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Sequoia ForestKeeper, the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club, and Western Watersheds
Project thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Background
The Forest Service is planning the Summit Project within a 10,600 acre analysis area, located
around and north of the community of Alta Sierra in the Greenhorn Mountains in the Kern River
Ranger District of the Sequoia National Forest. The purpose of the project is “to provide
defensible space around the community of Alta Sierra and nearby structures, improve forest
health and provide for ecological restoration.” The Forest Service proposes to reduce fuels on
2,500 acres, or about 25% of the analysis area, through hand- and mechanical thinning so it can
eventually re-introduce fire into the area. And while the Forest Service asserts that fuels
reduction, ecological restoration and movement toward the desired conditions identified in the
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment are the driving influences that will dictate the end result,
it proposes to sell timber “as a tool to improve efficiency and reduce overall costs to achieve its
fuel reduction and restoration goals.”
The proposed thinning treatments may include commercial timber harvest within the 2,500 acre
proposed treatment areas, which the Forest Service expects will produce roughly 5,000 CCF of
timber sale volume. The proposed treatments include (1) salvage harvest of hazard trees as well
as dead and dying trees of any size; (2) commercial harvest, using ground skidding, skyline or
helicopter yarding of trees smaller than 30 inches diameter at breast height (DBH); and (3) hand
thinning, mastication, chipping or other fuels treatments. Proposed treatments will favor Jeffrey
and sugar pines, oak, and other shade intolerant, fire and drought tolerant species, to restore the
historic species composition.
The analysis will include a full EIS with at least 4 alternatives, including the proposed action, no
action, a non-commercial alternative, and an alternative that implements the new “Draft Interim
Recommendations for the Management of California Spotted Owl Habitat on National Forest
System Lands 29 May 2015.” This latter document was not provided to the public at the time the
scoping notice was issued. Although it still has not been made available to the public on the
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project website at the time of these comments, Steve Anderson has since provided it to us upon
our request. The draft document includes numerous errors and inconsistencies, and a final
version must be issued to clarify these inconsistencies before the recommendations can be
applied in the analysis. These California Spotted Owl (CSO) management recommendations
will be used to inform the forest plan revision for the Sequoia National Forest, as required by the
settlement agreement in Sierra Forest Legacy, et al. v. Bonnie, No. 13-16105, Dkt. ## 15, 16, p.
5 (9th Cir. Oct. 9 & 20, 2014, respectively) (attached as Exhibit A). Moreover, the settlement
agreement requires that these CSO management recommendations must be used to craft an
alternative in vegetation management projects similar to the Summit project. See id., pp. 5-6.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) recently found that listing petitions for the CSO
presented substantial scientific or commercial information indicating that the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) listing may be warranted. 80 Fed. Reg. 56423, 56426 (Sept. 18, 2015).
Not only does the area contain habitat for the CSO, it is also entirely within the Southern Sierra
Pacific Fisher Conservation Area. The Southern Sierra Pacific Fisher is listed by the State of
California as a threatened species under the California Endangered Species Act, and in 2014 the
FWS proposed listing the fisher under the federal Endangered Species Act as threatened. 79
Fed. Reg. 60419 (Oct. 7, 2014). The FWS will make a final determination on the proposed rule
to list the fisher by no later than April 7, 2016. 80 Fed. Reg. 19953 (April 14, 2015).
The Forest Service is currently in the process of finalizing its Southern Sierra Nevada Pacific
Fisher Conservation Strategy (Fisher Conservation Strategy), which was released for peer
review in June 2015 (see attached as Exhibit B). The Fisher Conservation Strategy includes
specific direction for fisher habitat management in the Southern Sierra Pacific Fisher
Conservation Area. The Fisher Conservation Strategy will also be used to inform the forest plan
revision for the Sequoia National Forest. See Sierra Forest Legacy, et al. v. Bonnie, No. 1316105, Dkt. ## 15, 16, p. 3 (9th Cir. Oct. 9 & 20, 2014, respectively) (attached as Exhibit A).
The importance of the southern-most habitat of the fisher, where the Summit Project is located,
cannot be overstated because it contains the highest occupancy rates, greatest genetic diversity,
and best average habitat quality for the fisher in the Sierras. The Fisher Conservation Strategy
delineates this area as “Core 2” and describes it as follows:
Core 2 includes the southwestern tip of the Sierra Nevada and Greenhorn
Mountains—between the Kern River and Bear Creek in the Tule River
watershed—mostly on Sequoia National Forest and Giant Sequoia National
Monument (Figure 3). It has the highest recorded fisher occupancy rates
(Zielinski et al. 2013a), highest predicted average habitat quality (Table 1), and
highest genetic diversity (Tucker et al. 2014) in the Assessment Area. Genetic
patterns suggest this area may have served as a refuge for fishers following
European settlement—perhaps due to steep terrain that limited human impacts
compared to other areas (Beesley 1996)—and the population may have reexpanded northward from this area during the 20th century.
Zielinski et al. (2004a) found fishers to have smaller home ranges in Core 2 than
in other regions, which they suggested may be due to high quality habitat (dense
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mixed-coniferous forests, large trees, and abundant black oak). Statistical analysis
of female home range composition shows that home ranges in the high-quality
habitat in the western portion of Core 2 have higher average tree basal area,
greater black oak basal area, greater diversity of tree diameter classes, more dense
(>70%) canopy cover, and a greater coverage of high-value fisher CWHR
(California Wildlife Habitat Relationships) reproductive habitat than home ranges
in Cores 4 and 5. These results probably reflect the greater availability of oldforest habitat conditions from which fishers can select home range areas,
compared with other cores.
This core may be less in need of fisher habitat restoration than others, but
management should help maintain habitat resiliency, ideally using fire as a natural
process. Much of the core is within the Giant Sequoia National Monument and
Golden Trout Wilderness, where current management calls for restoration of
essential ecological processes and patterns that enhance forest ecosystem
resilience to stressors (e.g., uncharacteristic wildfire, climate change) and protect
or enhance high-value wildlife habitat. Management treatments include the use of
prescribed fire, wildfire managed for resource objectives, or mechanical
treatments to increase resiliency and help restore fire as an ecological process.
Fisher Conservation Strategy, p. 14 (Exhibit B).
NOTE on Referenced Scientific Studies
Scientific studies referenced in these comments and not provided as exhibits are being provided
in a DVD by mail to the project planner and for the project record.
Comments
1. Scoping should be redone when the Forest Service can provide sufficient information for
the public to provide meaningful comments.
NEPA requires that the agency analyze impacts in comparison to an accurate determination of
baseline data, such that the Forest Service adequately and accurately describes the “affected
environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.15. We suggest that the necessary baseline data to justify a
proposed action must first be provided in a meaningful form to the public before the Forest
Service can actually craft its proposed action. Without this level of accurate information, we are
having a difficult time providing meaningful comments or suggesting viable alternatives that
could meet the scope of the purpose and need for the project.
a. Scoping should be redone to disclose the recently-completed Ice Project and the
current Shirley Fire Salvage, which include units directly adjacent to most of the
proposed Summit thinning units. Moreover, other projects with cumulative
effects must also be disclosed.
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In essence, where the Ice Project tractor and helicopter units end, the Summit Project units begin,
as shown in the attached map (see Exhibit C1). Treatment units are also adjacent to the
imminent Shirley Fire Salvage units. This is important information that should be disclosed to
the public. It is only with great effort that we were able to discover these project adjacencies,
which raise significant concerns about CSO and fisher viability, as discussed further below.
But we may not even have a complete picture of other adjacent projects. For example, the Alta
Sierra Community Protection Plan implemented at the behest of the Kern Valley Fire Safe
Council treated a wide buffer around the community of Alta Sierra and the WUI around the
pockets of seasonal cabins nearby. See Map Exhibits M & N (attached). But there is no
quantification or environmental documentation on how these projects have affected CSO and
fisher habitats, which must considered in the Summit Project cumulative effects analysis.
Other projects that would have cumulative effects on CSOs and fishers should also be disclosed
as in scoping, including Rancheria, Tobias, and Frog, as well as others not depicted on our map,
such as White River, Saddle, Ice Helicopter (in the GSNM), and Red Mountain. See Exhibit C2.
Enclosed as Exhibit C3 are the decisions and analyses for some of these adjacent projects.
b. Scoping should be redone to disclose the location of CSO Protected Activity
Centers and other habitat areas based on the new Draft CSO management
recommendations where they overlap Summit treatment units.
There is some old information on the Ice Project Biological Evaluation map, which shows at
least three CSO Protected Activity Centers (PACs) in the Summit Project area. See Exhibit D
(CSO PACs depicted in light green). This information should have been disclosed in scoping
and depicted on the scoping map. Furthermore, it appears that some of the proposed treatment
units in Summit are located in these PACs, but no information is provided about what those
treatments might be, which should also have been disclosed in scoping. According to our
records CSOs persist within the Summit Project area and in the Greenhorn Mountains. See
Exhibits P1 & P2 (showing maps and locations of our CSO sightings around Alta Sierra and the
Greenhorns). Due to the sensitivity of this information, we request that the Forest Service
redact the CSO locations before releasing these exhibits to the public.
c. Scoping should be redone after the Forest Service makes a corrected CSO
management recommendations document available to the public.
Although we now have a copy of the document referenced in the scoping notice, titled “Draft
Interim Recommendations for the Management of California Spotted Owl Habitat on National
Forest System Lands 29 May 2015,” this document contains many errors and internal
inconsistencies, which make it incomprehensible to determine what standards or
recommendations may apply to the CSO habitat in the Summit project area.
There are too many issues with this document to discuss in detail here, and many of the
recommendations may change in the future a later corrected version. But as an example, it is
unclear at this time what the size the CSO home range will be in the Sequoia NF. The document
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states a minimum of 4,400 acres, but also suggests that this “potentially be reduced to 3000
acres.” See p. 13, Table 2. This difference will require different constraints on management.
d. Scoping should be redone after the Forest Service discloses that some of the units
are located within potential wilderness or inventoried roadless areas.
We urge the Forest Service to re-scope the project after providing the public with information
about the roadless or potential wilderness areas located in the project area. This information is
not disclosed or depicted on the project map. Several units are clearly located in the recentlyinventoried potential wilderness areas, as depicted in the Forest Service’s 2014 inventory. See
Exhibit E – Final Potential Wilderness Inventory for Sequoia NF.
2. The Forest Service must consider the recent Southern Sierra Nevada Pacific Fisher
Conservation Strategy in its analysis.
In June 2015, a Forest Service-sanctioned team of researchers and managers released the
Southern Sierra Nevada Pacific Fisher Conservation Strategy for peer review. This strategy and
the accompanying Conservation Assessment represent the best available scientific information,
which must be considered and incorporated into the design of the Summit Project.
3. The Forest Service must use the new CSO management recommendations to inform all
alternatives, not just a single alternative as proposed in scoping.
While the settlement agreement, discussed above (see Exhibit A), states that the Forest Service
must craft an alternative in its proposed vegetation management projects, the CSO management
recommendations must inform the environmental analysis for all the alternatives because they
represent the most recent and best available scientific information about habitat conservation and
management for the CSO.
NEPA requires agencies to “insure the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the
discussions and analyses in environmental impact statements.” 40 CFR 1502.24. These NEPA
regulations encourage accuracy in presenting scientific data and analysis in the environmental
impact statement. 40 CFR 1500.1(b), 1500.4, and 1502.24. At a minimum, an agency must
“identify any methodologies used and make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and
other sources relied upon for conclusions” in the EIS (40 CFR 1502.24).
4. Likely cumulative effects from the Summit Project, in combination with other projects in
the vicinity, must be analyzed in detail on all resources in the Sequoia NF at various
scales.
In addition to the past cumulative effects from the Ice Project and salvage logging after the
Shirley Fire, the analysis must discuss the Summit Project in relation to other past, present, and
foreseeable future projects, including the Tobias Project, which is located directly to the north of
the project area on the Western Divide Ranger District, the Frog Project, which is directly north
of the Tobias Project area, and the Rancheria Project, which is directly south of the project area.
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Cumulative effects analyses should also include the White River and Saddle projects, as well as
the Ice Helicopter Units (all in the GSNM and which remain under contract and could be logged
in the future), the Red Mountain Project, and any other projects implemented or proposed around
the Alta Sierra communities on public and private lands, as mentioned above.
Cumulative effects should consider effects on Townsend’s big-eared bat, ring-tailed cat, Pacific
fisher, northern flying squirrel, Mt. Pinos sooty grouse, mountain quail, California condor,
golden eagle, sharp-shinned hawk, northern goshawk, great gray owl, California spotted owl,
black-backed woodpecker, pileated woodpecker, gregarious slender salamander, Greenhorn
Mountains slender salamander, yellow-blotched ensatina, southern mountain yellow-legged frog,
foothills yellow-legged frog, Blainville’s horned lizard, Sierra night lizard, southern rubber boa,
western bumble bee, Piute cypress, southern honeysuckle, Tulare cryptantha, Kern County
larkspur, Greenhorn fritillary, tube flower bluecup, Munz's iris, gray-leaved violet, three bracted
onion, Shirley meadows star tulip, forget-me-not popcornflower, and slender leaved ipomopsis.
5. Thresholds for cumulative restorative treatments should not exceed, on average, 2.6% of
Pacific fisher habitat per year, but the cumulative treatment acres from various projects
likely exceed this threshold, putting fisher habitat and fisher use of the areas at risk.
The types of treatments proposed in the Summit Project are referred to in Zielinski et al. (2013b)
(Exhibit E) as restorative, which include fuel reduction thinning, prescribed fire, or precommercial (hand) thinning. Zielinski et al. (2013b) suggest that fishers occupy habitat at the
highest rates where restorative treatments “are applied at rates that do not exceed about 13% of
an area in 5 years ….” or 2.6% per year. See p. 825. Zielinski et al. (2013b) noted that although
fishers showed no aversion to including treated areas within their home ranges, Garner (2013)
(Exhibit F) found that “fishers avoided using treated areas when resting and foraging.” Id.
We aver that, cumulatively, the Summit, Ice, Rancheria, Tobias, and Frog Project treatments are
likely to exceed this 2.6% average treatment acreage per year, and thereby the proposed
treatments “may put fisher habitat and fisher use of these areas at risk.” Id. The Forest Service
must therefore rethink its course of treatments in the fisher’s habitat in the Greenhorn Mountains.
Summit & Ice
Our analysis first starts at the project scale, which includes all the Summit and Ice units. As
shown in our cumulative effects project map (Exhibit C1), the Summit and Ice units overlap the
same area around the community of Alta Sierra.
The Ice Project included 3,500 acres of restorative treatments (fuel reduction thinning &
prescribed burning) within the project area. The Summit Project, with an additional 2,500 acres
of restorative treatments, roughly overlaps that same project area but also encompasses the area
north of Alta Sierra to the border of the Tobias Project area. Together the combined overall
project area is roughly 10,000-11,000 acres, and the total combined treatments cover 6,000 acres
(or 55-60%) of the combined project areas. According to the Ice Project FONSI, the Ice
Helicopter Units were completed in 2005. So far as we know the remaining Ice Tractor unit
treatments were completed in 2014. And according to the Summit Scoping notice, that project
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will be implemented over the next 5-10 years. Therefore the overall implementation time-frame
for both projects is from 2005 to 2025 or 20 years. Considering that 60% of the overall fisher
habitat will be subjected to restorative treatments over 20 years, this means that, on average, 3%
of the fisher’s habitat will have been treated each year. This already exceeds the 2.6% threshold.
But most of the treatments are concentrated around the Alta Sierra community in the lower 2/3 of
the 10,000-11,000 acre Summit/Ice combined project area. It should be noted that most of the
northwestern portion of the Summit Project area burned in the 1990 Stormy Fire, which was
heavily salvaged and is still recovering. Therefore, to more relevantly calculate the effects on
fisher habitat, we need to look at that scale (or the 7,000 acres in that lower 2/3) to get a sense of
the actual impact on fisher core habitat. Although it is unclear exactly how many cumulative
restorative treatment acres are involved in that concentrated area, we estimate that a total of
about 5,700 acres of the 7,000 acre area has been or is proposed for treatment. That comes to
roughly 81% of the fisher habitat around Alta Sierra that will have received restorative
treatments over a 20-year time-frame. This means that the yearly average of treatments in fisher
core habitat will amount to 4.1% per year (81%/20 years), substantially exceeding the Zielinski
et al. (2013b) threshold of 2.6% per year.
Other Projects in Combination with Summit
Even more concerning is the application of treatments on a larger scale in the fisher’s core
habitat along the ridge in the Greenhorn Mountains south and north of Alta Sierra, which
includes treatments in the Summit, Ice, Rancheria, Tobias, and Frog Projects (see Exhibit C1 &
C2). The effects on fisher core habitat are calculated in Table 1., below, over 20 years.
Project

Summit
Ice
Rancheria
Tobias
Frog

Total
Fisher
Habitat
Acres
10,000
10,000*
5,880
7,000**
5,100**

Treatment
Acres in
Fisher
Habitat
2,500
3,500
5,880
5,420
1,630

% of Habitat

Implementation
Time-Frame

25%
35%
100%
77%
32%

2015-2025
2005-2015
2015-2020
2015-2025
2014-2016

TOTAL
27,980*** 18,930
68%
2005-2025 (20 years)
* Mostly overlaps with Summit
** Only estimated fisher habitat acres are included
*** Discounted Ice/Summit Project areas due to overlap

Average
Yearly Habitat
Treatments

3.4%/year

Table 1. – Treatment Acres and Average Yearly Habitat Treatment Percentages in the Greenhorn
Mountains from 2005 to 2025.
But more relevant going forward is what will happen when we look only at treatments proposed
over the next 10 years. If we remove the Ice units from the equation, which were already
implemented over the last 10 years, the time-frame for implementing the remaining four projects
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is the next 10 years (or 11 years if we consider that the Frog project implementation began in
2014). The implications of this time-frame are most concerning and are described in Table 2.,
below.
Project

Summit
Rancheria
Tobias
Frog

Total
Fisher
Habitat
Acres
10,000
5,880
7,000*
5,100*

Treatment
Acres in
Fisher
Habitat
2,500
5,880
5,420
1,630

% of Habitat

Implementation
Time-Frame

25%
100%
77%
32%

2015-2025
2015-2020
2015-2025
2014-2016

TOTAL
27,980
15,430
55%
* Only estimated fisher habitat acres included

2014-2025 (11 years)

Average
Yearly Habitat
Treatments

5%/year

Table 2. Treatment Acres and Average Yearly Habitat Treatment Percentages in the Greenhorn
Mountains from 2014 to 2025.
Those treatment amounts are nearly twice the 2.6% average per year maximum, which if
exceeded, according to Zielinski et al. (2013b) “may put fisher habitat and fisher use of these
areas at risk.”
Given that only the Frog Project is currently partly implemented, the Forest Service must rethink its course with regard to the remaining projects, which pose a significant risk that fishers
will abandon the area and that the area will no longer be viable as fisher habitat.
6. There is a constricted corridor (or narrow isthmus) in the Fisher’s core habitat just north
and west of Alta Sierra, and the proposed Summit treatments throughout this area may
cut off fisher movement through the corridor/isthmus.
The area just north of Alta Sierra where State Highway 155 crosses the summit only contains a
roughly 1-mile wide corridor for north-south fisher movement, as depicted in the Google Earth
image below with a straight yellow line. See Figure 1 below. The narrow corridor is bounded on
the east by the remnants of the Stormy Fire, and on the west by chaparral. Both habitat
boundaries provide insufficient canopy cover for normal fisher movement. That corridor is
already bisected for at least 1/2 mile by Hwy 155. Highways are notoriously dangerous for
fishers and can present barriers to safe passage through their home ranges. But in addition, the
Summit Project proposes to treat an area on either side of the highway, as well as a wide swath
throughout the entire mile-wide corridor from east to west for almost a mile in each direction, as
depicted in Figure 2 below. Figure 3, below, is a map from the Fisher Conservation Strategy, p.
13, Figure 3 (Exhibit B), which shows how narrow the isthmus of core fisher habitat is in the
area where the treatments are proposed.
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Figure 1. Fisher Core Habitat Corridor (north & south of straight yellow line).

Figure 2. Proposed Summit Project treatments in light green with the red line on left depicting
the same narrow fisher corridor as the straight yellow line in Figure 1. Figure 3. The red arrow
on the right shows this same area depicted in the Fisher Conservation Strategy, p. 13, Figure 3.
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Because “fishers avoided using treated areas when resting and foraging” (Zielinski et al. (2013b),
citing Garner (2013)) and because the entire corridor is proposed for treatment, there is a high
likelihood that fishers will completely avoid use of this corridor after treatment. Implementing
the Summit Project could therefore completely sever north-south movements of fishers through
the Greenhorn Mountains for an extended period of time, which would have a devastating effect
on foraging, reproductive behavior, and genetic diversity of the fishers. In essence, if movement
through this corridor is severed, it would cut-off and isolate the fisher population south of Alta
Sierra, considered the southern-most part of the fisher’s range.
7. An explanation for altering tree species composition is needed.
The scoping notice states: “Areas selected for thinning or mastication would favor Jeffrey and
sugar pines, oak, and other shade intolerant, fire and drought tolerant species, to restore the
historic species composition.” p. 2. This statement is rather general and vague. Can you please
specifically explain which species the Forest Services proposes to retain and which they propose
to remove? Also, could you explain the ecological reasons for favoring these particular species?
In light of climate change, cedar and fir are dying out and removal of any tree species is not
favored if droughts continue to deepen especially with loss of snow pack. Removal of fir will
impact many of the sensitive species that rely on fir for food and nest/den cavities. For example,
spotted owls rely on fir for its dense branching, which allows them to escape larger predators.
8. Ecological restoration principles require treatments without tree removal.
The Summit Project should not place too much reliance on mechanical methods for ecological
restoration and maintenance. Instead, fire should be used as the primary tool for restoration, as
suggested in both the CSO and Fisher Conservation Strategies. Moreover, the proposal should
not overstate the need for ecological restoration to create resiliency from drought, and native
insects and diseases, which are natural processes that should be preserved rather than eliminated.
Thinning of medium and large diameter trees (12-30” DBH) should not be permitted for the
purpose of ecological restoration to prevent natural stresses from competition. Tree competition,
caused primarily by increases in stand density, is a natural process which induces other natural
process that deal with this density, such as native insect- and disease-caused tree mortality.
These processes, in turn, produce structural forest elements that are vital for wildlife—snags.
While the removal of trees to reduce this natural competition may prevent the death of a small
number of large trees, it would also prevent the creation of some of the most important elements
in the forest ecosystem—snags—for the perpetuation of certain wildlife species, including
California spotted owls, California condor, various woodpeckers, and countless other species. It
is well-documented that these species need abundant large snags at a certain densities in order to
thrive. Even the artificial method of increasing the number of snags by girdling trees will not
create as diverse a variety of snags for these species as natural snag recruitment. And while the
cutting or removal of trees to prevent competition-induced stresses may be good for the
remaining trees, it prevents natural snag recruitment that helps perpetuate a number of key
wildlife species.
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The proposed action promotes resilience as a goal. But it is important to understand that
resilience is not a process. Instead, it is a characteristic, which results from the continued
perpetuation of natural processes, including competition. The perpetuation of the forest
ecosystem is not the same as the perpetuation of the lives of all of the larger trees in that
ecosystem. This means that we need some of these large trees to die at a rate that can sustain
certain wildlife species. Competition mortality will result in large snag recruitment beyond what
silviculturalists may want in a forest that is “managed” to produce maximum growth.
Even if the project allows cutting a few of the larger trees for ecological restoration or to reduce
safety hazards along roads, these tree boles should be retained in the forest as large down woody
material. Ecological restoration provides an opportunity to restore forest areas with large down
woody material for wildlife (especially for Pacific fishers), soils, and to maintain ecological
functions.
Leaving a large number of downed logs will not increase fire risk. The Forest Service’s own
science clearly concludes that large logs (defined by the 2001 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan
Amendment as being over 12 inches in diameter) are essentially irrelevant to fire behavior. And
tree boles over 12 inches in diameter that the agency needs to fell for ecological restoration
would not create any significant fire hazard. Operability for prescribed fire management should
not be an issue when leaving these large tree boles as down logs. In fact, the 2004 Framework
standards take large down logs into consideration, stating that managers should design prescribed
burn prescriptions and techniques to minimize the loss of large down material.
The Forest Service should use the reintroduction of fire as the primary tool for ecological
restoration and prohibit the thinning of larger trees to reduce fire risk (see more discussion about
the science of fuel reduction below). The agency should limit manual or mechanical methods
that prepare the forest for the reintroduction of fire to the cutting of only some trees 8-10 inches
DBH and smaller. As the adjacent Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks (“SEKI”) has
found, “cutting trees up to and including 8” in diameter has proven effective in fuels reduction in
SEKI.” Moreover, the Sequoia National Forest has also found that limiting tree cutting to 12
inches in diameter in the Giant Sequoia National Monument is adequate to protect communities.
See, e.g., the Ponderosa Project. After fire is reintroduced into these stands, natural processes
can perpetuate, making future thinning applications for ecological maintenance unnecessary.
Although we prefer a diameter limit below 8-10 inches, the Forest Service must consider an
alternative that limits tree cutting to 12 inches in diameter, which the Western Divide Ranger
District has found to be effective in reducing fuels and increasing resiliency in the adjacent
Monument. See, e.g., the Tule River Reservation Protection Project. That project has a similarenough purpose and need to require detailed analysis of a 12-inch DBH limit alternative for the
Summit Project. Of course, these diameter limits should be lowered in CSO PACs and home
ranges and treatments should retain sufficient densities of much small trees for maintenance of
Pacific fisher and goshawk habitat.
Restoration projects to restore resilience must take a different approach, and should not repeat
the mistakes of past management where thinning for fuel reduction and removal of timber or
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biomass have driven project design. In fact, North et al. (2009) states that the removal of trees
over 10-16 inches in diameter is done primarily “for socioeconomic purposes” such as
“generating revenue” or “providing merchantable wood for local sawmills.”
Here, only smaller trees need to be felled and often do not need to be removed to restore
resilience. A mosaic of seral change from well-managed prescribed fire will foster resilience,
especially in light of climate change. Moreover, tree removal requires mechanized equipment,
resulting in increased soil bulk density and greater erosion, setting back restoration.
9. A Priority for the Summit Project, as a principle of ecological restoration, should be to
maximize improving Pacific fisher (and CSO) habitat without habitat degradation.
Snags and downed logs are some of the most important habitat elements for Pacific fishers.
Zielinski et al. (2006 [Table 2]) found that fishers selected sites with 15.4 large snags (over 38.1
cm in diameter, or over 15 inches in diameter) on average per 0.5 hectares, or about 12.5 large
snags per acre, within Sierra and Sequoia National Forests, including within the Giant Sequoia
National Monument. Using the U.S. Forest Service’s own Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA)
fixed plots to determine the average snag density across the forested landscape within the fisher’s
range in Sequoia and Sierra National Forests, Zielinski et al. (2006) found that there were only
about 8.7 large snags per acre on average—well below the level selected by fishers.
But the proposed action includes commercial thinning, which would eliminate the very habitat
elements that fishers need over the long term. The EIS and Wildlife BE must analyze the
impacts of repeatedly thinning for the express purpose of preventing medium/large snag
recruitment from fire and insects. Moreover the EIS and BE must divulge whether the current
basal area levels of medium/large snags in the Summit Project area meets the levels selected by
fishers, or whether they may currently be lower than optimal. Given the importance of
medium/large snag basal area to fishers, this must be carefully analyzed in the EIS.
Furthermore, the Wildlife BE and EIS must analyze the impacts of proposed forest thinning on
large downed log levels, and whether sufficient downed logs of a certain size are available for
fishers. Zielinski et al. (2006) found that fishers selected sites with 65 large downed logs (over
25.4 cm in diameter) per hectare, or about 26 logs over 10 inches in diameter per acre. Using the
U.S. Forest Service’s own Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) fixed plots to determine the
average large downed log density across the forested landscape within the fisher’s range in
Sequoia and Sierra National Forests, Zielinski et al. (2006) found that there were only about 19
large downed logs per acre on average within the fisher’s range—well below the level selected
by fishers. Zielinski et al. (2006) also found that fishers selected sites with 169 cubic meters of
large down logs per hectare (2,427 cubic feet per acre), relative to only 118 cubic meters per
hectare at FIA plots in general (1,690 cubic feet per acre).
These same habitat elements are also important for the California spotted owl, which benefit
from and prefer a closed canopy and an abundance of large snags and downed logs. Moreover,
woodpecker abundance and diversity is also enhanced by fire and insect outbreaks. Although
Black-backed Woodpeckers have not yet been discovered in the southern Greenhorn Mountains,
the immediate removal of burned trees prevents the occupation of newly created habitat.
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10. Alternatives to the Proposed Action
a. Develop a non-commercial alternative, as required by SFL v. Rey
The analysis must include a “non-commercial alternative” based on the requirements of the
Sierra Forest Legacy (SFL) v. Rey permanent injunction. That ruling required that “the Forest
Service [] include a detailed consideration of project alternatives, including a non-commercial
funding alternative, for all new fuel reduction projects not already evaluated and approved as of
the date of this Memorandum and Order.” SFL v. Rey, 2:05-cv-00205-MCE-GGH, 2:05-cv00211-MCE-GGH, 2009 WL 3698507 at *5 (E.D. Cal. Nov. 4, 2009) (permanent injunction
order). Because the Summit Project includes fuel reduction treatments and has not already been
evaluated and approved as of Nov. 4, 2009, this alternative must be considered in detail. We
suggest that small diameter limit alternatives (discussed below) be evaluated under this
requirement.
Moreover, there is scientific evidence that suggests eliminating commercial logging from our
National Forest is the fastest and most effective way to sequester carbon to mitigate the effects of
climate change. See Depro et al. (2008); see also Mitchell et al. (2009) (indicating that fuel
reduction thinning reduces mean carbon storage).
b. Develop an alternative that does not reduce crown thinning spacing.
Because this project is also billed as an ecological restoration project, the Forest Service should
include an alternative that can achieve the purpose and need of the project without crown
thinning or spacing, which only serve as a strategy for pure fire risk reductions in extreme
conditions to prevent a crown fire. Forest restoration projects should not be designed to fireproof a forest, to prevent something that only occurs under extreme fire conditions, except
possibly in the 200 feet immediately adjacent to homes.
In fact, opening up the canopy could have the opposite effect. Tree removal reduces canopy
cover, which increases temperatures and dries soil and flammable materials, prompts brush
growth, and increases surface wind in the forest, all of which increase the fire danger. See Fire
Weather Handbook (USFS 1970). These types of treatments often open the understory so that
midflame windspeed will increase and fine fuel moisture will decline (van Wagtendonk 1996,
Weatherspoon 1996).
Moreover, reductions in canopy cover are associated with reductions in CSO survival and
territory colonization rates, as well as increases in territory extinction rates. See Tempel et al.
(2014) (Exhibit O). Tempel et al. (2014) found that greater than 90% of medium intensity
harvests converted high-canopy forests into lower-canopy vegetation classes, suggesting that
landscape-scale fuel treatments could have negative impacts on populations of CSOs. They
found that medium-intensity timber harvests, characteristic of the proposed fuel treatments in
Summit, were negatively related to reproduction of CSOs, with CSO reproduction appearing
sensitive to even modest amounts of medium-intensity harvests.
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c. Develop an alternative with an 8 to 10 inch DBH limit.
Scientific studies have found that pre-commercial thinning of only some sapling and pole-sized
trees (up to 8-10 inches in diameter) effectively reduces fire severity (see next section below).
Therefore, the Summit project should include an alternative with an 8-10 inch DBH limit.
d. Develop an alternative using only prescribed burning.
The Forest Service should explore whether the fuel reduction and ecological/forest health goals
can be accomplished with prescribed burning only as an alternative. During the right conditions,
even with heavy fuel loads but sufficient fuel moisture, it may be possible to safely re-introduce
fire into the project area without pre-treatments.
11. Science shows that treatments of only small diameter trees effectively reduce fire
severity.
Scientific reports have found that pre-commercial thinning of only sapling and pole-sized trees
(up to 8-10 inches in diameter) effectively reduces fire severity. See, for example:
a) Omi, P.N., and E.J. Martinson. 2002. Effects of fuels treatment on wildfire
severity. Final report. Joint Fire Science Program Governing Board, Western
Forest Fire Research Center, Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO.
Available from
http://www.cnr.colostate.edu/frws/research/westfire/finalreport.pdf (found that
precommercial thinning of trees under 8 to 10 inches in diameter reduced
potential for severe fire (email communication with the authors confirmed that
trees removed were of this small size class)). More specifically, the Omi and
Martinson (2002) study, found that precommercial thinning reduced stand damage
(a measure of fire severity generally related to stand mortality) in both of the two
thinned study sites, Cerro Grande and Hi Meadow (the authors reported that the
Hi Meadow site was marginally significant, p<.1, perhaps due to small sample
size), each with several plots.
b) Martinson, E.J., and P.N. Omi. 2003. Performance of fuel treatments subjected
to wildfires. USDA Forest Service Proceedings RMRS-P-29 (found that noncommercial thinning of submerchantable-sized trees, generally followed by slash
burning or removal, in several areas across the western U.S. greatly reduced fire
severity, and that this result held true regardless of post-thinning basal area
density).
c) Strom, B.A., and P.Z. Fule. 2007. Pre-wildfire fuel treatments affect long-term
ponderosa pine forest dynamics. International Journal of Wildland Fire 16: 128138 (non-commercial thinning of very small trees under 20 cm DBH (8 inches
DBH) in seven different sites dramatically reduced fire severity, resulting in postfire basal area mortality of only about 28% (low severity) in non-commercially
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thinned areas versus post-fire basal area mortality of about 86% in untreated
areas).
The Proposed Action summary suggests that commercial thinning, as proposed, will reduce
potential for severe fire. Research conducted in the Sierra Nevada, however, found evidence to
contradict this claim. A recent study conducted after the Rim Fire found
that wildfire burning under extreme weather conditions, as is often the case with
fires that escape initial attack, can produce large areas of high-severity fire even in
fuels-reduced forests with restored fire regimes.
Lyderson et al. (2014) (enclosed as Exhibit L). In another study, an area of the Eldorado
National Forest that was mechanically thinned very shortly before the fire, and was masticated
(material <10” diameter) mere months before the fire, had higher combined mortality from
thinning and fire than the adjacent un-thinned area (Hanson and Odion 2006). A further study
found that
Compared with the original conditions, a closed canopy would result in a 10
percent reduction in the area of high or extreme fireline intensity. In contrast, an
open canopy [from fuel treatments] has the opposite effect, increasing the area
exposed to high or extreme fireline intensity by 36 percent. Though it may appear
counterintuitive, when all else is equal open canopies lead to reduced fuel
moisture and increased midflame windspeed, which increase potential fireline
intensity.
Platt et al. 2006 (Annals of the Assoc. Amer. Geographers 96: 455-470). The EIS must analyze
this type of evidence from actual wildland fires burning through thinned areas rather than rely
upon modeling results, which are based on assumptions that may not reflect actual real-world
fire behavior. Increased fire severity could result from: a) increased mid-flame windspeeds due
to a reduction in the buffering effect of mature tree boles; b) slash debris (even if you make
efforts to reduce slash, this is never totally effective, and much slash remains—enough to
perhaps increase overall surface fuels relative to current levels, something the Forest Service
generally fails to adequately discuss); c) accelerated brush growth due to increased sun exposure;
and d) desiccation of surface fuels due to increased sun and wind exposure.
Moreover, research provides evidence that seriously questions the very basis for thinning and its
assumed effectiveness. Rhodes and Baker (2008) found that, based upon the fire rotation
interval for high severity fire, and assuming an effectiveness period of 20 years for a
mechanically-thinned area (i.e., before it would need to be treated again to maintain effectiveness
from a fire/fuels perspective), the probability of a thinned area encountering a high severity fire
patch during the 20-year effectiveness period (assuming for the sake of argument that the
thinning actually does reduce fire severity during this period) is only about 3.3% in California’s
forests. And it would be less than 2% if an 11-year thinning effectiveness period is assumed
(Rhodes and Baker 2008). This means that, in order to have a 50% chance of having the thinned
area reduce the severity of a fire patch that would have otherwise been high severity, the thinned
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area would have to be re-thinned every 20 years for about 300 years (see Rhodes and Baker
2008).
Please fully analyze the implications of these findings, and please also fully divulge whether you
intend to re-thin this area over and over again every couple of decades or so for the next three
centuries in order to have a reasonable probability of having the thinning area actually prevent
high severity fire from occurring in the thinned area. If so, please fully analyze the cumulative
environmental impacts on wildlife, soils, and watersheds from such repeated mechanical
activities on this site. Also, please disclose the source of the funding for these recurring
mechanical activities over the decades. If not, please divulge the fact that the probability that the
thinned area will NOT encounter a high severity fire area is about 97% or greater, and that your
thinning activities are extremely unlikely to be effective in any tangible or meaningful way for
fuels/fire management.
Mastication Effects
In 2008, the Forest Service published a paper about the effects of the American River Complex
fire on forest stands in the Tahoe National Forest resulting from various treatments. One of the
main findings of this study was that mastication without the subsequent treatment of fine fuels
could have severe effects that may result in 100% mortality of the remaining trees in a
subsequent fire. It explained:
Mastication does not remove fuels from the site, but redistributes them (Figure
19). By design, mastication reduces the ladder fuel effect but increases surface
fuels. Until the masticated fuels decompose, they are also much drier and more
easily ignited than live fuels. The American River Complex burned early in the
fire season, and primarily under moderate weather conditions, when fuel
moistures were still relatively high. As a result, live shrubs and hardwoods were
resistant to burning, and even masticated units may have provided some resistance
to fire (although this was probably at least partly due to the shrubby live fuels on
site). However, under the more severe fire weather conditions encountered on
July 9, masticated fuels proved no barrier to fire spread and tree mortality in the
masticated stands was 100%. The fact that these masticated units performed so
poorly under early season conditions suggests that caution should be used in their
implementation, especially in areas of long summer drought like the Sierra
Nevada. It is recommended that readers consult Stephens and Moghaddas (2005,
For. Ecol & Mgt., vol. 215:21-36) and Knapp et al. (2008, Final Report, Joint Fire
Science Program Project 05-2-1-20) for results of scientific trials and fire
modeling which call into question the advisability of using masticated treatments
alone (i.e., without further treatment) in Sierra Nevada mixed conifer forest. In
the Stephens and Moghaddas (2005) study, a comparison of different treatment
techniques showed that masticated treatments supported the highest rates of
spread, fireline intensities, flame lengths, and levels of tree mortality (even higher
than or equal to the untreated control) under 80th and 90th percentile weather
conditions. In the Knapp et al. (2008) study, modeled wildfire in 10 different
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masticated units in northern California resulted in >95% tree mortality under only
80th percentile weather conditions.
Safford et al. (2008) at 20.
Fuel reduction treatments that remove larger trees is ineffective and unnecessary.
In the adjacent Giant Sequoia National Monument (GSNM), the DEIS for the draft Management
Plan generally admits that the removal of trees over 10-16 inches in diameter is unnecessary and
ineffective with regard to reducing the intensity/severity of wildland fire, and that, if trees larger
than 10-16 inches in diameter are proposed for thinning, “reasons other than” fire/fuel
management should be provided (DEIS, p. 459, citing North et al. 2009). Thus, the Forest
Service in the GSNM DEIS admits that thinning of mature trees over 10 to 16 inches is done
primarily for economic reasons and is unnecessary for fire management or ecological restoration.
Indeed, the authors of North et al. (2009), on page 24 of that report, specifically discuss the
potential removal of trees over 10-16 inches in diameter “for socioeconomic purposes” such as
“generating revenue” or “providing merchantable wood for local sawmills.” Nowhere do the
authors of North et al. (2009) specifically recommend removal of mature trees (as opposed to
snag creation or downed log creation) for strictly ecological purposes, or offer a single citation to
any ecological study concluding that some mature trees must be removed from the forest
ecosystem, as opposed to being left as live trees, converted into large snags, or converted into
large downed logs.
12. The analysis should consider the shortage of complex early seral forest habitat.
There is a fundamental shortage across the landscape in the Sierra Nevada of what scientists now
refer to as “Complex Early Seral Forests” (CESF) or CESF habitat. See Exhibit H – DellaSala et
al. (2013). CESF habitat is “created by stand-replacing fire, or lower intensity disturbances such
as fires, insects, and windthrow, are underappreciated for their unique biodiversity (Swanson et
al. 2010), and, as such, CESFs are not even included as a habitat type in any current vegetation
mapping used by the Forest Service (e.g., California Wildlife Habitat Relations).” Id., p. 4; see
also id., p. 5 (describing this habitat in detail). This, however will change in the upcoming plan
revision for the Sequoia NF because the Forest Service must analyze an alternative that
establishes plan components for post-fire, complex early seral habitat. See Exhibit A, p. 6 (SFL
settlement).
Thinning to reduce fire risk has the potential to eliminate stand-replacing fire throughout the
Summit Project area, which will also eliminate creation of CESF habitat, important for the blackbacked woodpecker (Picoides arcticus), a Species of Conservation Concern exemplary of these
forests (Exhibit H, p. 4) and even the California spotted owl, which “preferentially selects highseverity fire areas for foraging (Bond et al. 2009).” The project analysis must account for any
remaining CESF habitats, which may exist in the northwest portion of Summit Project area,
resulting from the Stormy Fire, and must disclose the potentially adverse effects from fuel
reduction thinning on future creation of CESF habitat, as well as any resulting indirect effects on
black-backed woodpeckers and California spotted owls.
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13. The analysis should consider an alternative approach to providing defensible space.
The Summit Project is proposing to “provide defensible space around the community of Alta
Sierra and nearby structures,” supposedly to stop the fire and protect the homes in the
community. Defensible space is a place where firefighters can be safely stationed in the path of
the advancing fire. And although the Forest Service proposes large WUI areas, cutting down
trees beyond 200 to 300 feet from homes to create defensible space for firefighters to battle the
wall of flames that might be approaching and to protect the homes from the fire will place
firefighters in danger and will cause unnecessary resource damage. It will eventually result in
areas that will become more flammable because of the subsequent growth of more flammable
bushes and grasses than existed prior to leaving the forest canopy intact, including exotic grasses
and herbaceous annuals that carry fire quickly to the base of the remaining trees.
Does the Forest Service have research to document the percentage of “defensible space” that is
actually used before it is overgrown with bushes and must again be treated? What percentage of
these logged, so-called “defensible space” areas is actually used by firefighters during wildfires?
What percentage of these logged “defensible space” areas is not accessed by firefighters because
the fire is too fast-moving and too dangerous for the agency to drop firefighters into the path of
the fire? Please provide the independent, peer-reviewed, scientific research upon which the
answers to these questions are based.
Making the treatment area be the Home Ignition Zone, the 200 to 300 feet surrounding homes,
and immediately using that treated Home Ignition Zone (HIZ) as the defensible space from
which prescribed fire is anchored and allowed to burn into the surrounding forest in a mosaic
burn would be less costly and more effective than mechanical treatments beyond the HIZ.
We urge the Forest Service to consider an alternative WUI size, defined by the Home Ignition
Zone (HIZ) as a safezone from which firefighters would initiate prescribed fire to burn away
from the HIZ and into the WUI.
The WUI is defined as “the area where houses meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland
vegetation” (USDA and USDI 2001). The pervasiveness of the WUI has immediate relevance in
the current U.S. debate on wildland fire, fuel treatments, and the restoration of fire dependent
forest ecosystems (Covington 2000, Service 2003).
The southern California fires of 2003 highlighted the devastating effects that wildland fires can
have in WUI areas. Yet, these fires, despite setting records, burned only a small portion of the
WUI of southern California, leaving extensive areas of the WUI at risk for future fires. This
emphasizes the magnitude of the task that is at hand and suggests that sprawl-limiting policies
may have to be paired with fuel treatments to substantially lower the fire threat to homes in the
long term. (Radeloff et al 2005)
http://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/journals/pnw_2005_radeloff001.pdf
The WUI has been defined by the U.S. Forest Service as an area up to 2.4 km or 1.5 miles from
structures where mechanical fuel treatments would be implemented in order to protect homes
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and provide defensible space for firefighters. The 2.4-km distance follows the recommendation
of the California Fire Alliance (2001) and represents an estimate of the distance a firebrand can
fly ahead of a fire front. (Radeloff et al 2005)
However, the Forest Service fire science of Jack Cohen (Jack D. Cohen, Research Physical
Scientist, Fire Sciences Laboratory, PO Box 8089, Missoula, MT 59807 406-329-4821 (fax)
406-329-4825 jcohen@fs.fed.us), defines the Home Ignition Zone (HIZ) – the 200 to 300 feet
immediately surrounding homes where mechanical fuel treatments should be implemented to
protect homes. The Home Ignition Zone (HIZ) treatments can be the mechanically-treated
safezone that anchors prescribed fire treatments that would then be implemented beyond the HIZ
and into the WUI to protect homes.
Treating areas for thousands of feet down slope of rural residences will only cause unnecessary
changes in the wildlands and not protect the rural residences from the wildfire that could start in
the wildland area, if treatments have not been applied to the area within 200 feet of structures
(Cohen 1999).
The alternative of using the HIZ as the safezone anchor for prescribed fires into the WUI is
reasonable because firefighters have successfully utilized narrower areas than the 200 to 300 foot
wide HIZ when prescribed fires or backfires are initiated from roads and trails in forested areas.
14. The EIS must analyze the project’s effects on the character of potential wilderness and
RARE II inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) identified in the recent plan revision, which
are located in the north and west portion of the Summit Project area.
The Forest must take a hard look at the effects of the proposed action and other alternatives on
the area’s roadless character and wilderness values. “Roadless character” as defined in the
Roadless Rule (36 CFR § 294.11) includes:
(1) Quality of undisturbed soil, water, and air;
(2) Diversity of plant and animal communities;
(3) Habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for
those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of land;
(4) Primitive, semi‐primitive non-motorized and semi‐primitive motorized classes of
dispersed recreation;
(5) Natural appearing landscapes with high scenic values;
(6) Traditional cultural properties and sacred sites;
(7) Other locally identified unique characteristics.
Roadless Areas provide substantial water resource benefits (DellaSala et al., 2011), are important
for conserving biodiversity (Strittholt and DellaSala, 2001), and are important climate change
refugia for biodiversity (Olson et al., 2012). The Forest Service should review and explain its
management guidelines for this IRA and explain how each alternative reviewed in the NEPA
documents is compatible with maintaining roadless area qualities and values.
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Wilderness character would also be affected in several units of the Summit Project area that were
recently identified in the plan revision’s potential wilderness inventory (see Exhibit E).
Therefore these effects must be disclosed in the Summit EIS.
15. The Summit Project proposes to type-convert forest stands.
The Summit Project is proposing to change stand structure with a ‘type conversion’ of the forest
by focusing tree removal on fir and cedar tree species. Fir and cedar trees are preferred nesting
habitat, because of their high growth rates and frequent defects, for many cavity loving species,
including Pacific Fisher, California Spotted Owl, etc., and white fir needles are the only source
of winter food for the Mt. Pinos Sooty Grouse.
The Forest Service claim that fir and cedar trees are not part of the natural heterogeneity of the
forest is contradicted by observations of past logging in the forest. Since 2001, SFK’s staff and
summer ecology interns repeatedly observe that many of the largest stumps in the forest (stumps
5 to 7 feet in diameter) have attached cedar bark that indicates that those large, old stumps were
incense cedar trees and that those trees historically constituted a dominant part of the overstory
of the forest, which contradicts the Forest Service claim, implied in the Summit Project
documents and documents from other Sequoia National Forest project proposals, that fir and
cedar trees are not part of the natural heterogeneity of the forest, but are, instead, invading
species that should be removed to “restore natural heterogeneity”.
When Master Naturalist, Alison Sheehey, first began researching the mammal diversity of the
entirety of Kern County, California, as a result of being on a committee working to create a San
Joaquin Valley-wide Habitat Conservation Plan, it was difficult to find Douglas squirrel
anywhere other than in the very northern reaches of the Greenhorn Mountains of Sequoia
National Forest from Tiger Flat northward. The significance of the southward expansion of this
small conifer-dwelling squirrel, which is climax-conifer dependent, cannot be understated. This
is the only widespread species that is the main prey source for many of the old-growth dependent
predators that are now all experiencing severe population declines due to habitat loss.
The southward expansion of the Douglas squirrel can be directly related to the fact that Sequoia
ForestKeeper and like-minded organizations have challenged Forest Service projects and have
temporarily curtailed the massive amounts of logging in the Greenhorn Mountains from the early
1990s and until August 24, 2011 when Judge Breyer lifted his order to halt logging on the Ice
Timber Sale. The spotted owl and Pacific fisher are holding their own, but not for long with the
cumulative enormity of the logging projects proposed by the Forest Service to open the forest
canopy, remove woody cover, remove shrubs and small diameter trees, and basically destroy the
remnant old growth because of the fear of fires in the hamlets dotted throughout the forest.
16. The Forest Service must disclose its overall plans to “establish and maintain a pattern of
area treatments.”
The Summit Project proposes to “establish and maintain a pattern of area treatments.” But the
USFS has at no time provided a NEPA public review period for the totality of the “pattern of
area treatments” that it plans to establish or propose to let the public weigh in on the need or
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effectiveness of such a “pattern of area treatments.” If the Summit Project is part of a larger plan
for area treatments, this must be disclosed and analyzed in a programmatic EIS.
17. Mastication and Chipping
The Summit Project is proposing to masticate and chip some trees and vegetation. If there is a
plan to leave some of these mastication and chipping products on the ground in the forest, please
provide an analysis of the research on mastication and chipping that leads the decision maker to
use this fuel treatment.
18. The analysis must disclose the project’s effects on and its contribution to climate change.
The environmental analysis must also discuss how the Summit project will potentially emit CO2
that may contribute to climate change or what efforts will be taken to mitigate these emissions,
by disclosing and analyzing the carbon emitted from fuel reduction treatments, slash treatments,
and biomass collection, hauling, and burning or prescribed burning.
A recent article by Mitchell et al. (2009) describes tradeoffs for managing for carbon storage (a
valid goal in any forest management action) versus fuels reduction. That study suggests that,
with the exception of some xeric ecosystems (not present in the current project area), “fuel
reduction treatments should be forgone if forest ecosystems are to provide maximal amelioration
of atmospheric CO2 over the next 100 years.” Id. at 653. For that reason, each alternative should
discuss and analyze carbon emissions from implementation, and the no-action alternative should
also provide information about the potential for carbon storage from foregoing project
implementation.
Depro et al., 2007, found that eliminating logging would result in massive increases in Carbon
sequestration. “Our analysis found that a “no timber harvest” scenario eliminating harvests on
public lands would result in an annual increase of 17–29 million metric tons of carbon (MMTC)
per year between 2010 and 2050—as much as a 43% increase over current sequestration levels
on public timberlands and would offset up to 1.5% of total U.S. GHG emissions.” (Depro et al.,
2007 abstract)
Moreover, Mitchell et al. (2009) found the amount of net carbon released into the atmosphere, on
an acreage basis with small diameter thinning for fuel reduction (if used for biomass), puts more
carbon into the atmosphere than an average fire, on an acreage basis:
Our simulations indicate that fuel reduction treatments in these ecosystems
consistently reduced fire severity. However, reducing the fraction by which C is
lost in a wildfire requires the removal of a much greater amount of C, since most
of the C stored in forest biomass (stem wood, branches, coarse woody debris)
remains unconsumed even by high-severity wildfires. For this reason, all of the
fuel reduction treatments simulated for the west Cascades and Coast Range
ecosystems as well as most of the treatments simulated for the east Cascades
resulted in a reduced mean stand C storage. One suggested method of
compensating for such losses in C storage is to utilize C harvested in fuel
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reduction treatments as biofuels. Our analysis indicates that this will not be an
effective strategy in the west Cascades and Coast Range over the next 100 years.
Mitchell et al., 2009 abstract.
In any case, the environmental analysis must disclose the emissions from fuel reduction
treatments, associated slash treatments, and biomass collection, hauling, and burning/incineration
or prescribed burning for each action alternative. For this, the Washington Office of the Forest
Service has generated specific direction on how to discuss climate change effects in a NEPA
analysis. See Climate Change Considerations in Project Level NEPA Analysis (Jan. 13, 2009)
(attached as Exhibit I). That document specifically mentions fuel reduction projects in the types
of projects that should disclose direct effects on climate change:


The effect of a proposed project on climate change (GHG emissions and carbon
cycling). Examples include: short-term GHG emissions and alteration to the carbon
cycle caused by hazardous fuels reduction projects, GHG emissions from oil and gas field
development, and avoiding large GHG emissions pulses and effects to the carbon cycle
by thinning overstocked stands to increase forest resilience and decrease the potential for
large scale wildfire.

Id. at 2. To assist in disclosing these effects, the Forest Service provides tools that can help
managers determine the direct contributions of GHG emissions from project burning or
treatments. Id. at 5 (FOFEM 5.5, Consume 3.0, and the Forest Vegetation Simulator). Because
the Forest Service has tools or models to effectively calculate emissions, it must disclose these
emissions for each of the action alternatives. In addition, the guidance document suggests that
the NEPA document include a qualitative effects analysis. Id. Such an analysis should include
the cumulative effects, quantified in an “individual, regional, national, global” context. Id. at 6.
Finally, the guidance suggests that NEPA provides direction on how managers should respond to
comments raised during project analysis regarding climate change:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Modify alternatives including the proposed action.
Develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by
the Agency.
Supplement, improve, or modify the analysis.
Make factual corrections.
Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing the
sources, authorities, or reasons which support the Agency’s position and, if
appropriate, indicate those circumstances that would trigger agency reappraisal or
further response.

Id. at 8. At the very least, because this project includes fuel reduction treatments and burning
that will contribute GHG emissions, the EIS must include an acknowledgment of carbon
emissions and must provide a response to this issue.
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Moreover, the analysis should account for and quantify (as part of the cumulative effects
analysis) not only the emission from prescribed burning on-site and the emissions from any
biomass that is removed from the project area and later burned or incinerated off-site, but also
the contribution of emissions from transporting this material for off-site burning, and the
contribution of emissions from planning and implementing the project by a contractor and by the
Forest Service.
This holistic approach to account for GHG emission is necessary to provide managers and the
public with the kind of information under NEPA to make informed choices between alternatives
and to mitigate for climate change, and to consider and assess the larger picture of GHG
contributions from all projects on the national forests that may contribute GHG emissions.
19. The analysis must disclose the impact from mechanized equipment on soils, streams, and
watersheds
The Summit Project proposes to use both commercial and non-commercial activities to thin
ladder fuels, restore species composition to those present before fire suppression and logging,
and increase the resiliency of stands of trees to drought, insects, and fire. And while commercial
activities would use rubber-tired skidders or log forwarders on slopes up to 35%, skyline yarding
on slopes between 35 - 60%, and allow tractor use when there is no acceptable risk of soil
erosion, and loss of soil to erosion is unacceptable.
Mechanized fuel treatments incur ecological costs by damaging soils, vegetation, and hydrologic
processes, as proponents of fuel reduction treatments have acknowledged (e.g., Allen et al.,
2002; Graham et al., 1999; 2004; Agee and Skinner, 2005). Mechanical fuel reduction
treatments typically involve the same suite of activities as logging, with the same set of impacts
to soils, runoff, erosion, sedimentation, water quality, and stream structure and function. These
effects, their mechanisms, and their aquatic impacts have been extensively and repeatedly
documented across the West (e.g., Geppert et al., 1984; Meehan, 1991; USFS et al., 1993;
Rhodes et al., 1994; CWWR, 1996, USFS and USBLM, 1997a; c; Beschta et al., 2004).
Watershed damage ultimately translates into aquatic damage.
The collateral impacts of fuel treatments are of considerable concern due to the existing aquatic
context. Across the West, aquatic systems are significantly and pervasively degraded (Rieman et
al., 2003; Beschta et al., 2004). As a result, many populations of aquatic species, including most
native trout and salmonids, have undergone severe contractions in their range and number and
remaining populations are now imperiled and highly fragmented (Frissell, 1993; USFS and
USBLM, 1997a; Kessler et al., 2001; Behnke, 2002; Bradford, 2005). Additional damage to
watersheds and aquatic systems reduces the prospects for the protection and restoration of
imperiled aquatic species (USFS and USBLM, 1997c; USFWS, 1998; Karr et al., 2004). The
loss of aquatic systems has also reduced the number of native fish species including: California
roach, speckled dace, Sacramento hitch, Sacramento pikeminnow, Sacramento splittail,
Sacramento sucker, and caused the extinction of the thicktail chub.
These impacts to soils, streams, and watersheds will add to the damage done after the 1990
Stormy Fire from salvage logging. Impact from this project must be added to the existing
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watershed damage and foreseeable future damage to provide an accurate assessment of the
adverse effects. No additional erosion or sediment flow into down-stream watersheds would be
considered acceptable. All sediment flows into streams are cumulative and eventually contribute
to causing reservoirs like Lake Isabella to fill with sediment, as it has.
20. We request that specific base-line information and results from treatments be disclosed in
the environmental analysis.
Information provided as part of scoping is so limited that it is difficult to comment adequately on
the proposal. Please provide us with further specific information in the analysis that could help
us understand the base-line and results from project treatments:


Please provide data in the DEIS about the existing conditions for each unit, including:
o tree density
o the range of tree sizes and basal area
o % of current canopy cover
o the number and size of snags
o the number or size of large down logs (>12 inch at midpoint)
o information about the understory for each unit, such as the % of area with shrub
cover or in montane chaparral patches



Please provide specific information in the DEIS about what the Forest Service plans to
leave after implementation for each unit by action alternative, including:
o tree density
o the range of tree sizes and basal area
o % of canopy cover after thinning
o the number and size of snags (here’s an opportunity to increase the number of
snags by girdling trees rather than felling or removing them)
o the number or size of large down logs (>12 inch at midpoint) (here’s also an
opportunity to increase the number of large down logs rather than removing them)
o information about the understory for each unit, such as the % of area with shrub
cover or in montane chaparral patches after thinning



The scoping summary has insufficient information to comment on nests, detections, or
home ranges for spotted owls, where old forest emphasis allocation are located, and
where any current and historical condor roosts are located. Please provide more detail
about these.



The scoping summary does not include any information about the extent and quality of
Pacific fisher habitat in the project area. Please provide information about any fisher
habitat capability in the treatment units or in areas adjacent to treatment units.

21. The Forest Service must use the best available scientific information.
Forest Service regulations require that projects that implement forest plans consider the best
available science in their analysis. 36 C.F.R. § 219.35(a), (d) (2000); 69 Fed. Reg. 58055 (Sept.
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29, 2004). To correctly apply this standard, the Forest Service “should seek out and consider all
existing scientific evidence relevant to the decision and it cannot ignore existing data. . . . The
Forest Service must determine which data are the most accurate, reliable, and relevant, and that
will be reviewed deferentially, but it still must be good science-that is reliable, peer reviewed, or
otherwise complying with valid scientific methods.” Ecology Center v. U.S. Forest Service, 451
F.3d 1183, 1194, n. 4 (10th Cir. 2006).
This also means that, in the final analysis, the Forest Service must disclose and discuss any
science that it rejected as less accurate, reliable, or relevant than the science it actually applied to
the project.
22. The analysis must consider all existing water uses and resources
After thinning stands of mature trees, to increase heterogeneity and resilience, and after hand
thinning stands of smaller trees, the temperature of forest fuels and forest air will increase, the
moisture level of forest fuels decreases, and the relative humidity in the understory decreases, it
stands to reason that surface and groundwater resources could also be impacted by the removal
of these materials. It therefore stands to reason that the Forest Service should provide a
comprehensive inventory of surface and groundwater resources in the watersheds of the Summit
Project area as a way to establish a baseline for assessing the impacts of the project on forest
resources. These inventories and an analysis of water resources must be considered in the
environmental analysis, especially in light of the current and predicted future prolonged drought
periods in California.
The Summit EIS must therefore consider how unlogged forests retain water before approving
tree removal. The EIS must consider whether commercial logging is an appropriate treatment
since commercial logging would cause the forest to become hotter and drier and allow surface
winds to increase, all of which would exacerbate wildfire.
If the project is to restore and maintain the forest ecosystem so it is resilient to the effects of
wildfire, drought, disease, and other disturbances, the EIS must include an assessment of and
documentation to show all water diversions, withdrawals, and developments that utilize water in
the watersheds involved in the project area in order to establish a baseline of available water for
making a decision as to what can be done to protect the forest ecosystem from drought and
whether commercial thinning would be effective, since thinning would cause the forest
understory to become hotter and drier, and would allow moisture-robbing surface winds to
increase. Monitoring wells need to be placed throughout the WUI project areas to determine the
anthropogenic effects on the aquifers.
Managing forest ecosystems and clearing fire prone vegetation runs counter to common sense by
exposing soils and understory vegetation to desiccating conditions. Removing forest biomass to
supposedly reduce fire danger runs counter to making the forest resilient to climate change
because opening the forest canopy to winds or the drying heat of the sun results in drying out the
layers of moisture-holding duff, small trees, and down woody material, especially in the southern
Sequoia National Forest, which receives relatively much less moisture due to geography and
prevailing weather patterns.
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Water vapor in the air comes almost entirely from three sources: Evaporation from any moist
surface or body of water, evaporation from soil, and transpiration from plants. Plants have large
surfaces for transpiration; occasionally they have as much as 40 square yards for each square
yard of ground area. Transpiration from an area of dense vegetation can contribute up to eight
times as much moisture to the atmosphere as can an equal area of bare ground.
Relative humidity is most important as a fire-weather factor in the layer near the ground, where it
influences both fuels and fire behavior. The relative humidity that affects fuels on the forest
floor is often quite different from that in the instrument shelter, particularly in unshaded areas
where soil and surface fuels exposed to the sun are heated intensely, and warm the air
surrounding them. This very warm air may have a dew point nearly the same or slightly higher
than the air in the instrument shelter, but because it is much warmer, it has a much lower relative
humidity. Vegetation moderates surface temperatures and contributes to air moisture through
transpiration and evaporation – both factors that affect local relative humidity. A continuous
forest canopy has the added effect of decreasing surface wind speeds and the mixing that takes
place with air movement. The differences in humidity between forest stands and open areas
generally vary with the density of the crown canopy. Under a closed canopy, humidity is
normally higher than outside (the closed canopy) during the day, and lower at night. The higher
humilities are even more pronounced when there is a green understory. While temperature and
moisture distribution in the layer of air near the ground are important in fire weather because of
their influence on fuel moisture, the distribution of temperature and moisture aloft can critically
influence the behavior of wildland fires.
Cumulative impacts that remove trees up to 30 inch diameter and larger that results in opening
the canopy and causes the sun to shine where the trees once stood heats and dries forest materials
and soil and causes flammable brush to grow where the less flammable tree trunks once stood.
Sequoia ForestKeeper’s teams of ecological graduate summer interns have repeatedly observed
and documented in Sequoia the inverse relationship between canopy cover and ground cover.
When forest canopy increases, groundcover decreases: when forest canopy decreases,
groundcover increases. (See Fire Weather and other research that indicates the same.)
Much of this is known and is discussed in the US Forest Service’s Publication FIRE WEATHER
. . . A Guide For Application Of Meteorological Information To Forest Fire Control Operations,
by Mark J. Schroeder, Weather Bureau, Environmental Sciences Administration, U.S.
Commerce Department and Charles C. Buck, Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Government Printing Office: 0-244 :923, first published in May 1970. Reviewed and
approved for reprinting August 1977, Stock No. 001-000-0193-0 / Catalog No. A 1.76:360
(available at http://tinyurl.com/pqeqhbj).
Congress recognized that managing natural resources in National Forests was “highly complex”
and enacted the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act. The Act requires that
the Forest Service develop an inventory of “present and potential renewable resources, and an
evaluation of opportunities for improving their yield of tangible and intangible goods and
services.” In addition the Act requires that all forest management activities to be preceded by a
“comprehensive assessment” of environmental and economic impacts in order to create a
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management plan that is consistent with MUSYA and NEPA. Congress emphasized the
“fundamental need” for the management plans to “protect and, where appropriate, improve the
quality of soil, air, and water resources.” Developing an inventory of surface and groundwater
resources and an assessment of the environmental impacts on surface and groundwater including
potential impacts of groundwater use on surface water resources, is an integral step in ensuring
that a management plan protects the water quality in Sequoia National Forest and the Giant
Sequoia National Monument.
The 1988 Sequoia Forest Land and Resource Management Plan does not actually provide any
direction about water resources and thus an inventory must be done for the watersheds that could
be impacted by the implementation of the Summit Project. The 1988 plan indicated that 32
percent of the available ERA’s have been consumed by that time. Consumed ERA’s may have
increased considerably since that time.

From 1988 Sequoia National Forest LRMP ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGEMENT
SITUATION SUMMARY page 3-13 (c. GROUNDWATER RESOURCES)
23. The analysis must consider continued livestock use effects on forest resources.
The treatment area is almost entirely within the Cedar Creek and Split Mountain Allotments.
According to the Federal Register notice, one goal of the project is to shift tree species
composition towards historic fire-and drought-adapted oak.
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Livestock directly impact oaks by eating acorns, leaves, and young shoots. Livestock browsing
is thought to suppress or kill many seedlings and saplings, as well as sometimes stressing older
trees due to livestock congregating in the shade, compacting soils, trampling seedlings, and
damaging mature trees through repeated contact, making them more susceptible to disease and
environmental stresses. The Forest Service should explain how the treatment areas will be
affected by the combination of thinning, burning, and grazing, how it will be rested from grazing
to facilitate restoration and a return to the historic species composition. Forest Service policy is
to control livestock grazing to achieve successful reforestation and to not permit livestock on a
reforestation area until seedlings are capable of withstanding the type of grazing use intended.
FSM 2472.33.
The EIS should analyze the effects of the proposed treatments on the use of meadows by cattle
including the cumulative effects of cattle and treatments on invasive weeds and sensitive
resources.
24. Additional rare plant and animal species may be adversely affected by the Summit
Project, and effects on the following species must be disclosed and analyzed.
In addition to CSOs and fishers, the project’s effects on the following rare animal species should
be discussed in the Summit EIS:
Accipiter gentilis, northern goshawk
Batrachoseps altasierrae, Greenhorn Mountains slender salamander
Corynorhinus townsendii, Townsend's big-eared bat
Neotamias speciosus, lodgepole chipmunk
Dendragapus fuliginosus howardi, Mount Pinos sooty grouse
Glaucomys sabrinus - northern flying squirrel
Moreover, several rare plant species are present in the Summit Project area, and the project’s
effects on those species should be discussed:
o Calochortus westonii, Shirley meadow star tulip
Multiple occurrences of the Shirley meadow star tulip, Calochortus westonii, are
known reported within and adjacent to the project area. Some of those occurrences
are displayed on the attached map. See Exhibit J – Summit Star Tulip occurrences.
Potential threats to the plant include mechanical equipment use and related activities,
trampling, grazing, and competition from larger, more aggressive species.
Under the 1998 Draft Species Management Guide for Calochortus westonii the Forest
will:
 Maintain and enhance viable populations of Calochortus westonii.
 Preserve or restore habitat conditions which will promote the geographic
distribution and genetic diversity of the species.
 Minimize potential, negative effects of management activities.
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The Forest should determine Calochortus westonii occurrences and population trends
within the project area, take a hard look at the effects of the proposed action and prior
treatments on Calochortus westonii, and analyze how the proposed action will
achieve all the goals of the 1998 Management Guide including promoting the
geographic distribution and genetic diversity of the species.
Other rare plant and animal species that occur in the Summit Project area in the locations
depicted on map Exhibit K, including:
Delphinium purpusii, rose-flowered larkspur
Eriastrum tracyi, Tracy's eriastrum
Fritillaria brandegeei, Greenhorn fritillary
Batrachoseps altasierrae, Greenhorn Mountains slender salamander
For Sequoia ForestKeeper, the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club, and Western
Watersheds Project,

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

Ara Marderosian – Executive Director
Sequoia ForestKeeper
P.O. Box 2134
Kernville, CA 93238-2134
(760) 376-4434
ara@sequoiaforestkeeper.org

Michael J. Connor, Ph.D.
California Director
Western Watersheds Project
P.O. Box 2364
Reseda, CA 91337
mjconnor@westernwatersheds.org

29

