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To: Secretary Crowfoot 
      California Natural Resources Agency 
      1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311 
      Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
CC: Kevin Conway 
       Charlton Bonham 
       Senator Mike McGuire 
 
Re: CAL FIRE’s Pattern and Practice of Conducting Biological Surveys After Approving Timber 
Harvest Plans  
 
Dear Secretary Crowfoot, 
 

The Environmental Protection Information Center, Sierra Club California, the Center for 
Biological Diversity, Forests Forever, and the California Native Plant Society (collectively 
“conservation organizations”) write to highlight a pattern and practice that CAL FIRE frequently 
employs in its Timber Harvest Plans (THPs). CAL FIRE regularly approves THPs for which the 
necessary botanical and wildlife surveys have not been conducted prior to THP approval; rather 
the surveys are conducted after the plan is approved and amended into the plan. This pattern 
and practice negates the ability of the public and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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(CDFW) to meaningfully consult on the environmental impact of THPs as mandated by the 
Forest Practice Act. Because this pattern and practice violates CEQA, the Secretary of Natural 
Resources may be required to revoke CAL FIRE’s State Regulatory program. We recommend 
that CAL FIRE immediately halt this practice in order to prevent this from occurring. 
 
 This letter consists of three parts. First, we document numerous instances where CAL 
FIRE has approved a THP only to conduct necessary surveys months later. Second, we explain 
why this practice violates the Forest Practice Act and CEQA. Finally, we argue that continued 
violation of these laws jeopardizes CAL FIRE’s State Timber Harvesting Certified Regulatory 
Program. 
 

I. Examples of THPs Where CAL FIRE Has Delayed Surveys Until After The Close of 
Public Comments 

A. The Caspar 500 THP NSO Surveys 
 
The Caspar 500 THP (1-20-00006-MEN) was approved on May 5th, 2020. More than a 

year later, on June 11th, 2021, CAL FIRE released to the public new northern spotted owl 
(NSO) survey data for the Caspar 500 THP.1 Thus, none of the information obtained in these 
surveys was available when the public had the opportunity to comment on the THP. On June 
10th, CAL FIRE began logging almost concurrently with the public release of this survey data. In 
this case, CDFW was eventually able to review the surveys, and provide feedback to CAL FIRE. 
CAL FIRE uploaded their responses to CDFW on June 15th.2 On July 14th, CDFW uploaded an 
additional memorandum defending the process of conducting surveys post-THP approval. The 
public had no opportunity to review or comment on CDFW’s consultation or CAL FIRE’s 
responses. 
 

EPIC hired a northern spotted owl biologist to review the surveys on June 11th, 2021. 
While she was still conducting her review, CAL FIRE released CDFW’s consultation. Her review 
(see attached) reveals that there were considerable flaws in CAL FIRE’s survey methodology.3 
In particular, she concluded that there was a “highly reasonable certainty that unauthorized 
incidental take of northern spotted owl will occur as a direct result of implementing operational 
activities.”4 EPIC and the public had no opportunity to bring our concerns to CAL FIRE prior to 
the project’s implementation because these surveys were conducted after the review period 
concluded and the project was approved. Not only that, the project actually began logging 
before CDFW’s consultation was released to the public.  
  

B. The Caspar 500 Botanical Surveys 

 
1 Memorandum from Jason Serna to Dominik Schwab, Caspar 500 THP 
THP #1-20-00006 MEN, Minor Amendment (Jun. 3, 2021) 
2 Memorandum from Jason Serna to Domink Schwab, Caspar 500 THP #1-20-00006 MEN, RPF 
responses  (Jun. 9, 2021) 
3 Memorandum Prepared by Tonja Chi, Caspar 500 Timber Harvest Plan Jackson Demonstration State 
Forest Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation Summary, July 1, 2021. 
4 Id at 2. 



3 
 

 
On April 28th, 2021, CAL FIRE uploaded the “Botanical and Special Status Plant and 

Natural Communities Report” for the Caspar 500 THP.5 The surveys are meant to identify the 
locations of sensitive plant species within the THP area. The surveys were completed on 
September 23rd, 2020 but were not made available to the public until April of the following 
year.6 On May 21, 2021 the Dorothy King Young Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) submitted substantive comments on these surveys written by Teresa Sholars, MSc (see 
attached).7 Ms. Sholars is Professor Emeritus of Biology and Sustainable Agriculture at the 
College of the Redwoods, where for over 40 years she has taught students about ecology of 
mushrooms, lichens, native plants and vegetation on the Mendocino Coast. Based on the 
survey results, Ms. Sholars’s comments illuminated several serious negative impacts to 
sensitive plants.8 In particular, the surveys used out of date references to develop prospective 
species lists which means that these surveys would not have registered important sensitive 
species that are likely on site.9 Ms. Sholars could not have made these comments until after the 
surveys were conducted because the errors within the surveys could not have been known until 
the surveys were made publicly available. However, when she submitted her comments after 
the survey was conducted, her comments were excluded from meaningful agency review 
because the deadline for public comments had passed.This highlights the problem that 
withholding survey results and data until after the review process ends precludes CAL FIRE 
from considering valuable feedback from members of the public with expertise, and even CDFW 
if they are not informed that new data is available, which, as discussed later in this letter, is 
required by law. 
 

Ms. Sholars reached out to CDFW to find out if they had had an opportunity to read the 
new surveys or her comments. Jon Hendrix of CDFW responded as follows: 
 

CDFW did review your comments, and we reviewed the submitted final botanical report 
and found issues too, namely with survey coverage and treatment of sensitive natural 
communities. There has been occasion in the past when CAL FIRE has asked us to 
review backloaded botanical surveys for our comments, opinions and/or concurrence. 
That has not happened in this case and leaves CDFW no ability to comment for the 
record, since the record is in effect closed to the 14 CCR 1037.5 review team. Should 
CAL FIRE ask for our assistance, or had there been a requirement in the THP for them 
to consult with us prior to operations, that’d be a different story.10 

 
This illustrates another major problem with CAL FIRE’s practice of amending surveys 

into their THPs after the THP has already been approved. Sometimes, CAL FIRE consults with 

 
5 Memorandum From Jason Serna to Dominic Schwab, Deviation Image, 4/28/201 
6 Id. 
7 Teresa Sholars, DKY CNPS comments on THP 1-20 -00006 (Caspar 500) Minor amendment Botany 
Report, 5/21/2021 
8 Id.  
9Id. 
10 Email From Jon Hendrix to Teresa Sholars 6/29/2021 (see attached) 
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CDFW (as was the case with the Northern Spotted Owl surveys) and sometimes they decide 
not to. In this case, despite CDFW having “found issues” they were unable to consult with CAL 
FIRE regarding their surveys. According to Jon Hendrix, “CDFW [had] no ability to comment for 
the record” regarding the botanical surveys 

C. The Mitchell Creek THP 1-20-00193-MEN Marbled Murrelet Surveys 
 

The Mitchell Creek THP (1-20-00193-MEN) is a THP currently under review by CAL 
FIRE. There is a concern that the THP will impact endangered marbled murrelet habitat. Section 
919.11 of the Forest Practice Act provides “Where there is evidence of an active murrelet site in 
or adjacent to the THP area, or where there is evidence of a potential Impact to a murrelet, the 
Director shall consult with CDFW as to whether the proposed THP will result in a "take" or 
"jeopardy" (pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act) of the murrelet before the 
Director may approve or disapprove a THP.”11 CAL FIRE initially only disclosed two redwood 
trees within 0.25 miles of the plan area as potential marbled murrelet habitat.12 After CDFW 
scientists completed an initial field inspection, additional marbled murrelet habitat which was 
“not discussed in the THP nor illustrated on the THP maps” was identified.13 CDFW requested 
that “the RPF include CDFW marbled murrelet Consultation in Section II prior to Second Review 
in accordance with Section 919.11 and disclose all marbled murrelet suitable habitat and 
protection measures.”14 In their response the RPF stated, “consultation will be revised into the 
THP when completed.”15 The amended THP again states “[s]pecific protection measures shall 
be submitted to CAL FIRE as a minor amendment.”16  In other words, the consultation won’t 
occur until after the THP is approved. 
 

EPIC has submitted comments stressing that this postponement of surveys until after 
the plan is approved violates the Forest Practice Act. But, we don’t know if CAL FIRE will 
amend their plan. If the plan is approved, EPIC will have no opportunity to comment during the 
public review period on the efficacy of these surveys and the consultation. 

 
D. Mitchell Creek Botanical Surveys  

 
CAL FIRE is repeating the same practice of amending survey data into a THP after it 

has been approved for the Mitchell Creek THP.17 As was the case with the Caspar 500 THP, 
this will negate the public's (and potentially CDFW’s) ability to comment on the results of these 
surveys. 
 

E. Little North Fork Big River THP Botanical Surveys  
 

 
11 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,  § 919.11. 
12 1-20-00193-MEN THP, PHI Responses at 4. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
15 Id. 
161-20-00193-MEN THP,  Revised sec. 2, p. 70 (3/4/21). 

17 1-20-00193-MEN THP, Revised sec. 2, p. 71 (3/4/21). 
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The Little North Fork Big River THP 1-20-00173-MEN is another THP currently under 
review by CAL FIRE. The plan currently calls for botanical surveys to be conducted at some 
undetermined time in the future.18 The Little North Fork Big River THP area has not been 
harvested in the last 100 years and thus has the potential to contain rare, undocumented plants. 
The THP cannot confidently claim that there are no rare, threatened or endangered forest 
species within the THP area while simultaneously failing to conduct the appropriate botanical 
survey. 

F. Little North Fork Big River THP NSO Surveys 

No surveys for Northern Spotted Owls were conducted in association with preparation 
for this THP. Instead, the THP relied on data obtained from the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). Data within the CNDDB is not recognized as representative because the 
data is often collected inconsistently based on project-level monitoring needs and not all data is 
reported to the Department’s database.19 Also, the CNDDB is a positive-occurrence database 
and should not be relied on as evidence for a species’ absence from a location. Knowing that 
this reliance on CNDDB data was insufficient, the THP included a draft proposal showing future 
NSO calling station locations on a map.20 Again, CAL FIRE seeks to have this THP approved 
before any surveys have been conducted. The public and CDFW will have no opportunity to 
comment on the efficacy of these surveys or the information which is obtained from them.  

G. Soda Gulch THP NSO surveys 

The Soda Gulch THP (1-20-00041 MEN) was approved on July 24th, 2020. Almost a year later, 
on July 2nd, 2021 CAL FIRE uploaded amendment #3 to the THP which contained the 2020 
and 2021 NSO survey results. There was no consultation with CDFW concerning these results.  

H. Red Tail THP NSO surveys 

The Red Tail THP (1-19-00224 MEN) was approved on March 20th, 2020. A year later, on April 
7th 2021 CAL FIRE uploaded amendment #2 to the THP which contained the 2020 and 2021 
NSO Survey results. There was no consultation with CDFW concerning these results. 

II. Deferred Surveys Violates CEQA and the Forest Practice Act 

As demonstrated above, the practice of deferring surveys is frequently employed by CAL 
FIRE. Of particular note is the fact that CAL FIRE employs this practice on Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest (JDSF), a forest managed by CAL FIRE. Timber harvest plans in a 
state demonstration forest should be reviewed and implemented under the highest standards 
and serve as an example for timber harvest plans across the state. As such, it is of the utmost 
importance that CAL FIRE follow both the letter and spirit of our environmental laws in order to 
ensure the public that they are managing our public lands in the public interest, especially when 

 
18 1-20-00173-MEN THP sec. 2, p. 68. 
19 CDFW (California Department of Fish and Wildlife). January 27, 2016. A status review of the northern 
spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) in California. At 15. 
20 1-20-00173-MEN THP, sec. 5, p. 249 
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CAL FIRE acts as both the project proponent and lead agency approving the project. The Forest 
Practice Act and Forest Practice Rules govern timber harvesting on private lands as well as 
State owned lands within California. The Forest Practice Act mandates that Industrial Timber 
Harvests be governed by a Timber Harvest Plan (THP).21 A THP is a “functionally equivalent” 
document that is meant to fulfill the necessary environmental review required by CEQA and 
courts have found that many of CEQA’s procedural and substantive requirements apply to THPs 
as well.22 The conservation organizations believe that this practice of deferred surveys violates 
CEQA and the Forest Practice Act because it inhibits interagency review and public participation 
during the Timber Harvest Plan approval process.  In short, THPs fail as the informational 
documents they are supposed to be when crucial information that should factor into the review 
process is tacked on after the THP is approved.23 

A. Interagency Review 

The Forest Practice Act requires that CAL FIRE establish interdisciplinary review teams in order 
to evaluate timber operations.24 The FPA mandates that CDFW have a representative on the 
interdisciplinary review team.25 The review team’s function “shall be to assist the Director in 
determining if Plans are in conformance with Board Rules and to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of Timber Operations.”26 Review team members have the option to file a 
non-concurrence for a plan explaining that environmental resources are not being adequately 
protected.27 The Director, when making the decision whether to approve a THP, is charged “to 
consider recommendations and mitigation measures of other agencies” and “to respond in 
writing to the issues raised”.28 In doing so, “[t]he Director shall insure that an interdisciplinary 
review team has had an opportunity to review each Plan.”29  

CAL FIRE’s practice of conducting surveys after a THP has been approved and amending them 
into the plan violates these requirements. We can clearly see this in the Caspar 500 THP where 
CAL FIRE conducted Botany surveys that CDFW had no opportunity to comment on despite the 
fact that they had concerns.30 Sometimes, CAL FIRE allows CDFW to consult on surveys 
conducted after approval of a THP, as we saw with the Caspar 500 NSO Surveys, but CAL 
FIRE believes doing so is entirely within their discretion. The Forest Practice Rules make clear 
that CDFW is meant to consult with CAL FIRE during the decision making process, not after it is 

 
21 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 4581 
22 Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry, 7 Cal. 4th 1215, 30 (1994); Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5(a), (d), (e) 
23 Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v. California Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection, 43 Cal.4th 936, 943 
(2008) (“Serving as the functional equivalent of an EIR, a timber harvest plan must ‘provide public and 
governmental decisionmakers with detailed information on the project's likely effect on the environment, 
describe ways of minimizing any significant impacts, point out mitigation measures, and identify any 
alternatives that are less environmentally destructive.’” (internal citation omitted)). 
24 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1037.5 
25 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1037.5(a) 
26 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1037.5(b) 
27 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1037.5(e) 
28 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 1037.4 
29 Id. 
30 Email From Jon Hendrix to Teresa Sholar 6/29/2021; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 1037.5 [See attached] 
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concluded. The reason for this is obvious: Consultation is meant to influence the Director’s 
Decision. That’s why the Director is required to “review and consider the recommendations 
made on each Plan by the interdisciplinary review team before determining if the Plan conforms 
to the Rules of the Board.”31 But, if the plan has already been approved long before the surveys 
have been conducted, there is no opportunity for that consultation to occur. Having already 
approved the plan, any consultation that does occur is merely a courtesy on CAL FIRE’s part. 
And, if CAL FIRE feels strongly that they would not like to hear CDFW’s input on a survey, they 
can choose not to request it. In many cases, this can lead to CDFW being unable to fulfill its 
obligations as a member of the review team and as the state agency tasked with managing 
California’s fish, wildlife, and plant resources. 

This dynamic obfuscates the entire purpose of the Forest Practice Act and CEQA. These laws 
are meant to ensure that forest managers, in this case CAL FIRE, are subject to environmental 
review before a THP is approved. The drafters of the Forest Practice Act determined that 
substantive environmental review required an interdisciplinary review team to provide 
recommendations and consultation with regards to each Timber Harvest Plan. CAL FIRE should 
not be permitted to evade that review simply by scheduling surveys for a time period after the 
Director’s Decision. While surveys do need to be conducted at certain times of the year in order 
to be effective, there is nothing preventing CAL FIRE from conducting those surveys prior to the 
Director’s Decision. Doing so would ensure that all agencies tasked with reviewing Timber 
Harvest Plans have a fair opportunity to provide recommendations and consultation with 
regards to these proposed discretionary actions. Having taken their advice into consideration, 
the Director could then approve THPs in accordance with the Forest Practice Act. 

B. Public Participation 

The other victim of CAL FIRE’s decision to conduct surveys after the Director’s decision is 
public participation. The Forest Practice Act and CEQA both require an opportunity for public 
participation and comment prior to a decision being made with regards to a discretionary project 
such as a Timber Harvest Plan. The Forest Practice Act mandates a public comment period 
wherein the public can submit comments in writing.32 When making a decision regarding 
whether to approve a THP, “The Director shall consider all written comments regarding the 
Plan.”33 This mandate ensures that the thoughts of the public are taken into account when THPs 
are being approved. 

Likewise, CEQA requires an opportunity for public comment on discretionary projects. One of 
the key purposes of CEQA and the THP process is to allow the public to comment on proposed 
plans before they are approved with the information necessary to make informed comments.34 

 
31 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 1037.4 
32 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 1037.3, 1037.4 
33 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 § 1037.4 
34 Cal. Pub. Res. Code. § 21003.1. 
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In order for that public comment to be meaningful, it must be received at a point in the planning 
process where “genuine flexibility remains.”35 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino explains: 

In Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com., supra, 13 Cal.3d 263, 282, the Supreme 
Court approved "the principle that the environmental impact should be assessed as early 
as possible in government planning." Environmental problems should be considered at a 
point in the planning process "'where genuine flexibility remains.'" (Mount Sutro Defense 
Committee v. Regents of University of California, supra, 77 Cal.App.3d 20, 34.) A study 
conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished influence on 
decisionmaking. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to 
the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been repeatedly 
condemned in decisions construing CEQA. (Id. at p. 35; No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles, supra, 13 Cal.3d 68, 81; Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Coastside 
County Water Dist. (1972) 27 Cal.App.3d 695, 706 [104 Cal.Rptr. 197].)36 

By conducting these surveys after the public comment period has closed, CAL FIRE has 
foreclosed the possibility of the public commenting on their results. Surveys can provide 
valuable information about the location of sensitive species. It’s also difficult, if not impossible, to 
analyze the feasibility and effectiveness of mitigation measures without assessing them side by 
side with survey data. But the public has no opportunity to provide insights to CAL FIRE 
regarding what measures should be taken in response to that new information. After CAL FIRE 
released the Caspar 500 THP’s additional NSO surveys, EPIC hired a northern spotted owl 
biologist to review them. She documented numerous flaws in the survey methodology, the 
mitigations taken by CAL FIRE, and CDFW’s review of the surveys.37 Normally, EPIC would 
supply that information to CAL FIRE as a public comment and hope to persuade CAL FIRE to 
take measures to mitigate the impacts. However, in this case EPIC, along with the rest of the 
public, was barred from doing so. Similarly, after CAL FIRE released the results of the Caspar 
500 botanical surveys, CNPS was unable to supply CAL FIRE with the valuable knowledge held 
by Ms. Sholars. 

Surveys also have the potential to produce “significant new information” as defined by the 
Forest Practice Rules.38 “Significant new information means substantial changes in the plan or 
environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information. New data or information 
added to a plan is not "significant’ unless the plan is changed in a way that deprives the public 
of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
plan…”39 The Forest Practice Rules § 1037.3(e)  provide that “Any substantial deviation in the 
plan or the inclusion of significant new information (as described in 14 CCR § 895.1), made 
during the Director’s review of the plan shall require recirculation as described in this section 

 
35 Mount Sutro Defense Committee v. Regents of University of California, 77 Cal.App.3d 20, 34 (1978). 
36 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3rd 296, 307 (1988). 
37 Memorandum Prepared by Tonja Chi, Caspar 500 Timber Harvest Plan Jackson Demonstration State 
Forest Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation Summary, July 1, 2021. [see attached] 
38 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 895.1 
39 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 895.1 
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and reopening or extending the public comment period for a minimum of thirty days.”40 Because 
the surveys are conducted after the Director’s review, CAL FIRE is effectively barring this 
significant new information from triggering a reopening of the public comment period as 
mandated by § 1037.3(e).  

Now, EPIC is faced with the prospect of commenting on upcoming THPs that are proposing the 
same kinds of delayed surveys. For both the Little North Fork Big River THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
and the Mitchell Creek THP 1-20-00193-MEN, we’ve commented to the effect that surveys 
should be conducted before the end of the public comment period. But, in all likelihood CAL 
FIRE will approve these THPs, conduct the surveys at some undetermined time in the future, 
and start logging without obtaining public input on the results of those surveys. There is a simple 
solution to this problem: Surveys should be conducted before the THPs are approved and 
survey data should be included in the version of the THP publicly available during the public 
comment period.  

III.   CAL FIRE Risks Jeopardizing Their Certified Regulatory Program 

The State’s timber harvesting regulatory program is currently certified pursuant to Public 
Resource Code Section 21080.5.41 In order to qualify for such certification, “a regulatory 
program shall require the utilization of an interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the 
integrated use of the natural and social sciences in decisionmaking.”42 Certified regulatory 
programs must also “[r]equire the administering agency to consult with all public agencies that 
have jurisdiction, by law, with respect to the proposed activity” and “Require that final action on 
the proposed activity include the written responses of the issuing authority to significant 
environmental points raised during the evaluation process.”43 Furthermore, timber harvest plans, 
as certified regulatory documents, must be “available for a reasonable time for review and 
comment by other public agencies and the general public.”44 CAL FIRE, by conducting surveys 
and amending them into Timber Harvest Plans after approval, is violating all of these provisions 
of the State’s certified regulatory program. This practice evades consultation with “public 
agencies that have jurisdiction” such as CDFW. Moreover, by amending the plan with 
substantial new information after the public comment period has closed, this practice violates 
the mandate to have the plan be “available for a reasonable period of time for review and 
comment…” 

If CAL FIRE continues this practice, they are inviting decertification of the State’s timber 
regulatory program. The Secretary of Resources is required to do so by law if the program does 
not meet the requirements outlined in Public Resource Code § 21080.5.45 The solution to this 
problem is simple: CAL FIRE should conduct all necessary surveys prior to approval of timber 
harvest plans. This would allow the other agencies and the public to review these surveys and 

 
40 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 1037.3(e) 
41 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5; Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, §896. 
42 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5(d) 
43 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5(d)(2)(C-D) 
44 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5(d)(3)(B) 
45 Cal. Pub. Rec. Code § 21080.5(e)(1) 
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provide input to CAL FIRE on environmental impacts. Doing this would save the State’s timber 
regulatory program. 

In conclusion, by this letter, the conservation organizations formally request that CAL FIRE 
cease this practice in all future THPs and THPs currently under review. We also formally place 
the Secretary of Resources on notice of the issue. Should CAL FIRE continue this practice, the 
conservation organizations reserve the right to seek a writ of mandamus to compel the 
Secretary to decertify the regulatory program. If you would like to discuss anything raised within 
this letter, please do not hesitate to contact our organizations by writing to 
matt@wildcalifornia.org. 

Sincerely, 

 
Matt Simmons, Legal Fellow, Environmental Protection Information Center 

 

Isabella Langone, Conservation Analyst, California Native Plant Society  

 

Daniel Barad, Policy Advocate Sierra Club California 

 

Justin Augustine Senior Attorney, Center for Biological Diversity  

 

Paul Hughes, Executive Director, Forests Forever  


