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ha? per hectare
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FPR Forest Practice Rules
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NOTIFICATION PROCESS

In order to notify the public of the proposed timber harvesting, and to ascertain whether there are
any concerns with the plan, the following actions are automatically taken on each THP submitted
to CAL FIRE:

e Notice of the timber operation is sent to all adjacent landowners if the boundary is within
300 feet of the proposed harvesting, (As per 14 CCR § 1032.7(e))

¢ Notice of the Plan is submitted to the county clerk for posting with the other environmental
notices. (14 CCR § 1032.8(a))

¢ Notice of the plan is posted at the Department's local office and in Cascade Area office in
Redding. (14 CCR § 1032))

e Notice is posted with the Secretary for Resources in Sacramento. (14 CCR § 1032.8(c))

o Notice of the THP is sent to those organizations and individuals on the Department's
current list for notification of the plans in the county. (14 CCR § 1032.9(b))

¢ Anotice of the proposed timber operation is posted at a conspicuous location on the public
road nearest the plan site. (14 CCR § 1032.7(g))

THP REVIEW PROCESS

The laws and regulations that govern the timber harvesting plan (THP) review process are found
in Statute law in the form of the Forest Practice Act which is contained in the Public Resources
Code (PRC), and Administrative law in the rules of the Board of Forestry (rules) which are
contained in the California Code of Regulations (CCR).

The rules are lengthy in scope and detail and provide explicit instructions for permissible and
prohibited actions that govern the conduct of timber operations in the field. The major categories
covered by the rules include:

*THP contents and the THP review process
*Silvicultural methods

*Harvesting practices and erosion control

*Site preparation

*Watercourse and Lake Protection

*Hazard Reduction

*Fire Protection

*Forest insect and disease protection practices
*Logging roads and landing

When a THP is submitted to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL
FIRE) a multidisciplinary review team conducts the first review team meeting to assess the THP.
The review team normally consists of, but is not necessarily limited to, representatives of CAL
FIRE, the Department of Fish and Game (DFW), and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
(WQ). The California Geological Survey (CGS) also reviews THP’s for indications of potential
slope instability. The purpose of the first review team meeting is to assess the logging plan and
determine on a preliminary basis whether it conforms to the rules of the Board of Forestry.
Additionally, questions are formulated which are to be answered by a field inspection team.
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Next, a preharvest inspection (PHI) is normally conducted to examine the THP area and the
logging plan. All review team members may attend, as well as other experts and agency
personnel whom CAL FIRE may request. As a result of the PHI, additional recommendations
may be formulated to provide greater environmental protection.

After a PHI, a second review team meeting is conducted to examine the field inspection reports
and to finalize any additional recommendations or changes in the THP. The review team
transmits these recommendations to the RPF, who must respond to each one. The director's
representative considers public comment, the adequacy of the registered professional forester's
(RPF's) response, and the recommendations of the review team chair before reaching a decision
to approve or deny a THP. If a THP is approved, logging may commence. The THP is valid for
up to five years, and may be extended under special circumstances for a maximum of 2 years
more for a total of 7 years.

Before commencing operations, the plan submitter must notify CAL FIRE. During operations,
CAL FIRE periodically inspects the logging area for THP and rule compliance. The number of
the inspections will depend upon the plan size, duration, complexity, regeneration method, and
the potential for impacts. The contents of the THP and the rules provide the criteria CAL FIRE
inspectors use to determine compliance. While CAL FIRE cannot guarantee that a violation will
not occur, it is CAL FIRE's policy to pursue vigorously the prompt and positive enforcement of
the Forest Practice Act, the forest practice rules, related laws and regulations, and environmental
protection measures applying to timber operations on the timberlands of the State. This
enforcement policy is directed primarily at preventing and deterring forest practice violations, and
secondarily at prompt and appropriate correction of violations when they occur.

The general means of enforcement of the Forest Practice Act, forest practice rules, and the other
related regulations range from the use of violation notices which may require corrective actions,
to criminal proceedings through the court system. Civil, administrative civil penalty, Timber
operator licensing, and RPF licensing actions can also be taken.

THP review and assessment is based on the assumption that there will be no violations that will
adversely affect water quality or watershed values significantly. Most forest practice violations
are correctable and CAL FIRE's enforcement program seeks to assure correction. Where non-
correctable violations occur, civil or criminal action may be taken against the offender.
Depending on the outcome of the case and the court in which the case is heard, some sort of
supplemental environmental corrective work may be required. This is intended to offset non-
correctable adverse impacts. Once a THP is completed, a completion report must be submitted
certifying that the area meets the requirements of the rules. CAL FIRE inspects the completed
area to verify that all the rules have been followed including erosion control work.

Depending on the silvicultural system used, the stocking standards of the rules must be met
immediately or in certain cases within five years. A stocking report must be filed to certify that
the requirements have been met. If the stocking standards have not been met, the area must
be planted annually until it is restored. If the landowner fails to restock the land, CAL FIRE may
hire a contractor to complete the work and seek recovery of the cost from the landowner.
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General Discussions for the Introduction

Although more specific detail is provided in the responses below, the following summary is
provided for some of the over-arching concerns expressed in public comment.

Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard

The historical variability of fire hazard is a function of many variables, one of which is forest
management (both active and passive). Many areas within California are experiencing an
increase in wildfire size and intensity resulting from a reduction of forest management without
considering the role that fire and timber management has played in fuels reduction. Timber
management activities create a mosaic of age, size and density of forest cover that alone can
stop or direct wildfire by modifying the fuel component of the fire tetrahedron. Conversely,
omission of fuel management or controlled fire in a forest setting will result in an increased fuel
load and potential for catastrophic fire. An objective view of forest management effects on fire
occurrence reveals a matrix of fire risk and fire hazard. Fire seasons in the last 5 years have
demonstrated that when wind driven, plume dominated fires occur, all forest types are
vulnerable and all forest types have suffered catastrophic fire impacts, from young plantations
to old growth forested stands.

“Successfully managing fuel conditions across landscapes will increase fire risk because of
changes in microclimate and increases in fine fuels (Deeming and others 1977; Weatherspoon
1996; Agee and others 2000). Thinning of stands for fuel treatment and creating openings to
encourage regeneration of ponderosa pine does allow more sun to reach the forest floor,
contributing to faster drying of surface vegetation and more air/wind movement, and the open
crowns encourage more fine fuels — herbaceous plants and fresh needle litter. However, when
all the effects of these treatments are considered together (e.g., reducing stand density, reducing
surface fuels, providing for long-term regeneration of ponderosa pine) fire hazard across the
landscape is dramatically reduced, while the prospects of achieving multi-aged, multi-story,
resilient forested landscapes are greatly improved. Additionally, fire suppression is generally
made more efficient since the reduction of fire hazard more than offsets the increase in fire risk
(Martin and Brackebusch 1974; Rothermel 1983; Agee 1996; van Wagtendonk 1996; Agee and
others 2000).”1

Fire behavior is influenced by three primary factors: Fuels, Weather and Topography. Of the
three factors, fuels are the only factor that can reasonably be modified by human interaction. It
is important to remember that the primary characteristics of fuels are modified over time in the
absence of any human interaction; the natural environment is ever changing; as are the
vegetative conditions and the relative fire threat that exists at any one time.

Even though topography cannot be changed readily by human interactions, it is also important
to view the proposed project from the perspective of topography to understand how the
vegetation that has been modified from harvesting operations would influence fire behavior.
The National Wildfire Coordinating Group (NWCG) provides a variety of courses to teach and
train wildland firefighters in understanding how wildland fires burn and the strategy and tactics

1 United States District Court for the Eastern District of California, 2005, Declaration of Carl N. Skinner, Case No.
S-04-CV-2023 LKK/PAN.
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that can be applied to safely extinguish them. There is a series of courses devoted exclusively
to fire behavior (S-190, S-290, S-390, S-490 and S-590). These courses lay the foundation
upon which a fire manager can predict the spread and direction of wildland fires across the
landscape. S-190 and S-290 are standard courses which many CAL FIRE foresters take as
part of their career development. Others go on to complete the full course and are eventually
certified as Fire Behavior Analysts (FBAN). The experience that a forester brings from the
natural resources side complements the course materials well.

One of the principles introduced in S-290 and expanded upon in S-390 is how to predict fire
spread potential based upon the point of ignition for a fire. In addition to the fuels and weather
at the fire location, the point where the fire originates also plays a large role in how it will
behave and determine its potential to spread and become a large fire. Since the composition
and distribution of fuels have the most influence on smaller fires, this is an important
consideration when evaluating the fire danger that could potentially be created as a result of
timber harvesting. Larger fires that have reached a plume, wind or terrain-dominated stage
tend to be much less restricted by small-scale changes in vegetation, like that which would be
seen resulting from timber management. It is the small-scale fires that deserve the most
consideration in these instances.

A small ignition, occurring within an area that receives intensive forest management, is more
likely to be extinguished during the incipient phases, due in large part to the access that is
granted by the timberland owners road system. These smaller fires can be more easily
extinguished during the phases where they are burning within the ground and surface fuels.
The specific behavior of any fire is difficult to predict even under theoretical circumstances, let
alone one burning in the open environment. There is no direct “cause and effect” relationship
that can be drawn between evenage plantations and fire danger, because each fire start is
different and each fire burns under different conditions. The assumption that a plantation has,
at certain times in its development, higher fire dangers than others, is insufficient grounds to
deny the use of evenage silviculture. In either event, the THP as proposed does not adversely
add to the potential fire danger present within the plan area.

Aside from direct vegetation management, fire danger can also be reduced through the
modification of practices that either reduce the potential for fire starts, or reduce the chance
that a fire start will escape into the wildland and beyond the control of initial attack resources.

Catastrophic wildfire is the greatest threat to a timber resource based industry such as Shasta
Cascade Timberlands. As a result, one of the land manager’s primary objectives is to protect
that resource and the multitude of other values associated with it from destruction. It is
important to differentiate between fire risk and fire hazard. While evenage units will experience
a short period in their life span where they have greater risk of ignition (fire risk), as they
develop they become more and more resistant to fire and thus have a much lower fire hazard
over the longer term. Thus, the only way to effectively manage against catastrophic wildfire is
at the landscape level. The activities that have led to increasing risks for catastrophic fire and
the landowner’s strategy to mitigate these are described in the THP. Maintaining a mosaic of
forest stands at different ages that are managed to control forest density and thus fuel loads is
an effective landscape level approach to containing large fires.

At the very least, the regeneration units afford an area of fire control in the event of an
unplanned wildfire event. The units would represent areas of easier control of fires when the

6
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seedlings or saplings of conifers are shorter than the surrounding forest area. Unbroken areas
of standing timber with ladder fuels can lead to large crown fires that are difficult to suppress
because there is no natural barrier to fire, other than ridge tops, watercourses or wide roads
and fuelbreaks. An occasional area of shorter timber with no ladder fuels can afford an area
where fire control becomes feasible. Revisions were made to the Wildfire Risk and Hazard
Cumulative Impacts Assessment by the RPF. The revised language is located on pages 116-
117 of the THP. Within the Impact Assessment, the Plan states the following as it relates to
potential impacts:

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The proposed project will create a small increase in the risk of ignition during the logging operation. The proposed project
will modify the fuel profile by creating gaps in the relative homogenous mature forest fuel type while creating a short-term
increase in surface fuels. These gaps will be regenerated and create a changing fuel type as they grow. The mix of past and
proposed harvest units and their spacing across the landscape will create a diversity of fuel types and their associated hazards.

The continuity of fuel within the harvested areas was evaluated to determine the hazard of this fuel type. Surface fuels after
harvesting will be separated by skid roads and yarding corridors. The current forest practice rules have reduced the density of
required stocking and the landowner’s practice of precommercial thinning will maintain spacing between young tree crowns.
These conditions can reduce the potential for rapid fire spread depending on weather conditions and topography. The even
age structure of the future stands will reduce the fuel ladders and maintain lower canopy bulk density compared to an uneven
age structured forest. Uneven age forests by their definition maintain fuel ladders which increase fire hazard by increasing
the spread of surface fires into the crowns. The even age structure of the future stands will reduce the potential for crown
fire initiation by minimizing ladder fuels, increasing canopy base height and maintaining crown spacing as the stands grow
and are managed.

And the following statement as it relates to Impact Evaluation:
IMPACTS EVALUATION

There are no residential dwellings or communities within the assessment area. The proposed project will create a short-term
increase in the risk of ignition during logging operations, but this risk will be mitigated by the required fire protection
regulations. The project area is well roaded and proposed road maintenance and construction will maintain and improve

Comments in most of the letters of concern raised the issue of changing the even-aged
alternative prescriptions to uneven-aged management. 14 CCR 895.1 defines unevenaged
management as:

Unevenaged Management means management of a specific forest, with the goal of establishing a
well stocked stand of various age classes and permits the periodic harvest of individual or small
groups of trees to realize the yield and continually establish a new crop.
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For many of the forest types in the interior of California, the dominant pine and Douglas-fir
forest types are tree species that favor an open environment for optimal growth. Establishing a
forest with various age classes, as defined in unevenaged management, means the possibility
of developing a stand with ladder fuels that may be more prone to crown fires. Due to these
and other reasons, many large landowners utilize even-aged management versus the coastal
areas of California, which are dominated by species that are more favorable to unevenaged
management, such as redwood. These coastal areas also, in general, have a longer fire return
interval — meaning a longer time frame between catastrophic fires, due to a more humid, wet
environment than is found in the dryer interior of California.

The Department has concluded that the revised wildfire assessment meets the intent of the
Forest Practice Rules.

Evenage Management compared to Unevenaged Management.

There is a theme among many of the public comments-which either state or infer-the practice of
clearcutting is outdated and/or an invalid prescription. CAL FIRE'’s role in Timber Harvest Plan
review is to ensure proposed practices are in compliance with the current Forest Practice Rules.
All silvicultural practices applied to this THP were prescribed as a result of compliance with 14
CCR 8§ 897 (a):

897 Implementation of Act Intent

(&) RPFs who prepare plans shall consider the range of feasible silvicultural system,
operating methods and procedures provided in these rules in seeking to avoid or
substantially lessen significant adverse effects on the environment from timber harvesting.
RPFs shall use these rules for guidance as to which are the most appropriate feasible
silvicultural systems, operating methods and procedures which will carry out the intent of
the Act.

While giving consideration to measures proposed to reduce or avoid significant adverse
impacts of THPs on lands zoned TPZ, the RPF and Director shall include the following
legal consideration regarding feasibility:

The Timberland Productivity Act restricts use of lands zoned Timberland Production Zone to
growing and harvesting timber and compatible uses and establishes a presumption that
timber harvesting is expected to and will occur on such lands.

The Z'Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 declares under PRC § 4512(c) that “it is the
policy of this state to encourage prudent and responsible forest resource management
calculated to serve the public's need for timber and other forest products, while giving
consideration to the public's need for watershed protection, fisheries and wildlife, and
recreational opportunities alike in this and future generations.” It further states under PRC §
4513 “Intent of the Legislature” that “(a) Where feasible, the productivity of timberlands is
restored, enhanced, and maintained” and (b) The goal of maximum sustained production of
high-quality timber products is achieved while giving consideration to values relating to
recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, regional economic vitality,
employment, and aesthetic enjoyment”.
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This plan complies with the intent of the Forest Practice Act by adhering to the forest practice
rules and incorporating additional protections for other forest values when and where necessary
as appropriate. The proposed silvicultural prescriptions for the THP are selection, alternative
prescription (closest to clearcutting), and road right of way. Pages 66-67 of the approved THP
provides a discussion regarding the Alternative Prescription Silviculture.

Addendum Item 14 (b)

Alternative Prescription (closest to Clearcut):

The landowner has elected to install Habitat Retention Areas (HRAs), hence the elected Alternative (ALTE) prescription. Within ALTE
prescription units, at least 5% of the total harvest area will be retained within Habitat Retention Areas (HRAS) or as dispersed leave
trees. This retention is being done as an enhancement for wildlife. HRAs can preserve habitat featurcs such as green culls, snags,
hardwoods, deformed trees, downed logs and woody debris (LWD} and other unique habitat features. Operations are excluded from
HRAs to the maximum extent feasible with the exception of where necessary for the re-use of existing infrastructure such as roads, skid
trails and cable corridors. There shall be no timber harvested from within HRAs under this project except where needed to ensure
operational safety.

Due to past management practices and MSP considerations, the regeneration cut is most appropriate to maintain long-term timber
production, in the form of a regulated stand. Dominant species in the plan area cannot be relied upon to naturally regenerate beneath
themselves in a timely manner. Consequently, this silviculture will assure prompt, effective regeneration with the best available
phenotypes. The proposed method accomplishes the landowner’s goals, imitates natural disturbance regimes on a smaller scale, and
complies with the Forest Practices Act by achieving an MSP of high quality timber products on a demonstrably susiainable basis. As
per 14 CCR 933.1(a)(1) stands proposed for harvest are 50 years of age or greater for Class I lands and 60 years of age or greater for
Class IT and III lands,

Additionally, THP pages 68-73 provide a project alternatives analysis including a description of
the Project Objectives and Purpose as well as a description of Project Alternatives- specifically
a discussion concerning the Silvicultural methods that were not chosen.

The Plan provides the following statement concerning the Silviculture that was chosen.

b) The Silvicultural Methods That Were Chosen:

Even-aged Silviculture:

Alternative Prescription (closest to clearcutting). The clearcut prescription has been modified {o an “alternative prescription” since a
significant portion of each individual unit will be retained in aggregate or dispersed retention (See Item #35 in THP Section II), This

represents a significant operational and financial burden on the landowner and demonstrates their willingness to go to great lengths to
avoid actual or perceived impacts related to clearcutting. Retained areas / trees will mitigate any significant aesthetic impacts. These
features also avoid habitat fragmentation and ensure greater canopy cover over units than would be the case in traditional regeneration
units, thereby offering viable mitigation of impacts to biological, watershed and soil resources, Given adherence to the corporate Option-
A plan, as well as past management practices, much of the project area must receive an evenaged regeneration cut to maintain long-term
timber production into the future, in the form of a regulated stand. Stands selected for this prescription are mature relative to their
associated site class, i.e., have reached or exceeded culmination of MAI, and exhibit declining rates of individual tree and/or stand
growth. Due to past management practices in some of the plan area, and the intolerant nature of the dominant specics (ponderosa pine
and Douglas-fir), the regeneration cut is most appropriate to maintain long-term timber production in the form of a regulated stand.
Although natural regeneration can occur under an existing stand, it does not occur rapidly or reliably enough to provide the desired
LTSY. Consequently, this type of harvest, followed by rapid artificial regeneration with the best available phenotypes, is the best
alternative fo ensure Maximum Sustained Production of High Quality Timber Products (MSP), and will ensure an increase in LTSY.
This method not only imitates natural disturbance regimes (on a smaller scale) and provides valuable early seral habitat, it also
accomplishes the landowner’s goals and complies with the Forest Practices Act by achieving MSP on a demonsirably sustainable basis,

The Alternative Prescription (AP Clearcut) has been reviewed by CAL FIRE, CGS, WQ, and
DFW during First Review, the PHI, and Second Review. There were no recommendations during
the PHI or first/second review regarding the utilization of the silvicultural prescription.

AP Clearcut is an allowable silvicultural practice in California. The rules pertaining to even-aged
management, and then specifically clearcutting, are provided below.
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913.1, 933.1, 953.1 Regeneration Methods Used in Evenaged Management [All Districts;
Note variation by District in (a)(4)(A) and (d)(3) Shelterwood Removal Step]

The following types of regeneration methods are designed to replace a harvestable stand
with well-spaced growing trees of commercial species. Evenaged management systems
shall be applied with the limitations described by this rule:

(a) Timber stands harvested under an evenaged regeneration method shall meet the following
standards:

(1) Where a regeneration step harvest of evenaged management will occur on stands
younger than 50 years of age for Class | lands, 60 years of age for Class Il and Il lands, or 80
years of age for Class IV and V lands, or equivalent age of trees, based on height as
determined according to the appropriate site class, the RPF preparing the THP or SYP must
demonstrate how the proposed harvest will achieve MSP pursuant to 14 CCR § 913.11
[933.11, 953.11](a) or (b) provided, however, that the Director may grant an exemption from
this section based upon hardship.

(2) The regeneration harvest of evenaged management shall be limited to 20 acres for
tractor yarding. Aerial or cable yarding may be 30 acres. Tractor yarding may be increased to
30 acres where the EHR is low and the slopes are < 30%. The RPF may propose increasing
these acreage limits to a maximum of 40 acres, and the Director may agree where measures
contained in the THP provide substantial evidence that the increased acreage limit does any
one of the following:

(A) by using additional on-site mitigation measures, reduces the overall
detrimental effects of erosion thereby providing better protection of soil, water, fish and/or
wildlife resources; or

(B) provides for the inclusion of "long corners"; or

(C) create a more natural logging unit by taking maximum advantage of the
topography; or

(D) will increase long-term sustained yield; or

(E) provide feasible off-site mitigation measures that can be incorporated in the
plan to restore or enhance previously impacted resource areas or other environmental
enhancements that will result in demonstrable net environmental benefits within the planning
watershed. These measures may include, but are not limited to, watercourse restoration, soil
stabilization, road surface stabilization, road outsloping, road abandonment, road
reconstruction, enhancement of wildlife habitats and vegetation management. To qualify for an
exemption the plan submitter is not required to demonstrate that other feasible options are not
available.

(3) Evenaged regeneration units within an ownership shall be separated by a logical
logging unit that is at least as large as the area being harvested or 20 acres, whichever is less,
and shall be separated by at least 300 ft. in all directions.

(4) Within ownership boundaries, no logical logging unit contiguous to an evenaged
management unit may be harvested using an evenaged regeneration method unless the
following are met:

(A) [Coast] The prior evenaged regeneration unit has an approved report of
stocking, and the dominant and codominant trees average at least five years of age or average
at least five ft. tall and three years of age from the time of establishment on the site, either by
the planting or by natural regeneration. If these standards are to be met with trees that were
present at the time of the harvest, there shall be an interval of not less than five years following
the completion of operations before adjacent evenaged management may occur.

(A) [Northern and Southern] The prior evenaged regeneration unit has an
approved report of stocking, and the dominant and codominant trees average at least five feet
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tall, or at least five years of age from the time of establishment on the site, either by the planting
or by natural regeneration. If these standards are to be met with trees that were present at the
time of the harvest, there shall be an interval of not less than five years following the
completion of operations before adjacent evenaged management may occur.

(5) Except for the clearcut method, all trees to be harvested or all trees to be retained
shall be marked by, or under the supervision of, an RPF prior to felling operations. A sample
area shall be marked prior to a preharvest inspection. The sample area shall include at least
10% of the harvest area up to a maximum of 20 acres per stand type, and must be
representative of the range of conditions present in the area. The marking requirement may be
waived by the Director if the trees to be harvested are easily distinguished from the trees to be
retained, when explained and justified by the RPF in the plan.

(6) Special consideration for aesthetic enjoyment shall be given to selection of
silvicultural treatments and timber operations within 200 feet of the edge of the traveled surface
of any permanent road maintained by the County, or the State.

(7) Special consideration for aesthetic enjoyment and protection of adjacent stand vigor
shall be given to the selection of silvicultural methods and timber operations within 200 feet of
adjacent non-federal lands not zoned TPZ.

(b) Clearcutting The clearcutting regeneration method involves the removal of a stand in
one harvest. Regeneration after harvesting shall be obtained by direct seeding, planting,
sprouting, or by natural seed fall. When practical, clearcuts shall be irregularly shaped and
variable in size in order to mimic natural patterns and features found in landscapes. Site
preparation and slash disposal measures, if necessary for successful regeneration, shall be
described in the plan.

The AP Clearcut method accomplishes the landowner’s goals and the goals of the California
Forest Practice Act to achieve maximum sustained production (MSP) of high quality timber
products. It is a valid silvicultural option to propose, through the different steps of the Review
Process, all reviewing agencies determined the proposed application of the AP Clearcut
prescription in this THP is appropriate and complies with all rules and regulations.

Greenhouse Gas Sequestration

Another general theme among comment letters is with respect to the weight given to the
degree to which a project sequesters or emits greenhouse gasses. There is a strong opinion by
the comment writers that carbon sequestration is a preeminent consideration upon which plans
must be evaluated. Essentially, if an alternative exists that would result in more carbon
sequestration, the plan submitter (and CAL FIRE by extension) are obligated to choose that
option. While CAL FIRE understands this position, requiring such an action would be an abuse
of power and contrary to the laws and regulations governing timber harvesting in California.
Carbon sequestration is one of many competing considerations which must be evaluated as
part of a proposed project. CAL FIRE recognizes that there are many potential ways in which a
plan submitter may choose to pursue Maximum Sustained Production (MSP) on a land
ownership, but we are not permitted to require one method over another.

Forest Practice Regulatory Background

The Z'berg-Nejedley Forest Practice Act (Division 4, Chapter 8, PRC) establishes the necessity
for Timber Harvesting Plans to conduct commercial timber operations and establishes the Board
of Forestry and Fire Protection as the regulatory authority for promulgation of regulations to,
among other things:
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...encourage prudent and responsible forest resource management calculated to serve the
public's need for timber and other forest products, while giving consideration to the public's need
for watershed protection, fisheries and wildlife, sequestration of carbon dioxide, and recreational
opportunities alike in this and future generations.

The FPA was initially adopted in 1973. Since that time, the BOF has enacted numerous
regulations to support Act intent related to sustained yield and has adopted conservation
standards for post-harvest stocking that meet or exceed the minimum resource conservation
standards specified in PRC 4561 of the Act. The Board has established rules related to
demonstration of Timberland Productivity, Sustained Forestry Planning (14 CCR 8933.10),
demonstration of Maximum Sustained Productivity (14 CCR 8933.11), and has defined
sustained yield and Long Term Sustained Yield (14 CCR 8895.1). Under these various rule
provisions, landowners with more than 50,000 acres of timberland are required to demonstrate
long-term sustained yield under the management regime they have selected for the ownership.
Under this provision, the Department has received and approved long term sustained yield
documents covering approximately 3.2 million acres of timberland. For smaller industrial and
nonindustrial landowners, they must comply with minimum retention standards specified in the
Rules as established by the BOF, although they may choose a higher standard.

More recently, amendments were made to the FPA to clarify and refine other mandates related
to the assessment of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts:

4512.5. Sequestration of carbon dioxide; legislative findings and declarations.
The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) State forests play a critical and unique role in the state’s carbon balance by sequestering
carbon dioxide from the atmosphere and storing it long term as carbon.

(b) According to the scoping plan adopted by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 25.5 (commencing with Section
38500) of the Health and Safety Code), the state’s forests currently are an annual net
sequesterer of five million metric tons of carbon dioxide (SGMMTCO?2). In fact, the forest
sector is the only sector included in the scoping plan that provides a net sequestration of
Greenhouse Gas emissions.

(c) The scoping plan proposes to maintain the current SMMTCO2 annual sequestration rate
through 2020 by implementing ““sustainable management practices,”” which include
potential changes to existing forest practices and land use regulations.

(d) There is increasing evidence that climate change has and will continue to stress forest
ecosystems, which underscores the importance of proactively managing forests so that they
can adapt to these stressors and remain a net sequesterer of carbon dioxide.

(e) The Board, the Department, and the State Air Resources Board should strive to go beyond
the status quo sequestration rate and ensure that their policies and regulations reflect the
unique role forests play in combating climate change.

4551. Adoption of district forest practice Rules and regulations; factors considered in Rules and
regulations governing harvesting of commercial tree species; funding.
@ ...
(b) (1) The Board shall ensure that its Rules and regulations that govern the harvesting of
commercial tree species, where applicable, consider the capacity of forest resources,
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including above ground and below ground biomass and soil, to sequester carbon dioxide
emissions sufficient to meet or exceed the state’s Greenhouse Gas reduction requirements
for the forestry sector, consistent with the scoping plan adopted by the State Air Resources
Board pursuant to the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 25.5
(commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code).

Technical Rule Addendum #2, Item G:

G. GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) IMPACTS

Forest management activities may affect GHG sequestration and emission rates of
forests through changes to forest inventory, growth, yield, and mortality. Timber Operations and
subsequent production of wood products, and in some instances energy, can result in the
emission, storage, and offset of GHGs. One or more of the following options can be used to
assess the potential for significant adverse cumulative GHG Effects:

1. Incorporation by reference, or tiering from, a programmatic assessment that was
certified by the Board, CAL FIRE, or other State Agency, which analyzes the net
Effects of GHG associated with forest management activities.

2. Application of a model or methodology quantifying an estimate of GHG emissions
resulting from the Project. The model or methodology should at a minimum consider
the following:

a. Inventory, growth, and harvest over a specified planning horizon

b. Projected forest carbon sequestration over the planning horizon

c. Timber Operation related emissions originating from logging equipment and
transportation of logs to manufacturing facility

d. GHG emissions and storage associated with the production and life cycle of
manufactured wood products.

3. A qualitative assessment describing the extent to which the Project in combination
with Past Projects and Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects may
increase or reduce GHG emissions compared to the existing environmental setting.
Such assessment should disclose if a known ‘threshold of significance’ (14 CCR 8
15064.7) for the Project type has been identified by the Board, CAL FIRE or other
State Agency and if so whether or not the Project's emissions in combination with
other forestry Projects are anticipated to exceed this threshold.

California Legislative and Administrative Background

Over the years, various efforts by the California Legislature and the Governor to quantify
greenhouse gas emissions and develop strategies for avoiding potential negative impacts have
occurred. A summary relevant to this THP is provided below:

1. Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was signed into law
by Governor Schwarzenegger and represents a comprehensive approach to address
climate change. AB32 establishes a statewide goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
to 1990 levels by 2020. The California Resources Air Board (ARB) is the lead agency for
implementing AB32.

The scoping plan adopted by the ARB in December of 2008 establishes a general roadmap
that California will take to achieve the 2020 goals. Targets for the Forestry Sector were
established under the “Sustainable Forests” section of the Scoping Plan. The “Sustainable
Forest” element was recognized as a carbon sink based on the current carbon inventory

13



Official Response THP # 2-20-00174-SIS February 19, 2021

for the Forest Sector and sequestration benefits attributable to forest.  Specific
recommendations for the sector included:

e Maintaining the current 5 MMTCO:2E reduction target through 2020 by ensuring
that current carbon stock is not diminished over time.

Monitoring of carbon sequestered

Improving greenhouse gas inventories.

Determining actions needed to meet the 2020 targets.

Adaptation

Focusing on sustainable land-use activities.

Wildfire threat and loss to conversions were recognized as potential threats to the Forest
Sector in relation to achieving sector goals.

2. AB 1504 (Chapter 534, Statutes of 2010, Skinner): Requires the Board of Forestry and Fire
Protection to ensure that its rules and regulations that govern timber harvesting consider
the capacity of forest resources to sequester carbon dioxide emissions sufficient to meet or
exceed the state’s GHG reduction target for the forestry sector, consistent with the AB 32
Climate Change Scoping Plan goal of 5 million metric tons CO2 equivalent sequestered
per year. Currently, these reports are principally prepared by Glenn A. Christensen.

3. SB 1122 (Chapter 612, Statutes of 2012, Rubio): This bill requires production of 50
megawatts of biomass energy using byproducts of sustainable forest management from
fire threat treatment areas as determined by CAL FIRE.

4. AB 417 (Chapter 182, Statutes of 2015, Dahle): This bill provides the Board of
Forestry and Fire Protection with additional flexibility in setting post timber harvest
tree stocking standards in order to, in part, contribute to specific forest healthand
ecological goals as defined by the Board. The 2020 Forest Practice Rules include the
Board’s revisions to the “Resource Conservation Standards” under 14 CCR §932.7.

5. In 2015, the Governor issued Executive Order B-30-15 establishing a GHG reduction
target for California of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80 percent by 2050 to
help limit global warming to 2 degrees Celsius or less as identified by the IPCC to avoid
potentially catastrophic climate change impacts. In 2016, the California Legislature
passed Senate Bill 32 (Chapter 249, Statutes of 2016), which codifies the Governor’s
Executive Order. CARB updated the AB 32 Scoping Plan in 2017 to reflect the 2030
target.

6. SB 859 (Chapter 368, Statutes of 2016, Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review):
Among other things, calls for CARB, in consultation with CNRA and CAL FIRE, to
complete a standardized GHG emissions inventory for natural and working lands,
including forests by December 31, 2018 (CARB 2018 - An Inventory of Ecosystem
Carbon in California’s Natural & Working Lands — 2018 Edition).

7. SB 1386 (Chapter 545 Statutes of 2016, Wolk): Declares the policy of the state that the
protection and management of natural and working lands, including forests, is an
important strategy in meeting the state’s greenhouse gas reduction goals, and requires
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all state agencies, departments, boards, and commissions to consider this policy when
revising, adopting, or establishing policies, regulations, expenditures, or grant criteria
relating to the protection and management of natural and working lands.

8. (2018) Accompanying release of the Forest Carbon Plan, Governor Brown’s Executive
Order B-52-18 on forest management emphasizes the importance of implementing the
Forest Carbon Plan. Executive Order B-55-18 also calls for California to achieve
carbon neutrality no later than 2045, with carbon sequestration targets to be set in the
Natural and Working Lands to help achieve this goal.

These Laws, Regulations and Executive Orders form the background under which CAL FIRE
reviews plans for impacts to GHG emissions and sequestration.

National and State-Level GHG Assessments

A variety of assessments have been conducted to calculate the GHG emissions and rates of
sequestration related to management of natural and working lands. Due to the rapidly evolving
science, accounting methods and policy directions from the executive and legislative branches,
specific accounting that conforms from study to study has yet to be achieved. The overall trends,
however, do provide meaningful insight within which to make assumptions about how an
individual THP fits into the overall objectives of assessing and mitigating potential negative
impacts from GHG emissions.

USEPA Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks (2019):

Summary: Forest management falls under the “Land Use, Land Use Change, and Forestry”
(abbreviated LULUCF) for consistent reporting with other international efforts. Sequestrations
at the national level offset approximately 11.3% of total US GHG Emissions annually and this
carbon pool remains relatively stable over time.

e In 2017, total gross U.S. greenhouse gas emissions were 6,456.7 MMT, or million metric tons, of
carbon dioxide (CO2) Eq.11 Total U.S. emissions have increased by 1.3 percent from 1990 to
2017, and emissions decreased from 2016 to 2017 by 0.5 percent (35.5 MMT CO2 Eq.). The
decrease in total greenhouse gas emissions between 2016 and 2017 was driven in part by a
decrease in CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion. The decrease in CO2 emissions from
fossil fuel combustion was a result of multiple factors, including a continued shift from coal to
natural gas and increased use of renewable energy in the electric power sector, and milder
weather that contributed to less overall electricity use.

e Conversely, U.S. greenhouse gas emissions were partly offset by carbon (C) sequestration in
forests, trees in urban areas, agricultural soils, landfilled yard trimmings and food scraps, and
coastal wetlands, which, in aggregate, offset 11.3 percent of total emissions in 2017. The
following sections contribution to total U.S. greenhouse gas emissions in more detail.

¢ Within the United States, fossil fuel combustion accounted for 93.2 percent of CO2 emissions in
2017. There are 25 additional sources of CO2 emissions included in the Inventory (see Figure
ES-5). Although not illustrated in the Figure ES-5, changes in land use and forestry practices can
also lead to net CO2 emissions (e.g., through conversion of forest land to agricultural or urban
use) or to a net sink for CO2 (e.qg., through net additions to forest biomass).
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Land Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry (LULUCF)
o Overall, the Inventory results show that managed land is a net sink for CO2 (C

sequestration) in the United States. The primary drivers of fluxes on managed lands
include forest management practices, tree planting in urban areas, the management of
agricultural soils, landfilling of yard trimmings and food scraps, and activities that
cause changes in C stocks in coastal wetlands. The main drivers for forest C
sequestration include forest growth and increasing forest area, as well as a net
accumulation of C stocks in harvested wood pools.

The LULUCEF sector in 2017 resulted in a net increase in C stocks (i.e., net CO2

removals) of 729.6 MMT CO2 Eq. (Table ES-5).23 This represents an offset of 11.3
percent of total (i.e., gross) greenhouse gas emissions in 2017.

Forest fires were the largest source of CH4 emissions from LULUCF in 2017, totaling
4.9 MMT CO2 Eq

Forest fires were also the largest source of N20 emissions from LULUCF in 2017,
totaling 3.2 MMT CO2 Eg.

In addition to forest regeneration and management, forest harvests and natural
disturbance have also affected net C fluxes. Because most of the timber harvested from
U.S. forest land is used in wood products, and many discarded wood products are
disposed of in SWDS rather than by incineration, significant quantities of C in harvested
wood are transferred to these long-term storage pools rather than being released rapidly
to the atmosphere (Skog 2008). Maintaining current harvesting practices and
regeneration activities on these forested lands, along with continued input of harvested
products into the HWP pool, C stocks in the Forest Land Remaining Forest Land
category are likely to continue to increase in the near term, though possibly at a lower
rate.

Overall, estimates of average C density in forest ecosystems (including all pools)
remained stable at approximately 205 MT C ha-1 from 1990 to 2017.

CARB AB32 Scoping Plan (2017):

Summary: At the state level, all sectors are cumulatively on track to meet the 2020 targets for
GHG reductions and sequestration. The Natural and Working Lands in the state represent a key
sector for the long term storage of carbon in vegetation and soils. During the period of 2001-
2010, disturbances (primarily in the form of wildfire) caused significant losses to the total stored
carbon. Meeting state goals will require multi-owner and jurisdictional cooperation as well as
trade-offs between competing interests.

California’s natural and working landscapes, like forests and farms, are home to the most
diverse sources of food, fiber, and renewable energy in the country. They underpin the state’s
water supply and support clean air, wildlife habitat, and local and regional economies. They are
also the frontiers of climate change. They are often the first to experience the impacts of climate
change, and they hold the ultimate solution to addressing climate change and its impacts. In
order to stabilize the climate, natural and working lands must play a key role.

Work to better quantify the carbon stored in natural and working lands is continuing, but given
the long timelines to change landscapes, action must begin now to restore and conserve these
lands. We should aim to manage our natural and working lands in California to reduce GHG
emissions from business-as-usual by at least 15-20 million metric tons in 2030, to compliment the
measures described in this Plan.
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California’s forests should be healthy carbon sinks that minimize black carbon emissions
where appropriate, supply new markets for woody waste and non-merchantable timber, and
provide multiple ecosystem benefits.

AB 32 directs CARB to develop and track GHG emissions and progress toward the 2020
statewide GHG target. California is on track to achieve the target while also reducing
criteria pollutants and toxic air contaminants and supporting economic growth. As shown
in Figure 1, in 2015, total GHG emissions decreased by 1.5 MMTCO5e compared to

2014, representing an overall decrease of 10 percent since peak levels in 2004. The 2015
GHG Emission Inventory and a description of the methodology updates can be accessed
at: www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/inventory .

Carbon dioxide is the primary GHG emitted in California, accounting for 84 percent of total
GHG emissions in 2015, as shown in Figure 2 below. Figure 3 illustrates that transportation,
primarily on-road travel, is the single largest source of CO2 emissions in the State.. When
these emissions sources are attributed to the transportation sector, the emissions from that
sector amount to approximately half of statewide GHG emissions. In addition to
transportation, electricity production, and industrial and residential sources also are
important contributors to CO2

Increasing Carbon Sequestration in Natural and Working Lands

o California’s natural and working lands make the State a global leader in agriculture, a
U.S. leader in forest products, and a global biodiversity hotspot. These lands support
clean air, wildlife and pollinator habitat, rural economies, and are critical components
of California’s water infrastructure. Keeping these lands and waters intact and at high
levels of ecological function (including resilient carbon sequestration) is necessary for
the well-being and security of Californians in 2030, 2050, and beyond. Forests,
rangelands, farms, wetlands, riparian areas, deserts, coastal areas, and the ocean
store substantial carbon in biomass and soils.
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o Natural and working lands are a key sector in the State’s climate change strategy.
Storing carbon in trees, other vegetation, soils, and aquatic sediment is an effective
way to remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. ...\We must consider important
trade-offs in developing the State’s climate strategy by understanding the near and
long-term impacts of various policy scenarios and actions on our State and local
communities.

0 Recent trends indicate that significant pools of carbon from these landscapes risk
reversal: over the period 2001-2010 disturbance caused an estimated 150 MMT C
loss, with the majority— approximately 120 MMT C- lost through wildland fire.

o California’s climate objective for natural and working lands is to maintain them as
a carbon sink (i.e., net zero or negative GHG emissions) and, where appropriate,
minimize the net GHG and black carbon emissions associated with management,
biomass utilization, and wildfire events.

0 Decades of fire exclusion, coupled with an extended drought and the impacts of
climate change, have increased the size and intensity of wildfires and bark beetle
infestations; exposed millions of urban and rural residents to unhealthy smoke-laden
air from wildfires; and threatened progress toward meeting the state’s long-term
climate goals. Managing forests in California to be healthy, resilient net sinks of
carbon is a vital part of California’s climate change policy.

o0 Federally managed lands play an important role in the achievement of the California
climate goals established in AB 32 and subsequent related legislation and plans. Over
half of the forestland in California is managed by the federal government, primarily by
the USDA Forest Service Pacific Southwest Region, and these lands comprise the largest
potential forest carbon sink under one ownership in the state... The State of California
must continue to work closely and in parallel to the federal government’s efforts to
resolve these obstacles and achieve forest health and resilience on the lands that federal
agencies manage.

California Forest Carbon Plan (May 2018)

Summary: Current estimated sequestration for the entire forest sector is 32.8 MMT CO2elyear,
which is 4.7 times more than the current target of 5 MMT per year. Regional, landscape or
watershed level assessments are appropriate scales for examining rates of GHG emissions
and sequestration. Wildfire remains the single largest source of carbon loss and remains the
largest source of black carbon emissions. Although there are trade-offs with in-forest carbon
stores, sustainably managed working forests can further provide climate mitigation benefits.

e When all forest pools are considered, California’s forests are sequestering 34.4 MMT

CO2elyear, and when land-use changes and non-CO2 emissions from wildfires are accounted
for, the total net sequestration is 32.8 MMT CO2el/year.
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The key findings of the [Forest Carbon Plan] include:

0]

0]

California’s forested landscapes provide a broad range of public and private benefits,
including carbon sequestration.

The long-term impacts of excluding fire in fire-adapted forest ecosystems are being
manifested in rapidly deteriorating forest health, including loss of forest cover in some
cases.

Extreme fires and fire suppression costs are increasing significantly, and these fires are
a growing threat to public health and safety, to homes, to water supply and water quality,
and to a wide range of other forest benefits, including ecosystem services.

Reducing carbon losses from forests, particularly the extensive carbon losses that occur
during and after extreme wildfires in forests and through uncharacteristic tree mortality,
is essential to meeting the state’s long-term climate goals.

Fuel reduction in forests, whether through mechanical thinning, use of ecologically
beneficial fire, or sustainable commercial timber harvest to achieve forest health goals,
involves some immediate loss of forest carbon, but these treatments can increase the
stability of the remaining and future stored carbon.

Current rates of fuel reduction, thinning of overly dense forests, and use of prescribed
and managed fire are far below levels needed to restore forest health, prevent extreme
fires, and meet the state’s long-term climate goals.

Where forest stands are excessively dense, forest managers may have to conduct a heavy
thinning to restore resilient, healthy conditions, which, among other benefits, will
subsequently facilitate the reintroduction of prescribed fire as an ecological management
tool.

Sustainable timber harvesting on working forests can substantially improve the
economic feasibility of these treatments to achieve forest health goals at the scale
necessary to make an ecologically meaningful difference.

Where forestlands have been diminished due to fires, drought, insects, or disease, they
should be reforested with ecologically appropriate tree species from appropriate seed
sources.
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0 The scale and combination of needed treatments and their arrangement across the
landscape is likely to be highly variable and dependent on the local setting.

0 The state must work closely with Federal and private landowners to manage forests for
forest health, multiple benefits, and resiliency efficiently at a meaningful scale.

e The watershed level has proven to be an appropriate organizing unit for analysis and for the
coordination and integrated management of the numerous physical, chemical, and biological
processes that make up a watershed ecosystem. Similarly, a watershed can serve as an appropriate
reference unit for the policies, actions, and processes that affect the biophysical system, and
providing a basis for greater integration and collaboration. Forests and related climate mitigation
and adaptation issues operate across these same biophysical, institutional, and social gradients.

Because of these factors, the Forest Carbon Plan proposes working regionally at the landscape or
watershed scale. The appropriate scale of a landscape or watershed to work at will vary greatly
depending upon the specific biophysical conditions, land ownership or management patterns, and
other social or institutional conditions.

e Forests are shaped by disturbance and background levels of tree mortality. However, elevated
tree mortality from overly dense stand conditions, fire exclusion, lack of or poor forest
management practices, and impacts related to drought and climate change can have a
substantial effect on the forest carbon balance. Wildfire is the single largest source of carbon
storage loss and GHG emissions from forested lands: of the estimated 150 million metric tons of
carbon lost from forests from 2001-2010, approximately 120 million metric tons of carbon was
lost through wildland fire. Wildfire also is the single biggest source of black carbon emissions.
Reducing the intensity and extent of wildland fires through tools such as fuels reduction,
prescribed or managed fire, thinning, and sustainable timber management practices is therefore
a top priority.

e Inaddition to fuels reduction and prescribed and managed fire treatments, sustainable commercial
timber harvesting on private and public lands, where consistent with the goals of owners or with
management designations and done to maximize forest health goals, can play a beneficial role,
both in thinning dense forests and financing additional treatments. Although there are trade-offs
with in-forest carbon stores, sustainably managed working forests can further provide climate
mitigation benefits. Commercial timber harvest within a sustainable management regime to
maximizing forest health goals also creates revenue opportunities to fund additional forest
treatments and should be seen as a tool in the maintenance of our forests as healthy, resilient net
sinks of carbon.

e In order to support the goals of this Forest Carbon Plan, wood and biomass material generated
by timber harvesting, forest health, restoration and hazardous fuels treatments must be either
utilized productively or disposed of in a manner that minimizes net GHG and black carbon
emissions. Timber and other biomass harvest volumes are expected to increase as a result of the
forest management activities outlined above. These volumes will include green and dead trees
suitable for timber production, smaller-diameter green and dead trees with little traditional timber
value, and tops and limbs.

e Specific Rates of Sequestration/Emission by landowner category:
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o Private Corporate Forestland: Private corporate forestland includes both timberland and
other forestland. On private corporate forestland growth is high and exceeds removal and
mortality, reflecting the practice of sustained yield as required by California’s Forest
Practice Act and Rules. These forests are managed to create relatively little annual
mortality and the harvested volume is less than forest growth. Rates of removals from
harvest and thinning are highest on these lands, but the rate of fire-related mortality is
lowest. These forests experience a net gain in carbon at a rate of 0.75 metric tons of CO2e
per acre per year, or 4.1 MMT of CO2e per year. In 2012, these lands contributed 70
percent of the total harvest (Figure 16) and are therefore an important contributor to the
carbon stored long-term in harvested wood products and reduced emissions from burning
wood instead of fossil fuels for energy.

o0 Private Non-Corporate Forestland: This category represents private ownerships for which
timber production may or may not be a primary management objective. The rate of gross
growth is high on these lands, while the rate of natural, non-fire related mortality is low.
The rate of fire-related mortality is also quite low, although it is higher than on private
corporate forestland. As these lands exhibit high growth rates, lower harvest per acre than
corporate forestland, and have relatively low levels of mortality, these forest lands see the
highest net sequestration rates on the order of 1.33 metric tons of COZ2e per acre per year,
or 8.4 million metric tons of CO2e per year.

Private non-corporate forestland has the highest rate of sequestration per acre (Figure
17), and despite making up 10 percent less of the forestland base than USDA Forest
Service unreserved forestland, these forests sequester the greatest total amount (Table
16). A net 33 percent increase in carbon stock from private non-corporate forestland
came from only 24 percent of the California forestland base (Figure 18, Figure 9). A net
13 percent increase in carbon stock from private corporate forestland came from 15
percent of the forestland base. ... Private non-corporate forestlands provided slightly less
of a net increase in carbon stocks than all USDA FS forestlands, despite being just half
the size.

Forest carbon is stored in both forest ecosystems and, to a lesser extent, in harvested wood
products. The degree to which California forests operate as a sink or source is influenced by land
management, weather, and a range of forest health issues (e.g., growth, tree mortality from
drought, pest and disease outbreaks, wildfire severity). In recent years, prolonged drought
conditions have resulted in elevated tree mortality that is widespread across the southern Sierra.
The combination of drought impacts and extensive wildfires has made forests lose significant
capacity for storing carbon. For all forestlands, improving forest health and managing to reduce
losses from mortality can greatly increase the carbon balance on forestlands. On commercial and
other actively managed forestlands in California, efficient uses of long lasting wood products and
residues for energy can yield GHG benefits. Key inventory findings include:

0 Based on FIA Program data from 2006-2015, all California forests combined on all
ownerships were performing as a net sink and are sequestering carbon at an average rate
of 0.79 metric tons of CO2e per acre per year, or 0.22 metric tons of carbon per acre per
year.
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0 Based on FIA Program data from 2006 — 2015, California forests have substantial
carbon storage; 1,303 MMT above ground and 734 MMT below ground, for a total of
2,037 MMT.

0 Based on remeasurements taken between 2011 and 2015, carbon sequestration in the live
tree pool (in-forest) was estimated at 7.4 MMT of CO2e per year on National Forest
System unreserved and reserved forestlands, 4.1 MMT on private corporate forestland,
8.4 MMT on private noncorporate timberlands, and 4.0 MMT on other public lands. The
net change in the live tree pool across all forestlands is estimated at 23.9 MMT of CO2e
per year.

0 When other forest pools, soils, non-GHG emissions from wildfire, and changes from
land-use are accounted for, the net change is 32.8 MMT CQO2e per year, meeting the AB
1504 goal of sequestering 5 MMT CO2e per year, assuming the contribution of flux
associated with wood products does not drastically lower rates.

o0 On a per-acre basis, conifer forest types have enormous carbon capture and storage
potential.

o FIA Program data suggest that on private forestland growth is outpacing losses from
harvest and mortality (excluding wood product storage), and exceeds that of National
Forest System lands.

o FIA Program data show that non-corporate forestland has the greatest net growth (i.e.,
growth minus mortality and harvest excluding wood product storage).

0 Based on FIA Program data, tree mortality from forest health-related causes results in
substantial declines in forest carbon. These data indicate that tree mortality rates are
highest on federal forest lands in reserve (e.g., wilderness), where mortality is slightly
outpacing growth.

CARB California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2017 (2019)

Summary: This inventory is specific to anthropogenic sources so most of the agriculture
category relates to commercial agriculture. Emissions related to logging from trucks and
equipment would fall under the transportation sector. The Natural and Working Lands Emission
Inventory contains more specific emission and sequestration numbers for Forestry.

e For the first time since California started to track GHG emissions, in-state and total
electricity generation from zero-GHG sources (for purposes of the GHG inventory, these
include solar, hydro, wind, and nuclear) exceeded generation from GHG- emitting sources.

e The transportation sector remains the largest source of GHG emissions in the state, but saw
a 1 percent increase in emissions in 2017, the lowest growth rate over the past 4 years.

e Emissions from all other sectors have remained relatively constant in recent years, although
emissions from high Global Warming Potential (GWP) gases have continued to increase as
they replace Ozone Depleting Substances (ODS) banned under the 1987 Montreal Protocol.
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In 2017, emissions from statewide emitting activities were 424 million metric tons of CO2
equivalent (MMTCO2e), which is 5 MMTCO2e lower than 2016 levels. 2017 emissions have
decreased by 14 percent since peak levels in 2004 and are 7 MMTCO2e below the 1990 emissions
level and the State’s 2020 GHG limit. Per capita GHG emissions in California have dropped from
a 2001 peak of 14.1 tonnes per person to 10.7 tonnes per person in 2017, a 24 percent
decrease.4,19 Overall trends in the inventory also demonstrate that the carbon intensity of
California’s economy (the amount of carbon pollution per million dollars of gross domestic
product (GDP)) is declining. From 2000 to 2017, the carbon intensity of California’s economy has
decreased by 41 percent from 2001 peak emissions while simultaneously increasing GDP by 52
percent. In 2017, GDP grew 3.6 percent while the emissions per GDP declined by 4.5 percent
compared to 2016.22 Figures 2(a)-(c) on the next page show California’s growth alongside GHG
reductions.

California’s agricultural sector contributed approximately 8 percent of statewide GHG emissions
in 2017, mainly from methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N20) sources.

An Inventory of Ecosystem Carbon in California’s Natural & Working Lands (NWL) (2018)
This inventory tracks carbon within California ecosystems and how it moves between various
“pools”. This is a snapshot view that provides for valuable long-term comparisons. These
inventories are constantly being improved and some tracking categories have higher levels of
certainty than others. Soil is the largest estimated pool of carbon and also has the highest error
associated with those estimates. The assessment estimates that a majority of soil carbon loss is
associated with the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta region. Forest and shrublands show a 6%
decrease, due to loss from wildfire. During the early iterations of these inventories, it appears
prudent to only focus on gross trends.
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The NWL Inventory tracks how much carbon exists in California’s ecosystems, where that carbon
is located, and estimates how much carbon is moving in and out of the various land types and
carbon pools. It provides stored carbon ““snapshots” and gives insight into the location and
magnitude of NWL carbon stocks at discrete moments in time. NWL plays an important role in the
State’s climate strategy by contributing to carbon sequestration and GHG reduction, and the NWL
Inventory is a key tool for tracking the impacts of these strategies.

The NWL inventory includes:

o

O O0OO0Oo

Forest and other natural lands (woodland, shrubland, grassland, and other lands with
sparse vegetation): live and dead plant materials and their roots

Urban land: trees in urban area

Cropland: woody biomass in orchards and vineyards

Soil Carbon: organic carbon in soils for all land types

Wetlands: CO2 and CH4 emissions from wetland ecosystem

Current NWL Inventory

(0]

There are approximately 5,340 million metric tons (MMT)? of ecosystem carbon in the
carbon pools that CARB has quantified.® (To put it into context, 5,340 MMT of carbon in
land is equivalent to 19,600 MMT of atmospheric CO2 currently existing as carbon in the
biosphere and pedosphere as carbon cycles through the Earth’s carbon cycle.) Forest and
shrubland contain the vast majority of California’s carbon stock because they cover the
majority of California’s landscape and have the highest carbon density of any land cover
type. All other land categories combined comprise over 35% of California’s total acreage,
but only 15% of carbon stocks. Roughly half of the 5,340 MMT of carbon resides in soils
and half resides in plant biomass. Figure E-1 shows carbon distribution by land category
(inner ring of the pie chart) and by carbon pool (outer ring of the pie chart). Table E-1
summarizes carbon stocks by land category and the fractions of total State land area in
each land category.

Soil is the largest carbon reservoir. Using the IPCC default assumptions, most of the
estimated net change in soil carbon was due to microbial oxidation of organic soil on the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Disturbance caused by tillage and other agricultural
management practices, land conversion, and land degradation also contributed to the
soil carbon loss. Forest and shrubland carbon stocks in 2010 was 6% lower than in 2001
due to a number of large wildfires that occurred during the 2001-2010 period. (Future
inventory editions will capture the impacts of large fire events seen in recent years.)
Woody crops and urban forest both gained carbon, as these trees are generally well
maintained due to their economic and aesthetic values. Part of the carbon gain seen in
urban forests came from expansion of the urban footprint over this period of time.
Movement of carbon among land types and carbon pools is a dynamic process. Carbon
gain in one land type may be a result of carbon loss in another land type, and vice versa.

Although carbon that leaves the land base is counted as a carbon stock loss in the
NWL Inventory, not all carbon stock loss becomes emissions released into the
atmosphere. Some of the carbon leaving the land base continue to retain carbon as
durable wood products (e.g., furniture and building materials).
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Disturbances in Forest and Other Natural Lands

Geospatially explicit carbon stock change information can be related to the different types of
disturbance on land. During the 2001-2014 period, wildfire accounted for 74% and
prescribed fire accounted for 3% of the areas that experienced disturbance. The impact of
wildfire can be seen throughout the State, in both rural areas and urbanized areas near
shrublands and forest. Harvest and clearcut accounted for 11%, and fuel reduction activities
(thinning, mechanical, and mastication) accounted for 14% of the disturbed area.

Uncertainty of the Inventory Estimates The science, method, and technique for accounting of
ecosystem carbon are relatively new and still rapidly advancing. Although significant
progress has been made in the inventory development, more work still needs to be done. The
parts of the NWL Inventory that have been in development for more years generally have a
reasonably constrained uncertainty (between 15% and 40%), but other parts of the inventory
that CARB started to develop more recently contain significant uncertainties.

AB 1504 California Forest Ecosystem and Harvested Wood Product Carbon Inventory

(2019)

Summary: California forests vastly exceed the SMMT COZ2e target, by a factor of over 5 times,
even when taking into account losses from fire, drought and timberland conversion. Forests
remain a net sink of carbon, even accounting for losses from wildfire and drought.

As of the 2017 reporting period, California continues to exceed the 5 MMT CO2e target rate of
annual sequestration established by AB 1504. Using recent FIA plot measurements, the 2017
statewide rate of carbon sequestration from all forest ecosystem pools across all ownerships is
29.2 £ 4.9 MMT CO2e per year, excluding net COZ2e contributions from other sources such as
harvested wood products, land moving to and from a forested condition, and non-CO2
greenhouse gas emissions from wildfire (Table 4.1, 4.3)...Accounting for the additional net
sequestration associated with HWP pools of 0.9 MMT CQO2e per year (Table 6.6), the 2017
statewide rate of carbon sequestration for all forest land across all ownerships is 27.9 £ 5.0
MMT CO2e per year (excludes confidence interval for HWP C flux; Table 7.1).

The available data on mean carbon storage in recent years in California, and on National
Forests in particular, indicates that the forests are still a net sink of carbon from the atmosphere.
It is possible that during specific years of severe drought, growth rates are so reduced and
mortality so high that decay exceeds new storage.

As of the 2017 reporting period, California’s forests remain net sinks, sequestering 27.8MMT
CO2e per year. This value includes changes in forest ecosystem pools (29.2 MMT CO2e per
year), harvested wood product pools (0.9 MMT CO2e per year), non-CO2 emissions from
wildfires (-0.5 MMT CO2e per year), and forest land conversions (-1.7 MMT CO2e per year).

In many forest types current stocking levels reflect over a century of fire suppression and may not
represent stand densities that are resilient to disturbances common to California forests such as
fire or pest outbreaks. Additionally, as the forests age in unharvested stands, growth rates slow.
Older forests tend to store more carbon, but they might not accumulate new carbon as quickly as
younger, fast-growing stands. Consequently, the stocks and flux represented in this report may
not be sustainable in the future without forest management.
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e The data are beginning to show changes in the forest carbon flux, but it is unclear whether these
will remain long-term trends. The statewide rate of annual carbon sequestration on all forest
land remaining as forest land declined by 2.2 MMT CO2e since 2016 (Christensen et al. 2018).
This reduction in carbon sequestration is the result of several factors including improvements in
inventory methodology but is also being driven by two complementary factors; an increased rate
of tree mortality and decreased gross growth rate on live trees during the most recent
measurement years. Tree mortality regardless of cause, accounted for an additional 2.5 MMT of
CO2e converted to dead wood annually. Gross growth on trees measured 10-years earlier
declined 4.3 MMT CO2e annually further reducing the net rate of sequestration.

THP-Specific Assessment
CEQA requires that individual projects estimate the associated GHG emissions from a proposed
project and make a determination of significance.

The plan submitter made changes to the Assessment, the revised site-specific analysis is located
on pages 110-115 with calculations of the assessment located on pages 143-154.

These calculations estimate that the THP is capable of releasing a total of 2748.2 metric
tonnes of COze. As described in the analysis, many of these releases will occur slowly over
time, and are provided in the THP as a conservative, worst case emission estimate. These
emissions are estimated to be recouped by trees planted in the THP area within 24 years for
the Alternative Prescription Units and within 17 years for the WLPZ Selection Units. The
THP concluded that these emissions would not be significant, when combined with other
past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects.

The Department has reviewed the estimates of emissions associated with the pools
evaluated by the Plan Submitter as part of the project specific analysis and has determined
that the calculations have reasonably accounted for emissions from biologic and production
elements of the project and that the sequestration estimates incorporate approaches for
estimating carbon sequestration that are consistent with current science.

When this THP is considered within its own context, taking into account the state and
national assessments discussed previously, CAL FIRE believes that it meets the
requirements of CEQA and is consistent with the broader goals established by AB32 in
providing for long-term carbon sequestration while providing for the market needs for forest
products.

CEQA Analysis

A CEQA analysis is not required to be perfect, but it must be accurate and adequately describe
the proposed project in a manner that allows for informed decision-making. It must include an
assessment of impacts based upon information that was “reasonably available before
submission of the plan” (Technical Rule Addendum #2)

CEQA clearly establishes that the Lead Agency has a duty to minimize harm to the
environment while balancing Competing Public Objectives (14 CCR 815021)2. These duties

2 Duty to Minimize Environmental Damage and Balance Competing Public Objectives
CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible.
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are further refined in the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (PRC §4512(c)3 and PRC
84513(b)* for how the mandate to provide “maximum sustained production of high quality
timber products” is to be balanced with other environmental considerations. The term “while
giving consideration to” is further defined in 14 CCR 8895.1 as follows:

While Giving Consideration means the selection of those feasible silvicultural systems, operating
methods and procedures which substantially lessen significant adverse Impact on the
environment and which best achieve long-term, maximum sustained production of forest
products, while protecting soil, air, fish and wildlife, and water resources from unreasonable
degradation, and which evaluate and make allowance for values relating to range and forage
resources, recreation and aesthetics, and regional economic vitality and employment.

What is missing from the Act, Rules or CEQA Guidelines is the weight that is to be applied to
the evaluation of the other resources specified. Clearly, there are certain legal restrictions on

the degradation of specific values (i.e. water quality standards) but many of the elements that
must be considered have a qualitative, not quantitative mandate for evaluation. This provides
the Plan Submitter and the Lead Agency with a degree of flexibility with how these competing
objectives are weighed and evaluated.

What is also evident is that there is confusion as to what the appropriate course of action is or
what the feasible alternatives to the project may be. Again, CEQA provides guidance on this
topic, with respect to both the adequacy of the record, and on differences of opinion, even
between recognized experts:

15151. Standards for Adequacy of an EIR
An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of

(1) Inregulating public or private activities, agencies are required to give major consideration to preventing environmental damage.
(2) A public agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would
substantially lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the environment.

(b) Indeciding whether changes in a project are feasible, an agency may consider specific economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological
factors.

(c) The duty to prevent or minimize environmental damage is implemented through the findings required by Section 15091.

(d) CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of
public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living
environment for every Californian. An agency shall prepare a statement of overriding considerations as described in Section 15093 to reflect the
ultimate balancing of competing public objectives when the agency decides to approve a project that will cause one or more significant effects on
the environment.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21000, 21001, 21002, 21002.1, and 21081; San
Francisco Ecology Center v. City and County of San Francisco, (1975) 48 Cal. App. 3d 584; Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council, (1978) 83 Cal.
App. 3d 515.

Discussion: Section 15021 brings together the many separate elements that apply to the duty to minimize environmental damage. These duties appear in the
policy sections of CEQA, in the findings requirement in Section 21081, and in a number of court decisions that have built up a body of case law that is not
immediately reflected in the statutory language. This section is also necessary to provide one place to explain how the ultimate balancing of the merits of the
project relates to the search for feasible alternatives or mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the environmental damage.

The placement of this section early in the article on general responsibilities helps highlight this duty to prevent environmental damage. This section is an effort
to provide a careful statement of the duty with its limitations and its relationship to other essential public goals.

3 (c) The Legislature thus declares that it is the policy of this state to encourage prudent and responsible forest resource management calculated to serve the
public's need for timber and other forest products, while giving consideration to the public's need for watershed protection, fisheries and wildlife,
sequestration of carbon dioxide, and recreational opportunities alike in this and future generations.

4 (b) The goal of maximum sustained production of high-quality timber products is achieved while giving consideration to values relating to sequestration of
carbon dioxide, recreation, watershed, wildlife, range and forage, fisheries, regional economic vitality, employment, and aesthetic enjoyment.
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environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21061 and
21100, Public Resources Code; San Francisco Ecology Center v. City and County of San
Francisco, (1975) 48 Cal. App. 3d 584.

Discussion: This section is a codification of case law dealing with the standards for adequacy of
an EIR. In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Assoc. (1986) 42
Cal. 3d 929, the court held that "the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's
bare conclusions or opinions.” In Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. San Jose
(1986) 181 Cal. App. 3d 852, the court reasserted that an EIR is a disclosure document and as
such an agency may choose among differing expert opinions when those arguments are correctly
identified in a responsive manner. Further, the state Supreme Court in its 1988 Laurel Heights
decision held that the purpose of CEQA is to compel government at all levels to make decisions
with environmental consequences in mind. CEQA does not, indeed cannot, guarantee that these
decisions will always be those which favor environmental considerations, nor does it require
absolute perfection in an EIR.

CAL FIRE has an obligation to explain the rationale for making a decision to approve a plan,
this is often done in the presence of contradicting information. A competent CEQA analysis is
not required to make the “best” choice, but the choice made must be supported by information
contained within the record. This is where Lead Agency discretion comes into play. CAL FIRE
ultimately bears the responsibility for making a decision and, when presented with public
comments, is expected to provide an answer to significant questions raised.

The Value of Cited Literature:

Proponents and opponents of a project often use literature to support their positions. It is CAL
FIREs responsibility to evaluate this literature to determine how applicable it may be to the
proposed project. In doing so, CAL FIRE must dispassionately and thoroughly review the
submitted materials to understand what is, and often is not, being said, supported or
hypothesized as part of the work. All too often, individuals assign significance to an individual
study far beyond what is appropriate, in exceedance of prudence and even the author’s
intentions. It is valuable to consider each study as a reference point in a larger picture, never
placing too much weight on any one paper. Doing so places too high a burden on the scientific
method, which is designed to be a journey as opposed to a destination.

CAL FIRE is not in the business of directly refuting or dismissing concerns either pro or con. On
the contrary, CAL FIRE is responsible for evaluating the proposed plan within the context of the
available information (record) and making a determination of impacts. This decision is made
without regard to the popularity of such a decision, nor with prejudice to the information
presented by those who disagree with the position. CAL FIRE must weigh the available
information and determine whether to approve or deny an individual plan. This decision does
not prejudice CAL FIRE against making a different determination on a different plan with similar
concerns, nor does it obligate us to continue future actions if it is determined that incomplete or
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faulty information was relied upon. Each project stands on its own merits, and every decision is
unigue to that particular plan.

When the public provides arguments and evidence to impeach the credibility of the plan or its
conclusions, it is appropriate that CAL FIRE respond. When necessary, it is further appropriate
to explain how the information was unpersuasive or not applicable. In this, the Lead Agency
has deference, but must proceed in a manner prescribed by law. 14 CCR §1037.4 provides
little clarification on what response is to be given, saying merely that CAL FIRE must “respond in
writing to the issues raised”. Under PRC 815132(d), we are provided the additional direction of
“The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process.”” Ultimately, there is no clear direction on the extent and nature of the
response, although it appears prudent to follow the pattern that CAL FIRE has used in this and
other responses.

All literature was reviewed, and where it appeared appropriate to directly address information
provided, a statement is provided within the individual Responses below. A response is
justifiable when substantiated concerns are presented in an attempt to impeach the credibility
of the Plan Submitters position. It is reasonable, therefore, for CAL FIRE to provide a response
as to why, or why not, the information is persuasive. While this could be interpreted as
dismissive, this is not intended to indicate that the information provided is without merit, false or
misleading. Also, this same information could be viewed differently with respect to another
proposed harvesting plan.

About Agency “Activism”

Another theme is the idea that CAL FIRE should take a somewhat activist role in steering plan
submitters towards, or in this case away from, certain actions that the comment writer deems
deleterious to the natural environment. To do so would be contrary to our purpose and entirely
outside of our jurisdictional authority. The plan submitter is responsible for proposing plans
consistent with their objectives and CAL FIRE is responsible for determining whether or not the
operations as proposed would cause a significant adverse effect on the environment. How an
individual THP may or may not align with state goals or other non-regulatory targets is not a
factor we can consider when making such a determination.

Concern over Timber Harvesting Activities being conducted “for-profit” and land
ownership by a “foreign entity”.

It is the intent of the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection and the California Legislature to
provide for the protection of public resources, while preserving the landowner’s right to manage
their land in an environmentally responsible manner. The steady supply of timber resources
from private timberlands to local manufacturing facilities provides a substantial contribution to
the economic base of the county, as well as the state. The acquisition and maintenance of
productive private timberlands require a substantial investment on the part of the landowner.
Commercial harvests are expected to provide a marginal profit to the plan proponent in order to
realize a return on investment. As with any resource use (farming, fishing, logging, etc.) it is
expected the activities proposed will result in a profit for the landowner. No distinction of
ownership origin is provided for in the Act or Rules — as a legitimate timberland owner in the
state of California, Shasta Cascade Timberlands is afforded the same rights as any other
landowner in the state. In relation to concerns that the landowner of the THP is a “foreign
group”, as stated above, CAL FIRE is tasked with providing for the protection of public
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resources while preserving the landowner’s right to manage their land. This task is undertaken
and enforced regardless of whom the landowner is. CAL FIRE reviews each THP and makes a
determination based upon the Rules and the information provided, the landowner’s entity
status or citizenship is not a factor in CAL FIRE’s Plan Approval determination.

Presumed Competency

The THP review process is built upon the fundamental presumption that a plan filed by CAL
FIRE is “accurate, complete and in proper order” (14 CCR 81033) and that the individuals who
prepared the plan are competent to submit the work product to CAL FIRE (see also PRC
§752). Without this base assumption, the review of THPs would take as long, or perhaps
longer, than the THP took to be developed. Such a process, taking months or years for agency
staff to complete, is entirely contrary to the intent of the FPA and FPRs. Instead, the THP and
the work completed by the RPF is presumed to be correct, unless information casts doubt on
that assessment. Administrative and field review of Plans is designed to validate the
information provided by the RPF to the extent feasible, within the time constraints provided in
the Act and Rules. Field review, in particular, can only visit a portion of the plan area unless
problems are discovered that would require more extensive review. In those circumstances, it
is more likely that CAL FIRE would recommend a plan for denial, due to the presence of
extensive issues requiring detailed assessment.

Another mitigating factor that impacts the time needed for field review is the level of familiarity
the CAL FIRE inspector has with the plan area and their own level of experience. In this case,
the Inspector has been working in this area reviewing proposed plans and conducting active
inspections for several years. All of this past experience is brought to bear when reviewing new
plans and cannot be easily quantified.

Public Comment

Public comment for this plan came in the form of numerous emails. These have been included
in Appendix A. The discussion preceding this section provides responses to broader questions
received through public comment, and information below provides specific responses to
individual questions responded to separately.

CAL FIRE received two emails of public comment after the official close of public comment.
These letters are comment numbers 49 and 50 (addressed below). All concerns stated in the
additional comments had been previously stated in earlier letters.

Good Faith Statements: Some of the concern emails included information and statements not
associated with a specific questions or concern. CAL FIRE has made a good faith attempt to
filter out specific concerns and statements relating to the THP in question. Below are the
responses to these concerns.

Concern #s: 8-21, 23-32, 34-40, and 42-50.

Response: The above Concern #s are very similar in nature and are addressed within specific
concern responses to other concern #s (below) as well as within the introduction (above).
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Concern #1

Response #1 The Pawn THP referenced in the Letter of Concern was withdrawn by the
landowner. It is expected that the Pawn THP will be re-submitted to CAL FIRE in the future.
The Pawn THP, and two other THP’s that are being developed, are described on page 83.
Maps of these three proposed future plans are displayed on pages 87-88.2 (one map shows
the 2-20-00174 Soda Springs THP). As noted in the description on page 83, all future plans
have been taken into consideration for the cumulative impacts assessment. Large timberland
ownerships, such as Shasta Cascade Timberlands, are typically developing harvest plans
throughout their ownership on an annual basis. Technical Rule Addendum 2 defines that a
project proponent assess “reasonably foreseeable future projects”. These projects are defined
in the Forest Practice Rules as:

Reasonably Foreseeable Probable Future Projects means Projects with activities that may add to
or lessen Impact(s) of the proposed THP including but not limited to: 1) if the project is a THP on land
which is controlled by the THP submitter, the THP is currently expected to commence within but not
limited to 5 years, or 2) if the project is a THP on land which is not under the control of the THP
submitter, the THP has been submitted or on-the-ground work including THP preparation has
materially commenced, or 3) if the project is not a THP, and a permit is required from a public agency,
and the project is under environmental review by the public agency, or 4) if the project is one which is
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under-taken by a public agency, the agency has made a public announcement of the intent to carry
out the project.

The project proponent has disclosed projects that are being developed, and has provided a
brief description through both text and mapping that meets the intent of the FPR’s. All of these
proposed future projects are discretionary projects that will go through the same review
process as 2-20-00174SIS. As these projects are developed, they will be submitted to the
Department for approval, and will be subject to all of the regulations of the Soda Springs THP,
allowing for public comment. Due to the complex nature of the timber harvest plan review
period, and the length of time it can take to prepare a plan both in the field and in the office,
landowners typically try to limit the amount of acreage in their THP’s to allow for plans to
continually be reviewed and approved without impacts to their operations. The plan submitter
has demonstrated that all plans being currently developed have been adequately disclosed
and assessed within the cumulative impacts assessment, and this is not a case of
piecemealing.

Concern #2

The description of cumulative effects from wildfire risk and hazard (p. 136) is particularly
insufficient. The claim is simply made that since “Timber harvesting inherently decreases fuels
on the landscape...”, there will thus be “...no cumulative increase in wildfire risk and hazard....”
This claim is absurd. It gives absolutely no consideration to change in the resulting even-aged
stands over time. It is clear from recent fire history in the Siskiyou Mountains (and much of the
rest of the west) that plantations are extremely fire prone, much more so than uneven-aged
stands, and are often consumed by fire before they become old enough to be commercially
harvested (which, by the way, negates the argument that even-aged management satisfies the
LTSY rule). These fire-prone plantations present an unacceptable risk to local communities;
converting uneven-aged stands to even-aged stands could be considered an irresponsible act
that will certainly increase the likelihood of catastrophic wildfires in the future. This is obvious
and is well documented. See, for example, C.P. Weatherspoon and C. N. Skinner. 1995: “An
assessment of factors associated with damage to tree crowns from the 1987 wildfires in
northern California.” Forest Science 41(3): 430-451. Also see, “A Review of SPI's study: ‘Carbon
Sequestration in Californian Forests; Two Case Studies in Managed Watersheds’ ” by Peter
Miller, NRDC, May 5, 2008, from which | quote:

The SPI analysis completely ignores the issue of fire. The authors reject any data from
forest stands that have burned and make no mention of potential differences in
vulnerability to fire across management scenarios. However, the intensive management
scenarios proposed by SPl would create dense stands of uniform, young, even-aged
trees which are particularly vulnerable to catastrophic fire. The increase in vulnerability
to fire puts at risk the purported carbon benefits and could threaten nearby
communities.

This critique of Sierra Pacific Industries’ even-aged management policy also applies to what is
proposed by Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) in the Pawn THP, as the result will be the same.
Ignoring the big picture of wildfire hazard and risk may have been appropriate 50 years ago, but
in today’s world of climate change, drought and the resulting megafires, it no longer reflects
reality.

32



Official Response THP # 2-20-00174-SIS February 19, 2021

Response #2 Though this concern speaks primarily to the Pawn THP (see Response #1),
during the Review process, the RPF made revisions to the Soda Springs THP Wildfire Risk
and Hazard Cumulative Impacts Assessment, on page 116-117 of the THP. Please refer to the
“Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard” discussion in the introduction.

Through the references, CAL FIRE has determined through the totality of Rules, Regulations,
and literature references (both within the THP and within the comment) that the plan as
proposed will not result in a significant negative effect on fuel hazards within the assessment
area.

Concern #3

Response #3 Please refer to the “Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard”, “Evenage
Management compared to Unevenaged Management”, “Greenhouse Gas Sequestration”, and
“About Agency Activism” discussions in the introduction.

With regards to the portion of the concern as it relates to residents’ limited access to outdoor
recreation, please see the Recreational Cumulative Impacts Assessment of the THP, page
108.

The Recreational Assessment Area (RAA) is established per technical rule addendum No.2
that states:

D. RECREATIONAL RESOURCES: The recreational assessment area is generally the
area that includes the logging area plus 300 feet.
To assess recreational cumulative impacts:
1. Identify the recreational activities involving significant numbers of people in and
within 300 ft. of logging area (e.qg., fishing, hunting, hiking, picnicking, camping).
2. ldentify any recreational Special Treatment Areas described in the Board rules
on the plan area or contiguous to the area.

The RPF has identified and provided an analysis of the recreational activities within 300’ of the
logging area. As the entire project area is located on private land which is blocked from public
access, CALFIRE is unable to anticipate a discernable impact on local recreation.
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In relation to concerns specific to economic impact, specifically tourism: the purpose of the
Forest Practice Rules is to implement the provisions of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act
of 1973 in a manner consistent with other laws, including but not limited to, the Timberland
Productivity Act of 1982, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, the Porter
Cologne Water Quality Act, and the California Endangered Species Act. The Department’s
enabling legislation has at its purpose the enhancement of timberland productivity and the
prevention of environmental degradation. So long as a plan complies with this legislation, rules
and regulations adopted under the authority of the legislation, and related laws, the plan must
be approved. The timberlands associated with the 2-20-00174SIS THP have been utilized for
forest products for over 100 years, and the forestlands in the area are comprised of second
and third growth trees. As previously discussed, a timber harvest plan must weigh the various
public trust benefits with the landowners objectives for long term forest management. The plan
adequately describes the recreational assessment area and the rationale for addressing the
impacts meets the requirements of the rules.
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Concern #4

Response #4 Please refer to Wildfire Risk, even-aged management and the greenhouse gas
discussion at the beginning. Please also refer to Response #3.

The literature references were reviewed and the information gleaned from them was utilized in

making the final Determination of Plan Approval by CAL FIRE. The following statements and
notes from the review are provided.
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Lutz et al study: Upon review of the publication, CAL FIRE has determined that the THP, as
revised, meets the intent of the Rules and Act, and no further adjustments to the current plan
are necessary. The Lutz study provides an informative global scale perspective on carbon
sequestration. One of the main conclusions Department Staff were able to take away from the
study was the theme of importance on keeping lands that are capable of growing woody
biomass available for growing woody biomass. The study suggests that to promote retention of
aboveground biomass globally, policies should be supported which conserve tree species
whose individuals can develop into large, old trees. The Forest Practice Act in concert with the
application of the Forest Practice Rules are tangible evidence of California’s intention to retain
lands that are capable of growing timber, to continue to grow timber. As discussed in the
Alternative Prescription, a minimum of 5% of the harvest area will be left as a “Habitat
Retention Area”. These individual areas scattered throughout the even-aged units allow for a
percentage of trees to become larger, while providing for habitat elements not normally found
within normal clearcut harvest areas.

Kaplan and Cory Book: This book provides an overview of ecological processes and nutrient
cycling. As the reference made in the comment letter is to the entire book, not a specific
research study which provides new or differing information than described/referenced in the
Plan-CAL FIRE determined the book did not specifically indicate any of the assessments within
the THP are false or inaccurate. The book appears to be in a textbook form intended to provide
a broader overview of many of the topics associated with forest management.

Zald and Dunn Study: CAL FIRE reviewed the Zald study. There are myriad differences
between California and Oregon forestry practices that must be considered. The primary author
of the study (Zald) was contacted on April 8, 2019 to inquire about applicability of this study to
areas in California. The author was cautious about applying the study results outside of the
geographic region and context of the study. The study itself provides numerous caveats that
must also be considered when determining how applicable the results are to a particular area.
For example, the plantations on the O&C lands mentioned in the study are typically managed
on a 30-50 year harvest rotation. The harvest rotation ages in the study area are well below
those found in California, by as much as half the minimum age for Site 1 timberland. Also, pre-
commercial and commercial thinning is not a common practice in plantations in the Pacific
Northwest. California plantations receive both pre-commercial and commercial thinning
treatments in addition to other vegetation management treatments (e.g. site preparation,
herbicide treatments) that appear to be lacking in the study area. These practices align with the
authors descriptions of measures that would reduce fire severity and further differentiate the
study area from California forests. For example, the author provides suggestions on measures
that would reduce fire severity, one being, “increasing the age (and therefore size) of trees and
promoting spatial heterogeneity of stands and fuels is a likely means to reducing fire severity,
as are fuel reduction treatments in plantations.” When compared to the study area, California
plantations are grown to an older age and receive fuel reduction treatments in the form of pre-
commercial thinning and commercial thinning.
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Concern #5

Response #5 These concerns are addressed in the Wildfire Risk and Greenhouse Gas,
Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard, Evenage Management compared to
Unevenaged Management and Agency Activism discussions above, and within Response #3
above. As previously discussed, all THPs are required to assess the potential for impacts
associated with both Wildfire Risk and Greenhouse Gas emissions. The plan has been revised,
in part due to public comments, and the revised plan meets the intent of the Rules and the Act.
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Concern #6
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Given the new awareness and sensitivity around increased fire danger, we should take special
precautions regarding fire risks for adjacent landowners and the town of Dunsmuir with this proposed
THFP, In addition to this THP, there are at least two more THPs from the same timberland owner planned
for the Dunsmuir area.

The “selection harvesting”™ model should be used in the harvest of the proposed acreage, The project
description states, "The goal of this project is to implement these preseriptions in a manner that produces
profit” (p. 68). This by itself should never be allowed. We must not allow companies to maintain or
change land to the detriment of the ecosystem. Forest lands, be they public or private, can be carefully
thinned and lumber can be harvested for use but if profit is the ultimate motivation, then of course clear
cutting or near clear-cutting will always be the case. We object to this manner of thinking and way of
being in our world. It is literally killing us, causing climate change and bringing our species closer to its
own extinction.

Plantations are now commonly mislabeled as “forests™ for the convenience and advantage of the Timber
Harvest Industry for future profit, not for the health or re-creation of true forests, Just two examples
show this to be a significant issue that needs to be addressed. In February 2017 there were large protests
and information that came to light about the issues of real forests vs. plantations. The international
environmental action organization Terra Muova has reported on this issue of forests vs plantations:

"In September 2015, during the X1V World Forestry Congress, thousands of people took to the streets in
Duirban, South Africa, to protest against the problematic way in which the UN Food and Agriculture
Chrganization (FAQ), insists on defining forests (1), The FAQ definition considers forests to be basically
Just "a bnch of trees "', while ignoring other fundamental aspecis of forests, including their many oiher
life-forms such as other types of planis, ax well as animals, and forest-dependent human communities.,
Egually, it ipnoves the vital comtribution of foresis to natural processes that provide soil, warer and
oxygen. Besides, by defining forests " as only being o minimum area of land covered by a minimum
nmber of trees of o minimum height ard canopy percentage, FAQ has actively promoied the
establishmeni of marny millions of hectares of indusirial free plantations, of mainly alien species,
especially in the global South, 45 a consequence, anly ame particular sector has benefitted: the free
planiation industry, Indusirial tree plantations have been the divect cause of many negative impacts on
local communities and their forests; which have been well-documented (2).

But the influence of the FAQ's forest definition goes bevond fust deternining national forest definitions,
In these times of climate change, the FAOQ s definition has been the main point of veference to define
what a forest is under the UN climate change convention (UNFCCUC). By adopting the FAO s narrow
wood-based definition, ihe UNFCCU has aiso promated a view of forests being an avea of land
coriaining only frees. For the UNFCCC, it s mainly ihe trees in a fovest that maiter because of theiv
capacify fo store carbon ax they grow, and not forest-dependent commumities. Such affected
commmunities ore most negatively impacted by resivictions placed on their use of foresi resources by
“forest carbon affief projects ™, alse ofien referred to as REDD+ projects (3). A forest definition only
Jocused on trees apens the door fo including “planied forests " — read: indusivial tree plantations — a
completely false way of “reducing deforestation and forest degradation”, as an option wnder the climate
change convention through which carbon can supposedly be sequestered from the atmosphere and
permanently stored. In practice this is just another money-making opportunity for the tree plantation
industry, and a major threat to communifies affected by the ivend of expanding "carbon sink” tree
planiations.”
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[http:/fwwiw terranuova.org/news-en/how-does-the-fao-forest-definition-harm-people-and-forests]

MNotes:

1 —*Land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10 percent and area of more
than 0.5 hectares (ha). The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 meters (m) at maturity in
situ,”

2 — See more in httpwrm.orguy/browse=by-subject/tree-plantations’

3 — See more in hitp:Ywom.orguy/books-and-briefings/redd-a-collection-of-conflicts-contradictions-
and-lies!

And on June 2, 2020 the Global Forest Coalition stated “..*planted forests’ is a deliberate mislabeling
that not only allows the tree plantations industry to tap into badly needed and terribly limited climate
funds, but also makes it easier to compensate for deforestation with plantation expansion...”

https://twitter.com/gfc 123/status/ | 267742969333010434)

There is current information in this 2020 fire scason that the Creek and Bear Fires have shown how
forest plantations, logging and habitat clearance have allowed fires in these areas to rapidly expand.
Please notice in the link below, in the “before™ logging photos and the area that just burned. If you read
the THF you would be led to believe that heavy logging, clear-cutting and removing underbrush lowers
the fire danger. This information shows otherwise,

https:/forestpolicypub.com/2020/0%/1 Wagain-past-logging-makes-a-fire-worse-guest-post-from-ga-
chaparral-institute/

Comments on Plan Specifics:

Section I; .
Ttem 13 h. Proponent states that the project "will not have a significant adverse impact on the
environment.”

We object to this finding, One cannot simply state “it will not have a signilicant adverse impact.” The
land and animals that live there will be killed or driven out. Dirag lines from clearing will leave raw soil,
dust and piles of slash. This is not insignificant. Careful selection of trees and brush mastication would
be much less significant, but likely less profitable and so does not fit the THP “plan” for maximum

profit.

Section I1:
The project will include 128 acres of ‘even-age,” | acre of road right-of=way and only 11 acres of
"selection.”

How can virtually elearcutting 128 acres of 60-120 yvear old regenerative forested land not have a
significant impact on the environment and the animals that live in the forest? In the plan’s own
admission, it will affect the regeneration of this forest land in the future. While this “"ALTE" prescription
is deseribed as a *superior prescription for the environment,” there is essentially no difference in the
outcome from clear-cutting, The land will still need to have “artificial regeneration™ which creates
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plantation stands that are more prone to disease, are fire-prone, and it also requires multiple applications
of herbicides.

“Even-age™ harvesting results in dangerous fuel sources for wildfires because it requires plantation style
restocking afterwards, In “Severe firc weather and intensive forest management increase fire severity in
a multi-ownership landscape” by Zald and Dunn, they report some interesting findings but for this
comment letter, we will report on two things. They asked two questions, “(1) What is the relative
importance of different variables driving fire severity and, (2) is intensive planation forestry associated
with higher fire severity? They found *daily fire weather was the most important predictor of fire
severity, followed by stand age and ownership followed by topographic features. Estimates of pre-forest
biomass were not an important predictor of fire severity,”

Their “findings suggest intensive planation forestry characterized by young forests and spatially
homogenized fuels, rather than pre-fire biomass, were significant drivers of wildfire severity” are
important in determining whether or not harvesting using ‘even-age’ should be allowed.

[https./fwww researchgate.net/publication/324786837 Severe fire weather_and_intensive forest mana
increase fire severity in_a_multi-ownership landscape]

Overstory trees are crucial for a healthy forest, soil retention, slowing snow melt and heavy water runoff
and more of them should be saved in the plan. The amount of retention of these older trees needs to be
higher to try to manage the species found in the area and for those known to travel through,

When talking about retention, 60% appears to be the tipping point to maintain "cooler” forest conditions,
which is crucial in slowing warmer temperatures in the area; you plan on taking 95%. This 60% rate also
is helpful to avoid adversely effecting “ectomycorrhizal (EMC) fungi, as they are associated with the

roots of living trees. Retention forestry is a way of reducing logging impacts and enhancing biodiversity
conservation, Increasing the proportion of trees retained at harvest may improve EMC fungal diversity.”

[https://besjournals.onlinelibrary. wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1365-2664.13363]

For retention, we ask that you save the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those
with decadent deformities, like broken tops) to be prioritized in retention. We also request you increase
the amount of retention at the 60% rate for the health of the ecosystem.

Lastly for this section, in the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan, the community of
Dunsmuir is considered a Community at Risk (CAR): “The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) led the effort to identify all CARs in California, With California's extensive
WUT situation the list of communities extends beyond those on Federal lands. CAL FIRE used three
main factors to determine which communities were at risk and their level of fire threat, defining these
factors as: 1) high fuel hazard, 2) probability of a fire, and 3) proximity of intermingled wildland fuels
with urban environments, Curvently, Dunsmuir is one of 1,327 communities in California identified as a
CAR"

hitps://static] .squarcspace.com,/static/54c9a764edbleas 5 02d3 1ID4//5a559¢430d 020740 ] IbeSi3/1515
360023354/Dunsmuir CWPP_Signed-Final.pdf]
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CalFire’s special care ol how the trees in this THP (and other THPs in the swrrounding area) are
harvested is crucial. To remove the higher risk of wildfire, use selective harvesting and not ALTE for
these THPs.

TIiem #14 Silviculture: .

Restocking: To stop brush growth, increased fire danger, and soil run off into local waterways,
restocking should happen within a two-year period, not five. And we ask that you insist that the
company restock a variety of trees to combat disease potential,

i: Site preparation

We would like to sec cull logs used for firewood for the community. Piles could be left in easy to access
areas so that our community, which is designated a “severely disadvantaged community” could have
access to free firewood,

Section IV

I, Cumulative Impacts

G, GHG Impacts: Removing 95% of the basal area from 128 acres of timberland (approximately
18mbf{facre) has measurable and immediate impacts to greenhouse gasses as it is removing carbon
sequestration that is in place and future potential for more earbon sequestration. The plan also says that
the change will not be noticeable on a global scale. Calliire should consider the totality of plans every
vear in the State, Nation and World. By doing so, you can see how it adds up to a significant impact on a
global scale.

The Climate Change in General section (page 110) is seriously in error. As written, the THP
authors question whether (a} unprecedented global warming actually exists ("...not a universally
accepted fact among scientists..."}; and (b) even if it exists, human activity may not be the cause ("solar
activity and variability in the earth's electromagnetic field" may be the cause). The THP's questioning
on both points is ill-informed and obsolete from the point of view of science. Of course, any scientific
view can be and is still questioned - from whether the earth is round, o biolo gical evolution, to
Newton's Laws, to relativity. The percentage of scientists who say ¢limate change and global warming
are not happening is very small, and they usually have links to the fossil fuel industries. The existence
of anthropogenic global warming has now been supported by an overwhelming amount of data and
theory and scientists in the field, all over the world. The scientific evidence is easily strong enough to
base public policy on it. To continue to question anthropogenic global warming in official documents,
such as the THP does here, serves only to excuse inadequate action, or worse, to excuse willful
ignorance, and to serve as a cover for quick profiteering,

On page 111, the following paragraph appears:
"Under a static view of carbon sequestration in forest management, there is a misconception that more
carbon is sequestered by growing older trees rather than repeated cycles of growth and harvest, When

forest products are taken into account unmanaged forests sequester less carbon (Eckert 2007)",

This view, like the THF's view of global warming, is also obsolete. According to a more recent paper in
the prestigious journal Nature [Stephanson et al, Natwre 2014:507, 90-93]:

"...for most species mass growth rate increases continuously with tree size. Thus, large, old trees do not
act simply as senescent carbon reservoirs but actively fix large amounts of carbon compared to smaller

5
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trees; at the extreme, a single big tree can add the same amount of carbon to the forest within a vear as is
contained in an entire mid-sized tree. The apparent paradoxes of individual tree growth increasing with
tree size despite declining leaf-level and stand-level productivity can be explained, respectively, by
increases in a tree’s total leaf area that outpace declines in productivity per unit of leaf area and, AmMong
other factors, age-related reductions in population density. Our results resolve vonflicting assumptions
about the nature of tree growth, inform efforts to understand and model forest carbon dynamics, and
have additional implications for theories of resource allocation!! and plant senescence”.

Unlike the anthropogenic global warming question, which, through evidence, is now clearly resolved in
the world of science, the carbon sequestration question is still a matter of debate and further
investigation. The TIF should not state the older, more self-serving, view as if it was a fact.

Wildfire potential needs to be addressed. Wildfire experts assert that wildfires spread MORE rapidly
through recently clearcut areas than through mature forests. This is because the post-clearcut land soon
becomes covered with highly flammable low-lying brush, and fires are further fed by the huge stacks of
highly flammable slash left behind in the clearcut operations. Even if the brush and slash are treated,
even-aged plantations are still much more Mlammable than uneven-aged stands,

We know that climate change is also causing an increase in diseases. “Forest tree discases are oflen
caused by infectious pathogens such as fungi and bacteria. Changing climate conditions can influence
the spread of infectious diseases and their carriers, and add stresses to trees, making them more
susceptible to discases.”

[hitps:fwww.fa.us vicere/topics/foresi-tree-discases-and-clim

Biological Mitigation: We do not believe 5% retention with ALTE units is enough for the care of
wildlife, This prescription is basically clearcutting with a different name. We would like to see the 60%
retention for the health of the forest and ecosystem, including wildlife. We request more than just a tiny
island where they can run to amongst the clear-cut or even-aged sections but places to live. And we
request that the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those with decadent deformities, like
broken tops) to be pricritized in retention.

In conelusion, we find it very interesting that the PAWN THP and the Soda Springs THP are so close to
one another and have been chosen to be submitted as two separate THF's. And there is a third “unnamed
THF (page 83-84.) This is likely to look like it is a smaller impact than what it really is. Put these three
plans together and one can see that the devastating impacts are significantly multiplied. CEQA would
define this as piecemealing or “segmentation™ and we object to it. The case Topange Beach renters
Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 58 Cal. App. 3d 188, 195-196 [129 Cal. Rptr. 739].)
hitps:/flaw. justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/182/1 145 . html

states that the requirements of CEQA cannot be avoided by piecemealing. All three of these THPs must
be considered as one project to adequately determine the cumulative impacts.
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We ask CalFire to review the plan insisting upon using a Selective Cut program for the reasons listed
above. Please increase the retention rates for the 128 acres of even-age from 5% to 60% and save the
older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife” trees (those with decadent deformities, like broken tops). We
want the definitions of forest to be real, natural forests and not plantations as these plantations create a
real wildfire risk,

We ask that the cumulative effects of climate change be part of the equation due to the current siate of
our fire seasons. We want a two-year restocking plan with various trees planted to stop disease potential
and to retain logs for firewood for our local community’s benefit,

It is time to do better, require more and protect the environment we have left. We would like a response
and to be notified of any changes or adaptations to the plan.

Respectlully Submitted,

(ST

Raven Stevens
Board of Dircetors
We Advocate Thorough Environmental Review

Response #6 These concerns are in part addressed in the Wildfire Risk and Greenhouse Gas,
Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard, Evenage Management compared to
Unevenaged Management and Agency Activism discussions above.

The FAO designation of “forests” are not applicable to the California Forest Practice Act and
Rules. The THP will be harvested and replanted with tree species that are naturally present on
the landscape and there is no intent to replace the current forested area with non-native
species. Profit motivation for continued forest management is entirely reasonable for
landowners that pay the taxes on the property and employ the people to manage the lands.
These are not public lands, and the proposed timber harvest is not publicly funded.

The comment writer utilizes a blog post comment by the California Chaparral Institute on the
forestpolicypub.com website to state that the 2020 fire season indicated that forest plantations,
logging and habitat clearance have allowed fires to rapidly expand. The main take away from
the post utilizes the Zald et al study to support their claim that logging and forest plantation
forestry is a contributor to increased fire spread and fire severity.

The Zald study has been discussed above in the Response to Concern #4.

Comments on Specific Sections of the Plan

Section 1 Item 13(b)- CAL FIRE as the lead agency, through a multi-agency review (please
refer to the introductory description of the THP Review process) of the plan has determined
that no significant unmitigated impacts were identified and that the Plan is in conformance with
the Act and the Rules of the Board of Forestry. Section Il concern with 128 acres of even-age
management- CAL FIRE believes this concern is addressed within the introduction sections as
well as the Zald and Dunn study review provided above.
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With regards to the concern as it relates to ectomycorrhizal fungi, CAL FIRE reviewed the
journal article and did not find information that would change the determination that no
significant unmitigated cumulative impacts are identified. The examples listed within the study
area are where existing native forests were replaced with non-native species. This is in contrast
to California where native tree species are replanted after harvest. It stands to reason that the
impacts would be decidedly different when native species are maintained on site. Since no
declines of species have been documented, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that any
one species is declining across a significant portion of its range. As a result, there is no
substantial evidence available to lead CAL FIRE to conclude that a significant adverse impact
is occurring to EMF species. Large industrial landowners operate under a landscape level
management plan (option “a”) which demonstrates sustainable timber harvesting. The natural
result of the regulatory process is the production of a landscape that is diverse, with a variety of
stand types. Modern evenage management strategies include retention (both aggregated and
dispersed) along with other areas where harvesting is limited, further increasing the ability for
belowground fungal species to persist and recolonize the landscape.

Item 14 Restocking timeframes- The plan utilizes current required time frames for the
statements on restocking. These are maximum allowable timeframes. Often, restocking is
complete prior to the end of the timeframe. Please refer to the “About Agency Activist” section
in the introduction.

Site Preparation- statement requesting cull logs be made available as firewood to the
community- CAL FIRE is limited to the enforcement of the Forest Practice Act and the Forest
Practice Rules as adopted by the Board of Forestry. Department review of timber harvesting
plans determines if they are in conformance with the rules and regulations of the Board of
Forestry. CAL FIRE has no jurisdiction over individual or group requests of products from the
Land Owner. These matters are outside of CAL FIRE jurisdiction.

Section IV Cumulative Impacts Assessment concerns. Numerous revisions to the Cumulative
Impacts Assessment were completed by the RPF during the Review Process, please refer to
the “Greenhouse Gas Sequestration” section in the introduction and Section IV of the approved
THP.

It appears the link to the Forest Service article forest-tree-diseases-and-climate-change is no
longer valid. Review Team members searched for Forest Service publications with these key
words and identified what they believed to be the referenced article

Sturrock, R. N.; Frankel, S. J. ; Brown, A. V. ; Hennon, P. E. ; Kliejunas, J. T.; Lewis, K. J.; Worrall, J. J. ;
Woods, A. J. 2011. Climate change and forest diseases. Plant Pathology. 60: 133-149.

The conclusions stated in the journal article appear to be consistent with the revised GHG
impacts Assessment within the THP as well as the Forest Pests and Diseases requirements of
the FPRs- 14 CCR 937.9 Prevention Practices.

“Timber Operations shall be conducted so as to minimize the build-up of destructive
insect populations or the spread of forest diseases. To achieve this goal the following
shall occur:
(a) Where THPs are in areas where the Board of Forestry has declared a zone of
infestation or infection pursuant to PRC sections 4712 - 4718, the RPF shall
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identify feasible measures being taken to mitigate adverse infestation or infection
Impacts from the timber operation.

(b) Where significant adverse insect or disease build-ups are identified by the
RPF preparing the plan or the Director on an area to be harvested under a THP,
the plan shall include feasible measures to address the problem.

(c) The Board of Forestry has determined that insects breeding in pine logging
Slash can be a significant problem if they are not managed. Board of Forestry
Technical Rule Addendum Number 3 describes the considerations that the RPF
preparing a THP shall use in developing alternatives for treating pine brood
material. The addendum also describes methods of treating pine brood material
that may be used to meet the objectives of this rule. The RPF may propose or
the Director may require hazard reduction treatments to mitigate significant
adverse Impacts of insects breeding in pine brood material at any time during the
life of a THP.”

CAL FIRE believes the THP complies with all required pest and disease rules in the FPRs and
concurs with the RPFs assessment of no significant insect or forest disease problems within
the THP area.

Concerns related to piecemealing- please refer to the “CEQA Analysis” section in the
introduction. The Pawn THP has been withdrawn by the landowner. Technical Rule Addendum
#2 specifies that the assessment of cumulative effects must be based upon the defined
assessment areas. The RPF developed appropriately sized assessment areas for each of the
Resources Subjects. Impact assessments are described to include the THP and any past,
present, or reasonable future projects which fall within each of the resource subject impact
assessment areas. CAL FIRE has determined the impact assessments are adequate and does
not believe piecemealing as described in CEQA is occurring or is expected to occur.

CAL FIRE’s role is to determine if the plan as proposed complies with all current rules and

regulations. CAL FIRE has determined the plan is in conformance with the Act and Rules of the
Board of Forestry.
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Concern #7
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clearly visible and the assessment areas themselves are not clearly defined, sometimes using
the name and at other times using the area dimensions.

The two “Past and Present Activities” maps (pp. 85-86) would be clearer if combined into a
single map.

The last sentence in Section E1, Visual Resource Inventory (p. 108) erroneously refers to traffic
impacts.

Alternative Prescription ALTE

Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) would treat 128 acres in 7 units under Alternative
Prescription ALTE, which is 2 modified even-aged cut with artificial regeneration. While |
appreciate the intention to protect biological, soil, and visual resources, the descriptions of the
prescription in Section 3 and Item 35 do not reveal much difference from a traditional clearcut.
The descriptions state that “at least 5%" of the harvest area will be retained within HRAs or as
leave trees (p. 51}, and that an average of 5% (1/19 MBF/acre) of the existing volume will be
retained {assuming an average stand volume of 19mbf [p. 64] and an average harvest of 95% of
the basal area [p. 66]). I'm not sure that this is a significant difference visually, biologically, or
pedologically.

While an attempt is being made to describe this as an environmentally superior prescription to
a traditional clearcut, artificial regeneration will still need to occur. Artificial regeneration
introduces new problems to the stand, including the use of herbicides, visual impacts, a higher
probability of erasion, a lack of ecological diversity, and the fire-prone nature of plantations.

While it is true that even-aged management removes most of the fuel from the unit, post-
harvest plantations are extremely flammable, even if thinned and underburned at appropriate
intervals (which often does not happen). Plantations in California have a very low survival rate
because they tend to burn up before they reach a mature, more fire-resistant state. When
properly managed, uneven-aged stands are more fire resistant, and so from a fire management
perspective, uneven-aged management is more sustainable.

The City of Dunsmuir has been designated as a community at risk from wildland fire. During the
creation of the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan (published 2016}, one of the
stakeholders asked, "Can we work into the plan, requirements or assurances for imber stand/
forest owners to design their logging efforts in a way that enhances our planning efforts?” The
answer given was, "Yes, this is part of the collaboration process and would be incorporated at
the project level planning stage.” This proposed timber harvest project is just one mile from
Dunsmuir and given today’s reality of landscape level wildfires, converting 128 acres to a more
flammable condition through even-aged management is not desirable. During the past few
years, the Sacramento River canyon downstream from the project area has been ravaged by

2
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wildfire. This year's wildfires have driven home the reality of climate change, which will only
make wildfires more destructive. We need to make our managed timber stands less fire prone
through thinning and uneven-aged management, not more so by converting them to
plantations. The fact that the THP's assessment area definition for Wildfire Risk and Hazard (p.
77) encompasses a distance of only one quarter (%) mile radius from the project reflects an
outdated and irresponsible methodology. Limiting the assessment area to such an extreme
extent relieves the proponent from any responsibility for analyzing wildfire risk to nearby
communities that will very likely be caused by the project.

Once an even-aged stand is established, herbicides are often needed in perpetuity to reduce
competition with undesirable (from a imber management perspective) vegetation. The
proposed conversion to even-aged stands locks In the necessity to spray over and over again,
through multiple harvest cycles. Additionally, clearcuts tend to be reservoirs for noxious weeds,
which require even more herbicides to control (if the attempt is even made). The sustainability
of this repeated need for herbicides is questionable. Itis also a political flash point, especially
for the local communities that still remember the Cantara spill of 1991. | didn’t see where
public notice is required prior to herbicide application.

In regard to climate change, Governor Brown of Oregon recently put it well: | think there's no
guestion that the changing climate is exacerbating what we are seeing on the ground,” she said,
referring to the recent wildland fires. "l think it's incumbent upon all of us to be aware that
climate change is going to impact how we live, our economy, our culture and that we all need to
be making changes accordingly. It is going to continue to challenge Oregon, the country, and the
world." Despite dismissive remarks in the THP's “Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Impacts” discussion,
the horrendous fires of the 2020 fire season demonstrate that climate change is real and that
warming and drying is going to further increase fire danger. It is imperative that public policy
reflect this if we are going to have a chance to mitigate this trend. Clearly, even-aged
management increases fire danger in the medium- to long- term and it should be relegated to
the trash heap of history.

Visual mitigations applied to this project as described in Section 4 are deemed necessary based
on unit visibility from “a vehicle on a public road, or from a stationary public viewing point to
significant numbers of people who are no further than three miles from the operation” (p. 108).
Only “certain” ALTE units are identified as being “partly visible” from the community of
Dunsmuir (p. 77), which is less than 1 mile away from the project. These vague and restrictive
statements make it difficult to determine how well the mitigations will perform on the ground. |
would suggest that an arbitrary limit of three miles is not appropriate. Recreation is a very
important component of local economies. Possible vantage points in the area include Mount
Bradley Lookout, Castle Crags Wilderness, Mt. Shasta Wilderness, the Pacific Crest Trail, Castle
Crags State Park, Interstate 5, and the towns of Castella and Dunsmuir. Justifying degradation of
visual resources with the excuse that the area is zoned TPZ (p. 108) ignores the fact that there
are alternatives to clearcutting that are visually superior and, if anything goes, it begs the
guestion of why we are bothering to consider visual resource management at all.

3
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Conclusions

Please reject this THP and require that the proponent resubmit a single THP that includes a
realistic and complete cumulative effects analysis of all SCT's past and pending harvest plans
within the immediate geographical area of Dunsmuir, Castella, and Mt. Shasta City, which
should include 1) the Pawn THP, 2) the unnamed plan mentioned in the Soda Springs THP, 3) any
others that may be in the planning process, and 4) the thousands of acres in this area already
converted to even-aged management by SCT. Certainly, from the wildfire risk and hazard
perspective, these past, present and future THPs are connected actions that must be addressed

in a single document.

Dunsmuir is already a community at risk of wildfire. SCT owns over 24,000 acres adjacent to the
towns of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta City, and Castella. The residents of these towns deserve to see a
thorough cumulative effects analysis to determine whether SCT's management of its lands will
pose an existential threat to them.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

TJeff Stome

leff Stone

Response #7 CAL FIRE believes most of the concerns raised in this Letter of Concern are
addressed within Responses to Concerns #1, #4, #6 and within the introduction sections
above.

Concern #7 brings up a few points that are more stylistic observations/suggestions and
formatting concerns. These types of issues are outside of CAL FIRE’s jurisdiction to change or
respond to in regards to the 2-20-00174SIS THP.

Acreage of each treatment type can be located on page 10, post-harvest stocking standards for
each treatment type can be located on page 11.
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b. ' o POST-HARVEST STQ_CKING"[O BE MET AT THE COMPLETION OF OPERATIONS
. . . = c|ass' S . . . .
Silvicultural Prescription | (I, I, Hl, IV, V) Post-harvest stocking standard
Alternative Prescription | I, II, IIT 125 point count within 5 years post-harvest
Selection LI, III Site Class I:

» 100 square feet of basal area per acre

s Atleast 15 square feet of basal arca per acre of sced trees which are 18

. inches dbh or greater shall be retained.

¢ Up to 15 square feet of basal area may be met with snags and decadent
or deformed trees of value to wildlife. These trees or snags must be at
least 30” DBH and 50” or greater in height.

Site Class I1:

e 75 square feet of basal area per acre

* At least 15 square feet of basal area per acre of seed trees which are 18
inches dbh or greater shall be retained.

* Up to 15 square feet of basal area may be met with snags and decadent
or deformed trees of value to wildlife. These trees or snags must be at
least 30” DBH and 50 or greater in height.

Site Class III:

¢ 75 square feet of basal area per acre

e Atleast 15 square feet of basal area per acre of seed trees which are 18
inches dbh or greater shall be retained.

e Up to 15 square feet of basal area may be met with snags and decadent
or deformed trees of value to wildlife. These trees or snags must be at
least 24" DBH and 30’ or greater in height

A longer more narrative description of the Alternative Prescription can be viewed on pages 66-
67. Mapped locations depicting silviculture, slope, site class, EHR, and location of
watercourses for each unit can be viewed on the Section Il Maps, pages 61- 63. Additional
information on the physical description of the THP area can be found on pages 64-65 of the
THP. The FPRs require acreage to be listed for each silvicultural prescription. Individual unit
acreage is only required to be mapped if even-age regeneration units are proposed to be larger
than allowed in the rules (20 acres tractor, 30 acres cable). Item 14(c) on page 11 of the Plan
states that all even-age units will be within the allowed acreage, CAL FIRE’s GIS review of the
Plan concurs with this statement.

Item 30(g) on page 45 refers to the use of pile burning to remove qualifying materials in Hazard
Reduction Zones, as there are no Hazard Reduction Zones (specifically within a certain
number of feet of a home or residence or within a certain distance of a public road or a private
road with public access, as Timber Operations are not proposed in any areas qualifying as
Hazard Reduction Zones- the Item 30(g) question is selected “No”. Item 14(i)(2) on page 15 is
about site preparation activities. These activities take place within logging units-usually a larger
area than areas that may qualify as a Hazard Reduction Zone. Pile burning has been identified
as a proposed option to deal with materials that may be generated during Site Preparation
Activities

14 CCR 895.1 Definition of Site Preparation is

“Site Preparation means any activity involving mechanical disturbance of soils or burning of vegetation
which is performed during or after completion of timber harvesting and is associated with preparation of
any portion of a logging area for artificial or natural regeneration.”

“Fire Protection Zone (For the Northern Forest District:) means that portion of the logging area within
100 ft. (30.48 m), as measured along the surface of the ground, from the edge of the traveled surface of
all public roads and railroads, and 50 ft. (15.24 m) as measured along the surface of the ground from
the traveled surface of all private roads, and within 100 ft. (30.48 m), as measured along the surface of

53



Official Response THP # 2-20-00174-SIS February 19, 2021

the ground, from permanently located structures currently maintained for human habitation (Ref. Sec.
[4562], PRC).”

The reference to traffic impacts within the visual impacts section on page 108 was revised to
state visual resources by the RPF.

As discussed on pages 117 through 128, within “Other” — Herbicide Use, the actual use of
herbicide is speculative at the time of submittal. This is due to the unknowns of whether
additional measures will be necessary to insure the survival of planted trees. Nonetheless — a
CEQA discussion on herbicides and adjuvants has been prepared for the THP. While the
California Department of Pesticide Regulation is responsible for certifying chemicals for usage
within the State, a CEQA discussion on the impacts of such usage within a Timber Harvest
Plan has been determined by the Department to be necessary. The plan provides this CEQA
discussion, and the Department finds this discussion adequate.

The Visual Impacts Assessment: please refer to portions of Response #3 as they relate to
Recreation and Tourism as well as the “CEQA Analysis” section in the introduction. A multi-
agency Review Team assessed the potential for Visual Impacts as well as the adequacy of the
Visual Impacts Assessment during 15t Review, on the Pre-Harvest Inspection, and during 2"
Review of the Plan. The Visual Impacts Assessment provided was determined to abide by all
Rules and Regulations of the Board of Forestry. The Final Determination for the Plan, was that
no Significant Unmitigated Impacts are proposed or expected, this includes Visual Impacts.

Piecemealing: please refer to the introduction and Response to Concerns #1 and #6 as it
relates to piecemealing.

Please refer to Response #3 and #6 information concerning Wildfire Risk and Hazard as well
as the “Evenage Management and Impacts to Fire Hazard” and “CEQA Analysis” sections in
the Introduction.

Please refer to the Greenhouse Gas discussion in the introduction. The belief of individuals to
the validity of global climate change does not impact the fact that an assessment of
greenhouse gas emissions is a necessary component of a Timber Harvest Plan and is
mandated by Technical Rule Addendum 2. CAL FIRE does not weigh in on a landowners
personal belief system, but reviews the necessary components for their accuracy and
completeness. In that regards, the revised THP meets the intent of the Rules and Act in
regards to greenhouse gas and climate change assessments.
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Concern #22

Proximity — This proposed clearcut area is way too close to the communities in the area. There is much tourist activity,
and tourists and locals want to see beautiful views from nearby campgrounds, trails, and scenic drives. It's also close to 2
other THP's for the same area, one recent THP and a prospective THP.

Deception - several THP statements concern me — Statements that, it's still unclear about whether climate change isa
prablem (which is long past debatable), no acknowledgeable of the added fire danger caused by logging (as noted in
several recent California fires), leaving tree borders around clearcuts/plantations, and submitting individual THP's when
you intend to submit 3 in the same area. These are all examples of misrepresentation to deceive the public for profit.

Thank you for your attention . The times are changing, and clearcuts can no longer be acceptable given our already
damaged and endangered forests, grave fire dangers, and high level of need to preserve forest carbon.

Sincerely,
Jan Cecil
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Response #22 During the Review process, revisions were submitted by the RPF to both the
Greenhouse Gas and Wildfire Risk and Hazard Impacts Assessments. These concerns are
addressed in the introduction and with Response #3 and #7 above.

Concern #33

Response #33 These concerns are mostly addressed in the introduction and Response #3
above. Additionally, please refer to the “Concern over Timber Harvesting Activities being
conducted ‘for-profit’ and land ownership by a ‘foreign entity™ discussion in the introduction.

The Forest Practice Rules have a robust set of measures for road construction, road
reconstruction and road maintenance. The primary theme of the road rules are to prevent
sedimentation into waters of the state, and focus on modern road construction and
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maintenance techniques and proper road placement on the landscape. A 1550 foot long road
is proposed to allow access for modern cable logging. This cable logging will replace the
yarding method in Unit 2301 from tractor logging, which was how the area was logged in the
past, to cable logging which results in less soil displacement.

Tree planting of native species, with seed from local sources, is the proposed method of
reforestation.

While chipping may occur in places, there is no requirement to chip all logging related slash
and debris.

Concern #41

Response #41 In response to this comment, CAL FIRE Review Team Staff reviewed all
Archaeological Reports/Information Request Responses. After thorough review, CAL FIRE
staff concluded the referenced potential site was not located within or near the proposed Plan.
Within the concerns stated in the email, there are several statements which led Review Staff to
infer the individual writing the email believed the project was proposed on State Park or
National Forest lands. The plan is proposed on private timberland.

Section Il Info on nests and Northern Spotted Owls is located on pages 46- 50. A Valid Take
Avoidance Determination letter was provided with the plan as well as all required information
and analysis. CAL FIRE concurs that impacts to the NSO are not expected from this Plan. In
addition to the species-specific protection measure provided within Section 32 of the Plan,
there is an additional statement of protection on page 50 of the THP for non-listed raptors.
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If an occupied nest of a non-listed raptor is discovered during operations the LTO
shall suspend all vegetation disturbing activities within 375 of the nest until an
RRC biologist or forester has designated the nest tree, perch tree(s), screening
tree(s) and replacement trees which shall be left standing and unharmed. The
CAL FIRE inspector and local DFG representative shall be notified of the nest
location within 5 days of discovery. No amendment to the THP is necessary for
these actions,

With respect to the concerns specific to slope instability: The Plan was reviewed and inspected
by a Geologist from CGS to identify any geologic concerns. CGS made (2) recommendations
to the RPF as a result of the Pre-Harvest Inspection. The RPF agreed to both and made edits
to the plan. With the incorporation of both PHI recommendations into the Plan as well as the
Plan abiding by all Rules and Regulations related to Geologic issues, CAL FIRE does not
believe the Plan will result in any Geologic issues.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Department recognizes its responsibility under the Forest Practice Act (FPA) and CEQA
to determine whether environmental impacts will be significant and adverse. In the case of the
management regime which is part of the THP, significant adverse impacts associated with the
proposed application are not anticipated.

CAL FIRE has reviewed the potential impacts from the harvest and reviewed concerns
from the public and finds that there will be no expected significant adverse environmental impacts
from timber harvesting as described in the Official Response above. Mitigation measures
contained in the plan and in the Forest Practice Rules adequately address potential significant
adverse environmental effects.

CAL FIRE has considered all pertinent evidence and has determined that no significant
adverse cumulative impacts are likely to result from implementing this THP. Pertinent evidence
includes, but is not limited to the assessment done by the plan submitter in the watershed and
biological assessment area and the knowledge that CAL FIRE has regarding activities that have
occurred in the assessment area and surrounding areas where activities could potentially
combine to create a significant cumulative impact. This determination is based on the framework
provided by the FPA, CCR’s, and additional mitigation measures specific to this THP.

CAL FIRE has supplemented the information contained in this THP in conformance with
Title 14 CCR § 898, by considering and making known the data and reports which have been
submitted from other agencies that reviewed the plan; by considering pertinent information from
other timber harvesting documents including THP’s, emergency notices, exemption notices,
management plans, etc. and including project review documents from other non-CAL FIRE state,
local and federal agencies where appropriate; by considering information from aerial photos and
GIS databases and by considering information from the CAL FIRE maintained timber harvesting
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database; by technical knowledge of unit foresters who have reviewed numerous other timber
harvesting operations; by reviewing technical publications and participating in research gathering
efforts, and participating in training related to the effects of timber harvesting on forest values; by
considering and making available to the RPF who prepares THP’s, information submitted by the
public.

CAL FIRE further finds that all pertinent issues and substantial questions raised by the
public and submitted in writing are addressed in this Official Response. Copies of this response
are mailed to those who submitted comments in writing with a return address.

ALL CONCERNS RAISED WERE REVIEWED AND ADDRESSED. ALONG WITH THE
FRAMEWORK PROVIDED BY THE FOREST PRACTICE ACT AND THE RULES OF THE
BOARD OF FORESTRY, AND THE ADDITION OF THE MITIGATION MEASURES
SPECIFIC TO THIS THP, THE DEPARTMENT HAS DETERMINED THAT THERE WILL BE
NO SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS RESULTING FROM THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THIS THP.
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Appendix A

60






The description of cumulative effects from wildfire risk and hazard (p. 136) is particularly
insufficient. The claim is simply made that since “Timber harvesting inherently decreases fuels
on the landscape...”, there will thus be “...no cumulative increase in wildfire risk and hazard....”
This claim is absurd. It gives absolutely no consideration to change in the resulting even-aged
stands over time. It is clear from recent fire history in the Siskiyou Mountains (and much of the
rest of the west) that plantations are extremely fire prone, much more so than uneven-aged
stands, and are often consumed by fire before they become old enough to be commercially
harvested (which, by the way, negates the argument that even-aged management satisfies the
LTSY rule). These fire-prone plantations present an unacceptable risk to local communities;
converting uneven-aged stands to even-aged stands could be considered an irresponsible act
that will certainly increase the likelihood of catastrophic wildfires in the future. This is obvious
and is well documented. See, for example, C.P. Weatherspoon and C. N. Skinner. 1995: “An
assessment of factors associated with damage to tree crowns from the 1987 wildfires in
northern California.” Forest Science 41(3): 430-451. Also see, “A Review of SPI’s study: ‘Carbon
Sequestration in Californian Forests; Two Case Studies in Managed Watersheds’ ” by Peter
Miller, NRDC, May 5, 2008, from which | quote:

The SPI analysis completely ignores the issue of fire. The authors reject any data from
forest stands that have burned and make no mention of potential differences in
vulnerability to fire across management scenarios. However, the intensive management
scenarios proposed by SPl would create dense stands of uniform, young, even-aged
trees which are particularly vulnerable to catastrophic fire. The increase in vulnerability
to fire puts at risk the purported carbon benefits and could threaten nearby
communities.

This critique of Sierra Pacific Industries’ even-aged management policy also applies to what is
proposed by Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) in the Pawn THP, as the result will be the same.
Ignoring the big picture of wildfire hazard and risk may have been appropriate 50 years ago, but
in today’s world of climate change, drought and the resulting megafires, it no longer reflects
reality.

Please reject these two THPs and require that the proponent resubmit a single THP that covers
the cumulative effects of all their pending harvest plans within the immediate geographical
area of Dunsmuir, which includes the unnamed plan mentioned in the Soda Springs THP (and
any others that may be in the planning process), and which also includes a realistic cumulative
effects analysis of wildfire risk and hazard. Certainly, at least from the wildfire risk and hazard
perspective, these THPs are connected actions that must be addressed in a single document.

Additionally, a cumulative effects analysis of wildfire risk must include the effects of the
thousands of acres already converted to even-aged management by SCT in the Dunsmuir area.

Dunsmuir is a community at risk of wildfire. SCT owns over 24,000 acres adjacent to the towns
of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta City, and Castella. The residents of these towns deserve to see a



thorough cumulative effects analysis to determine whether SCT’s management of its lands will
pose an existential threat to them.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Jeff Stone

Jeff Stone












one of our state’s treasures and of critical importance in the battle against climate breakdown,
and the residents of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta and Castella deserve better protection of their
communities and their livelihoods.

Multinationals should not be allowed to demolish our woodlands, increase our wildfire risk,
pollute our waters, destroy our biodiversity and endanger our citizens, all in the name of profit.

Thank you for your time and attention,

Jennifer Normoyle, Troubled Citizen of California and Environmental Activist
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Given the new awareness and sensitivity around increased fire danger, we should take special
precautions regarding fire risks for adjacent landowners and the town of Dunsmuir with this proposed
THP. In addition to this THP, there are at least two more THPs from the same timberland owner planned
for the Dunsmuir area. '

The “selection harvesting” model should be used in the harvest of the proposed acreage. The project
description states, "The goal of this project is to implement these prescriptions in a manner that produces
profit” (p. 68). This by itself should never be allowed. We must not allow companies to maintain or
change land to the detriment of the ecosystem. Forest lands, be they public or private, can be carefully
thinned and lumber can be harvested for use but if profit is the ultimate motivation, then of course clear
cutting or near clear-cutting will always be the case. We object to this manner of thinking and way of
being in our world. It is literally killing us, causing climate change and bringing our species closer to its
own extinction.

Plantations are now commonly mislabeled as “forests” for the convenience and advantage of the Timber
Harvest Industry for future profit, not for the health or re-creation of true forests. Just two examples
show this to be a significant issue that needs to be addressed. In February 2017 there were large protests
and information that came to light about the issues of real forests vs. plantations. The international
environmental action organization Terra Nuova has reported on this issue of forests vs plantations:

“In September 2015, during the XIV World Forestry Congress, thousands of people took to the streets in
Durban, South Africa, to protest against the problematic way in which the UN Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAQ), insists on defining forests (1). The FAO definition considers forests to be basically
Just “a bunch of trees”, while ignoring other fundamental aspects of forests, including their many other
life-forms such as other types of plants, as well as animals, and forest-dependent human communities.
Equally, it ignores the vital contribution of forests to natural processes that provide soil, water and
_ oxygen. Besides, by defining forests’ as only. being a minimum area of land covered by a minimum
number of trees of a minimum height and canopy percentage, FAO has actively promoted the
establishment of many millions of hectares of industrial tree plantations, of mainly alien species,
especially in the global South. As a consequence, only one particular sector has benefitted: the tree
Dlantation industry. Industrial tree plantations have been the direct cause of many negative impacts on
local communities and their forests; which have been well-documented (2).

But the influence of the FAQO's forest definition goes beyond just determining national forest definitions.
In these times of climate change, the FAO's definition has been the main point of reference to define
what a forest is under the UN climate change convention (UNFCCC). By adopting the FAO's narrow
wood-based definition, the UNFCCC has also promoted a view of forests being an area of land
containing only trees. For the UNFCCC, it’s mainly the trees in a forest that matter because of their
capacity to store carbon as they grow, and not forest-dependent communities. Such affected
communities are most negatively impacted by restrictions placed on their use of forest resources by
“forest carbon offset projects”, also ofien referred to as REDD+ projects (3). A forest definition only
Sfocused on trees opens the door to including “planted forests” — read. industrial tree plantations — a
completely false way of “reducing deforestation and forest degradation”, as an option under the climate
change convention through which carbon can supposedly be sequestered from the atmosphere and
permanently stored. In practice this is just another money-making opportunity for the tree plantation
industry, and a major threat to communities affected by the trend of expanding “carbon sink” tree
plantations.”




[http://www terranuova.org/news-en/how-does-the-fao-forest-definition-harm-people-and-forests]

Notes:

1 —“Land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10 percent and area of more
than 0.5 hectares (ha). The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 meters (m) at maturity in
situ.”

2 — See more in http:/wrm.org.uy/browse-by-subject/tree-plantations/

3 — See more in htip: //Wrm org.uy/books-and-briefings/redd-a-collection-of-conflicts-contradictions-
and-lies/

And on June 2, 2020 the Global Forest Coalition stated “...’planted forests’ is a deliberate mislabeling
that not only allows the tree plantations industry to tap into badly needed and terribly limited climate
funds, but also makes it easier to compensate for deforestation with plantation expansion...”

[https://twitter.com/gfc123/status/1267742969333010434]

There is current information in this 2020 fire season that the Creck and Bear Fires have shown how
forest plantations, logging and habitat clearance have allowed fires in these areas to rapidly expand.
Please notice in the link below, in the “before” logging photos and the area that just burned. If you read
the THP you would be led to believe that heavy logging, clear-cutting and removing underbrush lowers
the fire danger. This information shows otherwise.

https://forestpolicypub.com/2020/09/10/again-past-logging-makes-a-fire-worse-guest-post-from-ca-
chaparral-institute/

Comments on Plan Specifics:

Section I :
Item 13 b. Proponent states that the project "will not have a significant adverse impact on the
environment.” '

We object to this finding. One cannot simply state “it will not have a significant adverse impact.” The
land and animals that live there will be killed or driven out. Drag lines from clearing will leave raw soil,
dust and piles of slash. This is not insignificant. Careful selection of trees and brush mastication would
be much less significant, but likely less profitable and so does not fit the THP “plan” for maximum
profit.

Section II:
The project will include 128 acres of ‘even-age,” 1 acre of road right-of-way and only 11 acres of
’selection.’

How can virtually clearcutting 128 acres of 60-120 year old regenerative forested land not have a
significant impact on the environment and the animals that live in the forest? In the plan’s own
admission, it will affect the regeneration of this forest land in the future. While this “ALTE” prescription
is described as a ‘superior prescription for the environment,” there is essentially no difference in the
outcome from clear-cutting. The land will still need to have “artificial regeneration” which creates




plantation stands that are more prone to disease, are fire-prone, and it also requires multiple applications
of herbicides.

“Even-age” harvesting results in dangerous fuel sources for wildfires because it requires plantation style
restocking afterwards. In “Severe fire weather and intensive forest management increase fire severity in
a multi-ownership landscape” by Zald and Dunn, they repott some interesting findings but for this
comment letter, we will report on two things. They asked two questions. “(1) What is the relative
importance of different variables driving fire severity and, (2) is intensive planation forestry associated
with higher fire severity?” They found “daily fire weather was the most important predictor of fire
severity, followed by stand age and ownership followed by topographic features. Estimates of pre-forest
biomass were not an important predictor of fire severity.”

Their “findings suggest intensive planation forestry characterized by young forests and spatially
homogenized fuels, rather than pre-fire biomass, were significant drivers of wildfire severity” are
important in determining whether or not harvesting using ‘even-age’ should be allowed.

[https://www.researchgate.net/publication/324786837 Severe fire weather and_intensive forest mana
gement_increase fire severity in_a multi-ownership landscape]

Overstory trees are crucial for a healthy forest, soil retention, slowing snow melt and heavy water runoff
and more of them should be saved in the plan. The amount of retention of these older trees needs to be
higher to try to manage the species found in the area and for those known to travel through.

When talking about retention, 60% appears to be the tipping point to maintain "cooler" forest conditions,
which is crucial in slowing warmer temperatures in the area; you plan on taking 95%. This 60% rate also
is helpful to avoid adversely effecting “ectomycorrhizal (EMC) fungi, as they are associated with the

roots of living trees. Retention forestry is a way of reducing logging impacts and enhancing biodiversity
conservation, Increasing the proportion of trees retained at harvest may improve EMC fungal diversity.”

[https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1365-2664.13363]

For retention, we ask that you save the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those
with decadent deformities, like broken tops) to be prioritized in retention. We also request you increase
the amount of retention at the 60% rate for the health of the ecosystem.

Lastly for this section, in the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan, the community of
Dunsmuir is considered a Community at Risk (CAR): “The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) led the effort to identify all CARs in California. With California's extensive
WUI situation the list of communities extends beyond those on Federal lands. CAL FIRE used three
main factors to determine which communities were at risk and their level of fire threat, defining these
factors as: 1) high fuel hazard, 2) probability of a fire, and 3) proximity of intermingled wildland fuels
with urban environments. Currently, Dunsmuir is one of 1,327 communities in California identified as a
CAR ‘

[hitps://static].squarespace.com/static/54c9a764e4b0ee5502d31£04/t/5a559¢430d92974f913bc5£3/1515
560025354/Dunsmuir CWPP_Signed-Final.pdf]




CalFire’s special care of how the trees in this THP (and other THPs in the surrounding area) are
harvested is crucial. To remove the higher risk of wildfire, use selective harvesting and not ALTE for
these THPs.

Item #14 Silviculture: :

Restocking: To stop brush growth, increased fire danger, and soil run off into local waterways,
restocking should happen within a two-year period, not five. And we ask that you insist that the
company restock a variety of trees to combat disease potential.

i: Site preparation

We would like to see cull logs used for firewood for the community. Piles could be left in easy to access
areas so that our community, which is designated a “severely disadvantaged community” could have
access to free firewood.

Section I'V:

II, Cumulative Impacts

G, GHG Impacts: Removing 95% of the basal area from 128 acres of timberland (approximately
18mbf/acre) has measurable and immediate impacts to greenhouse gasses as it is removing carbon
sequestration that is in place and future potential for more carbon sequestration. The plan also says that
the change will not be noticeable on a global scale. CalFire should consider the totality of plans every
year in the State, Nation and World. By doing so, you can see how it adds up to a significant impact on a
global scale.

The Climate Change in General section (page 110) is seriously in error. As written, the THP
authors question whether (a) unprecedented global warming actually exists ("...not a universally
accepted fact among scientists..."); and (b) even if it exists, human activity may not be the cause ("solar
activity and variability in the earth's electromagnetic field" may be the cause). The THP's questioning
on both points is ill-informed and obsolete from the point of view of science. Of course, any scientific
view can be and is still questioned - from whether the earth is round, to biological evolution, to
Newton's Laws, to relativity. The percentage of scientists who say climate change and global warming
are not happening is very small, and they usually have links to the fossil fuel industries. The existence
of anthropogenic global warming has now been supported by an overwhelming amount of data and
theory and scientists in the field, all over the world. The scientific evidence is easily strong enough to
base public policy on it. To continue to question anthropogenic global warming in official documents,
such as the THP does here, serves only to excuse inadequate action, or worse, to excuse willful
ignorance, and to serve as a cover for quick profiteering.

On page 111, the following paragraph appears:

"Under a static view of carbon sequestration in forest management, there is a misconception that more
carbon is sequestered by growing older trees rather than repeated cycles of growth and harvest. When
forest products are taken into account unmanaged forests sequester less carbon (Eckert 2007)".

This view, like the THP's view of global warming, is also obsolete. According to a more recent paper in
the prestigious journal Nature [Stephanson et al, Nature 2014:507, 90-93]:

"...for most species mass growth rate increases continuously with tree size. Thus, large, old trees do not
act simply as senescent carbon reservoirs but actively fix large amounts of carbon compared to smaller
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trees; at the extreme, a single big tree can add the same amount of carbon to the forest within a year as is
contained in an entire mid-sized tree. The apparent paradoxes of individual tree growth incr: easing with
tree size despite declining leaf-level and stand-level productivity can be explained, respectively, by
increases in a tree’s total leaf area that outpace declines in productivity per unit of leaf area and, among
other factors, age-related reductions in population density. Our results resolve conflicting assumptions
about the nature of tree growth, inform efforts to understand and model forest carbon dynamics, and
have additional implications for theories of resource allocation!! and plant senescence".

Unlike the anthropogenic global warming question, which, through evidence, is now clearly resolved in
the world of science, the carbon sequestration question is still a matter of debate and further
investigation. The THP should not state the older, more self-serving, view as if it was a fact.

Wildfire potential needs to be addressed. Wildfire experts assert that wildfires spread MORE rapidly
through recently clearcut areas than through mature forests. This is because the post-clearcut land soon
becomes covered with highly flammable low-lying brush, and fires are further fed by the huge stacks of
highly flammable slash left behind in the clearcut operations. Even if the brush and slash are treated,
even-aged plantations are still much more flammable than uneven-aged stands.

We know that climate change is also causing an increase in diseases. “Forest tree diseases are often
caused by infectious pathogens such as fungi and bacteria. Changing climate conditions can influence
the spread of infectious diseases and their carriers, and add stresses to trees, making them more
susceptible to diseases.”

[https://www.fs.usda, gov/ccrc/topics/forest—tree-diseases-and-climate-chan,qe]

Biological Mitigation: We do not believe 5% retention with ALTE units is enough for the care of
wildlife. This prescription is basically clearcutting with a different name; We would like to see the 60%
retention for the health of the forest and ecosystem, including wildlife. We request more than just a tiny
island where they can run to amongst the clear-cut or even-aged sections but places to live. And we
request that the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those with decadent deformities, like
broken tops) to be prioritized in retention.

In conclusion, we find it very interesting that the PAWN THP and the Soda Springs THP are so close to
one another and have been chosen to be submitted as two separate THP’s. And there is a third “unnamed
THP (page 83-84.) This is likely to look like it is a smaller impact than what it really is. Put these three
plans together and one can see that the devastating impacts are significantly multiplied. CEQA would
define this as piecemealing or “segmentation” and we object to it. The case Topange Beach renters
Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 58 Cal. App. 3d 188, 195-196 [129 Cal. Rptr. 739].)
https://law justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/182/1145.html

states that the requirements of CEQA cannot be avoided by piecemealing. All three of these THPs must
be considered as one project to adequately determine the cumulative impacts.




We ask CalFire to review the plan insisting upon using a Selective Cut program for the reasons listed
above. Please increase the retention rates for the 128 acres of even-age from 5% to 60% and save the
older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those with decadent deformities, like broken tops). We
want the definitions of forest to be real, natural forests and not plantations as these plantations create a
real wildfire risk.

We ask that the cumulative effects of climate change be part of the equation due to the current state of
our fire seasons. We want a two-year restocking plan with various trees planted to stop disease potential

and to retain logs for firewood for our local community’s benefit.

It is time to do better, require more and protect the environment we have left. We would like a response
and to be notified of any changes or adaptations to the plan.

Respectfully Submitted,

Raven Stevens
Board of Directors
We Advocate Thorough Environmental Review










clearly visible and the assessment areas themselves are not clearly defined, sometimes using
the name and at other times using the area dimensions.

The two “Past and Present Activities” maps (pp. 85-86) would be clearer if combined into a
single map.

The last sentence in Section E1, Visual Resource Inventory (p. 108) erroneously refers to traffic
impacts.

Alternative Prescription ALTE

Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) would treat 128 acres in 7 units under Alternative
Prescription ALTE, which is a modified even-aged cut with artificial regeneration. While |
appreciate the intention to protect biological, soil, and visual resources, the descriptions of the
prescription in Section 3 and Item 35 do not reveal much difference from a traditional clearcut.
The descriptions state that “at least 5%” of the harvest area will be retained within HRAs or as
leave trees (p. 51), and that an average of 5% (1/19 MBF/acre) of the existing volume will be
retained (assuming an average stand volume of 19mbf [p. 64] and an average harvest of 95% of
the basal area [p. 66]). I’'m not sure that this is a significant difference visually, biologically, or
pedologically.

While an attempt is being made to describe this as an environmentally superior prescription to
a traditional clearcut, artificial regeneration will still need to occur. Artificial regeneration
introduces new problems to the stand, including the use of herbicides, visual impacts, a higher
probability of erosion, a lack of ecological diversity, and the fire-prone nature of plantations.

While it is true that even-aged management removes most of the fuel from the unit, post-
harvest plantations are extremely flammable, even if thinned and underburned at appropriate
intervals (which often does not happen). Plantations in California have a very low survival rate
because they tend to burn up before they reach a mature, more fire-resistant state. When
properly managed, uneven-aged stands are more fire resistant, and so from a fire management
perspective, uneven-aged management is more sustainable.

The City of Dunsmuir has been designated as a community at risk from wildland fire. During the
creation of the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan (published 2016), one of the
stakeholders asked, “Can we work into the plan, requirements or assurances for timber stand/
forest owners to design their logging efforts in a way that enhances our planning efforts?” The
answer given was, “Yes, this is part of the collaboration process and would be incorporated at
the project level planning stage.” This proposed timber harvest project is just one mile from
Dunsmuir and given today’s reality of landscape level wildfires, converting 128 acres to a more
flammable condition through even-aged management is not desirable. During the past few
years, the Sacramento River canyon downstream from the project area has been ravaged by
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wildfire. This year’s wildfires have driven home the reality of climate change, which will only
make wildfires more destructive. We need to make our managed timber stands less fire prone
through thinning and uneven-aged management, not more so by converting them to
plantations. The fact that the THP’s assessment area definition for Wildfire Risk and Hazard (p.
77) encompasses a distance of only one quarter (}4) mile radius from the project reflects an
outdated and irresponsible methodology. Limiting the assessment area to such an extreme
extent relieves the proponent from any responsibility for analyzing wildfire risk to nearby
communities that will very likely be caused by the project. :

Once an even-aged stand is established, herbicides are often needed in perpetuity to reduce
competition with undesirable (from a timber management perspective) vegetation. The
proposed conversion to even-aged stands locks in the necessity to spray over and over again,
through multiple harvest cycles. Additionally, clearcuts tend to be reservoirs for noxious weeds,
which require even more herbicides to control (if the attempt is even made). The sustainability
of this repeated need for herbicides is questionable. It is also a political flash point, especially
for the local communities that still remember the Cantara spill of 1991. 1 didn’t see where
public notice is required prior to herbicide application.

In regard to climate change, Governor Brown of Oregon recently put it well: “I think there's no
question that the changing climate is exacerbating what we are seeing on the ground," she said,
referring to the recent wildland fires. "I think it's incumbent upon all of us to be aware that
climate change is going to impact how we live, our economy, our culture and that we all need to
be making changes accordingly. It is going to continue to challenge Oregon, the country, and the
world." Despite dismissive remarks in the THP’s “Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Impacts” discussion,
the horrendous fires of the 2020 fire season demonstrate that climate change is real and that
warming and drying is going to further increase fire danger. It is imperative that public policy
reflect this if we are going to have a chance to mitigate this trend. Clearly, even-aged
management increases fire danger in the medium- to long- term and it should be relegated to
the trash heap of history.

Visual mitigations applied to this project as described in Section 4 are deemed necessary based
on unit visibility from “a vehicle on a public road, or from a stationary public viewing point to
significant numbers of people who are no further than three miles from the operation” (p. 108).
Only “certain” ALTE units are identified as being “partly visible” from the community of
Dunsmuir (p. 77), which is less than 1 mile away from the project. These vague and restrictive
statements make it difficult to determine how well the mitigations will perform on the ground. |
would suggest that an arbitrary limit of three miles is not appropriate. Recreation is a very
important component of local economies. Possible vantage points in the area include Mount
Bradley Lookout, Castle Crags Wilderness, Mt. Shasta Wilderness, the Pacific Crest Trail, Castle
Crags State Park, Interstate 5, and the towns of Castella and Dunsmuir. Justifying degradation of
visual resources with the excuse that the area is zoned TPZ (p. 108) ignores the fact that there
are alternatives to clearcutting that are visually superior and, if anything goes, it begs the
question of why we are bothering to consider visual resource management at all.
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Conclusions

Please reject this THP and require that the proponent resubmit a single THP that includes a
realistic and complete cumulative effects analysis of all SCT’s past and pending harvest plans
within the immediate geographical area of Dunsmuir, Castella, and Mt. Shasta City, which
should include 1) the Pawn THP, 2) the unnamed plan mentioned in the Soda Springs THP, 3) any
others that may be in the planning process, and 4) the thousands of acres in this area already
converted to even-aged management by SCT. Certainly, from the wildfire risk and hazard
perspective, these past, present and future THPs are connected actions that must be addressed
in a single document.

Dunsmuir is already a community at risk of wildfire. SCT owns over 24,000 acres adjacent to the
towns of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta City, and Castella. The residents of these towns deserve to see a

thorough cumulative effects analysis to determine whether SCT’s management of its lands will
pose an existential threat to them.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Jeff Stone

Jeff Stone









The description of cumulative effects from wildfire risk and hazard (p. 136) is particularly
insufficient. The claim is simply made that since “Timber harvesting inherently decreases fuels
on the landscape...”, there will thus be “...no cumulative increase in wildfire risk and hazard....”
This claim is absurd. It gives absolutely no consideration to change in the resulting even-aged
stands over time. It is clear from recent fire history in the Siskiyou Mountains (and much of the
rest of the west) that plantations are extremely fire prone, much more so than uneven-aged
stands, and are often consumed by fire before they become old enough to be commercially
harvested (which, by the way, negates the argument that even-aged management satisfies the
LTSY rule). These fire-prone plantations present an unacceptable risk to local communities;
converting uneven-aged stands to even-aged stands could be considered an irresponsible act
that will certainly increase the likelihood of catastrophic wildfires in the future. This is obvious
and is well documented. See, for example, C.P. Weatherspoon and C. N. Skinner. 1995: “An
assessment of factors associated with damage to tree crowns from the 1987 wildfires in
northern California.” Forest Science 41(3): 430-451. Also see, “A Review of SPI’s study: ‘Carbon
Sequestration in Californian Forests; Two Case Studies in Managed Watersheds’ ” by Peter
Miller, NRDC, May 5, 2008, from which | quote:

The SPI analysis completely ignores the issue of fire. The authors reject any data from
forest stands that have burned and make no mention of potential differences in
vulnerability to fire across management scenarios. However, the intensive management
scenarios proposed by SPl would create dense stands of uniform, young, even-aged
trees which are particularly vulnerable to catastrophic fire. The increase in vulnerability
to fire puts at risk the purported carbon benefits and could threaten nearby
communities.

This critique of Sierra Pacific Industries’ even-aged management policy also applies to what is
proposed by Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) in the Pawn THP, as the result will be the same.
Ignoring the big picture of wildfire hazard and risk may have been appropriate 50 years ago, but
in today’s world of climate change, drought and the resulting megafires, it no longer reflects
reality.

Please reject these two THPs and require that the proponent resubmit a single THP that covers
the cumulative effects of all their pending harvest plans within the immediate geographical
area of Dunsmuir, which includes the unnamed plan mentioned in the Soda Springs THP (and
any others that may be in the planning process), and which also includes a realistic cumulative
effects analysis of wildfire risk and hazard. Certainly, at least from the wildfire risk and hazard
perspective, these THPs are connected actions that must be addressed in a single document.

Additionally, a cumulative effects analysis of wildfire risk must include the effects of the
thousands of acres already converted to even-aged management by SCT in the Dunsmuir area.

Dunsmuir is a community at risk of wildfire. SCT owns over 24,000 acres adjacent to the towns
of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta City, and Castella. The residents of these towns deserve to see a



thorough cumulative effects analysis to determine whether SCT’s management of its lands will
pose an existential threat to them.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Jeff Stone

Jeff Stone












one of our state’s treasures and of critical importance in the battle against climate breakdown,
and the residents of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta and Castella deserve better protection of their
communities and their livelihoods.

Multinationals should not be allowed to demolish our woodlands, increase our wildfire risk,
pollute our waters, destroy our biodiversity and endanger our citizens, all in the name of profit.

Thank you for your time and attention,

Jennifer Normoyle, Troubled Citizen of California and Environmental Activist
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Given the new awareness and sensitivity around increased fire danger, we should take special
precautions regarding fire risks for adjacent landowners and the town of Dunsmuir with this proposed
THP. In addition to this THP, there are at least two more THPs from the same timberland owner planned
for the Dunsmuir area. '

The “selection harvesting” model should be used in the harvest of the proposed acreage. The project
description states, "The goal of this project is to implement these prescriptions in a manner that produces
profit” (p. 68). This by itself should never be allowed. We must not allow companies to maintain or
change land to the detriment of the ecosystem. Forest lands, be they public or private, can be carefully
thinned and lumber can be harvested for use but if profit is the ultimate motivation, then of course clear
cutting or near clear-cutting will always be the case. We object to this manner of thinking and way of
being in our world. It is literally killing us, causing climate change and bringing our species closer to its
own extinction.

Plantations are now commonly mislabeled as “forests” for the convenience and advantage of the Timber
Harvest Industry for future profit, not for the health or re-creation of true forests. Just two examples
show this to be a significant issue that needs to be addressed. In February 2017 there were large protests
and information that came to light about the issues of real forests vs. plantations. The international
environmental action organization Terra Nuova has reported on this issue of forests vs plantations:

“In September 2015, during the XIV World Forestry Congress, thousands of people took to the streets in
Durban, South Africa, to protest against the problematic way in which the UN Food and Agriculture
Organization (FAQ), insists on defining forests (1). The FAO definition considers forests to be basically
Just “a bunch of trees”, while ignoring other fundamental aspects of forests, including their many other
life-forms such as other types of plants, as well as animals, and forest-dependent human communities.
Equally, it ignores the vital contribution of forests to natural processes that provide soil, water and
_ oxygen. Besides, by defining forests’ as only. being a minimum area of land covered by a minimum
number of trees of a minimum height and canopy percentage, FAO has actively promoted the
establishment of many millions of hectares of industrial tree plantations, of mainly alien species,
especially in the global South. As a consequence, only one particular sector has benefitted: the tree
Dlantation industry. Industrial tree plantations have been the direct cause of many negative impacts on
local communities and their forests; which have been well-documented (2).

But the influence of the FAQO's forest definition goes beyond just determining national forest definitions.
In these times of climate change, the FAO's definition has been the main point of reference to define
what a forest is under the UN climate change convention (UNFCCC). By adopting the FAO's narrow
wood-based definition, the UNFCCC has also promoted a view of forests being an area of land
containing only trees. For the UNFCCC, it’s mainly the trees in a forest that matter because of their
capacity to store carbon as they grow, and not forest-dependent communities. Such affected
communities are most negatively impacted by restrictions placed on their use of forest resources by
“forest carbon offset projects”, also ofien referred to as REDD+ projects (3). A forest definition only
Sfocused on trees opens the door to including “planted forests” — read. industrial tree plantations — a
completely false way of “reducing deforestation and forest degradation”, as an option under the climate
change convention through which carbon can supposedly be sequestered from the atmosphere and
permanently stored. In practice this is just another money-making opportunity for the tree plantation
industry, and a major threat to communities affected by the trend of expanding “carbon sink” tree
plantations.”




[http://www terranuova.org/news-en/how-does-the-fao-forest-definition-harm-people-and-forests]

Notes:

1 —“Land with tree crown cover (or equivalent stocking level) of more than 10 percent and area of more
than 0.5 hectares (ha). The trees should be able to reach a minimum height of 5 meters (m) at maturity in
situ.”

2 — See more in http:/wrm.org.uy/browse-by-subject/tree-plantations/

3 — See more in htip: //Wrm org.uy/books-and-briefings/redd-a-collection-of-conflicts-contradictions-
and-lies/

And on June 2, 2020 the Global Forest Coalition stated “...’planted forests’ is a deliberate mislabeling
that not only allows the tree plantations industry to tap into badly needed and terribly limited climate
funds, but also makes it easier to compensate for deforestation with plantation expansion...”

[https://twitter.com/gfc123/status/1267742969333010434]

There is current information in this 2020 fire season that the Creck and Bear Fires have shown how
forest plantations, logging and habitat clearance have allowed fires in these areas to rapidly expand.
Please notice in the link below, in the “before” logging photos and the area that just burned. If you read
the THP you would be led to believe that heavy logging, clear-cutting and removing underbrush lowers
the fire danger. This information shows otherwise.

https://forestpolicypub.com/2020/09/10/again-past-logging-makes-a-fire-worse-guest-post-from-ca-
chaparral-institute/

Comments on Plan Specifics:

Section I :
Item 13 b. Proponent states that the project "will not have a significant adverse impact on the
environment.” '

We object to this finding. One cannot simply state “it will not have a significant adverse impact.” The
land and animals that live there will be killed or driven out. Drag lines from clearing will leave raw soil,
dust and piles of slash. This is not insignificant. Careful selection of trees and brush mastication would
be much less significant, but likely less profitable and so does not fit the THP “plan” for maximum
profit.

Section II:
The project will include 128 acres of ‘even-age,” 1 acre of road right-of-way and only 11 acres of
’selection.’

How can virtually clearcutting 128 acres of 60-120 year old regenerative forested land not have a
significant impact on the environment and the animals that live in the forest? In the plan’s own
admission, it will affect the regeneration of this forest land in the future. While this “ALTE” prescription
is described as a ‘superior prescription for the environment,” there is essentially no difference in the
outcome from clear-cutting. The land will still need to have “artificial regeneration” which creates




plantation stands that are more prone to disease, are fire-prone, and it also requires multiple applications
of herbicides.

“Even-age” harvesting results in dangerous fuel sources for wildfires because it requires plantation style
restocking afterwards. In “Severe fire weather and intensive forest management increase fire severity in
a multi-ownership landscape” by Zald and Dunn, they repott some interesting findings but for this
comment letter, we will report on two things. They asked two questions. “(1) What is the relative
importance of different variables driving fire severity and, (2) is intensive planation forestry associated
with higher fire severity?” They found “daily fire weather was the most important predictor of fire
severity, followed by stand age and ownership followed by topographic features. Estimates of pre-forest
biomass were not an important predictor of fire severity.”

Their “findings suggest intensive planation forestry characterized by young forests and spatially
homogenized fuels, rather than pre-fire biomass, were significant drivers of wildfire severity” are
important in determining whether or not harvesting using ‘even-age’ should be allowed.

[https://www.researchgate.net/publication/324786837 Severe fire weather and_intensive forest mana
gement_increase fire severity in_a multi-ownership landscape]

Overstory trees are crucial for a healthy forest, soil retention, slowing snow melt and heavy water runoff
and more of them should be saved in the plan. The amount of retention of these older trees needs to be
higher to try to manage the species found in the area and for those known to travel through.

When talking about retention, 60% appears to be the tipping point to maintain "cooler" forest conditions,
which is crucial in slowing warmer temperatures in the area; you plan on taking 95%. This 60% rate also
is helpful to avoid adversely effecting “ectomycorrhizal (EMC) fungi, as they are associated with the

roots of living trees. Retention forestry is a way of reducing logging impacts and enhancing biodiversity
conservation, Increasing the proportion of trees retained at harvest may improve EMC fungal diversity.”

[https://besjournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1365-2664.13363]

For retention, we ask that you save the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those
with decadent deformities, like broken tops) to be prioritized in retention. We also request you increase
the amount of retention at the 60% rate for the health of the ecosystem.

Lastly for this section, in the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan, the community of
Dunsmuir is considered a Community at Risk (CAR): “The California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection (CAL FIRE) led the effort to identify all CARs in California. With California's extensive
WUI situation the list of communities extends beyond those on Federal lands. CAL FIRE used three
main factors to determine which communities were at risk and their level of fire threat, defining these
factors as: 1) high fuel hazard, 2) probability of a fire, and 3) proximity of intermingled wildland fuels
with urban environments. Currently, Dunsmuir is one of 1,327 communities in California identified as a
CAR ‘

[hitps://static].squarespace.com/static/54c9a764e4b0ee5502d31£04/t/5a559¢430d92974f913bc5£3/1515
560025354/Dunsmuir CWPP_Signed-Final.pdf]




CalFire’s special care of how the trees in this THP (and other THPs in the surrounding area) are
harvested is crucial. To remove the higher risk of wildfire, use selective harvesting and not ALTE for
these THPs.

Item #14 Silviculture: :

Restocking: To stop brush growth, increased fire danger, and soil run off into local waterways,
restocking should happen within a two-year period, not five. And we ask that you insist that the
company restock a variety of trees to combat disease potential.

i: Site preparation

We would like to see cull logs used for firewood for the community. Piles could be left in easy to access
areas so that our community, which is designated a “severely disadvantaged community” could have
access to free firewood.

Section I'V:

II, Cumulative Impacts

G, GHG Impacts: Removing 95% of the basal area from 128 acres of timberland (approximately
18mbf/acre) has measurable and immediate impacts to greenhouse gasses as it is removing carbon
sequestration that is in place and future potential for more carbon sequestration. The plan also says that
the change will not be noticeable on a global scale. CalFire should consider the totality of plans every
year in the State, Nation and World. By doing so, you can see how it adds up to a significant impact on a
global scale.

The Climate Change in General section (page 110) is seriously in error. As written, the THP
authors question whether (a) unprecedented global warming actually exists ("...not a universally
accepted fact among scientists..."); and (b) even if it exists, human activity may not be the cause ("solar
activity and variability in the earth's electromagnetic field" may be the cause). The THP's questioning
on both points is ill-informed and obsolete from the point of view of science. Of course, any scientific
view can be and is still questioned - from whether the earth is round, to biological evolution, to
Newton's Laws, to relativity. The percentage of scientists who say climate change and global warming
are not happening is very small, and they usually have links to the fossil fuel industries. The existence
of anthropogenic global warming has now been supported by an overwhelming amount of data and
theory and scientists in the field, all over the world. The scientific evidence is easily strong enough to
base public policy on it. To continue to question anthropogenic global warming in official documents,
such as the THP does here, serves only to excuse inadequate action, or worse, to excuse willful
ignorance, and to serve as a cover for quick profiteering.

On page 111, the following paragraph appears:

"Under a static view of carbon sequestration in forest management, there is a misconception that more
carbon is sequestered by growing older trees rather than repeated cycles of growth and harvest. When
forest products are taken into account unmanaged forests sequester less carbon (Eckert 2007)".

This view, like the THP's view of global warming, is also obsolete. According to a more recent paper in
the prestigious journal Nature [Stephanson et al, Nature 2014:507, 90-93]:

"...for most species mass growth rate increases continuously with tree size. Thus, large, old trees do not
act simply as senescent carbon reservoirs but actively fix large amounts of carbon compared to smaller
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trees; at the extreme, a single big tree can add the same amount of carbon to the forest within a year as is
contained in an entire mid-sized tree. The apparent paradoxes of individual tree growth incr: easing with
tree size despite declining leaf-level and stand-level productivity can be explained, respectively, by
increases in a tree’s total leaf area that outpace declines in productivity per unit of leaf area and, among
other factors, age-related reductions in population density. Our results resolve conflicting assumptions
about the nature of tree growth, inform efforts to understand and model forest carbon dynamics, and
have additional implications for theories of resource allocation!! and plant senescence".

Unlike the anthropogenic global warming question, which, through evidence, is now clearly resolved in
the world of science, the carbon sequestration question is still a matter of debate and further
investigation. The THP should not state the older, more self-serving, view as if it was a fact.

Wildfire potential needs to be addressed. Wildfire experts assert that wildfires spread MORE rapidly
through recently clearcut areas than through mature forests. This is because the post-clearcut land soon
becomes covered with highly flammable low-lying brush, and fires are further fed by the huge stacks of
highly flammable slash left behind in the clearcut operations. Even if the brush and slash are treated,
even-aged plantations are still much more flammable than uneven-aged stands.

We know that climate change is also causing an increase in diseases. “Forest tree diseases are often
caused by infectious pathogens such as fungi and bacteria. Changing climate conditions can influence
the spread of infectious diseases and their carriers, and add stresses to trees, making them more
susceptible to diseases.”

[https://www.fs.usda, gov/ccrc/topics/forest—tree-diseases-and-climate-chan,qe]

Biological Mitigation: We do not believe 5% retention with ALTE units is enough for the care of
wildlife. This prescription is basically clearcutting with a different name; We would like to see the 60%
retention for the health of the forest and ecosystem, including wildlife. We request more than just a tiny
island where they can run to amongst the clear-cut or even-aged sections but places to live. And we
request that the older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those with decadent deformities, like
broken tops) to be prioritized in retention.

In conclusion, we find it very interesting that the PAWN THP and the Soda Springs THP are so close to
one another and have been chosen to be submitted as two separate THP’s. And there is a third “unnamed
THP (page 83-84.) This is likely to look like it is a smaller impact than what it really is. Put these three
plans together and one can see that the devastating impacts are significantly multiplied. CEQA would
define this as piecemealing or “segmentation” and we object to it. The case Topange Beach renters
Assn. v. Department of General Services (1976) 58 Cal. App. 3d 188, 195-196 [129 Cal. Rptr. 739].)
https://law justia.com/cases/california/court-of-appeal/3d/182/1145.html

states that the requirements of CEQA cannot be avoided by piecemealing. All three of these THPs must
be considered as one project to adequately determine the cumulative impacts.




We ask CalFire to review the plan insisting upon using a Selective Cut program for the reasons listed
above. Please increase the retention rates for the 128 acres of even-age from 5% to 60% and save the
older, large-diameter trees and "wildlife" trees (those with decadent deformities, like broken tops). We
want the definitions of forest to be real, natural forests and not plantations as these plantations create a
real wildfire risk.

We ask that the cumulative effects of climate change be part of the equation due to the current state of
our fire seasons. We want a two-year restocking plan with various trees planted to stop disease potential

and to retain logs for firewood for our local community’s benefit.

It is time to do better, require more and protect the environment we have left. We would like a response
and to be notified of any changes or adaptations to the plan.

Respectfully Submitted,

Raven Stevens
Board of Directors
We Advocate Thorough Environmental Review










clearly visible and the assessment areas themselves are not clearly defined, sometimes using
the name and at other times using the area dimensions.

The two “Past and Present Activities” maps (pp. 85-86) would be clearer if combined into a
single map.

The last sentence in Section E1, Visual Resource Inventory (p. 108) erroneously refers to traffic
impacts.

Alternative Prescription ALTE

Shasta Cascade Timberlands (SCT) would treat 128 acres in 7 units under Alternative
Prescription ALTE, which is a modified even-aged cut with artificial regeneration. While |
appreciate the intention to protect biological, soil, and visual resources, the descriptions of the
prescription in Section 3 and Item 35 do not reveal much difference from a traditional clearcut.
The descriptions state that “at least 5%” of the harvest area will be retained within HRAs or as
leave trees (p. 51), and that an average of 5% (1/19 MBF/acre) of the existing volume will be
retained (assuming an average stand volume of 19mbf [p. 64] and an average harvest of 95% of
the basal area [p. 66]). I’'m not sure that this is a significant difference visually, biologically, or
pedologically.

While an attempt is being made to describe this as an environmentally superior prescription to
a traditional clearcut, artificial regeneration will still need to occur. Artificial regeneration
introduces new problems to the stand, including the use of herbicides, visual impacts, a higher
probability of erosion, a lack of ecological diversity, and the fire-prone nature of plantations.

While it is true that even-aged management removes most of the fuel from the unit, post-
harvest plantations are extremely flammable, even if thinned and underburned at appropriate
intervals (which often does not happen). Plantations in California have a very low survival rate
because they tend to burn up before they reach a mature, more fire-resistant state. When
properly managed, uneven-aged stands are more fire resistant, and so from a fire management
perspective, uneven-aged management is more sustainable.

The City of Dunsmuir has been designated as a community at risk from wildland fire. During the
creation of the Dunsmuir Community Wildfire Protection Plan (published 2016), one of the
stakeholders asked, “Can we work into the plan, requirements or assurances for timber stand/
forest owners to design their logging efforts in a way that enhances our planning efforts?” The
answer given was, “Yes, this is part of the collaboration process and would be incorporated at
the project level planning stage.” This proposed timber harvest project is just one mile from
Dunsmuir and given today’s reality of landscape level wildfires, converting 128 acres to a more
flammable condition through even-aged management is not desirable. During the past few
years, the Sacramento River canyon downstream from the project area has been ravaged by
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wildfire. This year’s wildfires have driven home the reality of climate change, which will only
make wildfires more destructive. We need to make our managed timber stands less fire prone
through thinning and uneven-aged management, not more so by converting them to
plantations. The fact that the THP’s assessment area definition for Wildfire Risk and Hazard (p.
77) encompasses a distance of only one quarter (}4) mile radius from the project reflects an
outdated and irresponsible methodology. Limiting the assessment area to such an extreme
extent relieves the proponent from any responsibility for analyzing wildfire risk to nearby
communities that will very likely be caused by the project. :

Once an even-aged stand is established, herbicides are often needed in perpetuity to reduce
competition with undesirable (from a timber management perspective) vegetation. The
proposed conversion to even-aged stands locks in the necessity to spray over and over again,
through multiple harvest cycles. Additionally, clearcuts tend to be reservoirs for noxious weeds,
which require even more herbicides to control (if the attempt is even made). The sustainability
of this repeated need for herbicides is questionable. It is also a political flash point, especially
for the local communities that still remember the Cantara spill of 1991. 1 didn’t see where
public notice is required prior to herbicide application.

In regard to climate change, Governor Brown of Oregon recently put it well: “I think there's no
question that the changing climate is exacerbating what we are seeing on the ground," she said,
referring to the recent wildland fires. "I think it's incumbent upon all of us to be aware that
climate change is going to impact how we live, our economy, our culture and that we all need to
be making changes accordingly. It is going to continue to challenge Oregon, the country, and the
world." Despite dismissive remarks in the THP’s “Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Impacts” discussion,
the horrendous fires of the 2020 fire season demonstrate that climate change is real and that
warming and drying is going to further increase fire danger. It is imperative that public policy
reflect this if we are going to have a chance to mitigate this trend. Clearly, even-aged
management increases fire danger in the medium- to long- term and it should be relegated to
the trash heap of history.

Visual mitigations applied to this project as described in Section 4 are deemed necessary based
on unit visibility from “a vehicle on a public road, or from a stationary public viewing point to
significant numbers of people who are no further than three miles from the operation” (p. 108).
Only “certain” ALTE units are identified as being “partly visible” from the community of
Dunsmuir (p. 77), which is less than 1 mile away from the project. These vague and restrictive
statements make it difficult to determine how well the mitigations will perform on the ground. |
would suggest that an arbitrary limit of three miles is not appropriate. Recreation is a very
important component of local economies. Possible vantage points in the area include Mount
Bradley Lookout, Castle Crags Wilderness, Mt. Shasta Wilderness, the Pacific Crest Trail, Castle
Crags State Park, Interstate 5, and the towns of Castella and Dunsmuir. Justifying degradation of
visual resources with the excuse that the area is zoned TPZ (p. 108) ignores the fact that there
are alternatives to clearcutting that are visually superior and, if anything goes, it begs the
question of why we are bothering to consider visual resource management at all.
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Conclusions

Please reject this THP and require that the proponent resubmit a single THP that includes a
realistic and complete cumulative effects analysis of all SCT’s past and pending harvest plans
within the immediate geographical area of Dunsmuir, Castella, and Mt. Shasta City, which
should include 1) the Pawn THP, 2) the unnamed plan mentioned in the Soda Springs THP, 3) any
others that may be in the planning process, and 4) the thousands of acres in this area already
converted to even-aged management by SCT. Certainly, from the wildfire risk and hazard
perspective, these past, present and future THPs are connected actions that must be addressed
in a single document.

Dunsmuir is already a community at risk of wildfire. SCT owns over 24,000 acres adjacent to the
towns of Dunsmuir, Mt. Shasta City, and Castella. The residents of these towns deserve to see a

thorough cumulative effects analysis to determine whether SCT’s management of its lands will
pose an existential threat to them.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Jeff Stone

Jeff Stone



















































Proximity — This proposed clearcut area is way too close to the communities in the area. There is much tourist activity,
and tourists and locals want to see beautiful views from nearby campgrounds, trails, and scenic drives. It’s also close to 2
other THP's for the same area, one recent THP and a prospective THP.

Deception - several THP statements concern me — Statements that, it’s still unclear about whether climate change is a
problem (which is long past debatable), no acknowledgeable of the added fire danger caused by logging (as noted in
several recent California fires), leaving tree borders around clearcuts/plantations, and submitting individual THP’s when
you intend to submit 3 in the same area. These are all examples of misrepresentation to deceive the public for profit.

Thank you for your attention . The times are changing, and clearcuts can no longer be acceptable given our already
damaged and endangered forests, grave fire dangers, and high level of need to preserve forest carbon.

Sincerely,
Jan Cecil
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