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National Forest Plan Revision

Sequoia ForestKeeper and the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club provide the following
comments with regard to Potential Wilderness Areas in the Sequoia National Forest.
We would like to thank the Forest Service for including recommended Moses Additions to the
Golden Trout Wilderness on the alternative maps for the draft EIS. We also would like to thank
the Forest Service for including potential wilderness recommendations in Alternative C.
However, we are disappointed that none of the recommendations for wilderness in the Giant
Sequoia National Monument of Sequoia National Forest were included in Alternatives B or D.
The Forest Service should rectify this oversight in the DEIS by including many or all of the
recommended areas in each of the alternatives. We also believe there should be additional
alternatives, which better balance protection of Wilderness-eligible lands versus management
that would be inconsistent with Wilderness values.
Sequoia National Forest Areas That Should be Added to the Wilderness Recommendations
The following areas are all untrammeled, undeveloped, and provide solitude and primitive
recreation opportunities, but were left off the list of Wilderness recommendations in the
Alternatives. For each, we discuss why they should be added and moved forward as
recommended for Wilderness in each of the alternatives in the DEIS.
It is unclear why several areas in the Giant Sequoia National Monument were not seriously
considered and included in the Wilderness recommendations. We believe that some of the issues
discussed in the narratives can be rectified with boundary adjustments, going back to the original
Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA) boundaries. Moreover, recommendations here should be easily
justified since management is already restricted by the Monument Proclamation and the
Monument Management Plan regarding tree felling, removal, and road construction, and is
further restricted in inventoried roadless areas (IRAs) under the Roadless Rule. Attachment A
shows those areas where new road construction in IRAs is already prohibited under the Roadless
Rule, and all of the areas discussed below qualify under those criteria. The Forest Service (FS)
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should have no opposition in adding these areas as recommended Wilderness because there is no
motorized use within these areas, and they clearly meet all Wilderness criteria.

Figure 1. IRAs as Additions to the Monarch and Jennie Lakes Wildernesses
as shown from the Roadless Rule Map
1. Monarch Wilderness Additions – The FS should recommend the northern portion of
polygon 1377, i.e., the Agnew IRA, which clearly qualifies according to the narrative.
Unfortunately, Polygon 1377 was drawn to include areas in its southern portion that do not meet
potential wilderness criteria, which include level 1 or 2 roads and old logging units. The
narrative, however, agrees that the northern portion of the area qualifies as potential Wilderness
and is manageable for that purpose, but then the Forest Service inexplicably stops short of
including this part of the area in the alternatives. It states:
The area is adjacent to the Monarch Wilderness, includes the Agnew Roadless
area, and is adjacent to Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks and is located
entirely within the Giant Sequoia National Monument. Part of the area would be
manageable as an extension of the existing wilderness. The southern 50 percent
of the area is significantly impacted by past timber harvest activity and includes
many plantations and Level 1 roads. This part of the area would be difficult to
manage as wilderness due to the extensive road access and potential for future
fuels management needs in the plantations. Reshaping the area to eliminate the
southern 50 percent would make it more manageable and improve the overall
wilderness character.
Wilderness Eval. Narratives, p. 121.
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Action Requested: We request that the Forest Service reshape the area, as stated, to eliminate the
southern 50 percent of the area, and include the Agnew IRA portion of the polygon as a
Wilderness recommendation in the DEIS alternatives. See Figure 2. below. This action is easy
to justify, since the Forest Service took this action with many of the various other
recommendations.

Figure 2. Details of the portion of the Agnew IRA (medium green) from Roadless Rule that
should be added to the Monarch Wilderness
2. Jennie Lakes Wilderness Additions – The Forest Service should recommend those
portions of Polygon 1385 that are the Jennie Lakes IRA, which clearly qualify as
Wilderness.
Similar to the Monarch addition discussed in the previous section, Polygon 1385 was drawn to
include large areas that do not meet potential wilderness criteria, which include level 1 or 2 roads
and old logging units. And while the narrative briefly mentions the Jennie Lakes IRA, it fails to
further explore whether this area should be independently recommended for Wilderness. It
should. While this area is small, it
rises up toward Jennie Lakes Wilderness through the Jennie Lakes Roadless Area. Steep
rough topography and vegetation shields the area from the noise of Highway 198 and
from Big Meadow Road and allows the feeling of solitude in the areas closest to the
Jennie Lakes Wilderness boundary.
Id., p. 128. Moreover, the area is “important for habitat connectivity for mule deer and other
wildlife.” Id., p. 129.
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Action Requested: We request that the Forest Service reshape the area to eliminate the areas
outside the Jennie Lake IRA and include this portion of the polygon as a Wilderness
recommendation in the DEIS alternatives. See Figure 3. below. Again, this action is easy to
justify, since the Forest Service took this action with many of the various other
recommendations.

Figure 3. Details of the Jennie Lakes IRA (medium green) from Roadless Rule that should be
added to the Jennie Lakes Wilderness
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Figure 4. Dennison Mtn., Black Mtn., and Slate Mtn. IRAs
as shown from the Roadless Rule Map
3. Dennison Mountain – The Forest Service should recommend those portions of Polygon
190 that are in the Dennison Mountain/Peak IRA, which clearly qualifies as Wilderness.
During the 1988 Forest Planning process, the Forest Service provided a detailed description and
evaluation of the Dennison Peak IRA. See Attachment B (Dennison Peak Section of Appendix C
to the 1988 Sequoia LRMP EIS). In that description, there are a few notable findings, which are
not reflected in or are contradicted by the Wilderness evaluation narrative for Polygon 190:
a. Opportunities for Solitude and Primitive Recreation.
The current narrative states: “There may be some primitive recreation opportunity …. Solitude
and unconfined recreation with a sense of privacy is limited in this unit.” p. 116. This, however,
is contradicted by the 1988 LRMP EIS narrative, which states:
[O]pportunities for solitude and primitive recreation are high in the eastern threefourths of the area …
App. C-20, Attach. B. Nothing in the area has changed in the ensuing 28 years, except for
additional vegetation growth, which provides additional shielding of sights and sounds. Based
on the thorough nature of the original evaluation, we suggest the Forest Service retain the
original description that opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation are high in the eastern
three-fourths of the area.
b. Continued management in a manner similar to Wilderness.
The 1988 narrative states:

5

Considered by itself, this Area’s relatively small size, inaccessibility, and lack of
special features do not provide a strong case for designation. However, it is
adjacent to Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks of which portions were
proposed for designation. The California Wilderness Act of 1984 did not
designate the area as wilderness. The area will continue to be managed as a
backcountry unit in a manner similar to wilderness.
App. C-20, Attach. B (emphasis added). We assume that in the last 28 years since the Forest
Service wrote that statement, the area has been managed in a manner similar to wilderness, and
we expect that the area will continue to be managed that way, especially since it has received the
additional protections of the Roadless Rule, the Monument Proclamation, and the Monument
Management Plan. Based on the fact that it is adjacent to an area of Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks, which is also being managed in a manner similar to wilderness, it would make
sense to acknowledge this in the current narrative.
c. OHV use has been eliminated by the Monument designation.
The 1988 narrative states:
Signs of human influence are located only in the westernmost quarter of the FPA
in the form of a fence running east-west and an OHV trail bisecting the area
north-south.
***
Public comments during the RARE I1 process indicate pro-wilderness responses
at 43.9 percent and non-wilderness at 56.1 percent. Peak is an area of low
controversy. Since 80-90 percent of the timber is unaccessible, both groups
realize Dennison is not likely to be developed. Proponents of wilderness cite
possible habitat for California condor as a primary reason for designation.
Opponents want to maintain the OHV use, even though extremely limited.
App. C-20 & C-22 to C-23, Attach. B (emphasis added). Since that time, the Monument
Proclamation and Plan has implemented a permanent prohibition on OHV use on trails, such as
the one that bisected the area north-south at the time. Therefore any conflict with OHVs has
been eliminated from the area. Therefore, it follows that the opposition on this ground has also
been eliminated. This lack of opposition should be acknowledged in the current narrative.
d. California condor use of the area.
The 1988 narrative states:
California condors, a federally listed endangered species, have been seen
sporadically in the area, and were reported as recently as 1985. These birds have
used the area for feeding during July and August.
App. C-21, Attach. B. The Forest Service should include this fact in the current narrative, which
makes the area ecologically-important for the recovery of the California condor.
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e. The Manageability narrative should be adjusted to reflect the original IRA boundaries
and not those for Polygon 190.
As a matter of policy, an area should not be excluded for manageability because it contains areas
within the “Threat Zone” of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). The Moses Recommended
Wilderness also contains substantial areas in the “Threat Zone” and many of the areas put
forward in Alternative C also contain large “Threat Zone” areas. But this did not disqualify
these areas from a recommendation for Wilderness.
With regard to the “Defense Zone” of the WUI, the original Dennison Peak IRA boundaries
essentially eliminate that area from the proposal. So, if the “Defense Zone” is being used as a
reason to exclude the area from a Wilderness recommendation, then the original IRA boundaries
should be used, which would allow management flexibility in those small “Defense Zone” areas.
f. Good Hope Mines and structures are located outside the Dennison Peak IRA.
The current narrative states that “There is one noticeable mine in the area and possibly others
that are not noticeable (Good Hope Mines). There are two minor structures associated with the
mine but they are not maintained.” p. 115. It is unclear why Polygon 190 was drawn to include
the mines and the structures, which are located to the west of Forest Rte. 19S36. And based on
our assessment the mine may not even be located on National Forest land. See
http://tinyurl.com/jy4z67u (google maps view, showing mine location west of the forest
boundary).
Neither the mines nor the structures were ever located within the original Dennison Peak IRA. It
would make sense, therefore, to pull the boundaries back to the original IRA and redo the
narrative based on the original more logical and more manageable boundaries.
g. Prescribed fire at the proper time could be used to restore the natural fire regime.
The narrative appears to disqualify the area because it assumes that only natural fire ignitions
could reintroduce fire to the area. It states:
The reintroduction of a more natural fire regime would restore the ecosystem to
the original vegetative look and provide enhanced habitat opportunities to the
plants and animals within the unit. However, relying on natural fire ignition to
achieve this goal would be difficult where the unit shares a boundary with private
property. p. 116.
There is nothing here, however, that precludes the use of prescribed fire to restore the
natural fire regime in the area, which is contemplated in the Monument Management plan
where natural fire alone is precluded due to adjacent private property. Again, the original
Dennison Peak IRA boundary would permit much of the necessary management in the
“Defense Zone” to protect private property while allowing prescribed or natural fire at a
safe distance to help restore a more natural fire regime. This should be reflected in the
current narrative.
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Action Requested: We request that the Forest Service reshape the area to eliminate the areas
outside the Dennison Peak IRA and include that portion of the polygon as a Wilderness
recommendation in the DEIS alternatives. See Figure 5. below. Retaining the original IRA
boundary would eliminate most of the WUI “Defense Zone” from the area, and it would
eliminate the Good Hope Mines and associated structures. Moreover, the narrative should be
amended to discuss the California condor’s use of the area, the fact that the area has been
managed in a manner similar to wilderness for the last 28 years, that opportunities for solitude
and primitive recreation are high in three-fourths of the area, and that the original opposition 28
years ago from OHV users has been eliminated because the Monument Proclamation and Plan
now prohibit OHV use on the trail in the area. There should be very little, if any, public
opposition to this Wilderness recommendation.

Figure 5. Details of the Dennison Mountain IRA (medium green) from Roadless Rule that should
be recommended as Wilderness.
4. Slate Mountain – The Forest Service should recommend those portions of Polygon 160
that is the Slate Mountain IRA, which clearly qualifies as Wilderness.
Again, it is unclear why the Forest Service adjusted the Slate Mountain IRA boundaries to
include areas that probably should not be considered for Wilderness recommendations. Polygon
160 includes large areas in the north, east, west, and south portions of the polygon that include
conflicting uses or previously-logged areas, which were not included in the original IRA. The
narrative appears to use those conflicts to justify excluding the area from Wilderness
recommendations: “The Potential for suitability for inclusion is low to moderate. This is because
of the effects of human intervention, and manageability problems.” p. 111.
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a. Conflicting uses can be eliminated with boundary adjustments.
By reverting to the original Slate Mountain IRA boundaries, most conflicting uses can be
eliminated. The current narrative states:
About 5 percent of the area has been logged and some associated road beds and
plantations exist…. Approximately 5 percent of the unit has been impacted by
historic logging with associated road beds and plantations…. Motorized use is
limited to a snowmobile route over a small portion of the unit’s eastern edge.
pp. 110-111. Most of the logged area and associated roads are in the southern portion of
Polygon 160 but are not within the Slate Mountain IRA because those logged areas were never
included in that inventory. Moving the boundary back to the original IRA boundary will likely
eliminate the logged, roaded, and planted areas. And the snowmobile route on the unit’s eastern
edge can likely be eliminated by using the original IRA boundary for the eastern edge.
The narrative also states that “powerlines exist within the unit.” p. 111. While the narrative does
not explain where the power lines exist, it is likely that they are also near one of the edges of the
area, and a boundary adjustment can provide a manageable boundary that excludes these power
lines.
b. Historic structures are not in conflict with Wilderness designation.
The narrative goes on to state that “There is a historic lookout cabin on Slate Mountain that is not
maintained ….” p. 111. Historic buildings, however, are not in conflict with Wilderness
designation. In its definition of Wilderness in Section 2(c), the Wilderness Act states “an area of
wilderness . . . (4) may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific,
educational, scenic or historical value.” The Act further addresses cultural resources in Section
4(b) when it clarifies the use of wilderness areas. That sections states “. . . wilderness areas shall
be devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, conservation,
and historical use.”
Any implication that the historic lookout cabin may disqualify the area from Wilderness should
be changed in the narrative, and the historic lookout cabin on Slate Mountain is not in conflict
with Wilderness values.
c. Grazing is not in conflict with Wilderness designation.
The narrative also implies that grazing may disqualify the area from Wilderness: “About 25
percent of the unit (southern portion) is part of a grazing allotment. Grazing improvements are
fence lines, and water troughs.” p. 111. But grazing is specifically allowed within Wilderness
areas under the Wilderness Act: “The grazing of livestock, where established prior to the
effective date of this Act, shall be permitted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations as
are deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture.” Section 4(d)(4)(2). Any implication that
grazing may disqualify the area from Wilderness should be changed in the narrative.
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d. Mountain bike use and special use permits for adjacent property owners.
The current narrative states: “The manageability concerns include the established use of
mountain bikes on the Summit National Recreation Trail and 4 special use road permits to
adjacent private property owners.” p. 111.
First, the mountain bike trails within the area were opened up for use without public input or a
NEPA analysis. The Forest Service has never considered whether or not mountain biking is
appropriate on the Summit National Recreation Trail, within the Slate Mountain IRA, or through
three giant sequoia groves. Until the public has been given the opportunity to be a part of that
analysis and provide input about mountain bikes on trails or within the Slate Mountain area, the
Forest Service cannot use the continued use of mountain bikes in the area as an excuse to
disqualify the area from a Wilderness recommendation.
Further, Polygon 160 appears to have been drawn to include most of the Nelson Trail, which is
currently also used as a mountain bike trail. That trail traverses through several giant sequoia
groves (Wheel Meadow, McIntire, and Belknap Camp). We have previously pointed out that
rogue mountain bikers have built jumps and even used giant sequoia logs as trail riding features,
which the Forest Service has had to repair. While we contend that this trail is inappropriate to
use as a mountain bike trail due to concerns about resources, even if the Forest Service
eventually makes it into a legitimate trail, the boundary of any proposed Wilderness can easily be
adjusted to the south to eliminate the trail from the potential Wilderness.
Second, it is unclear from the write-up where the 4 special use road permits to adjacent private
property are located. It is also unclear why these roads were included in Polygon 160 when they
could easily have been drawn out with simple boundary adjustments. The only private property
in the area is located near Camp Nelson along the northwestern boundary of the area. The
original Slate Mountain IRA boundary was pulled back from those private property areas, and
the current polygon should also be adjusted to draw-out these 4 special use road permits.
e. The Manageability narrative should be adjusted to reflect the original IRA boundaries
and not those for Polygon 160.
As a matter of policy, an area should not be excluded for manageability because it contains areas
within the “Threat Zone” of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). The Moses Recommended
Wilderness also contains substantial areas in the “Threat Zone” and many of the areas put
forward in Alternative C also contain large “Threat Zone” areas. But this did not disqualify
these areas from a recommendation for Wilderness.
With regard to the “Defense Zone” of the WUI, the original Slate Mountain IRA boundaries
would eliminate some of those areas from the proposal. So, if that is being used as a reason to
exclude the area from a Wilderness recommendation, then the original IRA boundaries should be
used, which would minimize the amount of “Defense Zone” in the area to that around Quaker
Camp and Peppermint Work Center. There is still a great deal of management flexibility in the
small amount of “Defense Zone” that may be located within the area, and prescribed fire at the
right time could be used to create defensible space.
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f. Prescribed fire at the proper time could be used to restore the natural fire regime.
The narrative appears to disqualify the area because it assumes that only natural fire ignitions
could be used to reintroduce fire to the area. It states:
Achieving the desired vegetative modification goals would be difficult, if actions
to achieve these goals are limited to natural fire. p. 111.
There is nothing here, however, that precludes the use of prescribed fire to restore the
natural fire regime in the area, which is contemplated in the Monument Management plan
where natural fire alone is not possible due to adjacent private property. Again, the
original Slate Mountain IRA boundary would permit much of the necessary management
in the “Defense Zone” outside the boundary as the Management Plan allows the
flexibility to protect affected properties while allowing prescribed or natural fire at a safe
distance to help restore a more natural fire regime. This should be reflected in the current
narrative.

Figure 6. Details of the Slate Mountain IRA (medium green) from Roadless Rule that should be
recommended as Wilderness.
Action Requested: We request that the Forest Service reshape the area to eliminate the areas
outside the Slate Mountain IRA and include that portion of the polygon as a Wilderness
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recommendation in all of the DEIS alternatives. See Figure 6. above. Retaining the original IRA
boundary would eliminate much of the WUI “Defense Zone” from the area. It would also
eliminate most conflicting uses, including logging roads, plantations, the snowmobile trail, the
power lines, and the 4 special use permit roads. The narrative should clarify that the historic
lookout cabin and grazing are not in conflict with Wilderness designation. Moreover, the
narrative should explain that the area was opened to mountain biking without public input or
consideration of this use with respect to roadless or Wilderness values and should not be used to
exclude the area from qualifying as potential Wilderness.
5. Black Mountain – The Forest Service should recommend those portions of Polygon 162
that is the Black Mountain IRA, which clearly qualifies as Wilderness.
The current narrative for Polygon 162 concludes that “The Potential for suitability for inclusion
is low. This is because of the effects of human intervention, and manageability problems.” p.
113. This conclusion, however, is distorted because human intervention within the original
Black Mountain IRA is almost non-existent, and most manageability issues can be resolved by
reverting to the original IRA boundaries or by retaining prescribed fire as a management tool.
a. Conflicting uses can be eliminated with boundary adjustments.
The current narrative states: “The developments within the area are Level 1 roads; two special
uses permitted roads associated with adjacent private property parcels and one special use permit
for an oil and gas pipeline. There is one inactive and unnoticeable mine in the area.” p. 112.
First, all the Level 1 roads, which have not been identified in the narrative, either lie outside the
original Black Mountain IRA boundary or are overgrown and have reverted to something akin to
trails. Even if these are still considered system roads, they may no longer detract from
Wilderness values.
Second, it is unclear why the Forest Service would include special use permits within the area.
The boundary could easily be drawn to eliminate these incompatible uses or management issues.
The location of the oil and gas pipeline and road special uses are not provided in the narrative,
but these are likely near the community of Camp Nelson or along the eastern or northern edge of
the current polygon. The Forest Service should make an adjustment of the boundary to eliminate
these special uses from the area under consideration.
b. Grazing is not in conflict with Wilderness designation.
The narrative also implies that grazing may disqualify the area from Wilderness:
“Approximately 2/3 of the unit includes two allotments with associated water troughs and fence
lines.” p. 112. But grazing is specifically allowed within Wilderness areas under the Wilderness
Act: “The grazing of livestock, where established prior to the effective date of this Act, shall be
permitted to continue subject to such reasonable regulations as are deemed necessary by the
Secretary of Agriculture.” Section 4(d)(4)(2). Any implication that grazing may disqualify the
area from Wilderness should be changed in the narrative.
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c. The Manageability narrative should be adjusted to reflect the original IRA boundaries
and not those for Polygon 162.
As a matter of policy, an area should not be excluded for manageability because it contains areas
within the “Threat Zone” of the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). The Moses Recommended
Wilderness also contains substantial areas in the “Threat Zone” and many of the areas put
forward in Alternative C also contain large “Threat Zone” areas. But this did not disqualify
these areas from a recommendation for Wilderness.
There is still a great deal of management flexibility in the small amount of “Defense Zone” that
is contained within the area, since prescribed fire at the right time could be used to create
defensible space.
d. Prescribed fire at the proper time could be used to restore the natural fire regime.
The narrative appears to disqualify the area because it assumes that only natural fire ignitions
could be used to reintroduce fire to the area. It states:
Achieving the desired vegetative modification goals would be difficult, if actions
to achieve these goals are limited to natural fire. p. 113.
There is nothing here, however, that precludes the use of prescribed fire to restore the natural fire
regime in the area, which is contemplated in the Monument Management plan where natural fire
alone is not possible due to adjacent private property. The Management Plan allows the
flexibility to protect affected properties while allowing prescribed or natural fire at a safe
distance to help restore a more natural fire regime. This should be reflected in the current
narrative.
The narrative also implies that fuel treatments would be limited, suggesting that the Forest
Service would somehow have the flexibility to cut a fuel break along the Tule River Indian
Reservation within the Black Mountain IRA:
Being adjacent to the Tule River Indian Reservation could cause concerns in
implementing fuels treatments designed to limit fire spread from National Forest
System lands onto the reservation. p. 113.
Again, however, if prescribed fire is introduced under the right conditions, it can achieve many
of fuel treatment goals, especially along the Tule River Reservation boundary, which is located
at higher elevations. Even the narrative itself suggests this:
Reintroducing ecological condition that would normally be associated with the
area without human intervention would require the use of fire. This could be
accomplished at higher elevations … p. 113.
Action Requested: We request that the Forest Service reshape the area to eliminate the portions
of the area that may include incompatible uses, so the area is similar to that of the original Black
Mountain IRA. See Figure 7. below. Retaining the original IRA boundary will likely eliminate
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the 2 special use permit roads and the oil & gas pipeline. The narrative should clarify that
grazing is not in conflict with Wilderness designation and it should state that prescribed fire
could still be used to aid in fuel treatments, especially along the Tule River Indian Reservation
boundary.

Figure 7. Details of the Black Mountain IRA (medium green) from Roadless Rule that should be
recommended as Wilderness.
For Sequoia ForestKeeper and the Kern-Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club,
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