
ACCG Planning Work Group Zoom Meeting Summary
September 24th, 2025
Meeting Participants 	
	#
	Name
	Affiliation

	1
	Megan Layhee
	UMRWA, meeting facilitator

	2
	John Buckley
	CSERC

	3
	Rich Farrington
	AWA, UMRWA Board

	4
	Stan Dodson
	CSERC

	5
	Terry Woodrow
	Alpine County, UMRWA Board

	6
	Chris Shull
	Mason, Bruce & Girard

	7
	Chuck Loffland
	Private citizen

	8
	Sophia Kaufman
	MLJT

	9
	Kaylee Dillashaw
	Calaveras RCD

	10
	John Heissenbuttel
	HNRC

	11
	Carinna Robertson
	USFS, STF

	12
	Michael Jow
	USFS, STF

	13
	Katie Wilkison 
	USFS, STF

	14
	Anne Calderwood
	Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch



Housekeeping
Group reviewed last month’s work group draft meeting summary. No suggested modifications. Post as final (action item). Doodle poll will be sent out to schedule a special November meeting since the normally scheduled work group date falls on the day before Thanksgiving (action item). 
MAC Project
Group reviewed the estimated project timeline. Today is the final day of the 14-day public comment period (part 1) for Ch. 1-2 of draft EIS. The draft EIS and other documentation are scheduled to be completed at the earliest in late October, at which point a part 2 14-day public comment period will begin. At next month’s work group meeting, the MAC team will provide an overview of comments received (action item). Online link to the MAC public reading room was included in the Zoom chat: https://cara.fs2c.usda.gov/Public/ReadingRoom?project=65796.
Discussion on concern about leaving too much fuel on the ground post treatments. Mastication is a really good tool in the toolbox, but follow-up treatment after mastication is needed to help reduced the surface fuels (e.g., pile burning). 
CSERC provided an overview of the comments they submitted for Ch. 1-2 of draft EIS:
· Highlighted components of the proposed action that have ACCG agreement, including forest thinning DBH limits. Did note in their comments that there are discrepancies between dbh limits in the Ch. 2 (proposed action) and Appendix C (amendments), including mention of going up to 40” DBH limit in Appendix C. John H. asked for citations that the use of DBH limits in prescriptions actually work.
· Pointed out that what matters in fuelbreaks is the prescription, and that team should consider leaving snags for wildlife purposes in the outer 100’ width of 500’-wide fuelbreaks.
· CSERC not objecting to logging on steep slopes, but it will difficult to do anything else besides hand thinning, and there are no assurances of removal of sawlogs.
· Asking to consider describing differences between the USFS Region 5’s 2024 CSO project-specific amendment guidance documents and 2019 CSO Strategy. Noted that ACCG developed some recommendations based on that 2024 document.
· Concern about managed wildfire/ prescribed fire proposed on the entire project area footprint under the proposed action. A managed wildlife that occurred a couple of years ago on the Stanislaus NF, MiWok Ranger District met some good objectives, but impacted certain resources, including wildlife. There could be issues that ACCG needs to discuss, ask to include this on the October work group meeting agenda (action item). 
· FS staff clarified that managed wildfire is not authorized under MAC, rather would be in a separate determination made at the time of the fire. But having prescribed fire coverage in MAC does facilitate resources or issues of concerns or resource protections. And that a future managed wildlife would still have to do a burn plan at which point leads would work with resources specialists. 
ACCG Field Trip Debrief
John Heissebuttel, co-lead of the Sept. ACCG field tour, appreciated all the folks that attended and a good participation by a diverse group of stakeholders. Group thought there was good discussions, and was well organized and facilitated. Also, really helpful materials and handouts. Rich Farrington will scan and send PG&E documents that were handed out at the field tour to get onto the ACCG website (action item).
Upcoming General Meetings
The UMRWA-ENF Aspen Restoration NEPA team anticipates coming to the work group at the October meeting to ask for a consensus recommendation of the project. To be determined when the MAC Project team will come before the Planning work group to ask for a consensus recommendation of the project, ideally in Nov. 2025. 
2

