates of nest parasitism from brown-
headed cowbirds are also not well known for the Sierra Nevada bioregion. Studies in other areas of 
California suggest that nest parasitism may be a concern in the Sierra Nevada. 

Alternatives S1 and S2 include standards and guidelines designed to minimize grazing impacts in 
occupied and historically occupied willow flycatcher sites (FSEIS, Appendix A, Aquatic and Riparian, 
Willow Flycatcher). Both alternatives consider effects related to cowbird parasitism (FSEIS, Appendix A, 
Forest Wide, Willow Flycatcher).  

9.3.13. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should be revised to be consistent with the 
conclusion of the 2003 willow flycatcher Conservation Assessment. 
Response: The Final SEIS considers the best available information, including the recently completed 
Conservation Assessment for the Willow Flycatcher (Green et al. 2003).  

9.3.14. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS preferred alternative allows development of a 
management strategy designed to protect breeding habitat within the allotment and 
provide for long-term habitat suitability. The strategy would be developed in cooperation 
with the permittee and would require approval before an August 15 grazing entry. 
Approval of such a strategy does not guarantee implementation, may not include the 
appropriate expertise in its development, and may not result in direct benefits to willow 
flycatcher habitat at the subject grazing sites. 
Response: The site-specific willow flycatcher strategy objectives must focus on protecting the nest site 
and associated habitat during the breeding season and the long-term sustainability of suitable habitat at 
breeding sites. By approving a strategy, the designated line officer is committing to implementing actions 
of the strategy, in lieu of the regional standard for late season grazing after August 15 and other associated 
livestock management standards and guidelines. The site-specific strategy is to be developed by an 
interdisciplinary team working closely with the affected permittee to determine feasible livestock grazing 
mitigations. The interdisciplinary team would typically consist of wildlife biologists familiar with willow 
flycatchers and their habitat requirements, range conservationists, and hydrologists familiar with meadow 
hydrology. Information on habitat requirements and species and habitat risks contained in the willow 
flycatcher conservation assessment, which was developed by a team that included prominent Sierra 
Nevada willow flycatcher scientists, will be considered in developing these strategies.  

9.3.15. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should require that grazing 
permittees be involved in any monitoring conducted on grazing allotments. 
Response: The SEIS alternatives include requirements for systematic survey of known willow flycatcher 
sites (Alternative S1) and occupied willow flycatcher sites (Alternative S2). Both alternatives require 
survey of emphasis habitat, although Alternative S2 allows for prioritization of surveys to occur in 
concert with allotment planning 
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9.3.16. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide regional standards 
for preparation of site-specific meadow management strategies for occupied willow 
flycatcher sites and include a requirement to conduct biological evaluations of each 
willow flycatcher site before implementing the proposed management strategy. 
Response: Alternative S2 provides the opportunity for the designated line officer to develop site-specific 
meadow management strategies specifically for willow flycatchers. Current regional standards require 
that the strategy objectives must focus on protecting the nest site and associated habitat during the 
breeding season and the long-term sustainability of suitable habitat at breeding sites. At this time, no 
further regional standards are provided because each strategy would respond to local conditions specific 
to the affected willow flycatcher site and livestock management opportunities and constraints. An 
evaluation of effects to willow flycatchers could be documented in either a biological evaluation or 
similar document or it could be incorporated directly into the strategy document. Alternative S2 also 
requires that a conservation strategy for the willow flycatcher be developed by May 2005 followed by a 
conservation agreement that directs actions to implement the strategy. These efforts are intended to 
replace the current direction when they are completed. 

Yosemite Toad and Grazing 

9.3.17. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not limit grazing until 
meadows are surveyed and Yosemite toads are found. 
Response: Alternative S1 and S2 both provide for survey requirements of suitable unoccupied habitat to 
be completed within a specific timeframe. Both Alternatives provide direction to survey all unoccupied 
suitable habitats and both alternatives would exclude livestock from occupied Yosemite toad habitat 
during the breeding and rearing season (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Yosemite Toad for each alternative 
description). Alternative S1 specifies that if surveys are not completed within 3 years of the signing of the 
decision, the standards and guidelines for livestock restriction would apply to all unsurveyed suitable 
meadows. Alternative S2 allows an additional two years from the time of a new decision to complete 
required surveys but does not require application of the standards and guidelines in unsurveyed suitable 
habitat. Surveys in Yosemite toad habitat within allotments is estimated to be completed by the end of 
2004. 

9.3.18. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should address evidence that other phenomena, 
such as lack of natural fire intervals or fish stocking, rather than grazing, are the causes 
of the Yosemite toad decline. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS discusses a variety of risk factors associated with Yosemite toad (FEIS 
Volume 3, Chapter 3, Part 4.4, pages 218 through 222). Multiple factors that have been adversely 
affecting Yosemite toad populations historically, currently, and likely to do so in the foreseeable future 
include pesticide drift, airborne industrial and automotive pollution, all forms of livestock grazing, 
disease and parasites, dams and water diversions, timber harvesting as it affects streams and meadows, 
recreational and other human disturbance activities in toad breeding areas, off-highway vehicles, UV-B 
radiation, introduced fish, extreme weather patterns, and climate change. It is unknown to what extent 
these factors may operate synergistically at multiple scales from a local breeding pool to range-wide, and 
in different combinations to extirpate local populations of the species, lower population numbers, and 
decrease habitat suitability. 

The USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 12-month petition to list finding report, published in the Federal 
Register Vol. 67, No. 237 December 10, 2002, also provides an extensive list of risk factors based on the 
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best available science. The SEIS describes the degree of uncertainty in risk from multiple factors, 
including livestock grazing, on the Yosemite toad (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Yosemite Toad). The analysis 
concludes that livestock grazing does have an unknown impact on Yosemite toad habitat and populations.  

9.3.19. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should limit or exclude livestock 
grazing activities in wet meadows to protect Yosemite toads. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 are designed to provide protection during the breeding and rearing 
season (dates determined locally) by excluding livestock grazing from standing water and saturated soils 
in wet meadows and associated stream channels and springs in occupied habitat. If physical exclusion of 
livestock is impractical, then livestock are to be excluded from the entire meadow until the meadow has 
been dry for 2 weeks. 

Alternative S2 allows development of a site-specific management plan to minimize impacts to the 
Yosemite toad and its habitat through managing the movement of livestock around wet areas. Such plans 
would require annual systematic monitoring of habitat conditions and toad occupancy and population 
dynamics on a sample of sites. In addition, the adaptive management strategy of Alternative S2 includes 
development of paired (grazed and ungrazed) studies on six allotments that would examine distribution, 
abundance, and demographics of Yosemite toads along with habitat parameters for a 10-year period. 

Wildlife and Grazing 

9.3.20. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should accurately disclose the increase in 
grazing impacts to sensitive species under Alternative S2. 
Response: The SNFPA FEIS and SEIS both present analyses of sensitive species and their habitats that 
would be impacted by the grazing standards and guidelines under each alternative (FEIS, Volume 3, 
Chapter 4FSEIS, Chapter 4, Species of the Sierra Nevada). These analyses use the best available 
information regarding the status of grazing in the Sierra Nevada and population and habitat status for 
sensitive species. 

9.3.21. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should limit livestock grazing 
activities to protect meadow-dependent bird species, especially from the impacts of late 
season grazing. 
Response: The intent of the SEIS is to propose and evaluate changes to the existing SNFPA ROD relative 
to six specific areas addressed during the review of the SNFPA (FSEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). 
The FEIS evaluates effects of nine alternatives on over 140 avian species. Specific key species used in the 
effects analysis for livestock grazing in meadows included willow flycatcher, great gray owl, and olive-
sided flycatcher (FEIS, Volume 3, Part 4.2, pages 28 through 42; Volume 3, Part 4.4, pages 143 through 
195; and Volume 3, Part 4.5, pages 96 through 102). Changes in the effects associated with the changes to 
the existing SNFPA ROD in the preferred alternative for the willow flycatcher and great gray owl are 
addressed in the SEIS (FSEIS, Chapter 3, Forest Service Sensitive Species). 
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Fire and Fuels Management 

Wildland Urban Intermix 

9.4.1. Public Concern: The SEIS should justify the proposed increase in the wildland 
urban intermix zone (WUI) and assess the potential impacts of this expansion. The 
SNFPA should establish consistent delineation of defense zones. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 in the SEIS do not propose to change the criteria for designating 
wildland urban intermix (WUI) zones established in the SNFPA ROD. The SNFPA ROD clearly states 
that each national forest is responsible for locally determining WUI boundaries (SNFPA ROD page A-46 
and A-47). 

The WUI acreages used in the FEIS analysis were based on residence density data collected during the 
1990 census (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3.5, pages 273, 277, and 284 through 285). After the SNFPA ROD 
was signed, local fire management specialists on each national forest delineated WUIs. This local 
information was compiled by the Pacific Southwest Region Remote Sensing Lab (RSL) and used to 
generate the WUI acreages presented in the SEIS. 

During landscape-level analysis and project planning, local fire management specialists will continue to 
refine the actual extent, treatment orientation, and treatment prescriptions for each WUI based on 
historical fire spread and intensity. National forest WUI maps and acreages are expected to continually 
change as WUIs are reviewed during project-level planning. 

9.4.2. Public Concern: The defense zone should be located from the point that would 
trigger community evacuations (normally while the fire is a few miles from residents) and 
where national forest lands are contiguous enough to provide an independent effective 
fuel break. 
Response: Local fire management specialists would determine the actual extent, treatment orientation, 
and prescriptions for each WUI based on historical fire spread and intensity. The defense zone would be 
determined collaboratively, where local cooperators, including local law enforcement and local fire 
management officials, would provide assistance in establishing the logical and reasonable extent of the 
area called a defense zone.  

9.4.3. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should include 
increased community protection efforts. 
Response: Current national direction establishes a goal of conducting 70 percent of fuel treatments in the 
wildland urban intermix (WUI). This will be further refined in the ROD for the SEIS. 

Community protection in the Sierra Nevada has become a multi-funded interagency collaborative effort. 
During fiscal year 2002, approximately $2 million were distributed to communities throughout the Sierra 
Nevada to treat hazardous fuels near national forest lands. Additional funding is also available to 
communities to develop fire protection strategies. The National Fire Plan’s FIREWISE program and the 
State and private assistance arm of the Forest Service provide programs and resources to help accomplish 
the National Fire Plan goal for promoting community assistance. For example, numerous communities 
and counties now have active firesafe councils, and three FIREWISE workshops have been conducted for 
communities in the Sierra Nevada. These workshops were designed to assist communities in 
understanding the goals of the National Fire Plan and how to prepare plans to minimize impacts of future 
wildland fires. The workshops also provided information to help community groups find and apply for 
grants to enhance community protection from the adverse effects of wildland fires.  
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9.4.4. Public Concern: The Forest Service should prioritize the protection of natural 
ecosystems over private property.  
Response: At the request of the President, the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture completed an 
assessment titled Managing the Impact of Wildfires on Communities and the Environment, A Report to 
the President in Response to the Wildfires of 2000 (September 8, 2000). This report, combined with a 
subsequent Forest Service report titled Protecting People and Sustaining Resources in Fire-Adapted 
Ecosystems: a Cohesive Strategy, simultaneous budget requests, congressional direction for substantial 
new appropriations for wildland fire management in fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and resulting action 
plans and agency strategies, are now collectively known as the National Fire Plan (NFP). The NFP 
includes discussions of national priority setting, funding allocations and accomplishments, and 
accountability mechanisms. The NFP serves as a clearinghouse with links to other Federal, State, tribal, 
and local fire management policies and funding initiatives. 

In August 2001, a document titled A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to 
Communities and the Environment, 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy (Comprehensive Strategy) was 
developed by the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior and the Western State Governors Association. 
This document defined the core principles and goals of the Comprehensive Strategy. In May 2002, the 
Secretaries and governors developed the Implementation Plan for the Comprehensive Strategy. This 10-
year strategy is the most recent and most specific NFP document available. NFP priorities emphasize 
fuels treatments in the WUI, and also provide for treating landscapes to reduce acreages currently 
classified in condition classes 2 and 3. 

9.4.5. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit 
mechanical treatments in protected activity centers (PACs) in the threat zone.  
Response: Objectives for wildland fire behavior in the threat zone include reducing fire intensity, 
reducing the likelihood of crown fire, and providing opportunities for direct attack. Based on modeling, 
observations by experienced firefighters, and research findings, requirements for vegetation removal in 
the threat zone are greater than could reasonably be expected from prescribed fire under low to moderate 
intensity conditions. Using prescribed fire under high intensity conditions is likely to create unacceptable 
stand replacement results. This is compounded by the problem that the many areas with heavy fuel 
loading do not allow for the safe use of prescribed fire until fuel loads are reduced through mechanical 
treatments. 

9.4.6. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should prescribe 
defense zone treatments to ensure that flame lengths average no greater than 4 feet. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the standards for defense zone treatments from the 
SNFPA ROD, which includes an average 4-foot flame length outcome for mechanical treatments in the 
defense zone (SNFPA ROD, Appendix A, page A-46). 

National Fire Plan  

9.4.7. Public Concern: The Forest Service should justify why the existing SNFPA ROD is 
inconsistent with the National Fire Plan. 
Response: The Pacific Southwest Regional Forester directed the SNFPA Review Team to review the 
existing SNFPA ROD to identify opportunities to “achieve consistency with the National Fire Plan to 
insure goals of community protection and forest health are accomplished” (FSEIS, Chapter 1, 
Background). The Review Team’s findings raised concerns about the likelihood of successful 
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implementation of the existing SNFPA ROD’s fire and fuels management strategy (Sierra Nevada Forest 
Plan Amendment (SNFPA) Management Review and Recommendations, pages 10 through 34). These 
findings cast doubt on the ability of Sierra Nevada national forests to meet the Implementation Plan for 
the Comprehensive Strategy (May 2002) and, by extension, achieve consistency with the National Fire 
Plan (SNFPA Management Review and Recommendations, page 45). 

9.4.8. Public Concern: The Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment should be consistent 
with the National Fire Plan and other national polices. 
Response: A key element of the SNFPA Review was to identify opportunities to “achieve consistency 
with the National Fire Plan to insure goals of community protection and forest health are accomplished” 
(FSEIS, Chapter 1, Background). In May 2002, the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior and the western 
governors developed the Implementation Plan for this collaborative effort. The Regional Forester intends 
for the Southwest Region to achieve the goals of the National Fire Plan. Thus, the desire for management 
direction for the Sierra Nevada forests is to contribute to the goals and performance measures of the 
Implementation Plan (FSEIS, Chapter 1, Fire and Fuels). The FSEIS is consistent with the objectives set 
forth by the National Fire Plan and the “A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to 
Communities and the Environment, 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy.” Both the NFP and the “A 
Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment, 10-Year 
Comprehensive Strategy” emphasize the treatment of areas classified as being in Condition Classes 3 and 
2 adjacent to communities at risk. 

Strategically Placed Area Treatments, Defensible Fuels Profile Zones  

9.4.9. Public Concern: The SEIS should provide scientific evidence to support the need 
for tree removal from various strategic locations (including strategically placed area 
treatments (SPLATs) and defensible fuels profile zones) for fire risk reduction. 
Response: The FEIS summarizes findings from the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP, 1996) 
related to fire, fuels, and fire management in the Sierra Nevada (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.5, 
pages 238 through 240). The scientific basis for removing trees to effectively treat fuels is discussed in 
this section. The SEIS incorporates this information from the FEIS. In addition, the Final SEIS discusses 
fuels treatment effectiveness relative to types of treatment, acres treated, and location of treatments. The 
Final SEIS includes an expanded discussion regarding uncertainties about fire behavior and treatment 
effectiveness. 

9.4.10. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not prescribe the use of 
strategically placed area treatments (SPLATs) to reduce wildfire hazard.  
Response: The FEIS discloses theories and assumptions about landscape fuel reduction strategies, 
including strategically placed area treatments. (See FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.5, pages 282 
through 284.) This information is incorporated into the SEIS and is available to inform the Responsible 
Official. The Final SEIS discusses fuels treatment effectiveness relative to types of treatment, acres 
treated, and location of treatments. The Final SEIS also includes an expanded discussion regarding 
uncertainties about fire behavior and treatment effectiveness. 

9.4.11. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide for an array of fuels 
treatment strategies, including defensible fuels profile zones (DFPZs) and gaps along 
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with SPLATs, complete area treatment strategies, and use of mountain meadows in fuels 
reduction programs. 
Response: The FEIS describes a range of fuels treatment strategies that are used to varying degrees in all 
of the action alternatives (FEIS, Volume 1, Chapter 2, pages 11 through 14). This discussion is carried 
forward into the existing SNFPA ROD (pages A-11 through A-13). The intent is for local fire managers to 
evaluate each unique landscape and determine how strategically placed area treatments, wildland fire use, 
defensible fuels profile zones, and priority-setting mechanisms established through national fire 
management direction will work together best to achieve the desired landscape fire behavior (SNFPA 
ROD, page A-13). Both Alternatives S1 and S2 in the SEIS retain this direction from the existing SNFPA 
ROD. The Final SEIS discusses effectiveness of fuels treatments on fire behavior, citing data from recent 
fires and research.  

Direction for strategically locating fuel reduction treatments is to “consider areas that already contribute 
to wildland fire behavior modification, such as different vegetation patterns, past management activities, 
burned areas, bodies of water, and barren areas” (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Placement of Strategically Placed 
Area Treatments). This could include meadows. Planning to include specific meadows into a system of 
strategically placed area treatments would be done during landscape and project level analyses. 

9.4.12. Public Concern: Draft SEIS Alternative S2 seems to be missing a commitment to 
a watershed approach for locating strategically placed area treatments. 
Response: The description of the preferred alternative in the Final SEIS provides explicit, detailed 
direction for local managers to use a landscape-scale approach for locating strategically placed area 
treatments. 

9.4.13. Public Concern: Under the Draft SEIS preferred alternative, when SPLATs and 
protected activity centers (PACs) overlap, PACs can be re-mapped following some 
explicit guidelines. Given that the SPLATs are conceptual and PACs are known to be 
occupied, the Forest Plan Amendment should provide direction for re-mapping the 
SPLATs rather than the PACs. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains the SNFPA ROD standard and guideline to review 
and adjust PAC boundaries as necessary to better meet habitat criteria and to encompass areas of owl 
activity (FSEIS, Appendix A, PACs and Den Sites, California Spotted Owl). The preferred alternative also 
provides direction that “if nesting or foraging habitat in PACs is mechanically treated, the treated acres 
are replaced by adjacent acres of comparable quality wherever possible.” (DSEIS, page 46). 

After release of the Draft SEIS, the interdisciplinary team reviewed habitat availability surrounding PACs, 
and found limited opportunities for replacing acres of PACs proposed for treatment with adjacent acres of 
comparable quality. PACs, by definition, are delineated to encompass the best available habitat 
surrounding the activity center. In many cases, land ownership patterns and vegetation patterns physically 
limit opportunities for replacing “adjacent acres of comparable quality.” 

Minor adjustments to PAC and proposed SPLAT boundaries are typically made during project planning 
and analysis to align on common or recognizable features, such as roads, drainages, or ridgetops. Since 
PAC delineation includes the best available habitat, additional minor adjustments can be made during 
project planning and analysis to avoid overlap with SPLATs. 

While there are definitive habitat delineation criteria for PACs, there are no definitive spatial criteria other 
than to delineate PACs “in as compact a unit as possible” (FSEIS, Appendix A, PACs and Den Sites, 
California Spotted Owl). Local biologists typically use the following criteria to evaluate potential 
replacement acres for PACs: habitat quality of areas, distance of areas to activity center (current and 
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historic nest sites and roosts), habitat quality of adjacent areas (fragmentation), disturbance levels of 
areas, productivity history of the PAC, and proximity to sightings and survey effort. 

The Final SEIS preferred alternative does not include regional direction for replacing PAC acres proposed 
for mechanical treatment. Opportunities for replacing PAC acres proposed for mechanical treatment will 
be considered on a site-specific basis, will usually be of minor extent, and must be evaluated during 
project-level environmental analysis based on local conditions.  

Fuels Treatments 

9.4.14. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not increase the use of 
prescribed fire in untreated areas in the HFQLG Pilot Project area. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) provides for implementation of the HFQLG 
Forest Recovery Act Pilot Project, including implementation of the fire and fuels management strategy 
mandated by the HFQLG Forest Recovery Act. Some adjustments to the standards and guidelines 
proposed for the rest of the Sierra Nevada bioregion will be needed to meet this objective. Pending 
completion of the forest plan amendments/revisions required by the HFQLG Act, management activities 
on the Plumas and Lassen National Forests and the Sierraville Ranger District of the Tahoe National 
Forest would be guided by the direction of Alternative S2 as described in the Final SEIS. 

9.4.15. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow as much prescribed 
fire as possible. 
Response: The SEIS displays projections of treatment types (mechanical and prescribed burning) (FSEIS, 
Table 4.2.4b). These projections have been updated from the Draft SEIS, accompanied by an expanded 
discussion regarding assumptions about treatment types and acres treated. The Final SEIS discusses the 
need for follow-up and maintenance treatments. 

The increase in mechanically treated acres under Alternative S2 compared to Alternative S1 is attributed 
to a combination of increased acres in group selection in the HFQLG Pilot Project area and a change from 
emphasizing prescribed fire under Alternative S1 to providing greater flexibility to select appropriate 
fuels treatments based on local conditions under Alternative S2. Under both alternatives, it is assumed 
that approximately 80 percent of the treated acreage would require at least one (and most likely two) 
follow-up or maintenance treatments. It is expected that follow-up and maintenance treatments would use 
prescribed fire to meet the intent for re-introducing fire as an ecosystem process. 

The Final SEIS discusses program uncertainties associated with implementing the fire and fuels 
management strategy in each alternative. The Final SEIS refers to the Fire Surrogate Study in a discussion 
about uncertainty of using mechanical treatments as surrogates for fire. 

The SNFPA FEIS and the Final SEIS are programmatic documents and therefore do not propose specific 
fuels treatments. Local managers would propose site-specific fuels treatment projects consistent with 
management direction provided in the SNFPA. Project level environmental planning and analysis would 
involve the public and disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of proposed fuels treatments 
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9.4.16. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include an analysis of the potential 
prescribed burn impacts to habitat. The Final SEIS should clarify treatment effects on old 
growth forests.  
Response: Chapter 4 of the SEIS discloses the effects of treatments on old forest ecosystems. Potential 
effects related to treatments on habitat are described in numerous placed in Chapter 4 under Part 4.3. 
“Species of the Sierra Nevada.”  

9.4.17. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze the use of alternative treatments, 
including grazing as well as a non-logging coarse woody debris fuels treatment method, 
to mechanical and prescribed burning treatments. 
Response: All of the SEIS alternatives would allow grazing or non-logging coarse woody debris 
treatments as potential tools for reducing hazardous fuels. However, the potential negative effects of these 
treatment approaches would need to be weighed against potential benefits. Hand crews are still used for 
fuel reduction treatments depending upon availability, cost, location, and effectiveness. Actual fuel 
reduction treatments will be determined by local, site-specific analysis, consistent with management 
direction provided by the SNFPA, forest plans, and policy as well as legal requirements. 

9.4.18. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should target the surface fuels 
layer for treatment before considering treatments for other fuel layers. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 emphasize the importance of treating surface and ladder fuels. 
“Fuels treatment prescriptions for SPLATs place first priority on reducing surface and ladder fuels. Crown 
fuels are modified to the extent necessary to reduce the potential for crown fire spread” (FSEIS, Chapter 
2, Alternative S2). 

The focus of activities under the SEIS preferred alternative is removal of excessive numbers of small 
trees, not large trees. It is the smaller trees that are making Sierra Nevada forests overly dense and prone 
to destructive wildfire or susceptible to insects and disease. Projected treatments aimed at modifying fire 
behavior to reduce the size and severity of wildfires would cover an estimated 20 to 25 percent of areas at 
low and mid-elevations where fire hazard and risk are highest. 

9.4.19. Public Concern: The Forest Service should only let wildfires burn if they are 
controllable. The Forest Plan Amendment should consider using wildland fire as a 
primary treatment for reducing wildfire threats. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) would retain the existing SNFPA ROD direction for 
implementing the Federal Wildland Fire Policy (SNFPA ROD, page 6 and Appendix A, page 12). 
National forests are directed to consider using lightning-caused fires to reduce fuel loads or to provide 
other resource benefits, such as conserving populations of fire-dependent species. Before wildland fires 
can be used, however, forest managers must prepare a Fire Management Plan that describes how 
prescribed fires and naturally caused fires will be used to achieve resource management objectives. 
Wildland Fire Use is discussed in the FEIS in Volume 2, Part 3.5, pages 283 through 284. 

The SEIS describes how Alternatives S1 and S2 sharing overarching goals for fire and fuels management, 
which includes meeting ecological goals for re-introducing fire. Strategically placed area treatments 
(SPLATs) are first designed to change landscape wildland fire behavior; over time the goal of the 
treatments shifts toward restoring fire regimes and condition class across the landscape (FSEIS, Chapter 
2, Common Elements of Alternatives S1 and S2). The Final SEIS discusses treatment effectiveness in 
modifying fire behavior across the landscape, which then facilitates the re-establishment of fire as an 
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ecosystem process. The use of fire in follow-up and maintenance treatments is intended to provide for re-
introducing fire in treated areas. 

Fuels Treatment Strategies 

9.4.20. Public Concern: The Forest Service should implement the most aggressive and 
flexible fuels treatment strategy possible. The Forest Plan Amendment should direct 
managers to treat fuels before conducting widespread prescribed burn activities. 
Response: All of the alternatives considered in detail in the SEIS propose a mix of tools that includes 
thinning, salvage harvesting, and underburning to reduce hazardous fuels. Each alternative emphasizes 
different degrees of active management to address needs for reducing the risks of large, severe wildland 
fires in the Sierra Nevada. Management emphases in the alternatives generally fall into one of three 
categories: (1) protection strategies, where large areas are designated as reserves in which natural 
processes shape desired conditions; (2) restoration strategies, where varying levels of human management 
are used to create and maintain desired conditions; and (3) resiliency strategies, where a high degree of 
human management is used to create and maintain ecosystems resilient to severe disturbances. The 
alternatives provide a range of strategies, each one incorporating elements of one or more of these 
approaches. 

The FEIS describes a range of fuels treatment strategies that are used to varying degrees in all of the 
action alternatives (FEIS, Volume 1, Chapter 2, pages 11 through 14). This discussion is carried forward 
into the existing SNFPA ROD (pages A-11 through A-13). The intent is for local fire managers to evaluate 
each unique landscape and determine how strategically placed area treatments, wildland fire use, 
defensible fuels profile zones, and priority-setting mechanisms established through national fire 
management direction will work together best to achieve the desired landscape fire behavior (SNFPA 
ROD, page A-13). Both Alternatives S1 and S2 in the Draft SEIS retain this direction from the existing 
SNFPA ROD. The Final SEIS discusses effectiveness of fuels treatments on fire behavior, citing data 
from recent fires and research.  

9.4.21. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify the effectiveness of fuels strategies 
and treatments between Alternatives S1 and S2. 
The FEIS discloses theories and assumptions about landscape fuel reduction strategies, including 
strategically placed area treatments. (See FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.5, pages 282 through 284.) 
This information is incorporated into the SEIS and is available to inform the Responsible Official. The 
Final SEIS discusses fuels treatment effectiveness relative to treatment types, acres treated, and location 
of treatments. The Final SEIS also includes an expanded discussion regarding uncertainties about fire 
behavior and treatment effectiveness. 

9.4.22. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should address net long-term benefits due to 
reduced fuel loadings. 
Response: The FEIS and SEIS describe benefits of the alternatives due to reduced fuel loadings in many 
places. Projected wildfire acres burned annually under each alternative are disclosed in the FEIS (Volume 
2, Chapter 3, Part 3.5, pages 291 through 294) and SEIS (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Fire and Fuels). These 
projections are used in analyzing potential effects to wildlife habitats (FEIS, Volume 4 and FSEIS, 
Chapter 4, Species of the Sierra Nevada) as well as other resources. For example, potential effects on old 
forest ecosystems in terms of projected wildfire acres burned are discussed in the FEIS (Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Part 3.2, pages 153 through 155) and the SEIS (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Effects of the Alternatives 
on Old Forests). 
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9.4.23. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop fire and fuels management 
strategies collaboratively with local entities as well as affected tribal organizations. 
Response: Development of the SEIS alternatives has followed direction and objectives of the National 
Fire Plan and A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the 
Environment, 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy to develop fire and fuels management strategies 
collaboratively. 

9.4.24. Public Concern: Development of the Forest Plan Amendment fuels treatment 
strategy should include consideration of future changes in climate change. To 
disproportionately allocate fuels treatments to south and west aspects below 6,000 feet 
does not seem likely to provide long-term landscape-scale reductions in fire risk.  
Response: The SEIS provides flexibility to local managers to consider climate change during the 
development of fuels management treatments. Both Alternatives S1 and S2 propose a landscape fuels 
strategy aimed at modifying fire behavior across broad landscapes to reduce the size and severity of large 
wildfires. To accomplish this, managers are directed to strategically locate area fuels treatments. 

Managers would determine the size, location, and orientation of SPLATs across a particular landscape in a 
pattern designed to effectively interrupt the spread of a potential wildfire. Managers would use 
information about fire history, existing vegetation and fuels condition, prevailing wind direction, 
topography, suppression resources, attack times, and accessibility to design an effective SPLAT pattern. 
The spatial pattern of the SPLATs would be intended to reduce rate of fire spread and fire intensity at the 
head of the fire. In designing the pattern of SPLATs across a landscape, managers would consider effects 
of areas that already contribute to modification of wildfire behavior, such as areas having altered 
vegetation patterns because of past management activities, burned areas, bodies of water, and barren 
areas. Managers would identify gaps in the landscape pattern where fire could spread at some undesired 
rate or direction. Treatments (including maintenance treatments and new fuels treatments) would be used 
to fill identified gaps. 

Note that the description of Alternative S2 in the Final SEIS does not include direction under Alterative 
S1 to typically locate fuels treatments on upper two-thirds of slope, on south and west aspects in mid- and 
lower-montane vegetation types (FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Fire). 

Local units will be able to plan the appropriate location for fuels treatments to effectively interrupt 
potential wildland fire spread, based on both short-term and long-term climate conditions. 

9.4.25. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use USDA Forest Service Handbook 
360 “Fire Weather” as the basis for fuels and timber management decisions. 
Response: USDA Forest Service Handbook 360 is incorporated into the Forest Service’s fire behavior 
and fuels management training. The “Fire Weather” Handbook is used to predict fire weather. While the 
science it contains remains sound, it emphasizes understanding and predicting fire behavior, not 
prescribing fuel treatments or ecosystem conditions. The fire models used in the analysis of the FEIS and 
the SEIS incorporate the best science currently available. 

9.4.26. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should prioritize fuels treatments in 
Condition Classes 2 and 3. 
Response: The SEIS is consistent with the intent and objectives set forth by the National Fire Plan and A 
Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire Risks to Communities and the Environment, 10-Year 
Comprehensive Strategy. Both the NFP and 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy emphasize the treatment of 
areas classified as Condition Classes 3 and 2 adjacent to communities at risk. 
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9.4.27. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt Alternative F4’s fire and fuels 
management strategy. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feeling and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
environmental analysis or documentation. 

9.4.28. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider the University of Oregon’s 
published study on the Biscuit Fire and recent information from Cone Fire in developing 
management direction for fuels treatment, salvage, and restoration. 
Response: At the time of this writing, the Blacks Mountain (Cone Fire) results have not been adequately 
analyzed for citation. The SNFPA and SEIS proposed fuel treatments and strategies utilize the 
documented results of other recent research including consideration of findings from the Biscuit Fire. 

9.4.29. Public Concern: The Forest Service should construct fire buffer strips between 
private property and national forest lands. 
Response: Fuels treatments within WUI defense zones, DFPZs, and SPLATs provide for protection of 
private land, particularly adjacent to populated areas. Additionally, private land owners also need to be 
responsible by taking actions to protect their lands and structures from a wildland fire as well as reducing 
the potential of a wildland fire starting and spreading from their property.  

9.4.30. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should incorporate maintenance 
and restoration of riparian/aquatic zones into the fuels treatment strategy. 
Response: The Aquatic Management Strategy (AMS) in SEIS Alternatives S1 and S2 provides direction 
for maintaining and, where appropriate, restoring riparian areas as part of planning for fuels treatment 
projects. Both alternatives would retain existing SNFPA ROD direction for conducting site-specific 
analysis to ensure that proposed project activities are consistent with riparian conservation objectives and 
their associated standards and guidelines (SNFPA ROD, page A-8 and A- 53).  

Funding 

9.4.31. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze the adequacy of fuels treatment 
funding. The Final SEIS should include consideration of the costs of maintaining SPLATs 
and DFPZs. 
Response: The Final SEIS includes an analysis of fuels treatment funding in greater detail and provide 
additional data than was presented in the Draft SEIS. For any given fuels treatment budget, Alternative S2 
should provide a greater opportunity for leveraging appropriated funds to reduce hazardous fuels on more 
acres. In comparing total revenues against total costs for Alternatives S1 and S2, the projections indicate 
that neither alternative generates enough revenue to fully cover the costs associated with planned fuels 
treatments. 
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9.4.32. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should increase the pace of fuel 
reduction activities. 
Response: In the Decision for the Appeals of the Record of Decision for the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment and its Final Environmental Impact Statement (November 16, 2001), the Chief of the Forest 
Service directed the Pacific Southwest Region to identify opportunities for “more flexibility in aggressive 
fuel treatment while still providing short-term and long-term protection for wildlife and other resource 
values.” To respond to the Chief’s direction, the Regional Forester chartered the SNFPA Review Team to 
identify needed changes to the existing Record of Decision. The Review Team found that certain 
management standards and guidelines in the ROD compromised both the effectiveness of fuel treatments 
in modifying wildland fire behavior as well as their cost efficiency. The SEIS preferred alternative 
presents changes to specific elements of the existing SNFPA ROD (January 2001) based on the SNFPA 
Review Team’s findings and recommendations. 

The preferred alternative retains other elements of the existing SNFPA ROD, including focusing fuels 
treatments in wildland urban intermix zones (WUIs) and the rate at which treatments are conducted across 
the Sierra Nevada bioregion. As envisioned in the existing SNFPA ROD, fuels treatments under the 
preferred alternative are intended to be accomplished over a 20 to 25-year period (SNFPA ROD, page A-
12). This rate of treatments is based on a balance between the need to reduce the buildup of excessive 
forest fuels with the need to conserve key habitats for at-risk species associated with old forest 
ecosystems. 

9.4.33. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should focus funding on reducing 
smaller sized class fuels. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 emphasize the importance of treating surface and ladder fuels. 
“Fuels treatment prescriptions for SPLATs place first priority on reducing surface and ladder fuels. Crown 
fuels are modified to the extent necessary to reduce the potential for crown fire spread” (FSEIS, Chapter 
2, Approach to Modifying Wildland Fire Behavior across Broad Landscapes). 

The focus of activities under the SEIS preferred alternative is removal of excessive numbers of small 
trees, not large trees. It is the smaller trees that are making Sierra Nevada forests overly dense and prone 
to destructive wildfire or susceptible to insects and disease. Projected treatments aimed at modifying fire 
behavior to reduce the size and severity of wildfires would cover an estimated 20 to 25 percent of areas at 
low and mid-elevations where fire hazard and risk are highest. 

Modeling 

9.4.34. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should provide accurate fire modeling data to 
compare the fire effects of the alternatives.  
Response: The statement in the Draft SEIS that habitat losses are projected at 68,000 acres per year over 
the next decade is incorrect. This has been corrected in the Final SEIS. The long-term projections of 
wildfire acres are not displayed as predictions, but as projected trajectories to compare the alternatives. 
The relativity of the lines to each other suggests a difference in outcomes between the alternatives. The 
graphs display assumptions in treatment effects for the early period (0 to 20 years); the graphed lines 
between 21 to 50 years check the trends of the first 20 years. Projections beyond 50 years are used to 
assess whether the assumptions are stable. This has been clarified in the Final SEIS in the Modeling 
Appendix (B). 
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9.4.35. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS analysis of future loss of owl nest stands to 
wildfires is inadequate and lacks specificity. The Final SEIS should include an analysis 
that differentiates between nest-stand core and non-core PAC acres burned, and the 
percentage of those acres subject to total stand replacement.  
Response: California spotted owls need nesting, roosting, and foraging areas to have a viable PAC, so 
both the nest-stand core and non-core are equally important in the PAC. The GIS information used to 
identify numbers of spotted owl PACs burned in wildfires is meant to assess trends in PAC acreages 
burned in wildfires. The Final SEIS more fully describes current knowledge regarding habitat suitability 
data after wildfires in Chapter 3, “Fire Effects on PACs.” 

Wildland Fire Effects 

9.4.36. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should justify assumption that fire will cause 
disastrous effects to wildlife and vegetation. The Final SEIS should justify wildland fire 
severity projections. 
Response: The Final SEIS (in Chapter 3 Affected Environment for Fire and Fuels Management will 
discuss current and historical conditions, combined with the effects of forest management practices and 
warmer moister climactic conditions, which have increased the potential for high severity fires. Various 
sources will be cited in this section. The Final SEIS also discusses the severity of fires and effects on 
vegetation, and sources are cited. 

9.4.37. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS preferred alternative could actually increase the 
risk of catastrophic fire by logging large fire resistant trees and leaving the flammable 
slash and smaller fuels behind.  
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 emphasize the importance of treating surface and ladder fuels. 
“Fuels treatment prescriptions for SPLATs place first priority on reducing surface and ladder fuels. Crown 
fuels are modified to the extent necessary to reduce the potential for crown fire spread” (FSEIS, Chapter 
2, Approach to Modifying Wildland Fire Behavior across Broad Landscapes). Standards and guidelines 
for mechanical thinning treatments in mature forest stands outside WUI defense zones are designed to 
ensure that large trees are retained (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Fuels and Vegetation Management 
Standards and Guidelines). 

The focus of activities under the SEIS preferred alternative is removal of excessive numbers of small 
trees, not large trees. It is the smaller trees that are making Sierra Nevada forests overly dense and prone 
to destructive wildfire or susceptible to insects and disease. Projected treatments aimed at modifying fire 
behavior to reduce the size and severity of wildfires would cover an estimated 20 to 25 percent of areas at 
low and mid-elevations where fire hazard and risk are highest. 

9.4.38. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should ensure that post-fire 
restoration treatments are conducted following large wildland fires.  
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) provides specific direction to land managers for 
conducting ecosystem restoration following catastrophic disturbance events, including large wildland 
fires (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Ecosystem Restoration Following Catastrophic Events, and 
Appendix A). The FEIS and the Final SEIS are programmatic documents and therefore do not propose 
specific post-fire restoration actions. Local managers would propose site-specific post-fire restoration 
projects consistent with management direction provided in the SNFPA. Project level environmental 
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planning and analysis would involve the public and disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
of proposed activities. 

9.4.39. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze fire suppression activities on 
ecosystems and on recreation. 
Response: The SEIS alternatives provide direction relative to fire suppression activities only to the extent 
needed to address concerns related to the five problem areas. Fire suppression activities in Alternatives S1 
and S2 are addressed via a standard and guideline that directs managers to consider impacts to aquatic- 
and riparian-dependent resources during fire suppression activities (FSEIS, Appendix A, 
Aquatic/Riparian). 

The SEIS analysis of effects compares the effects of proposed changes under Alternatives S2 with 
existing management direction under Alternative S1. The effects of these proposed changes on various 
Sierra Nevada ecosystems are described in Chapter 4 Section 4.2 “Physical and Biological Environment.” 
Effects to recreation are discussed in the Final SEIS in chapter 4, Recreation. 

9.4.40. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider aggressive fuel reduction 
impacts on biodiversity. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains SNFPA goals for old forest ecosystems, which 
include: (1) protecting, increasing, and perpetuating desired conditions of old forest ecosystems and 
conserving their associated species while meeting people's needs for commodities and outdoor recreation 
activities; (2) increasing the density of large trees, the structural diversity of vegetation, and improving 
the continuity and distribution of old forests across the landscape; and (3) reversing the declining trends 
in abundance of old forest ecosystems and habitats for species that use old forests (FSIES, Chapter 1, 
Purpose and Need for Action). All of the SNFPA alternatives provide ways to maintain or improve 
habitats for a wide variety of wildlife species, particularly threatened, endangered, and sensitive species. 

The focus of activities under the preferred alternative is the removal of excessive numbers of small trees, 
not large trees. It is the smaller trees that are making Sierra Nevada forests overly dense and prone to 
destructive wildfire or susceptible to insects and disease. Projected treatments aimed at modifying fire 
behavior to reduce the size and severity of wildfires would cover an estimated 20 to 25 percent of areas at 
low and mid-elevations where fire danger is highest. 

The preferred alternative retains a number of elements from the existing SNFPA ROD, including the rate 
at which treatments are conducted across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. As envisioned in the existing 
SNFPA ROD, fuels treatments under the preferred alternative are intended to be accomplished over a 20 
to 25-year period (SNFPA ROD, page A-12). This rate of treatments is based on a balance between the 
need to reduce the buildup of excessive forest fuels with the need to conserve key habitats for at-risk 
species associated with old forest ecosystems. 

9.4.41. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include provisions for 
minimizing smoke impacts to communities. 
Response: The Forest Service is committed to work with the California Air Resource Board and local Air 
Districts so that programs are designed to ensure compliance with air quality requirements. Forest Service 
units are required to obtain burning permits under Memorandum of Understanding with the California Air 
Resources Board prior to conducting burning activities. Local air quality boards work with Forest Service 
personnel to identify days when burning will meet air quality regulations and avoid smoke impacts to 
nearby communities. 
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9.4.42. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should investigate how pollutants may be 
involved in increased fire hazards on national forest lands. 
Response: This is outside the scope of the SEIS analysis, which focuses on analyzing impacts related to 
proposed changes to existing SNFPA ROD management direction. 

Standards and Guidelines 

9.4.43. Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate the effectiveness of existing 
SNFPA ROD standards and guidelines for a minimum of 5 years before proposing 
changes to the existing SNFPA ROD.  
Response: The Forest Service is adjusting existing management direction to better achieve the goals of 
SNFPA.  

In December, 2001, the Regional Forester chartered a review team (SNFPA Review) to evaluate the 
SNFPA ROD and recommend any needed changes in management direction. The SNFPA goals for old 
forest conservation; protection and restoration of aquatic, riparian and meadow ecosystems and viability 
of associated species; and addressing the risk of catastrophic fire (FEIS, volume 1, chapter 1, pages 5-6) 
are still valid. However, the SNFPA Review, new information that has become available since release of 
the SNFPA ROD (January, 2001) and insight gained from nearly three years of implementing SNFPA, 
highlighted the need for refinements in management direction relative to three of the five problem areas 
addressed in the SNFPA: (1) old forest ecosystems and associated species; (2) aquatic, riparian, and 
meadow ecosystems and associated species; and (3) fire and fuels management. It also highlighted the 
need to refine management direction to implement the legislatively-mandated Herger-Feinstein Quincy 
Library Group Forest Recovery Act to the fullest extent that is compatible with other legal mandates. 

California continues to have significant problems with wildland fire and forest health. Decades of fire 
exclusion have produced overcrowded vegetation in many forests, which has weakened trees and made 
them more fire prone and more susceptible to pests, diseases, and displacement by invasive species. The 
number and severity of wildfires continues to increase. Using historic fire data and recent trends, the FEIS 
projected habitat losses at 68,000 acres per year over the next decade. At that rate, old forest habitat is 
burning up faster than it can be replaced. There is a need to reduce expected habitat losses to a rate that is 
at or below replacement by treating enough acres with enough intensity to significantly modify fire 
behavior. The SNFPA Review indicated that adjustments to management direction would improve the 
Forest Service’s ability to accomplish this goal. 

New information has become available concerning species dependent on old forest ecosystems including 
recent analysis of California spotted owl populations in four study areas within the Sierra Nevada to 
better inform judgments about the current population status and risks of actions to reduce hazardous fuels. 
Owl reproductive data for the spring 2002 breeding period shows a pulse in reproduction that was not 
considered in the FEIS. In February 2003, after considering the best available information, including the 
role of private lands for providing habitat and the provisions of the SNFPA, FWS announced that listing 
of the California spotted owl as an endangered species was not warranted. 

New information is also available concerning the population status and distribution of Yosemite toad and 
willow flycatcher, which was gained from two years of field surveys conducted according to established 
protocol. The recently completed conservation assessment for the willow flycatcher includes updated 
information about the status of the species and possible refinements to management and restoration of 
suitable habitat. This information reinforces the importance of considering local data and conditions when 
planning projects in flycatcher habitat. 
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The SNFPA Review Team identified a need to more fully consider three critical aspects of the fire and 
fuels management strategy established in SNFPA to better meet the goals of the National Fire Plan. 
Selected standards and guidelines have been adjusted to ensure that certain post-treatment conditions can 
be met. In particular, fuels treatments must 

• be strategically placed across the landscape,  
• remove enough material to cause wildfires to burn at lower intensities and slower rates of spread 

in treatment areas compared to untreated areas, and  
• be cost-efficient, so acres to be treated can be accomplished with available appropriated dollars.  

The Review Team’s analysis identified the prescriptive nature of the existing standards and guidelines for 
vegetation management to be a primary barrier to meeting these three needs. The SNFPA Review 
identified the need to adjust the existing fuels management direction to make it less complicated and 
costly to implement. To meet that need, standards and guidelines now utilize a wider array of tools and 
techniques for meeting fuels reduction objectives that better respond to local resource conditions in a 
cost-effective manner. In addition, the FEIS’ emphasis on prescribed burning for initial treatments is 
reduced because of public concerns about smoke and because of the limited number of permissible burn 
days under state air quality management rules.  

9.4.44. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include mitigation measures 
for mechanical treatments in PACs and mature forest stands.  
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 would prohibit mechanical treatments in the immediate vicinity 
of California spotted owl activity centers. Standards and guidelines for nest sites in the Final SEIS 
clarifies that mechanical treatments would be prohibited within a 500-foot radius around California 
spotted owl and northern goshawk activity centers. Although Alternative S2 would allow mechanical 
treatments in PACs when avoiding these areas was not possible, the management intent for such 
treatments would be to reduce hazardous fuels (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Table Fa).  

Both Alternatives S1 and S2 have numerous standards and guidelines designed to mitigate effects from 
mechanical treatments on mature forest stands. (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S1 and Alternative S2).  

9.4.45. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should provide evidence that hazard trees are a 
threat to public safety and need to be removed.  
Response: The need to remove hazard trees is outside the scope of this SEIS. Hazard tree removal is 
limited: it is generally conducted along roads and in heavily used recreation sites where public safety is 
the highest concern. The SEIS alternatives mention hazard tree removal to provide assurance that public 
safety concerns can be addressed. 

9.4.46. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should include provisions for 
reducing snag densities to reduce fire risk. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) would provide direction for determining snag retention 
levels on an individual project basis for vegetation treatments. When determining snag retention levels, 
managers would consider land allocation, desired condition, landscape position, and site conditions 
(FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Snags, Down Wood, Post-fire Restoration, Salvage). 
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9.4.47. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should maintain the existing 
SNFPA ROD’s salvage restrictions in old forest emphasis areas and California spotted 
owl home range core areas (HRCAs). 
Response: Within both Old Forest Emphasis Areas and Home Range Core Areas, S2 project planners are 
guided, primarily, by the Desired Future Conditions. Planning for site-specific salvage projects will be 
further guided by the Forestwide Standards and Guidelines, which allow salvage, as consistent with 
overall project objectives.  

9.4.48. Public Concern: It appears that concern for the extent of wildfire damage in the 
Sierra Nevada is exaggerated. This should not be used to justify reducing mean canopy 
cover levels to only 40 percent. To do so would markedly reduce the suitability of 
California spotted owl habitat, with much uncertainty about the overall effects on the owl 
population. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) would allow mechanical thinning treatments to reduce 
canopy cover to 40 percent if needed to meet treatment objectives or to allow equipment operation. While 
this end-result would be permitted, it is constrained by another standard and guideline that limits the 
change in absolute canopy cover to 30 percent. Potential effects on canopy cover as it relates to habitat for 
California spotted owls and potential effects on California spotted owl populations are described in the 
SEIS (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Species of the Sierra Nevada). 

9.4.49. Public Concern: Opening up the forest canopy in SPLATs would encourage the 
establishment of a substantial ground cover of grasses, forbs, and small shrubs; the Draft 
SEIS makes no mention of this aspect of SPLAT ecology in the vegetation modeling. 
Response: The Final SEIS discusses uncertainty regarding the ability of area treatments located in a 
manner to interrupt potential wildland fire spread to provide a reduced rate of spread in areas where the 
treated stands result in grasses or other generally high rate of spread vegetation types. This concern was 
discussed in Mark Finney’s research paper (Appendix G of the FEIS). Finney observed that, even where 
the maintenance has not provided for the desired rate of spread reduction, fire behavior is generally 
modified enough that suppression capability is enhanced, overall intensity is reduced, and mortality is 
reduced in treated areas. 

9.4.50. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should disclose potential impacts from increased 
canopy removal of larger trees, increased salvage logging, and "forest health" treatments 
on aquatic and riparian ecosystems. 
Response: While Alternative S2 does not include S1’s 12 and 20 inch limits, the tree sizes available for 
removal are not the largest trees; they are the smallest trees. The largest trees are retained, while the 
smallest trees are available for removal, to meet fuel reduction and, as applicable, stand density reduction 
objectives. S2 retains the same 30 inch limitation. This means that changes in canopy cover are primarily 
occurring in the lower canopy layers. 

The removal of dead or dying trees would be allowed; however, needs for snags and down trees will be 
met through implementation of forest-wide standards and guidelines for retaining these key habitat 
elements. 

Accomplishment of forest health objectives would include a wide range of treatments, ranging from 
mistletoe reduction in campgrounds to tree thinning in dense young stands. It is expected that the acres 
treated for forest health objectives will largely overlap area fuel treatments. 
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The Aquatic Management Strategy would apply to both Alternatives S1 and S2; therefore, similar effects 
to aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems are expected under both alternatives. Mechanical treatments 
and salvage of dead or dying trees would be conducted in accordance with riparian conservation 
objectives (FSEIS, Appendix A, Aquatic/riparian). The attainment of Riparian Conservation Objectives is 
expected to prevent potential adverse impacts of canopy cover changes. 

9.4.51. Public Concern: The Forest Service should prohibit canopy cover reduction by 
more than 20 percent in dominant and codominant trees. 
Response: Standards and guidelines for mechanical treatments in mature forest stands under the preferred 
alternative would be unlikely to commonly result in a reduction of 20 percent canopy in dominant and co-
dominant trees. Standards and guidelines for mechanical thinning treatments under Alternative S2 would 
retain the largest trees, which are the dominant and codominant trees; hence, changes to this canopy class 
would be limited. 

9.4.52. Public Concern: The DEIS does not explain why acres outside the "off-base" land 
allocation in the HFQLG area would require a high density and closed canopy retention 
in mature forest habitat [Table Ga.]. 
Response: The standards and guidelines for mechanical thinning treatments in mature forest habitat 
outside defense zones in Table Ga (FSEIS, Chapter 2) would not apply to the HFQLG Pilot Project Area 
through the life of the Pilot Project. 

9.4.53. Public Concern: The DSEIS analysis mischaracterizes the existing SNFPA ROD 
(Alternative S1) by assuming that stands with 40 to 60 percent canopy closure are 
allowed biomass treatments with removal limited to trees less than 6 inches. This single 
assumption eliminates the commercial component of treatments over large areas of the 
forest, yet is based on an assumption that line officers cannot distinguish differences in 
canopy closure within the 40 to 60 percent class. This assumption elevates a transient 
technical difficulty involving quantification of canopy closure to the level of a 
fundamental determinant of USFS management over millions of acres. 
Response: During the SNFPA Review, existing ROD standards and guidelines for fuels treatments were 
examined, using the Middle Fork Cosumnes Landscape on the Eldorado National Forest as an example. 
(Refer to Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, March 
2003, pages 21 through 33.) For stands outside PACs and defense zones with canopy closure between 40 
and 50 percent, existing SNFPA ROD standards and guidelines allow only one option for mechanical 
treatments: thinning to remove trees less than 6 inches dbh (SNFPA ROD, pages A-26, A-41, A-44, A-48, 
and A-49). Hence, for the Middle Fork Cosumnes analysis, the only treatment options for these types of 
stands were either (1) prescribed burning (which has no canopy retention requirements) or (2) thinning 
trees up to 6 inches dbh. In the Middle Fork Cosumnes analysis, stands with canopy closure between 50 
and 60 percent were also given these same treatment options (prescribed burning or thinning to a 6-inch 
dbh) based on two assumptions: (1) for purposes of applying the standards and guidelines, canopy closure 
could not be detected any finer than by 10 percent canopy classes (with a conference interval of plus or 
minus one class) and (2) an average fuel treatment would remove about 8 percent canopy cover. Given the 
cautious nature of the existing SNFPA ROD regarding mechanical treatments and its intent to ensure that 
mechanical treatments maintain existing suitable habitat for the California spotted owl, stands with 40 to 
60 percent canopy cover were assigned to a 6-inch mechanical thinning or prescribed fire treatment. This 
approach was only used to apply standards and guidelines and model effects in the Middle Fork 
Cosumnes Landscape. 
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The difficulty associated with quantifying canopy closure is not in making an estimate of total stand 
canopy closure, but in determining the contribution of individual trees to the total canopy closure. If one 
is allowed to remove trees to a fixed standard of 50 percent, one must know when this threshold has been 
met. If the canopy is re-measured after all the trees have been removed, it is too late to make corrections. 
Crown canopy measurement tools are designed to measure total canopy, not individual trees. This is a 
problem and one of the reasons that direction under Alternative S2 states that managers are to design 
projects to meet the canopy closure standards since there is no way of absolutely assuring that a 50 
percent standard has been met, given the high variability in measurement techniques and difficultly of a 
purporting the total canopy closure to individual trees. 

In the FEIS and SEIS analyses, stands with between 50 and 60 percent canopy cover are assigned 
treatment prescriptions that allow trees up to 12 inches dbh or, under certain circumstances, up to 20 
inches dbh to be removed until the applicable canopy retention standard is reached, even if the 
merchantable volume is nominal. In the SEIS analysis, lower timber volume removals are permitted and 
considered in the economics; however, the valuation model varies value per thousand board feet (MBF) 
by volume per acre. This means that stands with low volume per acre have lower value per MBF than 
stands with high volume per acre. Hence, stands with higher timber volumes not only have more volume, 
they also have higher value per unit. This method was applied to the analysis of both Alternatives S1 and 
S2 in the SEIS. 

9.4.54. Public Concern: In spite of the issue made about measuring canopy cover under 
Alternative S1, the DSEIS proposes an alternative that requires the measurement of 
canopy cover in precisely the same way. Alternative S2 requires that projects "retain a 
minimum of 40 percent canopy cover within the treatment unit" (DSEIS, p. 53). If the 
same logic is applied to modeling Alternative S2 as was done for S1, then CWHR types 
4m and 5m whose canopy is from 40-49 percent canopy cover can only be harvested with 
a prescription that limits removal of material to trees with diameters of 6 inches and less. 
However, the DSEIS does not apply this limitation to the modeling to Alternative S2. This 
differential treatment of Alternatives S1 and S2 is essentially arbitrary and skews the 
analysis in favor of Alternative S2. 
Response: See Response to Public Concern 9.4.53. 

A key difference between Alternatives S1 and S2 applies to mechanical treatments in stands at the 50 
percent canopy cover cusp: Alternative S2 would allow managers to use mechanical means to conduct 
fuel treatments to effectively reduce ladder and surface fuels even if it brought the stand below the 50 
percent canopy cover standard. There is no such allowance under Alternative S1. 

The SEIS analysis, unlike the initial analysis on the Middle Fork Cosumnes Landscape (Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, March 2003, pages 21 through 33), 
allows both Alternatives S1 and S2 to generate nominal yields when treating stands near the 50 percent 
canopy cover cusp, and both alternatives assign value to generated timber volumes using the same 
methodology. However, while Alternative S2 standards and guidelines allow the assumption that an 
adequate but minimum fuels treatment may proceed in all cases, this is not an assumption that can be 
made under Alternative S1. Hence, the bias described in this public concern was corrected in the Final 
SEIS analysis. 
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9.4.55. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should identify areas for habitat 
connectivity and should preserve areas of moderate to dense canopy cover in eastside 
forest types. 
Response: Implementation of the area treatment strategy under Alternative S2 would likely provide for 
extensive habitat connectivity, as modeled outcomes indicate that approximately 75 percent of large 
landscapes would not be treated. Likewise, moderate to dense canopy cover would be retained over large 
areas, and would be expected to develop in other areas. 

There are no absolutely correct characterizations of the pre-settlement forest. Despite that, reasoned 
assumptions, that take fire frequency and vegetative impacts into account, seem to support lower stand 
densities over much of the Sierra Nevada. Local project design will provide for site-specific consideration 
of multiple resources, including diversity of wildlife and plant species. 

9.4.56. Public Concern: The elimination of SNFPA ROD requirements to retain all trees 
greater than 30 inches dbh and at least 50 percent canopy closure over 60 percent of 
each watershed is appropriate only (1) when applied to forest habitats that were 
historically more open than is this threshold and (2) if the new threshold can be applied 
without impacts (habitat loss or degradation included) on sensitive wildlife. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) has the following forest-wide standard and guidelines 
(FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Vegetation Management): “When implementing mechanical thinning 
treatments, design projects to retain all live conifers 30 inches dbh or larger. Retain hardwoods 12 inches 
or greater within westside forest types.” The preferred alternative also has a standard and guideline for 
retaining 50 percent canopy closure, with certain allowances for reducing canopy cover to 40 percent. 

9.4.57. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS is unclear as to the scale at which many of 
Alternative S2's standards are to be measured. The Final SEIS should clarify whether 
canopy closure and basal area to be measured on a per-acre or per-treatment-unit basis. 
Response: Alternative S2’s standards and guidelines for mechanical fuels treatments are measured at the 
treatment unit scale (FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Vegetation Management). However, rules for 
defining treatment units, measuring canopy cover, and identifying tree sizes to be counted toward the 
basal area and canopy retention standards would be clarified through implementation of Alternative S2. 

9.4.58. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include an analysis of impacts to 
sensitive species as a result of Alternative S2’s more aggressive reductions in canopy 
cover compared to Alternative S1. Reduced canopy cover creates an opportunity for re-
growth of ground fuels, which will increase fire danger in the long term. 
Response: Alternative S2 does allow for greater reductions in canopy cover compared to Alternative S1, 
and expected impacts to wildlife species are described in the SEIS (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Species of the 
Sierra Nevada). The design of standards and guidelines for vegetation and fuels management activities 
under Alternative S2 are largely based on minimizing adverse impacts to wildlife species. There are 
indications that present-day stand densities were not as common in the pre-settlement forest as they are 
today (FSEIS, Chapter 3, Forest Ecosystem Health, Background). Providing habitats that resemble these 
earlier conditions is assumed to provide for suitable modern-day animal populations. Regardless of the 
fuel reduction treatment strategy, surface fuel treatments are an integral part of all the treatment strategies 
being considered and are expected to decrease, rather than increase, fire-related adverse impacts. 
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9.4.59. Public Concern: Thinning under Alternative S2 does not propose merely to 
remove dense, small trees. It would also remove large trees, creating SPLATs, and DFPZ 
operations that remove trees up to 30 inches dbh in some parts of the forests. Producing 
larger trees is not the same as producing optimum old forest conditions. In addition, there 
is reason to believe that density reduction (at least in some circumstances) will increase 
drought effects because of increased vulnerability to the drying effects of sunlight and 
wind compared to the generally cooler and more moist microclimates produced by the 
closed canopies of the denser stands. 
Response: : S2’s standards and guidelines, for mechanical thinning treatments in mature forest stands, 
direct managers to design projects to retain, at least, 40 percent of the existing basal area in the largest 
trees. This standard and guideline, combined with canopy cover standards and guidelines, would allow for 
the removal of the smaller trees in treatment areas, not the largest. The largest trees in each treatment unit 
would be retained. The creation of a strategically-placed area treatment network will be guided by the 
Desired Future Conditions for the applicable land allocation. Also, S2 permits managers to include 
multiple objectives in project development. When appropriate, intertree competition will be included, An 
appropriate upper diameter will be determined on a site-specific basis, but will, in all cases, retain the 
largest trees and be limited to 30 inches. 

The SEIS describes the linkages between density and insect/drought-related mortality. The “natural” 
density reduction process was largely accomplished by wildfire, as most germinating seedlings were 
killed as fire moved throughout the landscape. Additional changes were made by bark beetles and 
pathogens. On many of the acres within the planning area, bark beetles appear to be the density-regulating 
force, rather than inter-tree competition. Desired future conditions for the old forest emphasis area and 
general forest land allocations have been clarified in the Final SEIS to recognize the heterogeneity of the 
pre-settlement forest and illustrate high levels of variation in tree size, density, and layers over large areas. 

Soil moisture is the primary limiting variable in Sierra Nevada forests and reductions in tree density 
increase drought resistance and allow for increased diameter growth with increased bark thickness, 
providing for greater chances of wildfire survival, especially when surface fuel reduction treatments are 
applied. 

9.4.60. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow salvage cuts in old 
forest emphasis areas that are less than 10 acres in size. 
Response: It is likely that this site-specific condition will be addressed in a local analysis document. 
Scoping will provide you with an opportunity to illustrate the potential problem and to identify a possible 
treatment strategy. The placement of a treatment area, within which fuel and stand density objectives can 
be jointly addressed, may meet your objectives. It would be expected that density reduction treatment will 
minimize the risk of hazardous fuel level accumulation. 

9.4.61. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow the removal of 
partially damaged trees to decrease fire danger. 
Response: Management direction under Alternative S2 allows local managers to use the best available 
information to guide the removal of dead and dying trees in support of fuels and vegetation management 
objectives. 

9.4.62. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should define "salvage" based 
upon the Society of American Foresters terminology. 
Response: The use of the term “salvage” in the FSEIS is consistent with the SAF terminology. 
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9.4.63. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should establish criteria for 
determining whether a tree is dead. 
Response: S2 provides for the determination of dead/dying by considering the best available information 
provided by the Forest Health Protection staff. The current guidelines incorporate a pre-bud break and 
post-bud break criteria depending on the time of year determinations need to be made. 

9.4.64. Public Concern: There has been significant concern over what constitutes trees 
likely to die. The current wording in the standard and guideline on page 270 of the Draft 
SEIS is: "Use the best available information on determining tree mortality for the 
purpose of salvage as developed by the Pacific Southwest Region Forest Health 
Protection Staff." The Final SEIS standard and guideline should include literature 
citations that played a major role in developing the current "best available information." 
Response: The current guidelines, developed by the Forest Health Protection (FHP) staff, are based on 
the best available science for California. They will continue to be modified as determined by the results of 
FHP’s ongoing fire-damaged tree mortality studies. FHP has the largest data set in California and 
throughout the West in terms of number of trees and fire injury evaluation criteria. The current marking 
guidelines provide the best available estimate of mortality and have been developed with full 
consideration of available literature, ongoing studies, and the professional judgment of people with many 
years of experience. Estimating mortality is a professional endeavor that is not easy. Such estimates are 
not arbitrary, but rather are based on the best available science, which is evolving. Original guidelines 
recommended by Wagener (1961) have been used for decades in California. Refinements have been made 
and are incorporated into the current guidelines. 

Clarification Needs 

9.4.65. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify apparently conflicting statements 
relative to wildfire projections for Alternatives F2 through F8 on pages 10 and 11 of the 
Summary in the Draft SEIS. 
Response: These conflicting statements have been corrected in the Final SEIS. Refer to the FEIS, Volume 
2, Chapter 3, Part 3.4 page 228, “Effects Related to Wildfire Risk” for expected wildfire impacts relative 
to aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems. 

9.4.66. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify information regarding acres of 
fuels reduction treatments by methods, years, and alternatives. 
Response: The Final SEIS clarifies differences in acreages treated between Alternatives S1 and S2, 
including treatments in the HFQLG Pilot Project area. Table 4.2.4b in the DSEIS (page 164) has been 
modified in the Final SEIS to display acres planned for treatment by alternative. The Table compares 
Alternative S1 (with treatment acres based on total area within the treatment unit boundary), Alternative 
S1 (with untreated acres, based on standards and guidelines in the SNFPA ROD to retain a certain 
percentage of each treated stand in an untreated condition, removed from the area within the treatment 
unit boundary), and Alternative S2. Treatment acreages for each alternative have been displayed as initial 
treatments only, follow-up treatments, and total treatments. 
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9.4.67. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should clarify terminology, particularly the 
terms “desired conditions” and “initial fuels treatments.” 
Response: The Final SEIS has a revised Glossary. Desired conditions are described on pages 48 through 
51 of the DSEIS. Desired conditions have been updated in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS. 

9.4.68. Public Concern: The Forest Service should study impact of wildfires on spotted 
owl habitat. Simply being “influenced by fire” does not render a PAC unsuitable or lost 
to spotted owls. 
Response: Site-specific data has been added to the Final SEIS in Chapter 3 under “Fire Effects on PACs” 
to explain the overlap of PACs and fires from 1993 to 2002. This shows the annual rate of PACs burned 
over time. Another table has been added to display PACs significantly diminished by wildfire during a 
recent several-year period. 

9.4.69. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should report the number of acres treated.  
Response: The number of acres treated by mechanical means and prescribed burning is displayed in 
Table 4.2.4b “Treatment acres by allocation and type” (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Fire and Fuels). This table has 
been updated and modified in the Final SEIS. 

Forest Health, Timber Harvesting 

9.4.70. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow other objectives to be 
included in fire risk reduction proposals. The Forest Plan Amendment should provide for 
an increased amount of forest health treatment acres. 
Response: Standards and guidelines in the SEIS preferred alternative (S2) allow for managers to 
“incorporate objectives for forest health and re-introducing fire, where appropriate” in most land 
allocations (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Table Fa). The theme and overall management approach of Alternative S2 
is to “use a more active management approach…….. to make forests less susceptible to the effects of 
uncharacteristically severe wildland fires as well as invasive pests and diseases” (FSEIS, Chapter 2, 
Alternative S2, Theme and Overall Management Approach). 

9.4.71. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not limit thinning to the 
wildland urban intermix. Thinning should be encouraged throughout the entire forest. 
Response: It is not the intent of the SEIS to imply that “thinning” should only be conducted in the 
wildland urban intermix (WUI). Under the preferred alternative (Alternative S2), fuels reduction projects 
are expected to occur throughout the forest, with priority given to treatments in the WUI because of 
threats to life, property, and financial resources. In addition, Alternative S2 provides a mechanism that 
allows “fuels and forest health treatments to generate revenues through commercial forest products to 
increase the number of acres that can be treated with the available appropriated funds.” 

9.4.72. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow logging only to reduce wildfire 
dangers.  
Response: Under the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, it is the policy of Congress that the 
national forests are established and administered for timber production as well as recreation, range, 
watershed, wildlife and fish purposes in a sustainable manner. Under the National Forest Management 
Act, forest plans are required to determine areas capable and suitable for timber production along with 
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consideration of other resource needs. Harvest of small and medium sized trees (less than 30 inches 
diameter), paired with treatment of surface fuels, is one effective method to reduce wildfire danger. 
However, logging is also an effective tool for sustainable management of other goods and services from 
national forests. Logging can be effectively used to promote forest health through thinning excess stems 
to reduce competition and stress on residual trees, improving resistance to insects and disease. Logging 
can also be used to accelerate growth of residual trees by reducing competition and making more water, 
nutrients and sunlight available to the remaining trees. Logging is also an effective tool for improving 
public safety by removing hazard trees along roads and around recreation and administrative sites. In 
other parts of the country, logging is routinely used to improve water yields from forested watersheds or 
to create or improve specific kinds of wildlife habitat. 

9.4.73. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use the need to reduce the threat 
of wildfires in the Sierra Nevada to justify increased logging. 
Response: The SNFPA provides a coordinated strategy for addressing the risk of large, severe wildland 
fires in the Sierra Nevada due to decades of fire exclusion and the resulting accumulations of hazardous 
fuels. Goals for fire and fuels management include reducing the wildfire threat to communities, 
ecosystems, and natural resources; maintaining ecosystem functions (which include fire as a natural 
process), and decreasing fire suppression costs (FSEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action, Fire and 
Fuels). The SNFPA also has goals for old forest ecosystems which include: (1) protecting, increasing, and 
perpetuating desired conditions of old forest ecosystems and conserving their associated species while 
meeting people's needs for commodities and outdoor recreation activities; (2) increasing the density of 
large trees, the structural diversity of vegetation, and improving the continuity and distribution of old 
forests across the landscape; and (3) reversing the declining trends in abundance of old forest ecosystems 
and habitats for species that use old forests (FSEIS, Chapter 1, Purpose and Need). 

The focus of activities under the preferred alternative is the removal of excessive numbers of small trees, 
not large trees. It is the smaller trees that are making Sierra Nevada forests overly dense and prone to 
destructive wildfire or susceptible to insects and disease. Projected treatments (over a 20 year period) 
aimed at modifying fire behavior to reduce the size and severity of wildfires would cover an estimated 20 
to 25 percent of areas at low and mid-elevations where fire danger is highest. 

While commercial logging can increase the amount and flammability of fuels, proper slash disposal and 
stand treatment following harvests can prevent this from occurring. In all alternatives where timber 
harvesting occurs, the emphasis is moved from providing a commercial product to modification of fuels.  

9.4.74. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that commercial timber sales 
are not disguised as salvage logging. 
Response: Standards and guidelines dealing with ecosystem restoration projects following large 
catastrophic fires provide specific direction and management objectives to retain ecosystem values and 
functions, including (1) “do not conduct salvage harvest in at least 10 percent of the total area affected by 
the fire;” (2) ”unsalvaged acreage should be comprised of vegetation classified as CWHR size class 5 or 6 
prior to the burn;” (3) “the intent is to leave some areas of high density large snags to meet the needs of 
post-fire opportunistic species” and others (FSEIS, Appendix A, Forest Wide, Snags, Down Wood, Post-
Fire Restoration, Salvage). The standards and guidelines dealing with ecosystem restoration projects for 
large, catastrophic fires specifically apply to “contiguous blocks of moderate to high severity of 1,000 
acres or more.” The appropriateness of salvage logging, for whatever reason, would be determined 
locally, based on site-specific environmental analysis following these standards and guidelines. 
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9.4.75. Public Concern: The Forest Service should enforce the requirement that national 
forests develop a comprehensive Fire and Fuels Management Plan. 
Response: The enforcement of existing direction for developing Fire Management Plans is outside the 
scope of this SEIS. 

9.4.76. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should establish fire plans that 
limit forest use during high fire danger. 
Response: Determination of actions during high fire danger is locally determined and outside the scope 
of this SEIS. 

9.4.77. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop a local fire-fighting force. 
Response: The Forest Service has developed a highly trained, well organized fire fighting capability in 
coordination with numerous agencies.  

9.4.78. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adopt the fire and fuel management 
strategy proposed by FSEEE. 
Response: Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as this gives 
the Forest Service a sense of the public’s feelings and beliefs about a proposed course of action. Such 
information can only be used by the decision maker in arriving at a decision and not for improving the 
analysis or documentation. 

9.4.79. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should provide estimates of the numbers of 
SPLATs that would be implemented each year and their actual mean size to facilitate 
analysis of California spotted owl impacts. 
Response: Appendix B of the SEIS describes the SPLAT pattern that was approximated across Sierra 
Nevada landscapes for Alternatives S1 and S2 to project changes in vegetation and habitat over time. The 
SPLAT pattern modeled for these alternatives resembles a herringbone or tread pattern, which more 
closely aligns with the pattern described by Mark Finney (Appendix G of the FEIS). The modeling 
appendix in the Final SEIS has clarified that each modeled SPLAT is 150 acres. Modeling indicates that 
we can create an effective SPLAT pattern by treating approximately 25 percent of landscapes. 

The modeling for the SNFPA provides a relative comparison of bioregional-scale effects of the 
alternatives on vegetation and habitat over time. It also provides information to the decision maker and 
public regarding potential spatial effects, for example numbers of PACs potentially treated, acres in home 
range core areas potentially treated, and so forth. However, the SEIS presents a programmatic level 
analysis. Site-specific effects will be analyzed and mitigation measures will be developed when actual 
projects are planned and designed on the ground. Biological evaluations will also be developed at the site-
specific project scale. 

9.4.80. Public Concern: National Park Service prescribed burns should be given priority 
over Forest Service prescribed burns. 
Response: Priority setting of burns between multiple agencies is outside the scope of this SEIS. Local 
managers, in cooperation with Air Districts, are responsible for prioritization of prescribed burns. 
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9.4.81. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use non-toxic herbicides to treat 
forestlands. 
Response: Pesticides are addressed in the SEIS alternatives only to the extent needed to address the five 
problem areas. For example, application of pesticides in riparian conservation areas and critical aquatic 
refuges would be limited to cases where project-level analysis indicates their application is consistent 
with the riparian conservation objectives (FSEIS, Appendix A, Amphibians). The FEIS and Final SEIS 
are programmatic documents and do not address specific types of pesticides to be applied. This type of 
activity would be a site-specific project proposal, with environmental impacts analyzed and decisions 
regarding types of pesticides to apply made at the local level. 

9.4.82. Public Concern: The Regional Forester and his staff should meet collectively 
with the members of the QLG to collaboratively develop an implementation plan for the 
remaining 6 years of the HFQLG Forest Recovery Act. 
Response: The Forest Supervisors and staff of the Lassen, Plumas and Tahoe National Forests meet 
regularly with members of the QLG (QLG Steering Committee) to plan and coordinate implementation of 
the HFQLG Forest Recovery Act. 

9.4.83. Public Concern: The record for the Final SEIS should include the fire severity 
graph developed by John Hoffman. 
Response: The graph is part of the public comment and is included in the record. 

9.4.84. Public Concern: The Forest Service should justify why fuel treatments in defense 
zones have not happened in the last 2 years. 
Response: The public concern is not an accurate statement. Projects have been planned and implemented 
in defense zones. 

Rehabilitation and Stabilization 

9.5.1. Public Concern: The Forest Service should cease monoculture replanting of bi- 
and multi-culture forests. 
Response: The Forest Service does not practice monoculture replanting, and does restore what was cut to 
what it was before, except in places where it is clear that the pre-existing condition ought not to have been 
there. In dense thickets where shade tolerant species, such as white fir, have become up to 80 percent of a 
stand, having grown up due to decades of fire exclusion, the Forest Service would not replant the white fir 
at the same percentage it represented before the area was treated. This frequently occurs at the 5,000- to 
6000-foot elevation level. A similar situation can occur at low elevations where historically sites that were 
pine and oak have been encroached upon by incense cedar and white fir, again due to fire exclusion. 
Replanting in such an area would consist primarily of pine and black oak. 
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9.5.2. Public Concern: On page 144 of the Draft SEIS, the phrase "forest restoration 
(reseeding and replanting)" appears. Forest restoration is not simply "restoring forest 
tree cover" but something much more ecologically complex. The Final SEIS should 
provide a detailed definition of forest restoration. 
Response: The reference to forest restoration on page 144 of the SEIS is specifically tied to the 
President’s Healthy Forest Initiative. The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) provides a detailed set of 
objectives for restoring ecosystems following large catastrophic disturbance events, including wildfires, 
drought, insects, disease, windstorm, and other unforeseen events. Objectives for restoration projects 
include managing disturbed areas to address long-term fuels profiles, restore habitat, and recover the 
value of some of the dead and dying trees. Restoration activities are intended, over time, to restore forest 
species composition and structure to that which existed prior to the event or to a more desirable condition 
for a given land allocation (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Ecosystem Restoration Following 
Catastrophic Disturbance Events). In addition to clarifying management direction and intent for 
restoration actions following large catastrophic disturbance events, Alternative S2 also provides standards 
and guidelines for these types of restoration actions (FSEIS, Appendix A, Snags, Down Wood, Post-Fire 
Restoration, Salvage). 

9.5.3. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should discuss the potential for losing the 
Placerville Nursery and disclose alternative seedling sources, costs, quality, and effects 
on the regeneration program. 
Response: This concern is outside of the scope of the SEIS. 

9.5.4. Public Concern: Proposals for restoration activities after catastrophic fire events 
must be developed in a way that does not, over time, create the same conditions that 
contributed to the fire event in the first place.  
Response: Under Alternative S2, objectives for restoration projects following large catastrophic 
disturbance events include managing disturbed areas to address long-term fuels profiles (FSEIS, Chapter 
2, Alternative S2, Ecosystem Restoration Following Catastrophic Disturbance Events). The intent would 
be to minimize the risk of future fire-related losses of desired vegetation. Restoration activities would be 
conducted where predicted forest succession was expected to be outside the desired range of species 
composition and structure. An example would be in the case where a forest comprised of five tree species 
burned and was predicted to become a manzanita- and whitethorn ceanothus-dominated shrubfield over a 
30- to 50-year period, eventually succeeded by sparse white fir and incense cedar tree cover with high 
fuel loads. Tree removal and reforestation activities would be conducted to reduce predicted future fuel 
loads, regenerate all five tree species, and begin a successional path predicted to attain a moderately dense 
tree cover rather than a sparse one (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Ecosystem Restoration Following 
Catastrophic Disturbance Events). Project-level planning would be conducted for proposed restoration 
activities, and would include public involvement and detailed, site-specific environmental analysis. 
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Forest Health Management 

9.6.1. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should allow a broad range of 
treatments for forest health, including areas outside of SPLATS and WUIs and for 
purposes other than fuel reduction. 
Response: Both Alternatives S1 and S2 emphasize a fire and fuels strategy aimed at locating area fuels 
treatments to interrupt potential wildland fire spread, thereby modifying landscape-scale fire behavior. 
Alternative S2 allows managers to consider other objectives, including forest health, during project design 
(FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Table Fa). The inclusion of forest health objectives under Alternative 
S2 provides local managers added flexibility for addressing local forest health concerns when locating 
and developing prescriptions for area treatments. 

The program of work envisioned under both Alternatives S1 and S2 is aimed at establishing an effective 
landscape-scale fire behavior modification strategy in a timeframe designed to meet needs for reducing 
the threat of large, severe wildland fires while conserving habitats for sensitive wildlife species. It is 
anticipated that placing additional emphasis on an even larger program of work to include broad-scale 
forest health treatments would lengthen the time and reduce the effectiveness of the fire and fuels 
management strategy. 

9.6.2. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should establish a strategy for forest 
restructuring to improve forest health. 
Response: A systematic restructuring of the forest to respond to extensive areas potentially at high risk of 
pest and drought conditions is beyond the scope of this analysis. The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) 
provides direction for accomplishing multiple objectives in designing area treatments and is anticipated to 
make some progress toward addressing forest vegetation problems. Forest health and ecological 
sustainability will be addressed during the forest plan revision process. 

9.6.3. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should establish goals and controls 
that limit the ceiling on net forest growth. The Forest Plan Amendment should include 
standards and guidelines allowing treatment of forest pests. 
Response: It is recognized that growth rates are currently overwhelming management actions to reduce 
fuel accumulations and to reduce susceptibility of forest stands to bark beetle- and drought-related 
mortality. However, strategic placement of area treatments to reduce fuel levels and reduce the adverse 
effects of wildfire is being applied as the appropriate first step. In addition, Alternative S2 would allow 
local managers to respond to some insect and pathogen conditions as projects were being planned and 
designed (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Table Fa).  

9.6.4. Public Concern: The analysis of acres to be treated for forest health improvement 
should be improved in the Final SEIS. 
Response: Stand density reduction, a commonly assumed aspect of “forest health” objectives, is a stated 
management objective under Alternative S2 (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Table Fa). The Final SEIS 
description of Alternative S2 clarifies that, for purposes of the analysis in the Final SEIS, forest health 
objectives are integrated into priority objectives for modifying wildland fire behavior. Hence, fuels 
treatment objectives would have first priority in the design of area treatments. However, prescriptions for 
treatment areas would also address identified needs for increasing stand resistance to mortality from 
insects and disease. Thinning densely stocked stands could be used to reduce competition and improve 
tree vigor, thereby reducing levels of insect- and disease-caused mortality. The effects analysis in the 
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Final SEIS takes this direction into account: the extent of treatments for forest health purposes is expected 
to be within the range of strategically placed area treatment acreages modeled for Alternative S2. 

9.6.5. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should prohibit logging before and 
after natural disturbances. 
Response: There are few “natural” disturbances in forests that have not been affected by human 
influence. Harvesting, designed to reduce inter-tree competition, is a useful tool when forest stand 
densities are at, or above, levels recognized as thresholds to insect- related mortality. It should be 
recognized that harvest during high stress periods, such as during drought periods, is generally ineffective 
at slowing or stopping additional tree mortality. A possible exception to this is when trees can be removed 
from the area while the beetles are still developing within. 

9.6.6. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider adopting Alternative F4 to re-
establish historic fire regimes across landscapes. 
Response: Implementation of strategically placed area treatments is expected to provide for a reduction 
in adverse effects of wildfires. While it is expected that some progress will be made toward establishing 
desired fire regimes, neither Alternative S1 nor S2 recognizes this as an explicit goal. Alternative F4 is 
one of the 9alternatives considered in detail in the SEIS: effects of this and the other eight alternatives are 
disclosed in the FEIS and SEIS to inform the Responsible Official in making a decision. 

9.6.7. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should justify the assertion that forest health is 
related to stand density. 
Response: While the term “forest health” lacks precision, forest stand density is related to the potential 
for disturbance from agents, such as drought, fire, and insects. The relationships between host vegetation, 
pests and drought are complex, and localized examples can be found as exceptions to most broad scale 
generalizations. The SEIS describes the extent of potential high-density risks in Chapter 3, Part 3.1.1. 
“Forest Ecosystem Health.” Susceptibility to uncharacteristically severe wildfire effects is also considered 
a forest health topic. Forest stand density can add to the level of fuel hazards within an area, especially 
where surface fuel and multiple crown layers exist.  

9.6.8. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should justify the need to remove hazard trees. 
The Forest Plan Amendment should consider the option of falling and leaving hazardous 
trees. 
Response: The need to remove hazard trees is outside the scope of this SEIS. The Forest Plan 
Amendment will not change standards and guidelines in existing forest plans for removal of hazard trees. 
Hazard trees and their management are issues that are addressed at the forest level. The Forest Service is 
responsible for removing hazard trees from areas, such as campgrounds, along roads, and in other areas 
where the public and employees congregate, to reduce known risks to visitors and workers on National 
Forest System lands. 

9.6.9. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should identify and minimize the 
spread of H. annosus. The Final SEIS should analyze management action impacts on the 
spread of H. annosus. 
Response: The Final SEIS describes the known status of Annosus root disease and expected 
consequences associated with Alternative S1 and S2. The spread of H. annousus as a result of vegetation 
treatments is mitigated during project level planning. Local certified silviculturists, in consultation with 

122 - Response to Public Comments 



Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment – Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

forest health experts when needed, prepare vegetation management prescriptions, which consider and 
mitigate the effects of a wide range of diseases including H. annousus. In addition, the Pacific Southwest 
Region’s Forest Health Protection staff works with local managers to respond to recognized problems. 
The best available science is used to develop strategies to reduce the spread of this disease as a result of 
management activities. 

Facilities – Utilities, Research, and Educational 

9.7.1. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should address impacts to hydropower facilities. 
Response: Most major drainages in the Sierra Nevada region have several dams and water storage 
reservoirs. The largest dams are located below national forest boundaries in the Sierra Nevada foothills; 
however, the California Division of Dam Safety regulates more than 175 dams and reservoirs in the Sierra 
Nevada national forests. The alternatives in this SEIS would neither alter the existence or operations of 
existing dams or diversions. Although dams and diversions have profound effects on the ecological 
conditions and processes in riparian ecosystems, they were not analyzed since the alternatives do not 
address management of dams and diversions (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.4, page 227). 

Currently, all California national forests are coordinating closely with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) and power companies who are applying to renew licenses to operate hydropower 
facilities as required under the Federal Power Act of 1920, Section 4(e). The alternatives in the SEIS do 
not address hydropower relicensing. 

Relicensing is required for projects greater than 5 megawatts capacity and FERC is the lead agency to 
prepare the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents with participation by the Forest 
Service. The Forest Service is the lead Federal agency for projects that are less than 5 megawatts capacity 
and exempt from relicensing, but require a special use authorization under Forest Service regulations. In 
the latter case, the Forest Service has the authority to require environmental protection and mitigation for 
hydropower project operations. Each national forest is to participate in the relicensing process at least 5 
years prior to license expiration. The Forest Service identifies needed studies and surveys to be conducted 
by the applicant, and participates in an early collaborative process with the public and applicants to define 
issues and needs for Section 4(e) conditions. Additionally, national forests may make advisory 
recommendations under Section 10(a) to FERC for hydropower projects outside of Forest Service 
jurisdiction that may impact existing or future projects. 

9.7.2. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that information regarding dam 
and water diversion impacts to species is accurate. The Final SEIS should analyze 
potential benefits to frog populations from dams. 
Response: Dams and diversions have significant impacts on aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems. 
Currently, all California national forests are coordinating closely with the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) and power companies who are applying to renew licenses to operate hydropower 
facilities as required under the Federal Power Act of 1920, Section 4(e). Since the alternatives in the SEIS 
do not propose to alter the existence or operations of dams or diversions, the analysis of environmental 
consequences of the alternatives does not focus on either the positive or negative aspects of these 
facilities (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.4, page 227). Cumulative effects related to the presence of 
existing dams and diversions are discussed under specific species sections; for example, effects of water 
developments on overall environmental outcomes for the foothill yellow-legged frog are discussed in the 
FEIS, Volume 3, Chapter 3, Part 4.4, page 211. 
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Aquatic Management Strategy  

9.8.1. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should implement the most stringent 
aquatic protection measures to ensure compliance with the Aquatic Management 
Strategy. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 share the core elements of the existing SNFPA ROD Aquatic 
Management Strategy including: aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation areas (RCAs) 
and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and direction pertaining to 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds on the Lassen National Forest. 

All 9 alternatives considered in the SEIS are designed to maintain or improve water quality on Sierra 
Nevada national forests. Any site-specific actions taken to implement direction in the Forest Plan 
Amendment would require compliance with NEPA. An environmental analysis would be completed to 
assess the potential impacts of proposed activities on water quality and aquatic and riparian systems as 
well as to ensure consistency with State water quality objectives. 

9.8.2. Public Concern: Compared to Alternative S1, Alternative S2 allows the removal of 
three times as much timber over the same land base and allows the removal of larger 
trees and a greater reduction in canopy cover. Combined with the huge increase in road 
construction, Alternative S2 significantly reduces the likelihood that the aquatic 
conservation goals will be met. 
Response: The analysis of effects on aquatic, riparian, and meadow ecosystems in the FEIS relies on 
acreages of mechanical fuels treatments and wildfire projections to compare alternatives (FEIS, Volume 2, 
Chapter 3, Part 3.4, pages 236 through 237). The FEIS analysis notes that, “when the balance between 
fuels treatment acres and risk of catastrophic wildfire is assessed, alternatives that lower the risk of fire 
and have medium levels of treatment propose the least risk to aquatic and riparian systems” (FEIS, 
Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 3.4, page 236). 

The SEIS summary analysis of the effects of Alternatives S1 and S2 on aquatic, riparian and meadow 
ecosystems states that both Alternatives S1 and S2 are judged to perform similarly to Alternative 
Modified 8, which was determined to be among the alternatives expected to pose the least risk of 
negatively impacting riparian and aquatic ecosystems (FSEIS, Chapter 4, Fire and Fuels). 
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9.8.3. Public Concern: The Draft SEIS proposes but fails to analyze significant changes 
to the overall aquatic strategy. The Aquatic Management Strategy (AMS), as developed 
under the Framework, is a spatially-explicit strategy for aquatic ecosystem protection 
and recovery at multiple scales: regional, watershed, and site. The proposed action, 
however, does not carry forward with this approach and likely will negatively effect 
aquatic, riparian, and meadow systems within the planning area. While site-specific 
analysis of individual projects is desirable and indeed necessary, such analysis needs to 
be couched within larger watershed and bioregional analytical frameworks in order to 
adequately address the biological effects of the proposed action. For example, if a series 
of thinning projects are proposed within a heavily roaded watershed with unstable soils, 
only a landscape-level analysis will provide the information necessary for determining 
which projects can go forward without pushing the watershed over the threshold of 
concern. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 share the core elements of the existing SNFPA ROD Aquatic 
Management Strategy including: aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation areas (RCAs) 
and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and direction pertaining to 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds on the Lassen National Forest. In the Final SEIS, the following 
standard and guideline from the existing SNFPA ROD is retained under Alternative S2: Identify existing 
uses and activities in CARs and RCAs during landscape analysis. Evaluate existing management 
activities to determine consistency with RCOs during project-level analysis. Develop and implement 
actions needed for consistency with RCOs (SNFPA ROD, page A-54). 

Any site-specific actions taken to implement direction in the Forest Plan Amendment would require 
compliance with NEPA. An environmental analysis would be completed to assess the potential impacts of 
proposed activities on water quality and aquatic and riparian systems. The analysis would also include an 
assessment of cumulative watershed effects relative to thresholds of concern established for watersheds in 
the project analysis area. 

9.8.4. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should not weaken existing SNFPA 
ROD Aquatic Management Strategy provisions for protecting amphibians and other 
aquatic, riparian, and meadow dependent species. 
Response: Alternatives S1 and S2 retain the core elements of the existing SNFPA ROD Aquatic 
Management Strategy including: aquatic management strategy goals, riparian conservation areas (RCAs) 
and critical aquatic refuges (CARs), riparian conservation objectives (RCOs), and direction pertaining to 
anadromous fish-producing watersheds on the Lassen National Forest. 

The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) does propose changes to specific standards and guidelines 
pertaining to grazing management in habitat for the willow flycatcher, Yosemite toad, and great gray owl 
to meet needs for conserving these species while minimizing impacts on grazing allotment permittees by 
adjusting management based on local conditions (FSEIS, Chapter 2, Alternative S2, Standards and 
Guidelines for Sensitive Species and Meadow Ecosystem). Effects of these changes on willow flycatcher, 
great gray owl and Yosemite toad are discussed in Species of the Sierra Nevada, Chapter 4 of the FSEIS. 
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10. Socio-economic Values 

10.1. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should protect public forests in a 
natural state to benefit current and future generations. 
Response: The national forests are gems that belong to the public and must be sustained to protect the 
habitat of wildlife that live in them, allow the current generation to enjoy and utilize them, and to benefit 
future generations. The national forests differ, though, from national parks. While the mission of the 
National Park Service is “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life 
therein” (National Park Service Organic Act), the Forest Service was established by law to sustain 
multiple uses by managing range, recreation, wildlife and fish habitat, watershed, minerals, and timber 
(Organic Administration Act of 1897 and Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960). The Forest Service 
is charged with managing uses that are at times conflicting to find “the greatest good for the greatest 
number in the long run” (Gifford Pinchot, first Chief of the Forest Service). The SNFPA is an attempt to 
do just that, balancing the need to protect, increase, and perpetuate old forest ecosystems and the wildlife 
species associated with them with the need to reduce the threat of wildfire to both ecosystems and human 
communities. The Review Team found that the original decision to implement Modified Alternative 8 of 
the SNFPA FEIS was too precautionary, compromised successful implementation of the decision’s fire 
and fuels strategy due both to expense and problems with standards and guidelines, and did not 
adequately address the fuels and wildfire threat. The SEIS Preferred Alternative (S2) is meant to establish 
a better balance between ecosystem protection/restoration and human communities through a more 
focused effort on removing fuels, leaving the forest in a condition where the effects of wildfire are less 
severe and less susceptible to the effects of uncharacteristically severe wildland fires, preserving its 
beauty for the present and the future. 

10.2. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should describe the non-commodity values the 
Sierra Nevada provides to the economy and the impacts of various alternatives on these 
non-commodity values. 
Response: Non-commodity values are addressed in the FEIS: refer to the following sections in Volume 2, 
Chapter 3: Part 3. 4. “Water Quality” (pages 197 through 199) and “Plant and Animal Community 
Diversity” (pages 204through 206), Part 3.7. “Air Quality” (pages 323 through 354), Part 3.8 “Soil 
Quality” (pages 355 through 368), Part 5.6. “Recreation” (pages 453 through 500), and Part 5.7 “Scenic 
Integrity and Landscape Character” (pages 500 through 509). Discussion of these non-commodity values 
in the text cited above includes their significance to the economy of the Sierra Nevada and the 
environmental consequences of each alternative. 

One of the reasons for the review of the existing SNFPA ROD leading to development of the Draft SEIS 
was to “reduce the unintended and adverse impacts on recreation users and permit holders” (DSEIS, page 
1). The Draft SEIS maintains the goal from the FEIS to “protect, increase, and perpetuate desired 
conditions of old forest ecosystems and conserve their associated species while meeting people’s needs 
for commodities and outdoor recreation activities” (DSEIS, page 2). The changes proposed in the Draft 
SEIS “would not change the types or range-wide availability of recreational opportunities from those 
described for Alternative Modified 8 in the FEIS” (DSEIS, page 145). The Draft SEIS clarifies that under 
Alternative S2, “the proposed changes to standards and guidelines for sensitive species will have a limited 
effect on recreation activity, land use and development in the Sierra Nevada bioregion. In general, the 
changes allow the management direction for recreation activities to be developed at the local level” 
(DSEIS, page 238). 
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10.3. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide quality tourism 
opportunities to sustain the regional economy. 
Response: The focus of the SNFPA FEIS and the SEIS is not on recreation management, but on 
addressing the five problem areas identified in the “Purpose and Need” sections of these documents. The 
alternatives address recreation only to the extent that standards and guidelines are needed to address the 
five problem areas. 

Recreational activities on national forest lands include camping, boating, swimming, hiking, riding, 
biking, snowmobiling, skiing, off-highway vehicle use, sight seeing, hunting, fishing, and horseback 
riding. The importance of these programs and activities to the economy of the Sierra Nevada is clearly 
outlined in the FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.6, pages 453 through 500. Impacts of each alternative 
on recreation are also examined. The preferred alternative (Alternative S2) clarifies management intent 
for off-highway vehicles, limited operating periods, and application of several riparian standards and 
guidelines to recreation activities, uses, and projects. The proposed changes to standards and guidelines 
have “limited effect on recreation activity, land use and development in the Sierra Nevada bioregion. In 
general, the changes allow the management direction for recreation activities to be developed at the local 
level” (DSEIS, page 238). 

10.4. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider impacts to natural experience 
opportunities resulting from logging. 
Response: Only about 1 percent of the Sierra Nevada landbase would be treated in any given year. Most 
treatment would be fuels reduction - the removal of surface and ladder fuels; some small to medium sized 
trees may be removed to provide space between tree tops in the canopy cover. Since most medium sized 
and all trees over 30 inches diameter are retained, this type of logging does not dramatically alter the 
visual appearance of treated stands other than to open up views through the understory. Many visitors to 
National Forests are not even aware logging has occurred within a couple years of the treatment. Many 
visitors actually prefer the park-like look of the treated stands. Salvage and restoration treatments 
following wildfire would also occur, with the amount varying annually depending on the extent and 
severity of the events. These events are likely to have more impact on natural experience opportunities 
than the fuels treatments and associated logging. The Sierra Nevada has been logged, grazed and mined 
for over 150 years, yet remains heavily used for recreation, aesthetic pleasures, natural beauty 
experiences, wilderness experience, solitude, and serenity. Effects of logging under the preferred 
alternative (S2) on soils, hydrology and economics are discussed in their respective sections of Chapter 4 
of the FEIS and the SEIS. Also see responses to Public Concerns 10.1 and 10.5. 

10.5. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze the impacts on tourism, recreation 
and scenic values from logging proposed under the various alternatives. 
Response: Potential impacts to tourism, recreation, and scenic values under the various alternatives are 
described in the FEIS, Volume 2, Parts 5.6 and 5.7 (pages 453 through 509). The SEIS preferred 
alternative (S2) retains SNFPA goals for old forest ecosystems, which include: (1) protecting, increasing, 
and perpetuating desired conditions of old forest ecosystems and conserving their associated species 
while meeting people's needs for commodities and outdoor recreation activities; (2) increasing the density 
of large trees, the structural diversity of vegetation, and improving the continuity and distribution of old 
forests across the landscape; and (3) reversing the declining trends in abundance of old forest ecosystems 
and habitats for species that use old forests (DSEIS, page 28). The desired condition is to move forest 
structure and function to resemble pre-settlement conditions. The Final SEIS provides graphics that paint 
a picture of what this might look like. Tree sizes will range from seedlings to very large diameter trees. 
The forest will consist of stands of trees in a wide range of sizes and densities. There will be a high level 
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of horizontal and vertical diversity within landscapes. To arrive at this condition, small trees, which in the 
past would have naturally died from wildfire or Native American burning practices, will be removed. 

Logging trucks and tourists have co-existed for years. The number of logging trucks would still be small 
when compared to the number in the early 1990s. Less than 1 percent of the landbase will be treated in 
any single year, so potential impacts to tourists from logging trucks on narrow Forest roads are expected 
to be minimal. 

Tourists will continue to have forested vistas to view, with the goal over time to have fewer of these vistas 
blackened by the effects of severe wildland fires, as fuels reduction treatments take effect. As natural fire 
regimes are restored, surface fuels and understory vegetation will be burned, with only small openings 
created in the canopy by fire, thereby maintaining scenic views. 

Also see response to Public Concern 10.4. 

10.6. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider all negative "external" costs 
resulting from logging, including: soil compaction, downstream flooding, siltation of 
reservoirs, increased fire hazard, increased prescribed burning and smoke with 
associated public health hazards, below-cost timber sales, global impacts, and 
introduction of non-native grasses. 
Response: Under both Alternatives S1 and S2, project design and implementation are required to follow 
Regional and Forest Soil Quality Standards and Best Management Practices. These standards are 
designed to protect long-term soil productivity and minimize the effects of soil disturbance, movement, 
and compaction. Both alternatives are expected to provide the necessary protection and maintenance of 
soil quality. For more information on effects of soil disturbance by logging refer to the SNFPA FEIS 
Volume 2, pages 360-368. 

A primary purpose and need for the SEIS proposed action is that the direction in the existing SNFPA 
ROD does not adequately address the fuels and wildfire threat. The SEIS preferred alternative 
(Alternative S2) provides a more focused effort on reducing – not increasing - fire hazard, leaving an 
environment where the effects of fire are less severe. Refer to the SEIS summary (fire and fuels 
management), description of alternative S2 (chapter 2) and fire and fuels section of chapter 4. 

Regarding prescribed fire and smoke in the environment as a result of logging, the preferred Alternative 
S2 is predicted to produce many tons less particulate matter from both wildfire and prescribed fire than 
Alternative S1, which does not rely on logging. The primary reason for the reduction is that the preferred 
alternative treats more acres mechanically, with more vegetative material removed from the site either as 
biomass or as timber. With lower fuel loadings, whether a prescribed fire or wildfire occurs following 
treatment, the result will be lower emissions, protecting public health. In addition, the Forest Service 
follows strict guidance and direction from the State for smoke management and air quality protection, 
resulting in lower smoke impacts to the public. 

The issue of below-cost timber sales and global issues, such as carbon sequestration, global warming, and 
use of alternative fibers, are outside the scope of the FEIS and SEIS. On many of the global issues, 
uncertainty or lack of data exists, and there is no consensus within the scientific community. 
Environmental analysis and decision-making under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) must 
be based on available data and current science. Some qualitative judgments are possible by comparing 
fire effects. Action alternatives that reduce the risk of wildfires will reduce greenhouse emissions; on the 
other hand, those that harvest more trees may reduce the landscape’s ability to absorb greenhouse gasses 
for a while. Quantification of these and other variables is not possible.  

Regarding the introduction of non-native species from logging, the FEIS uses a common strategy for all 
action alternatives, and the SEIS maintains the same noxious weeds management strategy. The strategy is 
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a prevention-based approach to integrated weed management with high potential for reducing the number 
of acres infested by noxious weeds and preventing weed spread into new areas. The standards and 
guidelines for noxious weed management provide specific measures to be implemented forest-wide. A 
project-level noxious weed risk assessment serves as the primary mechanism for prescribing weed 
prevention measures. The assessments are a standard component of the project planning process for 
ground-disturbing or site-altering activities. Since the SNFPA has been implemented (January 2001), 
preventive measures, such as cleaning heavy equipment before entering a site, have become common 
practice. See the SNFPA ROD, Appendix A, page 15 and pages 30 through 31, and the SEIS, noxious 
weed section of Appendix A. 

10.7. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should better evaluate potential impacts to 
communities in the lower reaches of watersheds. 
Response: There are nine Aquatic Management Strategy (AMS) Goals, common to all action alternatives, 
and one of them pertains to floodplains and water tables: “Maintain and restore the connections of 
floodplains, channels, and water tables to distribute flood flows and sustain diverse habitats” (FEIS, 
Volume 1, Chapter 2, page 41). The SEIS preferred alternative (S2) retains these AMS goals from the 
existing SNFPA ROD. 

Not all AMS goals, however, are completely addressed by the FEIS because of limits in its scope. For 
example, moving conditions towards the “Floodplain and Water Table” goal may require changes in how 
dams and diversions are operated, or require complex projects to restore floodplains and water tables in 
meadows. These needs would have to be addressed outside the scope of this SEIS, although the goals 
themselves remain a part of the purpose of the Sierra Nevada Framework for Conservation and 
Collaboration to provide consistent direction for ecosystem management among the national forests in the 
Sierra Nevada.  

10.8. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider Forest Service and county road 
maintenance costs associated with logging proposed under the various alternatives. 
Response: The Final SEIS considers the economics of the alternatives, including the costs associated 
with forest roads. Just as any other public road user, logging trucks pay their share of costs of public road 
system maintenance through license fees and gasoline or diesel taxes. Analyzing those costs is beyond the 
scope of the SEIS. 

10.9. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should evaluate public safety risks associated with 
log truck traffic on Forest Service and county roads, and state highways. 
Response: The Forest Service does conduct studies on roads prior to logging to ensure that tractor semi-
trailers can be safely accommodated. These studies are part of project-level environmental analysis where 
such details can appropriately be covered at the local, site-specific level. Mitigation measures are utilized 
as appropriate: roads are reconstructed, pilot cars and flag-men are employed, and specific logging 
equipment and transport may be required. CALTRANS has authority on State highways and county roads; 
their purview is not within the scope of this EIS. 

10.10. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide for both full access 
and species preservation so current and future generations are able to view and 
appreciate our natural heritage. 
Response: The FEIS discusses effects of roads, road maintenance, road decommissioning, and limited 
operating periods on access (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.5, pages 443 through 452). The FEIS 
notes that driving for pleasure, sightseeing, and wildlife viewing are among the most popular forms of 
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recreation (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.6, page 461 and 472). These activities continue under all 10 
alternatives presented in the Final SEIS. 

10.11. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should incorporate the most recent demographic, 
employment, and income data representative of the region’s economic structure and 
trends in its socio-economic analysis. 
Response: Appendix N (Population and Demographics) and Appendix O (Employment) in the Draft EIS 
(pages N-1 through N-20 and O-1 through O-10) are based on 1998 data provided by the California State 
Department of Finance and the Nevada State Demographer’s Office. (These appendices were not 
reprinted in the FEIS, Volume 4; however, they were part of the FEIS as noted in the table of contents for 
Volume 4.) The data is recent enough to be considered as part of the SEIS without updating it. Included 
are data on ethnicity, projected population through 2010 and through 2040, age distribution with 
projections through 2010 and 2040, per capita income, estimated labor force, unemployment rates, and 
employment forecasts by sectors. The Final SEIS includes a section on the social and economic 
environment highlighting demographic and employment trends. 

10.12. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include analysis of the role of public land 
in meeting regional timber demand. 
Response: The role of public land in meeting regional timber demand has varied widely over the years. 
Prior to World War II, national forests were viewed as huge sources of timber that needed to be kept off 
the market to keep private timber prices high. After the war, national forest timber was sought to 
supplement or replace heavily cut over private forest lands. In the 1960s, focus shifted to multiple-use 
along with sustained yield of timber, to ensure that all uses and benefits of the forests received equal 
attention – recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish. The 1970s ushered in the dawn of the 
environmental movement, spurred partially by a concern over intensive forestry practices, such as clear 
cutting. In 1979 and 1980, bidding for national forest timber reached an all-time high, just before a wood-
products “depression” hit the timber industry: very high interest rates depressed the new-home market, 
causing the demand and price for lumber products to fall to almost record lows. Nationally, many timber 
companies went bankrupt while others struggled until the economy picked up in the mid- to late-1980s. 
Ecosystem management was ushered in during the 1990s, focusing on the sustainability of ecosystems 
rather than board feet of timber or jobs in communities. 

From 1994 through1999, while operating under California Spotted Owl (CASPO) interim guidelines, the 
Forest Service offered an annual average of 372 million board feet (mmbf) of timber for sale from the 11 
Sierra Nevada national forests. That amount is a 57 percent drop from the 1988 through 1993 average of 
865 mmbf. The SNFPA Record of Decision signed in January 2001, projected total annual green timber 
volume for the 11 national forests to be approximately 191 mmbf for the first 5 years (which included 
approximately 137 mmbf from the HFQLG Pilot Project), and 108 mmbf for the following 5 years upon 
completion of the Pilot Project. This historical overview may put into perspective the fact that, in 2002, 
public forests provided an average of only 21 percent of the total volume of timber cut in SNFPA 
counties. The volume from public lands ranged from 0 to 42 percent of the total for the Sierra Nevada 
counties. Timber from public forests represented an average of 15 percent of the total value of timber cut. 

10.13. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include information regarding structural 
changes in the wood products industry.  
Response: Alternative S2 nearly doubles the employment levels in logging, hauling and sawmilling (from 
957 to 1,894 jobs) compared to Alternative S1. It is, however, very difficult to make a comparison 
between the employment levels that Alternative S2 is projected to create with the number of logging and 
sawmill jobs available (7,314) in the pre-CASPO era of over 10 years ago. The SNFPA Review Team 
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Report (pages 92 through 93) outlines the situation regarding mill closures in the Sierra Nevada: “In the 
last two years, five Sierra mills have closed; Collins Pine Co. in Chester, Big Valley Lumber in Beiber, 
Wisconsin–California in Anderson, Shasta Paper Co in Anderson and Sierra Pacific Industries in 
Loyalton, laying off 830 employees. Seven additional mills closed during preparation of the SNFPA FEIS 
eliminating jobs for 400 employees. Since 1992, 27 mills that processed Sierra timber have closed down. 
In 1993, the CASPO Interim Guideline Environmental Assessment listed 25 sawmill communities 
(Section IV, page 48). Today, 20 of these communities have closed sawmills. Only 10 of the 25 sawmill 
communities still have at least one mill operating. Today, 15 mills conduct business in the Sierra Nevada.” 
The SNFPA Review Team Report is dated March 2003, and with the October, 2003 closure of Wetsel-
Oviatt in Eldorado Hills, eliminating 120 jobs, the number of operating sawmills is now 14. 

Not all of the decrease in the number of mills operating in California is due to decreased logging 
opportunities on national forest lands resulting from California spotted owl management policies; at least 
part has resulted from consolidation and increasing efficiency and automation. Many of the 14 mills that 
remain have retooled to efficiently process the small wood that makes up the majority of material 
removed in thinning projects aimed at reducing hazardous fuels. At least one retooled sawmill was 
dismantled and moved out of the Sierra Nevada. The process of updating and retooling has been an 
opportunity to install the latest technology, which includes automation. Thus, both mill closures and 
retooling have resulted in loss of employment in the sawmill sector. Advances in technology, such as cut-
to-length and other mechanized logging equipment, have resulted in job loss in the logging sector. Yet, 
while the total volume of timber harvested in California has declined over the last decade, the number of 
workers employed in the forest products sector has increased. This sector has seen upward trends in 
employment in recent years, now employing more than half of the workforce in the forest industry. These 
increases, however, have not made up for the losses in employment from mill closures. 

See response to Public Concern 10.15 for further discussion of the sectors that comprise the forest 
industry. 

10.14. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should fully disclose the socio-economic impacts 
of limitations on grazing.  
Response: The Final SEIS, in conjunction with the FEIS, ROD, and SNFPA Management Review and 
Recommendations, presents a detailed disclosure of the socio-economic impacts of limitations on grazing. 
The SEIS provides information about the projected number of permittees expected to be directly affected, 
while the FEIS provides the broader picture of the social and economic impacts to communities.  

The SEIS provides the specific effects expected on permittees based on recently completely surveys for 
willow flycatcher and the most current knowledge about distribution of occupied habitat for Yosemite 
toad. Alternative S2 would result in resolution of impacts for 14 grazing allotment permittees, removing 4 
permittees from the low impact category of S1, 7 from the medium impact category, and 3 from the high 
impact category, all moving to the level of no impact. Both Alternative S1 and S2 are expected to cause a 
very high impact to seven grazing permittees (Final SEIS, chapter 4, Grazing). The SNFPA Review Team 
recognized and described the social value that ranches and ranchers offer a community, describing the 
family traditions, lifestyle, legacy, community connection, and the value of open space both as a public 
amenity and as an ecosystem providing habitat and habitat connectivity for many wildlife species (Sierra 
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, pages 88 through 89). The 
FEIS discusses the social aspects of grazing in Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.3, page 407. The FEIS 
recognizes the financial impacts of reductions in grazing to local communities as shown in the 
comparison of how alternatives would affect estimated numbers of jobs and annual wages by county 
presented in Tables 5.3d through 5.3j in the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 5.3, pages 409 through 416). 
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10.15. Public Concern: The Forest Plan Amendment should provide for more logging 
(particularly in the HFQLG Pilot Area) to meet the socio-economic needs of citizens and 
businesses, and the need for stable funding for county roads and schools. 
Response: Reduction of unintended and adverse impacts on local communities was one of six reasons for 
reviewing the SNFPA ROD and associated EIS. The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) provides 
approximately twice the employment (direct, indirect, and induced) related to timber harvest that 
Alternative S1 does (DSEIS, p. 80), and the multiplier effect of logging on the community is described in 
the FEIS (Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 6, pages 453 through 454). Logging jobs are relatively high paying, 
resulting in households with enough disposable income to consume goods unrelated to these jobs, thereby 
creating jobs for others. In addition, inputs to production are needed, running the gamut from chain saws 
and gasoline to tractors and logging trucks to bookkeeping and insurance, creating more jobs. The 
average multiplier for the logging sector of the Sierra Nevada is 1.61, meaning that one job in logging 
creates an additional 1.61 jobs. The average multiplier for sawmills is 2.04; the average multiplier for the 
forest products sector is 3.89. Historically, the spin-off from these natural resource sector jobs added 
stability and economic viability to many rural Sierra Nevada communities. Service sector jobs, which are 
the mainstay of tourism economies, typically pay lower wages and require fewer production inputs, thus 
creating fewer spin-off jobs and a lower tax base for counties. 

While the emphasis of Alternative S2 is on restoring ecosystems, it acknowledges the objective of 
providing commercial forest products to meet the needs of people. It proposes a more effective fire and 
fuels management program, which will better protect life and property from wildland fire. In doing so, 
Alternative S2 is expected to better protect community assets, such as municipal watersheds and scenic 
and recreational forested landscapes, which attract tourists who support local economies. Utilizing a more 
effective mix of prescribed fire and mechanical treatments will mean less impact from smoke on local 
community airsheds. Alternative S2 utilizes many means to better meet socio-economic needs and 
community stability compared to Alternative S1. 

Regarding the HFQLG Pilot Project, the SEIS preferred alternative (S2) adjusts existing management 
direction to better reconcile the goals of the pilot project (including commodity production) with those of 
the SNFPA and its adaptive management theme. The HFQLG Act (see Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library 
Group Forest Recovery Act of 1998, Sec. 401 c 3) mandates that implementation of the Pilot Project be 
consistent both with California spotted owl guidelines issued subsequent to the Act, and with applicable 
Federal law. This section of the law requires that the total acres treated, and any associated volumes 
produced, are subject to compliance with other Federal laws and California spotted owl management 
guidelines; therefore, timber volume goals originally projected may not be achieved. Alternative S2 
would allow for 52,200 acres of small group regeneration -- 28,200 acres more than the 24,000 acres 
treated under Alternative S1. Alternative S2 is designed to better meets the goals envisioned by the Pilot 
Project and will contribute toward producing socio-economic benefits of enhancing community stability 
in the pilot project area. 

Maintenance of County roads and schools was tied in the past to annual payments from forest receipts. 
Recognizing the decline in forest receipts as timber harvest decreased, Congress remedied the impact on 
counties with the passage of the “Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000,” 
signed into law by President Clinton on October 30, 2000. The law ensures that for the 6 years from 2001 
through 2006, counties that elect to do so can count on a specific amount of money, equivalent to the 
amount received historically. The amount is equal to the average of the three highest payments made to 
the State for the fiscal years 1986 through 1999. This legislation has proved successful and popular, with 
all Sierra Nevada counties electing this method of payment. Congress is currently working on long-term 
legislation to re-authorize this approach to payments for 2007 and beyond. 

132 - Response to Public Comments 



Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment – Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

10.16 Public Concern: The Final SEIS should provide for more logging in order to 
sustain an industry critical to fire-fighting response and to long-term forest health and 
sustainability. 
Response: Sawtimber harvest under Alternative S2 is almost three times the level harvested under S1. 
Alternative S2 is projected to nearly double the employment levels in logging, hauling and sawmilling 
(from 957 to 1,894 jobs) compared to Alternative S1 (DSEIS, page 80). The SEIS preferred alternative 
(Alternative S2) deals with many aspects of sustaining long-term forest health. It retains SNFPA goals for 
conserving old forest ecosystems and their associated species at risk while pursuing more aggressive fuels 
treatments, considering cost-efficiency and a mechanism to pay for such treatments. Alternative S2 takes 
into account the importance of maintaining a viable forest industry infrastructure to meet fuel 
management objectives. Implementation of this alternative would allow for some medium-sized trees 
(between 20 and 30 inches dbh) to be cut to help reduce fuel ladders, help pay for fuels treatments 
(making them economical and allowing implementation to keep on pace), and reduce stand densities 
where forest health (insects and diseases) is a concern. Alternative S2 also incorporates the objective of 
removing and utilizing dead and dying trees to recover value and support vegetation management 
objectives (DSEIS, Appendix A, page 270). 

The SNPFA Management Review and Recommendations (pages 87 through 93) recognized that the 
timber industry infrastructure (consisting of woods workers, harvesting operations, saw mills, 
cogeneration facilities, etc.) “provides a means to achieve ecosystem restoration objectives on the national 
forests.” An industry “developed to provide timber outputs to society for profit is now available to 
accomplish vegetative treatments (such as fuel reduction thinning) that are restorative to the forest 
ecosystem.” The loss of industrial capacity “to perform the huge task of fuel reduction would be very 
serious, and possibly irretrievable.” The SNFPA Review also made the connection that the logging sector 
provides skills and capital equipment to protect the forest from wildfire (Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 
Amendment Management Review and Recommendations, page 159). The SNFPA Review Team Report 
concludes (page 160) that maintaining a viable forest industry is “crucial to undertaking the program 
necessary to restore historic fire regimes.” 

10.17. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider future availability of logging 
contractors in its socio-economic analysis. 
Response: Fuels reduction treatments (shredding, biomass harvest, and thinning) are intensive in nature 
and will require contractors with equipment and crews be available throughout the Sierra Nevada to meet 
program needs and keep implementation on pace. Market forces beyond the influence of the Forest 
Service will play out, and demand for and supply of logging contractors is expected to balance out with 
time. 

10.18. Public Concern: The Forest Service should work to create local economic 
opportunities for displaced timber workers in jobs related to fuel reduction, sustaining 
forest health and restoration activities. 
Response: It is possible that a jobs creation program for displaced timber workers be started, but it is 
outside of the scope of this SEIS. Congress could initiate such a program, or it is possible such a program 
could be developed through private/non-profit/agency collaboration. 

10.19. Public Concern: The Forest Service should prioritize the preservation of natural 
systems barring a clear and compelling net public benefit to commodity extraction. 
Response: Forest plans, amendments and revisions, are based upon consideration of three interdependent 
elements of sustainability: social, economic, and ecological. The overall goal of the social and economic 
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elements of sustainability is to contribute to the sustainability of social and economic systems within the 
planning area. The overall goal of the ecological element of sustainability is to maintain healthy, diverse, 
and resilient native ecosystems and to maintain species native to National Forest System lands. The 
Responsible Official must consider the limits of agency authorities and the opportunities afforded by the 
suitability and capability of the land area when developing plan direction. 

10.20. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should consider the economic impact of various 
alternatives on recreation tract permittees. 
Response: The SEIS preferred alternative (Alternative S2) proposes changes to specific elements of the 
existing SNFPA ROD (Alternative S1). The analysis of environmental consequences in the SEIS focuses 
on potential effects associated with these changes. Effects to recreation associated with the proposed 
changes to the SNFPA ROD under the preferred alternative (Alternative S2) are compared to existing 
management direction (Alternative S1) in the recreation section of the SEIS Chapter 4. 

In June 2002, after reviewing the SNFPA ROD and FEIS, the Regional Forester listened to concerns 
about effects to recreation uses and subsequently issued a letter of clarification. The letter dealt with 
recreation issues that had surfaced during appeal of the FEIS. The letter can be found at: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/snfpa/library/current-info/rec-issues.html 

 The letter clarifies the Regional Forester’s intent to limit application of certain standards and guidelines 
in the SNFPA ROD to areas dedicated to growing vegetation. Proposed new or renewals of special use 
permits and recreation developments/facilities will be evaluated on their merits during site-specific 
environmental analysis, as required by existing regulation and Forest Service direction. 

10.21. Public Concern: The Forest Service should carefully consider whether impacts 
associated with increased logging would be adequately offset by relatively minor gains in 
the woody products industry. 
Response: Timber harvest is a viable tool for hazardous fuels reduction projects in all alternatives being 
considered. The Responsible Official fully considered and assessed the trade-offs associated with 
sustaining social, economic, and ecological conditions, values, and outputs associated with the proposed 
action. Site-specific analysis of the impacts of timber harvest will be considered, analyzed, and mitigated 
during project level planning and environmental analysis. 

10.22. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that Inyo County businesses 
and communities will not be adversely affected by management changes. 
Response: The FEIS economic analysis is considered current for the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the 
alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Updated bioregional 
economic information is analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). New economic 
information has been analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS, and is displayed in appropriate 
resource areas in Chapter 4. 

10.23. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should analyze the impacts of each alternative on 
private property values. 
Response: The cumulative effect analysis conducted for and documented in the FEIS describes potential 
effects from national forest management on private lands (FEIS, Volume 2, Chapter 3, Part 1.3, pages 10 
through 16). The cumulative effects analysis was updated for the SEIS to reflect new information since 
the release of the FEIS (SEIS, Chapter 4, Cumulative Effects). Other than a brief update in trends in 
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California’s Forest Practice Rules (SEIS), the information provided in the FEIS regarding potential 
impacts on private lands is considered current for the SEIS.  

10.24. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should refine the role of economics in meeting 
land management objectives. 
Response: This concern is beyond the scope of this analysis. The Forest Service is currently developing 
revised Forest Planning Rules, which address relationships between economic, social, and ecological 
concerns and land management objectives.  

10.25. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include more realistic estimates of timber 
sales costs and revenues. The Final SEIS should include a range of improved estimates 
for stumpage values. 
Response: The FEIS economic analysis is considered current for the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the 
alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Updated bioregional 
economic information is analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). Updated bioregional 
economic information related to timber harvests has been analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS. 
Due to wide variation in the timber market within the Sierra Nevada Bioregion, the potential contribution 
of timber harvest revenues to help off set the costs of fuels reduction will be analyzed and documented in 
site specific local planning analyzes. 

10.26. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include data regarding the economic 
importance of resource-dependent industries. 
Response: The FEIS economic analysis is considered current for the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the 
alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Updated bioregional 
economic information is analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). Updated bioregional 
economic information related to timber harvests and grazing is analyzed and documented in the SEIS in 
Chapter 4, Commercial Forest Products. Due to wide variation in the timber market within the Sierra 
Nevada Bioregion, the potential contribution of timber harvest revenues to help off set the costs of fuels 
reduction will be analyzed and documented in site specific local planning analyzes. 

10.27. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should acknowledge that no alternative will 
adequately support the wood products industry over the long term. 
Response: The SEIS provides estimates of timber harvest volumes and wood products employment and 
income associated with fuels reduction, forest health, salvage harvest after catastrophic tree mortality, and 
small group selection harvest within the HFQLG Pilot Project area (SEIS, Chapter 4, Commercial Forest 
Products). Historic and recent trends in timber production are discussed in the response to Public Concern 
10.12. Long-term timber production within the planning area is outside the scope of this analysis. Timber 
production suitability and allowable sale quantities will be analyzed during forest plan revisions. 

10.28. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should address impacts on regional employment. 
Response: The FEIS economic analysis is considered current for the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the 
alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Historic and recent 
trends in timber production are discussed in the response to Public Concern 10.12. Updated bioregional 
economic information is analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). 
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10.29. Public Concern: The Forest Service should promote the use of forest products for 
energy generation. 
Response: The Responsible Official recognizes the potential increased use of forest products for energy 
generation within the scope of this proposed action and analysis. The setting of prices and cost subsidies 
is subject to the applicable laws, regulations and policies beyond the scope of this proposed action and 
analysis and the authority of the Responsible Official. 

10.30. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should acknowledge that the economic 
opportunity associated with biomass is limited. 
Response: There are many factors to consider in the potential for economic opportunity associated with 
biomass beyond the supply of raw material on National Forest System lands. Price per dry ton, 
transportation costs, conversion efficiency of existing plants and the market for energy, among others, 
influence the private business decisions to operate in the biomass industry.  

10.31. Public Concern: The Final SEIS should include a cost-benefit analysis of the 
proposed changes. 
Response: The FEIS economic analysis is considered current for the SEIS. Socio-economic effects of the 
alternatives are discussed in appropriate resource areas in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Updated bioregional 
economic information is analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS (Chapter 4). Updated bioregional 
economic information has been analyzed and documented in the Final SEIS, Chapter 4 under appropriate 
resource areas. 

10.32. Public Concern: The Forest Service should monitor and disclose revenues and 
costs associated with all timber management. 
Response: Timber sale contracts and stewardship contracts are public documents routinely reported, 
monitored, and disclosed to the public subject to established regulation and policy. Fees for the use of and 
prices for materials removed from National Forest System lands is set by law, regulation, and policy 
beyond the scope of this proposed action and the authority of the Responsible Official 

10.33. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not subsidize for-profit activities. 
Response: Fees for the use of and prices for materials removed from National Forest System lands is set 
by law, regulation and policy beyond the scope of this proposed action and the authority of the 
Responsible Official. 

10.34. Public Concern: The Forest Plan should ensure that there is no net loss of 
revenues to local governments. 
Response: In the past, maintenance of County roads and schools was tied to annual payments from forest 
receipts. Recognizing the decline in forest receipts as timber harvest decreased, Congress remedied the 
impact on counties with the passage of the “Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination 
Act of 2000”, signed into law by President Clinton on October 30, 2000. The law ensures that for the six 
years from 2001 through 2006, counties that elect to do so can count on a specific amount of money, 
equivalent to the amount received historically. The amount is equal to the average of the three highest 
payments made to the State for the fiscal years 1986 through 1999. This legislation has proved successful 
and popular, with all Sierra Nevada counties electing this method of payment. Congress is currently 
working on long-term legislation to re-authorize this approach to payments for 2007 and beyond. 
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10.35. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not use timber sale revenues to fund 
fuel reductions. 
Response: Timber harvest is a viable tool for hazardous fuels reduction projects in all alternatives being 
considered. The Knutson-Vandenberg Act (K-V) of June 9, 1930 (16 U.S.C.576-576b; 46 Stat. 527), as 
amended by the National Forest Management Act of October 22, 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.) (FSM 
1011), is the authority for requiring purchasers of National Forest timber to make deposits to finance sale 
area improvement activities needed to protect and improve the future productivity of the renewable 
resources of forest lands on timber sale areas. Activities include sale area improvement operations, 
maintenance and construction for reforestation, timber stand improvement, fuels management, range, 
wildlife and fish habitat, soil and watershed, and recreation. 

During project level planning sale area improvement activities must be designed using an 
interdisciplinary process that considers all resources within the sale area. Responsible Officials will 
evaluate long-term environmental, social, and economic benefits within the context of these resources in 
setting priorities for K-V. 

The Responsible Official for the SEIS will consider and assess the trade-offs associated with sustaining 
social, economic, and ecological conditions, values, and outputs associated with the proposed action in 
arriving at a decision. The rationale for selecting an alternative for implementation will be fully disclosed 
in the project decision. 

10.36. Public Concern: The Forest Service should shift budget allocations from logging 
to ignition prevention in the urban-wildland interface. 
Response: Both the Forest Service and California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection emphasize 
ignition prevention and fuels management as complimentary parts of an ongoing fire prevention program 
in the urban-wildland interface. Shifting Forest Service budget allocations is not within the authority of 
the Responsible Official, and, as such, is beyond the scope of this proposed action and analysis. However 
the Regional Forester and Forest Supervisors are authorized to establish priorities and determine the 
locations for the use of the allocated funds within the guidance provided by the Appropriations language 
and consistent with earmarks for a specific location, such as Lake Tahoe or the HFQLG Pilot Project area. 

10.37. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use commodity revenues to fund fuel 
reduction efforts. 
Response: See response to 10.35. 
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