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RECORD OF DECISION

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

SIERRA NATIONAL FOREST
U.S.D.A. FOREST SERVICE

Fresno, Madera and Mariposa Counties, California

This document presents my decision regarding the selection of a land and resource
management plan for the Sierra Natonal Forest. It summanzes my reasons for
choosing Alternative A as the basis for the Forest Plan which will be followed for
the next 10 to 15 years. Estimates of the long-term environmental and economic

consequences contained in the Environmental Impact Statement were considered
in my decision.
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RECORD OF DECISION
U.S.D.A.-FOREST SERVICE

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Sierra National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan

Fresno, Madera, and Mariposa Counties, Califorma
I THE DECISION

A. Introduction

This Record of Decision {ROD) summarizes the basis and need for the decision, presents a comparison
of alternatives considered in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and establishes rationale
for approving the Sierra National Forest Final Plan {Alternative A in the FEIS).

Since 1979, the Sierra National Forest has been engaged in land and resource management planning
under provisions of the National Forest Management Act. The Final Plan and FEIS were released on April
6, 1992, To ensure that we did not overlook any criical information i delayed the Record of Decision to
allow for a 60 day informal public comment period. The public comment period ended June 4, 1992,
Public commenits resulted in changes, clanfications and additions to the Final Forest Pian. They include:

* Recognition of ongoing studies and analyses of the California spotted owl and sensitive furbearers
As these studies and analyses are completed, amendments may be made to this plan.

* Provision for complete field verfication of all ripanan acreage within the next five years.

* Completion of a non-NRI {National Rivers Inventory) rivers assessment for eligibility within the
next three years. (Forest Plan S&G #32 has been clarfied.)

* Additional specificity and clanty of a goshawk standard and guideline. (See S&G #56 in Forest
Plan.)

* Clarfication that harvesting salvage in sensitive furbearer habitat areas may be permitted when
accompanied by a biological evaluation and environmental analysis. (Forest Plan S&G #60 has
been clarified.)

* Cooperation with the University of California in developing definitions and methodologies with
regard to *tramphing and chiseling*, (See S&G #76 n the Forest Plan)

* An additional range standard and guideline that imis livestock herbaceous vegetation utilization
in accordance with allowable use factor tables. (See S&G #85b in Forest Plan.)

® Recognition of the potential historical value of the Billy Creek Administrative Site. (See S&G
#270 in Forest Plan.)

i Slerra Natlonal Forest
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A more detailed discussion of these changes can be found in Section [l of this document and accompanying
Errata pages.

B. FEIS Alternative A as the Baslis for the Forest Plan

Based on a thorough study of the resources of the Sierra National Forest (the Forest), detailed analysis
of six alternatives, and review of public comments con the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS),
Draft Plan, Final Environmental impact Statement (FEIS) and Final Plan, | have selected Alternative A to
provide direction for management actwities in the Forest for the next 10 to 15 years. Alternative A1s described
in the FEIS and Final Plan. This record of decision summarzes the principal management objectives of
the Forest Plan and the rationale for my decision.

It is important for the general good of the Forest to proceed with the Plan which has been long delayed.
The Plan includes provisions for the protection of sensitive species, such as the California spotted owl,
fisher, marten and Sierra Nevada red fox. | realize, however, that there is new information on the Calfornia
spotted owl that has not yet been fully analyzed, incomplete infformation about the habitat needs of the
other species, and that continuing efforts must be made to deveiop better scientific data to assure viability.
The Region will cooperate with other Regions and scientists in the development of inter-Regional Habrtat
Conservation Assessments, which are envisioned as comprehensive, state of knowledge documents that
will describe habitat requirements and management considerations for species throughout their range on
the National Forests. | will use the finished products along with information developed through implementation
and monronng of the Sierra Natonal Forest Plan to determine whether changes to the Plan are necessary.
| will make appropriate amendments to the Plan as needed. A new technical assessment of Calfornia
spotted ow! habitat needs was completed in May 1982, Analysis of that technical assessment is currently
underway and could lead to an amendment of the Regional Guide and the Sierra National Forest Plan.

C. Overview

After nearly a century of multiple-use management by the USDA Forest Service {FS), the Sierra National
Forest is an environmentally sound and highly productive forest contnbuting to the environmental, social,
and economic needs of society. The Forest Plan continues the implementation of the multiple-use
management concept. The Forest Plan wiil also maintain and improve qualty and, where possible,
productivity of Forest resources.

Over time, the appearance of the Forest as seen from local communities, major highways, and high use
recreation areas will remain essentially the same as today. Productive imberlands will contain uneven-aged
and even-aged stands, scattered among more natural-appearing areas. Wildlife habrtat will generally be
more diverse. Viable populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species will be
maintained, Recreational opportunities will increase. The Pian 1s a balance between commodity output
and protection of environmental vatues {e.g. visual quality, wildiife, fisheries, niparian, recreation, etc.)

D. Summary of the Major Provigsions of the Forest Plan
The Plan represents a balanced management program that decreases utifization of some market resources,

maintans or enhances amenity values, and mmimizes or avoids adverse environmental impacts. The
major provisions of this Forest Plan are summarized below.

Recreation

Dispersed and developed recreation opportunities ¢hiking, fishing, camping, etc.) increase because of
investments in new sites, trailheads, improvernents to existing campgrounds, demographics and user
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preferences. Dispersed recreation and wilderness use are given priority and opportunities for quality
wildermness experiences enhanced. Forest trails, vistor information systems and interpretive services are
mproved and expanded. Access to the Forest is encouraged for all members of the public.

Expansion of overnight facilities at Huntington Lake is imited to those having approved environmental
assessments until completion of the Huntington Lake Composite Plan. Decisions concerming proposed
expansion that exceed approved master development plans will be included in the Huntington Lake
Composite Plan.

The Forest Plan includes guidance to prepare new Forest Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) management direction
that designates a road and trail system. The new OHV management direction wif be completed and
contribute to Plan implementation following appropriate NFMA/NEPA procedures within 18 months of the
signing of this Record of Decision. Until then, the Forest's current OHV Plan is in effect

Visual Resources

Natural appearing, unmodified landscapes continue to exist in Wildemess, Management Area 11, (Dispersed
Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest}, Wild and Scenic Rivers comdors, Research Natural Areas,
most Special Areas, SOHAs, and ripanan areas. Foreground zones seen from major travel routes, reservoirs,
developed recreation sttes, and most major dispersed recreation areas appear natural with Ittle evidence
of human changes. Views from other areas in the Forest include various degrees of iand alterations.
Visual quality objectives are established for each management area and projects are designed to meet
or exceed these objectives to the extent possibie,

Wilderness

There are 527,938 acres designated as Wilderness. Trail rehabilitation will be completed by the year 2010
with emphasis on high-use trails and those that disperse use. The 1984 California Wilderness Act identified
the Kings River B Roadless Area as the only Further Planning Area in the Forest. In 1987, this area was
designated the Kings River Special Management Area Management emphasis is for recreation; protection
of the area's natural, archeological, scenic resources; and for fish and wildiife resources,

Wiid and Scenic Rivers

The Forest coordinated a joint agency (Bureau of Land Management, Forest Service and National Park
Service) analysis of 7 inventoried rivers for potential inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic River System.
The rivers were the Middle Fork Kings, San Joaguin, Middle Fork San Joaquin and North Fork San Joaquin
fram their sources to Mammath Poal, South Fork San Joaquin above Florence Lake, and Merced and
South Fork Merced. In November 1987, Congress designated Segments 1-8 of the Merced, all segments
of the South Fork Merced and the Middle Fork Kings as Wild and Scenic Rivers. The BLM, as a cooperating
agency, will use our analysis to make their final Wild and Scenic recommendation as to river on Segments
9 and 10 of the Merced.

The Plan makes a recommendation for wild and scenic river designation for all segments of the San Joaquin
on the National Rivers Inventory (NR!) except for two miles of river above high water level of Mammoth
Pool Reservair. This segment of the niver from Hells Half Acre to Mammoth Pool Reservorr is not presently
recommended because of possible raising of the dam and flooding of the segment. If flooded, this segment
of the nver would no longer be eligible for wild and scenic niver consideration. If no flooding occurs after
the dam is raised or if Southemn Calformia Edison Company or the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
decides not to raise the dam, this segment will receive further consideration as a potential wild and scenic
river.
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The Forest will conduct a comprehensive assessment of non-National Rivers Inventory (NRI) rivers within
the next three years to determine what rivers might be eligible for wild and scenic river designation. Language
has been added to forestwide Standards and Guidelines #32 to provide intenm protection of the
outstandingly remarkable values for rivers identified in the comprehensive assessment until a Wiid and
Scenic suitability decision is made,

Fishery Resources

Forest fish habitat includes about 1,800 miles of streams and rivers (1,580 miles contain fish) and 480
inventoried lakes. Demand for coldwater angling 1s expected to increase one to two percent annually
over the next 5 decades. Generally, habitat for trout is rated medium to high quality throughout the Forest.

The Plan includes provisions to protect and mantain the fishery resource. This includes standards and
guidelines for fish, watershed, riparian and Streamside Management Zones (SMZ} protection, and other
provisions that reduce conflict between the maintenance and improvement of fisheries habitat and

management of other resources. Fish habrtat iImprovement projects will be implemented to improve the

fishery resource.

There are two species of cutthroat trout (Lahontan and Paiute) mn the Forest that are federally-histed as
threatened species. These two species are managed according to their respective Federal Recovery
and/or State management plans to assist in the complete recovery and delisting of the species and avoid
endangered status.

Wiidlife Resources

Opportunities to protect and enhance wildlife habitat are recognized in the Plan. The Forest contributes
toward recovery of the American peregrine falcon in accordance with the Pactic Coast Recovery Plan
Goals of protecting 6 superior nesting sites and establishing 3 nesting paurs are in the Forest Plan through
a reintroduction program. Habitat is maintained for the current population of 5-10 wintering bald eagles
There are 28 designated California spotted owl habitat areas (SOHASs) of 1,650 acres each. The SOHA
network complies with the Regional guidelines developed i 1984, An analysls 1s currently underway
which could lead to an amendment of the standards and guidelines for the California spotted owl in the
Regional Guide and in the Sierra Nationa! Forest Plan (see ROD pp. 15-16).

The Plan contnbutes toward maintaining sensitive furbearer populations by providing about 66,000 acres
in 7 designated sensitive furbearer habitat management areas for fisher, marten and Sierra Nevada red
fox and habntat inkage between habitat areas, adjacent forests and National Parks.

There are nurnerous other sensitive species on the Forest, including the goshawk and willow fiycatcher.
A goshawk survey is to be conducted dunng the next five years and a network with an average of one
occuped nest site per 18 square miles of sutable habitat estabhished, which complies with the Regronal
standard, The Plan directs the Forest to monitor willow flycatchers. Habitat improvements and management
constraints will be implemented if declines in the species are detected through monitoring.

New information is continuing to be developed on wildife habitat requirements. The Plan includes monitoring
new information and provides for making amendments as appropriate. Harvest species including deer
are emphasized by impfementing habitat improvement projects. Key wildiife habitats are protected through
implementation of standards and guideline for riparian areas and streamside management zones,
hardwoods, snags, and retention of down logs. Timber harvest strategies are modified to improve deer
habitat in 75% of the identified population centers and holding areas within the commercial forest,

Slerra National Forest 4
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Sensitive Plants

There are about 2,000 species of plants in the Forest of which 19 are listed as "sensitive® by the Regional
Forester. Sensitive plants are protected to ensure they will not become federally-listed as threatened or
endangered because of Forest Service activities.

Field surveys will be conducted to improve our sensttive plant data base (See Appendix B of the Plan). A
monitoning program will evaluate the effects management has on these plants, Species management
guides will be prepared for each sensitive plant species as ecological and management information is
developed or becomes available,

Riparian Areas

The Forest Plan emphasizes protection and improvement of ripanan areas. These areas are managed for
wildlife and fish habitat, vegetative diversity, water qualty, stream channel stability, and scemc quality.
The Draft Plan identified 3,000 acres of ripanan area. Field observations indicated potential inventory
errors, so the Forest contracted with Calformia State University at Fresno for a new inventory, The Final
Plan 1s based on this new inventory, which includes 33,000 acres of nparian area. Public comments to
the final plan 1dentified potential mapping errors, therefore the inventory will be field verified over the next
five years. Activities permitted in riparian areas include:

- vegetation treatments for the benefit of nparian-dependent resources, and removal of trees for public
safety.

- lwestock grazing compatible with protecting ripanian-dependent resources.,

- incidental tree removal in aenal logging system corridors (skyline or helicopter) and road and trail
crossings.

The annual timber yield from 33,000 acres of ripanian area on CAS land is approximately 1.5 millon board
feet (MMBF).

Range

Range management emphasis focuses on improving ecological conditions in npanan areas. This will
primarily be accomplished by fencing ripanan areas, moving livestock, improved placement of salt blocks,
etc.

Grazing increases from 37,000 ammal unit months (AUMs) per year to 40,000 AUMs per year by the year
2020. The increase occurs at lower elevations in annual grasslands. The purpose of the increase Is to
take advantage of additional forage produced through brush crushing, fuelbreak construction and
maintenancs, prescribed fire, construction of drft fences and water developments.

Timber

The Plan includes 328,900 acres of forested land with scheduled timber harvest. The planned annual
allowable sale quantity (ASQ) 1s 88 MMBF. The ASQ results from a combination of both even-aged and
uneven-aged harvest systems. The Plan includes an annual program of 2,970 acres of reforestation, 2,000

acres of precommercial thinning and 1,740 acres release and weeding.

The final decision on silvicultural methods is made only after a project leve! analysis of vegetation type,
topography, other specific site condions, and public input. However, the conventional type of clearcutting,
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where all trees are removed, will only be used under specific circumstances (see ROD, pp. 17-18).
Clearcutting will only be used where this method meets management objectives better than shelterwood
or selection harvest and is the optimum harvest method. This management option may be used on 1,550
acres of Forest annually (a reduction from 2,340 acres which was identified in the Draft Plan), When used,
timber harvest in most clearcuts will result in a "regeneration mosaic* that leaves significant amounts of
young conifers, hardwoods, snags, and down logs to meet diversity, wildlife, and soil protection objectives.
Group and individual tree selection will annually be practiced on approximately 3,000 acres. These
uneven-aged management practices will be carefully monitored and evaluated.

Forest Diversity

The Forest Pian provides for a wide variety of plants and animals by retaining at least five percent of
each seral stage of each major vegetation type by the end of the fifth decade. The Plan also provides for
a pattern of early and late seral stage habnats produced by the interspersion of less intensively managed
timber stands with more intensively managed stands This mosaic reduces the possibility of large contiguous
homogenous timber stands subject to intensive timber management and helps provide wildiife travel
corridors and islands of habitat within and between larger stands of vegetation. Riparian areas and sensitive
furbearer corridors also create meosaic patterns and provide movement corndors. In nearly one haff of the
Forest, including about 528,000 acres of wilderness, 33,000 acres of ripanan, 8,200 acres of research
natural areas, etc., diversity will be provided and mamntained by natural events such as fire, Insect infestation,

etc.

Timber management intensity has a major effect on diversity. The Plan includes a distribution of management
ntensity prescriptions that shghtly favors late successional stage habiat on tentatively suitable timber
land (56 percent extensive management [221,500 acres] and 44 percent intensive management [172,200
acres)). If intensively managed areas are compared to the total forested land base instead of CAS land,
69 percent {390,700 acres) 1s extensively managed and 31 percent intensively managed (172,200 acres).
(Intensive management occurs where timber is the pnmary emphasis of the area being managed. Extensive
management occurs In those areas that are managed t0 emphasize other resources where timber 1s a

by-product).

By the end of the fifth decade, the planned timber harvest will result in 54,000 acres (10 percent) of the
forested areas being in early succession stage, 76,000 acres (14 percent) in mid-succession stage and
433,000 acres (76 percent) late succession stage. Typical oldgrowth stands with multi-layered large trees,
obvious signs of decadence and a tree canopy cover of over 70 percent will increase from 47,000 acres
(8 percent of the forested land base) to 119,000 acres (21 percent) by the end of the fifth decade.

The Plan includes treatment of 2,000 acres of chaparral habitat per year. This treatment, in conjunction
with wiidfires, produces a mosaic of brush {mainly chaparral stands) including 30,000 acres of early
succession stage, and 50,000 acres of late succession stage.

None of the 5,000 acres of black oak stands on CAS ifand are to be harvested for conversion to conifers.

Soils

Maintenance of long-term soil productivity is given a high priority through Plan standards and guidelines
that leave more protective ground cover, reduce soil disturbance and erosion, and develops special soil
prescriptions for sensitive areas. Minimizing reduction in long-term productivity from eroston, nutrient
loss, displacement, and compaction 1s emphasized. Provisions are made for rehabiltation and improvement
measures where needed.

Slerra National Forest 6
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Water

The Forest Plan emphasizes the protection of water quality through implementation of Best Management
Practices and streamside management zone standards. Remedial action is to be taken during the first
two decades to eliminate a backlog of disturbed or damaged watersheds at a rate of approximately 226
acres per year. The quantity of water produced in the forest is increased by 60,000 acreffeet per year
dunng the first decade through fuel break construction and maintenance, wildlife bums, and timber
harvesting. The Forest Plan contains a monitoring and evaluation program to ensure water quality objectives
are met.

Minerals

The Forest Plan contains direction for responding to mining proposals in a manner that faciltates
development while minimizing adverse impacts to the surface resources,

Lands

The Forest’s administrative boundary encloses 1,395,553 acres of which 109,493 acres are private.
Approximately 1,000 miles of property lines require marking and posting to acceptable standards and
about 3,500 property comers need to be monumented.

The Real Estate Management Program is to be increased moderately. Land acquistion includes property
that enhances management efficiency and reduces costs.

Hydroelectric Development

Hydroelectric energy is an important resource in the Forest. The Sierra National Forest is uniquely suited
to hydroelectric development by virtue of ts combination of geophysical occurrences - elevation drop,
abundant water, and proximity to transmission gnids.

The Forest presently has one licensed and one exempt project, both unconstructed run-of-the-niver projects
under 5 megawatts (mw); and 7 projects ranging from 5 to 590 mw, in various stages of applications for
license. The existing instaited capacity of approximately 2,800 mw (19 projects) could increase by 1,000
mw within the next 10 years,

The existing 19 projects encompass 59,810 acres of National Forest System Land (withdrawn) and have
a great effect on Forest resources such as: fisheries, wildlife habrtat, visual resources, cultural resources,
recreation development and use, etc.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) has regulatory jurisdiction over the administration
and licensing of hydroelectnc power projects and the Forest Service I1s a cooperating (not lead) agency.
However, when a power project is proposed for construction on National Forest System tand, Section 4
(e) of the Federal Power Act specifies that the FERC make a finding that the hcense will not be inconsistent
with the purpose for which the reservation was established. The Forest Service (in its capacty as the
resource agency) can at that time recommend to FERC that the proposed project 1s, or is not, in the
pubiic interest.

The Forest Service is charged under Section 4 (e) with making conditions to hydroelectnc licenses which
are deemed "necessary for the adequate protection and utilization of Federal reservations.” {16 U.S.C.
797(e} Under this mandate, the Forest Service is responsible for assuring that the impacts of the project
are mitigated adequately to protect forest resources. While not appropnate for the Forest Service to impose
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less than adequate environmental conditions 10 ensure or enhance the economic viabilty of a project,
the agency will not impose conditions that go beyond those reasonably required for adequate protection.

Cultural Resources

Cuitural resource management emphasizes site identfication, evaluation, and management. A data recovery
program Is initiated on significant areas affected by land-disturbing activities. Significant sites, including
areas of importance to local Native Amencan groups, are protected where mitigation 1s not viable and/or

acceptable.

Special Areas

The two designated Research Natural Areas (RNAs) in the Forest include Backbone Creek (430 acres)
and San Joaquin Range/Blue Oak-Digger Pine (80 acres). Bishop Creek Pacific Ponderosa Pine (1140
acres) and Home Camp Creek White Fir/Red Fir (1200 acres) are recommended for RNA status.

The three existing Special Interest Areas (SlAs) in the Forest include Courtnght intrusive Contact Zone
Geological Area (11 acres), Kings Cavern Geological Area (388 acres), and Carpenteria Botanical Area
{500 acres). The Plan recommends four additional SlAs under 36 CFR 294.1:

- Nelder Grove Historical Area (1434 acres) which contains 106 mature giant sequotas and nich history
dating back to early mule team logging.

- McKinley Grove Botanical Area (520 acres) which includes an i1solated grove of giant sequoias to be
used for research and ecological study.

Nelder and McKinley Groves have been given additional protection by a Presidential Proclamation
(July 14, 1992) and will be managed in a manner consistent with the Regional Foresters Giant Sequoia

policy letter (June 19, 1992).

- Dinkey Creek Roof Pendant Geological Area (640 acres) which features a sequence of five sedimentary
rock units metamorphosed by neighbonng intruded granite The rocks are folded and faulted showing
evidence of the spectacular forces mvolved in mountain-bulding,

- Devils Peak Botanical Area (1,600 acres) which mncludes habitat for three sensitive plant species:
Yosemite onion, Congdon’s wooly sunflower, and Congdon’s bitterroot, These three species are

also histed by the state,

The 48,668 acre Kings River Special Management Area (KRSMA) was designated by Congress in 1987.
Portions of two National Forests were inciuded, and Congress designated the Sietra National Forest as
the administrative unit. A management plan for the KRSMA was completed in 1990 and i1s incorporated
into the Forest Plan. Management emphasis includes recreation; protection of the area's natural
archeological and scenic resources; and management for fish and wildlife.

The 3,200-acre Teakettle Creek Expenmental Forest was designated m 1955 to provide for watershed
research This area 1s administrated by the Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Expenment Station.

The 4,580-acre San Joaquin Experimental Range was designated i 1934 for range research. it is under
the direction of the Pacific Southwest Forest and Range Expenment Station

Sierra National Forest 8
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Protection

A balanced fire program exists in the Plan and provides opportunities to minimize wildfire losses. A program
of prevention, detection, suppression, and fuels management provides for public safety and for meeting
resource objectives. Increased emphasis 1s placed on naturai and activity fuels management. Fire
suppression includes a combination of confinement, containment, and control strategies to meet resource
and safety objectives while minimizing costs. Planned and unpianned ignitions in wildermess are managed
as prescribed fire where fire spread is checked by natural barriers and fire effects support wilderness
objectives.

Budget

The annual budget to fully implement the Plan is 23.1 milhon dollars (In constant 1982 dollars). Assuming
an inflation rate of 4 percent, this translates to a 1992 budget of $34.2 million. The FY 1992 budget for
the Forest was 321 million. Objectives may not be achievable in the projected time frame if budgets differ
significantly from plan implementation costs. However, while budgets may influence outputs, they do not
affect land allocations or standards and guidelines, Lands allocated to a certain prescription or management
are not changed because of budget.

Achievement of the output levels shown in the Plan is tied to budgets All projects funded for implementation
must comply with mimmum management requirements, minimum implementation requirements, and
standards and guidelines in the Plan. The Plan delineates which activities are appropriate for each area
of the Forest.

The Forest receves money and services from other sources. For example volunteers, youth tramning
programs, and the Older Amerncan Program (Senior Community Service Employment Program) amount
to approximately 40 person years of work per year. Money i1s receved from the State, Fresno and Madera
Counties, public utilities, private groups and individuals. See Appendix P of the FEIS for a detailled description
of the budget relationship to the Forest Plan.

I ALTERNATIVES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED

A. Issues Considered

The scoping process to determine the issues, concerns and opportunities for the Forest Plans was conducted
simultaneously for all Forests in the Pacific Southwest Region between October 1979 and January 1980.
Public meetings were held throughout the State and comments were receved from individuals, organizations,
and governmental agencies. These public issues and management concerns helped define the scope of
the EIS.

For the Sierra National Forest, eight issues were addressed as a result of the original scoping process.
They include Recreation, Visuatl Resources, Further Planming, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Fish and Wildiife,
Timber, Hydroelectric Development, and Budget.

During the public comment period for the re-release of the DEIS in September of 19886, five additional
issues arose from public review concerning allowable sale quantity, clearcutting, economic effect on North
Fork, spotted owls and budget. A more detailed discussion of these i1ssues can be found in Chapter 2 of
the Forest Plan and Appendix A of the FEIS,

The public comments on the final plan resulted in no new 1ssues, The comments did result in changes,
clarfications and additions to the Forest Plan. In Sections | and Il of this Record of Decision the changes
are discussed.

9 Sierra National Forest
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B. Atternatives

In response to planning issues, concerns, legislation, and regulations, a range of alternatives was developed
and analyzed in the DEIS. Each alternative reflected a different resource management emphasis resulting
n different levels of outputs and services Forestwide standards and guidelines were developed to assure
careful management of all resources. More information on this process can be found in Chapter 2 of the

FEIS.

The pubiic review of the DEIS and Draft Plan helped focus on the major 1ssues. As a result, the Forest
re-evaluated the eight alternatives in the DEIS, modified some, and combined others to come up with six
alternatives considered in the FEIS. The FEIS alternatives clearly address the major issues and are within
the spectrum of alternatives discussed in the DEIS.

Public review and comment also helped identify changes or additions to forestwide standards and guidelines
and Management Area direction in the Forest Plan and FEIS. The Forest Plan has been revised in response

to this public comment.

Preferred Alternative A (PRF)

The ASQ in this alternative is reduced 37.2 MMBF from the DEIS to 88 MMBF. This alternative provides
for ncreased dispersed recreation and emphasizes quality expenence for wilderness users. It increases
the level of protection for soll, water, wildlife and visual quality over the current program while slightly
increasing grazing outputs in annual grasslands. This afternative establishes a high level of maintenance
and improvement for wildiife habitat, npanan areas, soil productivity, water quality, and visual guality. In
former roadless areas, some highly productive land is managed for timber and loses its roadless character.
Cther productive fand retains its roadless character and is managed for dispersed recreation and/or wildlife.
The ASQ of 88 MMBF remains constant through the fifth decade.

Current Aiternative B (CUR)

The No Action Alternative remains unchanged from the DEIS. This alternative continues current direction,
policies, and practices as of 1982, Timber, grazing, and other goods and services are provided at existing
levels. A mix of recreational opportunities 1s provided also. Standards implemented for this alternative
provide basic protection for soill productivity and water quality. All issues are addressed to the extent
allowed by current direction and budget. In former roadless areas, some highly productive land is managed
for timber and loses its roadless character while other productive [and retains its roadless character and
is managed for dispersed recreation. The ASQ 1s 115.6 MMBF, increasing to 125.0 MMBF by the second
decade and remaining constant through the fith decade.

Resource Planning Act (1980) Alternative C (RPA)

The ASQ in this alternative is reduced 13.3 MMBF from the DEIS, due to an increase in the riparian acreage,
Even with this reduction, the ASQ provides moderately high levels of timber harvest. Livestock production
also increases as does campground facilities. increased dispersed recreation opportunities are provided
and emphasis is placed on providing a quality expenence for wilderness users. All unroaded areas are
avallable for timber management activities and lose their roadiess character when entered. Standards
implemented for RPA provide minimum protection for soil productivity and water quality. The ASQ 1s 138.0
MMBF, increasing to 150.3 MMBF in the fiith decade. This alternative uses the broadest possible area for
timber production. The land allocations in this afternative are the same as the land allocations recommended
by the timber industry in their comments on the draft and final EIS and Plan.
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Low Budget Alternative D (LBU)

The Low Budget Alternative {LBU) remains unchanged from the DEIS, This altemative provides the minimum
level of activities and production prescribed by laws, regulations and Forest Service management direction.
It responds to basic responsibiliies of control, protection, and use of the Forest’s arr, land, and water
resources. Production is concentrated on the existing roaded land base. No inventonied roadless areas
are avaiiable for timber production. The Kings River Special Management Area is recommended for
wilderness designation. Grazing remains at existing levels and harvest volume is reduced 40.4 MMBF
from Current (Atternative B). This alternative provides custodial levels of protection for wildife, nparian
areas, soil productivity, and water quality. The ASQ is 75.2 MMBF, increasing to 78.4 MMBF by the fifth
decade,

Amenity Alternative E (AMN)

The Amenity or Environmentally Preferable Altemative (E) as described in the DEIS is modified and provides
addional protection for California spotted owls, sensitive furbearers, and niparian areas. This alternative
emphasizes protection and enhancement of nonmarket values such as dispersed recreation, wilderness,
wildife and fish habitat, and environmental quality. Timber 1s managed on an uneven-aged harvest system
on alil tractor ground. Timber outputs are 25.3 MMBF less than the DEIS. In former roadiess areas, scme
highly productive land 1s managed for timber and loses its roadless character. Other productive land
retans its roadless character and 15 managed for dispersed recreation. A total of 14,490 acres of the
Kings River Special Management area 1s recommended for wilderness. The ASQ is 77 MMBF, with no
increase by the fifth decade,

Market Alternative H (MKT)

The ASQ in this alternative is reduced 12.5 MMBF from the DEIS, due to an increase in the riparian acreage.
This alternative emphasizes timber production, livestock grazing and recreational camping. All unroaded
areas except Mt. Raymond are available for tmber harvest. Standards implemented for this alternative
provide for minimum protection of such resources as ripanan and streamside zones, viable wildlife
populations, water qualty, soil productivity, and visual quality. The ASQ is 147.5 MMBF, with no increase
by the fifth decade.

C. Publi¢ involvement

The Forest Plan scoping process was formally initated on March 25, 1979, when a Notice of Intent was
published in the Federal Register. Other notices containing preliminary issues were mailed to 500
organizations, groups, and individuals for a 30-day public comment period. Dunng the 30-day public
comment period, public meetings were held in Fresno to determine the major public 1ssues and concemns.

In December 1979, the Forest planning team reviewed the public comments and prepared the final issues,
concemns and opportunities. The final issues and related planning questions were distributed to over 500
individuals and groups.

In May of 1980, the Forest distnbuted a set of five preliminary alternatives to the public. More than 1400
copies of the alternatives were distnibuted by mail and at 10 public meetings in Fresno and mountain
communities. The Forest received 30 oral statements and 190 written comments on the five preliminary
alternatives.

The Draft Forest Plan and accompanying DEIS were distributed to the public during December 1981

through March 1982, During this period 8 open houses were held at the 5 District offices and in Fresno
and Madera. By the end of the review period, 470 comment letters were received. The Forest Planning
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Team used the analysis of the comments on the Draft Forest Plan and DEIS in developing a final Forest
Plan and FEIS in October 1982.

Before the FEIS and Plan were released to the public, the United States Cournt of Appeals for the Ninth
circuit upheld the State of California’s 1979 challenge of the Forest Service's Roadless Area Review (RARE
Il) EIS. The Forest was subsequently directed to re-evaluate management options in seven unroaded
areas that had been allocated to non-wilderness or wilderness by RARE Il The Forest received approximately
35 comment letters during the second scoping effort.

On September 5, 1986, Notice of Availabilty of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Plan was
published in the Federal Register establishing a public comment period ending January 20, 1987.

During the 4 month review period, 8 public meetings and 2 formal public hearings were held. The distribution
of the planning documents and the public involvement actvities that followed led to 1870 responses,
These responses included approximately 6000 comments. Details on the Sierra’s efforts to seek public
comment are mcluded in FEIS Appendix A, and in the planning records avaiable to the public at the
Forest Supervisor's Office.

In April 1992, the FEIS and Final Plan were released to the public for a 60 day informal review and comment
period. More than 1600 copies of the FEIS, Final Plan, and summary of the Plan were distnbuted. In addition,
a total of 16 information meetings were held in 8 communities to explain the Plan and answer any questions
with regard to the FEIS and Final Plan. About 400 written letters containing about 2500 comments were
received and analyzed. While this informal review and comment of the FEIS and Final Plan i1s above and
beyond the legal requirements of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), it was done so that the public
would have another opportunity to provide meaningful input to the FEIS and Final Plan.

. RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION

in selecting the Preferred Alternative, |1 considered beth monetary and non-monetary costs and benefits,
the capability of the land and the need for protection of resources as evaluated in the FEIS, concerns
expressed by people interested in the Forest, advice received from other agencies and resource
professionals, and legislative mandates of the Forest Service. National, Regional, State, and local objectives
were considered in making the decision.

The ASQ of 88 MMBF is 37.2 MMBF [ess than in the Draft Plan. This ASQ reduction affects economic
benefits and may result in the closure of at least one National Forest imber dependent sawmill. Assuming
no changes in prices paid, returns to the Treasury and County are reduced 32 percent from levels in the
Draft. A loss of approximately 500 jobs 1s associated with the reduction.

At the same time positive benefits occur for wildlife requinng dense, closed canopy forests, such as sensttive
furbearers and Califormia spotted owls. Specifically with regard to sensitive furbearers, | fully recognize
our existing data are limited. | also recognize the legal requirement to maintain sufficient habitat to support
viable papulation of sensitive species Preserving habitat to maintain the Forest's contribution toward a
viable population of furbearers will have an effect on the timber supply. Although the exact impact on the
ASQ can only be determined aiter a sensitive furbearer habitat inventory and management plan is completed,
the most current information indicates a reduction of 14 MMBF in ASQ. This reduction represents my
best judgement of the effects based on existing, current information and data. It will take approximately
3-5 years to complete the furbearer inventory and management plans. Because the furbearers are classified
as "sensitive" species, | have decided to protect furbearer habitat now in order to preserve future options
for maintaining viable populations. This is preferable to making irretrievable and/or irreversible commitments
that may foreclose the opportunity to preserve these species, in this part of their ranges, prior to completion
of the furbearer inventory on management plans.
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Forest planning is a dynamic process that provides for incorporating changes as new issues develop
and as new and better information is collected. A plan amendment to change the ASQ will be prepared if
new information supports such an action. Sensitive furbearer habitat is only one of many 1Issues and
concerns | believe it is important to Implement the many decisions in this Forest Plan without any further
delay. The management direction and standards and guidehines presented in the Preferred Alternative
and the Forest Plan provide the basis to manage the Sierra National Forest.

Response to the Draft and Final Plan indicated public concemn for protection of recreation and amenity
resources including wildlife, | agree a need exists to provide increased protection to nparnan and streamside
areas; to provide for wildlfe habitats by maintaining hardwoods, down logs and snags, and to provide for
visual quality and a range of outdoor recreation expenences, This alternative increases grazing use In
annual grasslands while protecting soil and water resources. It restores damaged watersheds, and maintains
soll productiity. All of these resource values are important to the public | conclude that benefits to the
public in providing these amenity values, including our legal obligation to protect federally-iisted threatened
and endangered species and mamntan viable populations of Forest Service listed sensitive species, justifies
the reduction in ASQ.

Therefore, for all of the above reasons, | judge the Preferred Alternative has the greatest long-term net
public benefit when compared to other alternatives and select it to be the management direction for the
Forest,

Although the Amenity Alternative has a number of benefits, | did not select it because the Preferred Alternative
provides additional tmber volume at a lower cost and also protects and improves other resource values.
Classical uneven-aged management designed to achieve high timber yields has not been implemented
over large areas for long periods of ime. Therefore, high yield uneven-aged management must be tried
and tested before being implemented on a large scale. Major changes in operational and admtnistrative
record-keeping systems need to be developed to implement this alternative.

The Low Budget Alternative adversely affects local communities by reducing levels of timber supply while
only providing custodial care for wiidlife, ripanan areas, soil productivity and water quality. Timber industry
related employment 1s reduced in the first decade and at least one National forest timber dependent
sawmill will cease to operate. This alternative I1s not as cost efficient to implement as 1s the Preferred
Alternative.

The Current, 1980 RPA and Market Alternatives provide less habitat for wildiife requinng dense closed
canopy forests, such as sensttive furbearers and California spotted owl, and do not maintain the level of
visual quality enjoyed by the public. These three alternatives, although meeting Regional requirements for
ripanan areas, soll protection, and diversity for wildiife, do not provide for protection and enhancement of
these resources as well as the Preferred Alternative. On balance, the higher timber outputs of these three
alternatives do not outweigh the loss of amenity resources.

A. Response to Public Comments and Management Concerns
This Record of Decision reflects comments recewved from agencies, organizations, and the public on the

Draft Forest Plan, DEIS, Final Forest Plan and FEIS. Discussed below are more specific responses to
major public issues raised and further rationale for my decision.

Recreation
Issue: What acreage should be designated for developed and dispersed recreation®?

Plan Response: The Draft Plan assigned 92,170 acres to Developed Recreation, 71,610 acres to Dispersed
Recreation, and 40,755 acres to Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest. This issue revolved
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around whether additional acres should have been assigned to Developed Recreation, Dispersed Recreation
ar Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest. Some of the public argued that more areas
should be in Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest to provide more *wilderness-like*
areas, Others preferred harvesting on all dispersed areas to gamn a higher ASQ which would result in
more jobs, community stability, and funds for roads and schools. The Final Plan assigns 75,631 acres to
Developed Recreation, 33,609 acres to Dispersed Recreation, and 58,758 acres to Dispersed Recreation
with no scheduled timber harvest. Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest increased as a
result of Ferguson Ridge and Dewis Guich being shifted from Dispersed Recreation with scheduled tmber
harvest The reasons for the shift were recreational values, difficult access, wildife and sensitive plant

values, and Wild and Scenic River status.

Visual Resources
Issue: What prionity should be given to scemc values in the Forest?

Plan Response: The Draft Plan included protection of visual qualty along major recreation roads and
tralls and around all major recreation areas. This issue involved the degree of visual change considered
acceptable by the pubiic and the effect visual quality protection had on the ASQ. Public response varied
between visual protection only along state highways and full visual protection along main travel routes.
This Plan retains direction from the Draft Plan The Forest is a major recreation Forest, Visual qualty is an
important attribute which directly relates to the experience enjoyed by the visiting public.

Further Planning
Issue: How should the Forest manage former Further Planning Areas?

Plan Response: The Draft Plan provided for timber management on capable, available and sutable (CAS)
timberlands in the Ferguson Ridge, Devils Gulch, San Joaquin B, Shuteye, Sycamore Springs and Ranchena
areas. Mt. Raymond, and Dinkey Lakes were to be managed for Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled

timber harvest,

Many respondents supported alternatives that harvested timber on all CAS land within unroaded areas
including Dinkey Lakes and Mt. Raymond. Other respondents letters included support for protection of
unroaded areas from road construction and timber harvest.

Addtional analysis of unroaded areas for the final Plan resulted in Ferguson Ridge and Devils Guich
being added to Dispersed Recreation with no scheduled timber harvest, The reasons these areas were
removed from the timber base was low timber volumes, high costs, access problems and conflicts with
Califormia spotted owl habitat. Dinkey Lakes and Mt. Raymond were retained for dispersed recreation
because they had high recreational values, costly, difficult access, shallow soils and regeneration probiems.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

lssue: How should the Forest manage rivers mventoried for possible inclusion into the Wild and Scenic
River system?

Plan response: The Draft Plan recommended Wild and Scenic Rver classification for all National Rivers
Inventory (NRI) rivers on the Forest with the exception of two miles above Mammoth Pool on the San
Joaquin River. The Wild and Scenic River issue received the greatest amount of public comment and
support. In response to public comment and Congressional action on the Merced between the DEIS and
FEIS, the forest prepared a separate EIS and plan (Merced Wild & Sceruc Rwver Plan) that contains all of
the river classifications for the Merced and South Fork Merced rivers. On the San Joaquin River, the plan

Slerra National Forest 14



Record of Decislon

recommends eight segments as wild, two segments as recreational and two segments as scenic. The
Forest will conduct a comprehensive assessment of non-NRI Rivers within the next three years

Fish and Wildlife

lssue: What kinds and amounts of fish and wildiife habitat would be provided and what were the effects of
management on habitats?

Plan response: The Draft Plan included standards for hardwoods, riparian areas, snags and down logs
as well as a Regionat standard requinng the retention of five percent of each seral stage/vegetative type.
Public comments were divided. Some respondents identified conflicts between commodity uses and
riparian area protection. The concern expressed was that imber production and livestock grazing were
being conducted in a way that was adversely impacting npanan-dependent resources Other respondents
felt protection for fish and wildlife was excessive and should be lessened to increase the ASQ and help
provide jobs, community stability, and receipts to counties for roads and schools

The Final Plan is unchanged from the Draft in regard to hardwoods, snags, down logs and retention of
five percent of each seral stage/major vegetative type. However, to better meet National policy, the Final
Plan places more emphasis on npanan and streamside management. Re-assessment of the nparian
acreage on CAS land was made because new and more accurate data became available. This resulted
In an acreage ncrease from 13,000 acres to 33,000 acres Seven additional standards and guidelines
were added to the Final Plan providing additional nparian area protection. In niparian areas, commodity
production will be lmited and secondary to protection of riparian dependent resources. The anticipated
harvest is 1.5 MMBF per year on 33,000 acres compared to 2.5 MMBF per year from 13,000 acres in the
Draft Plan,

Sensitive furbearer habitat requirements for marten, fisher and Sierra Nevada red fox are discussed in
another section. (See Sensitive Furbearers at the end of this section,)

Issue: How many spotted owl habitat areas (SOHAs) should be established in the Forest?

Plan Response: The Draft Plan included provisions for 24 SOHAs and scheduled timber harvest within
each SOHA on CAS land. A large majority of the public comments opposed the number and size of SOHAs
preferring to hmit or even eliminate them. A few respondents showed a preference for maximizing California
spotted owl habitat. In considenng the needs of the Califormia spotted owl, the Forest re-evaluated the
SOHA network. The re-evaluation resulted in an increase in SOHAs to 29 and no scheduled timber harvest.
These measures are adopted because: 1) additional surveys showed a larger geographic range on the
Forest than originally expected, 2) on CAS land the distance between SOHAs was too great to meet their
intended purpose, and 3) there was less than 1000 acres of suitable habitat per SOHA. Five SOHAs are
located in wilderness, three in Dispersed Recreation Areas with no scheduled timber harvest and one In
a Special Interest Area. These locations will help to reduce the impact on ASQ, while meeting the needs
of the California spotted owl.

The Forest Plan and EIS were prepared using the Spotted Owl Standards and Guidelines in the Pacific
Southwest Regional Guide. Since the Regional Guide was published in 1984, field observations and a
number of scientific studies indicated that California spotted owls utilize more acres and a broader vanety
of habitats than provided for by the Regional Guide. As a result, a techmcal assessment of California
spotted owl habitat needs was initiated in 1981 and was completed in May 1992. The report 1s titled "The
California Spotted Owl: A Technical Assessment of its Current Status* and is referred to as the *CASPO
Report.”

Analysis of the CASPO Report 1s curmrently underway which could lead to an amendment of the Standards

and Guidelines in the Regional Guide and the Sierra National Forest Plan for the California spotted owl.
For the past year, the Forest has been using a cumulative effects analysis process for imber sales,
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substituting dead timber for green timber volume and deferring timber harvests In suitable spotted owl
habitat whenever possible. Use of this process will continue until anaiysis of the CASPO Report is completed
by a team reviewing the need for interim guidelines,

Timber

Issue: How mtensive and widespread should tmber management activities be in the Forest? What should
the allowable sale quantity be? What were the socio-economic consequences of changes in allowable
sale quantity (ASQ) on the community of North Fork and the surrounding area?

Plan responee: The Draft Plan ASQ was 125.2 MMBF. In response to the Draft Plan many respondents
said the ASQ was too low. They wanted more land committed to timber production and less protection
for California spotted owis, visual quality, deer, nparian, etc Many stated that if the Market or RPA Alternatives
were not selected their economic livelihcod would be jeopardized. The concern was not only for those
directly involved with logging or miliing but for families, secondary businesses, and service businesses as

well.

Other respondents gave diverse reasons why the ASQ in the Draft Plan was too high They claimed the
budget needed to produce this level of harvest was unrealistically high, and gave an undesirable subsidy
to the timber industry because revenues would not cover costs to government. There were a few strong
objections to using pesticides to maintan long-term sustained yield; harvesting timber on land only marginally
capable of intensive management; not giving enough protection to resources such as visuals, soils,
watershed, wildife and riparian areas; and giving timber products too much emphasis.

Comments on the Draft Plan resulted i additional analysis of probable effects. It became apparent that if
the ASQ was not raised to at least 135 MMBF, operations at one or more sawmills would reduce production
feading eventually to one mill ceasing operations dunng the planning period. The general pattern of mill
closures in Californta incdicates that mills in mountain Jocations are at a competitive disadvantage to those
located in the Central Valley. The highway network allows mills located in the valley to haul logs from a
broader supply area than those iocated in the mountains. Hauling fogs from a larger supply area also
allows mills to expand and take advantage of economies of scale. As competition increases and the supply
of tmber decreases, milis in the mountain and foothill areas near the Forest are most likely to reduce
operations. This 1s a consequence of ts mountain location, exclusion from small business set-aside sales
available to mills in Madera and Sacramento, and reduced supply of raw matenal

A loss of imber-related employment opportunities in the foothill area 1s possible over the next 15-25 years
even if the Forest could sustain annual harvests of 150 MMBF. This decline occurs as a consequence of
more efficient capacity added to mills in more favorable locations and increased competition from mills

outside the traditional market area.

Parallel to the heightened public awareness of the economic effects of imber harvest has been an increasing
awareness nationally and locally over the quality of forest environment that needs to be maintained. Nationally
and locally, there is a debate over what that quality needs to be. The general direction of the controversy
has been to move the Forest Service away from emphasis on commodity outputs, such as timber, toward
conservation of natural biological diversity,

Timber management affects every other 1ssue. While some uses are compatible with timber production,
others such as non-motorized dispersed recreation are not. In many places it 1s necessary to reduce
timber harvest to maintain other values such as fish and wildlife habitat or scenery. Land allocations that
preclude or reduce timber management were carefully evaluated to minimize the effects on ASQ.

The Forest Plan provides a combination of even-aged, uneven-aged, and special harvest methods to

address concerns for sensitive furbearers and other wildiife habitats, visual resources, and resoiution of
conflicts where harvesting adjacent to private land.
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The ASQ in the Final Plan 1s 37.2 MMBF less than the Preferred Alternative in the Draft Plan. The reduction
results from:

- an increase in the number of SOHA’s and no scheduled timber harvest in SOHAs.
- an increase In acres of npanan area from 13,000 acres to 33,000 acres.

- establishment of 7 sensitive furbearer habitat management areas with mited-timber yield. Fifty-eight
percent of the 66,000 acres in the habitat management areas i1s not overlapped with other land
allocations,

- removal of the following areas from surtable timber land:

Devils Guich, Ferguson Ridge, portions of the developed recreation area adjacent to Courtright
and Wishon reservorrs, and the area between Ansel Adams and Dinkey Lakes Wildernesses
leading to Edison and Florence Lakes,

An increase in ASQ can only be made by changing land allocations, prescriptions, mitigation measures,
or by choosing a different alternative that places less emphasis on threatened, endangered and sensttive
species, widlife and visual quality. Some factors that prevented the Forest from meeting the demand for
a higher ASQ are:

- Al SOHAs on CAS land have no scheduled timber harvest.
- Al sensiive furbearer management areas on CAS land are scheduled for Limited-timber yield.

- Until planting survival of red fir 1s consistently greater than 80 percent, no more than 200 acres per
year may be scheduied for clearcutting.

- No scheduled timber harvest is plannad in areas designated for non-roaded dispersed recreation
use, including portions of the Developed Recreation areas around Courtright and Wishon Reservoirs,
and the area between the Ansel Adams and Dinkey Lakes Wildernesses along the road leading to
Edison and Florence Lakes.

- The rate of imber harvest is mited to achieve visual qualty objectives within and adjacent to major
developed recreation areas and along major travel routes to these areas.

- In the ponderosa pine and mixed conifer types about 4.5 percent of future softwood production
potential 1s foregone to grow and maintain a desired amount of mast producing hardwoods for wildlife,

- In the second decade, replacement snags will be created on high production timber land (Regulation
Ciass 1) where clearcutting 1s the primary hatvest method. Snag recrutment includes kiling and
topping 1.5 green trees per acre averaging 20 inches in diameter and 0.5 green trees per acre
averaging 26 inches in diameter. This amounts to a reduction in ASQ of about 3.0 MMEF.

- In riparian areas, scheduled timber harvest will be minor and limted to aerial fogging corridors, new
roads and timber removed to benefit nparian dependent resources such as fish, wildlife, water qualty,
and vegetation diversiy.

Issue: Is clearcuting necessaty 1o meet the Forest's long-term timber resource management goals?

Plan response: Comments expressed concern about the amount of clearcutting proposed in the Forest

and 1ts effect on visual quality and the environment, Some support was received for properly managed
clearcutting to produce higher sustained yields of timber, increase water yield, and reduce costs.
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Clearcutting will only be used where this method is necessary to meet Forest Plan objectives under one
or more of the foliowing circumstances:

- To estabhsh, enhance, or maintain habitat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive species,

- To enhance wildife habitat or water yield values, or to provide for recreation, scenic vistas, utility
lines, road comdors, facilty sites, reservoirs, or simiar development,

- To rehabilitate lands adversely impacted by events such as fires, windstorms, or insect or disease
infestations,

- To preclude or minimize the occurrence of potentially adverse impacts or insect or disease infestations,
windthrow, logging damage, or other factors affecting forest health.

- To provide for the establishment and growth of desired trees or other vegetative species that are
shade intolerant.

- To rehabiltate poorly stocked stands due to past management practices or natural events.

- To meet research needs.

Specific practices will be adopted to reduce the potential adverse environmental effects of clearcutting.
These practices include:

- protecting residual trees (including advanced reproduction and hardwoods),

- developing alternatives to clearcutting in sensttve watersheds, such as areas with shaliow soils and
steep slopes,

- impiementing streamside management zone practices for npanan-dependent resources, and

- carefully designing clearcuts to provide for visual quality, wildlife habitat needs and to protect soil
productivity.

Sivicultural methods selected are based on a site-specific analysis of vegetation type, topography, other
specific site conditions, and public input through the environmental analysis process. Clearcutting 1s
used when t is determined to be the only method that can meet resource management objectives as
described above.

Because of the concem over clearcutting, the Forest reduced clearcutting acres from 2,340 in the Draft
te 1,550 in the Final Plan. The Forest examined uneven-aged management in the Amenity Alternative as
an alternative to clearcutting. The evaluation identified benefits and concerns. The primary benefit of
uneven-aged management is improved visuai quality. The major concemns were possible impacts on
long-term timber yields or growth; decreased ability to control insect and disease outbreaks; increased
costs, the need to develop new logging methods and approaches and the resulting effects on the local
timber industry; the need to develop and manage new administrative systems to monitor and control
stand condttions; and increased soil compaction and disturbance to wildife.

Uneven-aged management, including both group selection and individual tree selection, was increased
from 23,400 acres in the Draft to 35,000 acres in the Final Plan. This silvicultural system is to be used on
gentler slopes where logs can be removed with tractors. Steeper areas, needing cable systems to remove
logs, are primarily to be considered for even-aged management. The information obtained from this program
enables the Forest to evaluate the feasibility of increasing uneven-aged management during the next
10-15 years.

Sierra National Forest 18



Record of Decislon
Hydroelectric Development

Issue: How should the Forest respond to hydroelectric proposals relative to management of other Forest
resources?

Plan Responge: The Draft Plan encouraged hydroelectric production when compatible with National
Forest purposes. It recommended ensunng that planning, construction and operation of hydroelectnc
projects are performed in such & manner to protect or effectively utiize National Forest system tands and
resources. A majority of responses to the Draft Pian concerning hydroelectric projects were opposed to
any new development. Respondents were particularly concemed about proposals on small free-flowing
streams.

The Forest does not have the authorty to elnminate from consideration, proposals for hydroelectric
development as was suggested in most of the letters, only FERC has this legat authorty. The Forest
makes recommendations to FERC, but it does not have the authority to approve or deny approval of a
hydroelectric project. However, the Standards and Guidehnes (S&Gs) in the Final Plan are strengthened
to reflect concerns voiced by the public (see S&Gs 175 to 192). In addition, critenia were developed to
determine whether or not a project can be mitigated adequately to protect forest resources. If resources
cannot be protected, FERC will be informed that the project I1s not in the public interest.

Budget

lssue: How should the Forest implement the Forest Plan given the discrepancy between the budget needed
to implement the Plan and current budgets?

Plan Response: The Forest Plan 1s pnmarily a land allocation document. It tells how each area will be
managed if funds are available. The Forest Plan descnbes specific funding levels to achieve plan objectives.
Most plan objectives are based on programs where funding 1s allocated by Congress. Examples of these
are the timber sales program, outputs associated with construction of recreational developments and
wildlife and range improvement projects. Other forest uses, such as recreation use, fishing and hunting,
and wilderness use I1s expected to continue regardless of funding levels, but at a lower level of quality.
The Final Pian annual budget to fully implement the Plan 1s 23.1 milion (in constant 1982 dollars) A budget
appendix (Appendix P of the FEIS) has been added to the Plan to better explan the relationship between
the Plan and budget. No matter what budget 1s received the Standards and Guidelines will be implemented.

Sensitive Furbearers (marten, fisher and Sierra Nevada red fox)

Evolving management concern over the potential for management actvities to adversely affect sensitive
furbearer (marten, fisher, and Sierra Nevada red fox) habitat emerged since the DEIS was reviewed by
the public. The basic question is, "What 1s the best interim strategy or approach to insure viability of the
sensttive furbearer species populations over therr habitat range as legally required by the National Forest
Management Act (NFMA)."

Plan Response: The Forest Plan establishes 7 habitat management areas and habitat inkage between
habrtat management areas and adjacent National Forests and Parks. Of this total area, (66,000 acres)
about 27,400 acres or 42% 15 overlapped with other resource allocation such as wilderness, SOHAs,
SMZs, Geological Areas, etc. Furbearer management areas are based on "A Literature Review for
Management of the Marten and Fisher on National Forests in California® (Maeton Free! 1990), sighting
records, and habrtat analysis for the Sierra National Forest. Most of the available information is for the
marten and fisher. Less information is avallable on the Sierra Nevada red fox. The Plan includes habitat
monitoring and adjustments when information is developed.
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Presently, these areas are scheduled for Limited-timber yield. Through monitoring and research, modification
of the standards in the Plan may occur. Madifications may include some type of change n the silvicultural
technigues to be used in these habitat management areas. Providing for the habitat needs of the marten,
fisher and Sierra Nevada red fox is a primary objective of the management direction in the Plan. Presently,
the reduction in ASQ for the protection of the sensitive furbearer habitat areas amounts to about 14.0

MMBF per year. However, as new data becomes available from monitoring and research there 1s a possibility

that the ASQ may change.

B. Economic Efficiency of Alternatives

The Market and RPA Altematives have the highest present net value (PNV) (they produce more timber),
followed by the Current, Preferred, Amenity, and Low Budget. However, the alternatives with the highest
PNV do not reflect values for some amenity resources as well as the prefered alternative, including visual

quality, water quality, and plant and amimal diversity.

The PNV it Alternative A 1s approximately 14 percent below RPA | judge this reduction in PNV to be less
important in terms of net public benefit than benefits associated with the Preferred Alternative, such as
providing addional protection for California spotted owls, sensitive furbearers, visual quality and late

seral stage habitat.

C. Contribution to the Reglonal Production of Goods and Services

The Preferred Altermnative manages and protects all resources while providing opportunities for recreation,
wildife, forage, tmber, and fuelwood needed for the local economy. While some alternatives provide
higher commodity outputs, they also have the higher impacts on visual qualtty and dispersed recreation
and present the greater potential impact to soil, water, fish and wildlife. While the recreation opportunities,
minerals, range, wildlife, and timber outputs benefit the entire State of Californta, the timber supply is
being reduced and regional demands will not be met. A description of the Regional and subregional
timber supply-demand situation has been added in the FEIS Appendix L.

D. Soclal and Economic Stabllity

Effects on jobs, revenues and recreational opportunities, impacts upon life-styles in the area, benefits to
the local economy, protection of resources for future generations, and social and economic stability for
people iiving in Madera, Fresno and Manposa counties were considered in choosing the Preferred Alternative.

The average timber harvest for the last 10 years has been 124 MMBF. The average harvest for the past
three years has been 133 MMBF. The allowable sale quantity in the Preferred Alternative results in significant
reductions in eamings, employment, and income to the three county governments when compared to the

last few years.

The economic characteristics and impacts described above have social implications as well. The analysis
suggests the reduced ASQ may result in the closure of at least one sawmill. This will be disruptive to the
tfestyle, attitudes and beliefs of some long-term residents including some Native Amencans from at least
one tribe. For further information, see the Timber Issues discussed previously in this Record of Decision,
Opportunities to mitigate adverse socioeconomic effects include unemployment compensation, the
dislocated worker program (under the 1982 Job Training Partnership Act), and Federal and State rural
development assistance.
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E. Environmental Effects of Alternatives

This section summarizes some effects that are expected to occur under each alternative, The magnitude,
timing, and location of key environmentat effects will differ under each alternative. These factors were all
considered during the analysis and in choosing Alternative A as the Forest Plan.

In all atternatives, visual quality will be maintamned around local communities. The Preferred, Current, and
Amentty Atternatives will protect visual quality along more roads and trails than Low Budget, RPA, and
Market Alternatives. All alternatives except the Market Alternative will provide visual quality protection
around major recreation areas.

In all atternatives, visuai quality other than views seen from local communities, major roads and tradls and
major recreation areas will decline over the next five decades as actual conditions approach Visual Quality
Objectives of the alternative. This reduction will result primarily from timber harvest actvities. The Amenity
Alternative will result in the least visual impact because of uneven-aged management on tractor ground,
The Preferred Alternative will have the least impact of alternatives having reliance on even-aged silviculture
systems,

All alternatives will maintain tradrtional winter roost habtat near major reservoirs for the current 5-10 wintenng
bald eagles. All alternatives will protect identified superior nest sites, which assist in meeting population
recovery goals, for peregrine falcons. All alternatives will protect willow flycatcher habitat. All alteratives
will provide suitable habitat for Lahontan and Paiute cutthroat trout.

Alternatives vary in number of SOHAs from the minimum management requirement (MMR) of 26 established
in 1984 to 34 in Alternative E. Alternatives B,C.,D and H have an even-aged timber management prescription
while Alternatives A and E do not schedule timber harvest from SOHAs.

The Forest will manage a network of 50 goshawk nest terrtories in all alternatives. The reduction of potential
goshawk habitat may occur as a result of resource activities such as tmber management and recreation.
No new management activities will be approved in goshawk nest site areas until a Forest goshawk network
IS approved.

Alternatives A and E establish 7 and 8 sensttive furbearer habitat management areas respectively, which
will be well distributed threughout the Forest. Alternatives B,C, D and H will not implement prescriptions
specifically for sensitive furbearers but will use the following prescnptions to maintain suitable habitat:
wilderness, wild and sceni¢ rivers, minimum level management, limited timber yield, special interest areas,
Kings River Special Management Area and research natural areas.

All alternatives protect ripanan areas through the use of Riparian Management Areas (RMAs) and Streamside
Management Zones (SMZs). The Amenity alternative gives RMA protection to all perennial and intermittent
streams. The Preferred Alternative includes RMA protection measures to all perennial streams and iakes
and about half of the Forest's intermittent streams. All other alternatives give RMA protection to fewer of
the intermittent streams. The potential for impacts is the least in the Amenity and Preferred Alternatives.
Market and RPA have the greatest potential for impact

Under Alternative A (Preferred) the prescnbed fire program averages about 7,000 acres annually. Fire 1s
used to prepare timber harvest areas for reforestation, reduce concentrations of hazardous forest fuels,
and improve wildlife habitat and range forage. The long-term benefits include less damage to soil productivity
and water quality through reduction in wildfire acres. Short-term losses include temporary detenoration of
air quality and temporary impacts on visual resources. Prescnibed fire acres range from 1800 acres in the
Low Budget Alternative to 7000 acres in the Preferred.

| recognize that Alternative A, or any of the alternatives, could produce some short-term adverse

environmental consequences such as a shght reduction in air qualty; visual quality reduction due to
clearcutting and road construction; and increased sediment yields due to vegetation management activities
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These consequences will be monitored as discussed in Chapter 5 of the Plan, to ensure compliance with
Forest management direction and applicable laws and regulations.

F. Environmentally Preferable Alternative

| judge the Amenity Alternative to be the environmentaliy preferable alternative because it emphasizes
protection of water, soil, ripanan areas, air, visual quality, enhancement of wildlife habitat, and dversity.
The main reason for not selecting this alternative is that | believe the addtional timber opportunities included
in the Preferred Alternative can be utilized while protecting other environmental values. The reliance on
uneven-aged management in the Amenity Alternative reduces growth and yield, increases costs, reduces
the ability to manage some diseases and insect pests, creates the need to develop and manage new
administration systems to monitor and control stand conditions, and Increases soll compaction and
disturbance to wildiife. The Preferred Alternative provides the greatest net public benefits of all the
alternatives.

G. Compatibllity with Other Agency Goals and Plans

The goals and plans of other agencies were considered throughout the planning process. The FEIS and
Plan reflect this consideration along with the comments received from public agencies dunng the public
review penods. The Plan is compatible with other agency goals and plans.

Federal agencies commenting on the Plan included the Department of Intenior (Environmental Project
Review, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sequoia/Kings Canyon National Parks, and Bureau of Land
Management), Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Commerce (National Oceamc and
Atmospheric Administration), and the Department of Agnculture {Pacific Southwest Experiment Station).
State agencies commenting included State of California Resources Agencies {Department of Fish and
Game, Forestry, and Water Resources) and the Board of Forestry. Local governments, Native Americans
(tnbes, groups or organizations) and elected officials also were contacted and provided comment on the
DEIS, Draft Forest Pian, FEIS and Final Forest Plan.

Public input to the Plan provided much worthwhile information. Dialogue with other Federal agencies,
States, local governments, Native Americans and interested publics will continue during Plan implementation.
Ongoing involvement by interested parties Is critical to successful implementation. The Forest will continue
to invoive the public as more site-specific planning is accomplished.

H. Reasons for Selecting the Plan

Alternative A provides the best mix of resource management activities considered appropriate for existing
conditions or those that are predicted to be needed durng this ten to fifteen year planning perod. It
allows harvesting on lands suntable for timber management while protecting the basic soi and water
resources and maintaining or enhancing amenity values. It provides for a moderate increase in recreation
opportunities inciuding additional campgrounds and trail construction. Vegetation diversity is enhanced,
which also benefits a wide spectrum of wildiife. it protects nparian areas, restores disturbed watersheds,
and maintains water qualty and soil productivity.

Alternative A best meets the forest needs as identified by the entire public involvement process, including
responses to the DEIS, Final Pian and FEIS; resource needs as identified by resource professionals; and
National Forest management mandates as identdied in the Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, the
National Forest Management Act of 1976, and their accompanying regulations.
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Alternative A provides a balance between the Amenity Aternative and the most economically efficient
alternatives, Forestwide Standards and Guidelines and Management Prescnptions will ensure that the
natural environment 1s protected.

| judge Alternative A to have the greatest long-term public benefit when compared to other alternatives
and select it to be the Plan for management of the Sierra National Forest.

V. IMPLEMENTATION, MITIGATION, AND MONITORING

The Plan will not be implemented sooner than 30 days after the legal Notice of the Record of Decision
appears in the Sacramento Bee newspaper. The time needed to bnng all activities into comphance with
the Plan will vary depending on the type of project.

As soon as practicable after approval of the Plan, the Forest Supervisor shall ensure that, subject to vahd
existing nights, all outstanding and future permits, contracts, cooperative agreements and other instruments
for occupancy and use of affected lands are consistent with the Plan. The Forest Supervisor will also
assure that (1) Forest proposed annual programs and projects, cbjectives, and budget requests are
consistent with the Forest Plan; and (2) implementation is in comphance with the Regional Guide and
applicable regulations.

As a long-range management guide for the Forest, thus Forest Plan is a programmatic document. During
Forest Plan implementation, when various projects are designed, site-specific analysis will be performed
in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. These analyses may result in environmental
assessments, environmental impact statements, or categorical exclusions and, possibly, an amendment
or revision of the Forest Plan. Many of these documents will be tiered to the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for this Forest Plan pursuant to 40 CFR 1508.28.

Implementation will be guided by individual Management Area direction and by the management
requirements contained in the goals, objectives, standards and guidelines, practices, and prescriptions
found in Chapter V of the Forest Plan. These management requirements were developed through an
interdisciplinary effort and contain measures necessary to mitigate or eliminate any longterm adverse
effects. To the best of my knowledge, all practical mitigation measures have been adopted.

QOutputs associated with Forest Plan implementation may be adjusted as a result of inventory and research
efforts that produce new information and technologies. A new timber inventory was obtained as the final
Plan was being prepared. The inventory used for the Plan was confirmed by cross checking with the new
inventory. Additional checks wiil be made during implementation and Plan adjustments made as necessary.
Arr quality, prescnbed fire, npanan trend studies, wildlife habitat studies, and other data will enhance and
affect Forest Plan implementation. Management direction contained in the Forest Plan will be used to
analyze any proposal involving use of National Forest system land.

The purpose of the monitoning program is to evaluate whether the Forest Plan goals and objectives are
being met, to determine how closely management requirements are being followed, and to assist in assessing
achievement of the ervironmental standards. The results of monitoring and evaluation will be used to
measure the progress of Forest Plan implementation. These results will also help determimne when Forest
Plan amendments or revisions are needed.,
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Vi. PLANNING RECORDS, REVISIONS AND AMENDMENTS AND ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW

A, Planning Records

Planming records contain detailed information and document decisions used in developing the Plan and
FEiS as required in 36 CFR 219.12. All of the documentation detailing the Forest planning process i1s
available for inspection during regular business hours at:

Forest Supervisors Office
Sierra National Forest

1600 Tollhouse Road

Clovis, California 93611-0532

These records are incorporated by reference into the FEIS and Forest Plan.

B. Revisions and Amendments

The National Forest Management Act requires revision of the Forest Plan at least every 15 years. The
Plan may be revised sooner whenever the Forest Supervisor determines that conditions or demands in
the area covered by the Plan have changed significantly, or when changes In national policies, goals, or
objectives have a significant effect on programs of the Forest. All procedures set forth in 36 CFR 219.12
will be followed. This includes scoping and analysis of the management situation, formulation of aternatives,
an estimation of effects, an evaluation of alternatives, identification of a preferred alternative, documentation
in a Draft EIS and Draft Forest Plan, and formal public comment before approval and implementation of
the revised pian.

The Regional Forester approves any signficant amendments to this Plan while the Forest Supervisor has
the authority to approve hon-significant amendments. The determination of significance or non-significance
will be documented In a decision notice. No changes will be implemented prior to appropriate public
notice. Determinations of significance or non-significance are appealable under 36 CFR Part 217.

C. Right To Administrative Review

This decision I1s subject to appeal In accordance with the provisions of 36 CFR Part 217. Any written notice
of appeal of this decision must be fully consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, *Content of a Notice of Appeal’,
including the reasons for appeal. Notice of appeal must be filed within 90 days of the date of the published
legal notice (Sacramento Bee, Sacramento, Calfornia) of this decision and filed with:

Dale Robertson, Chief

Forest Service - Appeals

U.S. Department of Agniculture/Audrtors Bldg.
201 14th Street SW/

Washington, DC 20250

Appellants must submit two copies of a Notice of Appeal.
My recommendation for Wild and Scenic Rivers 1s not appealable, My recommendations for Wild and
Scenic Rivers are reviewed by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the President

of the United States. The final decision on designation has been reserved by Congress. Specific decisions
regarding interim management of these areas pending afinal decision or action by Congress are appealable.
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My recommendations for Research Natural Area (RNA) designation 1s not appealable. The Chief authonzes
RNA establishment. Specific decisions regarding intenm management of RNAs pending a final decision
by the Chief are appealable.

An appeal of my decision does not halt Forest Plan implementation. Requests to stay the approval of this
Plan, prepared pursuant to 36 CFR Part 219, shall not be granted. However, where a project or activity
would be implemented before an appeal decision could be issued, the Chief of the Forest Service will
consider written requests to stay implementation of that project pending completion of the review of the
Forest Plan appeal

SEP 2 4 1382
/%- Date:

NALD E. STEWART
Regional Forester
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Record of Declslon, Errata
September 1992

ERRATA/ADDITIONS

Reference: Land and Resource Management Plan
Upon further review of the document, it was discovered additional clarification needed to be made.

PLAN
Summary of Analysis of Management Situation
Page 3-3, Fishery Resources, 2nd paragraph
Remove *loggers are harvesting timker® and replace with *timber harvesting has taken place"
Page 4-45, Column 1, #8. Minimum Level Management, Resource Situation
Add *Analysis Areas 4, 6, 9, 15, 22, 24, 27, 35, 37, 38, 49, 50, 51, 56, 60 and 61."
Management Standard and Guidelines

Page 4-14, S&G #32

Add the following text to existing paragraph "Rivers identfied as eligible for wild and scenic
river designation will be managed to protect their values and free-flowing condiion until a final
decision 1s made. Interim management, extending to one-quarter mie on each side of the
rivers, will be in accordance with the Land Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 8. Interim
management 1s for that penod of time after a river 1s found to be ehgible and before a final
decision on suitability as a wild and scenic river 1s made.*

Page 4-16, S&G #56

Change to read "No new management activities will be approved within goshawk nest site
areas until a Forest Goshawk Network 1s approved. The network will contain an average of at
least one occupied or potential nest site per 18 square miles within the area contamning active
or potential goshawk nesting habitat. Manage for a 50 acre primary zone of older mature forest
surrounding the occupled or potential nest site. A secondary zone of 75 acres around the
primary zone will have a imited operating season between March 15 and August 15, or a limited
operating season based on site specific information. Occupied nest sites found within areas

where management activities have already been authonzed shall be protected as descnbed in
S&G #53."

Page 4-16, S&G #60

Change to read "Permit saivage harvest related activities and non-vegetative manipulating
activities in marten and fisher habtat management areas when supported by a biological
evaluation and a site specific project environmental analysis. All other activities require an
implementation schedule, for future activities in the management area, in addition to a biologicat
evaluation and a site-specific environmental analysis.
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Page 4-18, Range
Change number of S&G #85 to #85a
Add the following S&G, {85b) to the text; "Limit herbaceous vegetation utilization by livestock in
accordance with allowable use factor tables developed for RS FSH 2209.21, Range Environmental
Analysis Handbook, Develop and implement utilization standards to fit desired site specific

range conditions in nparian areas. Give priority to Allotment Management Plan development for
allotments that have npanan areas n less than satisfactory condition.”

Page 4-18, S&G #96

Add the following text to the existing paragraph "The selection will be made after considenng
the goat of reducing clearcutting and the specrfic circumstances and practices shown in the
Record of Decision.

Page 4-27, S&G #270

Change to read "Evaluate for disposttion the structures at Billy Creek Admunistrative Site and
the guest cabin on Lot 89 of the Huckleberry Tract

Page 6C-7, Table C.05, Present Forest, Suitable Land column
Change 47.8 Growing Stock, Hardwood to 289.5
Change 6.3 Annual Mortality, Conifer to 4.6
Change 37.3 Annual Mortality, Conifer to 28.7

Page 6C-7, Table C.05, Present Forest, Unsuttable Land column
Change 1160.0 Growing Stock to 7220.3
Change 17.6 Annual Mortality to 3.0
Change 103.7 Annual Mortality to 15.8

Page 6C-7, Table C.05, Future Forest, Suitable Land column
Change 1494.0 Growing Stock, Conifer to 1408.7

Change 198 6 Annual Net Growth, Conifer to 17.6

FEIS

Individual Alternative Descriptions
Page 2-37, Wild and Scenic Rivers, column 1, third paragraph, second sentence
Should read "Of the 73 mules, 37 miles will be administered by the Sierra National Forest, 15
miles by the Inyo Nationa! Forest, 8 miles of Segments 8 and 10 of Merced by BLM, approximately

3 miles of Segments 2 and 3 of Middle Fork San Joaquin and 10 miles of Segment 1 of South
Fork San Joaquin by National Park Service."
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Wild and Scenic Rivers
Page 4-22, column 1, Table 4.10, Title

Change to read "DISTRIBUTION AND JURISDICTION OF ELIGIBLE WILD AND SCENIC RIVER
SEGMENTS AMONG VARIOUS L AND OWNERS"

Page 4-22, column 1, Table 4.10, JURISDICTION column
Change Devils Postpile NM to Devils Postpile NP
Page 4-22, column 2, Table 4.10, Miles column
Change 2.0 State of California to 1.0 and 1.0 Private to 2.0
All Resource Maps:

Change China Peak Skt Area name to Sierra Summit Ski Area

FEIS APPENDICES
Appendix E (Wild and Scenic Rivers)
Page 7E-23, Table E.01B, Length column
Change 12.0 in Segment 2 to 2.0
Page 7E-27, Table E.O1C, Boundary Points Column

Change Segment 1 to read “Headwaters at Twin Island Lake to Hemlock Crossing®
Page 7E-31, Table E.01D, Boundary Pomnts column

Change Segment 1 to read "Headwaters at Thousand Island Lake to Agnew Meadows®
Page 7E-35, Table E.O1E, Boundary Points column

Change Segment 1 to read "Headwaters at Martha Lake and Goddard Canyon to boundary
Sierra National Forest"

Page 7E-38, Table E.OSE, Alternative A
Change the letter "S" in Segment 4 to the letter "W*
Appendix N (Special Areas)
Page 7N-1, Column 1, add after last paragraph
July 14, 1992, George Bush, President of the United States, proclaimed naturally occurnng

groves of giant Sequoia in the Sierra National Forest will be managed and protected to assure
perpetuation of groves for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations,
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Page 7N-4, Coiumn 1, McKinley Grove, statement regarding Timber
Should read "Develop a detalled long-term implementation strategy for the Grove. This
implementation strategy will be consistent with the best scientific information available and

assure any proposed development will provide for aesthetic, recreational, ecological, and scientific
values. Until the long-term implementation strategy Is approved, only human hazard trees will

be removed *
Page 7N-4, Column 1, McKinley Grove, statement regarding Lands

Add *The administrative boundary of the McKinley Grove giant Sequoia trees will be mapped
and posted. In addition, an ecological buffer will be dentfied,"

Page 7N-4, Column 1, McKinley Grove, statement regarding Protection and
Pest Management

Add *Perform large tree and fuels inventory."

Page 7N-4, Column 2, Nelder Grove Historic Area, statement regarding Timber
Should read "Develop a detailled long-term mmplementable strategy for the Grove This
implementation strategy will be consistent with the best scientific information available and
assure any proposed development will provide for aesthetic, recreational, ecological and scientific

values. Until the long-term implementation strategy is approved, only human hazard trees will
be removed.”

Page 7N-4, Column 2, Nelder Grove Histornic Area, statement regarding Lands

Add "The administrative boundary of the Nelder Grove glant Sequoia trees will be mapped and
posted. In addition, an ecological buffer will be 1dentfied."

Page 7N-4, Column 2, Nelder Grove Historic Area, statement regarding Protection and Pest
Management

Add "Perform large tree and fuels inventory.*

MAP PACKET

All Alternative and Element Maps
Change China Peak Ski Area name to Sierra Summit Ski Area.
Recreation Opportunities Class Objectives Map

Semi-Primitive Motorized Class, T8S, R27E, Semi-Prnmitive Motorized corndor should be extended to
Kaiser Pass Road in T7S, R26E.

Recreation Opportunity Class Objective Map
TSS, R26E, due to the scale of the map, the planned trail from Brewer Lake to Tocher Lake to Red

Lake i1s difficuit to locate. However, the trail 1s located outside the Semi-Primitive Non-Motornized
Class Zone so as not to preclude its location.
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"It Is the policy of the Forest Service, USDA, not to discriminate In employment or delivery of program
services on the basis of race, color, sex, age, religion, national origin, marital status, or disabling
condition. Any person who belleves he or she has been discriminated against in any Forest Service
related activity should write to: CHief, Forest Service, Washington, DC 20250."

The Forest Service is an Equal Opportunity Employer.
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