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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action 

Introduction 

This Environmental Assessment documents the analysis performed by an interdisciplinary team on the 

Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree1 (Hume Hazard Tree) Project area on the Hume Lake 

Ranger District of the Giant Sequoia National Monument and Sequoia National Forest.  The Hume Hazard 

Tree project area is approximately 2,650 acres2 on National Forest System (NFS) lands, located in Townships 

13-15 South and Ranges 28-29 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian.  It is in Fresno and Tulare Counties, 

approximately 50 air miles east of Fresno, California (See Figure 1).   

The project ranges in elevation from approximately 5,500 to 7,500 feet.  Vegetation is dominated by mixed 

conifer and red fir, with common species being white fir, incense cedar, Jeffery pine, sugar pine and red fir 

at the higher elevations.  Vegetation composition at lower elevations tends to contain more white fir, pine 

and cedar, with a few black oaks as well.   

Incidents occur regularly both on the forest and across the United States where trees fall or break suddenly 

across roads and trails, and within recreation and administrative sites.  Over the past few years a number of 

trees have been damaged or killed by insects, disease, winter storms or other natural processes in the Hume 

Lake Ranger District of Sequoia National Forest and Giant Sequoia National Monument.  An insect outbreak 

is currently damaging some of the red and white fir trees along roads and in recreation sites.  There are also 

pockets of annosum root disease that have weakened and killed trees in the project area.  Currently dead 

and damaged trees pose a safety hazard along several NFS roads, and in the vicinity of several campgrounds, 

a recreation residence tract, and organization camps on the Hume Lake Ranger District.  Figure 1 displays 

the general location of the recreation sites and roadways where the damaged or dead trees have been 

identified.   

 

                                                           

1
 In accordance with Forest Service Handbook 7709, the term “hazard tree” is the same as “danger tree.”  A Danger Tree is defined 

as a standing tree that presents a hazard to people due to conditions such as deterioration of or damage to the root system, trunk, 

stem, or limbs or the direction or lean of the tree (29 CFR 1910.266 (c); FSH 6709.11, glossary) (USDA 2011a).  However, this project 

will still use the term “Hazard” since most people are more familiar with that terminology.  
2
 The proposed action from scoping, Alternative B, remains unchanged and encompasses approximately 2,385 acres.  The acres cited 

here include the campgrounds and recreation residence tract considered in Alternatives C and D. 
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Figure 1: Hume Hazard Tree Project Vicinity Map 

 

Current Management Direction 

Giant Sequoia National Monument Management Plan (Monument Plan) Direction 

Current management direction for the project area is contained in the Monument Plan (USDA 2012) as 

follows:    

Desired Conditions  

Human Use (Monument Plan, p. 26): 

The Monument provides wide and varied public use of Monument resources and opportunities while 

protecting sensitive resources and the objects of interest. . Recreation use throughout the year is promoted. 

Visitors find a rich and varied range of sustainable recreation, educational, and social opportunities 

enhanced by giant sequoias and the surrounding ecosystems. 

Transportation System Management (Monument Plan, p. 27): 

Roads are safe and fully-maintained to minimize adverse resource effects, while providing public and 

administrative access to National Forest System lands and facilities within the Monument. The road system 

is properly sized to provide needed access to the objects of interest for their proper care, protection, and 

management, as well as visitor enjoyment of the Monument. Roads that are no longer needed have been 

decommissioned to restore natural drainage and vegetation or converted to other uses.  



Environmental Assessment Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project

3

Strategies and Objectives 

Human Use (Monument Plan, p. 55): 

Provide for wide and varied public use of monument resources and opportunities, while protecting 

sensitive resources and the objects of interest (Strategy #3). 

Transportation System Management (Monument Plan, p. 58) 

Size and maintain the road and trail system to minimize adverse resource effects, while providing 

appropriate public and administrative access to National Forest System lands and facilities within the 

Monument (Strategy #1).  

Transportation Plan Maintenance Strategies (Monument Plan pp. 127-128) 

The following strategies will be used to prioritize needed maintenance and to improve the ability to 

complete all needed maintenance:  

Public safety and natural resource protection would be the highest priorities for maintenance (Strategy 

#1). 

Maintenance levels 3 through 5 roads would be higher priority for maintenance than maintenance levels 

1 and 2 roads, due to the higher potential loss of investment, generally higher traffic volumes and 

speeds, and resulting safety risks and liabilities (Strategy 2). 

Consider closing roads not currently needed for resource management activities or significant recreation 

access to reduce maintenance costs, while retaining the road prism for expected future access needs 

(Strategy #7). 

Standards and Guidelines 

Vegetation, including Giant Sequoias (Monument Plan pp. 82-83) 

For all projects that include a proposal for tree removal from within the Monument, except for personal 

use fuelwood, conduct an evaluation to document the clear need for removing trees for ecological 

restoration and maintenance or public safety (S&G #1).  See Appendix A for the Clear Need Evaluation 

for the Hume Hazard Tree Project.  

Incidental removal of trees that present safety hazards may deviate from vegetation management 

standards and guidelines (S&G #3). 

Fall and remove hazard trees along Maintenance Level 3, 4, and 5 roads and within or immediately 

adjacent (tree falling distance) to administrative sites. Review by an appropriate resource specialist is 

required prior to falling hazard trees along Maintenance Level 1 and 2 roads. Retain felled trees, where 

needed, to meet down woody material standards (S&G #4). 

Make dead and down woody material available for firewood gathering (S&G #9). 

Scenery (Monument Plan pp. 103-104) 

Design management activities to meet and exceed when practical the specified Scenic Integrity 

Objective (SIO) (S&G #1). 

Meet scenic integrity objectives with the following exceptions: (1) accept occasional short-term 

departure from adopted minimum scenic integrity that will lead to long-term desired scenic character if 

disclosed in a site-specific NEPA decision, and (2) temporary drops of one minimum scenic integrity level 

may be made during and immediately following project implementation providing they do not exceed 3 

years in duration (S&G #2). 
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Wildlife Habitat (Monument Plan p. 87) 

Fell and/or remove snags as needed to address imminent safety hazards (S&G #1). 

Retain felled trees on the ground where needed to achieve down woody material standards of 10 to 20 

tons per acre in logs greater than 12 inches in diameter (S&G #3). 

Transportation System (Monument Plan p. 104) 

Maintain developed trailhead access roads and primary access routes to developed facilities at a 

minimum of maintenance level 3 (S&G #2). 

Regional Direction 

The Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region (R5 Hazard 

Tree Guidelines) (Angwin et al 2012) specify that line officers have the responsibility for annual inspection 

and management of hazard trees on roads, campgrounds and other heavily used recreation areas (the R5 

Hazard Tree Guidelines are available upon request).  The R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines state that health and 

safety-related items must be given highest priority in the operation and maintenance of recreation sites, and 

to the extent practicable, eliminate safety hazards from developed recreation sites.  This includes: 

Inspect each public recreation site annually before the beginning of the managed-use season.  

Maintain a record of the inspections and corrective actions taken with a copy of the operation and 

maintenance plan.  

Immediately correct high-priority hazards that develop or are identified during the operating season or 

close the site.  

Consistent with preserving the recreation resource, remove trees or tree limbs identified as hazardous 

at developed recreation sites.  

The R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines also provide a protocol to evaluate the hazard using both the tree condition, 

and the proximity and type of target3 it may harm. 

National Direction 

The applicable legislative authorities and management direction and policy for road management are 

described in Forest Service Handbook (FSH) 7709.59: Road System Operations and Maintenance Handbook 

(USDA 2011a), and Forest Service Manual (FSM) 7730 Travel Management-Road Operation and 

Maintenance (USDA 2008a).  Forest Supervisors have a responsibility for the safe operation and 

management of roads, and “to the extent permitted by funding levels, systematically provide for elimination 

of identified hazards” (FSM 7733.04c).  The policy as stated in FSH 7709.59, Chapter 40 is: 

1. Safety is the predominant consideration in road operation and maintenance and takes priority over 

biological or other considerations.   

2. Roadways must be managed for safe passage by road users.  This includes management of hazards 

associated with roadside vegetation, including identification and mitigation of danger [hazard] trees.   

3. Identification of danger [hazard] trees must be performed by qualified persons. 

4. When high priority4 hazards to road users are identified on NFS roads and those hazards cannot be 

immediately mitigated, the roads must be closed. 

                                                           

3
 A target is generally a road, major trail, structure, parking area, campsite or other area where people are likely to stop and 

congregate (Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region, pp. 6-7) (Angwin et al 

2012) 
4
 A High-Priority Danger Tree Hazard is a road or road segments where danger trees are determined to be highly likely to fail and 

where those failures would be highly likely to cause injuries (FSH 7709.59, 40.5-Definitions p. 6, USDA 2011a). 
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Regarding hazard identification and correction, FSH 7709.59, Section 41.7-Hazard Identification and 

Correction) goes on to state:  

Annual maintenance of safety features, such as signs and traffic control devices, is a requirement of the 

Safety Management System for public roads (FSM 7733.2).  Condition surveys are necessary for 

determination of maintenance needs of those safety features and thus should be performed annually.  

Additional condition surveys may be required after major storms and similar events that could 

significantly affect the condition of the roads, create new safety hazards, or create emergency 

maintenance needs that force revision of annual maintenance plans.   

Regarding hazard trees, this section of the Road System Operations and Maintenance Handbook (FSH 

7709.59) (USDA 2011a) includes several specifications that are relevant to the Hume Hazard Tree Project 

which are summarized here:  

Hazard trees along NFS roads should be evaluated section by section; and prioritized as high, medium, 

or low based on the risk to road users from potential tree failure.   

Consider and apply all available methods for mitigation of danger tree hazards as appropriate to local 

situations.   

High-priority hazards are likely to directly cause “considerable adverse effects on public safety” (36 CFR 

212.52(b)(2)), as soon as practicable.  Close the affected road segment if the hazards cannot be 

mitigated (sec. 40.3, para. 4). 

Medium-to-low-priority hazard trees along NFS roads generally do not pose an imminent falling hazard 

so mitigating the danger is not considered time-critical.  However, these trees should be monitored for 

increases in hazard priority due to tree deterioration.   

Forest Service Manual, FSM 2330: Recreation, Wilderness and Related Resource Management, Publicly 

Managed Recreation Opportunities (USDA 2011b) provide the applicable management direction for 

recreation sites.  In terms of hazard trees, the objective is to evaluate and mitigate, as appropriate, the 

natural hazards at developed recreation sites.  The policy regarding hazards stated in FSM 2330 is: 

Utilize risk management assessment and management tools to make informed decisions and provide 

information about potential natural hazards to employees and visitors. 

FSM 2330.6-Safety goes on to explain that there are inherent risks to use of the recreation sites and 

managers need to conduct risk assessments to identify hazards such as hazard trees, and seek measures to 

mitigate those hazards that balance public safety with the recreation setting. 

Treatment to prevent the future development of hazard trees with Heterobasidion root disease is also 

specified.  Region 5 FSM Supplement 2303.14 (USDA 1992), which states: “To perpetuate the forest 

environment in and around developed recreation sites, treat all freshly cut coniferous stumps to prevent 

introduction and spread of Fomes annosus.” (causal agent of Heterobasidion root disease).  Forest Service 

Handbook, FSH R5 Supplement 3409.11, Chapter 60 (effective February 9, 2010) (USDA 2010a) states: 

Because of the high value of residual trees in developed recreation areas, and especially the importance of 

minimizing the development of hazard trees in these areas, it is recommended that in developed recreation 

areas all conifer stumps ... receive borax at the time the stump is created…  
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Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the Hume Hazard Tree Project is to provide for safe continued public and recreation 

access and use consistent with the purposes of the Giant Sequoia National Monument (Monument). 

This project is needed to: 

Maintain safe public access on routes to and through this portion of the Giant Sequoia 

National Monument. 

Maintain safe public use of developed recreation sites. 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project is designed to mitigate the public safety hazard of trees or limbs 

falling and hitting people or other targets in the vicinity of the forest transportation system and the 

developed recreation sites. This project considers treatments in only those portions of the roadways 

and designated recreation sites where there is a risk to forest visitors from falling limbs or trees.  

Hazard trees have been identified along roadways; in Camp San Joaquin organizational camp; in the 

Stony Creek, Fir, Cove, Big Meadows, Horse Camp, Tenmile, Landslide, Logger Flat, Aspen Hollow, 

Hume Lake, and Princess Campgrounds; and in the Heart Meadow Recreation Residence Tract.  

These trees can pose a hazard to visitors, private landowners, permittees, and Forest Service and 

Park Service personnel using roads and recreation sites in the area.  This project is needed to reduce 

the threats to public safety from trees or limbs falling on people or the places they frequent.   

The decision tree presented in the Giant Sequoia National Monument Management Plan (Monument Plan, 

pp. 80-82) was used to determine which methods of forest restoration and maintenance to use in the Hume 

Hazard Tree Project. The risks, feasibility, and effectiveness of managed wildfire, prescribed burning, 

mechanical treatments without tree removal, and mechanical treatments with tree removal, or a 

combination of two or more of these management tools were assessed to determine what tools are needed 

to meet the purpose and need for this project (see Management Tool Determination in Appendix A). A Clear 

Need Evaluation was also conducted for the Hume Hazard Tree Project to address both the tree felling and 

tree removal criteria presented in the Monument Plan (see Clear Need Evaluation in Appendix A).   

Proposed Action

In accordance with the Monument Plan and Forest Service Handbook 7709.59, Chapter 40, the Hume 

Hazard Tree Project proposes to fell and remove the dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling 

onto roadway, or Camp San Joaquin, and therefore deemed hazardous to people, on an estimated 2,310 

acres.  This action would meet the need to mitigate the tree hazards that threaten safe use of the forest 

transportation system and an organizational camp in the project area.  This project considers treatments in 

only those portions of the roadways and the recreation site where there is a risk to forest visitors or other 

targets from falling limbs or trees (see Figure 2).  See Chapter 2 for a more detailed description of the 

proposed action (Alternative B). 
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Figure 2: Proposed Action, Alternative B 
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Decision to be Made

Given the purpose and need, the deciding official will review the proposed action and the other alternatives 

in order to make the following decision: 

Which alternative will be the most effective and efficient in mitigating threats to public safety from 

hazard trees and protecting the objects of interest in the Giant Sequoia National Monument? 

Public Involvement

The proposed action was listed in the Schedule of Proposed Actions starting in July 2011.  On June 29, 2011, 

a scoping letter was sent out to 146 individuals and organizations.  There were four respondents, of whom 

three raised several concerns.  All of the public responses to scoping are in the project record on file at the 

Hume Lake Ranger Station.   

Issues

Forest Service Handbook direction provides guidance on identifying and considering issues in environmental 

assessments:  “Issues (cause-effect relationships) serve to highlight effects or unintended consequences that 

may occur from the proposed action, providing opportunities during the analysis to explore alternative ways 

to meet the purpose and need for the proposal while reducing adverse effects” (FSH 1909.15, Section 12.4) 

(USDA 2011c).  Public scoping resulted in a number of ideas, suggestions, and important information the 

interdisciplinary team used to identify issues and then develop the alternatives analyzed fully in this 

Environmental Assessment (EA).  The concerns raised in response to scoping and a brief response to each 

are listed in Appendix B. 

Issue Statement:  Hazard tree cutting has more to do with commercial timber sale opportunities than public 

safety, so more trees will be cut than are necessary for public safety or ecological restoration. 

We continue to be concerned about over-zealous hazard tree removal in the Giant Sequoia National 

Monument.  We believe that plan[ned] hazard tree cutting have more to do with business opportunities 

than with safety.  The scoping notice discusses the felling of about 1 MMBF of trees along these roads 

and terms the project a “salvage” project.  The use of the language suggests a commercial timber sale 

operation, which is also prohibited by the Monument proclamation. 

We are not opposed to the felling of genuine roadside hazard trees, but we do oppose the *removal* of 

larger trees--instead such trees (those over 20 inches in diameter) should be left on the ground to 

provide habitat for small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates. 

Once felled, there is simply no sound ecological reason to remove such trees, and the scoping notice 

fails to provide any such rationale.  If the goal of this project is purely to protect human safety, hazard 

trees should be cut down and left in place. 

Leaving felled trees in the Giant Sequoia National Monument would resolve the conflict of interest in 

selecting trees as hazards, thereby removing a cloud of suspicion from the Forest Service.   

We request that the Forest Service consider other methods of averting hazards [Removing the Target, 

Topping, Pruning, or Monitoring, Cut and Leave Alternative, Alternative using the Sequoia-Kings Canyon 

(SEKI) NPs hierarchy for tree removal or a hierarchy similar to those in our GSNM comments– Citizen’s 

Park Alternative, closes and restores to natural some of the roads to the public to avert hazard]. 
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How Addressed: Alternative C is designed to respond to this issue.  Salvage harvesting is not planned in the 

Monument.  Any treatments that involve the removal of trees from within the Monument area, including 

both standing trees and downed logs, is permitted following a determination that removal of the trees is 

‘clearly needed for ecological restoration and maintenance or public safety.’  A clear need evaluation has 

been completed for this project as required by the Monument Plan and is included in Appendix A.  Only 

those trees that are identified as hazards to public safety would be felled.   

Issue Statement:  The Proposed Action does not differentiate between the fire risk posed by tree boles and 

that posed by smaller slash.  

Any fuel loading risk can be averted by removing limbs, tops, and slash or by burning this debris in 

slash piles. Tree boles are inherently less flammable than slash and pose little, if any, increase in fire 

risk.  

How Addressed:  In the event of a wildfire, fire behavior characteristics would be the same across all 

alternatives.  Fine fuels are the primary component and carrier in the spread of wildfire.  The Hume Hazard 

Tree Project would only add additional large diameter fuels to the existing surface fuel bed in the long term.  

The action alternatives would not introduce enough additional fine fuels to increase the fuel loading or fire 

behavior characteristics within the project area in the short term.  The methods to dispose of fine fuels do 

not differ between the action alternatives.   
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Chapter 2: Alternatives, including the Proposed Action

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Hume Hazard Tree Project. It 

includes a description and map of each alternative considered in detail. This section also presents the 

alternatives in comparative form, defining the differences between each alternative and providing a clear 

basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public. Some of the information used to 

compare the alternatives is based upon the design of the alternative and some of the information is based 

upon the environmental, social and economic effects of implementing each alternative.  

Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study

In addition to the proposed action, six alternatives were proposed. Four of these were considered but 

eliminated from detailed study.  Two of the offered alternatives suggested felling trees and leaving them:  

1. Leave all felled trees over 20 inches in diameter on the ground to provide habitat 

2. Hazard trees should be cut down and left in place 

These suggestions are included in Alternative C. 

Two other alternatives offered were very similar and suggested that the Forest Service:  

3. Exclude dead-end spur roads, which are non-essential for access from the project, particularly if they are 

Maintenance Level 1 or 2.  

4. Dead-end roads should be removed from the proposal, and such roads should be considered for at least 

temporary closure to benefit wildlife species and habitat, particularly if they are Maintenance Level 1 or 

2 roads (i.e., not maintained for public use). 

These alternatives were not considered in detail for three reasons:  

a. All of the roads proposed for treatment, including those that are Maintenance Level 2, are 

designated roads in the Monument and are open for public and administrative access. 

b. Closure or decommissioning of roads other than to mitigate the risk posed hazard trees is outside 

the scope of this project. 

c. FSH 7709.59, Chapter 40, 41.6 requires that NFS roads should be maintained commensurate with 

the operational maintenance level assigned to the road, so excluding or closing them would not 

meet the long-term goal to maintain the roads. 

5. Use other methods of averting hazards including removing target, topping, pruning;  use the Sequoia 

and Kings Canyon National Parks’ (SEKI) hierarchy for tree removal or a hierarchy similar to those in our 

GSNM comments– Citizen’s Park Alternative; close and restore to natural some of the roads to the 

public to avert hazards; and develop an alternative that considers a combination of the above and the 

proposed action. 

Alternative C was developed in response to the “cut and leave” suggestions.  The targets, such as 

organizational camps and campground facilities, are under special use permits and not currently 

proposed for removal.  Topping or pruning of trees would not alleviate the hazard to public safety.  In 

addition, the proposed treatments would be cost prohibitive due to the scattered locations of hazard 

trees along the roads.  Several of the sites would also make these procedures difficult to accomplish, 

such as where steep ground prevents a “cherry picker” from reaching the top of the tree.  An alternative 

that closes the roads would not meet the intent of FSH 7709.59, Chapter 40, 41.6 as described above.   
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6. Monitoring some trees with low-priority hazard ratings. 

Monitoring is an interim procedure to determine when the tree changes from a low- or medium-priority 

hazard to a high-priority hazard and becomes an imminent threat to public safety in accordance with 

FSH 7709.59, Chapter 40, 41.7.2.d(1).  It is not meant to be an end result.  

Alternatives Considered in Detail

Alternative A-No Action

Under the No Action alternative, the trees would continue to deteriorate until they are high-priority hazard 

trees and warrant immediate removal, or road or recreation site closure, until the hazard is abated.  Other 

road and recreation site maintenance activities would continue to occur as funding allows. This would be 

mainly in the form of clearing fallen trees from roadways or developed recreation sites (for example specific 

campsites) during opening operations each spring. This includes patching damage to the roadbed or 

drainage features when falling trees or branches have damaged them.  

As described in Chapter 1, Forest Service manual and handbook direction, and the Hazard Tree Guidelines 

for Forest Service Facilities and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region (R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines) (Angwin 

et al 2012) specify that line officers have the responsibility for inspection and management of hazard trees 

on roads, and in campgrounds and other heavily used recreation areas (Appendix C of this EA contains 

representative photos of damaged trees in the project area).  

Therefore under Alternative A or any of the action alternatives, trees identified as high priority hazards in 

high risk zones5 during annual inspections may be felled as soon as practicable in accordance with the 

management direction summarized above.  These trees may be moved to another location in the 

Monument (i.e. nearby existing landing site) if they further interfere with health and safety or the day-to-

day operations of the recreation site. 

Alternative B- Proposed Action

Alternative B is the Proposed Action summarized on pages 6 to 7 of this document.  The activities proposed 

would address the purpose and need and follow the management direction found in the Monument Plan.  

In accordance with Forest Service Handbook 7709.59, Chapter 40, Alternative B would mitigate hazard trees 

that threaten safe use of the forest transportation system by felling and removing the dead or damaged 

trees that are susceptible to falling onto the roadways, in the Hume Hazard Tree Project area, and are 

therefore deemed hazardous to people.  This project would treat only those sections of the roadways where 

there is a risk to forest visitors or other targets from falling limbs and trees.  The proposed action also 

includes felling and removing the dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling within the Camp San 

Joaquin organizational camp (see Figure 2).   

Hazard trees in locations such as these are often cut down.  The felled trees may then need to be removed 

from the camp or roadside to enable proper function of these sites, and avoid fuels buildups or vectors for 

insect infestations.  Leaving the downed trees on-site could pose a fire hazard or attractive nuisance (people 

climb on the piled trees for various reasons).  The down or piled material can also conflict with the Scenic 

                                                           

5
 A High Risk Zone is a high use area with many people, parked vehicles and permanent structures (R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines p. 6) 
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Integrity Objective where it is designated as high in portions of the project area, and with the operation and 

maintenance requirements for the permitted site.  

Some of the downed trees would be left on site to ensure that dead and down woody material 

requirements for wildlife and soil quality are maintained.  Most of the trees to be treated are red and white 

fir, and a few of the hazard trees are pine or cedar.  Along the roads a portion of the felled trees may be 

removed as firewood under the terms and conditions of personal use firewood permits.  However, most 

woodcutters do not prefer fir.  Firewood cutting is prohibited inside the administrative boundaries of giant 

sequoia groves.   

This project would use the marking guidelines presented in the R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines.  The distances 

felled trees would be moved from roads would vary depending on tree condition and topography.  There 

would be no diameter limits for the hazard trees to be removed, but they would need to meet the criteria 

that they pose a risk to forest visitors as described above.  An estimated 2,000 cubic feet (CCF) of wood from 

trees felled along the roadways would be removed as logs. 

Some of the roads to be treated in this alternative pass through giant sequoia groves.  The activities 

proposed along Forest Roads 13S02, 13S09, and 13S45 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Bearskin Grove 

and those proposed along FR 13S77 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Cherry Gap Grove.  These sections 

of road lie inside the grove zones of influence.  The roadside felling of dead and damaged trees on FR 13S45 

would occur inside the administrative boundary of Bearskin Grove.  No giant sequoias would be felled during 

implementation of the Hume Hazard Tree project. 

The roadways in the project area in need of hazard reduction are shown in Table 1.  All of the roads listed 

are designated roads in the Monument and are included on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) for the 

Hume Lake Ranger District. All of the roads are open to all vehicles, except for  Forest Roads 13S09 and 

14S57, which are open to highway legal vehicles only.  Alternative B would mitigate hazards on 

approximately 49 miles of the listed roads.Forest Roads 14S36A and 15S03 have been dropped from this 

project because no hazard trees were identified along these roadways. 

Table 1: Proposed Roadways to Maintain 

Forest Road Remarks   

13S02 Short section in Bearskin Grove, Limited Operating Period (LOP) required for owl Protected 

Activity Center (PAC). 

13S09 Short section in Bearskin Grove; main bus access route to Hume Lake, several campgrounds, 

and Bearskin Diabetic Youth Camp; LOP required for owl PAC. 

13S45 Short section in Bearskin Grove, buried power line. 

13S45A  

13S77  Short section in Cherry Gap Grove, LOP required for owl and goshawk PACs. 

13S77A Only Maintenance Level 2 section is included. 

14S01 Access to borrow pit, dispersed camping, buried PG&E lines. 

14S01A  Access to dispersed camping.  

14S11D  

14S13 Access to dispersed camping, buried power and telephone lines. 

14S13A Access to dispersed camping. 

14S29 Access to organizational camps, Chimney Rock, dispersed camping, buried telephone line. 

14S30 Access to apiary site, buried telephone line. 

14S33 Access to Chimney Rock, and Channel 26 broadcast tower. 

14S36 Access to apiary site, buried telephone, and power lines.  
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Alternative C-Drop and Mitigate

Alternative C responds to the concern that there is no ecological reason to remove hazard trees after they 

have been felled, and that leaving the trees would not pose a fire hazard because large boles (20 inches or 

larger) rarely burn.  The roadways in need of hazard reduction are shown in Table 1.  

Alternative C would mitigate hazards on approximately 58 miles of roads including those listed in Table 1, 

and the roads in the campgrounds and recreation residence tract shown in Figure 3. This alternative would 

also treat the dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling in the Camp San Joaquin organizational 

camp, and would mitigate hazards in some developed campgrounds (Stony Creek, Fir, Cove, Big Meadows, 

Horse Camp, Tenmile, Landslide, Logger Flat, Aspen Hollow, Hume Lake, and Princess), and the Heart 

Meadow Recreation Residence Tract because, in the past year, several trees have been identified as hazards 

in these locations as well.  The campgrounds and recreation residence tract add 338 acres to the project 

area, so the total project area is estimated to be about 2,650 acres (see Figure 3). 

The activities proposed address the purpose and need and would follow the standards and guidelines in the 

Monument Plan.  Alternative C proposes to mitigate danger tree hazards that threaten safe use of the forest 

transportation system by felling the dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling onto roadways or 

recreation sites, and are therefore deemed hazardous to people.  This project would treat only those 

portions of the roadways or recreation sites where there is a risk to forest visitors or other targets from 

falling limbs or trees.   

14S36B   

14S55 Access to buried telephone line, winter ski route. 

14S55A Winter ski route. 

14S56 Access to organizational camp, Chimney Rock, apiary sites, buried telephone line. 

14S57 Access to organizational camp, buried power line. 

14S90 Access to buried power line. 
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Figure 3: Alternatives C and D Map 
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Portions of the downed trees would be left on site to ensure that dead and down woody material 

requirements for wildlife and soil quality are maintained.  Most of the trees identified as hazards are red and 

white fir, and a few are pine or cedar.  In the campgrounds and recreation residence tract, a portion of the 

felled trees would be cut up into firewood for use on site by the permittees.   

Along the roads, a portion of the felled trees may be removed as firewood under the terms and conditions 

of personal use firewood permits.  Most woodcutters generally do not prefer fir trees.  Firewood cutting is 

prohibited inside the designated boundaries of the campgrounds and giant sequoia grove administrative 

boundaries, unless special permission is granted.  Therefore, there are two other options that may be 

considered for excess down woody material in giant sequoia groves and campgrounds:  

1. Move the material to another location in the Monument where it can be removed by firewood 

cutters or burned. 

2. Grant special permission for firewood cutting in all areas except the sequoia groves (except Indian 

Basin Grove), as applicable. 

This project would follow the marking guidelines described in the R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines.  Tree felling 

distances from roads will vary depending on tree condition and topography.  There is no diameter limit on 

the size of trees to be felled, only that they meet the criteria as a risk to public safety as described above. 

Some of the roads to be treated in this alternative pass through giant sequoia groves.  The activities 

proposed along Forest Roads 13S02, 13S09, and 13S45 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Bearskin 

Grove, and those proposed along FR 13S77 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Cherry Gap Grove.  These 

sections of road lie inside the grove zones of influence.  The roadside felling of dead and damaged trees on 

FR 13S45 would occur inside the administrative boundary of Bearskin Grove.  With the addition of Princess 

Campground, there would be tree felling in Indian Basin Sequoia Grove.  No giant sequoias would be felled 

during implementation of the Hume Hazard Tree Project. 

Alternative D-Roads and Recreation Sites

Alternative D responds to the concern that there are several more trees that have become falling hazards 

since this project was initiated.  The roadways in need of hazard tree reduction are shown in Table 1. 

Alternative D would mitigate hazards on approximately 58 miles of roads including those listed in Table 1, 

and the roads within the campgrounds and recreation residence tract shown in Figure 3. 

This alternative would also mitigate hazards in some developed campgrounds (Stony Creek, Fir, Cove, Big 

Meadows, Horse Camp, Tenmile, Landslide, Logger Flat, Aspen Hollow, Hume Lake, and Princess), and the 

Heart Meadow Recreation Residence Tract because, in the past year, several trees have been identified as 

hazards in these locations as well.  The campgrounds and recreation residence tract add 338 acres to the 

project area, so the total project area is estimated to be about 2,650 acres (see Figure 3). 

Alternative D would mitigate danger tree hazards that threaten safe use of the forest transportation system 

by felling dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling onto roadways or recreation sites, and are 

therefore deemed hazardous to people.  This project would treat only those portions of the roadways or 

recreation sites where there is a risk to forest visitors from falling limbs or trees.  This alternative would also 

treat the dead or damaged trees that are susceptible to falling in the Camp San Joaquin organizational camp. 

As in Alternative B, an estimated 2,000 CCF  (1 MMBF) of wood from trees felled along the roadways would 

be removed as logs.   



Environmental Assessment Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project

16

Portions of the downed trees would be left on site to ensure that the dead and down woody material 

requirements for wildlife and soil quality are maintained.  Most of the trees identified as hazards are red and 

white fir, and a few are pine or cedar.  In the organizational camp, campgrounds, and recreation residence 

tract, a portion of the felled trees would be cut up into firewood for use on site by the permittees.  Along 

the roads, a portion of the felled trees may be removed as firewood under the terms and conditions of 

personal use firewood permits.  Most woodcutters generally do not prefer fir trees.  Firewood cutting is 

prohibited inside the designated boundaries of the campgrounds and giant sequoia grove administrative 

boundaries, unless special permission is granted.  In this alternative, special permission would be granted, 

with oversight, in all areas except the sequoia groves, as applicable.  

This project would follow the marking guidelines described in the R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines.  Tree removal 

distances from roads would vary depending on tree condition and topography.  There is no diameter limit on 

the size of trees to be removed, only that they meet the criteria as a risk to forest visitors as described 

above.  An estimated 2,000 CCF of wood from trees felled along roadways and in the organizational camp 

and campgrounds would be removed as logs over the next two years. 

Portions of the roadways to be treated in this alternative pass through giant sequoia groves.  The activities 

proposed along Forest Roads 13S02, 13S09, and 13S45 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Bearskin 

Grove, and those proposed along Forest Road 13S77 are upslope of or within 1,000 feet of Cherry Gap 

Grove.  These sections of road lie inside the grove zones of influence.  The roadside felling of dead and 

damaged trees along FR 13S45 would occur inside the administrative boundary of Bearskin Grove.  With the 

addition of Princess Campground, there would be tree felling in the Indian Basin Grove as well.  No giant 

sequoias would be felled in implementation of the Hume Hazard Tree Project.   

Mitigations Common to all Action Alternatives 

Several mitigation measures are proposed to protect Monument resources in compliance with current 

management direction.  These mitigations are: 

Maintain a limited operating period (LOP), as applicable, prohibiting tree felling activities from March 1 

through August 15. The LOP does not apply to felling of imminent hazards threatening human safety or 

maintenance in developed recreation sites.  This LOP is intended to protect fisher, marten, spotted owls, 

northern goshawks and other wildlife species from disturbance during their denning/nesting season. 

In order to help prevent the spread of annosus root disease (Heterobasidion spp.) treat all freshly-cut 

conifer stumps 14 inches in diameter and greater in the high-target areas (i.e. developed campgrounds) 

if needed, with a registered borax fungicide (eg. Sporax or Cellu-Treat) at the time the tree is felled in 

accordance with Chapter 60 of FSH 3409.11 Forest Health Protection Handbook.   

To prevent the introduction and spread of noxious weeds into the proposed treatment areas avoid any 

known infestations during project implementation and staging of crews, and require equipment and 

personnel (machines/vehicles/boots/tools) to be free from weeds and soil before working off-road in 

the project area. 

Within the developed recreation sites (campgrounds, organizational camp, and recreation residence 

tract), and along the roads, flush cut the stumps of hazard trees.   

During and after tree felling, the resulting limbs and tops would be chipped, or piled and burned along 

the roadsides and in the developed recreation sites.  The roads and developed recreation sites would 

require the following specifications to protect other resources and retain visual quality:  

o To prevent damage to known cultural resource sites along roads or in recreation sites, place the 

chips or burn piles outside of the known cultural resource sites, as applicable. 

o To prevent damage to buried power and/or telephone lines, place the piles of tops and limbs 
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outside of the powerline or telephone line routes located along roadsides.   

o Burn piles must be outside the designated boundary of the developed recreation sites.  Burn the 

piles outside the high visitor use season of Memorial Day to Labor Day to reduce the associated 

visual impacts of smoke and debris.   

o Remove any large down material from inside the designated boundary of the recreation site.   

o Along the designated road system in the project area, burn the piles outside the high visitor use 

season of Memorial Day to Labor Day to reduce the associated visual impacts of smoke and debris 

piles.   

o To maintain or improve visual quality and to prevent public vehicles from traveling off the 

designated road system, remove all evidence of vehicle access that results from implementing 

project activities.  Treatments to disguise and to return the area to its natural appearance and 

condition may include blocking access points or by clearly designating the road edge. 

All cultural resource surveys and site protection measures have and will follow standards defined in the 

Regional Programmatic Agreement (PA). 

Avoidance Procedures: 

The following avoidance procedures will be applied. These procedures were taken from the Approved 

Standard Protection Measures in the Regional PA. 

Historic properties, and cultural resources not yet evaluated for the National Register,  shall be excluded 

from areas where activities associated with Undertakings will occur.  All historic properties within the 

area of potential effect (APE) shall be clearly delineated prior to implementing the project using the 

following treatments: 

o (1)  Historic property boundaries shall be delineated with coded flagging and/or other effective 

marking. 

o (2)  Historic property location and boundary marking information shall be conveyed to appropriate 

Forest Service administrators or employees responsible for project implementation so that pertinent 

information can be incorporated into planning and implementation documents, contracts, and 

permits (e.g., clauses or stipulations in permits or contracts as needed). 

Monitoring by heritage program specialists may be used to enhance the effectiveness of protection 

measures.  The results of any monitoring inspections shall be documented in cultural resources reports 

and the INFRA database. 

On-Site Protection 

For this project it is not possible that all sites can be avoided through boundary marking. Site protection 

measures will be used when avoidance is not possible (such as a hazard tree is within a site boundary). 

In order to mitigate effects from increased fuel loading, and increased public exposure (caused by 

leaving down logs) dropped material will be removed from within site boundaries. This and any other 

work conducted within site boundaries will follow the On-Site Historic Property Protection Measures 

taken from the Regional PA, Approved Standard Protection Measures.  These measures are outlined 

below.  

Felling and removal of hazard, salvage, and other trees within historic properties under the following 

conditions: 

Felled trees may be removed using only the following techniques:  hand bucking, including use of 

chain saws, and hand carrying, rubber tired loader, crane/self-loader, helicopter, or other non-

disturbing Heritage Program Manager (HPM) approved methods; 

Equipment operators shall be briefed on the need to reduce ground disturbances (e.g., minimizing 

turns); 

No skidding nor tracked equipment shall be allowed within historic property boundaries; and 
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Where monitoring is a condition of approval, its requirements or scheduling procedures should be 

included in the written approval.  

Vegetation to be burned shall not be piled within the boundaries of historic properties unless locations 

(e.g., a previously disturbed area) have been specifically approved by Zone or Forest Archaeologist. 

Comparison of Alternatives

This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative. Information in Table 2 is 

focused on activities and effects where different levels of effects can be distinguished quantitatively or 

qualitatively among alternatives.  

Table 2: Comparison of Alternatives 

 Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Acres Treated 0 2,310 2,650 2,650 

Recreation Sites Treated None Camp San 

Joaquin 

Organizational 

Camp 

Camp San Joaquin 

Organizational 

Camp; Stony 

Creek, Fir, Cove, 

Big Meadows, 

Horse Camp, 

Tenmile, 

Landslide, Logger 

Flat, Aspen 

Hollow, Hume, 

Princess 

Campgrounds; 

Heart Meadow 

Recreation 

Residence Tract 

Camp San 

Joaquin 

Organizational 

Camp; Stony 

Creek, Fir, Cove, 

Big Meadows, 

Horse Camp, 

Tenmile, 

Landslide, Logger 

Flat, Aspen 

Hollow, Hume, 

Princess 

Campgrounds; 

Heart Meadow 

Recreation 

Residence Tract 

Miles of Road Treated 0 49 58 58 

Tree Removal  No Yes No Yes 

Estimated Implementation 

Cost  
$118,850 $189,400 $256,670 $219,590 

 

All of the alternatives would meet the purpose and need to maintain public safety to some extent.  

However, while Alternative A focuses on only the imminent hazards, Alternatives B, C, and D expand hazard 

mitigation to those trees identified as low- and moderate-priority hazards as well.  While Alternative B, like 

Alternative A, would mitigate imminent hazards in recreation sites, it is focused on mitigating the low-, 

moderate- and high-priority hazards along roadsides and in the Camp San Joaquin organizational camp.  In 

contrast, Alternatives C or D focus on mitigating the low-, moderate- and high-priority hazard trees along 

roadsides and within specific developed recreation sites.   
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As a result, Alternatives C and D best meet the intent of the purpose and need to maintain safe public access 

along roads and in developed recreation sites in this portion of Giant Sequoia National Monument, because 

they propose treatments on the most acres.  Alternative B is second best, and Alternative A does the least to 

meet the purpose and need of the Hume Hazard Tree Project. 

Based on the detailed effects analysis in Chapter 3, implementation of Alternatives B or D should result in a 

beneficial cumulative effect since the project is more likely to be implemented sooner due to lower costs.  

Lower costs may mean that fewer roads with high-priority hazard trees would have to be closed to public 

access in order to provide public safety. 
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Chapter 3: Existing Conditions and Environmental Consequences

This section summarizes the physical, biological, and social environments of the affected project area and 

the potential changes to those environments due to implementation of the alternatives. It also presents the 

scientific and analytical basis for comparison of alternatives presented in the chart above. It also describes 

the factors of significance as described in Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the 

National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, section 1508.27, July 1, 1986). 

Scoping raised two issues regarding the proposed action.  The analysis of effects specific to each issue is 

briefly discussed in the following subsection. 

Context and Intensity Factors

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.  A significant effect may exist even if the Federal 

agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 

In terms of context and intensity, the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal (Hume 

Hazard Tree) Project has minimal effect.  The Hume Hazard Tree Project is a site-specific project and was 

analyzed within the context of a portion of the Tenmile, Stony and Big Meadows Creek watersheds.  Based 

on the specialist reports summarized in the following discussion all the impacts from this project would be 

minimal.  None of them would be significantly beneficial or adverse as discussed under the cumulative 

effects analysis summarized under factor 7 of this Chapter.  Impacts to the project area over the past several 

decades include grazing, wildfires, prescribed burning, timber harvesting, recreation use, establishing and 

maintaining plantations, road maintenance and drought.  The magnitude of adverse effects disclosed herein 

have not been significantly offset or reduced by the beneficial effects of the proposed activities under the 

action alternatives in the Hume Hazard Tree Project.    

2. The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety. 

People use the project area frequently, especially during the summer months, so there is the potential to 

impact public health or safety under current conditions, specifically regarding falling hazards from damaged, 

dying or dead trees in proximity to the roads and developed recreation sites analyzed in this project.  

However, due to the requirements to mitigate imminent safety hazards posed by trees, there is likely to be 

no measurable difference in impacts on public health and safety in the project area under the action 

alternatives.   

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, park 

lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas. 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project is not near prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or known 

ecologically critical areas.  However, the project is in close proximity to Sequoia and Kings Canyon National 

Parks, and a number of cultural resource sites.  Visitors to the National Parks often use the roads and 

recreation sites being analyzed in this project for recreational purposes.  The known cultural resources are 

discussed in the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project Cultural Resources 

Specialist Report.  The activities proposed in the Hume Hazard Tree Project would help protect the parklands 

and cultural resources from the public safety hazard of falling limbs or trees along roadways or in developed 

recreation sites.  As a result the Hume Hazard Tree Project would not affect these resources. 
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4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly 

controversial. 

Scoping surfaced no scientific controversy regarding the magnitude or nature of effects of the action 

alternatives.  However, during scoping, respondents repeatedly raised the concern that there is no 

ecological reason to remove trees, and that the efforts to reduce fine fuels are not different for cut-and-

leave verses cut-and-remove.  Alternative C was designed to address these concerns.  The effects analysis 

discussed in this document display that there are few minor differences between any of the alternatives in 

terms of effects to wildlife habitat, surface fuels or the overall ecosystem. 

5. The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or involve 

unique or unknown risks. 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project proposes resource management activities under similar circumstances to 

numerous other projects that have been successfully implemented for many years.  The nature and 

magnitude of the effects to the human environment from implementing the action alternatives are well 

understood and do not pose highly uncertain, unique or unknown risks.  However, the timing of mitigating 

falling hazards, especially those posed by low or moderate risk trees differs by alternative.   

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects, or 

represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.  

All of the proposed management practices under the Hume Hazard Tree Project have been conducted both 

separately and in various combinations within similar landscapes and vegetation types.  These management 

practices, as well as the project objectives, are envisioned by and consistent with the strategies, objectives, 

and standards and guidelines in the Monument Plan.  Therefore the precedent for the proposed activities in 

any of the action alternatives is already well established, and would not represent a decision in principle 

about future considerations.   

Regarding the potential for significant effects, the Sequoia National Forest has implemented such practices 

for many years (i.e. Roadside Hazard Tree Salvage Project Decision Memo (USDA 2007a), and 2010 Eshom 

Campground Maintenance-Storm Damage Decision Memo).  In each case the number of hazard trees was 

reduced without producing significant effects by designing projects with protection measures to prevent 

such effects from occurring.  Based upon the analysis of the action alternatives, as documented herein, none 

of the proposed activities should result in significant effects. 

7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant 

impacts.  Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the 

environment.  Significance cannot be avoided by breaking it down into small component parts. 

Impacts to the project area over the past several decades include grazing, wildfires, prescribed burns, timber 

harvesting, recreation use, establishing and maintaining plantations, road maintenance and drought.  

Present activities continuing in the project area are grazing, prescribed burning, plantation and road 

maintenance, and recreation use.  Ongoing recreation uses within the project area include hunting, 

developed and dispersed camping, and use of roads and trails.  There are approximately 275 miles of Forest 

Service roads in the analysis area.  These uses have not resulted in significant habitat loss or resource 

damage.    
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Reasonably foreseeable projects currently in the planning process are the Kirkland Plantation Thin, Boulder 

Creek Fuels Restoration, Big Stump Fire Protection, Stony Creek Lodge Expansion, the Tenmile Overflow 

Restroom Installation, Pacific Gas and Electric Powerline Repair and Eshom Campground Maintenance.  The 

Stony Creek and Tenmile projects are both on hold indefinitely at this time and are limited in scope to the 

specific recreation sites.  No hazard trees have been identified that overlap these project area boundaries.  

However, the other projects are proceeding through the planning process. 

The Kirkland Plantation Thin would masticate small trees (less than 10 inches dbh) and brush that are 

causing overstocked conditions in approximately 250 acres of plantations near Kirkland Meadow. The 

resulting surface fuels would be underburned or piled and burned. The proposal would also leave 80-120 

trees per acre and pockets of untreated shrubs for wildlife.  Hazard trees may be proposed for removal as 

needed to protect contractor and firefighter safety. 

The Boulder Creek Fuels Restoration Project proposes prescribed burning in portions of the Boulder Creek 

drainage in the Monarch Wilderness and the Agnew Roadless Area.  A portion (approximately 720 acres) is 

within the Hume Hazard Tree Project cumulative effects analysis area, depending on the specific resource 

analysis (i.e. wildlife habitat).  Not all of the cumulative effect analysis area is proposed to be treated with 

prescribed fire.  The Boulder Project includes felling a small number of trees, if they are deemed hazardous 

to firefighters during project implementation. 

The Big Stump Fire Protection Project is still in the initial planning though a scoping letter is expected to be 

released in the next several months.  A portion of the proposed project area (1,350 acres) falls within the 

Hume Hazard Tree Project cumulative effects analysis area for wildlife habitat.  A small number of hazard 

trees may be removed along roads or fire control lines if needed to protect firefighter safety. 

The Pacific Gas and Electric Powerline Repair Project is part of the on-going maintenance of the powerline 

that runs from Park Ridge down to Cedar Grove.  This buried line has been in operation since the 1970s and 

portions are in need of repair.  Portions of the line run cross country, but a portion also runs under Big 

Meadow Road (FR14S11) which is within the Hume Hazard Tree Project cumulative effects analysis area for 

cultural resources. 

Eshom Campground is not included in the Hazard Tree Project, but incidental felling of trees is a reasonably 

foreseeable action in this campground.  A few hazard trees have been identified in Eshom Campground.  

However, there are two campground maintenance activities, waterline replacement and installation of a 

storage shed, proposed in the near future that may require felling of individual trees, which may include the 

identified hazards.  Eshom Campground is also fairly remotely located from the rest of the Hazard Tree 

Project.  Therefore, since felling of the identified hazards is likely to be a connected action to the other 

campground maintenance activities, and the campground is not near the main focus of the Hazard Tree 

Project, these activities are being considered under a separate environmental analysis. 

If additional actions are proposed in the vicinity or within the Hume Hazard Tree project area prior to a 

decision on this project, they would be discussed in the decision document.  

Recreation

This analysis describes the existing recreation opportunities in this part of the Monument, recreation user 

trends, and the scenic quality of the Hume Hazard Tree Project area.  It examines the recreation 

opportunities by alternative using the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), scenic integrity objectives, 

and the consequences of allowing or not allowing hazard tree felling and removal. 
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The Monument Plan encourages continued public and recreation access and opportunities for public use. 

The desired conditions for human use include: 

The Monument provides wide and varied public use of Monument resources and opportunities 

while protecting sensitive resources and the objects of interest. Recreation use throughout the year 

is promoted. Visitors find a rich and varied range of sustainable recreation, educational, and social 

opportunities enhanced by giant sequoias and the surrounding ecosystems (Monument Plan, p. 26). 

According to the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Recreation Specialist Report 

(Recreation Report) (Macias 2013), recreation is a primary use in the Hume Lake Ranger District. Visitors 

come to this portion of the Monument for a wide variety of activities and experiences, including hiking in 

the backcountry, snowmobiling, off-highway vehicle riding on designated roads, camping in developed and 

dispersed sites, wilderness backpacking, and hunting in remote areas.  In the Hume Hazard Tree Project area 

there is a mix of developed and dispersed recreation opportunities. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class  

Each of the activities and experiences describe above is associated with a specific ROS class (USDA 1990).  

ROS classes of Rural and Roaded Natural were assigned to the Hume Hazard Tree project area by the 

Monument Plan.  The majority of the project area is classified as Roaded Natural, defined as areas where 

there is an opportunity to affiliate with other users in developed sites.  These areas are predominantly 

natural with some site modifications that harmonize with the natural environment.  Alterations to 

vegetation maintain desired visual and recreation characteristics.  Access and travel to these areas are 

primarily by motorized vehicles such as sedans, trailers, RVs and motor homes. 

Scenic Integrity Objectives 

Scenic Integrity indicates the degree of intactness and wholeness of the landscape character.  Human 

alterations can sometimes raise or maintain integrity.  More often, however, scenic integrity is reduced, 

depending on the degree of deviation from the character valued for its aesthetic appeal.  Landscape 

character with a high degree of integrity has a sense of wholeness, intactness, or being complete.  Its scenic 

condition is near perfect with no evident discordant elements or deviation from the existing character 

valued for its aesthetic appeal (USDA, 1995). 

Each opportunity is associated with a specific Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class (USDA 1990).  

ROS classes of Rural and Roaded Natural were assigned to the Hume Hazard Tree Project area by the 

Monument Plan.  The majority is classified as Roaded Natural, defined as areas where there is an 

opportunity to affiliate with other users in developed sites. These areas are predominantly natural with 

some site modifications that harmonize with the natural environment.  Alterations to vegetation maintain 

desired visual and recreation characteristics.  Access and travel to these areas are primarily by motorized 

vehicles such as sedans, trailers, RVs and some motor homes. 

Scenic Integrity Objectives 

Scenic integrity indicates the degree of intactness and wholeness of the landscape character.  Human 

alterations can sometimes maintain or raise scenic integrity.  More often, however, scenic integrity is 

reduced, depending on the degree of deviation from the character valued for its aesthetic appeal.  

Landscape character with a high degree of integrity has a sense of wholeness, intactness, or being complete.  

Its scenic condition is near perfect with no evident discordant elements or deviation from the existing 

character valued for its aesthetic appeal (USDA, 1995). 
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Scenic integrity objectives are classified as High, and Moderate, and were assigned to the Hume Hazard Tree 

Project area by the Monument Plan.  However, the current scenic integrity for the majority of the project 

area is classified as Moderate.  A Moderate objective refers to landscapes where the valued landscape 

character “appears slightly altered.”  Noticeable deviations must remain visually subordinate to the 

landscape character being viewed.  The High scenic objective is defined as landscapes where the landscape 

character “appears” intact.  Deviations may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, and 

pattern common to the landscape character so completely and at such scale that they are not evident.     

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under all alternatives, management activities may affect recreation users by temporarily displacing them 

during project implementation.  Displacement could affect both developed and dispersed users.  For 

developed recreation, short-term closure of a campground would displace users to other developed sites in 

the Monument or to other areas, or long-term displacement of users could occur if the character of a 

developed site is no longer what a recreationist desires.  For example, tree felling and removal in a 

campground, while enhancing public safety, may reduce the number of shade trees in campsites, thereby 

altering a campground characteristic.   

In Alternative A, safety to forest visitors would continue to deteriorate in recreation sites and on vehicle 

travel routes, and the potential for injuries from falling trees or limbs would increase over time.  Trees might 

also fall across a road, blocking access into or out of a developed site or other area in the Monument.  Trees 

blocking roads may also require a driver to have quick reaction time to avoid hitting the down tree, 

particularly if the sight distance is short (e.g., down tree on a curve in the road).  Low- to moderate-priority 

hazard trees in recreation sites and along vehicle travel routes could become high-priority hazards, and then 

would need to be identified and remedied accordingly.  These increased hazards would reduce safe public 

access to these sites and along the travel routes and, due to these imminent threats, closures of recreation 

sites and travel routes to public access would be needed.  A build-up of hazard trees would increase the 

occurrence of felling and clean-up operations and would displace visitors more frequently. If funds are not 

available to mitigate imminent threats, a road may be closed until the threat can be reduced.  

Under all of the action alternatives, felling and removal of hazard trees would have beneficial effects on 

public safety. In Alternatives B and D, the felling and removal of hazard trees in the Camp San Joaquin 

organizational camp facility and along travel routes would maintain safe visitor access over time.  Alternative 

D would broaden this effect by including the Heart Meadow Recreation Residence Tract and 11 of the 19 

developed campgrounds in this part of the Monument (Stony Creek, Fir, Cove, Big Meadows, Horse Camp, 

Tenmile, Landslide, Logger Flat, Aspen Hollow, Hume, and Princess).   

Under any of the action alternatives, portions of the recreation sites and vehicle travel routes, including 

dispersed campsites, might be temporarily closed to public access during project implementation for public 

safety.  Visitors may also have negative perceptions of tree felling and removal near a favorite dispersed 

campsite and from the forest in general.     

In Alternative C, the felling and leaving of hazard trees in the Camp San Joaquin organizational camp, Heart 

Meadow Recreation Residence Tract, developed campgrounds, and along travel routes would reduce the 

potential for personal injury and property damage in the short term.  However, down trees and log piles 

have the potential to become a hazard on the ground to forest visitors.  Large trees on the ground could 

become a hazard to visitors if they choose to move or alter the position of downed trees.  In certain 

circumstances, large down trees and piles have the potential to roll and topple onto visitors, causing serious 

injuries.  
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Though all of the action alternatives would provide additional opportunities for the collection of personal 

use fuelwood, Alternative C would provide large down trees and log piles that could be used as habitat for 

small game, and maintain hunting opportunities.  In contrast, the removal of trees from the project area in 

Alternatives B and D could reduce the quantity of small game for hunters and reduce the availability of 

personal use fuelwood.   

Several dispersed campsites were originally log landings.  If these sites are used as log landings during this 

project, dispersed campers might experience short-term displacement due to the presence of logging 

equipment, slash piles, or logs on these sites.  Long-term displacement could result from notable changes to 

a dispersed campsite.  For example, a dispersed campsite may become more open and may become more 

visible from a road.  A loss of screening from a main road (Maintenance Levels 2, 3, or 4) could result in 

increased dust and noise and less privacy within the campsite. 

Mechanical tree felling and removal could displace both motorized and non-motorized recreation users 

along travel routes.  Displacements would be similar to those described previously.  The length of 

displacement would vary by treatment type, amount of slash and debris piles, vegetation regrowth, and 

changes to scenic quality.  All the action alternatives would require mitigation measures and enforcement to 

prevent off-highway vehicle (OHV) users from creating routes off of the designated road system. 

Cumulative Effects  

In Alternative A, the long-term progression of hazard trees from low- and moderate-priority to high-priority 

hazard trees could increase to the point where the Forest Service is not able to remove them safely and in a 

timely manner.  This increase in the number of hazard trees would have the potential to increase physical 

injury to both the visiting public and maintenance crews, as well as property damage.    

In the long term, Alternatives B, C, and D would reduce the potential for vehicles and dispersed campers 

being struck and injured by falling limbs and trees along travel routes and within dispersed campsites.  

Alternative C and D would broaden this effect by including the Heart Meadow Recreation Residence Tract, 

and 11 of the 19 developed campgrounds in this portion of the Monument.   

In Alternatives A and C, scenic integrity could be reduced from high to moderate or low because of the 

build-up of dead trees.  The long-term effect of leaving hazard trees in the organizational camp, the Heart 

Meadow Recreation Residence Tract, developed campgrounds, and along travel routes in Alternative C is 

similar to Alternative A, in that it could result in an accumulation of material that fails to meet the scenic 

quality objective for the area.  These sites are designated as High scenic quality, where the landscape 

character is to “appear” intact.  A build-up of down trees may reduce the quality to Moderate, where 

landscape character “appears slightly altered.”   

Transportation System 

The Monument Plan encourages continued public and recreation access and opportunities for public use. 

The desired conditions for the transportation system include: 

Roads are safe and fully-maintained to minimize adverse resource effects, while providing public 

and administrative access to National Forest System lands and facilities within the Monument. The 

road system is properly sized to provide needed access to the objects of interest for their proper 

care, protection, and management, as well as visitor enjoyment of the Monument (Monument Plan, 

p. 27). 

The roadways in the project area in need of hazard reduction are shown in Table 1 in Chapter 2.  All of the 

roads listed are designated roads in the Monument shown on the Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) for the 
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Hume Lake Ranger District.  All of the roads are open to all vehicles, except for Forest Roads 13S09 and 

14S57, which are open to highway legal vehicles only.  Some of these roads access giant sequoia groves. 

Sections of Forest Roads , 13S09, 13S45, and 13S77 lie within the zones of influence for the Bearskin and 

Cherry Gap Groves. Part of Forest Road 13S45 is also inside the administrative boundary of Bearskin Grove. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Road maintenance, including alleviation of imminent hazards, is an on-going activity through felling or other 

methods in accordance with FSH 7709 and FSM 7730. In Alternative A, the high-priority hazard trees along 

the 58 miles of road in the project area would likely be felled.  However, safety to forest visitors would 

continue to deteriorate on vehicle travel routes, and the potential for injuries from falling trees or limbs 

would increase over time in Alternative A, because the low- and moderate-priority hazard trees would not 

be treated at this time.  This may lead to additional road maintenance needs as low- to moderate-priority 

hazard trees become high-priority hazard trees that fall across a road, blocking access into or out of an area.  

Trees falling on or adjacent to the roads may also damage road infrastructure including smashing or blocking 

culverts and other drainage features, or gouging pavement (i.e., FR 13S09).     

In Alternative B, hazard trees along 49 miles of roadway would be treated. In Alternatives C and D, hazard 

trees would be treated along 58 miles of road.  In Alternative C, the felling and leaving of hazard trees along 

travel routes would reduce the potential for personal injury and property damage in the short term.  Under 

all of the action alternatives, felling and removal of hazard trees would have beneficial effects of maintaining 

49 to 58 miles of road, and safe public access.  Tree felling and removal would be conducted using the best 

management practices to avoid damage to the roadbed or drainage features.  During project 

implementation, the work crew would be required to maintain the roads on which they are working or 

hauling material (such as repairing rolling dips or watering the road to abate dust).  These mitigation 

measures, combined with reduced falling hazards, would help maintain the roads to standard, and maintain 

safe visitor access over time.  

Cumulative Effects 

In Alternative A, the long-term progression of hazard trees from low- and moderate-priority to high-priority 

hazard trees could increase to the point where the Forest Service is not able to remove them safely and in a 

timely manner.  This increase in the number of hazard trees would have the potential to increase damage to 

the designated forest transportation system.  

In the long term, Alternatives B, C, and D would reduce the potential for road infrastructure damage by 

falling limbs and trees along the roadways in the project area.  

Sensitive Plants

According to the Biological Assessment for Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Plant Species and 

Biological Evaluation for Forest Service Sensitive Plant Species for Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard 

Tree Removal Project (Plant BABE) (Linton 2013a) there are no federally proposed or listed plant species in 

the project area.   

The latest available update (January, 2012) of the California Department of Fish and Game database 

program RAREFIND 3 (CDFG, 2013) was used to retrieve the Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB) records for 

Special Plants List species listed in the Hume Hazard Tree project area.  Potential habitat and the likelihood 

of occurrence were determined by established habitat parameters of elevation, soil, slope, aspect, and 

associated plant communities, as well as proximity to locations of known species' occurrences and sub-

watershed boundaries.  TES species were eliminated from further consideration if: 1) they had no known 

occurrences in or near the project area; and/or 2) no potential habitat existed in the project area.
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Short-leaved Hulsea, (Hulsea brevifolia) 

Purple mountain-parsley, (Oreonana purpurascens) 

Tulare County bleeding heart, (Dicentra nevadensis) 

The analysis area also has potential habitat for the following R5 Sensitive plant species: 

Hall's daisy, (Erigeron aequifolius) 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project analysis area was not surveyed formally.  The Forest Botanist has visited and 

is familiar with the sensitive plant occurrences within the project area (roadsides and recreation site areas) 

of short-leaved Hulsea, purple mountain-parsley, and Tulare County bleeding heart.  Therefore, the 

presence of these species is expected to occur in the project area.  The proposed action includes very limited 

mechanical disturbance of soils and a limited operating period only when the soil is dry, which both help to 

ensure no negative impact to known sensitive plant occurrences and potential habitat.  

There are four known occurrences of short-leaved Hulsea on the Sequoia National Forest, all of which are 

cited as being at the junction of Dorst Creek and the General's Highway.  Note that this location is actually in 

Sequoia National Park, and how near it is to the road and associated impacts is not known.  Occurrences 

tend to be found in red fir or mixed conifer forest, above 5,000 feet.  It is likely that more populations are 

extant in the Sierra National Forest and other locations, but have not been identified due to the extremely 

large area of potential habitat in the Sierra Nevada.   

Purple mountain parsley populations can be found in the Jennie Lakes Wilderness portion of the Hume Lake 

Ranger District. Approximately half the known populations are located within wilderness areas.  This species 

is found on ridge tops, rock outcrops, and in gravelly openings of decomposed granitic or metamorphic soils 

in red fir forests, approximately 7,900 to 9,400 feet elevation.  Both the soils and plants are vulnerable to 

impact from major activities, such as timber harvesting or road/trail construction or maintenance. 

Tulare County bleeding heart can be found in the Big Meadows to Montecito Lake Resort area of the Hume 

Lake Ranger District. This species habitat is composed of sandy, gravelly crevices and openings in usually dry, 

granitic soils at approximately 7,500 to over 10,000 feet elevation.  Their habitat is potentially sensitive to 

disturbance. 

Hall’s daisy is found primarily from the Needles and the Golden Trout Wilderness of the Kern and Little Kern 

River drainages of Tulare County to the Kings River drainage of Fresno County.  This species grows only in 

steep, rocky, granitic crevices with little or no competition from other species.  It is generally found on dry 

ridges, approximately 5,200 to 8,000 feet in elevation in mixed conifer forests.  Populations are relatively 

stable due to the steep, rugged nature of the habitat, making them inaccessible for most forest activity. 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

No direct effects to sensitive plant species are expected by implementing Alternative A.  By not 

implementing the Hume Hazard Tree Project, indirect effects to sensitive plant habitat and species may 

occur.  The No Action alternative has the potential to create a larger buildup of course fuel in sensitive plant 

habitat for plant species occurring within forested sites, such as the short-leaved Hulsea and purple 

mountain-parsley.  Tulare County bleeding heart and Hall's daisy are lithophiles (they grow on rock 

outcrops) and would see no negative impacts by not implementing the Hume Hazard Tree Project.  

Alternatives B, C, and D are expected to have very limited direct effects to sensitive plants.  The three known 

species (short-leaved Hulsea, purple mountain-parsley and Tulare County bleeding heart) and the other 

potential species (Hall's daisy) are found in forest and rock outcrop habitats.  All four of these perennial 
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species finish growing, flowering and fruiting by the middle of July.  The tree removal activities are proposed 

to occur after August 15th which is after these species have shut down for the growing season.  Late summer 

is also after the soil supporting known populations and potential habitat would be dry and firm, facilitating 

only light soil disturbance during tree removal activities.   

In Alternatives B, C and D, indirect effects from soil movement as a result of the proposed activities 

(mechanical tree felling and removal, piling and chipping or burning) are possible, and would be of short 

duration (i.e. less than 5 years).  Movement of soil into occupied R5 sensitive plant occurrences and their 

habitats could affect them indirectly by changing their habitat.  This could be a possibility for short-leaved 

Hulsea and purple mountain-parsley but not for Hall's daisy and Tulare County bleeding heart. Within the 

Hume Hazard Tree Project area, most of the trees selected for treatments are solitary selections.  Under all 

of the action alternatives, this would limit skidding across the project to a small number of passes in any one 

area and would be highly discontinuous.  Also, on slopes greater than 30 percent (including areas with high 

or very high soil erosion potentials) most of the tree removal would be accomplished with a single drag by 

cable (end-lining), because rubber-tired skidders cannot operate on this ground.  This would ensure that 

mechanical soil disturbance (and resultant erosion in occupied and potential habitat) would be light. In the 

mid and long term, treatment of the potential coarse fuels in this area would reduce the risk of catastrophic 

wildfire and lessen soil movement and plant habitat effects. 

In Alternatives B, C, and D, short-term increases in risks from the introduction and spread of noxious weeds 

from equipment and personnel used during implementation of the project, as well as reductions of soil 

cover, can be expected.  Reductions of soil cover increases the risk of introduction that weeds can become 

established.  Noxious weed infestations are a threat to sensitive plants and their habitats.  Mitigations to 

prevent the introduction and spread of noxious weeds into the proposed treatment areas have been built 

into the project (see pages 16 through 18 of this document).  These practices would eliminate the risk of 

negative indirect effects from noxious weeds on sensitive plants.    

Cumulative Effects  

Plant and population ecology is not known for most sensitive plants on the Sequoia National Forest and 

Giant Sequoia National Monument.  Additionally, many sensitive plant habitats in the forest have a long 

history of disturbance and an undisturbed reference habitat is often lacking.  Minimizing on-site changes to 

sensitive plants can be the most effective way of reducing cumulative impacts.  If adverse effects have not 

been minimized at the local level, cumulative effects could occur.  Management activities that have 

cumulatively impacted sensitive plant occurrences within the analysis area include grazing, fire suppression, 

sivicultural planting and release, recreation use, invasive/exotic/noxious weed invasions, and changes in 

hydrology.  These cumulative impacts have altered the present landscape to various degrees.  Cumulative 

impacts vary from species to species.   

As this project is located adjacent to roads and recreation sites, many cumulative effects have happened 

across the project area. Short-leaved Hulsea and purple mountain-parsley which occur in forest habitats 

have seen more alteration and disturbance in the past than Hall's daisy and Tulare County bleeding heart 

which grow on and adjacent to rock outcrops. The forest species have had more potential to be affected by 

past, present, and future activities than the current Hume Hazard Tree Project.  Therefore, implementing 

any of the action alternatives in combination with the reasonably foreseeable actions is expected to have a 

minimally adverse cumulative effect.   

Determinations from the Plant Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation (BABE) 

Based on the effects analysis in the Plant BABE, the following determinations were made:  For short-leaved 

Hulsea, purple mountain-parsley, and Tulare County bleeding heart, the determination for Alternatives B, C, 
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and D was “may have a very limited effect.”  A determination of "may affect undiscovered individuals but is 

not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability” was made for the Hall’s daisy. 

The Biological Assessment for Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Plant Species and Biological 

Evaluation for Forest Service Sensitive Plant Species for Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree 

Removal Project (Linton 2013a) is hereby incorporated by reference.   

Silviculture

According to the Silviculture Report for the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project 

(Silviculture Report) (Burd and Emmendorfer 2013) the treatment area is primarily Sierran Mixed Conifer (62 

percent) and other conifer types (28 percent).  The Mixed Conifer type is composed of white and red fir, 

Jeffrey and sugar pine, incense cedar, black oak, and small inclusions of giant sequoia.  The other conifer 

types are at the upper and lower extents of the project area, and include lodgepole pine, red fir, and 

ponderosa pine as the dominant species (CDFG 2005).  Various ceanothus, manzanita, and ribes species 

dominate the shrub layers.  

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Forest Health 

Tree mortality and injury are generally seen as the result of a complex mixture of factors including weather 

conditions, insects, and diseases (Mortenson 2011).  Dead trees are found as scattered individuals, or 

sometimes in small clumps of up to five or six trees.  Typically, hazard trees were stressed by diseases or 

drought over a period of several years, and made more susceptible to the insect infestations that finally 

killed them.  A few of the trees were victims of lightning strikes.   

Dwarf mistletoe and Cytospora canker (Cytospora abietis) are the most common disease factors in the true 

fir stands.  Branches infected by dwarf mistletoe are commonly weakened and attacked by Cytospora canker 

fungus.  This fungus kills the branch and results in characteristic rust-red dead foliage frequently seen on old 

red firs.  In time, the dwarf mistletoe and Cytospora disease weaken and kill the tree (Scharpf, 1993).  

Examples of hazard trees are shown in Appendix C. 

Another common disease in red and white firs found in the project area is annosum root disease 

(Heterobasidion annosum), which is indigenous to western conifer forests, but particularly common in fir 

stands and eastside pine stands of the Sierra Nevada mountains.  This disease seldom kills the host fir tree 

directly, but causes heartwood rot in the roots and lower bole of a tree, increasing the susceptibility to 

insect attack and windthrow (Scharpf, 1993). 

True fir trees weakened by Annosus, drought, Cytospora, true mistletoe, or dwarf mistletoe are especially 

subject to attack by fir engraver beetles or flathead fir borers (Furniss and Carolin 1977).  This combination 

of impacts commonly proves fatal to the trees.  Damage in pine species has usually been due to common 

bark beetles like western pine beetles, mountain pine beetles, and Jeffrey pine beetles. 

All of these agents are native to the Sierra Nevada Mountains and their impacts vary widely from year to 

year based on site conditions, tree health and vigor, and their population levels. 

Removing individual trees or small clumps of trees in any of the alternatives would not under-stock the 

impacted stands, so no reforestation activities are proposed part of this project.    

Down Woody Debris 

Surveys were conducted in the spring and summer of 2012 to inventory the amount of dead and down 

woody material in the project area.  The methodology was to use transects to sample approximately every 
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one-quarter mile along each road where hazard trees were currently marked.  If no trees were marked near 

the quarter mile mark, that location was skipped.  

Transects were 100 feet long and oriented parallel to the road direction.  Hazard trees did not need to be 

in the transect, just in the general area where a transect was located.  The starting point of each 

transect was located at a 50-feet slope distance from the edge of a road.  Only logs with greater than 12 

inches midpoint diameter were counted.  Entire logs were counted if the transect line passed over them.  

The midpoint diameter of each log was measured to the nearest inch and the length to the nearest foot.  

Only logs in Common Stand Exam decay classes 1, 2, or 3 were counted.  The log species, and transect 

starting point latitude and longitude were also recorded.   

The goal was to sample approximately two percent of the length of the roads where marked hazard trees 

are located.  Using 100-feet-long transects, a two percent sample comes out to roughly 1 transect per mile 

of road.  Forty-five plots were surveyed along approximately 43 miles of road in the project area, for which 

the survey data was entered into the Dead and Down Woody Inventory program (1999 Fire Program 

Solutions/Acacia Services) to calculate tons per acre of large down material.  As shown in Table 3, a 

summary of the plot data shows the estimated amount of large down woody material at just under the 

minimum standard for wildlife habitat of 10-20 tons per acre.  Appendix C of the Silviculture Report includes 

the Dead and Down Woody Inventory data sheets (available upon request from the project record on file at 

the Hume Lake Ranger Station).   

Table 3: Average estimated tons per acre in trees over 12 inches diameter 

Transect Average Tons per Acre

(trees over 12 inches diameter)

100-foot long 7.68

 

Large down woody material is often distributed sporadically across the landscape, and as a result, several 

transects had no down logs large enough to measure.  Though all the plot locations had some down woody 

material present, only those trees 12 inches or larger were documented per the inventory protocol.  In 

general, material less than 12 inches in diameter typically makes up another 5 to 10 tons per acre.   

Future Climatic Conditions 

Research continues to provide new information on climate change.  Two recent publications that 

consolidate research pertinent to the conifer forests of the Sierra Nevada Mountains are Meyer et al. (2011) 

and North et al. (2009).  Research suggests an upward trend in temperatures, both world-wide and locally, 

primarily indicated by significantly higher nighttime low temperatures (Meyer et al. 2009, Easterling et al. 

1997).  Results of this trend include a longer frost-free growing season, and an earlier spring melt of 

mountain snowpacks (North et al. 2009).  Trends in precipitation are variable.  For instance, most high 

elevation locations on the Sequoia National Forest have experienced increases in precipitation over the past 

century, while most lower elevation locations have seen yearly precipitation amounts drop (Meyer et al. 

2011).  A study by van Mantgem and Stephenson (2007) documented increased tree mortality in old growth 

western forests, with the highest mortality in the Sierra Nevada at middle elevations (3300-6700 feet).  The 

authors attribute the increase in mortally rate to regional climate warming and associated drought stress.  

North et al. (2009) conclude that climate models “agree the climate will become more extreme, suggesting 

oscillations between wet and drought conditions will be more common”(p.8).  

Under Alternative A, no action means that no hazard trees would be felled or removed unless they are 

deemed an imminent hazard.  Normal road maintenance activities would continue to occur.  However none 
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of the low or moderate priority hazard trees would be felled at this time.  Repairing damage from falling 

trees or tree parts would occur as road maintenance budgets allow. 

Alternative A would continue monitoring the known low and moderate risk hazards from dead and damaged 

trees to users of forest roads and recreation sites.  Any danger from hazard trees would remain and 

gradually increase as trees and standing snags deteriorate with time.  The indirect effect of implementing 

Alternative A is that the project purpose of maintaining safe public access to this portion of the Sequoia 

National Forest may not be met. 

Alternative B would meet the project purpose to maintain public safety through this portion of the Hume 

Lake Ranger District by removing low- and moderate-priority hazard trees along the roadsides shown in 

Table 1.  Alternatives C or D would meet the purpose and need even better by removing low and moderate 

priority hazard trees in the developed recreation sites specified in the alternative descriptions.  The hazard 

tree removal treatments follow applicable standards and guidelines in the Monument Plan, Forest Service 

Transportation Operations Handbook 7709.59, and the R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines.    

As displayed in Table 3, the existing level of large down woody debris along the roads is low. Under all the 

action alternatives the proposed removal of a portion of the hazard trees would not reduce the amount of 

large down woody debris below the current level.  Because large woody debris is an important component 

of wildlife habitat, a portion of the felled trees would be left to meet the 10 to 20 tons per acre requirement.   

Under Alternatives C and D, the trees felled in the developed recreation sites need to be moved out of these 

sites, and a portion of these trees could contribute to meeting the down woody debris component outside 

of the recreation site boundaries.  Alternative C would result in placing the rest of the trees removed from 

the developed recreation sites in existing log landings where they would decay, be burned or taken as 

firewood.  In contrast, Alternative D would allow the rest of the trees to be removed as logs or firewood 

from the developed recreation sites.  

Several trees were marked according to the applicable guidelines listed in the R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines, as 

supplemented by the advice specific to the conditions in the Hazard Tree project area from US Forest 

Service entomologist Beverly Bulaon, and pathologist Dr. Martin MacKenzie (Bulaon and MacKenzie 2011).  

Hazard trees include: 

1) Any dead tree (snag), including softwoods and hardwoods, or dead tree part, or dead part of a live tree 

large enough to cause property damage or personal injury. 

2) Any dying tree with 50 percent or greater “active” (current), crown fade or dieback from the top down, 

or from scattered Cytospora flagging.  However, if the top 25 percent of the crown is green and free 

from major branch flagging, leave the tree, unless the tree has another hazard characteristic which by 

itself would be enough to remove the tree.  Bulaon and MacKenzie (2011) show examples of these types 

of trees. 

3) Trees with less than 50 percent “active” crown fade or dieback from the top down and: 

a) Ponderosa/Jeffrey/sugar/lodgepole pine – successful western pine beetle/Jeffrey pine 

beetle/mountain pine beetle attacks on the mid to lower bole (reddish pitch tubes) evident over at 

least 1/3 of the tree circumference above DBH (specifically excludes red turpentine beetle attacks at 

base of tree or lower bole).  

b) True fir – whitish, fibrous, boring dust or frass found in bark crevices and/or webbing along the bole, 

at DBH or higher and around at least 1/3 of the bole circumference.  

4) Any tree with at least 50 percent of the root system undermined, exposed or damaged. 

5) Any tree with enough decay to significantly reduce structural soundness.  Trees normally can lose up to 

70 percent of their diameter, inside bark, to decay before they are considered high risk for failure.  
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Defects that indicate decay may be present include:  conks; wounds with missing bark; cracks; broken 

branches or tops; swollen or punk knots; cankers or swellings with loose or missing bark; and basal 

cavities.  Trees with these defects require closer inspection for decay.  Hollow trees (due to heartwood 

decay) are hazards when the sound outer ring of wood is less than one inch thick for each six inches of 

stem diameter.  If there is an opening that exposes the hollow core that is greater than 30 percent of the 

circumference, the outer shell needs to have at least two inches of sound wood for each six inches of 

stem diameter (Bulaon and Mackenzie 2011). 

6) Large, heavy codominant stems (forked bole) with evidence of splitting or decay at the crotch. 

7) Declining trees within or on the edge of root disease centers. 

8) Leaning trees.  Lean may be an indicator of high potential for failure if it has developed recently or if the 

tree has other structural defects in addition to the lean.  Trees that lean more than 5 degrees from 

vertical should be carefully inspected. 

9) Any tree with pouch fungus (Crytoporus volvatua) conks present.  This is an indication that the sapwood 

is already decayed and unsound. 

10) Scattered branch mortality from Cytospora fungus and/or dwarf mistletoe infection where 50 percent or 

more of the live crown has been recently killed and the remaining live crown ration is less than 30 

percent (Bulaon and Mackenzie 2011). 

Cumulative Effects  

Under all of the alternatives the potential for climate change causing moisture stress or other negative 

effects (e.g. insect outbreaks) to vegetation may contribute to the formation of more hazard trees in the 

next several decades.   

Alternative A would not compliment past hazard tree removal accomplishments.  The hazard trees that are 

damaged or diseased could serve as an entrance vector for bark beetles or diseases to impact nearby 

roadside trees and forest areas.  

Alternative B and D in combination with ongoing mitigation of high-priority hazards in the vicinity would 

continue the maintenance of safe travel corridors for forest visitors in the long term, which would be a 

minor beneficial cumulative effect.  The treated areas may be less likely to serve as an entrance vector for 

diseases or bark beetles to impact additional, nearby roadside trees within the next decade.  As a result of 

treating several of the developed recreation areas, Alternative D would have a slightly more beneficial 

cumulative effect than Alternative B within the next decade. 

Alternative C, in combination with ongoing mitigation of high-priority hazards in the vicinity would continue 

some amount of maintenance of safe travel corridors for forest visitors in the long term.  Since most of the 

trees would remain in the forest, the treated areas may continue to serve as an entrance vector for diseases 

or bark beetles to impact additional, nearby roadside trees and developed recreation areas within the next 

decade. These down trees would take many decades to completely decay away.  Therefore Alternative C 

could have a minor cumulative effect of increasing the amount of hazard trees in the next decade.  

Cultural Resources

According to the Hume Lake Roadside Hazard Trees Cultural Resource Specialist Report (Cultural Resources 

Report) (Verdugo 2013) the project area is located in the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range bordering two 

different archaeological zones, southern San Joaquin Valley, and the southern Sierra Range. This area was 

traditionally occupied by the Entimbich, (transitional Yokuts/Mono group), the Wobonuch (Western Mono), 

and the Waksachi (Western Mono). 
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Logging History 

General interest in the area of the Hume Lake Ranger District of the Sequoia National Forest was intensified 

by the discovery of gold in California in 1848 (D’Angelo 1992: 38). The Gold Rush brought a large influx of 

new people to the state. With this influx came an increasing demand for lumber (Abel et al. 1986: 15). In 

1854, the lumber industry grew, “becoming one of the most important early industries not only in the 

development of Fresno and Tulare counties, but the state as a whole” (Brown and Elling 1981:48).  

Logging in the region has been broken down into three general phases by Brown and Elling (1985). The 

phases are based on capital investment, geography, technology used, and when the mills were in use. The 

separation of these phases are not easily defined as there is some overlap between them. (Brown and Elling 

1981:54).  Generally, early mills had little capital investment and were mobile. Mobility of these early mills 

made it so that they could harvest trees in the immediate area then move to a new location. Development 

of the industry was toward larger, permanent, and better funded mills. These later mills had the capacity 

transport logs to the mill and distribute the cut product.   

The Great Depression of the 1930s ushered in a period of growth to infrastructure on National Forest 

System lands. This growth was largely the result of the successful implementation of Roosevelt’s Emergency 

Conservation Work program, of which one program was the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC).  CCC works 

and buildings are common throughout the North Zone of the Sequoia National Forest. One such CCC 

building is the Big Meadows Guard Station located approximately 425 feet east of the project are 

encompassing Forest Road 14S01. 

Recreation: 

There are three historic campgrounds directly within the the project area that still retain historic elements, 

these are Stony Creek (constructed in 1936), Logger Flat (constructed in 1959), and Hume Lake (constructed 

in 1936). Other historic campgrounds within the project area that do not retain historic elements are the Big 

Meadows Campground,  Landslide, and Aspen Hollow. Big Meadows Campground was constructed in 1934 

(Armstrong et al. 2012),Landslide Campground was constructed in 1939, and Aspen Hollwo Campground 

was consturcted in 1959 (Gassaway 2008:6, Table 2). Camp San Joaquin organizational camp was estliblished 

in 1950. However no evaulation of the buildings has been conducted.     

Big Meadows Road: 

Big Meadows Road intersects four other Forest Service roads that are part of the project area. A version of 

the Big Meadows Road was in place as early as 1933 although at this time it was unnamed.  In 1935, the CCC 

built the road to the Big Meadows Guard Station and since then has been referred to as Big Meadows Road.  

Later, the road was extended toward Boulder Creek. Subsequent realignments, redesigns, and 

improvements occurred from 1936 to as late as the 1970s. (Armstrong et al 2012: 27-31) 

Thirty archaeological surveys have taken place within the Roadside Salvage project area.  Approximately 

1,556.3 acres of the project had been previously surveyed.  Previous surveys used a variety of survey 

techniques.  There are 37 previously recorded sites that occur within the project area, 

Overview of Potential Direct Effects 

Falling Trees: 

Trees falling within an archaeological site can have various adverse effects to artifacts and features. Historic 

and prehistoric structures, features, and artifacts can all be crushed or broken from falling trees. Additionally 

limbs of falling trees can plunge into the ground causing archaeological soils and artifacts to mix. This mixing 

can alter interpretation of the site.  
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Removal by Skidding or Dragging: 

Skidding or dragging trees can cause damage to historic and prehistoric sites. Damage includes breaking or 

crushing artifacts, changing artifact provenance through moving artifacts horizontally, and mixing and 

dispersal of archaeological soils. Skidding trees can move historic and prehistoric artifacts to new locations 

within a site or spread artifacts outside the original boundaries of a site. This change in artifact provenance, 

as well as mixing and dispersal of archaeological soil can alter interpretations of a site. 

Staging Equipment and Using Log Landings: 

Staging equipment and the use of log landings on archaeological sites can cause damage to artifacts through 

crushing or breaking prehistoric and historic artifacts.   

Pile Burning   

Direct effects of fire, from pile burning, are those where flame, heat, or smoke come into contact with 

archaeological material. These impacts depend on the fire’s intensity, duration, and whether the site 

involved is historic or prehistoric. Direct impacts to prehistoric sites include, fracture and spalling of stone 

materials, alteration of pollen remains within habitation complexes, as well as the soot smudging, 

discoloration, and changes to organic binder of paint used on pictographs. Direct impacts to historic sites 

include the consumption of wooden structures and artifacts, melting of glass artifacts, and the discoloration 

of glass and porcelain artifacts.  Piles concentrate fire into localized impacts which intensify heat and 

increase the duration of fire causing an increased temperature pulse into the soil, thus increasing the 

potential to impact subsurface archaeological deposits.  

Chipping 

Effects from chipping are caused by equipment being used. Large heavy equipment has the potential to 

crush/break prehistoric and historic artifacts.  

Overview of Potential Indirect Effects 

Fuel Loading: 

Fuel loading on sites from leaving down logs, chips, uncollected fire wood, and leaving wood for wildlife, can 

cause indirect adverse effects to archaeological sites.  Increased fuel loading can heighten the effects of fire 

on a site by increasing burning time and/or burning intensity.  Effects from fire depend on the material 

components of the cultural resource and the magnitude of the heating and combustion generated by a fire.  

Specifically, fire and its byproducts can alter such resources through total consumption, melting, breakage, 

spalling, charring, and discoloration.  Different materials are vulnerable based on the peak and duration of 

the exposure to heat and combustion.  For example, a wooden structure may easily ignite and be fully 

consumed, whereas a bedrock milling feature in the same fuel model is relatively impervious to fire. Further, 

some raw materials may have multiple importance attribute classes that are affected at different 

temperatures and/or durations.  For example, in the case of obsidian artifacts, hydration rinds can be 

compromised at relatively low temperatures (<200–300°C), whereas severe morphological damage such as 

breakage or melting generally does not occur until higher temperatures (>700°C) are reached (Deal 2001).  

By increasing the amount of fuel fire can burn hotter and/or longer potentially surpassing any tolerance a 

site component may have.  

Increased fuel loads can decrease the visibility of sites by obscuring artifacts and features.  The decreased 

visibility decreases archaeologist ability to identify and thus protect the site from future project activities.   
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Leaving Logs for Fire Wood: 

Logs left for wood collectors can also increase exposure to looting, through casual collection of artifacts.  

The removal of artifacts, like the above effects, changes how the can be interpreted.      

Skidding and dragging Trees: 

Indirect effects of skidding or dragging trees can be from the unearthing of historic and prehistoric artifacts.  

This increases exposure of the artifacts to the public and the chance of casual collection and looting.   

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Under Alternative A hazard trees would fall without any opportunity for management.  Not controlling 

where a tree falls increases the potential for them to fall on historic and prehistoric features and artifacts.  

Falling trees on historic properties can crush or break artifacts and features, or affect the stratigraphy by the 

limbs plunging into the ground and mixing archaeological soils. 

Direct effects of alternatives B, C and D include those caused by falling trees, moving the fallen trees, the use 

of log landings and staging areas, and chipping or piling and burning.  Direct effects from these actions 

include breaking/crushing artifacts and features, mixing or dispersing archaeological soils, changing artifact 

provenance, and flame, heat or smoke contacting archaeological material. 

In Alternative B and D, removing fallen trees from within site boundaries by skidding can also have indirect 

effects.  Indirect effects are those caused by the dispersal of artifacts outside of the original site boundary.  

Dispersing artifacts in this way can increase exposure of the site to the public, which increases the likelihood 

for looting.  

Alternative B, C and D also propose chipping, and leaving down material for the purposes of wildlife and soil 

benefit, which can have indirect effects.  These effects are those caused by an increase of fuel on 

archaeological sites.  This increase in fuel can cause fires to burn hotter and/or longer which can potentially 

exceed any tolerance a site component may have for fire.  A mitigation requiring material to be piled away 

from known cultural resource sites should reduce this potential effect. 

In Alternative A, trees that are allowed to fall within site boundaries with no removal can have an indirect 

effect of increasing fuel loading.  Additional fuels within site boundaries can increase burning length and 

intensity.  The longer and hotter fire burns on a site the wider range of damage it can do.  Down logs near or 

on cultural resource sites can attract attention from woodcutters, which can increase the chance for casual 

collection of artifacts or looting. 

The indirect effects from fuel loading in Alternative C are similar to those found in Alternative B and D. 

However, due to trees being left in place more fuel would be potentially left on site.  This increase in fuel 

can cause a wider range of damage to artifacts and features under Alternative C. 

Cumulative Effects  

There is always the possibility that surface and subsurface cultural resources will be located during project 

operations.  Should any additional project historic properties be located, the find must be protected from 

operations and reported immediately to the Cultural Resource staff.  All operations will be suspended until 

the sites are visited and appropriate recordation and evaluation is made by the Zone or Forest 

Archaeologist. 

The reasonably foreseeable actions all include requirements to avoid, monitor or mitigate potential to affect 

cultural resources.  Of the reasonably foreseeable actions only the Pacific Gas and Electric Powerline Repair 
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area of potential affect (APE) overlaps that of the Hume Hazard Tree Project APE.   

In Alternative A, due to the lack of management for this alternative, no mitigation measures would be 

applied, and trees would fall on their own.  Cumulative effects would include on-going damage from falling 

trees and the associated increasing fuel loading, and an increased chance that woodcutters could collect 

archaeological material. 

The minimal direct indirect effects of implementing Alternative B, C or D, in combination with the 

reasonably foreseeable actions, have minimal potential for cumulative effects.  This is because all these 

projects require mitigations to avoid, or minimize potential for direct or indirect effect. 

For the Hazard Tree Project all surveys and site protection measures have and would follow survey and site 

protection standards defined in the Regional PA.  By following these standards, and through the use of 

management measures, the determination is that the project would have a No Adverse Effect to historic 

properties under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  

Watershed and Soils

According to the Watershed Report Forest Plan and Riparian Conservation Objective Analysis for the Hume 

Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project (Kwan 2013) Stream Condition Inventory plots 

have been established throughout the district, several of which are downstream of the roads to be treated.  

These plots are resurveyed periodically to determine trends in watershed health. The following surveyed 

creeks pertinent to this project are:  Tenmile Creek, Bearskin Creek, Long Meadow Creek, Stony Creek, Big 

Meadows Creek and Eshom Creek.  These streams are mostly perennial. Survey techniques follow the Pacific 

Southwest Region Stream Condition Inventory Technical Guide (USDA, 2005a). 

The Riparian Conservation Objectives (RCOs) listed in the Monument Plan were reviewed for applicability to 

the project.  RCOs 1 and 4 apply to the project and are further reviewed below.  RCOs 2, 3, 5 and 6 do not 

apply.  RCO 2 does not apply because the proposal does not significantly alter hydrologic processes nor 

negatively impair special aquatic features.  RCO 3 does not apply because the proposal would not alter 

coarse woody debris within the RCAs.  RCO 5 does not apply because the project does not include grazing 

and no bogs or fens are present within the treatment areas.  RCO 6 does not apply because no degradation 

of riparian sites is occurring due to the hazardous trees. 

RCOs 1 and 4 were reviewed for consistency with the associated standards and guidelines.  Where project 

activities were found to be inconsistent, project design features were developed to make them consistent.  

With adherence to these design features, none of the project activities were found to be inconsistent with 

the standards and guidelines. 

Forest soil quality objectives and standards are from the Monument Plan, which are tiered to and are 

consistent with Region 5 standards and guidelines: 

Soil loss should not exceed the average rate of soil formation.  

Maintain sufficient soil cover to prevent accelerated soil erosion. Use the California Soil Survey 

Committee Soil Erosion Hazard Rating to determine the kind, amount, and distribution of soil cover 

needed.   

Soil porosity should be at least 90 percent of its natural condition. A 10 percent reduction in porosity 

corresponds to a threshold bulk density that indicates detrimental compaction. 

Maintain soil organic matter in at least 85 percent of its original state in the upper 12 inches, and 

maintain at least 50 percent ground cover in litter and duff. 
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According to the Hume Lake Hazard Tree Project Soil Analysis (Linton 2013b) the soils in the Hume Lake 

Ranger District area are primarily derived from solid bedrock, primarily igneous intrusive granite with 

smaller areas of metamorphic roof pendants.  The mid-elevations of the Hume Lake District have steep 

slopes and are more highly dissected into drainages and ridgelines.  The higher elevations tend to have more 

subdued topography with gentle basins and moderate slopes.  The soil textures across the project are 

mostly sandy loams which, in general, are resistant to mechanical compaction.   

The Cannel-Kriest and Chaix-Dome-Outcrop soil associations found within the project area from 6,000 to 

7,000 feet are generally on the steeper topography.  These soil associations are formed in residuum derived 

from granitic rock.  All of the areas given a high or very high erosion hazard rating by the soil survey have 

slope ratings from 30 to 50 percent or 50 to 70 percent.  However, the campgrounds are all located on the 

flattest areas and are generally less than 10 percent slope. 

Additionally, soil association descriptions from the soil survey and the treatment layout were field verified 

by Forest Service soil scientist, Fletcher Linton, in the late spring of 2012.  Each of the soil association 

profiles with a high or very high erosion hazard rating were evaluated in the field for consistency with the 

soil survey, amount of soil organic cover, and erosion potential.  It was determined that the driving factor 

behind these soils having high and very high erosion hazard ratings is the natural steepness of the slopes.   

Working cooperatively with the California State Water Resources Control Board, the Forest Service 

developed and documented non-point pollution control measures applicable to National Forest System 

lands.  These measures were termed "Best Management Practices" (BMPs).  BMP control measures are 

designed to accommodate site-specific conditions.  They are tailor-made to account for the complexity and 

physical and biological variability of the natural environment.  The implementation of BMP is the 

performance standard against which the success of the Forest Service’s non-point pollution water quality 

management efforts is judged.  

BMPs have been effective in protecting beneficial uses within the affected watersheds.  These practices 

have been applied in other projects within the Sequoia National Forest.  Where proper implementation has 

occurred there have not been any substantive adverse impacts to cold water fisheries habitat conditions or 

primary contact recreation (etc.) use of the surface waters.  The practices specified for this project are 

expected to be equally effective in maintaining the identified beneficial uses.  Stream condition inventory 

(SCI) plots have been established below the project area in Long Meadow, Bearskin, Tenmile, Stony and 

Eshom creeks to monitor the effectiveness of the prescribed BMPs. 

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Given the limited activities planned under the project, there are minimal and short-term direct and indirect 

effects to soil and water quality.  Effects that could occur include: the potential discharge of sediment to the 

stream course from skidding, water drafting, and road surfaces; the reduction in existing soil cover from 

skidding; development of a skid path for log removal; and introduction of the fungicide Sporax, or oil and gas 

into the stream system. To reduce the potential for these effects to occur, a suite of BMPs would be 

adopted, and discussed below. SCI surveys would assist in monitoring for possible direct and indirect effects 

associated with the project.  

The following management requirements are designed to address the watershed management concerns.  

Most are BMPs from the Forest Service publication "Water Quality Management Handbook6" (USDA Forest 

                                                           

6
R5 FSH 2509.22 – Soil and Water Conservation Handbook, Chapter 10 – Water Quality Management Handbook.
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Service, 2011d).  All applicable water quality BMPs shall be implemented. The implementation phase of the 

BMPs occur after a project is completed, but before the winter season. BMP monitoring of the project is 

done one year later after the project has experienced one rainy season.  The BMPs applicable to the Hazard 

Tree Project are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: Applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

Best Management Practices 

1.1 Timber Sale Planning (Alternatives B and D only) 

1.3 Determination of Surface Erosion Hazard for Timber Harvest Unit Design 

(Alternatives B and D only) 

1.5 Limited Operating Period of Timber Sale Activities (Alternatives B and D only) 

1.8 Streamside Management Zone (SMZ) Designation 

1.12 Log Landing Location 

1.16 Log Landing Erosion Control 

1.19 Streamcourse and Aquatic Protection 

2.4 Road Maintenance and Operations 

2.5 Water Source Development and Utilization 

2.11: Servicing and Refueling of Equipment 

2.13: Erosion Control Plan 

5.2 Slope Limitations for Tractor Operations 

5.3 Tractor Operation Excluded from Wetlands and Meadows 

5.6 Soil Moisture Limitations for Tractor Operation 

6.2 Consideration of Water Quality in Formulating Fire Prescriptions 

7.4 Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Contingency Plan and Spill Prevention Control and 

Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan 

7.6 Water Quality Monitoring 

7.8 Cumulative Off-site Watershed Effects 

 

Within the Hazard Tree project area, most of the trees selected for treatments are solitary selections.  Under 

all the action alternatives this would limit skidding across the project to a small number of passes in any one 

area and would be highly discontinuous.  Also, on slopes greater than 30 percent (including areas with high 

or very high soil erosion potentials), most tree removal would be accomplished with a single drag by cable 

(end-lining), because rubber tired skidders cannot operate on this ground.  This would ensure that 

mechanical soil disturbance would be light (especially on the most vulnerable soil types) and that soil 

organic cover would be preserved. 

All the action alternatives include piling and chipping or burning of excess fuel, slash, and debris.  These 

treatments would be spread out and discontinuous.  This should minimize the extent of any soil erosion as a 

result of consumption of soil cover.   

The soils in the project area are not textures particularly susceptible to compaction.  Therefore, preventing 

soil compaction should not be difficult. However, the soils on steeper slopes are susceptible to erosion.  The 

                                                                                                                                                                                                  

Effective as of 12-5-2011 (USDA 2011c).
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best management practices and treatment layout described above would make it possible to implement this 

project while conserving soil organic cover and minimizing soil disturbance.  As such, Alternatives B, C and D 

of the Hume Hazard Tree Project would be consistent with soil conservation and productivity guidelines and 

have minimal direct or indirect effects. 

Cumulative Effects  

Given the limited activities planned as part of the Hume Hazard Tree Project, there are few direct effects to 

soil and water quality. Implementation of identified BMPs should reduce any negative direct effects from 

this project. Several established stream surveys will assist in monitoring for possible effects associated with 

the project.  

Known past and present activities occurring within the project sub-watershed include: recreation, grazing, 

roads use and maintenance, vegetation management and fuels reduction treatments.  The area currently 

supports two active grazing allotments (Buck Rock and Converse-Hoist), and several developed and 

dispersed recreation activities.   

Cumulative effects are assessed as a result of the combination of the direct and indirect effects, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions that may affect compacted surfaces producing runoff and associated 

sediment. The Kirkland Plantation Thin and Boulder Fuels Restoration projects are in the planning process.  

Kirkland Thin proposes mastication of vegetation on approximately 252 acres, which is within the 

cumulative effects analysis area of this project. Boulder Fuels Restoration proposes prescribed burning on 

over 6,000 acres, of which approximately 720 acres are within the cumulative effects analysis area of this 

project.  The Hume Hazard Tree Project is designed to remove hazards along district roadways. No redesign, 

rehabilitation, relocation, closure or redirecting of road use is being proposed.  The removal of selected 

trees across a large landscape should not result in any concentration of activity. In addition, the ongoing 

activities and reasonably foreseeable projects should have minimal effects on compacted surfaces and are 

not expected to produce additional runoff.  Therefore the potential for compaction and cumulative effects 

from the Hume Hazard Tree Project, in combination with the other known activities in the vicinity, would be 

negligible.   

Wildlife: Threatened, Endangered, and Forest Service Sensitive Species

According to the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation for the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site 

Hazard Tree Removal Project (Wildlife BABE) (Cordes 2013a), no federally-listed species are known to occur 

in the project area.  There is no critical habitat within or near the project area.  The Wildlife BABE analyzes 

the potential effects of the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project on terrestrial 

and aquatic species of concern.  It is prepared in compliance with the requirements of the FSM 2672.4 

(USDA 2005b) and 36 CFR 219.19  

Region 5 Forest Service sensitive species with documented or potential occurrence (based on habitat) 

include Northern goshawks (Accipiter gentilis), great gray owls (Strix nebulosa), California spotted owls (Strix 

occidentalis occidentalis), pallid bats (Antrozous pallidus), American martens (Martes americana) and fishers 

(Martes pennanti).    

Northern Goshawk  

Surveys for nesting northern goshawks have occurred intermittently in relation to projects or based on 

reported sightings in portions of Sequoia National Forest.  Eight territories have been identified on the 

Hume Lake Ranger District based on nest location or location of an adult and juvenile.  Historically, nesting 

sites were found near Indian Basin, which is adjacent to the project area.  However, surveys of this area in 

2008 and 2011 failed to detect goshawks. More recently, nesting was documented near Eshom 

Campground. 
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Management direction in the Monument Plan for northern goshawks includes delineating a 200-acre 

protected activity center (PAC) around the most recent nest site and alternate nest sites containing the best 

available suitable forested habitat in the largest contiguous patch as possible (USDA 2012a). The California 

Department of Fish and Game has designated northern goshawks as a California species of special concern. 

There is one goshawk PAC within the project area. FS road 13S77 forms the southeastern boundary of this 

PAC.  As of March 2013, no hazard trees had been marked for felling in this PAC.  A portion of the PAC near 

Eshom Campground is within the cumulative effects analysis area from which hazard trees may be removed.  

Any management activity in the PACs would be subject to the project-wide limited operating period 

between March 1 and August 15.   

Great Gray Owls  

There have been a number of historic detections of great gray owls on the Hume Lake Ranger District, 

including in the Stony Creek area in 1992.  More recent surveys in 2007 and 2012 have failed to detect great 

gray owls in that area.  There are a number of meadows within or adjacent to the project area with potential 

great gray owl habitat, including: Log Corral Meadow, Huckleberry Meadow, Horseshoe Meadow and Indian 

Basin Meadow.  However, no great gray owls have been detected at these locations.  Currently, the only 

known nesting site on the Hume Lake Ranger District is west of McKenzie Ridge and well outside the project 

area. 

Great gray owls are a Forest Service sensitive species in Region 5. They were classified as an endangered 

species by the State of California in October 1980. The Monument Plan stipulates that Protected Activity 

Centers (PACs) of at least 50 acres of the highest quality nesting habitat be established around all known 

great gray owl nest stands. One great gray owl PAC has been designated on the Hume Lake Ranger District, 

but is not near the Hume Hazard Tree project area. 

California Spotted Owl  

The Sequoia National Forest has conducted surveys for California spotted owls across the forest since the 

early 1980s. Based on those survey results, there area an estimated 120+ spotted owl territories on the 

Forest. Twenty of these territories are located on the Hume Lake Ranger District in a variety of locations and 

habitat types.  There have been a number of historic spotted owl detections in the project area and many 

more in the vicinity.  However, there are no known nest stands within the project boundary. 

Management direction from the Monument Plan includes delineation of 300 acre protected activity centers 

(PACs) with associated 300 acre Home Range Core Areas (HRCAs) which have specific restrictions on activity. 

There are currently 20 spotted owl PACs located on the Hume Lake Ranger District.  Portions of three 

spotted owl PACs and their associated HRCAs are located within the project area.  Standards and guidelines 

for PACs require a limited operating period (LOP), prohibiting activities during the breeding season (March 1 

through August 15) unless protocol-level surveys confirm that California spotted owls are not nesting. 

Pallid Bat  

There have been few bat surveys on the Hume Lake Ranger District but pallid bats are presumed to be 

present within their elevation range. A study conducted in the Giant Forest area of Sequoia National Park 

found the pallid bat to be one of the species most commonly associated with giant sequoias (Pierson and 

Heady 1996). The entire Hume Hazard Tree project area is within the mapped California Wildlife Habitat 

Relationships (CWHR) range for this species. 
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Pallid bats are listed as Sensitive Species in Region 5. There is no specific management direction for this 

species. Pallid bats are listed as a California species of special concern by the California Department of Fish 

and Game.  

American Marten  

American martens are currently distributed throughout the Sierra Nevada and Cascades (Buskirk and 

Zielinski 1997) between elevations of 5,500 to 10,000 feet, but most often found in the Sierra Nevada above 

7,200 feet (Cablk and Spaulding 2002).  This distribution coincides with snowfall levels of greater than 9.1 

inches per winter month (Krohn et al. 1997).  Extensive American marten surveys have been conducted 

across Sequoia National Forest, with numerous detections, including within the Hume Hazard Tree project 

area. 

The Monument Plan requires the establishment of den site buffers that consist of 100 acres of the highest 

quality habitat in a compact arrangement surrounding known American marten dens. No den site buffers 

have been established in the project area.  The American marten is listed as a California species of special 

concern by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

Fisher  

Status and trend monitoring for fishers in the Sierra Nevada, including on the Hume Lake Ranger District was 

initiated in 2002 (USDA 2006a).  This monitoring includes intensive sampling to detect population trends on 

the Sierra and Sequoia National Forests, where fishers currently are found, and was supplemented by less 

intensive sampling in suitable habitat in the central and northern Sierra Nevada specifically designed to 

detect population expansion.  Results indicate that fishers are well-distributed in portions of the Sequoia 

and Sierra National Forests; but occupancy rates are consistently higher on the Sequoia than the Sierra 

(USDA 2005b).  Carnivore surveys on the Hume Lake Ranger District have resulted in numerous detections of 

fishers within and near the Hume Hazard Tree project area. 

A recent analysis of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) Long Term Monitoring data was 

completed which analyzed a core of 243 sample units from 2002 through 2009 (Zielinski et. al 2013).  

Findings suggest that over the 8-year period, there was no trend or statistically significant variations in fisher 

occupancy rates in the southern Sierra populations.  The small population of fishers in the southern Sierra 

does not appear to be decreasing. 

The Forest Service has considered fishers to be a Sensitive Species in the Pacific Southwest Region since 

1984 (Macfarlane 1994).  The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the West Coast population of 

fisher is warranted for listing under the Endangered Species Act, but precluded due to heavy agency 

workloads (USFWS 2004), and included it on the list of “Candidate” species.  Based on a 12-month status 

review by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), on June 23, 2010 the California Fish and 

Game Commission determined that listing under the California State Endangered Species Act was not 

warranted (CDFG 2010).  In March 2013, the USFWS  opened an information gathering period regarding the 

status of the fisher throughout the range of its West Coast distinct population segment (DPS). 

The Monument Plan requires the establishment of fisher den site buffers that consist of 700 acres of the 

highest quality habitat in a compact arrangement surrounding verified birthing and kit rearing dens.  Fisher 

den site buffers have a limited operating period of March 1 through June 30 for all new projects.  No den 

site buffers have been established in or near the project area.  The entire project area is within the Southern 

Sierra Fisher Conservation Area, which requires the retention of habitat structures important to fishers, 

including canopy cover and large trees, with the exception of “fell and/or remove snags as needed to 

address imminent safety hazards.” 
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Direct and Indirect Effects  

The direct and indirect effects of the alternatives in the Hume Hazard Tree Project on these species were 

evaluated using two primary metrics:  

1. Loss of Important Habitat Elements (large trees, snags, canopy cover, down woody debris).   

2. Disturbance.    

Under the No Action alternative, the trees would continue to deteriorate until they are high-priority hazard 

trees and warrant immediate removal, or road or recreation site closure until the hazard is abated. 

Loss of Important Habitat Elements (large trees, snags, canopy cover, down woody debris)  

In Alternative A, no hazard trees would be felled or removed.  These large trees and snags would continue to 

provide nest and roost structures for wildlife until they fell naturally or are felled as high-priority safety 

hazards.  Down woody debris availability would be unaffected. 

In Alternative B, hazard trees would be felled or removed wherever necessary within the estimated 2,310 

acre project area.  In Alternative C, trees would be felled along roads and at recreation sites and moved 

wherever necessary within the estimated 2,650-acre project area.  In Alternative D, trees would be felled 

along roads and at recreation sites and removed as logs when not needed to meet down woody debris 

standards.  These large trees and snags would be lost as potential nest and roost structures.   

As a result of implementing Alternative B, habitat quality for northern goshawks, great gray owls, California 

spotted owls, pallid bats, American marten and fisher may be reduced, depending on the number, location 

and specific characteristics of the hazard trees felled.  Given the large home range sizes for these species, 

the loss of large trees and snags in a small portion of that home range is unlikely to threaten their survival.  

Habitat near roads is already of lower quality for northern goshawks, spotted owls, American marten and 

fisher because of disturbance, habitat fragmentation, edge effects, and collisions (Gaines et al. 2003). Nest 

and roost sites are less likely to be near roads because of disturbance. For example, Phillips et al. (2010) 

found that California spotted owls nested away from edge habitats.  So hazard tree removal would occur in 

areas of less valuable habitat than if these structures were lost from the middle of a forested stand. 

Alternatives B and D would allow removal of felled trees as firewood or as logs.  Alternative C would remove 

felled trees only as firewood.  Alternative B, C, and D would reduce the amount of down woody debris 

available to wildlife in some areas.  All the action alternatives would retain felled trees where needed to 

meet the required minimum of 10 to 20 tons per acre of logs greater than 12 inches in diameter. 

The amount of down woody debris available to wildlife is expected to be highest in Alternative C, potentially 

creating better habitat for prey species.  A confounding factor is that foraging along roads (particularly 

paved roads) puts these species at increased risk for collisions with vehicles. 

The loss of down woody debris may be highest in Alternative D because the project area includes roads and 

recreation sites (more acres than Alternative B) and tree removal as logs is possible (unlike Alternative C). 

Disturbance  

In Alternative A, since no action would occur, there would be no increase in disturbance to wildlife in the 

project area. 

Under Alternatives B, C, and D noise and other human activity from felling, chipping and piling and burning 

may cause short-term disturbances to wildlife in the project area.  However, the tree felling would only 
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occur outside the breeding season in most cases, because of the required Limited Operating Period (See 

mitigation on page 16 of this document).  

Other Potential Direct or Indirect Effects 

In Alternatives C and D, borax (one commercial formulation used by the Forest Service is called Sporax) may 

be applied to freshly cut stumps of conifers in the developed recreation areas.  This treatment would be 

intended to prevent the spread of the fungus Fomes annosus (the causal agent of annosum root disease) 

and minimize the development of future hazard trees in these areas. 

In a risk assessment (USDA 2006b), it was determined that “the use of Sporax in the control of annosum root 

disease does not present a significant risk to … wildlife species under most conditions of normal use.”  It is 

therefore expected that this treatment will have no direct adverse effects on wildlife species in the Hume 

Hazard Tree project area.  The borax treatments have the potential indirect effect of reducing the amount of 

wildlife habitat (snags and tree cavities) available in the future.  However, these treatments would be 

limited to the developed recreation areas where habitat quality is already poor due to disturbance, roads 

and other developments.  

Cumulative Effects  

The cumulative effects to TES wildlife species places the alternatives in context with past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable actions which, when considered collectively, may affect habitat. The spatial scale for 

the cumulative effects analysis is the Tenmile Creek, Eshom Creek, Upper Boulder Creek and Upper North 

Fork Kaweah River subwatersheds, which cover approximately 90,904 acres.  This is an appropriate scale for 

determining cumulative effects to wildlife since it includes all suitable habitat potentially affected by 

implementation of the project. 

The temporal scale for the analysis is five years into the future, the time frame that future actions can 

reasonably be predicted. The cumulative effects of past management activities are incorporated within the 

existing condition.  Past vegetation-changing actions or events (for example, fuels treatments and wildland 

fires) have already been captured by the Forest’s GIS vegetation layer. 

Climate changes will likely cause changes in the distribution of wildlife species in the project area. Modeling 

efforts have projected that forest types and other vegetation dominated by woody plants in California 

would migrate to higher elevations as warmer temperatures make those areas suitable for colonization and 

survival. For example, with higher temperatures and a longer growing season, the area occupied by 

subalpine and alpine vegetation was predicted to decrease as evergreen conifer forests and shrublands 

migrate to higher altitudes.  The precise effects of climate change on individual species are difficult to 

predict and will not be addressed further in this effects analysis. 

Rodenticides 

Anticoagulant rodenticides and other toxicants used at illegal marijuana grow sites may threaten fisher and 

“pose equally grave risks” to American marten, California spotted owls, and great gray owls (Gabriel et al. 

2012).  No specific information is available regarding the illegal use of toxicants in the analysis area but it is 

reasonable to assume they are present and a threat to many wildlife species.  However, we currently lack 

the information to quantify the threat for this analysis. 

Current, Ongoing, and Reasonably Foreseeable Activities 

Current, on-going, and reasonably foreseeable activities that may affect wildlife in the project area are 

summarized on pages 21 and 22 of this document.  Grazing, recreation, and road use levels and associated 
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impacts from these activities are not expected to change as a result of implementation of any of the 

alternatives, and not expected to contribute measurable impacts to habitat quality.   

As stated earlier, the Stony Creek and Tenmile projects are both on hold indefinitely at this time and are 

limited in scope to the specific recreation sites.  However, the other projects are proceeding through the 

planning process. 

The Kirkland Plantation Thin, Boulder Creek Fuels Restoration, and Big Stump Fire Protection Project all are 

within the cumulative effects analysis area for wildlife habitat.  All three of these projects are likely to allow 

felling a small number of hazard trees to protect contractors or firefighters during project implementation. 

Loss of Important Habitat Elements (large trees, snags, canopy cover, down woody debris) 

In addition to the large trees and snags potentially felled by any of the action alternatives in this project, a 

small number of snags may be felled in the Kirkland Thinning, Boulder Burn and Big Stump Projects if 

necessary to protect human safety.  New snags may also be created or lost during prescribed burning in 

these areas.  Little measurable change in canopy cover is expected as a result of these projects since only a 

small percentage of large trees on the landscape could be felled.  The cumulative effects of these 

management actions would impact the number of large trees and snags on less than 6 percent of the 

analysis area in all the action alternatives.  

In addition to the potential loss of down woody debris as firewood or as logs (Alternatives B and D), the 

Kirkland Thinning, Boulder Burn and Big Stump Projects would also reduce down woody debris in the short-

term.  However, all these projects are designed to meet the Giant Sequoia Monument Plan retention 

requirements of 10 to 20 tons per acre of logs greater than 12 inches in diameter (See page 6 of this 

document). The cumulative effects of these management actions would impact the amount of down woody 

debris on less than 6 percent of the analysis area in all the action alternatives.  

Disturbance  

Noise and other human activity in the Kirkland Thinning, Boulder Burn, and Big Stump Project areas may 

cause short-term disturbances to wildlife in the local area.  However, Limited Operating Periods would be 

utilized as needed to protect sensitive areas from disturbance during the breeding season.   

Determinations from the Wildlife BA/BE 

Based on the effects analysis in the Wildlife BE, the following determinations were made:  For fishers, the 

determination for Alternatives B, C, and D was “may affect individuals, but not likely to contribute to the 

need for federal listing or result in a loss of viability of fishers in the analysis area.”  For the northern 

goshawk, California spotted owl, great gray owl, pallid bat and American marten a determination of "May 

affect individuals, but not likely to lead to loss of viability or a trend leading to Federal listing”  

The Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation for the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree 

Removal Project (Cordes 2013a) is hereby incorporated by reference.   

Wildlife-Management Indicator Species 

Management Indicator Species (MIS) are animal species identified in the Sierra Nevada Forests MIS 

Amendment Record of Decision (ROD) signed December 14, 2007 (USDA 2007b).  Effects of this project on 

Management Indicator species habitat were determined in the Management Indicator Species Report for the

Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project (MIS Report) (Cordes 2013b) ), which is 

hereby incorporated by reference.  Summaries of species-specific effects analyses from the MIS report are 

included in this section. See the full MIS Report for details. 
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Based on existing habitat in the project area, it was determined that the MIS whose habitat could be either 

directly or indirectly affected by the Hume Hazard Tree Project are: mule deer, mountain quail, sooty 

grouse, California spotted owl, American marten, northern flying squirrel, and hairy woodpecker. 

Oak-Associated Hardwoods and Hardwood/Conifer Habitat (mule deer)  

Direct and Indirect Effects  

Alternatives B, C, and D could remove trees from this habitat if they are considered hazard trees.  Within the 

project area for Alternative B there are approximately 64 acres of oak-associated hardwood and 

hardwood/conifer habitat.  Twenty acres are classed as montane hardwood and 44 acres are montane 

hardwood-conifer.  In the project area for Alternatives C and D there are 66 acres of oak-associated 

hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat.  Twenty one acres are classed as montane hardwood and 45 acres 

are montane hardwood-conifer. 

Implementation of the action alternatives would result in (1) no change in acres of oak-associated hardwood 

and hardwood/conifer habitats, (2) a possible reduction of hardwood canopy cover on a maximum of 64 

acres (Alternative B) or 66 acres (Alternatives C or D) if hazard trees are removed, and (3) no change in 

CWHR size classes of hardwoods on any acres.  The hazard trees removed are likely to be scattered in 

distribution, so the impact on the structure of individual stands is likely to be minimal. 

Cumulative Effects  

There are no current or foreseeable future actions to alter any of the habitat factors for oak-associated 

hardwoods and hardwood/conifer habitat within the Hazard Tree Project analysis area. Underburning of a 

limited amount of this habitat may occur in the Boulder Burn and Big Stump projects.   

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Hume Hazard Tree Project would result in:  (1) no change 

in acres of oak-associated hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitats, (2) a possible reduction of hardwood 

canopy cover on a maximum of 64 acres (Alternative B) or 66 acres (Alternatives C or D) if hazard trees are 

removed, and (3) no change in CWHR size classes of hardwoods on any acres.  The cumulative effects would 

impact less than 1 percent of the 10,926 acres of oak-associated hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat in 

the analysis area. 

Since Alternatives B, C and D would result in no change in acres or CWHR size classes of oak-associated 

hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat, and a reduction of canopy cover on less than 1 percent of the 

available habitat, this project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the 

distribution of mule deer across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

 Early and Mid Seral Coniferous Forest Habitat (Mountain quail)   

Direct and Indirect Effects   

This project could remove trees from this habitat if they are considered hazard trees. In the project area for 

Alternative B there are 367 acres of early seral coniferous forest (PPN, RFR, and SMC) and 1,433 acres of mid 

seral coniferous forest (PPN, RFR, SMC).  In the project area for Alternatives C and D there are 372 acres of 

early seral coniferous forest (PPN, RFR, and SMC) and 1,635 acres of mid seral coniferous forest (PPN, RFR, 

and SMC). 

Implementation of the proposed activities would result in:  (1) no change in acres of early and mid seral 

coniferous forest habitat, (2) no change in CWHR tree size class on any acres, (3) a possible reduction in tree 

canopy closure on a maximum of 1,800 acres (Alternative B) or 2,007 acres (Alternatives C or D) if hazard 
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trees are removed, and (4) no change in understory shrub canopy closure.  The hazard trees removed are 

likely to be scattered in distribution, so the impact on the structure of individual stands is expected to be 

minimal. 

Cumulative Effects  

In addition to the 1,800 acres (Alternative B) or 2,007 acres (Alternatives C or D) of early and mid seral 

coniferous forest habitat potentially affected by this project, tree canopy closure and understory shrub 

canopy closure may be reduced on a maximum of 327 acres by the Kirkland Thinning Project, 446 acres by 

the Boulder Burn Project, and 20 acres in the Big Stump Project.  There are no other foreseeable future 

actions potentially affecting early seral and mid seral coniferous forest habitat within the analysis area. The 

cumulative effects would occur on less than 5 percent (Alternative B) or 6 percent (Alternative C or D) of the 

48,251 acres of early seral and mid seral coniferous forest habitat in the analysis area.  

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternative B would result in:  (1) no change in acres of early 

and mid seral coniferous forest habitat, (2) no change in CWHR tree size class on any acres, (3) a possible 

reduction in tree canopy closure on a maximum of 2,593 acres (Alternative B) or 2,800 acres (Alternatives C 

or D) (but likely much less than this maximum) of early and mid seral coniferous forest, and (4) a decrease in 

understory shrub canopy closure on a maximum of 793 acres.   

Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternatives B, C and D would result in no change in early 

and mid seral coniferous forest habitat acres or size classes and a possible reduction  in tree canopy closure 

and shrub understory on less than 1 percent of the early and mid seral coniferous forest habitat in the 

bioregion, this project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the 

distribution of mountain quail across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Late Seral Open Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (Sooty grouse)  

Direct and Indirect Effects  

This project could remove trees from this habitat if they are considered hazard trees. The project areas for 

all the action alternatives include 13 acres of late seral open canopy coniferous forest habitat.  This includes 

11 acres of SMC5P and two acres of PPN5P. 

Implementation of Alternatives B, C, and D would result in:  (1) no change in acres of late seral open canopy 

coniferous forest habitat, (2) a possible, but unlikely, change in tree canopy closure class from P to S if a 

large number of hazard trees are removed from one location, and (3) no change in understory shrub canopy 

closure class.  The hazard trees removed are likely to be scattered in distribution, so the impact on the 

structure of individual stands is expected to be minimal. 

Cumulative Effects  

In addition to the 13 acres of late seral open canopy coniferous forest habitat potentially affected by this 

project, understory shrub canopy closure may be reduced on two acres by the Boulder Burn Project.  There 

are no other present or foreseeable future actions potentially affecting late seral open canopy coniferous 

forest habitat within the analysis area. The cumulative effects would occur on less than 6 percent of the 270 

acres of early seral and mid seral coniferous forest habitat in the analysis area.  

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternatives B, C, and D would result in: (1) no change in acres 

of late seral open canopy coniferous forest habitat, (2) a possible, but unlikely, change in tree canopy 

closure class from P to S (on a maximum of 13 acres), if a large number of hazard trees are removed from 
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one location, and (3) a possible reduction in understory shrub canopy closure on two acres (following 

underburning in the Boulder Project).   

Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternatives B, C, and D would result in no change in 

acres of late seral open canopy coniferous forest habitat acres and possible reductions  in tree canopy 

closure and understory shrub canopy closure classes on less than 1 percent of the existing habitat in the 

bioregion, this project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the 

distribution of sooty grouse across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest Habitat (California spotted owl, American marten, and 

northern flying squirrel)  

Direct and Indirect Effects  

In the project area for Alternative B there is approximately 208 acres of late seral closed canopy coniferous 

forest habitat.  This is composed of 42 acres of PPN, 12 acres of RFR and 155 acres of SMC.  In the project 

area for Alternatives C and D there is approximately 246 acres of late seral closed canopy coniferous forest 

habitat.  This is composed of 78 acres of PPN, 12 acres of RFR and 156 acres of SMC. 

This project could remove trees from this habitat if they are considered hazard trees. Implementation of the 

proposed action would result in:  (1) no change in acres of late seral closed canopy coniferous forest; (2) a 

reduction in canopy closure on a maximum of 208 acres (Alternative B) or 246 acres (Alternatives C or D) 

(but likely much less than this maximum); and (3) a possible reduction in average large snags per acre, if 

they are considered hazards and removed. 

Cumulative Effects  

In addition to the 208 acres (Alternative B) or 246 acres (Alternatives C or D) of late seral closed canopy 

coniferous forest habitat potentially affected by this project, canopy closure and large snags per acre may be 

reduced on a maximum of 20 acres by the Kirkland Thinning Project and on 51 acres by the Boulder Burn 

Project.  There are no other foreseeable future actions potentially affecting late seral closed canopy 

coniferous forest habitat within the analysis area. The cumulative effects could occur on less than 2 percent 

of the 13,339 acres of late seral closed canopy coniferous forest habitat in the analysis area.  

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternative B would result in: (1) no change in acres of late 

seral closed canopy coniferous forest; (2) a possible reduction in canopy closure on a maximum of 279 acres 

(Alternative B) or 317 acres (Alternatives C or D) (but likely much less than this maximum); and (3) a possible 

reduction in average large snags per acre, if they are considered hazards and removed. 

California spotted owls   Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the action alternatives would 

result in no change in late seral closed canopy coniferous forest habitat acres and a possible reduction in 

canopy closure and the number of large snags on less than 1 percent of this habitat in the bioregion, this 

project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of 

California spotted owls across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

American martens  Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the action alternatives would result 

in no change in late seral closed canopy coniferous forest habitat acres and a possible reduction in canopy 

closure and the number of large snags on less than 1 percent of this habitat in the bioregion, this project will 

not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of American martens 

across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 
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Northern flying squirrels   Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the action alternatives would 

result in no change in late seral closed canopy coniferous forest habitat acres and a possible reduction in 

canopy closure and the number of large snags on less than 1 percent of this habitat in the bioregion, this 

project will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of 

northern flying squirrels across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Snags in Green Forest Ecosystem Component (Hairy woodpecker)   

Direct and Indirect Effects  

There are 2,149 acres classed as forest types in the project area for Alternative B.  For the project area in 

Alternatives C and D there are 2,463 acres classed as forest types. No current, site specific snag density data 

are available for these areas, instead the 2010 Sierra Nevada Region numbers of existing snags greater than 

15 inches dbh by vegetation type are shown in Table 5.  For the forest vegetation types in the project area, 

snags greater than 15 inches dbh ranged from 2.0 to 6.6 snags per acre.   

To estimate the average number of snags present in the project area for the alternatives, a weighted 

average was calculated based on the numbers in Table 5.  The weighted average is 4.6 snags per acre 

greater than 15 inches dbh in the Alternative B project area.  In the project area for Alternatives C and D the 

weighted average is 4.5 snags per acre greater than 15 inches dbh. 

Table 5: Estimated Snags per Acre by Forest Type in the Project Area 

Forest Type  Sierra Region Average Snags Per Acre 

(15 inches dbh or greater)
1
 

Acres in Project Area 

 Alternative B 

Acres in Project Area 

Alternatives C or D 

Westside mixed 

conifer (SMC) 

4.61 1,548 1,650 

Ponderosa pine  2.78 192 329 

Lodgepole pine  4.17 63 132 

Red fir  6.66 281 286 

Hardwoods 

(productive)  

2.01 64 66 

1
Based on data from 2010 Sierra Nevada Forests Bioregional MIS Report 

This project could remove snags of any size from the project area if they are considered safety hazards.  The 

snags removed are likely to be scattered in distribution, so the impact on the structure of individual stands is 

expected to be minimal. 

Implementation of the action alternatives would result in:  (1) a possible reduction in the number of medium 

and large snags (>15” dbh, but <30” dbh) per acre within the 2,149 acres (Alternative B) or 2,463 acres 

(Alternative C or D) of green forest in the project area; (2) a possible reduction in large snags (>30” dbh) per 

acre within the 2,149 acres (Alternative B) or 2,463 acres (Alternative C or D) of green forest in the project 

area.   

Cumulative Effects  

In addition to the snags in green forest potentially affected by this project, a small number of snags may be 

felled in the Kirkland Thinning, Boulder Burn, and Big Stump Projects, if necessary to protect human safety.  

New snags may also be created or lost during prescribed burning in these areas.  Under Alternative B, the 

cumulative effects of these management actions would impact the number of snags on less than six percent 

of forest habitat in the analysis area. Under Alternatives C and D, the cumulative effects of these 
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management actions would affect the number of snags in a slightly larger area, or a maximum of six percent 

of the forest habitat in the analysis area. 

The direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternative B, C, and D would result in:  (1) a possible 

reduction in the number of medium and large snags (>15” dbh, but <30” dbh) per acre if they pose safety 

hazards; (2) a possible reduction in large snags (>30” dbh) per acre if they pose safety hazards.  Given the 

limited portion of the analysis area impacted, changes to the average number of snags across the analysis 

area are expected to be very small. 

Since the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of Alternatives B, C, and D are likely to result in only small 

decreases in the average number of medium and large snags per acre within a limited percentage of the 

analysis area (a maximum of 6 percent of forest habitat), this project will not alter the existing trend in 

snags, nor will it lead to a change in the distribution of hairy woodpeckers across the Sierra Nevada 

bioregion. 

Fire and Fuels 

The fuel models within the Hume Hazard Tree Project were determined utilizing Standard Fire Behavior Fuel 

Models found in Sequoia National Forest and Giant Sequoia National Monument GIS data. The description of 

these models can be found in Aids to Determining Fuel Models for Estimating Fire Behavior (Anderson 

1982).  There are 13 fuel models identified in the Hume Hazard Tree Project area, which are based on page 

92 of Albini’s (1976) paper, “Estimating Wildfire Behavior and Effects.”  Each fuel model is described by the 

fuel load and the ratio of surface area to volume for each size class, the depth of the fuel bed involved in the 

fire front, and fuel moisture, including that at which fire will not spread, called the moisture of extinction.  

The descriptions of the fuel models include the total fuel load less than three inches (7.6 cm), dead fuel load 

less than one-fourth inch (0.6 cm), live fuel load of less than one-fourth inch (0.6 cm), and herbaceous 

material and fuel depth used to compute the fire behavior values given in BehavePlus5. 

The majority of the Hume Hazard Tree Project area is classified as fuel models (FM) 8, 9, or 10.  In these fuel 

models, the primary carrier of fire is the litter beneath a forest stand.  FM 8 is characterized by slow burning 

ground fires with low flame lengths, although the fire may encounter occasional jackpot, or heavy fuel 

concentrations, that can flare up.  FM 10 represents the heaviest fuel load in this group.  This model burns in 

the surface and ground fuels with a greater intensity than other forest litter models.  Dead and downed 

fuels include greater quantities of three-inch or larger limbwood that create a large load of dead material on 

the forest floor.  Crown and spot fires, and torching of individual trees are more frequent in this fuel 

situation, leading to potential fire control difficulties (Anderson 1982).  

BehavePlus 5 program runs were conducted for Alternative A, and the Action Alternatives.  This program 

calculates comparable fire behavior variables using weather, fuel moisture, and data inputs for terrain and 

fuels.  Slope steepness inputs used for BehavePlus 5 runs were based on approximate unit averages.  

Limitations do exist in the modeling program; BehavePlus 5 assumes a continuous fuelbed, uniform 

topography and can only run one wind adjustment factor when using multiple fuel models.  BehavePlus5 

calculations and outputs are based on the fine fuel loading, 1 hour, 10 hour, and 100 hour fuels.  1000 hour 

fuels are not the primary carrier of the fire and therefore are not included in the input for custom fuel 

models, limiting the ability to increase the tons per acre of large diameter woody material on a limited basis.  

Fire behavior modeling programs result in predictions that may not accurately represent the fire behavior 

seen on the ground; weather, drought, and fuel conditions can modify the outputs. 
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Direct and Indirect Effects 

In the event of a wildfire, fire behavior characteristics would be the same across all alternatives.  Fine fuels 

are the primary component and carrier in the spread of wildfire.  The Hume Hazard Tree Project would only 

add additional large diameter fuels to the existing surface fuelbed in the long term.  The action alternatives 

would not introduce enough additional fine fuels to increase the fuel loading or fire behavior characteristics 

within the project area in the short term.  The methods to dispose of fine fuels do not differ between the 

action alternatives, and is described in more detail below.  

Table 6: Fire Behavior Modeling of Wildfire under all Alternatives 

 

As shown in Table 6, under any of the action alternatives the rate of fire spread in the majority of the project 

area (fuel models 8, 9 and 10) would be low to moderate at 1.7 to 8.6 chains per hour.  Rate of spread is the 

relative activity of a fire in extending its horizontal dimensions. It is expressed as rate of increase of the total 

perimeter of the fire, as rate of forward spread of the fire front, or as rate of increase in area.  

The flame length is the average length of flames when a surface fire has reached its full forward rate of 

spread.  This value changes with fuel type and depth, weather, fuel moisture, and topography. It is 

calculated from a mathematical formula that incorporates the above values, or can be visually estimated.  

Flame lengths will vary between the various fuel models.  The light flashy fuel types FM 1, 2, 5, and 6 have 

flame lengths that range between 4 feet and almost 7 feet.  As wind increases so would the potential from 

higher flame lengths in these particular fuel models.  Fuel models 8, 9, and 10, which represent the majority 

of the project area exhibits the smallest flame lengths, 1 to 5 feet, in a wildfire.  Fuel Model 12 has the most 

extreme flame lengths (8.5 feet) with high fuel loadings capable of producing fire brands. 

Fireline intensity is the heat released per unit of time for each unit length of the leading fire edge.  The 

primary unit to measure fire intensity is BTUs per lineal foot of fire front per second.  The intensity changes 

with fuel type and depth, weather, fuel moisture, and topography.  Given the limited activities proposed in 

each of the action alternatives, and the fact that some incidental tree felling may occur under Alternative A, 

the fireline intensities for each fuel model would remain the same regardless of the alternative chosen.  As 

shown in Table 6, Fuel Models 1, 8, and 9 would likely have fire intensities around or under 100 BTU/ft/s, 

which is the level at which a fire can be attacked directly.  The remaining fuel models 2, 5, 6, 10, and 12, 

would range from 240 BTU/ft/s to 594 BTU/ft/s.   

Alternative A would allow only incidental removal of imminent hazard trees so this alternative is most likely 

to result in increased fire severity and intensity as fuel loading naturally increases over time.  Flame lengths 

and rates of spread would continue to support passive and active crown fire.  In the event of a wildfire, safe 

firefighter access may decline within the project area as fuel accumulates within travel corridors as trees fall 

and are not removed in some way.  

Unit of Measure Fuel Models (FM) 

1 2 5 6 8 9 10 12 

Maximum Rate of Spread (chain/hour) 57.7 27.4 24.9 27.9 1.7 6.6 8.6 12.5 

Flame Length (feet)_ 3.9 6 6.7 6.1 1.1 2.8 5.6 8.5 

Fireline Intensity Btu/ft/s 107 278 350 287 7 54 240 594 
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In contrast, the action alternatives mitigate the potential of fine surface fuel buildup in the future through 

piling and chipping, or burning, the tops and limbs of the felled hazard trees.  This would remove build-up of 

fine fuels in locations where hazard trees occur.  Under all the action alternatives, highly flammable fine 

fuels (jackpots) and limbs that have been cut and piled would remain in the area until disposal.  For a limited 

time, the piled material would cause greater flame lengths, higher intensities and rates of spread over a 

limited area.  The potential to form additional hazard trees from the burning of piled material does exist if 

the material to be burned is not located in an open area free of overhead canopy or is located in close 

proximity to adjacent trees.   Since Alternatives C and D include the developed recreation sites, the amount 

of material to be treated is greater than under Alternative B.  Under Alternatives C or D, the trees and limbs 

may be moved from recreation sites and relocated to other areas within the Monument, creating 

concentrations of fine fuels and limbs at those locations that may need to be treated as described above.  

Under Alternative C the timing of fuels reduction may be longer than that of Alternatives B or D simply 

because there would be no funding provided through the sale of wood products.  Instead, appropriated 

funds would need to be used to accomplish this work.   

All the action alternatives would leave large diameter tree boles on the ground to contribute to the dead 

and downed woody material where needed to meet minimum wildlife habitat. Although all the action 

alternatives would meet the requirement to retain 10-20 tons of large down material, any trees felled in 

Alternatives B or D that are above this threshold could be removed and would not contribute to future 

surface fuels.  In contrast, Alternative C is most likely to leave the most large, woody material on the ground, 

and therefore have the most potential for future increases in fire intensity and flame lengths in isolated 

pockets.  These pockets of higher fuels should not affect overall fuel loads in the short term under 

Alternative C.  

Under any of the alternatives the short-term smoke emissions would be low until the occurrence of a 

wildfire.  Alternatives B, C, and D would produce limited smoke emissions because of the limited nature of 

piling and burning, or chipping planned in this project.  Smoke sensitive areas may be impacted when the 

piled material is burned, creating short-term smoke emissions.  The impacts would be of short duration 

events that are expected to occur during periods of good smoke dispersal. 

Cumulative Effects 

The reasonably foreseeable projects, particularly the Kirkland Plantation Thin and Boulder Fuels Restoration 

Projects, should break up and reduce the amount of surface and ladder fuels in the general vicinity of the 

Hume Hazard Tree Project over the next decade.   

Over the long term, a wildfire is likely in the vicinity of the project area, and a large increase of emissions 

from smoke during a wildfire could be expected.  Implementing Alternative A may result in a high safety risk 

for firefighters and the public in areas of heavy fuel loadings.  Not treating the low- and moderate-priority 

hazard trees under Alternative A could limit the ability to manage wildfires and prescribed fires to achieve 

fuel management and resource objectives due to the potential for an increased number of snags in key fire 

holding areas, and increased fuel loading and forest stand characteristics that increase the potential for 

extreme fire behavior within the Hume Hazard Tree Project area.  However, in the larger context of the 

Hume Lake Ranger District, Alternative A, in combination with reasonably foreseeable projects, is likely to 

maintain the current risk from wildfires as overall fuel loadings become more dispersed. Therefore, 

negligible cumulative effects are expected.   
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Under Alternatives B, C, and D, the maintenance of safe travel ways for forest visitors through this portion of 

the Hume Lake Ranger District, in combination with the reasonably foreseeable fuels treatments would 

reduce the potential for negative cumulative effects.  The action alternatives would continue to mitigate 

hazards for firefighters working in key fire holding areas by preventing an accumulation of snags, fuels 

loading and forest stand characteristic that would support extreme fire behavior.    

All the action alternatives would leave some dead and downed material accumulation, mainly in the form of 

large down logs.  It would take many decades for the large down logs to decompose, thus increasing the fire 

behavior potential over many years.  Of the action alternatives, Alternative C is most likely to leave the 

greatest amount of down woody material in the long term.  Therefore, Alternative C could have a 

cumulative effect of increasing the fuel loading in small areas or pockets in the next decade. 

Economics 

According to the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project Socioeconomics Report 

(Socioeconomics Report) (Emmendorfer and Price 2013) an analysis was completed in 2013 to determine 

the costs and benefits of implementing a hazard tree removal project. 

Costs and Benefits 

Limited funds are available for management efforts on federal lands and must be used as efficiently as 

possible to achieve the greatest benefit.  There is a need to use economically-efficient methods to 

implement projects. 

For this analysis, the following costs were considered: 

Project Planning – The cost of preparing the environmental analysis (common to all alternatives). 

Felling and Moving - The costs for felling and moving material from one location to another 

(Alternative C). 

Contract Preparation – The costs of layout and contracts for sale products and services requested  

Contract Administration – The costs of administering tree felling and removal operations and 

services rendered to ensure project objectives are met  

Post-felling Fuel Reduction Treatments – The costs of fuel treatments to meet project objectives, 

including planned Forest Service burning or chipping.   

Trees have value both in terms of their ecological and social benefits.  The ecological value of the trees in 

the Hume Hazard Tree Project area, and the forest stands in which they exist, is discussed in the effects 

analyses by resource area in this chapter. The social benefits, in terms of scenic integrity and visitor use. are 

discussed in the Recreation specialist report.  There is also economic value in the trees which need to be 

removed for public safety.  The Forest Service uses standard methodologies to determine minimum rates 

that the government will accept for the fiber value of trees.  

The economic effects of the alternatives include the cost to the government for their implementation. The 

analysis includes an appraisal of timber values, the costs of the prescribed treatments by alternative, and 

calculation of the cost/benefit ratio of each alternative. The project values are approximate and are used to 

estimate relative cost/benefit between alternatives.   

Since the presidential proclamation establishing Giant Sequoia National Monument went into effect on April 

15, 2000, hazard tree removal projects on the Hume Lake Ranger District have continued to occur when 

deemed necessary.  As in the past, each project was developed to meet the need to maintain roads, 

administrative or recreation sites to provide safe public access.   
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There is an expectation by the recreating public that the roads and recreation sites are being maintained for 

safe public access.  The Monument Plan, and Forest Service handbook and manual direction specify the 

need to maintain safe public access where feasible. 

Alternative A - No Action 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

This alternative would have the lowest initial cost.  In this alternative only trees that are imminent hazards 

would be felled and moved as needed to meet public safety needs..   

The costs for Alternative A are primarily those associated with planning and hiring contractors to fall and 

move imminent hazards (see Table 7).  Alternative A addresses hazard tree felling that occurs annually to 

keep roads and recreation areas safe from high-priority hazard trees.  The costs do not reflect future costs to 

deal with low-and moderate-priority hazard trees that may soon become high-priority hazard trees.   

Table 7: Estimated Project Costs by Alternative 

Cost Description Alternative A Alternatives B  Alternative C Alternative D 

Estimated Forest Service Force Account Costs 

NEPA Analysis $70,000  $70,000  $70,000  $70,000 

Contract Preparation $26,000  $84,000 $105,000 $105,000 

Sale/Contract Administration $10,000  $34,000 $41,900 $41,900 

Fuel Treatments – Burn Piles Cost  $1,400 $1,400 $1,770 $2,690 

Forest Service Force Account Costs $107,000 $189,400 $218,670 $219,590 

Estimated Service Costs  

Hazard Tree Felling Cost  $7,600 $0 $30,600 $0 

Directional Fell Hazards Cost  $70 $0 $290 $0 

Traffic Control Cost  $330 $0 $1,340 $0 

Stump Treatment Cost  $20 $0 $80 $0 

Reposition Material for Safety $2,350  $4,350 $0 

Hand Pile Cost  $1080 $0 $1,340 $0 

Tractor Pile Cost   $0  $0 $0 $0 

Total Service Costs $11,450  $0  $38,000 $0 

Total Estimated Project Costs $118,850  $189,400  $256,670  $219,590 

Cumulative Effects 

Alternative A would incur the lowest initial costs but would leave low- and medium-priority hazard trees to 

be dealt with later. As these trees become high-priority hazard trees, the need for action and costs for 

mitigation would continue to rise, which would not meet the purpose and need for the Hume Hazard Tree 

Project.  Roads and recreation sites with low- and medium-priority hazard trees would not be maintained to 

agency standard for public safety in the long term, and therefore could be closed to public access to address 

these trees when they become high-priority hazards.   

Alternatives B, C, and D 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Costs for Alternatives B, C, and D include the costs of the proposed piling and chipping or burning (see Table 

7). The Forest Service is responsible for funding and preparing, or contracting, project activities.  The Forest 

Service generally performs most fire ignition requirements (burning), and is required to verify that all 
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contract requirements are being met (including service contracts and work the concessionaire completes), 

and that the NEPA decision is being properly implemented.   

Under Alternative B or D, the value of the trees sold would be used to pay for tree felling and removal, as 

well as any necessary fuel treatments.  The value of any fuelwood sold by permit is sent to the U.S. Treasury, 

or retained in a trust fund to assist the local Forest Service office in conducting further hazard tree removal. 

Alternative C would require appropriated funds to pay someone to complete the work, without tht eoption 

of using the tree value to pay for the felling, removal, and fuel treatments.  Funding is uncertain and may or 

may not be adequate to treat the low- to moderate-risk hazard trees in the near future.  A delay in starting 

and completing the project would increase the likelihood that roads and recreation sites would need to be 

closed to provide for public safety.  

Fuelwood removal and fuel reduction activities are limited in scope and intensity under Alternatives B, C, 

and D.  Most of the hazard trees identified to date are red or white fir, neither of which are preferred by 

fuelwood cutters.  Therefore there is likely to be limited economic return from fuelwood permits associated 

with the Hume Hazard Tree Project.   

The cost to treat the remaining fuels under Alterative C may be slightly higher than for Alternatives B and D 

because none of the material would be removed and sold.  Alternative C also depends more on 

appropriated funding than Alternatives B and D for felling and moving hazard tree material.  As a result, 

implementing Alternative C may be inconsistent due to a lack of funding, and slow progress toward meeting 

the purpose and need of reducing safety hazards in the Hume Hazard Tree Project area. 

Cumulative Effects  

The fuels reduction activities are limited in scope and intensity under Alternatives B, C, and D.  The piling and 

burning or chipping proposed are expected to have negligible beneficial cumulative effects in the long term. 

Reasonably foreseeable actions such as the Boulder Creek Fuels Restoration Project and Eshom Campground 

Maintenance may result in incidental felling of hazard trees in the next several years.  These projects will 

improve public safety while maintaining roads, and recreation sites to management standard in the long 

term.  The Hume Hazard Tree Project implements the Monument Plan by maintaining safe public access and 

promoting year-round recreational use.  As a result, the cumulative effects from abating public safety 

hazards in the Hume Hazard Tree Project are expected to be beneficial.   

8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures or objects 

listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of 

significant scientific, cultural or historical resources. 

According to the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project Cultural Resources 

Specialist Report a total of 37 sites are known to occur within the project area (Verdugo 2013).  

Determination as to whether sites in the project qualify for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP) has not yet been made.  For the purposes of this project all sites have been determined eligible and 

will be treated as if listed on the NRHP.  The action alternatives propose ground disturbing activities that 

have the potential to directly or indirectly impact heritage resources located in the project area.  The risks of 

irreversible loses to sites, however, are low because standard protection and mitigation measures have 

been formulated.  The known heritage resource sites in the vicinity would be avoided and the Zone 

Archaeologist would monitor activities as necessary to ensure sites are not disturbed.  In the event a new 

site is discovered, several standard procedures would be taken to ensure it is protected, including an 

immediate stop to work activities until the site can be evaluated (Appendix D, Management Requirements 



Environmental Assessment Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project

55

and Constraints).  Therefore, no adverse impacts to heritage resources are anticipated under the action 

alternatives.  Under Alternative A there would be no new undertaking or actions taken which could 

potentially impact cultural resources.  

9. The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its habitat 

that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

As discussed above, according to the Biological Assessment for Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered 

Plant Species and Biological Evaluation for Forest Service Sensitive Plant Species for Hume Roadside and 

Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project and the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation for the 

Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project there are no known threatened or 

endangered species in the project area.   

10. Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements imposed for 

the protection of the environment. 

None of the proposed activities under Alternative B, C or D would threaten violation of applicable Federal, 

State or local environmental protection laws or requirements.   

Alternatives B, C and D would comply with the Clean Water Act, by implementing watershed best 

management practices (BMPs), and by keeping cumulative watershed effects below the threshold of 

concern (USDA 2011d).  Applicable BMPs have been identified for the action alternatives to maintain water 

quality and reduce potential for soil movement resulting from tree removal within the project area (See 

Table 4).   

This project proposes vegetation treatments, so compliance with provisions of the National Forest 

Management Act (NFMA) for vegetation management is required (16 USC 1604 (g)(3)(E) and (F)).  The Hume 

Hazard Tree Project complies with NFMA to protect soil and watershed conditions by using BMPs to 

minimize the potential for sedimentation.  In compliance with NFMA, Alternatives B and D include removal 

of hazard trees as logs to meet the purpose and need to maintain roads and recreation sites for safe public 

access.  In accordance with NFMA, all existing forest stands are expected to be maintained, so no 

regeneration activities would be needed.  As documented in the environmental, biological, and social effects 

analysis for this environmental assessment, the Hume Hazard Tree project is consistent with maintaining 

multiple uses in this portion of the Monument.  

Management requirements and constraints are set in place to protect wildlife, other resources and people 

throughout the project area (See Appendix D, Management Requirements and Constraints for Hume 

Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Removal Project).  These requirements assure that all the 

activities in the action alternative are consistent with the Monument Plan by following the standards and 

guidelines during project implementation.     

The Forest Service Manual provides additional NFMA management direction, regarding species viability.  

FSM 2670.32 provides direction to avoid or minimize impacts to species whose viability has been identified 

as a concern.  This includes federally listed threatened or endangered species, and Forest Service sensitive 

species.  Effects on threatened and endangered species and critical habitat are noted in the discussion of 

cumulative effects above.  The plant and wildlife biological evaluations determined that the action 

alternatives may minimally impact potential habitat structure, but they are not likely to imperil the survival 

of Forest Service sensitive species.   
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Under the NFMA, the Forest Service is directed to “provide for diversity of plant and animal communities 

based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area in order to meet overall multiple-use 

objectives.” (P.L.  94-588, Sec 6 (g) (3) (B)).  The January 2000 USDA Forest Service (FS) Landbird 

Conservation Strategic Plan, followed by Executive Order 13186 in 2001, in addition to the Partners in Flight 

(PIF) specific habitat Conservation Plans for birds and the January 2004 PIF North American Landbird 

Conservation Plan all reference goals and objectives for integrating bird conservation into forest 

management and planning.  This project is consistent with the National Forest Management Act. 

In 2008, a Memorandum of Understanding between the USDA Forest Service and the US Fish and Wildlife 

Service to Promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds was signed (USDA 2008b).  The intent of the MOU is 

to strengthen migratory bird conservation through enhanced collaboration and cooperation between the 

Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service as well as other federal, state, tribal and local governments.  

Within the National Forests, conservation of migratory birds focuses on providing a diversity of habitat 

conditions at multiple spatial scales and ensuring that bird conservation is addressed when planning for land 

management activities.    

The Draft Avian Conservation Plan for the Sierra Nevada Bioregion identified montane meadows, riparian 

habitat, late successional/old growth forest and oak woodlands as priority habitats for conservation (Siegel 

and DeSante 1999).  Maintaining a diversity of habitats, including those identified as important for bird 

conservation is identified as a goal in the Monument Plan. 

This project may affect habitat within the Hume Lake Ranger District in the Tenmile Creek, Eshom Creek, 

Upper Boulder Creek and Upper North Fork Kaweah River watersheds.  Proposed management is intended 

to implement direction contained within the Monument Plan (USDA 2012). Opportunities to promote 

conservation of migratory birds and their habitats in the project area were considered during development 

and design of the Hume Hazard Tree Project (MOU Section C: item 1 and Section D: item 3).     

Project design features including limited operating periods and retention of large down woody material 

would be implemented to protect key bird habitat during project implementation in the action alternatives 

(see pages 6 and 16).   

Likely impacts to habitats and select migratory bird populations resulting from the Hume Hazard Tree 

Project have been assessed in detail within the project Management Indicator Species report and impacts to 

select bird sensitive species and their habitats have been analyzed in the project Biological Evaluation.  

These impacts are summarized on pages 39 through 44 of this document. 
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Appendix A-Management Tool Determination and Clear Need Evaluation for 

the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project 
 

Management Tool Determination 

The decision tree presented in the Giant Sequoia National Monument Management Plan 

(Monument Plan, pp. 80-82) was used to determine which methods of forest restoration and 

maintenance to use in the Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project (Hume Hazard 

Tree Project). The risks, feasibility, and effectiveness of managed wildfire, prescribed burning, 

mechanical treatments without tree removal, and mechanical treatments with tree removal, or a 

combination of two or more of these management tools were assessed to determine what tools 

are needed to meet the purpose and need for this project.   

Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Hume Hazard Tree Project is to provide for safe continued public and recreation 

access and use consistent with the purposes of the Giant Sequoia National Monument (Monument). 

This project is needed to: 

Maintain safe public access on routes to and through this portion of the Giant Sequoia 

National Monument. 

Maintain safe public use of developed recreation sites. 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project is designed to mitigate the public safety hazard of trees or limbs 

falling and hitting people or other targets in the vicinity of the forest transportation system and the 

developed recreation sites. This project considers treatments in only those portions of the roadways 

and designated recreation sites where there is a risk to forest visitors from falling limbs or trees.  

Hazard trees have been identified along roadways; in Camp San Joaquin organizational camp; in the 

Stony Creek, Fir, Cove, Big Meadows, Horse Camp, Tenmile, Landslide, Logger Flat, Aspen Hollow, 

Hume Lake, and Princess Campgrounds; and in the Heart Meadow Recreation Residence Tract.  

These trees can pose a hazard to visitors, private landowners, permittees, and Forest Service and 

Park Service personnel using roads and recreation sites in the area.  This project is needed to reduce 

the threats to public safety from trees or limbs falling on people or the places they frequent.   

1. Use Managed Wildfire 

Risks and complexities for naturally-ignited wildfires were analyzed to determine if they could 

be successfully managed for ecological benefit and to meet the purpose and need for the Hume 

Hazard Tree Project. If a wildfire does occur, the risks and effectiveness of managing it will be 

weighed using the Wildland Fire Decision Support System (WFDSS).  

Managed wildfire in the Hume Hazard Tree Project area is unlikely to meet the purpose and 

need of the project to maintain safe public access and use of roads, an organizational camp, and 

other developed recreation sites. Managed wildfire would not be effective in reducing public 

safety hazards because it is highly unlikely that one managed wildfire could selectively remove 

each of the trees identified as falling dangers to people. 
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2. Use Prescribed Burning 

A risk assessment was conducted of local conditions such as slope, fuel loadings, and proximity 

to communities, giant sequoia groves, fisher den sites, and nest trees. The use of prescribed 

burning would not pose unacceptable risk to the Monument objects of interest or communities. 

However, prescribed fire could create an unacceptable risk to forest users, particularly along 

roads or in the organizational camp, campgrounds, or the recreation residence tract. 

Prescribed burning is not considered to be effective in maintaining safe public access because it 

would take several prescribed fires to burn each of the trees identified as falling dangers to 

people.  The ability to safely and successfully burn individual hazard trees would require a 

commitment of time and resources far beyond available funding and personnel.  A prescribed 

fire hot enough to fell a tree is highly unlikely to be set in close proximity to the organizational 

camp, campgrounds, and recreation residence tract, due to the risk of burning these facilities. 

Prescribed burning is not considered to be feasible for the Hume Hazard Tree Project, since 

several fires would have to be lit and managed to ensure that each of the scattered trees and 

clumps of trees fall and burn to mitigate the safety hazard. This would be costly in personnel 

time, and difficult in terms of personnel availability and favorable burn days.  

3. Use Mechanical Treatments without Tree Removal 

Mechanical treatments without tree removal would be mostly effective in maintaining safe 

public access by alleviating the danger of falling trees or limbs. However, leaving the felled trees 

on-site could create a fire hazard or attractive nuisance, or hinder the operation and 

maintenance of recreation sites. Large down logs adjacent to roadways would add to existing 

fuel loads, make fire control and emergency evacuation more difficult, and could provide hiding 

cover for wildlife, which can increase the potential for vehicle accidents. The trees identified as 

falling dangers to people are dead or dying and, if left on the ground as down wood, would 

continue to provide a vector for insects (current infestation of bark beetles) and disease 

(annosum). The increased costs for moving downed trees to different locations throughout the 

forest (rather than piling them for removal) could make this infeasible. 

4. Use Mechanical Treatments with Tree Removal 

Mechanical treatments with tree removal do not pose unacceptable risk, and are considered 

effective and feasible to meet the purpose and need for the Hume Hazard Tree Project. Felling 

and removing the hazard trees would alleviate the falling danger and the potential for attractive 

nuisances, prevent an accumulation of fuels or hiding cover for wildlife, and reduce the 

incidence of down trees that serve as vectors for insects and disease.  Trees needed to meet 

down and woody material standards would not be removed. Removing some of the downed 

trees as personal use firewood or as logs would help offset some of the costs of the Hume 

Hazard Tree Project, increasing the likelihood of implementing the project in a timely manner 

and maintaining public access.  

Conclusion 

Managed wildfire and prescribed burning are not likely to be used because they could pose 

unacceptable risk to forest users along roads and around recreation facilities.  Neither are they 

considered to be effective or feasible to maintain public safety.  Mechanical treatments would be 

used to fell trees and remove them from the Monument when they are not beneficial as down 

woody material.  This project would reduce the safety hazards to forest users from falling trees or 

limbs, and prevent any subsequent safety hazards or operational problems that result from leaving 



Environmental Assessment Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project

Appendix A-3

the felled trees or piles of debris along roadsides or near recreation or administrative facilities, on 

up to approximately 2,650 acres of the Monument.  

Clear Need Evaluation 

The Hume Hazard Tree Project proposes to fell and remove hazard trees to maintain safe public 

access on roads and safe public use of the organizational camp and other developed recreation 

sites. As required by the Monument Plan: 

Any projects which propose the felling of trees inside the Monument will be subject to the 

following five criteria (numbered F1 through F5) for tree felling…Where removal of the 

felled trees from the Monument is proposed, the proposal will also be subject to the “clearly 

needed” evaluation for tree and down log removal (criteria numbered R1 through 

R3)…(Monument Plan, page 79). 

Since both tree felling and removal are being proposed in this project, both the “tree felling” and 

“removal of trees from within the Monument” criteria are addressed in this evaluation. 

Tree Felling Criteria (Monument Plan, pages 79-80) 

F1. Resiliency: If maintaining one or more standing trees on a site would deplete moisture, light, 

or nutritional resources critical to the health and survival of the plant community or forest.  

F2. Regeneration: If maintaining one or more standing trees on a site would adversely affect the 

regeneration, longevity, or growth of giant sequoias and other desired species. 

F3. Heterogeneity: If maintaining one or more standing trees on a site would adversely affect 

the desired diversity or structure of a stand or forest. 

The dead and dying standing trees identified as falling hazards to people also serve as 

vectors for insects (current infestation of bark beetles) and disease (annosum).   

F4. Public Safety: If maintaining one or more standing trees on site would create a public safety 

hazard. Forest Service policy is to eliminate safety hazards from recreation sites, administrative 

sites, and the public transportation system of roads and trails, including trees or tree limbs 

identified as hazardous (FSM 2332).  

The trees to be felled have been identified, using the 2004 Hazard Tree Guidelines 

(USDA 2004) and subsequent R5 Hazard Tree Guidelines (Angwin et al. 2012), as hazards 

to the public or other targets along roads and in the organizational camp, campgrounds, 

and recreation residence tract. 

F5. Recreation and Administrative Sites: Other projects that may be proposed in the 

Monument that could require tree felling include recreation or administrative site development 

and maintenance, scenic vistas, and road access and parking for these sites. 

The trees to be felled have been identified as hazards to the public along roads and in 

the organizational camp, campgrounds, and recreation residence tract.  
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Tree Removal Criteria (Monument Plan, pages 78-79) 

R1. Protection of Objects of Interest: If keeping one or more trees on site would cause 

unacceptable fuels accumulation and fire severity effects (high tree mortality when fire is 

reintroduced); if removing trees would reduce the risk of wildfire to the giant sequoia groves, 

sensitive wildlife habitat, and adjacent communities at risk. 

R2. Resiliency: If keeping one or more trees on site would provide a vector for insect or disease 

infestations at levels higher than currently known endemic levels. 

The trees identified as falling dangers to people are dead or dying and, if left on the 

ground as down wood, would continue to provide a vector for insects (current 

infestation of bark beetles) and disease (annosum). It is expected that removing 

portions of these trees would make these forest stands more resilient to these and 

other forest stressors. 

R3. Public Safety: If keeping one or more trees on site would create a public safety hazard or 

attractive nuisance. Forest Service policy is to eliminate safety hazards from developed 

recreation sites, including trees or tree limbs identified as hazardous (FSM 2332). Depending on 

the situation, down trees in a developed recreation site may present a hazard if people are likely 

to climb on them and potentially fall and get hurt (becomes more likely if the logs are large 

and/or they are piled on top of one another). 

The trees to be felled and removed have been identified as hazards to the public along 

roads and in the organizational camp, campgrounds, and recreation residence tract. At 

these locations, the felled trees need to be removed from the sites to enable proper 

function of these sites, and avoid fuels buildups or vectors for insect infestations. 

Leaving the downed trees on site could create a fire hazard or an attractive nuisance 

(people may climb on the piled trees) in these areas frequented by the public. Downed 

or piled trees could hamper the operation and maintenance of recreation sites, and 

would not meet the high scenic integrity objective in these areas. Large down logs 

adjacent to roadways would add to existing fuel loads, make fire control and emergency 

evacuation more difficult, and could provide hiding cover for wildlife, which can increase 

the potential for vehicle accidents.  
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Appendix B-Hume Roadside and Recreation Site Hazard Tree Project  

Scoping Issue Matrix 

Scoping Respondent:

A. Rich Kangas, Tehipite Chapter, Sierra Club

B. Chad Hanson, John Muir Project

C. Rene Voss, Sequoia ForestKeepers

Determination:

1. Beyond the scope of the project

2. Irrelevant to the decision to be made

3. Already decided by law, regulation, policy (Forest Plan, etc)

4. Conjectural in nature or not supported by scientific evidence

5. Request for information

Respondent Comment Determination 

A/C We continue to be concerned about over-zealous hazard tree removal in the 

Giant Sequoia National Monument.  We believe that plan[ned] hazard tree 

cutting have more to do with business opportunities than with safety. 

The scoping notice discusses the felling of about 1 MMBF of trees along these 

roads and terms the project a “salvage” project.  The use of the language 

suggests a commercial timber sale operation, which is also prohibited by the 

Monument proclamation. 

See Issue Statements on pages 8 to 9, and effects analysis 

on pages 20 to 56.  

 

A/C Since no management plan has been approved for the GSNM and since we are 

concerned that is announced plan for tree cutting and removing logs to the mill 

are in violation of President William Jefferson Clinton’s Proclamation that 

created the GSNM, we ask that this project be postponed until the GSNM 

Management Plan has been completed. 

There is no Monument Management Plan for the Forest Service to follow; 

therefore this project should be postponed until a legitimate Management Plan 

has been through the entire NEPA process. 

The Proclamation subordinates recreation to ecological restoration, therefore 

removing hazard trees cannot be an excuse to cut any trees, 

3- The Giant Sequoia National Monument Management 

Plan was published in August 2012.  Tree felling and 

removal are allowed when clearly needed for ecological 

restoration or maintenance and public safety. See the Clear 

Need Evaluation in Appendix A. 

 

B/C Please mail me (hard copy) the data sheets showing the location, diameter at 

breast height, species, and reason for proposed removal (relating to one or 

more criteria in the hazard tree marking guidelines), for each tree proposed for 

removal as hazard trees in the Hume hazard tree project? 

5- The hazard trees proposed for felling were evaluated in 

detail after the scoping notice went out.  This data has been 

sent to the respondent as requested. 
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We request that the Forest Service document the exact locations of trees to be 

felled so we can find them and verify compliance with Hazard Tree Guidelines. 

The R5 Guides states:  “Every tree that is defective and inspected must have 

documentation of the inspection.”  We request that this information be made 

available at the earliest possible time, and that it be complete and legible.   

B/C Such dead-end roads should be removed from the proposal, and such roads 

should be Considered for at least temporary closure to benefit wildlife species 

and habitat, particularly if they are Maintenance Level 1 or 2 roads (i.e., not 

maintained for public use). 

Finally, limiting access to only primary roads and closing off secondary roads 

(including many of those in this proposal) will also greatly reduce any hazard 

from trees falling on passing vehicles.   

The risk that a tree might strike a mobile target, such as a vehicle or person on 

a backwoods road that is less heavily traveled than a main arterial road or 

highway is different.  Therefore, we request that the Forest Service assess the 

level of use of each road to determine the need for treatments, rather than 

treat all roads the same. 

R5 Guide requires consideration of target removal, which includes ”Redirecting 

the use pattern with barriers and access relocation may also be done,” which 

“may require permanent closure and relocation of the facilities.”  This should 

include consideration of individual road closures to avert the hazard and 

eliminate use by targets, such as vehicles or persons.  Please consider 

alternatives that would exclude dead-end spur roads, which are non-essential 

for access, from the project, particularly if they are Maintenance Level 1 or 2.  

Appendix D of the Hazard Tree Guidelines (R5 Guide) …should not be applied to 

closed roads, such as Maintenance Level 1 roads because they are not open to 

the public.   

 

See Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed 

Study in Chapter 1. 

1-Closure of roads is outside the scope of this project. 

4-All of the roads identified are in use by members of the 

public to some extent. The “dead end” ones often lead to 

popular dispersed recreation sites, which can create more 

of a target, because of camping, than if people were just 

driving through the area. 

B/C We request that the Forest Service consider other methods of averting hazards 

[Removing the Target, Topping, Pruning, or Monitoring, Cut and Leave 

Alternative, Alternative using the Sequoia-Kings Canyon (SEKI) NPs hierarchy for 

tree removal or a hierarchy similar to those in our GSNM comments– Citizen’s 

Park Alternative, closes and restores to natural some of the roads to the public 

to avert hazard, and Alternative that considers a combination of the above and 

the proposed action].   

See Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed 

Study in Chapter 1, and Alternative C description in Chapter 

2. 

B The Proclamation subordinates recreation to ecological restoration, therefore See Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed 
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there is a legitimate question of how large a tree can be removed. 

Please consider alternatives that would: a) leave all felled trees over 20" dbh on 

the ground to provide habitat; 

We are not opposed to the felling of genuine roadside hazard trees, but we do 

oppose the *removal* of larger trees--instead such trees (those over 20 inches 

in diameter) should be left on the ground to provide habitat for small 

mammals, reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates. 

Study in Chapter 1, and Alternative C description in Chapter 

2. In addition, felled trees would be retained on the ground 

where needed to achieve the down woody material 

standard of 10 to 20 tons per acre in logs greater than 12 

inches in diameter. 

B/C Once felled, there is simply no sound ecological reason to remove such trees, 

and the scoping notice fails to provide any such rationale. 

And since removal of trees is only allowed for ecological restoration and public 

safety, there is no need to remove tree boles after they have been felled. 

If the goal of this project is purely to protect human safety, hazard trees should 

be cut down and left in place.   

4-Purpose and need is not “purely” public safety to the 

exclusion of a) what effect a number of felled trees would 

do to the ecosystem, or b) whether the felled trees create 

additional public safety concerns. 

B We urge you to prepare at least an EA for this project, if not an EIS, given 

potential impacts to Pacific fishers and spotted owls. 

4-No specific concern about “potential impacts” to fisher or 

owls is given. 

B The scoping notice fails to divulge whether any of the roads proposed for tree 

felling are within spotted owl PACs or HRCAs, or fisher den site buffers. 

The project area includes habitat and the presence of candidates for Federal 

listing (Pacific fisher) and Forest Service sensitive species (northern goshawk, 

California spotted owl, American marten, and Pacific fisher); the project area is 

in the Southern Sierra Nevada Fisher Conservation Area.  Because both the 

project’s implementation (noise, potential collisions with fishers) and the 

removal of potential habitat (trees, snags, and tree boles or resting structures) 

could have a significant adverse effect on these species, the Forest Service 

cannot analyze this project without the detailed environmental analysis require 

by an EIS or at least and EA. 

5-The location of the roads in proximity to PACs is clarified 

in the effects analysis for Wildlife in Chapter 3 (pages 39-

49).  There are no fisher den sites identified in this portion 

of the Monument. 

B/C Nor does the scoping notice divulge the current level of large downed logs in 

the project area--which is crucially important to know, given that current levels 

may be in deficit relative to minimum recommended levels in the forest plan. 

No valid argument can be made that the removal of large downed logs is clearly 

needed for public safety or ecological restoration…the Forest Service vaguely 

cited a concern about “fuel loads” to argue that you should remove trees once 

they are felled.  This argument, according to the Forest Service’s own fire/fuels 

science, does not apply to larger logs due to the extremely low surface area to 

mass ration of larger logs as compared to smaller ones. 

5-A dead and down woody inventory was conducted as part 

of the environmental analysis for this project, and is 

disclosed in the EA. 

According to the surveys there is no lack of down woody 

debris for soil quality.  Creation of down woody debris 

habitat is not encouraged along roadways because it would 

increase the potential for vehicle-versus-wildlife accidents.  

However, a portion of the felled trees may be left to 

improve soil quality in those locations along the roads 

where they do not block sight distance or drainage features. 
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B The scoping notice fails to provide data showing the size and number of trees 

proposed for felling--please provide us with this data. 

5-The hazard trees proposed for felling were evaluated in 

detail after the scoping notice went out.  This data has been 

sent to the respondent as requested. 

B Please provide me with the scientific studies upon which the criteria in your 

hazard tree marking guidelines rely. 

5- The Pacific Southwest Region recently provided the April 

2012 (Report # RO-12-01) Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest 

Service Facilities and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region 

(Angwin et al 2012), which contains several pages of 

references and additional reading regarding the scientific 

studies on which the guidelines are based. 

C Roads, however, are not considered targets, and should not be treated the 

same as popular recreation sites.   

Roads Should Not be Considered Targets under the Hazard Tree Guidelines. 

3- The Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities 

and Roads in the Pacific Southwest Region does identify 

road features as low, moderate or high value targets 

(Angwin et al 2012 pp. 18-19). 

C Any fuel loading or fire risk can be averted by removing limbs, tops, and slash or 

by burning this debris in slash piles.  Burning debris/slash piles has been the 

practice in the past in similar projects.  Tree boles are inherently less flammable 

than slash and pose little, if any, increase in fire risk, while providing important 

habitat for wildlife and for recycling nutrients to the forest’s soils.   

Analysis of Treatment of Slash Piles –the efforts to reduce fine fuels is not really 

much different for cut-and-leave versus cut-and-remove.  The only real 

difference is whether or not the large tree bole is left or hauled to the mill. 

4- The proposal includes piling and burning some of the 

limbs and tops to reduce fuels. 

The effects analysis for Fire and Fuels in Chapter 3 discloses 

that there are potential differences in fuel loads over time 

by leaving the boles of the trees in addition to the fine fuels 

(needles, etc.).  

C Moreover, leaving felled trees in the Giant Sequoia National Monument would 

resolve the conflict of interest in selecting trees as hazards, thereby removing a 

cloud of suspicion from the Forest Service.   

4-The proposed tree removal is allowed when clearly 

needed for ecological restoration or maintenance and 

public safety. See the Clear Need Evaluation in Appendix A. 

C While it may be Forest Service policy to abate hazardous conditions from trees 

in the Monument, the Forest Service is not obligated to protect people from 

falling trees along roads.  See Moyer v. Washington State,106 F.3d 408 (9th Cir. 

1997).   

3-In the case cited, the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National 

Forest, the prosecution was “unable to identify any 

guidelines directing the Forest Service to identify and 

remove hazardous trees” on State Route 41.  Under current 

handbook and manual direction, the Forest Service is 

obligated to protect people from falling trees along roads 

(see Current Management Direction in Chapter 1).   For the 

Sequoia National Forest, hazard tree guidelines were 

authorized by the Forest Supervisor in 2004, and the Hazard 

Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and Roads in the 

Pacific Southwest Region were issued by the Regional 

Forester in April 2012. 
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C We request the Sequoia’s data records on tree failures, associated, defects, and 

any losses. 

5-A forest-wide record is not kept; however, the 

International Tree Failure database can be accessed at 

http://svinetfc8.fs.fed.us/natfdb/  

C And we request that the Forest Service also consider monitoring some trees 

with low hazard ratings, rather than removing, topping, or pruning them. 

3-Monitoring is already required, and helped determine the 

purpose and need for the proposed action. 

C This proposal calls for the removal of trees from 200 feet from either side of 

many miles of roads.  While the impacts on soils may come to an amount of 

disturbance of less than 250 acres (the limit for use of the Salvage CE), the total 

disturbance from noise, visual effects, and disruption to the public should be 

the true measure of the impact from the project.  This is likely to be much 

greater than 250 acres.   

4- The 250-acre limit for use of a categorical exclusion is not 

relevant to this project since the Forest Service is preparing 

an environmental assessment.  However, the effects 

analysis shows that up to 2,650 acres may be affected, and 

the anticipated effects are minimal. 

C The scoping notice states that “roadside salvaging of dead and damaged trees, 

excluding giant sequoias, on FR13S45 is planned within the administrative 

boundary of Bearskin Grove,” a “Small portion in Bearskin Grove” (FR 13S02, FR 

13S09, & FR 13S45), and a “Small portion in Cherry Gap Grove” (FR 13S77A).  

But the Mediated Settlement Agreement (MSA) prohibits logging within 

sequoia groves, including a 300-500 foot buffer zone around the groves, and 

requires that an EIS be prepared for any potential fuel treatments in these 

areas 

3-The 2012 Monument Plan has replaced the MSA direction 

within the Monument.  However, the MSA allowed for 

maintenance of roads when it allowed for the use of 

existing roads (MSA, p.7).  Since this project was initiated 

before the Monument Plan was released, a special written 

notice and offer of a field trip was extended to the MSA 

signatories (MSA, pp.23 and 25). None of them responded 

to the offer. 

C Any Project Decision Should be Subject to an Administrative Appeal. The 

Appeals Reform Act gives interested persons who have commented on a 

proposed action a right to appeal any decision that implements a forest plan, 

whether or not that decision was categorically-excluded from an environmental 

analysis under NEPA.  This project is no exception, and the Forest Service 

should allow an administrative appeal under 36 C.F.R. § 215. 

3-The decision for this project will be subject to appeal 

pursuant to 36 CFR Part 215. 

C The Hume Hazard Project must Comply with Judge Breyer’s Order- the 

Monument Plan failed to independently analyze fire management strategies as 

a separate and distinct concept from fire and fuels treatment.  Id.  Since that 

still has not occurred, the project cannot comply with the Judge’s order. 

1-The Hume Hazard Tree Project is not a fuels reduction 

project.  Therefore, this concern is outside the scope of the 

project.   

C The Forest Service must use the “best available science” standard-This also 

means that, in the final analysis, the Forest Service must disclose and discuss 

any science that it rejected as less accurate, reliable, or relevant than the 

science it actually applied to the project. 

3-The best available and applicable science was used in the 

analysis of the Hume Hazard Tree Project, and is 

documented as necessary in this environmental assessment. 
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Appendix C – Project Photographs 
 

 

Photo 1:  A recent snag and an older split-top snag below road 14S29 

 

 
Photo 2: Two snags along road 14S01 
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Photo 3: Red fir with Cytospora and dwarf mistletoe 

 

 
Photo 4: Natural conifer regeneration in a small opening 
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Appendix D-Management Requirements and Constraints 

The items listed below were determined by the ID team to be actions necessary to carry the results of their 

analysis into the design phase of the Hazard Tree Removal Project planning.  Implementation of best 

management practices (BMPs) is mandatory even though they may not necessarily be required to avoid 

unacceptable environmental effects. 

Resource 

Area 

Action or Constraint Responsibility and 

When to Accomplish 

How and When 

Accomplished
7
 

Heritage 

Resources 

All surveys and site protection measures have and will 

follow standards defined in the Regional PA. 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

Avoidance procedures: 

The following avoidance procedures will be applied. 

These procedures were taken from the Approved 

Standard Protection Measures in the Regional PA. 

Historic properties, and cultural resources not yet 

evaluated for the National Register,  shall be excluded 

from areas where activities associated with 

Undertakings will occur.  All historic properties within 

the APE shall be clearly delineated prior to 

implementing the project using the following 

treatments: 

o (1)  Historic property boundaries shall be 

delineated with coded flagging and/or other 

effective marking. 

o (2)  Historic property location and boundary 

marking information shall be conveyed to 

appropriate Forest Service administrators or 

employees responsible for project 

implementation so that pertinent information 

can be incorporated into planning and 

implementation documents, contracts, and 

permits (e.g., clauses or stipulations in permits or 

contracts as needed). 

Monitoring by heritage program specialists may be 

used to enhance the effectiveness of protection 

measures.  The results of any monitoring inspections 

shall be documented in cultural resources reports and 

the Infra database. 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

On Site Protection: 

Site protection measures will be used when 

avoidance is not possible (e.g. hazard tree is within a 

site boundary). In order to mitigate effects from 

increased fuel loading, and increased public exposure 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

                                                           

7
This section can be brought forward into a contract, and would be filled in as the project is implemented.
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(caused by leaving down logs) dropped material will 

be removed from within site boundaries. This and any 

other work conducted within site boundaries will 

follow the On-Site Historic Property Protection 

Measures taken from the Regional PA, Approved 

Standard Protection Measures. These measures are 

outlined below.  

Felling and removal of hazard, salvage, and other 

trees within historic properties under the following 

conditions: 

(3) Felled trees may be removed using only the 

following techniques:  hand bucking, including use of 

chain saws, and hand carrying, rubber tired loader, 

crane/self-loader, helicopter, or other non-disturbing, 

HPM-approved methods; 

(4)  Equipment operators shall be briefed on the need 

to reduce ground disturbances (e.g., minimizing 

turns); 

(5)  No skidding nor tracked equipment shall be 

allowed within historic property boundaries; and 

(6)  Where monitoring is a condition of approval, its 

requirements or scheduling procedures should be 

included in the written approval.  

Vegetation to be burned shall not be piled within the 

boundaries of historic properties unless locations (e.g., a 

previously disturbed area) have been specifically 

approved by Zone or Forest Archaeologist. 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

When Avoidance Is Not Possible:  If a procedure 

described above cannot be implemented to protect 

cultural resources, the Zone or Forest Archaeologist shall 

immediately consult with State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO). If the SHPO and Forest agree that the 

activity would not diminish or destroy those qualities that 

may make the property eligible or potentially eligible 

(including potential visual impacts if NRHP criteria A or C 

may be relevant) then the permitted use may continue 

without further mitigation. 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

Unanticipated Discoveries:  There is always the possibility 

that surface and sub-surface cultural resources would be 

located during project operations.  Should any additional 

project cultural resources be located, the find must be 

protected from operations and reported immediately to 

the Cultural Resource staff.  All operations in the vicinity 

of the find would be suspended until the sites are visited 

and appropriate recordation and evaluation is made by 

the Zone or Forest Archaeologist. 

Zone archaeologist, 

sale administrator; 

During 

implementation. 

 

Noxious 

Weeds 

To prevent the introduction and spread of noxious weeds 

into the proposed treatment areas avoid any known 

infestations during project implementation and staging of 

crews, and require equipment and personnel 

(machines/vehicles/boots/tools) to be free from weeds 

and soil before working off-road in the project area. 

Botanist and Sale 

Administrator: During 

implementation. 
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Recreation Within the developed recreation sites (campgrounds, 

organization camp and recreation residence tract), and 

along the roads, flush cut the stumps of hazard trees.    

Recreation Officer, 

Sale administrator: 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

During and after tree felling, the resulting limbs and tops 

would be chipped, or piled and burned along the 

roadsides and in the developed recreation sites.  The 

roads and developed recreation sites would require 

certain specifications to protect other resources and 

retain visual quality:  

o To prevent damage to known cultural resource sites 

along roads or in recreation sites, place the chips or 

burn piles outside of the known cultural resource 

sites, as applicable. 

o To prevent damage to buried power and/or 

telephone lines, place the piles of tops and limbs 

outside of the powerline or telephone line 

routeslocated along the roadsides .   

o Burn piles must be outside the designated boundary 

of the developed recreation sites.  Burn the piles 

outside the high visitor use season of Memorial Day 

to Labor Day to reduce the associated visual impacts 

of smoke and debris.   

o Remove any non-merchantable large down material 

(i.e. culls) from within the designated boundary of the 

recreation site.   

o Along the designated road system in the project area, 

burn the piles outside the high visitor use season of 

Memorial Day to Labor Day to reduce the associated 

visual impacts of smoke and debris piles.   

o To maintain or improve visual quality and to prevent 

vehicles from traveling off the designated road 

system, treat access points to a project hazard tree 

from the designated road system to remove all 

evidence of vehicle access.  Treatments to disguise 

and to return the area to its natural appearance and 

condition may include blocking access points or by 

clearly designating the road edge. . 

Recreation and Sale 

Administrator, During 

implementation 

 

Silviculture In order to help prevent the spread of Annosus root 

disease (Heterobasidion spp.) treat all freshly-cut conifer 

stumps 14 inches in diameter and greater in the high-

target areas (i.e. developed campgrounds) if needed, with 

a registered borax fungicide (eg. Sporax or Cellu-Treat) at 

the time the tree is felled in accordance with Chapter 60 

of FSH 3409.11 Forest Health Protection Handbook.   

Sale Administrator 

and Ecosystem Mgt. 

staff; During 

implementation 

 

Watershed/S

oils 

Implement BMPs as appropriate to selected alternative 

and final project design. 

Sale administrator 

and Hydrologist; 

During design and 

implementation. 

 

Conduct post-project monitoring as necessary along 

specified roads, recreation sites, landings and streams. 

Hydrologist; After 

implementation. 

 

Wildlife Notification of the district wildlife biologist is required Wildlife biologist and  
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should a nest or den site of any TES species become 

known during project implementation. 

Sale Administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 

Maintain a limited operating period (LOP), as applicable, 

prohibiting tree felling activities from March 1 through 

August 15. The LOP does not apply to felling of imminent 

hazards threatening human safety or maintenance in 

developed recreation sites.  This LOP is intended to 

protect fisher, marten, spotted owls, Northern goshawks 

and other wildlife species from disturbance during their 

denning/nesting season. 

Wildlife biologist and 

Sale Administrator; 

During design and 

implementation. 
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Appendix E-Roadside Hazard Tree Survey Sheets 
 

The following are the hazard tree inspection forms used to document the general location and condition of 

potentially hazardous trees along several roads in the project area.  These preliminary surveys were 

conducted in 2010 and 2011.  The acronyms used are as follows: 

C or CK=Canker 

DC=Dead Crown 

F or Fk=Fork 

IN=Insect 

LN=Lean 

Lv=Live 

MC=Mistletoe canker 
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