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Chapter I. Proposal and Alternatives 
This Environmental Assessment documents the analysis performed by an interdisciplinary team on the 
McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project area on the Hume Lake Ranger District within the Giant 
Sequoia National Monument and Sequoia National Forest.  The McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction 
Project encompasses an estimated, 1,288 acres across two areas of the Hume Lake Ranger District, 
located in Townships 13 and 14 South (T13-14S) and Ranges 27 and 28 East (R27-28E), Mount Diablo 
Base and Meridian (MDB&M). It is in Fresno and Tulare Counties, approximately 50-60 air miles east 
of Fresno, California (See Appendix A for attached maps).   
 

A. Purpose and Need 
The purpose and need of this project is to reduce fuels and continue reintroducing fire into the wildland 
urban interface.  The long term goal is to restore old forest habitat, where applicable, and the natural fire 
cycle.  The vegetation condition classes are 2 and 3, which have been identified in the National Fire Plan 
and 10-year Comprehensive Strategy as areas of highest priority due to fuels risk.  The project area is 
within a wildland urban interface (WUI) threat zone along the foothill communities, as designated by the 
2001 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment FEIS and Record of Decision (SNFPA).   The project area 
is also within the Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Area (SSFCA) as designated by the SNFPA.  The 
direction within the SSFCA is to manage habitat to maintain or restore old forest habitat characteristics. 
 
The vegetation in the project area is a mix of pine plantations established after past harvest activities and 
the 1955 McGee wildfire, natural conifer stands, mixtures of conifers and oaks, and areas of native 
chaparral.  The amount of competing vegetation poses a risk of stand-replacing fire or trees succumbing 
to competition or subsequent insect or disease infestation.  Impacts that have occurred in the project area 
over the past several decades include wildfires, timber sales, establishment of plantations, and drought.   
 
The project includes two separate areas: McKenzie and Ranch.  The McKenzie portion is adjacent to 
and up slope of Highway 180, which increases the potential for human-caused wildfire, as happened on 
the nearby 2001 Highway Fire.  In the McKenzie portion there are live fuels and inter-tree competition 
in conifer plantations established in 1956 and 1957.  In the Ranch portion there are live fuels and inter-
tree competition in conifer plantations established between 1971 and 1999 (See Appendix A for attached 
maps).   
 
Table 1: Revised McKenzie Ranch Project Need Indicators and Measures 

Need Indicator Desired Condition Measure 

To reduce the intensity of future wildfires in the 
area by reducing existing fuel loading, surface 
and ladder fuels and providing for a safer fire 
suppression and fire management environment in 
the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project area 
(SNFPA 2001 ROD, p. 5-6, 41, A-4; FEIS Ch. 2,  
p. 10-15.) 
 

Fire Behavior Fuel Model 
 
Flame Length  
 
 
Rate-of-Spread 

Fuel Model 9 
  
2-4 feet Average Flame Length at 
90th percentile fire weather 
conditions 
  
7.5 chains/hr Fire Rate-of-Spread at 
90th percentile fire weather 
conditions 

 

B. Proposed Action 
Alternative B is the proposed action to meet the purpose and need.  This alternative proposes to use 
mechanical treatments and prescribed burning to reduce fuels in the project area.  In both the McKenzie 
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and Ranch areas, the mechanical treatment would be a tracked excavator with a masticating attachment 
to grind up the brush and small trees (under 10 inches in diameter) and leave the larger oaks and 
conifers.  A dozer may also be used to crush and pile brush and small trees in portions of the project 
area.  The piles would be burned.  No trees would be commercially logged or removed from the sites.   
 
The first area, McKenzie, is estimated at 975 acres along State Highway 180, near McKenzie Ridge 
(Map 1).  Please note that these acres are corrected from those listed in the scoping letter.  The maps 
were correct, but the acreage listed (520) was incorrect.  Fuel reduction would take place over a two or 
three year period. The vegetation in these stands is a mix of pine plantations established after the 1955 
McGee wildfire, natural conifer stands, mixtures of conifers and oaks, and areas of native chaparral.  
This area is adjacent to and up slope of Highway 180, which increases the potential for human-caused 
wildfire, as happened on the nearby 2001 Highway Fire.  As shown in Table 2, within this area, 371 
acres would be prescribed burned and 249 acres mechanically treated to grind up the brush and small 
trees, under 10 inches in diameter.  An estimated 355 of these acres would receive both treatments. 
 
Table 2: Alternative B Treatment Acres 

Area Mastication Mastication and 

Underburn 

Prescribed  Underburn 

Burn 

Total 

Acres 

McKenzie 249 355 371 975 

Ranch 313 0 0 313 

Total treatment acres 562 355 371 1288 

 
Portions of the McKenzie area would be prescribed burned as two or three units in successive years.  
This would occur across the area in both mechanically treated and untreated vegetation to begin 
restoring the fire cycle. These treatments would reduce the understory ladder fuels while protecting the 
larger trees.  Anticipated future fuel management needs in the McKenzie area would be met by periodic 
light under burning, starting in about 10 to 15 years. 
 
The second area, Ranch, is estimated at 313 acres and centered in the Dry Creek drainage, 
approximately two miles east of Pinehurst, California (Map 2).  The fuels reduction would treat live 
fuels and reduce inter-tree competition in conifer plantations established between 1971 and 1999.  Work 
would be done over one or two years.  These plantations consist of small sapling to pole-sized conifers 
that were planted following timber sales, brush field conversions, or bark beetle outbreaks.  Trees are 
now beginning to compete with each other for the water and nutrients on site.  There is a heavy 
concentration of fuels consisting mainly of chaparral brush forming fuel ladders into the treetops in 
these plantations.  In order to improve the potential of these plantations to reach mature, mixed-conifer 
forest, the fuel ladders need to be reduced.  Also, inter-tree competition reduction would help prevent 
trees from dying from drought or bark beetle attacks, and adding to the currently high fuel loads.  Only 
mechanical treatments are proposed in the 313 acre Ranch area at this time.  The stands in the Ranch 
area are younger than those in the McKenzie area, and are more susceptible to damage from a prescribed 
fire.  Therefore, one more mechanical fuel treatment is anticipated, in about 20 years, before controlled 
underburning alone could be used in the Ranch area. 
 
In both portions of the project area, not every spot would be treated.  Approximately ten percent of the 
area within stands would be left in scattered clumps of 5 to 8 trees, with 6 to 8 of these clumps per acre.  
The goal is to provide some areas with dense, multi-storied canopies to help restore old forest wildlife 
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habitat.  In the McKenzie area, the underburning would be under prescriptions for low intensity, backing 
fire so there should be no conflict with maintaining these dense clumps of vegetation for wildlife habitat.  
 
As these untreated clumps mature they would provide the dense multi-storied canopies to begin 
restoring old forest wildlife habitat.  The reductions in ladder fuels and wider tree spacing in the treated 
portions of the units would help protect these plantations from future wildfires and bark beetle attacks.  
Overall, these mixed conifer stands would also be released from some inter-tree competition to grow 
faster in order to restore the mature mixed conifer forest habitat in the area.  The remaining clumps of 
denser trees and brush species would provide a basis for the interlaced canopy cover needed for old 
growth forest wildlife habitat, once these stands grow to maturity. 
 
None of the proposed activities would occur within any riparian areas in accordance with the 2001 
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment and 1990 Sequoia National Forest Mediated Settlement 
Agreement guidelines.  The project area is not known to contain any threatened or endangered plant or 
wildlife species. Equipment would also be washed prior to moving to the work site, between work sites, 
and after the work is completed to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 
 
Decision to be Made 
The decision to be made is whether to implement the proposed action as previously described or vary 
the fuels reduction treatments in response to a significant issue. 
 

C. Public Involvement and Issue Development 
 
On December 8, 2006 a scoping letter was sent out to 122 individuals or organizations.  There were four 
respondents, three of whom generally supported the project goals of modifying fuel and habitat 
conditions.   The other respondent raised several concerns that were addressed in the analysis.  The 
specific concerns and how they are address are listed Appendix C: Consultation with Others.  All of the 
responses are in the project record on file at the Hume Lake Ranger District office.   
 
This project was originally proposed as a project categorically excluded from further documentation 
under category 31.12.10: “Hazardous fuels reduction activities using prescribed fire, not to exceed 4,500 
acres, and mechanical methods for crushing, piling, thinning, pruning, cutting, chipping, mulching, and 
mowing, not to exceed 1,000 acres.”  Under the guidelines for categorical exclusions the proposed 
Decision Memo was sent on April 4, 2007 to all four respondents to scoping for a 30-day comment 
period.  There was one response with continued concerns that have been incorporated into the analysis 
(See Appendix C for detailed comments).  However, this category was rescinded by a decision made by 
the ninth circuit court on December 5, 2007.   
 
This project was then sent to all those who had expressed interest for an additional comment period as 
an environmental assessment (EA) on February 18, 2009. The lone respondent with concerns during 
scoping and the draft decision memo comment period provided additional comments regarding the EA.  
These comments and the agency responses are also displayed in Appendix C of this document. 
 
The original scoping and comment periods did not raise significant issues regarding the initial McKenzie 
Ranch Fuel Reduction Project.  A decision notice was signed on September 21, 2009 that was then 
appealed. The decision notice was upheld on all the issues except one regarding the range of reasonable 
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alternatives. The issue included the request to consider “an alternative that does not use heavy 
equipment and instead uses hand thinning to achieve the purpose and need for the project.” The decision 
notice was overturned on this issue. Therefore, Alternative C has been developed to respond to this 
issue. 
 
Alternative Formulation 
The interdisciplinary team developed alternatives to meet the purpose and need, address significant 
issues and create a range of reasonable alternatives.  Alternative development was also guided by 
direction of the LRMP as amended by the 2001 SNFPA and the 2007 Sierra Nevada Forests 
Management Indicator Species Amendment (SNF MIS), and the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA) to ensure consistency with these documents.  In addition, the alternatives were designed to 
be consistent with the 1990 Sequoia National Forest Land Management Plan Mediated Settlement 
Agreement and the 2000 Presidential Proclamation establishing Giant Sequoia National Monument. 
 

D. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
Three alternatives are proposed for this project. Other alternatives were brought forth in response to the 
comment period on the original EA. The following list contains the proposed alternatives and the 
reasons they were eliminated from detailed study. 
 

Proposed Alternative: There is no need for fuels reduction beyond 200 feet of manmade structures.  Our 
assertion is supported by the research of Jack Cohen, Research Physical Scientist Forest Service Fire 
Sciences Laboratory, Missoula, MT.   
Rationale for Elimination from Detailed Study: This alternative is eliminated because the purpose of this 
project is to reduce fuels and continue reintroducing fire in the wildland urban interface.  A Wildland 
Urban Interface is defined under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) in 2003 as a community 
“…within 1 ½ mile when mitigating circumstances exist, such a sustained steep slopes or geographic 
features aiding in creating a fire break.” This project is not within a housing development, but adjacent 
to and/or upslope of State Highway 180 and scattered rural residences.  In addition, the area within 200 
feet of privately owned structures is generally on private property and therefore outside the jurisdiction 
of Forest Service management.   
 
Proposed Alternative: The Forest Service needs to show on paper and on the ground that they cannot 
meet the objectives by analyzing at least five Alternatives, including (1) removing only lower branches 
of trees rather than tree trunks, (2) removing up to 10 inch trees, (3) removing up to 8 inch trees, (4) 
removing up to 6 inch trees, and (5) removing up to 4 inch trees, otherwise, if trees less than 10 inches 
are removed, these general forest areas are never going to have reproduction of trees, again!   
Rationale for Elimination from Detailed Study: Creating additional alternatives with smaller diameter 
limits would not sharply define an issue or a clear basis for choice for achieving the purpose and need 
for fuels reduction and reestablishing fire in the project area.  The 10 inch diameter size recommended in 
the proposed action is the maximum anticipated size of tree to be removed through prescribed burning or 
mastication.  It does not preclude removal of smaller trees and brush species as necessary to reduce 
fuels.  Some portions of the project are likely to remove trees by burning and/or masticating brush and 
trees no larger than 4 or 6 inches diameter simply because that is the material necessary to treat for fuels 
reduction.  
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E. Alternatives to the Proposed Action 
Alternative A 
Alternative A is the no action alternative and does not meet the purpose and need.  No mechanical or 
prescribed fire treatments would occur to reduce fuels or reintroduce fire back into the ecosystem. 
 
Alternative B 
Alternative B is the Proposed Action as described on pages 2-4, Section B of this document.  The 
treatments proposed would address the purpose and need and are within current standards and 
guidelines, according the 1988 Sequoia National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan as 
amended by the 2001 SNFPA; and in compliance, where applicable, with the 1990 MSA and the 2000 
Presidential Proclamation establishing the Giant Sequoia National Monument.  
 
Alternative C 
Alternative C responds to the issue to consider an alternative that uses only hand thinning treatments and 
no heavy equipment. Alternative C treats the same acres as Alternative B.  No tracked or wheeled 
machinery would be used; all work would be performed by hand methods and burning.  Table 3 
summarizes the proposed thinning and fuel treatments. 
 
Table 3: Alternative C Treatment Acres 

Area Hand Cut, 

Lop/Scatter, Hand 

Pile/Burn 

Hand Cut, 

Lop/Scatter, 

Underburn 

Prescribed Underburn 

Burn 

Total 

Acres 

McKenzie  249 355 371 975 

Ranch 313 0 0 313 

Total treatment acres 562 355 371 1288 

 

Alternative C would hand cut 917 acres, and underburn 726 acres. In both the McKenzie and Ranch 
areas, the treatment would be hand cutting the brush and small trees (less than 10 inches in diameter) 
and leave the larger oaks and conifers.  No trees would be commercially logged or removed from the 
sites.   
 
One or more hand crews would cut trees and brush that are contributing ladder and/or surface fuels into 
manageable pieces using chainsaws.  As under Alternative B, this work would be performed by 
contractors, following Forest Service contract specifications.  The cut material would be put into 
numerous piles scattered throughout the treatment units.  No trees would be commercially logged or 
removed from the sites.  To reduce the fuel loadings, the piles would be burned by Forest Service 
personnel at a later date under proper fuel moisture and weather conditions to meet safety and smoke 
standards.  
 
On an estimated 355 acres of the McKenzie portion, trees and brush would be hand thinned, and the 
treated material would be lopped into manageable sizes and hand scattered, instead of piled for burning.  
Then the stands would be underburned to reduce the surface and ladder fuels. These areas are 
plantations and wild stands where the trees are older and large enough to survive underburning, due to 
thicker bark and higher crowns.  An additional 371 acres on steeper slopes would be treated by 
underburning alone, the same areas as in Alternative B. 
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The second area, Ranch is estimated at 313 acres and is described under Alternative B (Map 2).  The 
stands in the Ranch area are younger than those in the McKenzie area, and are more susceptible to 
damage from an underburn.  Therefore, hand fuel treatment would include lop and scatter, piling hand 
piles in the open areas away from the clumps of 5 to 8 trees for forest wildlife habitat, and chipping 
along road ways.  
 
Also as in Alternative B, not every spot would be treated.  Approximately ten percent of the area within 
stands would be left in scattered clumps of 5 to 8 trees, with 6 to 8 of these clumps per acre.  The goal is 
to provide some areas with dense, multi-storied canopies to help restore old forest wildlife habitat.  In 
the McKenzie area, the underburning would be under prescriptions for low intensity, backing fire to 
minimize potential to burn up these dense clumps of vegetation for wildlife habitat. 
 
None of the proposed activities would occur within any riparian areas in accordance with the 2001 
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment and 1990 Sequoia National Forest Mediated Settlement 
Agreement guidelines.  The project area is not known to contain any threatened or endangered plant or 
wildlife species. Equipment would also be washed prior to moving to the work site, between work sites, 
and after the work is completed to prevent the spread of noxious weeds. 
  

F. Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Table 4: Comparison of Fuels Reduction by Alternative 
Alternative 

 

Fire Behavior Fuel Model 

(Desired: Fuel Model 9)1 
Flame Length (Desired: 2-4 feet at 

90th percentile weather) 

Rate-of-Spread (Desired: 7.5 

chains/hr at 90th percentile weather) 

A 7-10 5 20 

B 9 2.6 7.5 

C 11 3.5 6 

 
Under Alternative A the vegetation would continue to be a dense tangle of trees and brush in a large 
contiguous area from State Highway 180 to the top of McKenzie Ridge, and throughout the plantations 
and surrounding forest in the Ranch area. These conditions would allow a stand-replacing fire to be 
carried across several hundred acres in a Wildland Urban Interface area.  In the Ranch portion a large 
wildfire could threaten historic resources in the Big Stump and Grant Grove areas upslope of the project 
area.  A large wildfire in the McKenzie portion could threaten private property both along the slope and 
downslope of the project area.  Also, the no action alternative would delay a managed reintroduction of 
fire in this fire-dependent ecosystem.  As a result it would continue to push the ecological processes and 
wildlife habitat components away from the range of natural variability.  Restoration of ecological 
processes and the natural fire cycle would be delayed under Alternative A. 
 
In contrast, Alternatives B or C would address the need to restore ecological processes, mainly the fire 
cycle by altering flame lengths and fire rate-of-spread to be within the desired condition.  However 
Alternative C would not achieve the desired fuel model of 9 where Alternative B would.   
 

                                                 
1 Fuel Model 9 is representative of closed pine stands, which is the natural vegetative state of the project 
area.  Closed pine stands in this area are a result, in part, of having a natural fire cycle in place.   
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In the McKenzie portion, under Alternative B, once the multi-layered fuels are broken up by 
mastication, prescribed burns would begin the reintroduction of fire in this wildland urban interface.  
Under Alternative C, the multi-layered fuels would be broken up by lopping and scattering or hand 
piling. The burning proposed in Alternative C would be underburning where the cut vegetation was 
lopped and scattered, and pile burning where vegetation was piled. Under both alternatives the 
mechanical or hand treatments would help protect important wildlife habitat characteristics by leaving 
approximately ten percent of the area in dense clumps of trees and brush, and breaking up the fuels to 
ensure ecological processes continue to eventually provide more old growth habitat for wildlife in this 
area.  The proposed prescribed fire would burn in a mosaic across the treatment areas to reestablish a 
more natural vegetative community with multiple sizes and ages. 
 
Under Alternatives B or C in the Ranch portion, only the first step in ecological restoration could be 
taken with mechanical treatments or hand treatments.  Due to the size of the trees and brush in the 
plantations proposed for treatments, a prescribed burn would likely remove most of the young trees 
needed to help reestablish old growth habitat in the future.  As stated in the proposed action, Alternative 
B, after an estimated 20 years, fire could be reintroduced into this portion of the project area in another 
step to restore the fire cycle.  The mechanical or hand treatments would help protect important wildlife 
habitat characteristics both by leaving dense clumps of trees and brush, and breaking up the fuels to 
ensure ecological processes continue to eventually provide more old growth habitat in this area as well.      
 
There are differences in the estimated timeframe and cost to implement alternatives B or C. 2  The 
estimated times to complete the proposed work are shown in Table 5.  Because so few days/year are 
available for using existing District fire crews (i.e., force account) for this project, the use of force 
account labor is generally not a viable choice; and times for that option are shown here only for 
comparison purposes. 
 
Table 5: Implementation Timeframes: 

Method Alternative B-Contract 

Masticate 

Alternative C-Force 

Account Hand Crew 

Alternative C- Contract 

Hand Crew 

Masticate and chip slash 1.5 years NA NA 

Hand pile/lop & scatter NA 53.0 years 4.0 years 

Burn piles NA 2.3 years 2.3years 

Underburn 2.9 years 2.9 years 2.9 years 

Totals 4.4 years 58.2 years 9.2 years 

 
On average mastication machinery could operate 205, 8-hour days per year and accomplish 3 acres per 
day. A force account crew of 20 could work 23, 6-hour days per year cutting and piling (average time 
per year available for District project work by Horseshoe Meadow Hotshots) at an average rate of 0.75 
acres/day.  They would do all burning work and there are 60 days/year within prescription when burning 
can be done. A contracted crew of 20 could work 230, 8-hour days per year at an average rate of 1.0 
acres/day. One crew can burn and chunk 2 acres of hand piles/day or underburn 25 acres/day, and 
accomplish 250 acres/year under prescription, logistic, and air pollution limitations. 
 
There are direct costs estimated to complete the proposed work under alternatives B or C as shown in 
Table 6.  Mastication costs average $650/acre.  Hand piling costs average $5,330/acre for a force 

                                                 
2 Time and cost averages were developed, in part, using contract costs on similar projects implemented on the Hume Lake 
Ranger District over the past 4 years. 
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account crew, and $2,400/acre for a contract crew.  Units can be pile burned for an average of $90/acre 
and underburned for $100/acre.  Because so few days/year are available for using existing District fire 
crews (i.e., force account) for this project, the use of force account labor is generally not a viable choice; 
and costs for that option are shown here only for comparison purposes. 
 
Table 6: Estimated Direct Implementation Costs 

Method Alternative B-Masticate Alternative C-Force 

Account Hand Crew 

Alternative C- Contact 

Hand Crew 

Masticate and chip slash $596,000 NA NA 

Hand pile/lop & scatter NA $4,888,000 $2,201,000 

Burn piles NA $51,000 $51,000 

Underburn $73,000 $73,000 $73,000 

Totals $669,000 $5,012,000 $2,994,000 

 
Since most of the vegetation to treat consists of trees up to 10 inch diameter breast height and large 
brush, several stands may be impractical to treat by hand methods alone under Alternative C.  While not 
impossible to do, the cost and time of reducing each piece of material to a hand-manageable size could 
be excessive.  There is a possibility that portions of the project area would not be treated as a result.  In 
addition, the burn piles would require larger openings within the units where brush and trees could be 
stacked so the heat from burning large piles would not kill or injure adjacent live trees. 
 
 

Chapter II. Environmental Effects 
This chapter shows the differing effects between the alternatives.  It also describes the factors of 
significance as described in Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National 

Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, section 1508.27, July 1, 1986). 
 
1.  Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.  A significant effect may exist even if the 

Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial. 

In terms of context and intensity, the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project has minimal 
effects.  The Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project is a site-specific project and was 
analyzed within the context of a portion of the Mill and Dry Creek watersheds.  Based on the specialist 
reports summarized in the following discussion all the impacts from this project would be minimal.  
None of them would be significantly beneficial or adverse as discussed under the cumulative effects 
analysis summarized under factor 4 of this Chapter.  As described in the purpose and need for this 
project, a number of existing impacts have occurred in the project area over the past several decades, 
including wildfires, timber sales, establishing and maintaining plantations, and drought.  The magnitude 
of adverse effects disclosed herein have not been significantly offset or reduced by the beneficial effects 
of the proposed activities under the action alternatives in the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project.    
 
2.  The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety. 

Under Alternative A there could be measurable negative impacts on health and safety in the project area 
in the event of a stand-replacing wildfire.  During a fire of this magnitude there could be dense smoke 
and rolling burning debris posing health risks.  After a large wildfire, especially in the McKenzie portion 
of the project there would also be the risk of mud slides and debris blocking state highway 180.  If a fire 
burned through the Ranch portion and up to the Grant Grove portion of Kings Canyon National Park, a 
number of historic resources and public facilities could be damaged or destroyed. Under these 
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circumstances the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project Alternative A (No Action) could 
have measurable effects on the quality of the human environment because disruption to traffic patterns 
and livelihoods in the project area and vicinity.   These effects would be expected to be fairly short term, 
a matter of days to a few years.  In addition, given the timeframe necessary to implement Alternative C, 
the risk of a stand-replacing fire would be higher than under Alternative B and potentially similar to 
Alternative A.  However, under Alternative C the risk of effects potentially similar to Alternative A 
would diminish with each successive year of implementation and eventually become similar to those 
effects expected under Alternative B.  
 
Several preventative measures are included in alternatives B and C to minimize the emissions of smoke 
and particulates during treatment activities (Leach, Forbes and Pasillas 2010). Smoke management 
requirements enforced by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (APCD) would be met. 
The mechanical and burn treatments would be conducted when air quality and other conditions are 
favorable to reduce negative impacts.  Also, the Forest Service would use public notification systems as 
specified in project burn plans to alert the foothill community residents and Kings Canyon National Park 
about planned prescribed burning activities.  Early notification is essential for members of the public 
with respiratory conditions that may be affected by the smoke generated from burning.  These 
requirements would reduce the direct and indirect effect to public health and safety during project 
implementation (See Appendix D: Management Requirements and Constraints).  The proposed fuels 
reduction activities under alternatives B or C would have beneficial impacts on health and safety in the 
project area by reducing the risk of a stand-replacing wildfire igniting in the project area within an 
estimated ten years.  According to the Fuels Report, conducting the treatments when air quality and 
other conditions are favorable would reduce negative impacts to meet the San Joaquin Valley APCD 
requirements.   
 
3.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 

resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical 

areas. 

The Revised McKenzie Ranch Project is not near prime farmlands, wild and scenic rivers or known 
ecologically critical areas.  There are known cultural resources, which are discussed in the Revised 

McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project Heritage Resources Specialist Report.  There are also 
parklands, namely Kings Canyon National Park, near and upslope of the project area.  Big Stump 
sequoia grove is generally upslope of the Ranch portion of the project and lies across both National 
Forest and National Park System lands.  This grove area has been identified by both Forest Service and 
Park Service personnel as a high priority in which to reduce fuels, and to protect from wildfire. The 
activities proposed in the Revised McKenzie Ranch project would help protect the grove and parklands 
from a stand-replacing fire starting down slope of these areas.  As a result the Revised McKenzie Ranch 
Fuels Reduction Project would not affect the nearby Kings Canyon National Park lands. 
 
4.  Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively 

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

impact on the environment.  Significance cannot be avoided by breaking it down into small 

component parts. 

Past events in the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project area include timber harvesting, establishing 
plantations, grazing, insect infestations, drought, and day and overnight recreation use.  Present activities 
continuing in the project area are grazing, plantation maintenance and recreation use.  The Revised 
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McKenzie Ranch Project is a key location in terms of overall fuels management along the wildland 
urban interface between the National Forest lands, National Park lands, and foothill communities in the 
vicinity.  The proposed activities under Revised McKenzie Ranch would guide what is proposed for 
other fuel treatment projects in the general area.  A reasonably foreseeable project in the early planning 
stages is a fuels reduction project in the Grant and Big Stump Grove areas of Kings Canyon National 
Park.   If additional actions are proposed in the vicinity or within the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels 
Reduction Project area prior to a decision on this project, they would be discussed in the decision 
document.  
 
Silviculture  
According to the Silviculture Report Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project, Alternative A, 
with no treatments at this time, would maintain existing fuel ladders, and surface fuel accumulations 
would continue to put these stands at risk from a stand replacing wildfire.  The high stocking levels of 
trees and brush would continue to increase.  Alternatives B or C, by protecting stands from destructive 
wildfires and promoting increased tree growth, would contribute to achieving old forest conditions and 
reintroducing natural fire regimes.  The proposed treatments under either action alternative would be 
similar to the mastication of trees and brush on 175 acres in six plantations that was completed in 2005 
within the upper Dry Creek watershed, just east of the proposed Ranch units.  These plantations 
averaged about 35 years old, and were thinned back to about 105 residual trees per acre to increase vigor 
and bark beetle resistance, as well as to improve wildfire resistance.  The proposed fuels reduction 
activities in the McKenzie and Ranch areas are expected to achieve additional, similar results. 
 
Fuels 
According to the Fuels Specialist Report for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project implementing the 
project would break up concentration s of ladder fuels and modify wildland fire behavior by reducing 
rates of spread, and flame lengths.  The treatments proposed under alternative B or C would break up 
both vertical and horizontal fuels which also would reduce wildfire intensity.  These effects should last 
for 10 to 20 years.  Measures to minimize smoke dispersal through timing and intensity of burns are part 
of the project design.  As a result, cumulative effects would be minimized.   
 
There are no previous, current or planned reasonably foreseeable projects that would have any 
cumulative effects on fuels in the McKenzie/Ranch project area. Though Alternative C would take 
longer to implement as disclosed in the Comparison of Alternatives section in this EA, both alternatives 
B or C would meet ecosystem and fire management’s need to reestablish a diverse landscape. The direct 
and indirect effect of implementing alternative B or C of this project would result in no cumulative 
effects (Leach, Forbes and Pasillas 2010).  
 
Noxious Weeds 
According to the Noxious Weed Risk Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction 

Project  there are two known noxious weeds in the vicinity of the project area: yellow starthistle 
(Centaurea solstitialis), and Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor).  Based on current locations of the 
known noxious weeds and the expected activities under the Revised McKenzie Ranch project the risk of 
introducing or spreading noxious weeds through soil disturbance is moderate for alternatives B or C.  
The risk of introducing or spreading noxious weeds through use of travel routes accessing the project is 
moderate under either action alternative.  Therefore the overall risk of transporting new infestations of 
noxious weeds into the project area is moderate.  This risk is based on the mitigating factor to follow 
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management requirements and constraints to reduce the introduction of new populations of noxious 
weeds and prevention measures to reduce the spread of existing populations (Management Requirements 
and Constraints for Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project, Appendix D).  These measures 
include thoroughly cleaning the undercarriage of any vehicles/machinery/crew/equipment entering and 
moving between sites in the project area, and minimizing soil disturbance (Linton 2010).  In addition, 
monitoring for new infestations and hand-pulling them to prevent establishment of new populations 
would occur.  The Noxious Weed Risk Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction 

Project is hereby incorporated by reference. 
 
Watershed and Soils 
According to the Watershed Report Forest Plan and Riparian Conservation Objective Analysis for the 

Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project (Henry 2010) there are no cumulative watershed 
effects (CWE) from implementing either action alternative for this project.  Table 7 displays the best 
management practices applicable to the action alternatives. 
 
Table 7: Applicable Best Management Practices (BMP) 

Best Management Practices Alternative B Alternative C 

2.12 Servicing and Refueling Equipment X  

5.2 Slope Limitations for Tractor Operations X  

5.3 Tractor Operation Excluded from Wetlands and 
Meadows 

X  

5.6 Soil Moisture Limitations for Tractor Operations X  

6.1 Fire and Fuel Management Activities X X 

6.2 Consideration of Water Quality in Formulating Fire 
Prescriptions 

X X 

6.3 Protection of Water Quality from Prescribed Burning 
Effects 

X X 

 
Adherence to the best management practices would minimize any direct negative effect from this project 
on soil and watershed quality.  According to the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project Soil 

Analysis the soils in the project area are not textures particularly susceptible to compaction (Linton 
2010).  Therefore, preventing the soils in the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project area 
from detrimental compaction should not be difficult under either action alternative, given existing best 
management practices. The indirect effects are expected to be minimally positive through the proposed 
activities to maintain ground cover and prevent stand-replacing fire.  Use of the BMPs would make 
implementation under either action alternative possible while conserving soil organic cover and 
minimizing soil disturbance, so both alternatives B and C are consistent with soil conservation and 
productivity guidelines.  The direct and indirect effects would be minimal and of short duration so 
cumulative effects are also minimal. The Watershed Report Forest Plan and Riparian Conservation 

Objective Analysis for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project and the Revised McKenzie 

Ranch Fuel Reduction Project Soil Analysis are hereby incorporated by reference. 
  
Sensitive Plants 
According to the Botany Biological Evaluation for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction 

Project there are no known threatened, endangered or sensitive plants in the project area.   
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However, both action alternatives in this project have potential to negatively affect unoccupied possible 
habitat for Madera Linanthus (Leptosiphon serrulatus) and Slender-Stalked Monkeyflower (Mimulus 

gracilipes).  Undiscovered individuals of these species could be affected by project activities.  This 
project will not trend these R5 Sensitive species toward Federal Listing.  No other sensitive species have 
the potential to be affected by this project.  Therefore, cumulative effects would be negligible under 
either action alternative (Linton 2010a).  The Botany Biological Evaluation for the Revised McKenzie 

Ranch Fuels Reduction Project is hereby incorporated by reference.  
 
Wildlife BE/BA 
According to the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment: Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels 

Reduction Project (Wildlife BE/BA) there are no known threatened, endangered or proposed wildlife or 
fish species in the project area (Cordes 2010).  In 2005, under the Dry-Converse Plantation Thinning 
project, several plantations near the Ranch portion were maintained using mastication, piling and 
burning.  
 
It is anticipated that implementation of Alternative B or C of the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project, in 
combination with the 2005 thinning project, would reduce canopy cover and increase tree size classes in 
1,428 acres.  Therefore, the cumulative effects of the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project, in combination 
with past present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would lead to a short term reduction of canopy 
cover on 11 percent of the existing habitat in in the Mill Creek and Dry Creek watersheds.  The long-
term effects would be the creation of more diverse, multi-storied habitat with larger trees, more old oaks 
and a greater resilience to stand replacing fires.  This is anticipated to improve denning/nesting habitat 
for Pacific fishers, Northern goshawks and California spotted owls under either action alternative.  
 
As a result the Wildlife BE/BA determination is that alternatives B or C of the Revised McKenzie 
Ranch Fuels Reduction Project may affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend toward 
Federal listing or loss of viability of the California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis), or 
Northern goshawk (Accipter gentilis). This project only removes smaller trees and is focused on non-
breeding habitat for these species.  With retention of cover for prey species, the proposed action may 
temporarily affect foraging habitat  but is unlikely to affect reproduction or have long term adverse 
consequences. The long-term effects of the project would be larger trees, with greater canopy cover and 
resilience to stand-replacing effects.  Based upon the knowledge that the Revised McKenzie Ranch 
Project area provides foraging but not resting or denning habitat for Pacific fishers (Martes pennenti 

pacifica) the Wildlife BE/BA determination is that Alternative B or C may affect individuals, but is not 
likely to contribute to the need for federal listing of Pacific fishers or result in a loss of viablility in the 
planning area.  The project retains all treess over 10 inches dbh which would retain potential resting 
trees.  With retention of cover for prey species, the action alternatives may temporarily affect foraging 
habitat, but are unlikely to affect reproduction or have long term adverse consequences.  The Biological 

Evaluation and Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project is hereby 
incorporated by reference.   
 
Management Indicator Species 
Management Indicator Species are animal species identified in the Sierra Nevada Forests MIS 
Amendment Record of Decision (ROD) signed December 14, 2007, which was developed under the 
1982 National Forest System Land and Resource Management Planning Rule (1982 Planning Rule) (36 
CFR 219).  Guidance regarding MIS set forth in the LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS 
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Amendment ROD directs Forest Service resource managers to (1) at project scale, analyze the effects of 
proposed projects on the habitat of each MIS affected by such projects, and (2) at the bioregional scale, 
monitor populations and/or habitat trends of MIS, as identified in the LRMP as amended.  The 
Management Indicator Species Report for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project (MIS 
Report) (Cordes 2010a) which is hereby incorporated by reference, documents compliance with the 
recent decision for management indicator species in three habitat groups within the Revised McKenzie 
Ranch Project area.  The species associated with the three habitat groups are fox sparrow, mule deer and 
mountain quail. 
 

Shrubland (West-Slope Chaparral) Habitat (Fox Sparrow):   
The project-level effects analysis for Shrubland (West-Slope Chaparral) Habitat used three factors:  (1) 
Acres of shrubland (chaparral) habitat [CWHR montane chaparral (MCP), mixed chaparral (MCH), and 
chamise-redshank chaparral (CRC)].  (2) Acres with changes in shrub ground cover class (Sparse=10-
24%; Open=25-39%; Moderate=40-59%; Dense=60-100.  (3) Acres with changes in CWHR shrub size 
class (Seedling shrub (seedlings or sprouts <3years); Young shrub (no crown decadence); Mature Shrub 
(crown decadence 1-25%); Decadent shrub (>25%).   
 
There are 2,214 acres of shrubland habitat under Forest Service jurisdiction within the Mill Creek and 
Dry Creek watersheds.  Within the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project area there are 63 acres of 
shrubland habitat, which is less than 3 percent of this habitat type in the surrounding watersheds. 
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing Alternative A would result in no changes as 
measured by the three factors.  The project area would remain in its current condition relative to the 
potential for a catastrophic wildfire to occur and lack of early successional habitat.  This habitat would 
continue to be dominated by mature and decadent shrubs.   
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing alternatives B or C would result in: (1) no 
change in acres of shrubland (chaparral) habitat, (2) Shrub ground cover would be reduced on most of 
the 63 acres (from Moderate-Dense to Sparse-Open), except for the untreated clumps left for wildlife (3) 
the CWHR size class of shrubs would be reduced on a maximum of 63 acres (from decadent to seedling 
and young shrub as new sprouting occurs).  Since the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of 
alternatives B or C would result in the reduction in shrub ground cover and shrub size class on less than 
one percent of the shrubland habitat in the bioregion (922,000 acres in bioregion), the project would not 
alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor lead to a change in the distribution of fox sparrows across the 
Sierra Nevada bioregion (MIS Report pp. 10-12).    
 
Oak-Associated Hardwoods and Hardwood/Conifer Habitat (Mule Deer): 
The project-level effects analysis of Oak-Associated Hardwoods and Hardwood/Conifer Habitat used 
three factors: (1) Acres of oak-associated hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat [CWHR montane 
hardwood (MHW), montane hardwood-conifer (MHC)]. (2) Acres with changes in hardwood canopy 
cover (Sparse=10-24%; Open=25-39%; Moderate=40-59%; Dense=60-100%).  (3) Acres with changes 
in CWHR size class of hardwoods [1/2 (Seedling/Sapling)(<6”" dbh); 3 (Pole)(6"-10.9" dbh);  4 (Small 
tree)(11"-23.9" dbh); 5 (Medium/Large tree)(>24" dbh)].   
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There are 3,324 acres of hardwood habitat under Forest Service jurisdiction within the Mill Creek and 
Dry Creek watersheds.  Within the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project area there are 539 acres of 
hardwood habitat, which is less than 2 percent of this habitat type in the surrounding watersheds. 
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing Alternative A would result in no changes as 
measured by the three factors.  The project area would remain in its current condition relative to the 
potential for a catastrophic wildfire to occur and lack of early successional habitat.  Habitat would 
continue in a downward trend for this species until an unavoidable wildfire creates large tracts of 
suitable habitat, but also would tend to remove hiding and thermal cover.  There would be no increase in 
early seral oak woodland habitat available to the Hume deer herd in the Mill Creek and Dry Creek 
watersheds.   
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing alternatives B or C would result in: (1) no 
change in acres of oak-associated hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat, (2) Hardwood canopy cover 
would be reduced on a maximum of 539 acres (except for the untreated clumps left for wildlife), (3) 
There would be no change in CWHR size class of oak-associated hardwoods and hardwood/conifer 
habitat.  These alternatives would provide short-term benefits to foraging habitat for deer, by improving 
foraging habitat through the new vegetation growth stimulated by the treatment activities.  Since the 
direct, indirect and cumulative effects of alternatives B or C would result in no change in oak-associated 
hardwood and hardwood/conifer habitat area or size classes, and a reduction in canopy closure on less 
than 2 percent of this habitat in the analysis area; this project would not alter the existing trend in the 
habitat, nor lead to a change in the distribution of mule deer across the Sierra Nevada bioregion (MIS 
Report pp.13-15). 
 

Early and Mid Seral Coniferous Forest Habitat (Mountain Quail): 
The project-level effects analysis of Early and Mid Seral Coniferous Forest Habitat used four factors: (1) 
Acres of early (CWHR tree sizes 1, 2, and 3) and mid seral (CWHR tree size 4) coniferous forest 
(ponderosa pine, Sierran mixed conifer, white fir, red fir, and eastside pine) habitat [CWHR ponderosa 
pine (PPN), Sierran mixed conifer (SMC), white fir (WFR), red fir (RFR), eastside pine (EPN), tree 
sizes 1, 2, 3, and 4, all canopy closures]. (2) Acres with changes in CWHR tree size class. (3) Acres with 
changes in tree canopy closure.  (4) Acres with changes in understory shrub canopy closure.   
 
There are 7,113 acres of early and mid seral coniferous forest habitat under Forest Service jurisdiction 
within the Mill Creek and Dry Creek watersheds.  Within the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project area 
there are 651 acres of hardwood habitat, which is less than 2 percent of this habitat type in the 
surrounding watersheds. 
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing Alternative A would result in no changes as 
measured by the four factors.  The project area would remain in its current condition relative to the 
potential for a catastrophic wildfire to occur and lack of early successional habitat.  The mastication 
project in 2005 in the upper Dry Creek watershed reduced the canopy cover and tree size class on 175 
acres of early and mid seral coniferous forest habitat in the vicinity.  There would be no increase in early 
seral habitat in the Mill Creek and Dry Creek watersheds.   
 
The direct, indirect and cumulative effects of implementing alternatives B or C would result in: (1) no 
change in acres of early and mid seral coniferous forest habitat in the project area (2) no change in tree 
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size class, (3) tree canopy closure would be reduced on a maximum of 8263 acres (except for the 
untreated clumps left for wildlife), and (4) understory shrub canopy closure would be reduced on a 
maximum of 826 acres.  Since the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of alternatives B or C would 
result in no change in early and mid seral habitat area or size classes, and a reduction in canopy closure 
on less than 2 percent of this habitat in the analysis area; this project would not alter the existing trend in 
the habitat, nor lead to a change in the distribution of mountain quail across the Sierra Nevada bioregion 
(MIS Report pp. 15-17).   
 
5.  The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures or 

objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss 

or destruction of significant scientific, cultural or historical resources. 

According to the Heritage Resources Specialist Report for Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction 

Project a total of 12 sites are known to occur within the project area (Gassaway 2010).  Determination 
as to whether sites in the project qualify for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
has not yet been made.  For the purposes of this project all sites have been determined eligible and will 
be treated as if listed on the NRHP.  The action alternatives propose ground disturbing activities that 
have the potential to directly or indirectly impact heritage resources located in the project area.  The 
risks of irreversible loses to sites, however, are low because standard protection and mitigation measures 
have been formulated.  The known heritage resource sites in the vicinity would be avoided and the Zone 
Archaeologist would monitor activities as necessary to ensure sites are not disturbed.  In the event a new 
site is discovered, several standard procedures would be taken to ensure it is protected, including an 
immediate stop to work activities until the site can be evaluated (Appendix D, Management 
Requirements and Constraints).  Specifically, all sites will be demarcated on the ground and excluded 
from any ground disturbing activities.  Therefore, no adverse impacts to heritage resources are 
anticipated under the action alternatives.  Under Alternative A there would be no new undertaking or 
actions taken which could potentially impact heritage resources, but the risk of stand-replacing wildfire 
has a high potential to affect heritage resources.  
  
6.  The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened species or its 

habitat that has been determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

As discussed above, according to the Botany Biological Evaluation for the Revised McKenzie Ranch 

Fuel Reduction Project and the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the Revised 

McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project there are no known threatened or endangered plants, or 
terrestrial or aquatic wildlife species in the project area.   
 
7.  The degree to which the effects on the human environment are likely to be highly controversial. 

Scoping surfaced no scientific controversy regarding the magnitude or nature of effects of the action 
alternatives.  However, during scoping, comment and the appeal period respondents repeatedly raised 
the concern that mechanical treatments would damage soils and/or wildlife habitat in the project area.  
Alternative C was developed to further address this concern.  The effects analysis discussed in this 
document display that there are few minor differences between the action alternatives in terms of effects 
to soils and wildlife habitat. 
 

                                                 
3 This acreage is the 651 acres proposed in McKenzie Ranch plus the past action in which 175 acres were treated in the Dry 
Creek drainage in 2005. 
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8.  The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or 

involve unique or unknown risks. 

The Revised McKenzie Ranch Project alternatives B and C propose resource management activities 
under similar circumstances to numerous other projects that have been successfully implemented for 
many years.  The fuels reduction activities proposed under the action alternatives are designed to reduce 
the potential of large intense fires burning through the project area.  However, under Alternative A the 
continued fuels accumulations could pose uncertain risks to forest visitors and adjacent land owners 
from a stand-replacing wildfire.  The nature and magnitude of the effects to the human environment 
from implementing the action alternative of the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project are well understood 
and do not pose highly uncertain, unique or unknown risks.   
 
9.  The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 

effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

All of the proposed management practices under the Revised McKenzie Ranch Project have been 
conducted both separately and in various combinations within similar landscapes and vegetation types.  
These management practices, as well as the project objectives, are envisioned by the goals of the LRMP 
as amended by the SNFPA and are consistent with applicable standards and guides, as noted under 
factor 10.  Therefore the precedent for the proposed activities in alternatives B or C are already well 
established, and would not represent a decision in principle about future considerations.   
 
Regarding the potential for significant effects, the Sequoia National Forest has implemented such 
practices for many years (i.e. Dry-Converse Plantation Thin (2005), Delilah Davis Shredding (2004), 
Mechanical Fuels Reduction (2002) and Brush Crushing (2001)).  In most cases this has been 
accomplished without producing significant effects, by designing projects with protection measures to 
prevent such effects from occurring.  Based upon the analysis of the action alternatives, as documented 
herein, none of the proposed activities should result in significant effects. 
 
10.  Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 

imposed for the protection of the environment. 

None of the proposed activities under alternatives B or C would threaten violation of applicable Federal, 
State or local environmental protection laws or requirements.  The effects of the action alternatives are 
consistent with the 1990 Sequoia National Forest Land Management Plan Mediated Settlement 

Agreement (USDA Forest Service) (MSA) and the April 15, 2000 Presidential Proclamation establishing 
Giant Sequoia National Monument.  The MSA includes a set of resource protection/management 
guidelines/standards with which the Forest Service has agreed to comply when implementing resource 
management actions. The MSA is a settlement agreement stemming from a number of appeals to the 
1988 Sequoia National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan.  The consistency of project effects 
responding to the requirements of the MSA are documented in the EA/EIS Mediated Settlement 

Agreement Requirements for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project included as Appendix 
E of this document (MSA Requirements) (Emmendorfer 2010).   
 
The Proclamation includes guidance to restore forests to counteract the effects of a century of fire 
suppression and logging, reduce the unprecedented buildup of surface fuels and restore natural forest 
resilience (Proclamation p. 2).  The Revised McKenzie Ranch Project applies this guidance in the design 
of the proposed activities to reduce fuels in the project area. 
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Management requirements and constraints are set in place to protect wildlife, other resources and people 
throughout the project area (See Appendix D, Management Requirements and Constraints for Revised 
McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project).  These requirements assure that all the activities in the 
action alternatives are consistent with the LRMP, as amended by SNFPA by following the standards and 
guidelines during project implementation.  Alternative A, the no action alternative could eventually 
violate the National Fire Plan and Cohesive Fire Strategy by not reducing fuels in a Wildland Urban 
Interface.  
 
The Forest Service Manual provides additional National Forest Management Act management direction, 
regarding species viability.  FSM 2670.32 provides direction to avoid or minimize impacts to species 
whose viability has been identified as a concern.  This includes federally listed threatened or endangered 
species, and Forest Service sensitive species.  Effects on threatened and endangered species and critical 
habitat are noted in the discussion of cumulative effects above.  The plant and wildlife biological 
evaluations determined that the action alternatives would have little to no effect on Forest Service 
sensitive species, because there would be little to no impact to habitat.  The MIS Report also determined 
that the action alternatives would have little to no effect on habitat characteristics.   
 
Alternatives B and C would comply with the Clean Water Act of 1948, by implementing watershed best 
management practices (BMPs), and by keeping cumulative watershed effects below the threshold of 
concern (USDA 2000).  Applicable BMPs have been identified to maintain water quality and reduce 
potential for soil movement resulting from mastication and/or thinning, piling and burning and 
underburning within the project area (See table 7).   
 
According to the Revised McKenzie Ranch Soils Report, on steeper slopes (generally over 35%) 
equipment limitations and water quality and soil erosion concerns would limit mastication.  In these 
areas, only low to moderate intensity prescribed burning is planned.  Within the project area, existing 
roads and staging areas would be utilized, as much as possible, for project activities.  Though no new 
roads are scheduled to be constructed under this project, the masticator, and potentially fire equipment, 
would travel across country in treatment units for administrative (i.e. treatment) or emergency purposes.  
Any tracked areas that may appear to be a road would be rehabilitated to further restrict and reduce use, 
as such.  Along with these BMPs, implementation of the SNFPA Riparian Conservation Areas and 
Objectives, Sequoia National Forest Riparian and Wetland Standards and Guidelines, and Regional Soil 
Quality Standards and Guidelines have also been included as design criteria for the action alternative 
(Appendix D: Management Requirements and Constraints).   
 
The consistency requirements of the MSA are documented in the EA/EIS Mediated Settlement 

Agreement Requirements for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project (Appendix E).  Most 
of the specified MSA requirements are not relevant to the decision being made in this project.  
Adherence to guidelines including Best Management Practices, as necessary, would result in minimal 
effects to water and soil resources in the project area (Soil and Water Conservation Handbook, Chapters 

10 and 20).  Adherence to the Riparian and Wetland Standards and Guidelines (MSA Exhibit D, pp. 27-
41), and Soil and Water Conservation Handbook would adequately protect streams, wetlands, meadows 
and downstream fish habitat.  The only applicable portion of the MSA requirements document is Section 
III: Improvement of Database.  Surveys were conducted to protocol for plants, wildlife, archaeology, 
and soil resources as applicable to the terrain and vegetation conditions.  The riparian and meadow, and 
snag surveys were not conducted because these resources are not anticipated to be affected by this 
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project (See discussion in the MSA Requirements document).  The EA/EIS Mediated Settlement 

Agreement Requirements for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project is hereby 
incorporated by reference. 
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Appendix A 
Alternative Maps  
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Appendix B 
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Appendix C 
Consultation with Others 

 
This appendix lists the individuals and organizations, which participated in the analysis or were 
consulted for comments as part of the scoping process.  On December 8, 2006 and April 4, 2007 public 
comments were requested regarding the original McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project.  One 
hundred twenty two letters were sent out to individuals or organizations.  Four responses were received 
and all the comments were compiled.  The scoping letter and respondent letters are in the project record 
on file at Hume Lake Ranger District office.  Listed below are the names of the respondents and their 
affiliation with organizations. 
 

Name Organization 

Jim Ghoslin Local resident 

Ara Marderosian Sequoia ForestKeepers, Sequoia Forest Alliance, Tule River Conservancy, 
Kerncrest Audubon Society, Forests Forever, Ron & Carol Wermuth, Sierra 
Club Sequoia Task Force, Environment Now, American Land Conservancy, 
Voice of the Environment, Tehipite Chapter-Sierra Club 

Rich Fairbanks Wilderness Society 

Chad Hanson John Muir Project 

 
On December 8, 2006 a scoping letter was sent out to 122 individuals or organizations.  There were four 
respondents, three of whom generally supported the project goals of modifying fuel and habitat 
conditions.   All of the responses are in the project record on file at the Hume Lake Ranger Station.  The 
other respondent raised several concerns, which are listed below:   
 

1. How is this project in compliance with the National Fire Plan?  What is the definition of a WUI – 
how many feet from a structure is a WUI?    

According to the Fuels Specialist Report for the McKenzie Ranch Project, it complies with the 
National Fire Plan in a couple ways.  The project area is within the threat zone of a Wildland Urban 
Interface, and in fuel Condition Class 3 densities.  Both of these are criteria for ranking the area as a 
high priority fuel risk under the National Fire Plan.  In addition, the Ranch portion is down slope of 
Big Stump Grove amid the dense chaparral and pine/mixed conifer transition zone.   
A Wildland Urban Interface is defined under the Healthy Forest Restoration Act (HFRA) in 2003 as 
a community “…within 1 ½ mile when mitigating circumstances exist, such a sustained steep slopes 
or geographic features aiding in creating a fire break.” 
 
2. Concern that mastication is equivalent to removing trees from the Monument. What scientific 

research indicates that masticating trees in pine plantations would restore a plantation in the 
Giant Sequoia National Monument and comply with the requirements of the proclamation and 
the court order?    

The document “Background Information on Giant Sequoia National Monument” that accompanied 
the President’s Monument Proclamation identified prescribed fire projects and cultural treatments as 
consistent with the goals of the Monument, and said these kinds of maintenance will continue for the 
protection of the Monument resources.  A discussion of reforestation is included in Chapter 12 of 
Volume III of the 1996 Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP):  Final Report to Congress, which 
includes numerous citations to the scientific literature on that topic. 
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3. How far above Highway 180 would treatments be done to prevent human-caused wildfire from 

occurring because of traffic? What scientific research indicates that this amount of treatment that 
distance from the highway would prevent human-caused fire from occurring due to traffic on 
Highway 180?  

The traffic on State Highway 180 is not the main fire ignition concern, instead it is arson.  As 
referenced in the scoping letter, the 2001 Highway Fire was started by an arsonist who started it 
along the highway.  By breaking up the fuels both down and upslope of the highway, the Forest 
Service can reduce the potential spread of an arson start, or vehicle accident ignited fire in this 
vicinity.  Treatments would also help meet the threat of a wildfire starting on private property below 
the project area and burning onto National Forest lands. 
 
4.  What scientific research indicates that mastication of these plantation areas, brush field 

conversion areas, and bark beetle outbreak areas, both in the first and the second area, would be 
effective in these areas of the Monument to restore these areas to their natural condition?   

Chapter 6 of Chapter I of the SNEP report describes the late successional old-growth Sierra Nevada 
forest conditions that are a desired condition for recreation and many species of wildlife within the 
Monument.  It discusses the role of fuel reduction and tree density management in maintaining these 
conditions over time.  SNEP report Volume III Chapter 11 discusses the importance of managing 
stand densities, and includes applicable scientific references. 
 
5. How could limited operating periods during project implementation prevent impacts to the 

Northern goshawk, California spotted owl, and Pacific fisher as well as preventing impacts to all 
other objects of interest in the Monument? 

Standard Limited Operating Periods (LOPs) are established to reduce the potential of project 
activities disturbing wildlife species during courtship, breeding and nesting/denning.  These LOPs 
limit project activities within a specified distance of known nest or den sites.    According to the 
Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project 
the project area is within foraging habitat; not breeding, denning or nesting habitat for Northern 
goshawk, California spotted owl and Pacific fisher.  Surveys were conducted for California spotted 
owls and Northern goshawks in the project area in 2007 and none were detected.  Therefore, no 
limited operating periods are proposed for this project (Revised Wildlife BE pp.9-11).  Should a 
California spotted owl nest, Northern goshawk nest, or Pacific fisher den site be discovered during 
implementation of the project, an appropriate limited operating period will be implemented. 
 
Limited operating periods are generally not applicable for the other objects of interest including 
giant sequoias, the geologic features, or the prehistoric and historic features for which the Giant 
Sequoia National Monument was established.   
 
6. The project scoping letter fails to specifically state a purpose and a need for the project. What are 

the purpose and the need for the project?  
Chapter I, Section A of the McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction environmental assessment clarified 
the purpose and need for the project. This clarification has been retained in the Revised McKenzie 
Ranch Fuels Reduction EA. 
 



 

 25

7. Concern that mastication exposes a considerable amount of mineral soil.  If the seeds of various 
weeds are present, they may rapidly colonize these exposed areas.  In the case of cheat grass 
(Bromus tectorum), various mustards (Brassica spp) and other alien weeds, such invasions may 
create a fuel problem in their own right.  We hope you also have plans to monitor the project 
sites for weeds, to pull, burn or otherwise manage current infestations and to have contingency 
plans in place for competitive planting and other measures, should weeds become a problem. 

The 1990 Sequoia National Forest Land Management Plan Mediated Settlement Agreement requires 
that projects retain at least 50 percent ground cover.  In addition the 2001 SNFPA requires 
prevention measures to reduce potential infestations of noxious weeds.  Under the 2001 SNFPA 
there are also soil quality and retention of ground cover requirements as expressed by the Best 
Management Practices, as well as the noxious weed prevention guidelines.  Identification of any new 
noxious weed infestations is part of the proposed monitoring for this project (Noxious Weed Risk 
Assessment p. 3). 
 
8. Concern that ten years is too long of a time before the second burning, 5-8 years would be better.  

Review the High Point burn done in 1977 in the same area as the McKenzie Project. 
According to the Fuels Specialist Report for the McKenzie Ranch Project, the fire return interval for 
the western slope of the Sierra Nevada can range from 1 to 36 years (Caprio and Swetnam 1993) 
with the average being between 4 and 12 years (Weaver 1951).  The mechanical treatments added to 
the prescribed burning should help keep fuels reduced for the longer duration.    

 
Draft Decision Memo Comment Period 
This project was originally proposed as a project categorically excluded from further documentation 
under category 31.12.10.  This category was rescinded by a decision made by the ninth circuit court on 
December 5, 2007.  Under the guidelines for categorical exclusions the proposed Decision Memo was 
sent on April 4, 2007 to all four respondents to scoping for a 30-day comment period.  There was one 
response with continued concerns, which are listed below:   

1. There is no need for fuels reduction beyond 200 feet of manmade structures.  Our assertion is 
supported by the research of Jack Cohen, Research Physical Scientist Forest Service Fire Sciences 
Laboratory, Missoula, MT.   

The purpose of this project is to reduce fuels and continue reintroducing fire in the wildland urban 
interface.  This project is not within a housing development, but adjacent to and/or upslope of State 
Highway 180 and scattered rural residences.  The risk of a fire start is mainly to the wildlands upslope of 
the highway.  Mr. Cohen’s research regarding fire risk is not applicable to this project. 
 

2. Although we do not have adequate information at this time, I wish to note that it is our 
understanding, based on your letter dated March 30, 2007, that there will be no commercial 
logging in relation to this project, and that no trees greater than 10” dbh will be removed.  Please 
immediately correct this understanding if it is wrong. 

Your understanding is correct.  There will be no commercial logging in relation to this project. 
 

3. We are concerned that the use of machine mastication will cause damage to soils and damage to 
wildlife habitat.  This is excessively invasive and will cause harm to the soil and disrupt wildlife.  
We would suggest using simpler hand-thinning methods for this project. 
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According to the soils specialist report the soils in the project area are generally sandy loams which 
resist compaction.  Also, standard Best Management Practices would be followed to maintain soil 
quality (Revised Soils Report p. 3). 

 
In addition, according to the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment, the determination was 
that the short term effects will not contribute to a trend leading to federal listing of California spotted 
owl or Northern goshawk, or Pacific fisher (Revised Wildlife BE p.12).   
 
Original EA Comment Period 
On May 27, 2009 the original McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project Environmental Assessment was 
mailed for public comment.  The District received one letter in response to the comment period.  The 
letter is in the project record on file at the Hume Lake Ranger District Office.  The following tables 
display the comments and agency responses.  Please note that all the Forest Service Resolutions referred 
to the original EA, not this revised document. 
 

Fuels 
Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

 There is no need for fuels reduction beyond 200 feet of 
manmade structures.  Our assertion is supported by the 
research of Jack Cohen, Research Physical Scientist Forest 
Service Fire Sciences Laboratory, Missoula, MT.  Jack 
Cohen stated in a personal communication dated March 17, 
2003,  

“You are correct in stating that my research indicates 

that modifying the home ignition zone (the home and 

its immediate surroundings within 200 ft) can perform 

the necessary and sufficient changes that effectively 

reduce home ignitability during extreme wildfire 

conditions. My research does address firebrands and 

spot ignitions. Putting a fuel break around 

communities without modifying the community will not 

be sufficient to significantly reduce the home ignition 

potential during extreme conditions. We know that fuel 

breaks don't stop spotting--that is why I suggest 

making the community the fuel break.  This produces 

far less landscape disturbance for the purpose of 

community protection and reduces the community 

threat from any kind of wildland fire. That should 

provide increased opportunities for prescribed 

burning.”  
The research report upon which Cohen based his remarks is 
from the Forest Service Fire Science laboratory titled, 
“Wildland Fire Threat to Homes; Where and How Much” 
by Jack Cohen.  This research must be considered in 
planning this project. 

 This concern was addressed in the EA as item 1 on page 6. In 
addition, the area within 200 feet of privately owned structures 
is generally on private property and therefore outside the 
jurisdiction of Forest Service management.   

The EA provides no published, peer-reviewed scientific 
research to support the contention that treating the 1.5 miles 
within the boundary of USFS managed lands would provide 
protection for community protection or that this fuels 
reduction project could prevent home ignitions in the 
communities adjacent to the Monument unless the 200 to 
300 feet immediately surrounding the homes is treated.  

The purpose of this project is to reduce fuels and continue 
reintroducing fire in the wildland urban interface.  This project 
is not within a housing development, but adjacent to and/or 
upslope of State Highway 180 and scattered rural residences. 
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Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

Providing for Fire Suppression Conflicts with Restoration 
per the Proclamation 
Specifying a Purpose and Need for providing for fire 
suppression per the direction from the SNFPA 2001 ROD, 
p. 5-6, 41, A-4; FEIS Ch. 2, p. 10-15 contradicts the 
direction from the dominant authority in the Monument, 
which Judge Breyer required the Forest Service to follow – 
the Presidential Proclamation of 2000, and one of the 
Proclamation’s reasons for restoration of the Monument – 
fire suppression. For this project to call for more fire 
suppression in the general forest, beyond the scientifically 
defined distance from structures where public safety could 
be protected – where homes can be protected (the 200 to 
300 feet immediately surrounding structures)(see the Forest 
Service fire science research by Jack Cohen) is not 
scientifically supported and is not following the 
Proclamation. 

The purpose and need as stated in the EA on page 2 is to 
reduce fuels and continue reintroducing fire into the wildland 
urban interface.  The long term goal is to restore old forest 
habitat, where applicable, and the natural fire cycle.  The 
purpose and need is not to suppress fire, therefore the 
McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project complies with 
Judge Breyer’s direction. 

Defining the Purpose and Need for the project by 
attempting to modify the Rate-of-Spread of fire in the 
general forest of the Monument, which could further 
prevent the return of fire to the general forest and damage 
the forest habitat in the Monument by the soil destabilizing 
use of heavy equipment and the removal of smallest 
recruitment class sizes of trees where the Proclamation calls 
for restoration of fire to the ecosystem, is a violation of the 
protective intent of the Proclamation and its requirement to 
restore these forests. 

Rate of spread is simply one measurement tool to indicate 
whether fuels conditions after project implementation are 
moving toward or away from the desired condition, in this 
case, the reintroduction of fire back into the project area.  As 
stated in the EA the purpose and need is to reduce fuels and 
continue reintroducing fire into the wildland urban interface.  
The long term goal is to restore old forest habitat, where 
applicable, and the natural fire cycle.   

EA Proposes Treatments based on HFRA which Violates 
Court Order  
The National Fire Plan fails to provide the science to 
support the concept of treating the Wildand-urban interface 
(WUI) (1.5-mile buffer strip around communities) instead 
of treating the “Home Ignition Zone” (HIZ).  

Scientific support for the National Fire Plan versus HIZ is 
outside the scope of this project.  As stated in the EA the 
purpose and need is to reduce fuels and continue reintroducing 
fire into the wildland urban interface.  Generally there is a 
need to reintroduce fire across the landscape and near 
communities.   

On June 2, 2006, Chief Dale Bosworth wrote a letter 
granting the Sequoia National Forest a waiver of the 
requirement of the FSM 5103. We are concerned because 
tiering to a waiver letter that exempts Sequoia from 
complying with a regulation, to which all other national 
forests are required to abide, is arbitrary and capricious (as 
was the issuance of the waiver letter) and a major federal 
action implemented without public review. Such actions are 
a violation of the provision of the APA Section 706(2)(A) 
that compels a court to "hold unlawful and set aside agency 
action, findings, and conclusions found to be arbitrary, 
capricious, an abuse of discretion." 

The legality of Chief Bosworth’s waiver is outside the scope 
of this project.  Instead the McKenzie Ranch project utilizes 
the direction provided in the National Fire Plan and 10-year 
Comprehensive Strategy to identify areas of highest priority 
due to fuels risk, and then utilizes the 2001 SNFPA fuels 
management direction for the proposed treatment outcomes. 

These LMP’s fire strategies are outdated, unfounded in 
science, and, according to SNEP, these outmoded policies 
are responsible for current fuel problems in the forest. This 
fire policy must be amended to begin reintegrating fire into 
the forest. Grove plans must be consistent with this overall 
direction.  

The programmatic management direction is outside the scope 
of this project.  As the respondent quoted from the EA, the 
proposed treatments would be within the current standards and 
guidelines from the LMP as amended by the 2001 SNFPA and 

2000 presidential proclamation [emphasis added]. 
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NEPA 

Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

EA Fails to Provide a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 
The Forest Service needs to show on paper and on the 
ground that they cannot meet the objectives by analyzing at 
least five Alternatives, including (1) removing only lower 
branches of trees rather than tree trunks, (2) removing up to 
10 inch trees, (3) removing up to 8 inch trees, (4) removing 
up to 6 inch trees, and (5) removing up to 4 inch trees, 
otherwise, if trees less than 10 inches are removed, these 
general forest areas are never going to have reproduction of 
trees, again! The EA should explain where the new 10 inch 
trees will come from in the 90 percent of the project area 
where up to 10 inch diameter trees would be removed.  
 

Inadequate Range of Alternatives Conflicts with Science 
The EA arbitrarily selected removing up to ten inch diameter 
trees from the forest as the method of fuel reduction for this 
project. 
Removing the least by the least impactful method would be 
the most beneficial and restorative management for the 
Monument. Using heavy equipment, which would add 
additional damage to an already damaged ecosystem, to 
remove excessive amounts of future soil nutrients (more than 
is necessary) to restore the ecosystem and the natural fire 
behavior, without providing a comparison or science to 
support an arbitrary conclusion is a capricious action on the 
part of the Forest Service. 

Forty Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1502.14 describes 
alternatives.  It states that the agencies shall “rigorously explore 
and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” with the 
intent to “present the environmental impacts of the proposal and 
the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the 
issues and providing a clear basis for choice”  
The 10 inch diameter size recommended in the proposed action 
is the maximum anticipated size of tree to be removed through 
prescribed burning or mastication.  It does not preclude removal 
of smaller trees and brush species as necessary to reduce fuels.  
Some portions of the project are likely to burn and/or masticate 
brush and trees no larger than 4 or 6 inches diameter simply 
because that is the material necessary to treat for fuels reduction. 
Therefore creating additional alternatives with smaller diameter 
limits would not sharply define an issue or a clear basis for 
choice for achieving the purpose and need for fuels reduction 
and reestablishing fire in the project area. 

The Forest Service must assure that their projects do not 
adversely affect Monument objects and certainly it must 
assess proposed actions on monument objects.   The EA fails 
to provide this assessment.  

The presidential proclamation does not require an assessment of 
impacts to the Objects of Interest.  Instead NEPA required that 
actions do not threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law 
or requirements imposed for the protection of the environment.  
The EA addresses compliance with a number of the applicable 
laws, and the proclamation as required by NEPA (pp.15-16). 

EA Fails to answer Questions from the Public  
The EA page 6 says…the document “Background 
Information on Giant Sequoia National Monument” that 
accompanied the President’s Monument Proclamation 
identified prescribed fire projects and cultural treatments as 
consistent with the goals of the Monument, and said these 
kinds of maintenance will continue for the protection of the 
Monument resources…Mastication of trees up to ten inches 
in diameter throughout the general forest is neither a 
prescribed fire project nor a cultural treatment. The use of 
mastication equipment and bulldozers specified by this 
project are not the “prescribed fire projects and cultural 
treatments” 
 

This concern is outside the scope of this project.  Disagreeing 
with the response provided by the Forest Service is not 
equivalent to “failing to answer,” as the respondent quoted 
where in the EA the Forest Service did respond to the questions 
brought up in scoping. 
 
In addition cultural treatments are defined in the glossary of the 
1988 Sequoia national Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan as “various treatments to vegetative stands such as release, 
thinning, etc.” The proposed mastication is one method for 
thinning vegetation and releasing trees from competing brush 
species. 

This Forest Service response is inadequate, fails to answer 
the questions posed, which is a violation of NEPA. In answer 
to questions in our scoping comment, “How far above 
Highway 180 would treatments be done to prevent human-
caused wildfire from occurring because of traffic? What 
scientific research indicates that this amount of treatment that 
distance from the highway would prevent human-caused fire 
from occurring due to traffic on Highway 180?“, the EA 

This concern is outside the scope of this project.  Disagreeing 
with the response provided by the Forest Service is not 
equivalent to “failing to answer.”  The respondent quotes where 
in the EA the Forest Service did respond to the questions 
brought up in scoping.  It is important to note that the response 
to the first question in this case made the second question moot. 
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Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

page 6 says, “The traffic on State Highway 180 is not the 
main fire ignition concern, instead it is arson.  As referenced 
in the scoping letter, the 2001 Highway Fire was started by 
an arsonist who started it along the highway.  By breaking up 
the fuels both down and upslope of the highway, the Forest 
Service can reduce the potential spread of an arson start, or 
vehicle accident ignited fire in this vicinity.  Treatments 
would also help meet the threat of a wildfire starting on 
private property below the project area and burning onto 
National Forest lands.” The EA fails to answer either of these 
questions and scientific evidence was not provided to support 
the 1.5-mile wide WUI. 
 

This project’s reliance on the Amendment ROD brings to 
issue the conflict of the Amendment ROD with the 
Presidential Proclamation.  The court ruled that the 
Monument shall be managed consistent with the 
Proclamation. 
“In the interim, and until the Forest Service issues a new 

Management Plan, the Monument shall be managed 

consistent with the Monument Proclamation of April 15, 

2000, and in accordance with direction from the 1988 

Sequoia National Forest Land and Resource Management 

Plan, as amended by the 1990 Mediated Settlement 

Agreement and the 2001 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan 

Amendment.” 

Since the 2001 Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment is not 
consistent with the Presidential Proclamation because it 
would allow cutting more than 90 percent of the brush cover 
from the Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Area, an EIS 
must be developed to evaluate the reliance on the 
Amendment ROD and the impacts of cutting more than 90 
percent of the brush cover. 

This concern is outside the scope of this project.  However, as 
provided in the quote from Judge Breyer, the direction is to 
follow the proclamation and the Forest Plan as amended by the 
2001 SNFPA. [emphasis added], with the unwritten 
understanding that the most restrictive direction apply when 
potential contradictory direction is provided between source 
documents.    

We asked in our scoping comments, “How many miles of 
roads (temporary or otherwise) would be created by this 
project?”  The EA says, “Within the project area, existing 
roads and staging areas would be utilized, as much as 
possible, for project activities.” 
The EA fails to explain in detail that is meant by “as much as 
possible,” which is a phrase that indicates that some roads 
could be created in the Monument to implement this project. 
The Forest Service and the EA fail to answer the question we 
posed about roads in our scoping comments.  

The Errata clarifies that no new roads are scheduled to be 
constructed under this project.  However, the masticator, and 
potentially fire equipment, would travel across country in 
treatment units.  The statement in the EA simply reflects the 
need to use existing roads and staging areas unless there is a 
specific need to travel off them for administrative (i.e. 
treatment) or emergency purposes.  Applicable standards and 
guidelines are already in place to maintain soil and water 
quality. 

 
 

Vegetation Management 

Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

Concern about Hazard Tree Designation, Felling, and 
Removal 
We are concerned because the EA includes in every project it 
proposes felling and removal of so-called hazard trees 
without a cumulative impacts analysis of all the past and 
future projects that implemented or would implement hazard 
tree removal along every road and trail in the Monument and 
forest, if the forest guidelines are loosely interpreted, as they 

The McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project is not proposing 
any hazard tree removal.  In addition, as discussed in the EA in 
response to scoping item 2 on page 6, there will be no 
commercial logging of hazards or any trees in relation to this 
project. 
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Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

have recently been.  
 The EA fails to consider, discuss or even predict the 
approximate number of trees that would be felled or 
removed, or the total timber harvest in mmbf.   

The EA provides conflicting information regarding retaining 
snags; first the EA says “the project does not propose 
altering the number of snags” and then it says, “Where 
practicable to do so, leave any large hardwoods and snags.” 
Either you don’t alter the number of snags or you do, but 
what will happen to the snags “where [NOT] practicable to 
do so?”  

The statement regarding altering the number of snags is simply 
a response to an MSA requirement on a need to conduct a snag 
survey (EA Appendix E, Section III. F on page 27).  Since snags 
are not proposed for removal, a survey is not warranted.   
 
The second statement quoted was from a management 
requirement to ensure that during the mastication and/or 
prescribed burning that snags are protected (EA Appendix D 
page 22). 

Concern about Treatments in other than Plantations 
We asked in our scoping comments, “Your December 8, 
2006 McKenzie WUI Fuels Reduction Project scoping letter 
says: The vegetation in these stands is a mix of pine 

plantations established after the 1955 McGee wildfire, 

natural conifer stands, mixtures of conifers and oaks, and 

areas of native chaparral. How will these four different 
kinds of fuel loads be differently treated – pine plantations, 
natural conifer stands, mixtures of conifers and oaks, and 
chaparral? Will mastication be limited to the plantations? 
What treatment will take place in the natural conifer stands 
and mixtures of conifers and oaks?” 
No clear answer was provided to distinguish the treatments 
in each of these areas. The EIS must provide clear 
unequivocal information based in science to answer these 
questions.  

The vegetation is mixed across the project area and not specific 
to plantations or outside plantations.  The maps display and 
proposed action describe where the different treatments are 
proposed throughout the project area.  The treatments are not 
based on whether the area is plantation instead they are based on 
the fuels condition. 

Other Unanswered Concerns from our Scoping Comments 
What scientific research indicates that mastication of these 
plantation areas, brushfield conversion areas, and bark beetle 
outbreak areas, both in the first and the second area, would 
be effective in these areas of the Monument to restore these 
areas to their natural condition? …Please provide scientific 
research and discuss how removing these fuels (trees, brush, 
and ladder fuels) that currently contribute to the shading of 
the ground, which reduces evaporation and early snow melt, 
would impact soil temperature and moisture, and snow melt.  
Please provide scientific research and discuss how the heavy 
equipment (dozer and excavator) used for mastication would 
impact the soil components and future growth in these 
treatment areas.  

The concern about scientific research regarding mastication 
responded to in the EA as item 4 on page 5.   
 
In addition, the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) 
specifically addresses the effect of silviculture and burning 
treatments on forest soils.  Intermediate cultural treatments, such 
as thinning by mastication, are discussed on pages 486 through 
487 of the SNEP Report.  The SNEP Report concluded that 
thinning treatments have variable effects (both positive and 
negative) on forest soils, but “generally the effects of thinning 
on the soil are minor” (SNEP Volume II, Chapter 16, pp. 486-
487). 

 
Wildlife 

Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

EA Fails to Provide Science to Support Claim Clumps 
Protects Fisher  
The EA and the Forest Service fail to provide the published, 
peer-reviewed scientific research to support the contention 
that retaining only 10 percent of the acres within stands 
“left in scattered clumps of 5 to 8 trees, with 6 to 8 of these 
clumps per acre” would be sufficient habitat within the 
Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Area (SSFCA) to 

There is no need to provide published, peer-reviewed 
scientific research that the proposed activities would provide 
sufficient habitat within the Southern Sierra Fisher 
Conservation Area (SSFCA) to sustain or expand the 
dwindling population of fisher because the project area is 
within the management requirements for fisher foraging 
habitat as described in the McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction 

Project Biological Evaluation. 
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Public Comment Forest Service Resolution 

sustain or expand the dwindling population of fisher.   
An EIS for this project must be developed and must 
consider the negative impacts to the Pacific Fisher, if this 
project were to be implemented, as it is currently proposed, 
because the Proclamation’s purpose is restoration and 
protection of the objects of interest, which includes the 
Pacific Fisher, which require habitat that contains the 
density of down woody material and brush cover that exists 
in the area, which is part of the Southern Sierra Fisher 
Conservation Area.  An EIS must be developed to analyze 
the negative impacts to the Fisher Conservation Area from 
implementation of this project, because while this project 
would not disturb the fisher by only operating the project 
within the prescribed time periods, the project proposes to 
remove more than 90 percent of the brush cover in the 
project area which is in the Southern Sierra Fisher 
Conservation Area, which is habitat that is protected by the 
Proclamation that created the Monument.   

 
Potential effects to the Pacific fisher were assessed in the BE 
and summarized in the EA, including the determination that 
“Alternative B may affect individuals, but is not likely to 
exacerbate the conditions that led to the FWS finding that 
listing of Pacific fishers is warranted but precluded by higher 
listing priorities.  With retention of cover for prey species, the 
proposed action may temporarily affect foraging habitat but is 
unlikely to affect reproduction or have long term adverse 
consequences.”    
 
In addition, because this project will not remove trees greater 
than 10 inches in diameter at breast height, potential resting or 
denning structures would not be affected anyway.  Canopy 
cover would not be reduced below 60 percent in CWHR 4 and 
5 size trees, which meets the requirement of the 2001 SNFPA 
for the Southern Sierra Fisher Conservation Area.   

EA Fails to Provide MIS Species Monitoring 
We believe this project would harm some Management 
Indicator Species and Species at Risk species for which 
annual population monitoring is required by App. E of the 
2001 Framework, but for which no such monitoring has 
been conducted...Moreover, the recent 2007 MIS 
Amendment is illegal under NEPA and NFMA, and does 
not relieve the USFS of the requirement to conduct annual 
population monitoring of specified MIS and SAR under 
App. E. 

Though the 2007 Sierra Nevada Forest s MIS Amendment is 
being contested in court, it is still the current management 
direction for management indicator species.  Therefore the 
analysis for MIS followed the current guidance as described 
on page 12-13 of the EA. Under the MIS Amendment 
monitoring is conducted at a bioregional scale. 
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Appendix D 
Management Requirement and Constraints 

 
The items listed below were determined by the ID team to be actions necessary to carry the results of 
their analysis into the design phase of the McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project planning.  
Implementation of best management practices (BMPs) is mandatory even though they may not 
necessarily be required to avoid unacceptable environmental effects. 
 

Specialty Action or Constraint Responsibility & When 
to Accomplish 

How & When 
Accomplished4 

 
Fuels 

Meet smoke requirements of the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District. 

Fuels officer; During 
design & 
implementation. 

 

 Conduct mechanical and burning 
operations under conditions suitable 
for reducing dust and smoke impacts 
to acceptable levels.  

Fuels officer; During 
design & 
implementation. 

 

 Use public notification aimed at 
sensitive individuals and groups 
before prescribed burning. 

Fuels officer & Public 
Affairs Officer; Prior to 
implementation. 

 

Heritage 
Resources 

No mechanical fuel reduction within 
cultural site boundaries.  Vegetation 
may be removed using hand tools, 
so long as ground disturbance is 
minimized, and features are avoided. 

Zone archaeologist, 
contract inspector; 
During 
implementation. 

 

 Vegetation to be burned shall not be 
piled within boundaries of historic 
properties unless the location (e.g., a 
previously disturbed area) has been 
specifically approved by the Zone 
Archaeologist. 

Zone archaeologist, 
contract inspector; 
During 
implementation. 

 

 Mechanically treated brush or 
downed woody material will be 
removed from historic properties by 
hand.  Ground disturbance shall be 
minimized to the extent practicable 
during such removals. 

Zone archaeologist, 
contract inspector; 
During 
implementation. 

 

 If a new heritage site is discovered 
during work progress, all work 
activities at that site will be 
suspended until the site is evaluated. 

Zone archaeologist, 
contract inspector; 
During 
implementation. 

 

Lands and 
Special Use 
Authorizations 

USA Alert will need to be called to 
mark the areas of GTE and Pac Bell 
buried telephone cable and PG&E 

Contract inspector; 
Before and during 
implementation. 

 

                                                 
4 This section can be brought forward into a contract, and would be filled in as the project is implemented. 
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buried power cable.  All 
improvements associated with the 
linear uses, including junction boxes 
and cable route markers, are to be 
protected.   

Noxious Weeds Contractor will clean any project 
equipment prior to entering or 
leaving the project area to remove 
possible noxious weed seeds. 

Contract inspector; 
During 
implementation. 

 

 Monitor visually for new noxious 
weed infestations, and be prepared 
to hand pull before they become 
established. 

Contract inspector & 
various District 
personnel: During 
implementation. 

 

 Minimize mechanical soil 
disturbance where possible during 
operations to minimize creating new 
seedbeds for noxious weeds.   

Contract inspector; 
During implementation 

 

Visual Quality Maintain scenic quality by buffering 
treatment areas adjacent to Highway 
180. 

Contract inspector, 
burn boss & landscape 
architect; During 
design & 
implementation. 

 

Watershed/Soils Implement BMPs as appropriate to 
selected alternative and final project 
design. 

Contract inspector; 
During layout & 
contract 
implementation. 

 

 Follow Riparian and Wetlands 
Standards & Guidelines, and Soil 
Quality Standards, Sequoia National 
Forest, 2/22/90 from Revision IV 
4/4/89.  Follow 2001 SNFPA 
guidelines for applicable aquatic 
management strategy, riparian 
conservation areas, and riparian 
conservation objectives. 

Contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 

Wildlife Where practicable to do so, leave 
any large hardwoods and snags 
within units to allow natural 
regeneration;. 

Wildlife biologist & 
contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 

 Leave approximately 10 percent of 
the area in untreated islands of 5 to 8 
trees, with 6 to 8 of these clumps 
scattered per acre to provide dense 
multi-storied canopies and thermal 
and hiding cover for wildlife. 

Wildlife biologist & 
contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 

 Retain an additional 10 percent Wildlife biologist &  
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cover in preferred browse for deer, 
bear and other wildlife.  

contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 In mixed conifer forest, retain the 
largest snags available on site for an 
average of 4 of the largest trees per 
acre, where possible.  Preference 
would be given to retain snags that 
contain dead tops, existing cavities, 
evidence of fresh excavation by 
woodpeckers or other cavity-nesting 
birds. 

Wildlife biologist & 
contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 

 Maintain roadside screening 
sufficient to hide 90 percent of a 
standing deer at 100 yards from 
open roads and trails. 

Wildlife biologist & 
contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 

 

 Notification of the district wildlife 
biologist is required should a nest or 
den site of any TES species become 
known during project 
implementation. 

Wildlife biologist & 
contract inspector; 
During design & 
implementation. 
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Appendix E 

EA/EIS Mediated Settlement Agreement Requirements 
for Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project 

 

M. Emmendorfer 4/07/2010 

 

The following requirements were taken from the Mediated Settlement Agreement (MSA) Sections P and 
Q.  The requirements in Sections I, and II must be followed, as applicable, for each EA or EIS prepared 
for a timber sale.  The requirements in Section III must be followed, as applicable, for all EAs or EISs 
prepared.  The following document describes how the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction 
Project EA is consistent with the MSA requirements.  It also discloses where a requirement item is 
inapplicable or irrelevant.   

 
The Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project does not propose timber harvest or sale so 
Sections I and II of this document are not required. 
 
I. Procedural Requirements 

A. Notice of preparation of an EA or EIS shall be sent to all parties to this Agreement, as well as to 

other interested parties. 

 
B. Where possible, the U.S. Forest Service shall consult with interested parties, including representatives 
of citizens' groups, when laying out cutting units. 

 
C. Anyone who so requests during the scoping process will be notified when cutting units for the various 
alternatives have been tentatively located, and they will be provided appropriate maps.  In appropriate 
cases, for example, if significant public interest is expressed, the Forest will conduct a field trip at this 
stage of project development.  The Forest Service will provide reasonable notice of a field trip.  The 
Forest Service will use its best effort to assure that, between the times the tentative maps are available 
and the Decision Notice is issued, the project site will be accessible for field review. 

 
II. Substantive Requirements 

In addition to requirements specified in 40 CFR 1500 et seq., the EA or EIS shall include as 

applicable, but shall not be limited to, a discussion of the following: 

A. Related projects within the timber compartment including, but not limited to, past timber 

sales; years of previous cuts, reforestation history (including backlogs), probable future timber 

sales in the area, and a map of proposed cutting units and existing plantations. 

 
B. Statement of ERAs in the watershed including, but not limited to, the number currently available, the 
threshold of concern (TOC), the number of ERAs to be used by the proposed project, and the number of 
ERAs estimated to be used for reasonably foreseeable projects in the watershed. 

 
C. Documentation of CWE analysis as described in Section N. of Mediated Settlement Agreement 
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D. Identification of each stream and stream reach, whether perennial or intermittent, that is important for 
fisheries, and designation of applicable streamside management zone.  These streams and stream reaches 
shall also be documented on stand record cards, as these cards are prepared. 

 
E. Statement of estimated cost of sale including, but not limited to, estimated cost of reforestation 
(including multiple plantings, if reasonably foreseeable), project-related mitigation, and roads.  The 
expected source of funding for each such cost shall be stated. 

 
F. Statement of estimated revenues from the sale. 

 
G. Refinement of order 3 soil map data as necessary to analyze soil stability and erosion hazard. 

 
H. Stand information including, but not limited to, proposed silvicultural treatment, existing pest 
problems if applicable, estimated volumes, forest type in the cutting unit, the location and estimated 
acres of old growth habitat to be cut and to be retained, species of trees to be cut, and the species of trees 
to be replanted.  
 
I. Protection strategy, as appropriate, for streamside management zones, wetlands, and meadows, with 
respect to such management activities as road crossing, cable corridors, and harvest units.  Maps 
included as appropriate. 

 
J. Identification of Class 1, 2 and 3 streams and statement of specific riparian standards and guidelines 
applied to each riparian zone affected by proposed project.  Class 4 streams will be identified during 
project layout and protected according to the Riparian Standards and Guidelines. 

 
K. Statement of mitigation including, but not limited to, a description of planned actions, expected 
funding, proposed time frame, and a map reflecting mitigation projects. 

 
L. Identification of any land within the sale area that is unsuitable for timber harvesting and a statement 
of the reasons for unsuitability.  

 
M. Discussion of productive condition of soil; how standards for soil cover, soil porosity, and organic 
matter will be met. 

 

N. Discussion of methods to reduce slash including, for example, jackpot burning, gross yarding, lop-
and-scatter, and broadcast burning (see Section 0.3). 

 
O. Statement of site-specific effects of proposed project on changes in water quality and water yield, 
channel degradation, sedimentation, and effects on downstream sedimentation, and effects on 
downstream fish habitat. 
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P. See also, as relevant, the following sections of this Agreement: 
E.2.b. (Spotted owl surveys) 
 
E.5. (Goshawk surveys) 

 
F.2. (On-going suitability review) 

 
F.6. (Reforestation history--interim requirement) 

 
I.7.a and c (2) (site-specific determination of cutting method) 

 
I.7.c (3) (justification for exceeding clearcut size limits) 

 
J.1. (a) (snag inventory) 

 
N.3.a. (1)(c) (beneficial uses of water and most sensitive stream reaches) 

 
N.3.e. (Management history as part of CWE analysis) 

 
O.3.d and e. (alternatives to broadcast burning) 

 
Q.3. (Improvement of data base--inventories and surveys) 

 
T.2.a. (Project mitigation and restoration work) 

 
III. Improvement of Data Base 

With the exception of sales specified in Section D.5 of the MSA, the Forest shall not approve an 

EA or EIS until the information specified below, if relevant to the decision, is developed for the 

area of effect for each resource: 

A. Watershed Improvement Needs. 
A list of all known watershed improvement needs (WINIs) is found in the Sequoia National Forest 
Watershed Improvement Needs and Accomplishment Report, 1997 on file at the Hume Lake Ranger 
Station.  This list does not include possible WINIs that have not yet been identified.  Any WINIs 
identified during the analysis procedure or during the implementation of the proposed project, if the 
project were implemented, would be added to the Watershed Inventory Needs List.   
 

B. Riparian and Meadow Inventory. 
According to the Watershed Report Forest Plan and Riparian Conservation Objective Analysis for the 

Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction (Henry 2010), none of the treatment areas are within riparian 
or meadow areas so inventories of riparian and meadows were not conducted for this project.  
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C. Stream channel surveys for all streams covered by the relevant CWE, including fish habitat 
information following Regional direction, as set forth in R-5 document R-5 FS Handbook 3/89, Chapter 
2, Fish Habitat Assessment. 

According to the Watershed Report Forest Plan and Riparian Conservation Objective Analysis for the 

Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction (Henry 2010), Dry Creek and its unnamed tributaries had 
surveys conducted in the mid 1990s.  These are the only perennial and seasonal streams within or near 
the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuels Reduction Project treatment areas.   
 
D. Rare and sensitive plant surveys. 

According to the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch 

Fuel Reduction Project (Cordes 2010), surveys were conducted in spring of 2007.  There are no known 
rare or sensitive plants, or their habitat found within the project area.    
  
E. Wildlife habitat surveys on sensitive, threatened, and endangered species, as well as indicator species. 

According to the Biological Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch 

Fuel Reduction Project (Cordes 2010), surveys were conducted in 2007 for California spotted owls 
(Strix occidentalis) and Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis).  Neither species was detected.  
Monitoring for Management Indicator species is conducted at a bioregional level.  
 

F. Snag survey. 

No snag surveys were conducted because this project does not propose altering the number of snags in 
the project area. 
 
G. Archeological Surveys. 

According to the Heritage Resources Specialist Report for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction 

Project (Gassaway 2010), archeological surveys were conducted in 2007 and early 2008.  Known sites 
within treatment areas have been identified for avoidance.  
 
H. Information on range condition, trends, livestock grazing capacity, and forage and habitat allowances 
for wildlife. 

This project should not affect overall range condition in the project area.  According to the Biological 

Evaluation and Biological Assessment for the Revised McKenzie Ranch Fuel Reduction Project (Cordes 
2010), the project design includes maintaining approximately 10 percent of the area within stands as 
scattered clumps of 5 to 8 trees and brush, at 6 to 8 clumps per acre, and an additional 10 percent cover 
in preferred wildlife browse.  This should help maintain habitat and forage conditions for wildlife. 
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