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Frazier Mountain Project Proposed Action 
Los Padres National Forest – Mt. Pinos Ranger District 

August 24, 2010 

Introduction 
In the Frazier Mountain Project, the Mt. Pinos Ranger District proposes to provide fire hazard 
reduction, reduce wildfire risk, reduce bark beetle risk and maintain health of mature conifers 
and conifer plantations, and protect high value recreation areas.  The project is on the Mount 
Pinos Ranger District, Los Padres National Forest. The nearest community is Frazier Park, 
approximately 4-5 miles northeast.  The project is located in Kern and Ventura Counties, 
California (San Bernardino Meridian). The Frazier Mountain project is approximately 2,850 
acres and is located on Frazier Mountain in T8N, R19W, Sections 7 and 18; and T8N, R20W, 
Sections 4, 8, 9 through 16, 22, 23, 27, and 28.  Thinning and fuels treatments would occur on 
approximately 2,386 acres of the 2,850 acre project area.  See Appendix Map #1 for the project 
location and the proposed action activities.   

Background Information / Existing Condition 

Historic Condition 
Wildfire frequencies have declined over the last 70 years in southern California montane forests 
due to fire suppression efforts (McBride and Laven 1976).  In the San Bernardino Mountains, 
McBride and Laven (1976) studied fire frequencies in the ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine forest 
types prior to and after 1905, the year of initiation of organized fire control efforts in the area.  
They found relatively frequent fire regimes with an average fire frequency of 10 years before 
1905 and 22 years after 1905 in ponderosa pine forests, and an average fire frequency of 12 years 
before 1905 and 29 years after 1905 in Jeffrey pine forests.   

In the San Bernardino Mountains (SBM), Minnich et al. (1995) compared 1929-1935 California 
Vegetation Type Map (VTM) survey data with 1992 data sampled in the same areas as the 
original plots and found increases in stand density, transformations from old-growth structure to 
young growth, and a compositional shift from ponderosa and Jeffrey pine to white fir and 
incense cedar. Stand densities varied in the 1929-1935 data from 50 to 200 stems per hectare (20 
to 80 Trees Per Acre (TPA)) larger than 12 cm (5 inches) and the majority of trees had a 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) larger than 67 cm (26 inches).   They characterized the pre-
suppression Jeffrey pine forests as “open, heterogeneous mixtures of stem diameters” with a total 
stem density averaging 93 per ha (37 per acre) greater than 12 cm (5 inches) DBH.  They 
observed that stocking of trees more than 12 cm (5 inches) in DBH had increased by 80 percent 
between historic and current conditions, which they attributed to fire exclusion. 

Minnich et al. (1995) also compared the 1929-1935 VTM data with data recently collected in the 
Sierra San Pedro Martir, Baja, California, Mexico (SSPM) in similar forest types.  The SSPM 
forests have a climate similar to the SBM forests but fire suppression has not been practiced in 
the SSPM.  They found that the historic San Bernardino conditions were similar to the current 
SSPM conditions in respect to total tree density, structure, and species relative importance.  Tree 
density for SSPM monotypic Jeffrey pine stands averaged 76 trees per ha (31 TPA) greater than 
10 cm (4 inches) and 83 trees per ha (34 TPA) for the mixed conifer Jeffrey pine stands.   
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Minnich et al. (2000) found that Californian Jeffrey pine and mixed
unmanaged fire regimes in the SSPM burned in a mosaic of intensities and se
relatively small, less than 5 hectares 
replacement burns were less frequent and more localized than intense surface burns, a
accumulatively accounted for 16.2 percent of forested area within fire perimeters.  About 58.2 
percent of stands within study areas experienced low intensity surface fires.  They found that 
“after fire, mixed conifer forests retained green overstory but
shrubs, juvenile trees, and litter.”  Also in the 
average tree density in unmanaged Jeffrey pine
tpa) with all size classes counted. 

Historic photos taken of vegetation types in the 1938s (UC Berkeley 2010) show mountain top 
Jeffery pine forests near Frazier Mountain to be very open, multi
with single-story patches and openings (
Mountain, approximately 7 miles south of Frazier Mountain.  The photos show forests that are 
similar to the open, heterogeneous mixtures of stem diameters described for historic SBM forests 
and modern SSPM forests by Minnich et a

 

Figure 1.  Jeffrey pine stand on the top of Alamo Mountain in 1938.
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Minnich et al. (2000) found that Californian Jeffrey pine and mixed-conifer forests under 
SPM burned in a mosaic of intensities and severities with 

small, less than 5 hectares (12 acres), patches of intense surface burns.  Stand 
replacement burns were less frequent and more localized than intense surface burns, a
accumulatively accounted for 16.2 percent of forested area within fire perimeters.  About 58.2 
percent of stands within study areas experienced low intensity surface fires.  They found that 
“after fire, mixed conifer forests retained green overstory but they were denuded of understory 
shrubs, juvenile trees, and litter.”  Also in the SSPM, Stephens and Gill (2005) found that 
average tree density in unmanaged Jeffrey pine-mixed conifer forest was 145.3 trees per ha (58 
tpa) with all size classes counted.   

Historic photos taken of vegetation types in the 1938s (UC Berkeley 2010) show mountain top 
Jeffery pine forests near Frazier Mountain to be very open, multi-aged, and generally multi

story patches and openings (Figures 1 and 2).  The photos were taken on Alamo 
Mountain, approximately 7 miles south of Frazier Mountain.  The photos show forests that are 
similar to the open, heterogeneous mixtures of stem diameters described for historic SBM forests 

SPM forests by Minnich et al. (1995).   

.  Jeffrey pine stand on the top of Alamo Mountain in 1938. 
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similar to the open, heterogeneous mixtures of stem diameters described for historic SBM forests 
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Figure 2.  Jeffrey pine and ponderosa pine stand on Alamo Mountain in 1938.

Vegetation Type Mapping plot data collecte
243 shows a stocking of Jeffrey pine and white fir of 95 TPA:  50 TPA in the 4
and 45 TPA in the 12-23 inch DBH class.  In Stand 3 data collected in 1930 shows Jeffrey pine 
with 70 TPA:  5 TPA in the 4-11 inch DBH class, 20 TPA in the 12
the 24-35 inch DBH class and 35 TPA in the 36 inch and greater DBH class.  A third plot in the 
area of Stand 22 shows Jeffrey pine with 50 TPA: 30 TPA in the 4
in the 12-23 DBH class, and 5 TPA in the 24
pine and Jeffrey pine dominated mixed
ranged from 50 to 70 TPA greater than 4 inches DBH.  If we a
about 30 TPA less than 4 inches DBH, that is, the same number of trees as averaged in the 4
DBH class, the total historic TPA stocking would roughly have been in the 80 to 100 TPA range.

Existing Condition 
Existing stand conditions in forested stands on Frazier Mountain are similar to the modern stands 
described for San Bernardino Mountain forests by Minnich et al. (1995) and are in contrast to the 
historic  forests and the modern S
conditions also show much higher and more homogenous tree stocking on Frazier Mountain than 
seen in the 1938 Alamo Mountain forests. 

Figures 3, 4, and 5 show current Frazier Mountain Jeffrey pine forest conditions in stands 99, 3, 
and 243 respectively.  These three stands 
display the general existing condition, desired condition and effects of propose
figures show stands that are much different, with higher and more uniform tree stocking than the 
historic photos in Figures 1 and 2
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.  Jeffrey pine and ponderosa pine stand on Alamo Mountain in 1938. 

Vegetation Type Mapping plot data collected in 1935 on a plot that is in Frazier Mountain Stand 
243 shows a stocking of Jeffrey pine and white fir of 95 TPA:  50 TPA in the 4-11 DBH class, 

23 inch DBH class.  In Stand 3 data collected in 1930 shows Jeffrey pine 
11 inch DBH class, 20 TPA in the 12-23 DBH class, 10 TPA in 

35 inch DBH class and 35 TPA in the 36 inch and greater DBH class.  A third plot in the 
area of Stand 22 shows Jeffrey pine with 50 TPA: 30 TPA in the 4-11 inch DBH class, 15 

23 DBH class, and 5 TPA in the 24-35 inch DBH class.  This data indicates that Jeffrey 
pine and Jeffrey pine dominated mixed-conifer stands in the Frazier Mountain area historically 
ranged from 50 to 70 TPA greater than 4 inches DBH.  If we assume that the stands also had 
about 30 TPA less than 4 inches DBH, that is, the same number of trees as averaged in the 4
DBH class, the total historic TPA stocking would roughly have been in the 80 to 100 TPA range.
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described for San Bernardino Mountain forests by Minnich et al. (1995) and are in contrast to the 
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Figure 3.  Frazier Mountain Stand 99.

 

Figure 4.  Frazier Mountain Stand 3.
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.  Frazier Mountain Stand 99. 

Frazier Mountain Stand 3. 
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Figure 5.  Frazier Mountain Stand 243.

Stand Diameter Distributions and Species Compositio ns
Figure 6 displays the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 99.  Jeffrey pine 
was the only tree species measured in the exam plots.  The number of trees in each 2
class abruptly begins to increase with decreasing DBH at the 22
tree establishment increased following the last wil
The distribution above the 22-inch DBH class is very flat.  The distribution also indicates that 
tree establishment continued to increase with the absence of wildfire.  The distribution shows 
about 174 TPA:  87 TPA in the 4
TPA in the 24-35 inch DBH class, and 1 TPA in the 36+ DBH class.  These values are much 
higher than the 1930’s sample plots discussed above.  

Figure 6.  Stand 99 diameter distribution an
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.  Frazier Mountain Stand 243. 

Stand Diameter Distributions and Species Compositio ns  
displays the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 99.  Jeffrey pine 

tree species measured in the exam plots.  The number of trees in each 2
class abruptly begins to increase with decreasing DBH at the 22-inch DBH class indicating that 
tree establishment increased following the last wildfire which was roughly110 to

inch DBH class is very flat.  The distribution also indicates that 
tree establishment continued to increase with the absence of wildfire.  The distribution shows 
about 174 TPA:  87 TPA in the 4-10 inch DBH class, 78 TPA in the 12-23 inch DBH class, 8 

35 inch DBH class, and 1 TPA in the 36+ DBH class.  These values are much 
higher than the 1930’s sample plots discussed above.   

 
.  Stand 99 diameter distribution and species composition. 

displays the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 99.  Jeffrey pine 
tree species measured in the exam plots.  The number of trees in each 2-inch DBH 
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23 inch DBH class, 8 
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Figure 7 shows the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 3.  Jeffrey pine 
dominates the stand but there is a minor white fir component.  The number of trees in each 2
inch DBH class abruptly begins to increase with 
indicating that tree establishment increased following the last wil
140 years ago.  Above the 20-inch DBH class the distribution is very flat.  The distribution also 
indicates that tree establishment continued to increase with the absence of wildfire.   The 
distribution also shows about 376 TPA: 160 TPA in the 4
12-23 inch DBH class, 15 TPA in the 24
These values are much higher than those of the 1930 sample plot discussed above.  

Figure 7.  Stand 3 diameter distribution and species composition.

 

Figure 8 shows the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 243.  Jeffrey pine 
dominates the stand, but there is a substantial white fir component.  As above with Stand 3, 
number of trees in each 2-inch DBH class abruptly begins to increase with dec
the 20-inch DBH class above which the distribution is very flat.  This indicates that tree 
establishment increased following the last wildfire which was roughly100 to 140 years ago and 
continued with the absence of wildfire.   The distributi
4-10 inch DBH class, 94 TPA in the 12
and 1 TPA in the 36+ DBH class.  These values are higher than those of the 1930’s plots 
discussed above.   
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shows the diameter distribution and species composition for Stand 3.  Jeffrey pine 
dominates the stand but there is a minor white fir component.  The number of trees in each 2
inch DBH class abruptly begins to increase with decreasing DBH at the 20-inch DBH class 
indicating that tree establishment increased following the last wildfire which was roughly100 to 

inch DBH class the distribution is very flat.  The distribution also 
stablishment continued to increase with the absence of wildfire.   The 

distribution also shows about 376 TPA: 160 TPA in the 4-10 inch DBH class, 190 TPA in the 
23 inch DBH class, 15 TPA in the 24-35 inch DBH class, and 11 TPA in the 36+ DBH class.  
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Figure 8.  Stand 3 diameter distribution and species composition.

Twenty-five stands were sampled in the area in the fall of 2009.  In those sampled stands, 
average TPA ranges from 82 to 402.  Of the sampled stands, 23 have greater than 100 TPA.  
Stocking in the remaining two are 82 and 96 TPA.  
 
Stocking in terms of stand density index (SDI) ranges from 141 to 395 with three of the sampled 
stand having SDIs of less than 200 and 17 having an SDI greater than 230.  Eleven of the 
sampled stands have greater than 55 percent of the maximum SDI and are within the “zone of 
imminent mortality”. 

Stand Structural Diversity 
Stand structural diversity can be discussed in terms of horizontal and vertical diversity.  Vertical 
structural diversity can be examined
As shown above in Figures 6, 7, and 8, which are generally representative of stands in the project 
area, there is a high level of vertical diversity, that is, there is a wide variety of tree 
many stands, however, there are areas that are distinctly single

We are displaying and describing horizontal structural diversity in this analysis by looking at the 
distribution of stocking in terms of percent crown cover for selected s
stands in general.  Figure 9 displays the percent canopy cover (PCC) distribution for Frazier 
Mountain Stand 3.  The figure shows a forest stand with a relatively heavy and continuous PCC 
with about 61 percent of the stand area in
and 95 percent classes. This stand has very homogeneous stocking, as also shown in 
This distribution is characteristic of most of the Jeffrey pine and mixed
Mountain.  Figure 10 displays the PCC distribution for the Jeffrey pine and mixed
within the proposed Frazier Mountain Project treatment area combined.  The PCC distribution 
for the combined stands shows that over the project treatment area the
in stocking in terms of PCC.  Note that this does not include shrubland or grassland vegetation 
settings but does include small openings within delineated stand boundaries.  These two figures 
show that there is little horizontal div
landscape. 
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average TPA ranges from 82 to 402.  Of the sampled stands, 23 have greater than 100 TPA.  

tocking in the remaining two are 82 and 96 TPA.   

Stocking in terms of stand density index (SDI) ranges from 141 to 395 with three of the sampled 
stand having SDIs of less than 200 and 17 having an SDI greater than 230.  Eleven of the 

greater than 55 percent of the maximum SDI and are within the “zone of 

Stand structural diversity can be discussed in terms of horizontal and vertical diversity.  Vertical 
structural diversity can be examined in terms of the diameter distributions of trees within stands.  
As shown above in Figures 6, 7, and 8, which are generally representative of stands in the project 
area, there is a high level of vertical diversity, that is, there is a wide variety of tree 
many stands, however, there are areas that are distinctly single-story.   

We are displaying and describing horizontal structural diversity in this analysis by looking at the 
distribution of stocking in terms of percent crown cover for selected stands and for the sampled 

displays the percent canopy cover (PCC) distribution for Frazier 
Mountain Stand 3.  The figure shows a forest stand with a relatively heavy and continuous PCC 
with about 61 percent of the stand area in the 55 and 65 percent classes and no area in the 15, 25, 
and 95 percent classes. This stand has very homogeneous stocking, as also shown in 
This distribution is characteristic of most of the Jeffrey pine and mixed-conifer stands on Frazier 

displays the PCC distribution for the Jeffrey pine and mixed
within the proposed Frazier Mountain Project treatment area combined.  The PCC distribution 
for the combined stands shows that over the project treatment area the stands are homogeneous 
in stocking in terms of PCC.  Note that this does not include shrubland or grassland vegetation 
settings but does include small openings within delineated stand boundaries.  These two figures 
show that there is little horizontal diversity within individual stands and over the forested 

five stands were sampled in the area in the fall of 2009.  In those sampled stands, 
average TPA ranges from 82 to 402.  Of the sampled stands, 23 have greater than 100 TPA.  

Stocking in terms of stand density index (SDI) ranges from 141 to 395 with three of the sampled 
stand having SDIs of less than 200 and 17 having an SDI greater than 230.  Eleven of the 

greater than 55 percent of the maximum SDI and are within the “zone of 

Stand structural diversity can be discussed in terms of horizontal and vertical diversity.  Vertical 
in terms of the diameter distributions of trees within stands.  

As shown above in Figures 6, 7, and 8, which are generally representative of stands in the project 
area, there is a high level of vertical diversity, that is, there is a wide variety of tree sizes.  In 

We are displaying and describing horizontal structural diversity in this analysis by looking at the 
tands and for the sampled 

displays the percent canopy cover (PCC) distribution for Frazier 
Mountain Stand 3.  The figure shows a forest stand with a relatively heavy and continuous PCC 

the 55 and 65 percent classes and no area in the 15, 25, 
and 95 percent classes. This stand has very homogeneous stocking, as also shown in Figure 4.   

conifer stands on Frazier 
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within the proposed Frazier Mountain Project treatment area combined.  The PCC distribution 
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in stocking in terms of PCC.  Note that this does not include shrubland or grassland vegetation 
settings but does include small openings within delineated stand boundaries.  These two figures 
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Figure 9.  Stand 3 percent canopy cover distribution.

 

Figure 10.  Percent canopy cover distribution for all sampled stands.

Insect and Disease Activity and Presence
Aerial tree damage and mortality survey data 
through 2009 shows generally low levels of 
mortality occurred during 2003 to 2005, wh
beetle mortality throughout the southern California forests.  The mortality was due to high tree 
stocking levels and extended drought conditions.  From 1998 to 2003 southern California had 
lower than normal precipitation (Coleman et al. 2008).  Bark beetle activity commonly increases 
one year following drought and can increase in following years as drought conditions 
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.  Stand 3 percent canopy cover distribution. 

 
.  Percent canopy cover distribution for all sampled stands. 

Disease Activity and Presence  
Aerial tree damage and mortality survey data for the Frazier Mountain area collected 
through 2009 shows generally low levels of bark beetle mortality.  The highest levels of 

occurred during 2003 to 2005, which are the years that had the highest level of bark 
beetle mortality throughout the southern California forests.  The mortality was due to high tree 
stocking levels and extended drought conditions.  From 1998 to 2003 southern California had 

mal precipitation (Coleman et al. 2008).  Bark beetle activity commonly increases 
one year following drought and can increase in following years as drought conditions 

for the Frazier Mountain area collected from 2003 
levels of 

ich are the years that had the highest level of bark 
beetle mortality throughout the southern California forests.  The mortality was due to high tree 
stocking levels and extended drought conditions.  From 1998 to 2003 southern California had 

mal precipitation (Coleman et al. 2008).  Bark beetle activity commonly increases 
one year following drought and can increase in following years as drought conditions intensify.     
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Bark beetles involved are Pinyon ips (Ips confusus) which kills pinyon pine, California 
fivespined ips (Ips paraconfusus) which was top-killing Jeffrey pine, and Jeffrey pine beetle 
(Dendroctonus jeffreyi) which kills Jeffrey pine.  Other damage causal agents in the aerial survey 
data include “bark beetles” which was identified as killing Jeffrey pine and so was most likely 
Jeffrey pine beetle, and “Ips engraver beetles” that were identified as top-killing Jeffrey pine. 
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Desired Future Condition 
Desired forest conditions for the Jeffrey pine and mixed conifer stands on Frazier Mountain are 
those:  (1) through which wildfires would mostly burn with low-intensity and low-severity with 
high-intensity and severity fire limited to small areas, (2) damaging insects such as Jeffrey pine 
beetle would be present at endemic levels with a low risk of epidemic levels, (3) stands would be 
“natural appearing” with a high level of horizontal and vertical structural diversity, (4) stand 
structure, stocking, and species compositions would reflect historic conditions.  Desired 
conditions would include: 

�  Stand densities in terms of TPA would be in the 50 to 100 TPA range within which tree 
density would be dependent upon stand attributes and site factors.   

�  Stand densities in terms of stand density index would be in the 200 to 230 range (35 to 40 
percent of the maximum for Jeffrey pine of 571) depending upon site factors.  These tree-
stocking levels would ensure that while fully stocked, bark beetle mortality would be 
occurring at endemic levels and stands would be at low risk of developing epidemic 
levels of bark beetle mortality. 

�  Diseases and parasites such as dwarf mistletoe, while present, would infect a minor 
portion of the trees or stand areas. 

�  Tree stocking would be clumpy with a high degree of horizontal diversity.  Stands would 
be a mosaic of small groups of closely-spaced trees, groups of more widely-spaced trees, 
and very open areas containing widely-spaced individual trees.  Percent canopy cover 
distributions for individual stands and for the area in general would be relatively flat with 
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a relatively equal distribution of area in each cover class. 

�  Stands would be uneven-aged and multi-story with a high degree of vertical diversity.  
Stand average diameter distributions would be almost flat with only slightly increasing 
TPA with decreasing DBH.   

�  Jeffrey pine would be the dominant species on most of the higher elevation stands with 
white fir present as a minor component on the moister northern aspects and single-leaf 
pinyon pine present as a minor component on the dryer southern aspects.  Single-leaf 
pinyon pine with an occasional Jeffrey pine would occupy lower elevation forests.  The 
lowest elevation, hottest and driest sites would be occupied by single-leaf pinyon pine or 
shrubland. 

Need for Treatment 
In comparing the existing and desired conditions discussed above, it is clear that the existing 
condition is not the desired condition in respect to a number of conditions.   

�  Wildfires could potentially burn through the Frazier Mountain stands with greater than 
the desired intensities and severities.  There is, then, a need to reduce surface and ladder 
fuels, crown base height, and crown bulk density to modify fire behavior and effects. 

�  Stand stocking in terms of TPA is greater than historic and desired conditions in almost 
all stands sampled in the area.  Only two sampled stands are within the desired TPA 
range.  Also, current diameter distributions show many more trees in the smaller diameter 
classes than historic and desired.  There is a need to reduce TPA stocking in stands within 
the project area to push them back toward historic and desired conditions. 

�  In terms of SDI stocking, many stands exceed our desired range of 200 to 230.  Those 
stands that exceed and SDI of 230 we consider at risk to developing epidemic levels of 
Jeffrey pine mortality and there is a need to reduce stocking to meet management goals 
for preventing epidemic levels of the Jeffrey pine beetle from occurring during future 
droughty conditions. 

�  As discussed above, stand stocking is relatively uniform with little horizontal diversity.  
Percent canopy cover distributions show that within stand canopy covers are very 
homogenous with little diversity, and that cover is very homogenous with little diversity 
over all sampled stands.  There is a need to create more structural diversity both within 
and between forest stands. 

�  Current stands are still dominated by Jeffrey pine, but on moister northern aspects there 
are greater numbers of white fir in stand understories than desired and on dryer southern 
aspects there are greater numbers of single-leaf pinyon than desired.  There is a need to 
reduce white fir and pinyon pine as stand components in Jeffrey pine stands. 

 

Land and Management Plan Direction 
The Los Padres National Forest Land Management Plan consists of three parts:  (1) Southern 
California National Forests Vision (USDA 2005a), (2) Los Padres National Forest Strategy 
(USDA 2005b), and (3) Design Criteria for the Southern California National Forests (USDA 
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2005c).  

The Frazier Mt Project is consistent with the Southern California Forests Vision (Part 1), the Los 
Padres National Forest Strategy (Part 2) and the Design Criteria for the Southern California 
National Forests (Part 3). 

The Southern California National Forests Vision (USDA 2005a) includes the following goals:  

·  Goal 1.1 - Community Protection (USDA 2005a, p. 20).  Improve the ability of southern 
California communities to limit loss of life and property and recover from the high 
intensity wildland fires that are a natural part of this state’s ecosystem. 

·  Goal 1.2 - Restoration of Forest Health (USDA 2005a, p. 21).  Restore forest health 
where alteration of natural fire regimes has put human and natural resource values at risk. 

·  Goal 1.2.1 - Fire Regime I (0-35 years - low severity) (USDA 2005a, p. 23).  Reduce the 
potential for widespread losses of montane conifer forests caused by severe, extensive, 
stand replacing fires.   

 
Frazier Mountain is within the “Hungry Valley-Mutau Place” described in the Los Padres 
National Forest Strategy (LRMP 2005b).  Program emphasis for the Hungry Valley-Mutau Place 
includes direction to: 

·   “strive to increase the recreation opportunities and yet maintain the primitive feel” 
·  “treat vegetation for forest health and to reduce fuel loading” 
·  “manage vegetation to maintain healthy stands of mature conifers, which may include    

new road construction”.   
 
The Forest Strategy also outlines program strategies and tactics (LRMP 2005b, Appendix B).  
These strategies and tactics for the restoration of forest health include: 

·  “Implement vegetation management activities to reduce tree densities and fuel loading in 
yellow pine and mixed conifer forests to levels similar to those that characterized forest 
of the pre-suppression and early suppression eras (ca. 1880-1930).  Restore species 
composition comparable to forests of the same era with an emphasis on increasing the 
relative abundance of large-diameter (greater than 24 inches diameter breast height), 
shade-intolerant conifer species.” 

·  “Treat fuel loading in montane chaparral to reduce the likelihood that fires originating in 
this type will generate crown fires in adjacent forested stands.” 

·  “Thin conifer stands to prevent water stress and damage by bark beetles.” 
·  “Maintain the existing system of roadside fuelbreaks and fuelbreaks along watershed 

boundaries to minimize fire size and the number of communities threatened by both fires 
and floods.  When feasible construct new fuelbreaks on land outside of wilderness or 
other special designations.” 

 

Proposed Action Treatments 
The Frazier Mountain Project is designed to provide fire hazard reduction, reduce bark beetle 
risk and maintain health of mature conifer stands, existing conifer plantations, and to protect 
existing facilities from wildfire, including high value recreation areas, campgrounds, trail heads, 
special-use dwellings and the Mount Pinos Ranger District building and warehouse complex.  
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Treatments would occur on approximately 2,386 acres of the 2,850 acre project area.  See Table 
1 and Appendix Map #1 for proposed action treatments. 

Frazier Mountain Timber Stand Treatments 

High risk timber stands exist on upper Frazier Mountain. These stands would be treated using 
commercial thinning and/or precommercial thinning to thin dense conifer stands to reduce tree 
competition and crown densities, reduce under story green tree and brush competition, decrease 
ladder and surface fuel loads, and reduce existing brush cover.  Commercial thinning would thin 
smaller diameter trees (thin from below) and would leave the larger diameter fire resilient trees 
unless they pose a safety hazard to harvest operations or the public. Trees may be cut by machine 
where feasible, or by hand. Activity fuels from thinning would be treated and existing fuels 
would be reduced.  Ladder fuels, tops and limbs and excess large fuels would be removed or 
burned on site.  Machine piling and burning, hand piling and burning, loping-and-scattering, and 
prescribe burning would be used to treat activity fuels. Approximately 1,040 acres would be 
commercial thinned. Trees would be removed from most stands using ground-based tractor 
logging, however there are three stands (#97B, #104 and #106) from which trees would be 
removed using a cable/skyline yarding system (47 acres). 

See Appendix A Unit Table for a detailed list of proposed CT and PCT units.  Approximately 
40 landings would be needed and approximately 2.4 miles of temporary roads would be needed 
to access units.  All landings would be rehabilitated after treatments are completed.  Temporary 
roads would be decommissioned and rehabilitated after treatments are completed.  OHV use 
would be restricted from using these decommissioned temporary roads using barriers or signage 
and active enforcement.  Commercial harvested trees would be part of a commercial timber sale 
and log trucks would haul those trees to a regional mill.  Public access may be restricted on 
Frazier Mt area roads for safety needs for a limited time during commercial log haul operations. 

Frazier Mountain Tree Plantation Treatments 

Existing tree plantations (lower to mid-Frazier Mountain) that were created after a wildfire in 
1946 would be precommercial thinned.  These plantations are overly dense and are at risk of 
being lost from insects and wildfire.  Approximately 241 acres of existing plantations would be 
treated and activity fuels would be treated by hand or machine pile and burning or jackpot 
burning. 

Frazier Mountain Fuelbreak and Prescribed Fire Treatments 

The objectives of a fuelbreak are to serve as a point of control in the event of wildfireand to be 
used as an anchor point for prescribed underburning operations. An emergency fireline was 
constructed on Frazier Mountain during the Day Fire event in 2008.  The existing fireline would 
be incorporated into an improved fuelbreak treatment approximately 7.5 miles long and up to 
300 feet wide, treating approximately 220 acres.  The Frazier Mountain fuelbreak would be 
treated using a combination of commercial thinning (when within existing commercial units), 
non-commercial thinning, mastication of shrubfields, pile burning, jackpot burning and 
prescribed fire. 

Areas on the top of Frazier Mountain not treated by commercial thinning, precommercial 
thinning and fuelbreak treatments would be treated using prescribed fire to reduce surface fuels, 
ladder fuels and shrubfields.  A total of approximately 823 acres would be treated along the top 
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of Frazier Mountain using prescribed fire and the Frazier Mt fuelbreak treatments.   

Chuchupate Campground, Special Use Residences and Mt Pinos District Ranger Office 
Fuel Reduction Treatments 

Fuel reduction treatments would be implemented around the Chuchupate Campground, three 
special use residences, lower trailhead access parking areas, and the Mt Pinos Ranger District 
office and warehouse complex.  These treatments would include a combination of methods 
including mastication or burn (173 acres), handpile/burn (14 acres), and noncommercial 
thin/handpile/burn (95 acres).  Approximately 282 acres total would be treated around these 
recreation areas, special use residences and Forest Service facilities. 

Table 1 below summarizes the proposed action treatment activities.  

Table 1. Summary of Proposed Action Activities by Treatment Type: 
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Treatment Definitions for Proposed Activities in th e Project Area 
Ground-based yarding  
Thinned trees would be pulled from the site to landings by the use of ground-based machine such as a 
rubber-tired skidder, tracked skidder (dozer), or ATV.  

Cable yarding 
Thinned trees would be transported from the site to landings by a cable system. The leading end of trees 
being removed would be suspended, but in most cases the trees would not be fully suspended and ground 
contact would occur.  

Hand thinning 
Trees and/or shrubs would be cut or pruned using hand-carried machines (e.g., chainsaws) to the desired 
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spacing. 
 
Hand pile and burn  
Fuels created by pruning, tree thinning or shrub thinning would be piled by hand and burned during 
conditions when risk of fire spread is low and when smoke will be adequately dispersed.  Handpiles 
would be up to 6 feet high and 8 feet in diameter and would be placed as far from the canopy drip-line of 
trees as possible to prevent scorch.     

Machine cut  
Trees would be cut by a ground-based machine such as a track-mounted feller-buncher, but on occasion, 
hand cutting may be necessary.   

Machine pile and burn  
Fuels created by tree thinning would be piled by machine and burned during conditions when risk of fire 
spread is low and when smoke will be adequately dispersed.  Piles would be placed as far from the 
canopy drip-line of trees as possible to prevent scorch. The operation could be the use of a track-mounted 
excavator with a grapple or a track-mounted dozer to pile thinning debris.   

Prescribed fire underburn  
Fuels would be reduced by prescribed burning with a low intensity controlled burn.  A range of prescribed 
burning activities including hand piling, jackpot burning, aerial ignitions, and low intensity burns would 
be conducted, usually under a forest canopy.  Most of the thinning units are nested within larger 
underburn areas.  Fuels treatment would vary depending on the existing and post-thinned conditions. 
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Design Criteria for Proposed Action Treatments 
Table 2 below contains design criteria developed to reduce or eliminate impacts on some resource areas 
and are incorporated as an integrated part of the proposed action. 
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Project Monitoring Activities 
Table 3 below notes the monitoring actions that would take place during treatments and post-treatments 
for resource monitoring information. 

��.���,/����������)������������

���������)�:��# � �������������1����������) �
������������ � �

1:�� �
�&�
��	����&��
&"����(&"���%����
��
�&	
*"��#�&(�1	 �����3�#����
42� ������������
������� 5�
����
�(���
�&��&(����&	
*"��#���%�*���&�
"&

������ ��'"����
���
��5�
5� 9��'&���*�
�
%?����
"��
�1�
)��	

	"��
2�1�
��$"� '�"�
�&��,&"��
�"2�&"���������5�����

0��������� � �

9D�� �

�&��
&"�����4&	
��*���&��	�
���
&���
�"������(�3CE� 
"��'������
�)�
�����"��&��	""��������"����/4�"��

"��
���
��4�)��*����'�"(&"���5���(��&��
&"����"�)� �
��
"��'�������&��	""�������
4&����"���2��
�'��
�4&	
��*��
�#���
&�����&	"����
4��	�����5�5�������� �����*�""��"����
�

�
�&��5��
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?�9��"��
�&��
�,&"��
�"�&"���������5 �����

'�����)��0�������� � �
C9�� � �

���
����	�
�*���&��
&"���'&�
�'"&0��
���'
����
� 
�&��
&���
�"�����
4���((��
�)������&(�
4��

��
��"�
����������'"&
��
�&������	"��5���
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?�,&"��
��"�4�&
&���
�&"���������5�

4�5�����6���� � �

FH�� �
�&��
&"�(&"��&;�&	��/���� '&'	
�
�&���*�(&"�2��	"���2������(
�"���
�)�
���5 �
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?�,&"��
�!&
����
�&"���������5�

6�����9�� �������� � �



Frazier Mountain Proposed Action 
August 24, 2010 

20 

��.���,/����������)������������

���������)�:��# � �������������1����������) �

+1�� �

��'
����
�!��
����������
�$"��
���� �&��
&"�����������"�*�����?�+�
�"�B	�
�
%���������� 
�(&"�
,&"��
�1%�
���:����������
�(&"���2�!��
����������
� $"��
����2�1�'
��*�"�����5���.��
���1
�
���
��'�"
���
�&(���"��	

	"�2�,&"��
�1�")���2�$���(��� 1&	
4/��
�9���&�5���
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?����
"��
�C%�"&
&���
�&"���������5�

+1����
�&��
&"�
&���
�"������(���>��"&	���&)�"�&���
&'���& )�"���>��������
������(&

&/�������
���
�&������
*	"�����
"��
���
�(&"�(�"�
�%��"5��&�����"�"�4�*�
� 
�
�&��/4�"���"&	���&)�"�&*0��
�)����"���&
���
5�
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?����
"��
�1&�
��1����
��
�&"������� ��5�

+1����
�&��
&"�
&���
�"������(���>��"&	���&)�"��������
��� ���*%�����&(������"&/��������&�5 ���&�����"�
"�4�*�
�
�
�&��/4�"���"&	���&)�"�&*0��
�)����"���&
 ���
5�
� 9��'&���*�
�
%?����
"��
�1&�
��1����
��
�&"������� ��5�

 



Frazier Mountain Proposed Action 
August 24, 2010 

21 

Appendix Map 1: Project Proposed Action. 
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Appendix A: Silviculture Treatments Unit Table 
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Note: Units # in the above table are derived from the stand identification number established during stand 
delineation.  Some of the “stands”,  including non-forested areas, are not proposed for tree thinning, so the unit 
numbering system in this table is missing some unit numbers.  However, most of the units not displayed in the table 
above would be treated by prescribed fire underburning or fuels reduction treatments for the Frazier Mt fuelbreak. 


