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April 12, 2021 
 
CAL FIRE Santa Rosa Review Team 
135 Ridgway Ave 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 
 
RE:  THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 
Dear CAL FIRE Santa Rosa Review Team: 
 

On behalf of the Environmental Protection Information Center, Greenfire 
Law, PC, the Law of Office of Edward E. Yates, Jug Handle Creek Farm & 
Nature Center, the Center for Biological Diversity, the Mendocino Trail 
Stewards, Forests Forever Foundation, and the Mendocino Coast Audubon 
Society  (collectively “EPIC”), please accept these comments on THP 1-20-
00173-MEN “Little North Fork Big River”. The THP preparation and approval 
process is the functional equivalent of the preparation of an environmental 
impact report (EIR) contemplated by CEQA.1 The purpose of a THP is “to 
identify the proposed harvest plan, provide public and governmental decision-
makers 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.”2 CAL FIRE’s approval of timber operations is 
subject to CEQA’s standard of judicial review.3 “If an EIR fails to include 
relevant information and precludes informed decision-making and public 
participation, the goals of CEQA are thwarted and a prejudicial abuse of 
discretion has occurred.”4 EPIC is concerned about several issues which have 
not been adequately addressed within the THP and which we believe constitute 
prejudicial abuses of discretion.  

 

  

 
1 Environmental Protection Information Center, Inc. v. Johnson, 170 Cal. App. 3d 604, 61, 
(1985). 
2 County of Santa Cruz v. State Bd. of Forestry, 64 Cal.App.4th 826, 830, (1998). 
3 Pub. Res. Code §§ 21168, 21168.5; Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry, 876 P.2d 505, 7 Cal. 
4th 1215 (1994). 
4 Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 
128 (2001) 
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I. The THP Violates CEQA and the FPA because of Lack of 
Organization and Clarity.   

CEQA requires that environmental review documents must be “organized 
and written in a manner that will be meaningful and useful to the 
decisionmakers and the public.”5  The Forest Practice Act regulations require 
that the information in THPs “shall also be sufficiently clear and detailed to 
permit adequate and effective review by responsible agencies and input by the 
public to assure that significant adverse individual and cumulative impacts are 
avoided or reduced to insignificance.6  

The THP however, is insufficiently clear and detailed to permit 
meaningful and effective review, with a logical order, and text citation and 
reference to supporting information, clearly identified memoranda, and 
evidence intended to support CALFIRE decision.  For instance, the THP is not 
clear regarding Winter and Wet Period logging and the extent of road 
construction in steep areas.7 The THP states that there will be 18,517 feet of 
road construction8 but it is not clear what percentage that is very steep slopes 
of 50 -65%9 in Coho Salmon Watershed.   

Further, the THP contradicts itself regarding use and construction of 
landings in WLPZ.10  

II. The THP Relies Upon an Improper Environmental Baseline. 

The implementing CEQA Guidelines state with regard to an EIR’s 
description of a proposed project's environmental setting: “An EIR must include 
a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no 
notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental 
setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a 
lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”11 California courts 
have repeatedly held that the baseline must reflect “existing physical 

 
5 Pub. Res. Code § 21003. 
6 14 C.C.R. § 897(b)(3). 
7 THP sec. 2, pp. 32, 33. 
8 THP sec. 2, p. 36. 
9 THP sec. 2, p. 37, 43-44. 
10THP sec. 2, pp. 38-39 vs. pp. 43-44. 
11 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15125(a) (2018). 
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conditions in the affected area, that is, the real conditions on the ground”.12 An 
accurate baseline is necessary because “the significance of a project's impacts 
cannot be measured unless the EIR first establishes the actual physical 
conditions on the property.”13 It follows that “baseline determination is the first 
rather than the last step in the environmental review process.”14 If 
determination of a baseline is made improperly or postponed until after the 
public has had an opportunity to review the proposed plan, the requirements of 
CEQA are not met.15 In Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County 
Board of Supervisors, the court of appeals explained “[a]n EIR in which a 
baseline... is elastic and can be modified … at the end of the environmental 
review process without benefit of analysis or public participation” would not 
“inform decision makers about the impacts of the proposed project on the 
existing environment.”16  

There are at least two instances where this THP has failed to collect 
substantial evidence in order to form an accurate environmental baseline. 
First, the THP relied on inadequate northern spotted owl (NSO) survey data in 
order to establish the current environmental baseline with regards to the 
status of the NSO within the biological assessment area. Second, the THP 
entirely neglected to consider the fact that the plan area falls within the 
Mendocino Coast Important Bird Area when setting the environmental baseline 
for the project.17 

A. The THP Contains Inadequate Northern Spotted Owl Surveys 
to Establish an Accurate Environmental Baseline. 

The USFWS recently determined that uplisting the northern spotted owl 
(NSO) from Threatened to Endangered was warranted due to severe habitat loss 

 
12 Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, 48 
Cal.4th 310 (2010); Environmental Planning & Information Council v. County of El Dorado, 131 
Cal.App.3d 350, 354 (1982); Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of 
Supervisors, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 121 (2001)  
13 Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors, 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 
125 (2001) 
14 Id. 
15 Id. at 127-28. 
16 Id. (holding that introducing a new methodology for baseline determination at the end of the 
environmental review process without any informational discussion or opportunity for public 
review was an abuse of discretion). 
17 Additionally, the baseline lacks adequate description of the fragmentation of the existing 
landscape due to past and anticipated/permitted further logging. 
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and the threat posed by the invasive barred owl.18 Furthermore, researchers of 
NSO populations have likewise described the species as within “an extinction 
vortex” because of the dual threats of habitat loss and the barred owl.19 
Implementation of the THP likely would result in a taking of the northern 
spotted owl, which is listed by the U.S. FWS as threatened, in violation of 14 
Cal. Code Regs., § 898.2(d). Please see attached report of biologist Tonja Chi 
(Jan 11, 2020).20 Given the current dire situation, it is imperative that CAL 
FIRE do everything in its power not to contribute to the decline of this species. 

There are several pieces of information within the THP which indicate 
that an accurate environmental baseline with regards to NSO has not been 
established. First, no surveys for Northern Spotted were conducted in 
association with preparation for this THP. Instead, the THP relied on data 
obtained from the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Date 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 are reported to the Department’s database.21 Knowing that this reliance 
on CNDDB data was insufficient, the THP included a draft proposal showing 
future NSO calling station locations on a map.22 However, CAL FIRE wishes to 
have this THP approved before those surveys have been conducted. Doing so 
would violate CEQA and the Forest Practice Rules because it would deny the 
public the ability to comment on the information discovered during those 
surveys. Accordingly, the THP should not be approved until adequate surveys 
have been conducted. 

In addition, barred owls have been documented in the Little North Fork 
Big River Timber Harvest Plan Biological Assessment Area. Barred owl 
populations directly compete with NSO for limited quantities of essential 
resources and are known to result in negative impacts to spotted owls.23 

 
18Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 12-Month Finding for the Northern Spotted 
Owl, 85 Fed. Reg. 81144 (Dec. 15, 2020) (to be codified at 50 CFR 17). 
19Zach Urness, Spotted owls pushed closer to 'extinction vortex' by Oregon wildfires, (Dec. 1, 
2020), https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2020/12/01/northern-spotted-owl-
habitat-threatened-oregon-fires/6462923002/ 
20 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
21 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. 
22 THP sec. 5, p. 249 
23 Wiens, J.D., R.G. Anthony, and E.D. Forsman. 2014. Competitive interactions and resource 
partitioning between northern spotted owls and barred owls in western Oregon. Wildlife 
Monographs 185:1-50. 
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Despite this threat, the THP is incredibly vague with regards to the presence of 
barred owls. “Although there is reference to a single barred owl detection in 
2001 at the southern edge of JDSF property near Mendocino Woodlands State 
Park, there was no effort to further define extent of barred owl presence in the 
Biological Assessment Area or address potential implications of barred owl 
presence in the THP.”24 A territorial threat is posed by barred owls to NSO and 
there is a need to identify presence on the landscape if successful efforts are to 
be made to protect the NSO.25 

The USFWS has developed specific procedures for surveying for NSO in 
the presence of barred owl.26 These surveys incorporate a minimum of 2- 
consecutive years of survey data, with 6 complete visits per year.27 These 
heightened procedures are necessary because in the presence of barred owl, 
NSO are harder to detect.28 Along with the necessity of repeated visits, surveys 
must also have an adequate number of call points. The USFWS take avoidance 
guidelines for NSO in the coast region state that “at a minimum, surveys 
should be conducted on the property within which the proposed timber 
operations will occur. In addition, surveys should be conducted on any 
adjacent accessible private land (if voluntarily allowed by the landowner) or 
public land and along all appurtenant public roads.”29 As such, “[c]all point 
placement and survey routes should be established to achieve complete 
coverage with spacing between call points determined by the topography and 
acoustical characteristics; typical distances are between 0.25 and 0.5 miles.”30 
A northern spotted owl biologist reviewed the proposed survey call point map 
provided in the THP and concluded that it is “evident [sic] that there are too few 
call points that are spaced too far apart to offer complete spatial coverage 

 
24 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
25 Id. 
26 USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 2012. Revised Protocol for surveying in proposed 
management activities that may impact northern spotted owls. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Pacific Southwest Region, Sacramento, California. 
27 Id. 
28 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
29 USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 2019. Northern spotted owl take avoidance analysis 
and guidance for private lands in California; Attachment A: Take avoidance analysis – Coast 
Redwood Region. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region, Sacramento, 
California. 
30 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
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based on topography of the THP Biological Assessment Area.”31 The biologist 
has provided a map highlighting the areas that will not be surveyed using the 
current proposed call points.32  

Finally, the location of the THP raises serious concerns. The THP is 
located in an area of Jackson Demonstration State Forest that has not been 
logged in approximately 90 years.33 Because of this, the area is “high-quality 
NSO nesting and roosting habitat.”34 The proposed timber harvest “will disrupt 
continuity within the main body of habitat and result in division and 
fragmentation; reducing quality, biological value, and immediate availability of 
this nesting and roosting habitat to spotted owls.”35 That disruption will cause 
“irreparable harm to the NSO.”36 This is because high quality habitat provides 
“refugia from barred owls” to NSO.37 Recent research shows that maintaining 
high-quality habitat and reducing habitat fragmentation can act as a protective 
buffer to offset and minimize negative barred owl interactions.38 

Given the facts that adequate surveys have not been conducted, there 
are barred owls present, and the THP is located in high-quality NSO habitat, it 
is highly likely that the environmental baseline with regards to NSO for this 
project is inaccurate. Without an accurate baseline, the THP cannot confidently 
claim that timber operations will have “no significant long-term cumulative 
adverse impacts to wildlife species primarily associated with late seral forest 
characteristics” such as NSO.39 If there are NSO located in the plan area, it is 
highly likely that the unique second growth forest that is currently available to 
them is acting as a buffer to the encroachment of barred owls. So, by 
harvesting the area, CAL FIRE would be disrupting the NSO’s refuge from one 
of its main threats. No timber operations should occur until several consecutive 
years of high-quality survey data can be collected and a more complete 
understanding of the NSO population can be gleaned. Currently, “[t]he THP 
does not offer any evidence to support a finding that there will be no 

 
31 Id. 
32 Id. 
33 THP sec. 2, p. 39. 
34 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
35 Id. 
36 Id. 
37 Id. 
38 Dugger, K.M., E.D. Forsman, A.B. Franklin, R.J. Davis, G.C. White, et. al. 2016. The effects 
of habitat, climate, and barred owls on long-term demography of northern spotted owls. Condor 
118:57-116.  
39 THP sec. 4, p. 169. 
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unauthorized take of NSO during or after timber harvest.”40 If the THP 
proceeds as it is currently proposed it “would result in unauthorized take of 
NSO and produce irreparable harm to the NSO by removing necessary refugia 
habitat for NSO in the presence of barred owl.”41  

B. Important Bird Area not Considered in the Baseline. 

The Audubon Society, as the US partner for BirdLife International, 
spearheads an effort to identify, monitor, and protect the most important 
places for birds within the US.42 Audubon’s ornithologists have identified a 
stretch of coastline as the Mendocino Coast Important Bird Area (IBA).43 The 
Little North Fork Big River THP area falls within the Mendocino Coast IBA and 
abuts important preserved areas such as the Jug Handle State Natural 
Reserve.44 As such, disturbances within the THP area will have significant 
adverse impacts to bird populations within this IBA and regionally.45 The IBA is 
used by a large number of recreational and research level birders who have 
reported sightings of many rare bird species within the area.46 Species of 
concern which have been identified near the THP and within the IBA area 
include the Marbled Murrelet, Northern Spotted Owl, and Sharp Shinned 
Hawk.47 

Despite the importance of the area for birds and birders, the THP fails to 
mention that the THP area is located within the Mendocino Coast IBA. Thus, it 
can only be assumed that, in determining the baseline for the project, the RPF 
failed to consider that it was within an IBA. This indicates that the THPs 
baseline is inadequate as it does not fully consider the importance of the THP 
area and surrounding area to bird populations and birders. The RPF should 
conduct a more thorough analysis of the THP area’s importance as part of the 
Mendocino Coast IBA in order to determine a more accurate baseline. Without 

 
40 Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
41 Id. 
42Audubon Society, Important Bird Areas: Mendocino Coast, 
https://www.audubon.org/important-bird-areas/mendocino-coast 
43 Id. 
44 Cal. Dept. of Parks and Recreation, Jug Handle State Natural Reserve, 
https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=441 
45 The failure to consider the impacts to birds regionally of logging impact on the IBA is also a 
failure to adequately consider indirect effects in violation of CEQA. 
46Ebird, Mendocino Coast Bird Observations, 
https://ebird.org/barchart?byr=1900&eyr=2020&bmo=1&emo=12&r=US-CA_46 
47 Id. 
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fully considering the significance of the IBA and the THP area’s role within the 
IBA, the THP baseline is inadequate. Without an accurate environmental 
baseline, it is impossible to determine the extent of the THP’s environmental 
impacts.     

There is also no mention of the fact that the THP area falls within the IBA 
in the cumulative impacts analysis section of the THP. Adverse effects to bird 
populations within the THP area could have a cascading effect on bird 
populations throughout the IBA and regionally. Despite this, the RPF has failed 
to consider the adverse impacts the THP will have throughout the greater IBA. 
The RPF should conduct a more thorough cumulative effects analysis to 
address the THPs effect on the IBA. Questions that should be considered 
include: How timber operations in an area that has not had timber operations 
in 90 years will impact the IBA and how the disturbance to bird populations 
within the THP area will impact bird populations throughout the IBA and 
regionally. 

III. The THP Lacks the Required Support for Its Conclusions Regarding 
Direct and Indirect Impacts.   

Determining and disclosing impacts of an agency’s proposed actions is 
basic to CEQA analysis.48 However, and by way of example, the THP fails to 
include impacts analysis or determination from the reconstruction, 
maintenance, and use of existing logging roads. The THP includes no 
quantification or even estimates of the logging operation’s environmental 
impacts throughout the THP.  

A. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts to Water Quality and 
Salmonids.  

Section 3 of the THP addresses logging in Class II WLPZ watercourse49 
yet there is no clear explanation of the THP’s impacts to water quality and 
salmonid habitat and there is no evidence or analysis in support of use of 
exemptions under §§ 916.3 and 916.5 under either Section II or Section III of 
the THP. CALFIRE exempts itself from FPR Anadromous Salmonid Protection 
rules on page pages 56, 58, 59 (Item 27) of the THP to provide for road 
reconstruction and or reuse in the WLPZ, including two landings.50 However, 

 
48 Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & Game Comm., 16 Cal. 4th 105, 134 (1997).   
49 Revised THP sec. 2, pp. 37, 46. 
50 THP sec. 2, pp. 56, 58, 59 
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there is no analysis regarding the impacts of this proposed practice and no 
evidential support for any such exemptions. The THP claims Section III 
addresses this issue but Section III p. 115-116 similarly include absolutely no 
impact analysis.51 Item 27 invokes additional exemptions for both tree felling 
and cable logging yet, similarly there is no analysis.52 In addition, there is no 
referral. The only supposed analysis is instead simply a conclusion, with no 
support in the record, “[b]y limiting number of trees, expect to be no significant 
impact.”53 Such a conclusion does not comply with CEQA’s requirements to 
support conclusions with evidence. 

The THP also violates the FPRs because it does not discuss the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) Total Managed Daily Load (“TMDL”) 
criteria for turbidity and sediment contributed to salmonid spawning pools due 
to reconstruction and use of the roads in the WLPZ. A discussion of the THP’S 
consistency with TMDLs is specifically mandated by the Forest Practice Rules, 
yet it is absent.54 Additionally, the THP discusses watercourse crossing 
measures ostensibly for a Section 1600/SMA permit but includes no impact 
assessment regarding those crossings.55   

B. Impacts to Biological Resources.    

The THP discusses rare plants and wetlands on page 68.56 Yet, there are 
no appropriate plant surveys. The THP consists mainly of boilerplate text and 
template lists of plants.57   

The THP does not adequately address the likelihood of introduction of 
invasive species with the introduction of equipment, roads, and people to areas 
currently remote. A visit to a recently-logged portion of the JDSF revealed that 
CAL FIRE has been unwilling or unable to control the introduction of such 
species, particularly in areas of road construction. The pictures below were 
taken in the JDSF on March 7, 2021. 

 
51 THP sec. 3, pp. 115-116. 
52 THP sec. 2, pp. 58-59. 
53 THP sec. 2, p. 59. 
54 14 CCR § 916.9(a)(1). 
55 THP sec. 3, pp. 115-116. 
56 THP sec. 2, p. 68. 
57 See letter CNPS Letter. 
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The THP also fails to adequately assess the Project’s logging operations 
impacts to amphibians, including the foothill yellow legged frog (FYLF) the red 
legged frog. The THP errs in not identifying the FYLF as a listed species. 

Overall, the THP does not include any standard or industry norm surveys 
for plants, wetlands, or amphibians.58 It improperly offers nothing except 
deferred mitigation.  

C. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts to Visual Resources.  

The THP is required to, but does not, include any impact for visual 
impacts. It simply concludes that after considering visual resources, there are 
no impacts. But the THP contains zero evidence of any consideration, much 
less consideration that complies with CEQA. First, the THP does not identify 
the qualifications of the person preparing the visual impacts review. It appears 
the preparer has no such qualifications to present. Second, the THP fails to 
include any technical or professional discussion of impacts, including 
identification public viewing points, viewsheds, possible changes to existing 
view conditions due to logging and any comparison of existing conditions with 
figures showing simulated changes to the environment.59 The THP on p. 62 
states that there will be slash within 100 feet of road yet the recreation and 
visual impacts of such slash are not assessed.60 The THP goes on to claim that 
slash will be “reduced for aesthetic purposes.”61 The THP fails, though, to 
provide any estimate or analysis about how much slash will remain, and 

 
58 THP sec. 4, p. 158; See California Department of Fish and Wildlife Memo to CALFIRE, 
February 22, 2020, submitted by CNPS. 
59 CALTRANS Visual Assessment Guidance 
60 THP sec. 2, p. 62. 
61 Id. 
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whether it will be visible from viewshed areas and how much CALFIRE will 
reduce such slash.  

This lack of either identification or analysis of visual impacts continues 
on page 63 regarding piling and burning by simply saying there will be some 
burning in April for that slash created before September. But there is no 
commitment to this and the THP fails to include impact analysis of short term 
vs. long term visual or recreational impacts. The THP does not consider any 
mitigation measures for visual impacts to a recreation area highly used by the 
public. The THP is required to but does not include any mitigation measures 
for visual impacts. Such mitigation measures ought to include: 

a.  requiring 200-foot setbacks from any roads,  

b. Lopping all slash within 200 feet of the traveled surface of Annapolis 
Road, which entails lopping and spreading slash so that no part of it 
generally remains more than 30 inches above the ground. This mitigation 
would enhance post-harvest aesthetics and doubling the width of the fire 
protection zone as currently defined in the Forest Practice Rules from 
100 feet along publicly travelled roads to 200 feet. 

c.  Ensure that there will not be any landing slash piles readily visible 
from trails, roads and other public viewsheds, e.g., spreading out vertical 
piles generated on a landing similar to the lopping specifications above. 

d. Reduce aesthetics impacts by removing slash that has been spread on 
a bank that appears to be a landing pile as viewed from viewsheds. 

D. Analysis of Impacts to Recreation has been Deferred or Will 
Not be Conducted at All 

The THP does not include any actual user groups, JDSF recreation 
activities, or recreation areas except the Mendocino Visitors Center. There is no 
analysis of trail uses by hikers, equestrians or cyclists or area use by 
naturalists and those interpreting the area for native plants and wildlife. Thus, 
it provides no baseline for any environmental impact assessment.  

The visual impacts section, discussed above, fails to include a discussion 
regarding the visual impacts to recreational users of new truck and haul roads 
nor of any required mitigation for the development of new roads, landings, and 
the upgraded trail to road that will be viewed by the public, either during or 
after logging operations.  
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The THP is devoid of recreational impact assessment for most of the 
impacted area. Instead, it only discusses impacts actually within the logging 
area and not in the adjacent recreation areas.62 The THP mentions some limited 
mitigation measures regarding the Visitors Center but otherwise provides no 
visual impact analysis.63 The THP also mentions some vague “logging slash 
reduction measures” but does not say how the logging slash will affect visitor’s 
recreational experience.64 

The Recreational resources sections is also completely devoid of 
cumulative impact assessment. There is no discuss of the incremental impacts 
of the THP and no discussion of the combination of those impacts with the 
impacts from proposed and reasonably foreseeable JDSF THPs. On page 132 
the THP concludes that “Recreation is expected to continue.”65 This is not 
evidence. This is not analysis. It is simply a throw away sentence that ignores 
CALFIRE’s duties to actually assess the real-world impacts to recreation due to 
the logging operations. Further, CALFIRE must analyze the impacts of its 
management to the quality of that recreational experience, not just its 
continuity. 

1. Temporary Impacts 

The proposed THP admits that “[t]his area is associated with existing 
recreational opportunities.”66 This statement fails to capture that thousands of 
residents of Mendocino County use JDSF as their backyard. The forest 
provides a multitude of recreational activities including mountain biking, 
hiking, birding, mushroom foraging, and observing rare plants. Most of the 
mountain bike trails within Mendocino County are located in JDSF and will be 
impacted by the series of THPs proposed by CAL FIRE.67 A Strava.com heatmap 
of trail usage shows that these trails are heavily used by recreationists of all 
kinds.68 Keep in mind, this heatmap only represents recreationists who record 
their usage of these trails using Strava. The vast majority do not.  

 
62 THP sec. 4, p. 170. 
63 THP sec. 4, p. 172. 
64 THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
65 THP sec. 4, p. 132. 
66 THP sec. 4, p. 135. 
67 Mendocino Fun, Mountain Biking, https://mendocinofun.com/mountain-bikes/; 
https://tinyurl.com/y7wwrnn8 
68 Strava Global Heat Map, Over JDSF,  https://www.strava.com/heatmap#10.79/-
123.64150/39.47399/hot/all 
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The THP area is “a discrete portion of JDSF bounded to the North and 
West by the Woodlands State Recreation Area, to the South by Big River State 
Park.”69 Because it is adjacent to these recreational areas, this THP will have 
an outsized impact on recreation resources within JDSF. Originating in these 
state parks, approximately 3 miles of “[h]iking and mountain biking trails 
extend through the project area.”70 These trails include the “Eagle’s Roost 
Trail”, the “Marsh Creek Trail” and the “Big Tree Trail”.7172 These trails are 
used by the many campers who attend the Mendocino Woodlands as well as 
day users. Originally, regarding mitigation for the impacts to these trails, the 
THP stated: 

There will be both short term impacts and longer term effects to the trail 
system associated with the planned harvest. The harvest area will be 
closed to the public during harvest operations due to safety concerns. 
JDSF managers plan to implement timber operations in phases to limit 
the need for trail and area closures. Hikers and mountain bikers will 
have to utilize other trails during this period of which there are 45 other 
miles in the Jackson State Demonstration State Forest trail system as 
well as hiking and biking opportunities in the adjoining State Park lands. 
Other JDSF timber harvest may result in other temporary trail closures 
but more than 50 percent of the trail system will remain available for use 
throughout the term of this project.73 

The THP admits that other “other JDSF timber harvest may result in other 
temporary trail closures” and assuages the public that “more than 50 percent 
of the trail system will remain available for use throughout the term of project” 
but contains no plan ensure that this will be the case.74 Also, there is no 
assessment of whether cutting trail area in half will have a detrimental impact 
on recreational users. 

Possibly there is a lack of analysis because CALFIRE has failed to collect 
the information it is obligated by its management plan to gather. The JDSF 
Management Plan calls for “a recreation survey to provide a better 
understanding of Forest recreation users’ activities and interests.”75 The THP 

 
69 THP sec. 2, p. 43. 
70 THP sec. 4, pp. 135, 172. 
71 Map of Mendocino Woodlands Trails, https://www.mobilemaplets.com/showplace/9324 
72 Trail Forks, Big Tree Mountain Bike Trail Trail (accessed 3-2-21) 
73 THP sec. 4, p. 172. 
74 THP sec. 4, p. 172. 
75 JDSF Management Plan 2016 Update at 30. 
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makes no reference to these surveys and has clearly not considered them with 
regards to impacts to recreation. Proper environmental review requires that 
planners fully consider the likely significant effects of their proposed projects 
before approval.76 The RPF has clearly failed to consider all of the likely 
significant effects of their project because they have not created a plan to 
ensure that there is adequate trail access on JDSF.77  

What little analysis there is in the THP of the impacts of these trail 
closures is deeply flawed. The RPF assumes that one trail being open can 
always substitute for another being closed. But trails are not alike in location, 
difficulty, and scenery. For instance, if all of the trails surrounding the 
Mendocino Woodlands are closed due to this THP and the proposed Railroad 
Gulch and Manly Gulch THPs (which will take place on the western side of the 
Woodlands), the fact that other trails may be open far away in another part of 
JDSF does little to mitigate the impacts to people recreating in the Mendocino 
Woodlands, nor does it account for the accessibility or appropriateness of the 
different trails to the needs of different types of users. 

Closures will also likely force different kinds of trail users to share far 
fewer miles of trails then were previously available. This will lead to crowding 
between trail users with competing uses (such as mountain biking and 
mushroom gathering) who, without these timber harvest plans, normally enjoy 
ample space to recreate. The THP does not contain an estimate of how many 
people use these trails or how many people use the other trails that this THP 
will make more crowded by redirecting people to them. The JDSF Management 
plan calls for recreation surveys to be conducted on JDSF but no such surveys 
are referenced in the THP.78 The THP also fails to consider that due to the 
Covid-19 pandemic there is currently an increased demand for recreation 
opportunities in outdoor public space.79 By not addressing this, the THP 
ignores the current situation on the ground and how trail closures will have a 
uniquely significant impact during this time. Without all of this information, 
the THP cannot confidently make a claim that the THP will not have a 
significant impact on the other trails based on substantial evidence. 

 
76 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) (2018) ("[f]ormulation of mitigation measures 
should not be deferred until some future time."); Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. County of 
Madera, 199 Cal.App.4th 48 (2011). 
77 THP sec. 4, p. 149 
78 JDSF Management Plan 2016 Update at 30. 
79 Landry, Craig E., et al. "How Has the COVID‐19 Pandemic Affected Outdoor Recreation in the 
US? A Revealed Preference Approach." Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (2020). 
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2. Permanent Impacts 

The THP will also have permanent impacts on recreation that last long 
after the trails are reopened. These also have not been adequately considered. 
The THP states that “[v]isual impacts are to be mitigated principally by utilizing 
selection silviculture”.80 The THP claims that “[a]fter several years, the well 
spaced leave trees, and green new vegetation should be a pleasant visual 
setting” and that therefore “[v]isual impacts are temporary, and are not 
expected to create a cumulative visual impact.”81 This statement does not cite 
any research or studies indicating that selection silviculture always produces a 
“pleasant visual setting”.  

Selection silviculture has many negative visual impacts which the RPF 
has failed to analyze. For instance, tractor logging leaves a path of disturbed 
soil in its wake to reach harvest trees. Road construction and introduction of 
logging equipment is likely to result in the introduction of invasive species that 
will diminish the value of the area for nature study and bird watching. In 
addition, the plan calls for 3.5 miles of new roads and 1.5 miles of existing jeep 
roads to be reconstructed as seasonal logging roads.82 The visual impacts of 
these new and reconstructed roads on the trail system have not been 
adequately considered. Considering the fact that this plan calls harvest of 
“<30% of the stands basal area,” it would seem prudent to actually analyze 
what the long term visual impacts of such a reduction would be.83 Without 
further study prior to approval of the impacts to recreation both during and 
after the harvest, the THP does not fulfill the requirements of CEQA.84 

After similar concerns were raised by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation during the PHI, the RPF revised page 173 of the THP to contain the 
following statement: 

Newly constructed roads and evidence of other timber harvesting 
activities will be (sic) directly adjacent or overlap trails within the 
planned harvest area. Constructed roads will be a long term change in 
the landscape that will provide access for hikers, bikers, etc and will also 
cause a visual change to currently un-roaded hill slopes. Road 
construction (sic) visual impacts are temporary, and are not expected to 

 
80 THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
81 THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
82 THP sec. 4, p. 150. 
83 THP sec. 2, p. 11. 
84 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino 202, Cal.App.3d 296, 307 (1988). 
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create a cumulative visual impact. Current trails in the JDSF trail 
system are frequently located on old access roads as is the case within 
the current planned harvest area.85 

While this statement does indicate that the RPF is at least aware that the 
proposed new roads will have long lasting impacts to visual resources and 
recreation, it does not meet the bar of showing that they have reasonably 
considered these impacts. The statement itself is internally inconsistent as it 
both acknowledges that the constructed roads “will be a long term change” but 
also assures the reader that “visual impacts are temporary.”86 Moreover, while 
the statement does say that current trails are located on “old access roads” it 
fails to mention that those access roads are up to 90 years old, as opposed to 
the newly created roads envisioned by this plan. The visual impacts of new 
roads and old roads are obviously significantly different, especially since very 
few people alive can remember when the old roads weren’t there. There has still 
been no study of the visual impacts to these heavily frequented trails. Given 
the severity of these impacts to the many people who use these trails, a more 
thorough consideration, before approval of the THP, is necessary to prevent 
irreparable harm. 

3. Failure to Consider the Full Extent of Impacts to 
Recreation 

The RPF has not considered how the trail closures within the THP area 
will affect other trails within JDSF. CEQA requires that the significant 
environmental impacts to the foreseeable surrounding area also be considered, 
not just impacts the project will have on the project area itself.87 Closing a 
significant portion of the most highly used section of JDSF and redirecting 
those trail users to other, already highly used sections, will have a cumulative 
impact on those other sections in terms of how crowded they are. The THP has 
failed to consider these impacts associated with higher trail usage on the open 
trails as a result of trails within the THP area being closed for long periods of 
time. 

The RPF has also failed to consider how other planned THPs within the 
western portion of JDSF will affect recreation opportunities. The five other 
THPs proposed for this area are within a few miles of each other and are being 

 
85 Revised THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
86 Revised THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
87 CEQA Guidelines, appen. G, § I, subd. (c) 
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conducted within the most heavily used portion of the JDSF.  Despite this, the 
cumulative impacts analysis for this THP does not consider how these other 
THPs, and their accompanying trail closures, will impact recreation. CEQA 
requires that the cumulative impacts of a project and any foreseeable future 
projects be considered together in order to reveal the true impact of the 
projects taken together.88 With regards to recreational impacts, the RPF has 
failed to conduct the necessary cumulative impacts analysis because they have 
neglected to consider how these other projects will impact recreational 
opportunities.  Directing trail users to use another trail due to a THP closure 
won’t mitigate those impacts if that other trail is also closed due to another 
THP. A more comprehensive analysis of when exactly the other THPs will be 
occurring, how long trail closures will last, and when there will be overlapping 
trail closures is necessary in order to fully consider the impacts of these trail 
closures.  

Governor Newsome’s recent 30 by 30 Executive Order also demands a 
careful protection of recreational resources.89 The order directs California’s 
State Agencies to develop and report strategies to the Governor to achieve the 
goal of preserving 30% of California’s lands in a manner that Expands 
equitable outdoor access and recreation for all Californians. The RPF should 
explain how closing a considerable amount of JDSF to recreation for this THP 
and other nearby THPs on JDSF is consistent with this executive order. 

The THP also claims that because the closures are temporary the adverse 
impacts will be temporary and therefore non-significant.90 This claim ignores 
the fact that the timber harvest will have an impact on recreationists even after 
the trails are re-opened. The timber harvest will disturb plant and fungi species 
that recreationists enjoy viewing and collecting in the forests. The timber 
harvest plan could also change the condition of the trails themselves by using 
the trails for timber operations. The timber harvest plan will also disturb bird 
and animal species within the THP area which recreationists enjoy viewing. 
These changes, which will last long after timber operations conclude, have not 
been considered in the cumulative impacts analysis for recreation. This is 
because the cumulative impacts assumes, incorrectly, that the only impacts to 
recreation will be the temporary closure of the trails and the visual impacts.91 
Given the fact that the THP has not considered impacts to these other 

 
88 Pub. Res. Code, Div. 13,  § 21083(b); Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, §§ 15130, 15355 (2010). 
89 Gavin Newsome, 30 by 30 Executive Order, EXECUTIVE ORDER N-82-20 
90 THP sec. 4, pp. 172-173. 
91 THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
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resources in relation to recreationists, it cannot make the claim that “[n]o 
significant Recreational impacts are expected” based on substantial evidence.92 
CEQA and the FPA require that a THP consider all of the likely significant 
impacts associated with a project and here the THP has clearly failed to do so 
with regards to recreation. 

After similar concerns were raised by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation during the PHI, the RPF revised page 173 of the THP to contain the 
following statement: 

Newly constructed roads and evidence of other timber harvesting 
activities will be will be directly adjacent or overlap trails within the the 
planned harvest area. Constructed roads will be a long term change in 
the landscape that will provide access for hikers, bikers, etc and will also 
cause a visual change to currently un-roaded hill slopes. Road 
construction will visual impacts are temporary, and are not expected to 
create a cumulative visual impact. Current trails in the JDSF trail 
system are frequently located on old access roads as is the case within 
the current planned harvest area.93 

EPIC has trouble squaring the fact that the project will produce “a visual 
change to currently un-roaded hill slopes” with the idea that these new roads 
will not “constitute significant adverse cumulative effects on visual 
resources.”94 Creating over 3 miles of new logging roads on previously un-
roaded hill slopes and forests within an area heavily used by recreationists 
would seem to obviously constitute a significant adverse effect on visual 
resources. The current mitigation method proposed, the use of selection 
silviculture, may somewhat address the impact of the timber harvest itself but 
leaves unaddressed the impact of the new roads. Given the fact that the visual 
impacts of the roads have not been mitigated and will be highly visible to the 
large number of members of the public who recreate in the area, there will in 
fact be significant adverse cumulative effects on visual resources. 

4. Impacts to the Mendocino Woodlands Will Be Greater 
than the THP Indicates. 

The Mendocino Woodlands was created by the State of California in order 
to “enable the children of the state to better comprehend the outdoors, 

 
92 THP sec. 4, p. 173. 
93 Revised THP sec. 4, p. 173 
94 Revised THP sec. 4, p. 173 



22 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

particularly the social and economic importance of the study, conservation, 
protection, and utilization of natural resources.”95 Today, Mendocino 
Woodlands has over 10,000 attendees each summer.96 In order to ensure that 
the area surrounding the Woodlands would be conserved, the legislature 
created a special treatment area around the Woodlands.97 This THP lies within 
the Mendocino Woodlands Special Treatment Area.98 The legislature further 
required that “[p]rior to authorizing the sale and cutting of timber from the area 
described in subdivision (c) of Section 5823, the State Forester shall solicit and 
consider the recommendations of the Department of Parks and Recreation with 
respect to the prevention of unnecessary or unreasonable interruption or loss 
of facilities or resources essential to center operations.”99 The Department of 
Parks and Recreation has already submitted extensive comments outlining the 
numerous impacts to recreation associated with this project.100 EPIC shares 
the Department of Parks and Recreation’s concerns and incorporates their 
concerns by reference. 

In the discussion of impacts to the Woodlands the THP states the 
following: 

Short-term impacts on recreational activities will occur during harvesting 
operations. Logging is inherently a noisy business. During timber 
operations campers in the Mendocino Woodlands Outdoor Center will 
experience the acoustic effects of logging including falling trees, 
chainsaws and yarder whistles.”101 “Over a 20 year cycle distractive noise 
from harvesting on adjacent lands would occur less than 1 percent of the 
time with noise disturbance from timber management being absent 99 
percent of the time.102 

First, RPF’s choice of a “20-year cycle” as the denominator when 
evaluating the length of time the noise disturbance will impact the Woodlands 
is not supported by substantial evidence. The RPF states that they chose a 20 

 
95 Pub. Rec. Code. § 5821 
96 Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-Harvest 
Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan (THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River 
(Dec. 31, 2020)  
97 PRC 5823(c) 
98 THP sec. 4, p. 170. 
99 Pub. Rec. Code  § 5829 
100 Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-Harvest 
Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan (THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River 
(Dec. 31, 2020)  
101 THP sec. 4, p. 172. 
102 Id. 
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year cycle because logging will return to this area every 20 years.103 This is not 
the correct denominator to use because it artificially minimizes the impacts of 
the noise on the woodlands of this specific project. This project will take place 
over a certain timeframe and it is that timeframe that should be used as the 
denominator for any discussion of the noise impacts of the project. To do 
otherwise would be to not analyze the impacts of this project but to analyze the 
impacts of the next 20 years of forest management (a task which this THP 
nowhere near approaches). If project proponents could always select whatever 
denominator they wanted when analyzing the impacts of their actions they 
would always choose an unreasonably large denominator and declare that their 
actions will have very little impact. The use of a 20-year cycle particularly does 
not make sense in this case because it assumes that typical logging operations 
would be producing sound more frequently than this project. Logging for a brief 
period every 20 years is less frequent than logging every year. But the fact is 
that most logging is performed on a cyclical basis where logging happens for a 
brief period of time, the trees are allowed to regrow, and then logging reoccurs. 
So, using this 20-year denominator assumes a hypothetical, frequent recurring 
logging on a short timeframe, that was never a possibility. This use of a 
counterfactual situation that does not normally occur in the timber industry, 
misleads the reader of the THP into believing that these timber harvests have 
less frequent than normal acoustic effects. A THP that misleads the reader so 
profoundly does not meet the requirements of CEQA. 

Currently there are two mitigation measures proposed within the THP to 
address impacts to recreation on the Mendocino Woodlands. First, there is a 
200’ foot barrier to logging near the woodlands. Second, there is a restriction 
“active timber operations occurring between July 1 and Labor Day within 1000’ 
of campgrounds to weekdays and non-holidays.”104 These mitigation measures 
are not sufficient to mitigate the environmental impact of this project to the 
Mendocino Woodlands below a significant impact.  

The 200’ foot barrier is insufficient to prevent both visual and 
recreational impacts to campers staying at the Mendocino Woodlands. This 
would merely turn the Woodlands into a donut hole surrounded by disturbed 
forest. It assumes that visitors to the Mendocino Woodlands do not venture 
into the public lands surrounding the facility—an assumption at odds with the 
legislative intent of connecting Californians to their environment.  

 
103 Id. 
104 Id. 
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The restriction on harvesting from July 1st until Labor Day is also 
patently inadequate. Many of the attendees of the Mendocino Woodlands are 
school children who are on summer break. Summer camps take place during 
weekdays because the children do not have school. Many of the adult camps 
hosted at the Woodlands over the summer take place during weekdays as well 
because adults take their vacations to the woodlands during summer 
months.105 So, this mitigation measure won’t actually mitigate the experience 
of active logging for thousands of campers.  

 
105 Mendocino Woodlands Camp Calendar from June to August 2021 
https://www.mendocinowoodlands.org/camp-calendar 
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E. Finally, the 1000’ barrier is arbitrary even assuming campers 
never leave the Mendocino Woodlands, and will not adequately 
protect the camp from negative auditory impacts. The THP 
states that this distance was based on nothing other than 
their own opinion.106 No effort has been made to analyze the 
way sound moves in the vicinity of the camps. In a forest, 
sound can travel farther or shorter depending on the 
surrounding terrain and foliage. So, a blanket 1000’ barrier 
will not work to the same extent everywhere. There is also no 
data in the THP about the volume of noise produced by 
chainsaws, tractors, and truck engines that would be involved 
in harvest operations. There is also no information about 
operating hours for the timber harvest. Will the campers be 
woken early by the sound of chainsaws? How late into the 
night will these sounds be heard? Visitors to the Woodlands 
are seeking opportunity for quiet reflection and contemplation 
in nature. That desire is incompatible with a timber harvest. 
Because these mitigation measures are clearly inadequate to 
address the impacts to the Woodlands, it is clear that the RPF 
did not make these decisions based on substantial 
evidence.Mischaracterization of Forest Character and 
Structure Resulting in Inadequate Assessment of Impacts to 
the Same. 

1. The THP falsely states that the THP area is blanketed in 
Young Growth Timber 

Revised THP page 106 states “Since [1929] the natural resilience of the 
forest has resulted in a dense strand of young growth timber blanketing the 
plan area.”107 This statement contains two factual errors. First, the statement 
refers to trees which have been growing since 1929 as “young growth.” Despite 
their capacity to live thousands of years, Coastal Redwood Trees that have been 
growing for 90 years are not “young growth.” In classifying Redwood Trees by 
age, researchers have referred to 100-year old Sequoia Sempervirens as 
“mature second growth.” Certainly, the logs taken off of this forest will not be 
characterized as young. The THP should refer to this forest appropriately, as it 

 
106 THP sec. 4, p. 172. 
107 Revised THP sec. 3, p. 106. 
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is in other sections of even the same THP; to do otherwise is misleading.108 The 
RPF knows that this is the case as in other sections of the THP they refer to the 
forest as a “mature second growth forest.”109 

Second, the phrase “blanketing” implies a situation that is not supported 
by the evidence. The THP does not contain an estimate of the number of stems 
per acre. So, the RPF has not actually calculated where the THP area is 
“blanketed” with trees. On February 2nd, 2021, a Fort Bragg resident named 
Chad Swimmer walked the THP area and photographed the current situation 
on the ground.110 Chad’s photos, which are georeferenced, clearly show that 
much of the THP area is not blanketed in young growth but has instead 
developed into a spaced out mature second growth forest.111 A small portion of 
the THP area does contain denser stands, but this is not representative of the 
overall tree density within the THP area. By describing the state of this forest 
incorrectly, the RPF appears to be attempting to manufacture a need for the 
project. Much of the rationalization for this project is based on the assumption 
that the forest needs to be thinned in order to achieve late seral forest 
characteristics. But, if the forest is already starting to regain those 
characteristics in the absence of active management, then that belies the need 
for this project.  

The THP claims that single tree selection will “reduc[e] competition in 
dominant and codominant trees to increase growth rates and maintain large 
trees over time.112 But certainly the efficacy of this tactic would depend on the 
actual situation on the ground prior to the harvest. As Swimmer’s photos 
demonstrate, the forest is not a dense stand of young growth blanketing the 
plan area, but rather a healthy stand of mature second growth that has already 
achieved late seral forest characteristics. And to reiterate, the THP contains no 
estimation of tree stems per acre to refute Swimmer’s observations. While there 
is some evidence that thinning may be appropriate in very dense and very 
young stands of redwoods, recent research indicates that older second growth 
coastal redwood forests rejuvenate more successfully without human 

 
108 Iberle, Benjamin G., Robert Van Pelt, and Stephen C. Sillett. "Development of mature 
second-growth Sequoia sempervirens forests." Forest Ecology and Management 459 (2020): 
117816. 
109 THP sec. 4, p. 146. 
110 Chad Swimmer, Groundtruthing Photos taken on Feb. 2nd 2021. 
111 Chad Swimmer, Groundtruthing Photos taken on Feb. 2nd 2021. 
112 THP sec. 2, p. 11. 
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intervention.113 So, selection harvesting in this instance will not accelerate 
development of a late seral forest but rather disturb a forest that is already 
developing those characteristics. Given this, the THP is significantly misleading 
about the environmental impacts of this project to an extent that constitutes 
an abuse of discretion. 

2. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts to Late Seral Forest 
Habitat  

This section of JDSF was last harvested in 1929, and so this forest is 
some of the oldest second growth forest remaining in California.114 Mature 
second growth forests provide a wide variety of ecological benefits, including 
favorable conditions for sensitive understory herbaceous species.115 Research 
from the Big River watershed suggests that many late seral conditions can 
develop within 80-years after a timber harvest.116 As such, the THP area is well 
on its way to becoming old-growth forest. Researchers who conducted a direct 
comparison of a second growth stands that were being actively managed for 
late seral characteristics with second-growth stands that were allowed to 
naturally recover without human intervention, determined that “tree canopy 
cover, native species cover and richness, richness of coast redwood associated 
species, and the cover of Trillium ovatum (western wake robin) were 
significantly higher in naturally recovering versus actively managed stands.”117 
Only 2% of the redwood forest in Mendocino County is protected public land 
and “therefore, protected habitat similar to the 484-acres in the LNF THP is 
rare in Mendocino.”118 Given its rarity and importance for the future of so 

 
113 Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
114 THP sec. 2, p. 43. 
115 Russell, W. 2020. Herbaceous understory indicators of post-harvest recovery in coast 
redwood 
(Sequoia sempervirens) forests. Open Journal of Forestry 10:204-216 
116 Russell, W. and K. H. Michels. 2010. Stand development on a 127-year chronosequence of 
naturally 
regenerating Sequoia sempervirens (Taxodiaceae) forests. Madroño 57:229-241. 
117 Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
118 Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-Harvest Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan 
(THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River (Dec. 28, 2020). 
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many species of concern, CAL FIRE has a responsibility not to disturb this 
forest with unnecessary logging.119   

The Forest Practice Rules require that the cumulative impacts analysis 
section of every THP analyze whether the THP will impact forests with late seral 
(mature) forest characteristics.120 Forests with these characteristics include 
“previously harvested forests that are in many possible stages of succession 
and may include remnant patches of late seral forest which generally conform 
to the definition of unharvested forests but do not meet the acreage criteria.”121  
During the Pre-harvest inspection, “several areas were observed within the THP 
area that could potentially meet the definition of Late Seral Forest stands.”122 
The plan area also currently “provide[s] some functional wildlife habitat for 
species primarily associated with late seral forest”.123 Given the fact that this 
forest is currently providing functional wildlife habitat to species associated 
with late seral forest and contains remnant strands of old growth redwoods, 
some of the plan area is properly classified as late seral forest habitat. 

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) explained this succinctly 
in their comments:  

The plan proposes limited harvesting to promote late successional 
development to increase tree diameter, which will eventually lead to 
increased canopy growth. However, given the stands current age, the 
trees, understory and mycorrhizal fungi (i.e. forest ecosystem) it is 
arguable that it currently functions as a late successional forest stand 
(Russel and Michels 2010, Russel et al. 2014) and to further develop 
wildlife structure (epicormic branches and hollows) would require 
disturbance such as fire or extreme weather (Sinclair 2013). Some plants 
like Trillium are very susceptible to timber harvesting and can take 115 
years to reach old-growth densities (Russel et al. 2014). Approximately, 
eighty-five percent of redwood habitat in Mendocino County is zoned TPZ 
(including JDSF) with an estimate of 2% in protected public lands and 

 
119 See also discussion of public trust obligations, below. 
120 Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 14 Section 895.1; Board of Forestry Technical Rule Addendum No.2 
Cumulative Impacts Assessment, C., f. 
121 Id. 
122 Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Preharvest Inspection Report for Harvest 
Document 1-20-00173-MEN with Recommendations  (Dec. 7 2020) 
123 THP sec. 4, p. 169. 
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therefore, protected habitat similar to the 484-acres in the LNF THP is 
rare in Mendocino.124 

In response to CDFW making similar arguments as above and requesting 
that the RPF edit the THP to make clear that it will involve the harvesting of 
late successional forest strands, the RPF submitted revised THP page 84. The 
new page states that based on JDSF cruise data the RPF still believes that the 
area does not contain late successional forest stands, but that as a courtesy to 
CDFW they would check the box indicating that the plan will involve the 
harvesting of late successional forest stands.125 Accurate understanding of the 
baseline, and not courtesy, is what is required by the law. Having elected to 
describe the project area as containing late successional forest stands, the 
analysis must address impacts to that forest type. 

Nevertheless, the RPF maintains that the plan is still consistent with the 
JDSF management plan because selective harvesting will have the effect of 
increasing the quadratic mean diameter of the stand.126 Forest Practice Rule 
919.16 requires the RPF to provide additional information when “late 
succession forest stands are proposed for harvesting and such harvest will 
significantly reduce the amount and distribution of late succession forest 
stands or their functional wildlife habitat value so that it constitutes a 
significant adverse Impact on the environment.”127 Considering only quadratic 
mean diameter, CAL FIRE cannot demonstrate compliance with this 
requirement. The RPF assumes without evidence that timber operations will 
not reduce the functional habitat value of these forest stands and therefore 
does not comply with this requirement.128 This assumption, which is not based 
on substantial evidence, could cause permanent harm to the late seral habitat 
within the THP area even if overall tree size does increase. Tree diameter is not 
the only factor necessary for the promotion of late seral forest habitat. Russel 
et al explained the negative consequences of focusing on tree size over other 
values when conducting second growth forest restoration in this way: 

Regardless of the choice of reference, forest restoration (much like 
commercial timber management) has tended to focus primarily on the 
rapid production of large trees (Meisel et al., 2009) rather than the 

 
124 Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-harvest Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan 
(THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River (Dec 28, 2020) 
125 Revised THP sec. 2, p. 84. 
126 Revised THP sec. 2, p. 84. 
127 Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14 § 919.16 
128 Revised THP sec. 2, p. 84. 
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development of viable ecological communities. As a result, silvicultural 
treatments in the form of pre-commercial and commercial thinning have 
become a common tool leading to an almost synonymous use of the 
terms “restoration”, “thinning”, and “fuel reduction” (Korb et al., 2007; 
O’Hara et al., 2010). Regrettably, the reintroduction of human 
disturbance to an already damaged system may be counterproductive 
(Brown et al., 2004). In many forest types, especially coast redwood 
forests, natural regenerative properties allow the development of old-
growth characteristics over time without the need for additional active 
management.129  

With regards to the effectiveness of stand thinning in restoring second 
growth redwood forests their research concluded that “[al]though the 
temptation to manipulate a regenerating forest so that management goals can 
be reached in a human time scale is compelling, the ecological costs of 
continued disturbance, particularly when using the same tools that caused the 
original damage, must be considered.”130 Even if tree size is the main factor 
being considered, the THP admits that old growth redwoods will be 
harvested.131 The silviculture chart states that pre-harvest the THP area 
contains 0.612 MBF/Ac of old growth redwood and that post-harvest the area 
will contain 0.428 MBF/Ac of old growth redwood. The RPF should explain how 
harvesting old growth redwood will promote late seral forest characteristics as 
required by the JDSF Management Plan and as the THP itself states it will do. 
Specifically, consistent with the JDSF Management Plan’s goal to have 
“significant cohorts of different ages and sizes of trees within the stand,” 
retention of these trees should be considered since old growth cannot be 
replenished within any meaningful time frame.132  

The presence of old trees is also not adequately disclosed in the THP. The 
observed “residual old growth redwood and Douglas-fir trees” identified by the 
forester should be disclosed and the plan for harvest of these trees or in their 
vicinity discussed more thoroughly. Specifically, consistent with the JDSF 
Management Plan’s goal to have “significant cohorts of different ages and sizes 
of trees within the stand,” retention of these trees should be considered since 

 
129 Russell, Will, Jeff Sinclair, and Kristin Hageseth Michels. "Restoration of coast redwood 
(Sequoia sempervirens) forests through natural recovery." Open Journal of Forestry 4.02 
(2014): 106. 
130 Id. 
131 THP sec. 3, p. 111. 
132 JDSF Management Plan, p. 66 
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old growth cannot be replenished within any meaningful time frame. Yet in the 
PHI Report in response to the question “Does the plan accurately disclose any 
components that would be associated with Late Successional Forest Stands 
(e.g., large living and/or dead trees . . . ) that require disclosure and analysis in 
the cumulative impacts discussion,” the report states NA, which is clearly not 
true given the observations of forester. 

Failing to adequately disclose and consider the import of the presence of 
these old growth trees is inconsistent with the FPA and CEQA. CAL FIRE 
Assistant Deputy Director, Mr. Duane Shintaku on March 2, 2005, wrote a 
memo (attached hereto and incorporated herein) in which he recognizes the 
potential biological, cultural, historical and aesthetic value or significance of 
stands of large old trees, as well as some individual specimens. The 
memorandum states that potential significant adverse impacts pertaining to 
large old trees must be adequately disclosed, evaluated, and mitigated within 
the context of the existing FPRs, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and extends this 
assessment to individual large old trees and small stands of large old trees less 
than 20 acres in size. 

With regard to this project, the failure to disclose and discuss these large 
trees has at least the following implications: 

a.      Potential inconsistency with the California Forest Carbon Plan 
(2018), which notes that: “[i]ndividual large trees store and sequester 
more carbon than individual trees” and that “carbon can quickly be 
recovered to pre-treatment levels if large, fire-tolerant overstory trees are 
not removed in large quantities.”133 Redwoods and Douglas firs in 
particular are masterful carbon sinks.134 

b.      Recreational and aesthetic value of large trees. 

c.      Value to wildlife of large trees.  

The RPF has not provided a map indicating where the late successional 
forest stands within the THP are located. Failure to do so has robbed the public 
of the ability to make informed comments on the THP’s impacts on these late 
successional forest stands. EPIC asks that the RPF provide an inventory of the 
largest trees per acre, a description of habitat characteristics for each unit, and 
a description of the trees they propose to remove for the benefit of increasing 

 
133California Forest Carbon Plan, p. 24-25. 
134 Id. at 91. 
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mean stand diameter. EPIC also requests that a map indicating the location of 
the late successional forest stands and late seral forest habitat within the 
project area be included in the THP, and that public comment be reopened.  

EPIC asks that the RPF explain why adding 3.5 miles of new roads and 
the accompanying soil disturbance will not significantly impact the available 
late successional forest habitat. EPIC asks that the RPF explain why CAL FIRE 
disagrees with the determinations of both DPR and & CDFW regarding both the 
existence of late successional forest stands and the best means for developing 
them going forward. EPIC asks that the RPF respond to the studies conducted 
by Russell et al. indicating that late seral forests are better developed through 
natural recovery rather than thinning. 

F. Inadequate Assessment of Impacts of Roads 

1. New Roads Will Have a Larger Direct Ecological Impact 
than Admitted.  

As discussed above, the THP calls for the construction of 18,157 feet of 
new seasonal roads.135 An astonishing 1,770 feet of these new roads will be 
constructed on extremely steep slopes of over 65% with spoils placed on slopes 
up to nearly 30%, as well as 2,284 feet of construction on slopes exceeding 
50% in Coho watersheds.136 Section 5 of the THP generally describes cable 
logging only on similarly steep slopes—a precaution that demonstrates plainly 
why roads should not be constructed in these significantly undisturbed 
areas.137  

The JDSF MGMT plan identifies roads constructed from the 1950s to 
1970s as “a major source of fine sediment.”138 These new roads are being 
constructed in a “unique” area that has not seen road construction or logging 
in nearly a century.139 The conclusion in the THP that new roads will not have 
a significant impact on the environment is not based on substantial evidence. 
In their comments, CDFW highlighted some of the unconsidered impacts as 
follows: 

 
135 THP sec. 2, p. 36 
136 THP, revised p. 37 
137 See, e.g., Section 5 (July 13, 2020), pp. 226-228 (describing cable logging in areas of greater 
than 65%, areas of historic landslide activity, and areas upslope of a Class II watercourse. 
138 JDSF Management Plan p. 49 
139 THP sec. 4, p. 135 
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The construction of over 8 acres of roads may result in significant 
adverse impacts to the microbial communities, including mycorrhizal 
fungi, that support the health and resiliency of late successional forest 
stands. Additionally, the disturbance of microbial communities disrupts 
organic soil carbon storage. The THP does not address road construction 
impacts to the forest floor and subsurface biota, late successional 
stands, or qualify the amount of soil carbon effected by the THP.140 

EPIC shares CDFW’s concerns about impacts to the forest floor, late 
successional stands, and soil carbon. The fact that these concerns were not 
addressed indicates that the RPF has not seriously considered these impacts 
associated with road construction. 

In response to these concerns the RPF amended the THP to include a 
revised page 167 and page 167.1. There, the RPF estimated that the total land 
area on which mycorrhizal communities will be displaced by new roads and 
landings will be 11 acres.141 The RPF then assumed that the mycorrhizal 
biomass would therefore be reduced 2.3% (11/484 acres) and that that would 
not be a significant impact. This analysis ignores the fact that roads placed in 
different places will have different levels of impact. In particular, CDFW raised 
concerns about the roads’ impact on mycorrhizal fungi communities that 
support late seral forest stands. So, it stands to reason that a road placed 
adjacent to late seral forest stands will have a more significant impact than a 
road placed farther away from one. A proper analysis would account for the 
placement of roads in relation to late seral forest stands as well as other 
interactions between mycorrhizal fungi and the coastal redwood ecosystem. 

2. Use of Existing Roads will Have a Larger Direct Impact 
than Admitted 

The THP intends to rely on existing roads owned by the Conservation 
Fund and Big River State Park in order to access the THP area.142 The THP fails 
to consider the direct impacts from the use of these roads on Conservation 
Fund lands and Big River State park lands. The JDSF MGMT plan identifies 
roads constructed from the 1950s to 1970s as “a major source of fine 
sediment.”143 Yet, this THP does not explain how the use of these existing roads 

 
140 CDFW comments for LNFBR at PHI 14 
141 Revised THP sec. 4, p. 167.1 
142 THP sec. 2, p. 43. 
143 JDSF Management Plan p. 49 
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will increase sediment delivery to impaired water courses such as the Big River. 
Nor has the THP adequately considered the positive environmental effects of 
avoiding the use of these roads by foregoing timber harvests in this difficult to 
access area of JDSF. 

IV. The THP Inappropriately Defers Analysis and Mitigation 

CEQA requires that all foreseeable environmental impacts be assessed 
and that feasible mitigation measures be considered before the agency makes 
its decision to approve a project.144 Where mitigation measures are necessary to 
reduce impacts below the level of significance, members of the public and other 
agencies must be given an opportunity to review environmental document 
before the document and project are approved.145 Studies and mitigation 
measures that are deferred until after the environmental document is approved 
violates CEQA’s requirements for public and agency review and scrutiny of the 
environmental impacts.146  

Environmental review of discretionary projects should occur at the 
earliest meaningful stage to serve the purposes of public participation and 
informed decision-making.147 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].)148 

 
144 Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002, 21002.1.   
145 Pub. Res. Code §§ 21080(c)(2). 
146 Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3rd 296 (1988). 
147 Id. at 307. 
148 Id. 
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The THP improperly defers analysis or mitigation in numerous instances.  
First, the THP proposes to conduct the biological survey for rare plants after 
the THP has already been approved. Second, the THP proposes that mitigation 
associated with impacts to recreation will be studied in the future and entirely 
fails to consider certain impacts at all. Third, the proposed THP waives the 
requirement that harvest trees within the WLPZ be marked in advance of the 
PHI.  

A. Botanical Survey being completed in 2021 and will be 
amended into the plan 

The plan currently calls for botanical surveys that conform to the 2018 
“Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities" to be conducted at some 
undetermined time in the future.149 It is unacceptable that CAL FIRE intends 
to conduct the botanical survey after the THP public comment period has 
already closed and the plan has been approved. 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.150 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.151 CDFW 
has in the past required that a botanist with the appropriate expertise for the 
particular area conduct a survey prior to harvest.152 

If the future botanical survey does reveal sensitive species or habitat, the 
public will not have an opportunity to provide CAL FIRE with input as to how 
best to respond. This attempt to circumvent public comment and review 
violates the core requirements of CEQA and the FPA.153 CAL FIRE should freeze 
the THP approval process until the biological surveys can be completed. Then, 
CAL FIRE should begin a new 30-day comment period so that the public has 

 
149 THP sec. 2, p. 68. 
150 Pub. Res. Code. § 21003.1. 
151 THP sec. 2, p. 68. 
152Gregg Erickson, CDFW Comment Letter re Dogwood THP (Feb. 22, 2019) 
153 Sutter Sensible Planning v. Board of Supervisors, 122 Cal.App.3d 813 (Cal. Ct. App. 1981) 
(holding that a revised EIR with considerable new information necessitated a new opportunity 
for public comment). 
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an opportunity to thoughtfully review the surveys and provide feedback to CAL 
FIRE. Failure of the environmental review process to provide adequate 
information and analysis constitutes a failure to proceed according to law and 
is an abuse of discretion.154 In Joy Road Area Forest & Watershed Association v 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the Court of Appeals for 
the First Appellate District held that when conducting THPs, “[CAL FIRE] is not 
exempt from the notice and recirculation provisions of CEQA.”155 That decision 
stands for the idea that CAL FIRE should not approve THPs that contain 
substantial information that was not communicated to the public during the 
public comment period. These botanical surveys have the potential to reveal 
substantial new information about the environmental impacts of this timber 
harvest. So, deferring analysis until after the window closes for public review 
would constitute an abuse of discretion by CAL FIRE. 

CALFIRE further failed to comply with CEQA’s requirement for impact 
assessment prior to project approval by basing its conclusions on post-project 
approval plant and other surveys (e.g. California red legged frog), post-project 
approval development of mitigation measures, and in the absence of specific 
performance standards, protocol requirements, surveys, or thresholds for 
significance regarding impacts related to the post-approval surveys for rare 
plants, wetlands, and amphibians.156 In some cases the THP does not even 
make clear whether a survey was already completed,157 and the THP often 
simply cites to but does not attach past surveys upon which it relies and fails 
even to indicate whether those surveys were on the logging operations area. 

B. Felling of unmarked trees within the WLPZ  

The THP contains an alternative WLPZ practice which will delay 
environmental analysis and mitigation. The standard rule, 14 CCR 916.5(e), 
requires marking all harvest trees within the WLPZ prior to the preharvest 
inspection.158 One of the purposes of this rule is to prevent LTOs from 
harvesting large numbers of trees within the WLPZ which provide crucial shade 
for streams. Without that shade, the streams can become too warm and result 
in the taking of endangered coho salmon and threatened steelhead and 

 
154 Joy Road Area Forest & Watershed Assn. v. California Dept. of Forestry & Fire Protection, 
142 Cal.App.4th 656, 665 (2006). 
155 Id. 
156 THP sec. 4, pp. 115-116, 135, 136, 160. 
157 THP sec. 4, pp. 135, 160. 
158 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14,  § 916.5(e) (2017). 
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chinook.159 This is relevant here because the Big River and the Little North 
Fork of the Big River contain these endangered fish and are already listed as 
303(d) impaired for sediment.160 The rule also protects the WLPZ from the 
impacts associated with the harvest itself on watercourses, such as 
sedimentation. By requiring the marking of all harvest trees within the WLPZ, 
the standard rule ensures that during the PHI the interagency inspection team 
can fully understand the extent of canopy removal and potential sedimentation 
that will occur during timber operations. Like many forest practice rules, this 
procedural rule serves an important function as it allows the inspection team 
to make a fully informed decision regarding impacts the timber operations will 
have on water courses and anadromous fish populations. The proposed 
alternative permits the incidental harvest of unmarked trees within the WLPZ  
where it “may be necessary for safety & cable clearance.”161 This would allow 
the LTO to harvest as many trees as they deemed necessary within the WLPZ 
without any opportunity for the PHI team to comment or object.  

14 CCR 916.6 does allow RPFs to propose alternative prescriptions for 
the protection of watercourses and lakes but only if certain criteria are met.162 
14 CCR 916.6(a)(1)(B) requires “[a]n identification of any Beneficial Uses of 
water or other features listed in 14 CCR § 916.4(b), which may be adversely 
affected by the replaced standard prescription and the alternative practice.”163 
Despite this requirement, the THP merely states that “[t]he LTO is directed to 
comply with any other applicable Forest Practice Rules, and therefore none of 
the features or beneficial uses listed in 916.4 should be adversely affected.”164 
This explanation is not sufficient to meet the requirements of 14 CCR 
916.6(a)(1)(B). The protections for WLPZ contained in 14 CCR 916.5(e) are 
designed to go above and beyond the typical forest practice rule protections 
and thus replacing them with the standard protections does not adequately 
fulfill the mandate of 14 CCR 919.6(a)(1)(B). If the typical Forest Practice rules 
were sufficient to ensure the protection of the WLPZ, then 14 CCR 916.5(e) 
would be redundant and unnecessary. Clearly, in creating the additional 
protective measures for WLPZs found in 14 CCR 916.5(e) the Board of Forestry 
intended for those additional protective measures to not be so easily cast aside 

 
159 Hines, D.H. and J.M. Ambrose. Evaluation of Stream Temperatures Based on Observations  
of Juvenile Coho Salmon in Northern California Streams (1998) at 14, Appendices. 
160 THP sec. 3, p. 104. 
161 THP sec. 3, p. 125. 
162 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 916.6 (2017). 
163 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 916.6(a)(1)(B) (2017). 
164 THP sec. 3, p. 125. 
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as they are within this THP. This conclusion is supported by the fact that the 
USFS Handbook states that “Designation by description should not be used… 
[w]hen individual trees are important to other resources… for example… in 
riparian zones.”165 The handbook also states that “designation by description 
should not be used… [w]hen the National Environmental Policy Act document 
identifies a high degree of complexity in the vegetation prescription."166 Given 
that this is a situation where the RPF has asked to not mark harvest trees in a 
riparian zone and there will be a high degree of complexity in the vegetation 
prescription, the USFS handbook is persuasive evidence that the RPF should 
have to mark the trees in the WLPZ prior to the PHI. EPIC is concerned that 
doing otherwise will allow the LTO to commit significant environmental harm 
the full extent of which has not been analyzed by the RPF or the PHI team. 

Another requirement for an RPF to propose to an alternative water 
course protection method is that there be “[a] plan for evaluating the results of 
the proposed alternative practice by either the plan submitter or the Director” 
which “include[s] the criteria and procedures for evaluating and inspecting 
each approved alternative practice.”167 The description of this alternative WLPZ 
practice with the THP contains no such plan.168 The alternative claims that the 
proposed rule will “may be evaluated by either party during any inspection” but 
without any criteria or procedures for evaluation, this promise rings hollow.169 
In a case such as this, where the standard Forest Practice Rule is clearly 
designed to ensure that all trees which will be harvested in the WLPZ are 
marked well in advance for the purposes of allowing the impacts to be fully 
considered during the PHI, it is not adequate for the THP to promise to do 
better without any plan to evaluate that result. This conclusion is supported by 
the fact that CAL FIRE has determined that the standard WLPZ width is not 
always wide enough to protect riparian resources.170 That report concluded 
that “[t]imber management in flood prone areas may be appropriate, but must 
be planned and executed with proper care, and supported by proper 
analysis.”171 Not marking harvest trees prior to the PHI and then allowing the 

 
165 Forest Service Handbook 2409.12, Timber Cruising Handbook Chapter 70 Principles of 
Measuring 71.4 10-12, Trees Supplement No.:R5 2409.12-2016-3, available at 
https://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives/field/r5/fsh/2409.12/r5-2409-12-70-2016-3-1a.pdf  
166 Id. 
167 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 916.6(a)(1)(E) (2017). 
168 THP sec. 3, p. 125. 
169 THP sec. 3, p. 125. 
170 Riparian Protection Committee, Flood Prone Area Considerations in the Coast Redwood 
Zone (Nov. 2005) 
171 THP sec. 2, p. 52. 
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LTO to harvest whatever trees they deem necessary does not constitute proper 
planning and analysis. 

The purpose of a THP is to inform the public and other trust agencies 
about the significant environmental impacts of a timber operation. Given the 
fact that Big River and the Little North Fork of the Big River are both 
anadromous salmonid bearing watercourses and contain some of the last 
remaining coho, Steelhead, and Chinook habitat within California, it is 
imperative that the THP not cut corners when it comes to following the Forest 
Practice Rules concerning maintaining salmonid habitat.172 In this case, 
operations are being conducted in a particularly sensitive area, a WLPZ, and 
there are specific forest practice rules requiring the RPF to disclose the extent 
of operations prior to the PHI. It is therefore unacceptable that the RPF would 
seek an alternative that allows the LTO to harvest whichever trees they choose 
at a later date outside of the structure of the preparation of the THP. It is also 
the case that well accepted forestry practices, including the USFS Forest 
Handbook, forbid harvesting in riparian zones without marking trees prior to 
the inspection.173 This is because harvesting in flood prone areas without 
causing serious environmental damage requires planning, analysis, and 
care.174 Therefore, the RPF should follow 14 CCR 916.5(e) and mark every 
harvest tree within the WLPZ. Then the RPF should have another PHI so that 
the inspection team can assess the extent of canopy loss and potential 
sedimentation within the WLPZ and ensure that any harvest will be performed 
with the requisite level of planning and care. 

Fish & Game Code Section 1602 states “[a]An an entity shall not 
substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or 
use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, 
or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, 
flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake” 
without notice.175 As you know, Fish & Game Code Section 1611 allows RPFs 
to use their THPs as notice for purposes of Fish & Game Code Section 1602 if 
the following information is included in the plan: 

 
172 THP sec. 3, p. 104. 
173  Forest Service Handbook 2409.12, Timber Cruising Handbook Chapter 70 Principles of 
Measuring 71.4 10-12, Trees Supplement No.:R5 2409.12-2016-3, available at 
https://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives/field/r5/fsh/2409.12/r5-2409-12-70-2016-3-1a.pdf  
174 Riparian Protection Committee, Flood Prone Area Considerations in the Coast Redwood 
Zone (Nov. 2005) 
175 Fish & Game Code, Div. 2, Sec. 6,  § 1602 
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“(1) The volume, type, and equipment to be used in removing or 
displacing any one or combination of soil, sand, gravel, or boulders. (2) 
The volume of water, intended use, and equipment to be used in any 
water diversion or impoundment, if applicable. (3) The equipment to be 
used in road or bridge construction. (4) The type and density of 
vegetation to be affected and an estimate of the area involved. (5) A 
diagram or sketch of the location of the operation that clearly indicates 
the stream or other water and access from a named public road. Locked 
gates shall be indicated and the compass direction shall be shown. (6) A 
description of the period of time in which operations will be carried 
out.”176 

With the current lack of information about harvest trees in the WLPZ, the THP 
currently violates item number 4. This is because without preharvest marking 
of trees within the WLPZ, it is impossible for CDFW to know “the type and 
density of vegetation to be affected.”177 As such, this provision violates Fish and 
Game Code section 1602 and the THP cannot be approved. 

V. The Cumulative Impacts Analysis Is Flawed in Multiple Different 
Respects 

The Forest Practice Rules adopt the CEQA regulations’ definition of 
cumulative impacts from related projects: “the change in the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other 
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future 
projects.178 The CEQA Guidelines provide that “[a]n EIR shall discuss 
cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s incremental effect is 
cumulatively considerable.”179 Cumulatively considerable is defined to mean 
“that the incremental effects of an individual project are significant when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.”180 Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 
taking place over a period of time.”181 EPIC v Johnson clearly mandated that the 
substantive CEQA requirement of assessing cumulative environmental impact 

 
176 Fish & Game Code, Div. 2, Sec. 6,  § 1611 
177 Fish & Game Code, Div. 2, Sec. 6, § 1611 
178 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 896 et seq. 
179 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15130.  
180 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15065.  
181 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 895.1 
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must be included in the evaluation of each THP by CAL FIRE.182 The 
cumulative impact of past, present, and future timber harvest plans is "a 
substantive criterion for the evaluation of the environmental impact" of a 
proposed timber harvest.183 When analyzing cumulative impacts of timber 
harvest plans, it is important to remember that "cumulative damage [is] … 
greater than the sum of its parts."184 In assessing impacts, conclusory 
statements are insufficient, the THP must disclose the analytic “route ... the 
agency traveled” to determine cumulative impacts.185    

A. The Cumulative Impacts  of Proposed Future and Already 
Completed THPs were not adequately considered.  

The THP fails to consider the cumulative impacts that will be caused by 
the slate of THPs proposed by CAL FIRE for the western portion of JDSF, or 
even identify many of them. 

As shown in the image below, CAL FIRE intends to conduct several other 
THPs nearby this one including: the Caspar 500 THP (1-20-00006-MEN), the 
Mitchell Creek THP (1-20-00193-MEN), the Jug Handle THP (under 
development no record # yet), the Thompson and Berry Gulch THP (under 
development no record # yet) and the Railroad Gulch THP (under development 
no record # yet). All of these THPs are within a few miles of each other and are 
proposed within the most heavily recreated in portion of the JDSF.186 In 
addition, CAL FIRE’s recently approved Red Tail THP (1-19-0024-MEN) will 
cause trail closures in an area adjacent to the popular Camp One recreation 
area.187 Upstream, adjacent to the North Fork Big River, the Soda Gulch THP 
1-20-00041-MEN was recently approved. Just to the east of the project area, 
the under-review Wheel Gulch (1-20-00115-MEN) THP will also have 
cumulative impacts associated with this project. Despite this, the cumulative 
impacts analysis for this THP only mentions six THPs briefly and fails to 
discuss the other THPs at all and is therefore grossly deficient under CEQA.188  

 
182 EPIC v Johnson, 170 Cal.App.3d 604, 624-625 (1983)  
183 Id. 
184 Id. at 625. 
185 Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners, 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 749 (1993). 
186 Strava Global Heat Map, Centered on JDSF, (accessed 2-3-21); Trail Forks, Statistics for 
JDSF Overview (accessed 3-2-21);  
187 Red Tail Timber Harvest Plan (1-19-0024-MEN) 
188 Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan (1-20-00173-MEN) sec. 4, pp. 126-132 
[hereinafter THP]. 
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Even where other projects are identified, cumulative impacts are 
inadequately considered or discussed. Merely identifying two THPs is 
insufficient to adequately address the cumulative impacts of these THPs on the 
environment. CEQA requires that environmental analysis actually assess the 
impacts of future THPs that are reasonably likely to occur.189 When using a list 
method, as is the case here, the analysis must include “[a] summary of the 
expected environmental effects to be produced by those projects with specific 
reference to additional information stating where that information is available, 
and [a] reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant 
projects.”190 By failing to adequately consider these other proposed THPs within 
the cumulative impacts analysis, this THP distorts the true cumulative 
environmental impacts of CAL FIRE’s actions.  

 
189 Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15130(b) 
190 Cal. Code. Regs., tit. 14, §§ 15130(b)(4-5) 
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The THP has also not fully considered the impacts of the many past THPs 
adjacent to the project area..191 The THP does not fully account for the impacts 
of these past projects and the cumulative impacts of this project in relation to 
these past projects. The map of Western JDSF attached to these comments 
which contains the location of every THP since 1997 illustrates the 
considerable logging which has impacted the surrounding forest.192 Logging in 
the surrounding forest can have cumulative impacts on biological resources, 
recreation, and water quality. For example, if other parts of the forest which 
have not been considered have been harvested and had their habitat degraded, 
they can less effectively act as refugia for animals impacted by this THP. Such 
impacts take longer than 10 years to stop having an effect on wildlife 
behavior.193 Past Timber harvests outside of the immediate vicinity of this plan 
can also have long lasting impacts on visual resources that change where and 
how people choose to recreate. In addition, timber harvests conducted more 
than 10 years ago can continue to have negative impacts on water quality 
through sediment delivery from old logging roads and other harvest 
activities.194 Despite these impacts, the cumulative impacts analysis only 
discusses the THPs within the Berry Gulch Watershed assessment area and 
the biological assessment area which have occurred in the last 10 years.195 By 
failing to fully account for the extent of timber harvesting which CAL FIRE and 
other landowners have conducted in the surrounding forest and which has 
occurred more than 10 years ago, the cumulative impacts analysis made a 
substantial error. Therefore, the conclusion that the project will not have a 
significant cumulative impact is not supported by substantial evidence.  

 
191 THP sec. 4, pp. 129-130. 
192 Map of Jackson Demonstration State Forest- Proposed Timber Harvest Plans as of April 
2021.   
193 Ashton, Donald T., Sharyn B. Marks, and Hartwell H. Welsh Jr. "Evidence of continued 
effects from timber harvesting on lotic amphibians in redwood forests of northwestern 
California." Forest Ecology and Management 221.1-3 (2006): 183-193. 
194 Keppeler, Elizabeth T. "Sediment production in a coastal watershed: legacy, land use, 
recovery, and rehabilitation." In: Standiford, Richard B.; Weller, Theodore J.; Piirto, Douglas D.; 
Stuart, John D., tech. coords. Proceedings of coast redwood forests in a changing California: A 
symposium for scientists and managers. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-238. Albany, CA: Pacific 
Southwest Research Station, Forest Service, US Department of Agriculture. pp. 69-77. Vol. 
238. 2012. 
195 THP Sec. 4, pp. 129-130. 



44 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

B. Future Impacts Made Possible By the New Roads Created by 
this Project Were Not Discussed in the Cumulative Impacts 
Section. 

The THP states that “[t]his unit is rather unique in that no logging roads 
have been built in this area since the area was harvested more than a century 
ago” and that “[s]ubstantial new road construction is required for timber 
harvesting in this area.”196 This lack of roads is part of the reason why the area 
has not been logged in the last century and it is clear that the RPF views it as 
an impediment to conducting a timber harvest. But, the same lack of access 
would be seen by an ecologist as a unique situation in California’s forests that 
promotes ecological values.197 Roads have a well-documented negative impact 
on biological and ecosystem services.198 The construction of new roads can 
“trigger a cascade of land‐use changes and habitat degradation” by permitting 
access to destructive industries such as logging.199 They may increase access 
and so reduce the remote character to the detriment of reclusive species, 
increase edge effect, and offer entry for invasive species (e.g., miscantus and 
barred owl). The THP calls for 18,157 feet of new seasonal roads.200 This 
includes 250 feet of road which “will be located on deep seated dormant 
landslides.”201 As well as “[a]pproximately 1770 feet of logging road 
construction…proposed on slopes over 65%.”202 Along with these roads, 
landings will be constructed in order to facilitate cable yarding.203 

By creating these new roads and landings, the RPF is fundamentally 
altering the future of this area by making it more accessible to timber harvests. 
This area has not been harvested for approximately 100 years. But the RPF 
assumes that, once the new road construction allows access, this area will be 
harvested every 20 years indefinitely.204 Proper environmental analysis requires 
that planners consider the future impacts that are made possible by their 

 
196 THP Sec 3, p. 135. 
197 Selva, Nuria, et al. "Why keep areas road-free? The importance of roadless areas." Handbook 
of road ecology (2015): 16-26. 
198 Id. 
199 Id. 
200 THP sec. 2, p. 36. 
201 Id. 
202 THP sec. 2, p. 37. 
203 THP sec. 2, p. 39. 
204 THP sec. 4, p. 172. It must be assumed that repeat harvest is necessary to justify the large 
cost of building a road in such an extremely steep location. The number of returns to cover 
that cost should certainly be disclosed and discussed in the context of any value the proposed 
project has as a demonstration. 
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proposed actions.205 Despite this, the RPF fails to consider the cumulative 
impacts that this new access will have on the THP biological assessment area. 
For example, there is no discussion of the effects of more frequent future 
harvests in the cumulative impacts biological resource assessment in Section 
IV.206 More frequent harvests will likely lead to more sedimentation as roads 
that were previously never used by heavy equipment and new roads that 
previously did not exist are used to facilitate future harvests. These new roads 
will also allow noisy and destructive heavy equipment access to areas that were 
previously inaccessible. The RPF discusses increased road density, but not how 
that density creates access for future harvests and how that additional access 
will cause future negative environmental impacts.207 This indicates that the 
RPF has not considered the negative environmental effect of more frequent 
harvests on biological resources within the biological assessment area. As 
such, the current cumulative impacts analysis of the effects of these roads on 
the biological assessment area is flawed. Without an analysis of the 
environmental effect of the future timber harvests these roads make possible, 
the cumulative impacts analysis ignores one of the major potential 
environmental impacts of this project. By creating this new access to future 
logging, the Timber Harvest Plan will cause irreparable harm to the plan area. 

C. Cumulative Impacts Associated with Sedimentation of the Big 
River Have Not Been Adequately Considered. 

1. The project is located in watersheds particular sensitive 
to sediment impacts from timber harvests. 

“Every timber operation shall be planned and conducted to protect, 
maintain, and contribute to restoration of Properly Functioning Salmonid 
Habitat and listed salmonid Species. To achieve this goal, every timber 
operation shall be planned and conducted to: (1) Comply with the terms of a 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). (2) Prevent significant sediment load 
increase to a Watercourse system or Lake.”208 In addition, “Owners and 

 
205 Whitman v. Board of Supervisors, 88 Cal. App. 3d 397 (1979); see also Thomas v. Peterson, 
753 F.2d 754 (9th Cir. 1985) (holding that an EA for a timber road had to consider the 
cumulative impacts of the future timber harvests that would utilize the road).  
206 THP sec. 4, p. 150. 
207 THP sec. 4, p. 167. 
208 14 Cal. Code. Regs. 916.9(a) 
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operators of THPs in watersheds with an approved Sediment TMDL Action Plan 
must comply with the requirements of those plans.”209  

The Big River and the Little North Fork of the Big River are both fish 
bearing streams containing endangered and threatened anadromous 
salmonids.210 The Big River and its tributaries are also listed by the EPA as a 
303(d) impaired watercourse for sediment and temperature.211 Sediment 
impairment directly harms anadromous salmonid fisheries by reducing the 
viability of salmonid eggs and junior salmonids. As such, it is important to set 
a maximum amount of sediment that can be delivered into the river before 
adverse impacts to salmonids occur. After careful consideration of the river and 
its tributaries, the EPA set the sediment TMDL for the Big River at 
393tons/mi2/yr.212 The presence of EPA’s TMDL for the Big River provides a 
clear numeric threshold which should be used when analyzing the impact of 
the THP. If this THP were to significantly contribute to the sedimentation of the 
Big River and the violation of the TMDL, that would constitute a significant 
impact. The reason is that the EPA has carefully considered the maximum 
allowable sediment within the river that can support the anadromous salmonid 
fisheries, and for this THP to contribute to sediment levels higher than that 
would directly threaten endangered and threatened species. Because of the 
negative effects of sedimentation, the North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board has issued a blanket prohibition on “[t]he discharge of soil, silt, 
bark, slash, sawdust, or other organic and earthen material from any logging, 
construction, or associated activity of whatever nature into any stream or 
watercourse in the basin in quantities deleterious to fish, wildlife, or other 
beneficial uses.”213 A waiver can be obtained, but only if the THP meets 
stringent requirements set out in the General Waste Discharge Requirements 
approved by the Waterboard.214 The THP claims to satisfy these 
requirements.215 However, for the reasons discussed below EPIC believes that it 
does not. 

 
209 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region, Order No. R1-2014-
0011 
210 THP sec. 3, p. 104. 
211 THP sec. 1, p. 4. 
212 USEPA, Big River Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment, 35 (Dec. 2001) 
213 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region, Order No. R1-2014-
0011 
214  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region, Order No. R1-2014-
0011 
215 THP sec. 5, p. 204. 
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The TMDL identified roads, timber harvests, and skid trails as 
substantial causes of the sediment impairment of the Big River.216 In its 
implementation and recommendations section, the TMDL states as follows: 

It is clear from the available data that reducing sediment from roads 
should be the highest priority in terms of sediment reduction. This will 
be the most cost-effective means of achieving the TMDL. This could 
include reducing the overall mileage of roads through decommissioning 
unused roads and upgrading existing roads to reduce sediment delivery 
to streams.217 

With regards to the construction of new roads the TMDL states “[r]ecently-
increased road building and timber harvest activities may cause additional 
degradation in the future.”218 Roads are so destructive that the Forest Service 
uses a metric known as Equivalent Roaded Acres in order to measure the 
negative impacts of timber harvests. The more equivalent roaded acres a timber 
project produces, the more sediment will be delivered to nearby watercourses. 
A stream inventory report of the Little North Fork Big River conducted by the 
CA Department of Fish and Wildlife determined that “[s]ediment sources in 
Little North Fork Big River (such as roads) should be mapped and rated 
according to their potential sediment yields, and control measures should be 
taken” in order to manage the river as an anadromous, natural production 
stream.219  

2. Project activities have the potential to produce high 
levels of sediment. 

Several activities necessary for this timber harvest to proceed have the 
potential to produce sediment and deliver it into the Big River. This THP 
proposes the construction of 3.5 miles of new roads. New roads, of course, were 
identified in the TMDL as likely to cause “additional degradation in the 
future”.220 The THP will also rely on currently existing roads owned by 
neighboring property owners, the Conservation Fund and the Mendocino 
Redwood Company.221 No analysis has been conducted of the amount of 

 
216 THP sec. 2, p. 37. 
217 THP sec. 2, p. 40. 
218 THP sec. 2, p. 11. 
219 CDFW, LNF Stream Inventory report (2010) 
220 THP sec. 3, p. 113. 
221 Id. 
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sediment that will be produced due to the additional use of those roads.222 The 
THP will also necessitate new landings and skid trails which both contribute to 
sedimentation. The THP also includes water breaks designated as having a 
“high” erosion hazard rating using the 14 CCR 914.6 hazard rating 
standards.223 In addition, ground based equipment will be used on unstable 
areas.224 All of these actions have the potential to increase controllable 
sediment delivery to the Big River. As such, any cumulative effects this THP 
will have on sedimentation within the Little North Fork Big River and the Big 
River need to be carefully considered and addressed. 

3. The THP relies on conclusory statements to explain that 
the project will not have adverse cumulative impacts to 
on-site and downstream beneficial uses of water. 

 
With regards to cumulative sediment impacts, the THP currently states 

the following: 

Past road construction and timber operations in the assessment area 
(particularly prior to the 1973 Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Act) were a major 
source of sediment and created a legacy of accumulated channel 
deposits, road conditions, and erosion sites that continue to contribute 
sediment to streams in the assessment area. Combining these legacy 
effects from past projects with natural sediment sources and future 
sediment production from proposed operations could create new or add 
to existing significant adverse cumulative impacts to on-site and 
downstream beneficial uses of water.225  

Despite this, the THP claims that “[w]ith the application of mitigation 
measures for the proposed and future projects within the WAA, significant or 
cumulative adverse sediment effects are not expected to occur.”226 Given this 
reliance on mitigation measures to avoid significant or cumulative adverse 
sediment effects, it is imperative that these mitigation measures be supported 
by substantial evidence that they will actually succeed in mitigating the 
adverse impacts of the harvest. However, the THP relies on conclusory 

 
222 THP sec. 2, p.36. 
223 THP sec. 2, p. 19. 
224THP sec. 2, p. 29. 
225THP sec. 4, p. 139. 
226Id. 
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statements which prevent the public from knowing whether the adverse 
sediment impacts will actually be mitigated. 

The THP has failed to calculate how much controllable sediment will be 
generated by the proposed harvest operations. Nowhere in the THP is there a 
quantification or even an estimate of the total amount of sediment that will be 
produced by these new roads, landings, skid trails, and timber harvesting 
activities. Given the fact that the TMDL is set at 393tons/mi2/yr and the Little 
North Fork Big River is currently listed as 303(d) impaired for sediment, proper 
environmental analysis requires that the RPF meaningfully consider how their 
actions will contribute to the overall sedimentation of the Big River. To merely 
state that “[w]ith the application of mitigation measures for the proposed and 
future projects within the WAA, significant or cumulative adverse sediment 
effects are not expected to occur” without calculating how much sediment will 
be produced by the THP assumes too much.227 Just because the amount of 
sediment delivered will be mitigated by following the forest practice rules does 
not mean that timber harvest activities will not have a cumulative impact on 
sedimentation. The existence of Mitigation measures alone cannot be used to 
avoid assessing whether a project's impacts will be significant.228 Nor can 
embedding mitigation measures in the project description obviate the need for 
a complete impact assessment.229 The THP neither calculates the amount of 
sediment that the harvest will produce nor calculates the amount of sediment 
that could be produced without generating a significant adverse impact. As 
such, the THP does not meet the information disclosure requirements of CEQA 
which requires that project planners show their work in order to explain how 
they determined whether a project would have a significant environmental 
impact. The public is expected to take the RPF at their word that the project 
will not produce adverse sediment impacts without being able to examine any 
calculation or threshold analysis conducted by the RPF that demonstrates this 
assertion.  

Similarly, during the road inventory and treatment for controllable 
sediment sources, the RPF indicated that “[d]ue to the harvest history of the 
plan area and other factors no Controllable Sediment Sources were identified 
within the project area.”230 The THP lists the three factors considered as “1. 
Potential for significant sediment delivery to a watercourse, 2. Probability of 

 
227THP sec. 4, p. 139. 
228 San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced, 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 663 (2007) 
229 Lotus v. Department of Transportation, 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 656 (2014) 
230 THP sec. 5, p. 204. 
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delivery within a reasonable amount of time, and 3. Probability of net positive 
effect resulting from implementation of mitigation”, but does not delve into a 
detailed analysis of what potential controllable sediment sources were 
considered.231 It is not enough to simply list the factors that were considered, 
proper environmental analysis requires the RPF to explain how those factors 
were applied to the specific situation contained within this THP. Otherwise, the 
public is left in the dark regarding the analysis made by the RPF on this 
important issue. 

The THP also relied on a Focused Engineering Geologic Report prepared 
by Christopher Gryszan at the Department of Conservation California 
Geological Survey.232 The report lists several actions that will reduce 
controllable sediment discharge associated with the harvest operations, but 
never calculates how much controllable sediment will actually be generated or 
discharged. After identifying several unstable areas and opining that no 
additional mitigations are necessary for the vast majority of them, the report 
concludes that “it appears that the proposed silvicultural prescription is 
unlikely to significantly affect slope stability or to result in substantial 
increases in soil erosion or sedimentation.”233 CEQA requires more than that 
the project applicant explain how following environmental rules that they are 
already required to follow, such as the forest practice rules, will reduce 
negative environmental impacts. It is not the case that merely following the 
forest practice rules guarantees that a project will not have a significant impact 
on the environment. Following the forest practice rules explains how overall 
sediment production will be reduced but that doesn’t mean that the sediment 
that still will be produced won’t have a significant negative effect. The THP 
must do more to disclose the actual effects the THP will have on sedimentation 
of the Big River and its tributaries. For example, the THP should calculate the 
actual amount of sediment that will be produced by the THP.  

4. The Project fails to adequately consider the cumulative 
impacts of other timber harvests within the watershed 
assessment areas. 

The two watersheds that are directly hydrologically linked with this THP 
area are the Mouth of Big River Watershed Assessment area and the Berry 

 
231 Id. 
232 THP sec. 5, p. 210. 
233 THP sec. 5, pp. 217-229. 
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Gulch Watershed Assessment Area.234 Both watersheds drain into the Big 
River.235 As such, the sediment that is delivered into both watersheds will 
accumulate in the Big River with each additional load of sediment delivered 
contributing to the overall impairment of Big River. This situation is therefore 
exactly the kind of situation where quantifying the cumulative adverse 
sediment effects of past, present, and future THPs in the WAAs is the most 
warranted. However, the THP has not adequately considered these cumulative 
impacts. 

The THP lists the THPs that have occurred in the WAAs in the last 10 
years.236 The list describes the number of acres harvested in the prior plans 
and the RPF used that information to estimate a total harvested area within the 
WAA.237 The RPF then calculated the additional percentage of the WAAs that 
would be harvested after the implementation of this plan.238 The RPF then 
made a blanket statement that “[t]his summary of past and proposed 
harvesting activities and the harvest and yarding methods employed have been 
considered within the discussions written for the various resource areas below 
in this section.”239 This statement reveals that the RPF has not adequately 
considered the cumulative adverse sediment impacts from the past and 
proposed THPs within the WAA. Merely relaying the total acreage and the 
harvesting method for the THPs conducted in the past 10 years does not 
quantify the amount of sediment produced by these other THPs. As the RPF 
would certainly agree, the amount of sediment delivered into a watercourse by 
a timber harvest is dependent on many factors and not simply the size of the 
harvest and the type of harvest method employed. Factors such as the 
proximity of harvest activities to watercourses, the steepness of slopes, road 
construction and quality, burn history, and the stability of the soil, vary 
considerably from THP to THP and cause different THPs to deliver different 
levels of sediment. By failing to consider these factors, the RPF has failed to 
conduct a satisfactory cumulative impacts analysis for past sedimentation of 
the Big River by other THPs. 

 
234 THP sec. 4, p. 136. 
235 USEPA, Big River Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment, 35 (Dec. 2001) 
236 THP sec. 4, pp. 129-130. 
237 THP sec. 4, p. 131. 
238 THP sec. 4, p. 131. 
239 THP sec. 4, p. 131. 
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5. The Record contains countervailing facts that show that 
there will be significant adverse sedimentation impacts 
as a result of the proposed project. 

The proposed THP will produce sediment and deliver it into watercourses 
via the construction of new roads, skid trails, and landings. The THP states 
that “[a]pproximately 2284 feet of logging road construction and reconstruction 
is proposed on slopes over 50%” in coho watersheds240 The THP goes on to 
discuss several mitigation measures that will reduce sediment delivery caused 
by these new roads on steep slopes.241 While these mitigation measures will 
reduce the amount of sediment delivered into watercourses, they cannot 
prevent all sediment from being delivered into these watercourses. The THP 
also proposes 3 temporary Class III watercourse crossings to be constructed.242 
The RPF admits that “[s]ediment production is the primary vector in which an 
adverse impact to aquatic species could occur as a result of the proposed road 
repair.”243 The Big River TMDL was clear that “since road-related sediment 
accounts for the largest component of management-related sediment of the 
current loading (29%), efforts to reduce sediment from roads are expected to be 
highly effective in reducing sediment overall.”244 Moreover, a THP: 

shall fully describe: (A) the type and location of each measure needed to 
fully offset sediment loading, thermal loading, and potential significant 
adverse watershed Effects from the proposed Timber Operations, and (B) 
the Person(s) responsible for the implementation of each measure, if 
other than the Timber Operator.245  

As such, it is incumbent upon the RPF to explain how constructing these new 
roads complies with the goals of the Big River TMDL. 

D. The THP Fails to Discuss the Logging Operations’ Incremental 
Contributions to Cumulative Impacts as Required By CEQA, 
the FPA and the JDSF.  

CEQA requires that an EIR discuss incremental impacts in the context of 
its cumulative impacts analysis. The relevant question is whether any 
additional amount of impact should be considered significant in light of the 

 
240 THP sec. 2, p. 37. 
241 THP sec. 2, p. 37. 
242 THP sec. 2, p. 100. 
243 THP sec. 2, p. 101. 
244 USEPA, Big River Total Maximum Daily Load for Sediment, 38 (Dec. 2001) 
24514 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 916.9. 
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larger local, regional, and in the case of climate change—global, context.246,  
The THP lacks a reasoned discussion of the basis for this conclusion tied to the 
proposed project and the future reasonably foreseeable THPs. Instead, the 
THP’s analysis of future impacts consists of a list of 6 future THPs and 
essentially one paragraph, dismissing any cumulative impacts.247 There are no 
estimates, for example of quantities of sediment depositions or acres of habitat 
disturbance, no identification of the projects of the cumulative project’s 
incremental impacts or any analysis of the combined cumulative impacts on 
any resources area, including  

The THP cumulative impact section contains no discussion of the actual 
project impacts, or potential impacts of the identified future THP’s, or the 
combination of the other THP impacts with incremental contributions of the 
THP. For example, the discussions on pages 138-144 regarding sediment, 
organic debris, water quality and water temperature only reference historical 
conditions and not the actual project conditions, impacts or mitigation 
measures.248 The only arguable project specific information is two paragraphs 
on page 145-146.249 Such lack of assessment fails to comply with CEQA 
because cumulative impacts determinations depend on the existing conditions 
and impacts for both the project under review and the relevant past, present, 
and future projects.250   

Incremental impacts should be discussed with regard to the following, at 
least: spotted owl displacement by barred owls, noise, recreational access, late 
seral forest (in the state-wide context), sediment impacts to salmonids, invasive 
species introduction, habitat fragmentation, reduction of range for species 
proposed for harvest and those reliant on the habitat they provide in light of 
climate change impacts. In the case of each of these issues, very minor changes 
may result in a tipping of a delicate balance. For instance, a small additional 
amount of sediment to a stream already listed as impaired for sediment may 
have an overwhelming impact on salmonids. Cutting off a corridor by which 
wildlife populations are connected may drastically reduce genetic diversity. 
None of the cumulative effects was adequately addressed. 

 
246 Los Angeles Unified School Dist. v. City of Los Angeles (1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1025. 
247 THP sec. 4, pp. 131-132. 
248 THP sec. 4, pp. 138-144. 
249 THP sec. 4, pp. 145-146 
250 Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency, 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 
119 (2002) [“CBE”]. 
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E. The THP’s Reliance on Forest Practice Rules to Determine 
CEQA Compliance is In Error.  

The THP Inappropriately Relies on the contention that compliance with 
the FPRs in WLPZs signifies compliance with CEQA.251 This is because the 
FPRs are not CEQA thresholds or environmental standards but instead are de 
minimus rules and the THP does not declare that they are any sort of threshold 
because it cannot; they are not emission or discharge limits.252 Instead, the 
FPRs regarding WLPZs are directives regarding mitigation. The THP does not 
comply with CEQA because it focuses only on the project itself and not the 
cumulative projects. For instance, the statements on pages 146-147, 158, 160 
etc. that following CAL FIRE FPRs, WLPZ rules, or standard practices “is 
expected” to not cause impacts, is not impact assessment but are bald 
conclusions based on assumptions, not data or analysis.253 Therefore, the 
THP’s entire cumulative impact section fails to comply with CEQA, including, 
but not limited to the discussions regarding: impacts to water quality, 
salmonids, amphibians, rare plants, wetlands, recreation, aesthetics, invasive 
species, habitat fragmentation, and climate change.   

F. The THP Fails to Define Clear Thresholds of Significance 

The cumulative impact analysis of Section IV fails to define clear 
thresholds of significance. One of the first steps in the CEQA process is to 
determine whether the project may have a significant effect on the 
environment. "If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record 
before the lead agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the 
environment, an environmental impact report shall be prepared."254 Thus, 
"[d]etermining whether a project may have a significant effect plays a critical 
role in the CEQA process."255 "[S]ince the preparation of an EIR is the key to 
environmental protection under CEQA, accomplishment of the high objectives 
of that act requires the preparation of an EIR whenever it can be fairly argued 
on the basis of substantial evidence that the project may have significant 
environmental impact."256 There is no "gold standard" for determining whether 

 
251 See THP sec. 4,  pp. 135, 141.   
252 See e.g., Rialto Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rialto, 208 CA 4th 899, 933 (2012).   
253 Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners, 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 749. 
(1993).  
254 CEQA, § 21082.2, subd. (d). 
255 Cal. Code Regs., 3 tit. 14, § 15064, subd. (a).)  
256 No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68, 75 (1974). 
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a given impact may be significant. "An ironclad definition of significant effect is 
not always possible because the significance of an activity may vary with the 
setting. For example, an activity which may not be significant in an urban area 
may be significant in a rural area."257  

Under the Guidelines, however, "[e]ach public agency is encouraged to 
develop and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the 
determination of the significance of environmental effects. A threshold of 
significance is an identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a 
particular environmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect 
will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance 
with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than 
significant."258 Such thresholds can be drawn from existing environmental 
standards, such as other statutes or regulations." “[A] lead agency's use of 
existing environmental standards in determining the significance of a project's 
environmental impacts is an effective means of promoting consistency in 
significance determinations and integrating CEQA environmental review 
activities with other environmental program planning and regulation."259 Lead 
Agencies may not arbitrarily establish thresholds to either create or avoid 
significant impacts. Thresholds must be backed by substantial evidence, which 
is defined in the CEQA statute to mean “facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated on facts, and expert opinion supported by facts”.260 In addition, 
“[w]hen using a threshold, the lead agency should briefly explain how 
compliance with the threshold means that the project’s impacts are less than 
significant”.261 But, “[c]ompliance with the threshold does not relieve a lead 
agency of the obligation to consider substantial evidence indicating that the 
project’s environmental effects may still be significant.”262  

The THP does not contain any discussion of thresholds of significance or 
an explanation of how compliance with the threshold would indicate that the 
project’s impacts are less than significant. Instead, the THP simply states that 
the project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment or 
that any effects that there would be have been mitigated.263 In the cumulative 

 
257 CEQA Guidelines, § 15064, subd. (b). 
258CEQA Guidelines, § 15064.7, subd. (a).)  
259 Communities for a Better Environment v. Resources Agency, 126 Cal. Rptr. 2d 441, 103 Cal. 
App. 4th 98 (Ct. App. 2002). 
260 CEQA Guidelines § 15064.7(b). 
261 State CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b)(2). 
262 State CEQA Guidelines § 15064(b)(2). 
263 THP sec. 2, p. 9. 
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effects analysis, the THP similarly states that that “it is this RPF’s professional 
judgment that potential impacts resulting from this project have been mitigated 
to a level that prevents significant adverse impacts.”264 But, without a defined 
threshold of significance, what is the public to make of these statements? It’s 
all well and good to declare that the THP will have no significant impact but the 
RPF has failed to define what they mean by “significant”. By not defining a 
threshold of significance, the RPF has made it impossible to know what 
possible impacts would, in their eyes, qualify as significant adverse impacts. 
The public is expected to take the RPF at their word that the impacts 
associated with this project are not significant, or won’t be after mitigation, but 
it has been given no metric by which to measure that determination. By failing 
to define a threshold of significance, the RPF has robbed the public of the 
opportunity to truly understand the environmental impacts associated with 
this project and thus violated the primary goal of CEQA. 

The problem is larger than this one project. CalFire does not have the 
ability to determine whether the conclusory statements in the THP are 
accurate, despite repeated specific legislative direction to rectify the problems 
that this THP exemplifies. In its most recent AB 1492 Report-to-Legislature 
(2017), the Resources Agency conceded that, because it lacks scientific 
ecological performance measures, “[i]t is unclear how timber and ecosystem 
management regulations, combined with forest restoration projects, are 
impacting forest ecosystem function across California’s landscapes, and 
whether existing regulation policies and programs are achieving their intended 
goals.” (emphasis added.) Second, the Resource Agency has failed to prepare 
the guidance required of it per 2018 legislation, AB 2889, which would have 
made the review of THPs more transparent. Therefore, the conclusory 
statements contained in the Little North Fork Big River THP are all that more 
egregious and intentionally misleading because CalFire knows that it lacks the 
certainty many of the statements in the THP convey because CalFire has not 
developed the tools it needs as it is legally required to do. 

VI. No showing of consistency with long-range annual harvest levels & 
desired future conditions. 

The THP fails to demonstrate compliance over time with harvest goals 
and limitations in the JDSF Management Plan. The Management Plan, and its 
supporting CEQA analysis, is based upon an assumption that average annual 

 
264 THP sec. 4, p. 134. 
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harvest levels are not expected to exceed 20-25 million board feet per year, and 
“shall not exceed 35 MMBF per year.265 The THP does not disclose the expected 
number of board feet to be harvested as part of this project, nor does it 
examine that anticipated harvest for other projects planned and completed on 
the Forest. Therefore, the plan is in violation of CEQA. Similarly, the desired 
future conditions in the JDSF Management Plan are: late seral or old-growth at 
15-25 percent of the Forest, older forest structure at 10-20 percent and mature 
and large trees at 5-15 percent. The THP does not examine whether these older 
forest conditions are being met currently or if the proposed and past projects 
will allow achievement of these desired conditions.266 Therefore, the plan is in 
violation of CEQA. 

VII. The THP Fails to Assess the Impacts of Related Reasonably 
Foreseeable Future Projects.  

When a project will be implemented in phases, the EIR must discuss and 
analyze the significant environmental effects of the entire project.”267 An EIR 
must analyze future expansion of a project or other action if it is a reasonably 
foreseeable and any future action will change the scope of the first such project 
and its environmental consequences. This standard is consistent with the 
principle that "environmental considerations do not become submerged by 
chopping a large project into many little ones--each with a minimal potential 
impact on the environment--which cumulatively may have disastrous 
consequences."268  

Here, the numerous THPs that are reasonably foreseeable must be 
evaluated. We know these THPs are anticipated and we know that CALFIRE is 
required to plan for all the THPs in JDSF under the JDSF Management Plan. 
Thus, those THPs, are indeed part of a larger management scheme and are and 
subject to JDSF established goals for future forest health conditions requires 
that future conditions be considered and states that future conditions are the 
core of the JDSF Management Plan.269   

For instance, the JDSF Management Plan requires that: “For all timber 
harvesting plans, the RPF or designee shall conduct field evaluations to 

 
265 JDSF Management Plan p. 58 
266 JDSF Management Plan p. 66 
267 Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14,  §§ 15126, 15165. 
268Bozung, supra, 13 Cal.3d at pp. 283-284. Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 
University of California, 47 Cal.3d 376, 396 [253 Cal.Rptr. 426, 764 P.2d 278] (1988). 
269 JDSF Management Plan pp. 5, 6, 7, 61-70 
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determine the visibility of the proposed THP in combination with the viewshed 
and the past, present and probably future operations….”270 Yet the THP does 
not consider the future impacts of various reasonably foreseeable future THPs 
all related because they are all conducted under the JDSF. This absence of 
impact assessment, at whatever level of detail violates CEQA, the FPA and the 
JDSF’s specific requirements to consider those future, foreseeable related 
CALFIRE THPs.   

VIII. The Proposed THP Fails to Consider Reasonable Range of 
Alternatives 

All THPs are required to have a “purpose and need statement,” “[a] 
statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.”271 The purpose 
and need statement is then used as the basis for the required alternatives 
analysis.272 CAL FIRE is required to evaluate and compare the environmental 
impacts of alternatives to the proposed project in THP.273 “[CAL FIRE] is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives” but “[t]he 
range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that 
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.”274 CAL 
FIRE must consider alternatives in enough detail to allow a comparative 
analysis of the alternatives against the proposed project.275 The THP is not 
required to consider “every conceivable alternative to a project” but it must 
consider “a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decisionmaking and public participation.”276   

The proposed THP fails existing requirements for alternatives analysis in 
several ways. First, the purpose and need statement is too narrowly written, 
constricting the range of alternatives that CAL FIRE is obligated to consider. 
Second, even with the narrow purpose and need statement, CAL FIRE has 
failed to examine a reasonable range of alternatives. Third, the RPF failed to 

 
270 JDSF Management Plan, p. 275-276. 
271 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15124(b) (2018). 
272 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15124(b) (2018). 
273 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(a) (2005). 
274 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(a-c) (2005). 
275 Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Com. v. Board of Trustees, 89 Cal. App. 3d 274, 152 Cal. Rptr. 
585 (Ct. App. 1979). 
276 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(a) (2005). 
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adequately respond to CDFW and DPR’s request that they consider how a no-
project alternative would meet the purpose and need of this project. 

A. Purpose and Need Statement Too Narrow and Fails to 
Articulate Broad Discretion to CAL FIRE in Determining 
Proposed Harvest. 

Here, unlike the majority of THPs, CAL FIRE is both the project applicant 
and the lead agency. In this way, CAL FIRE’s obligations towards alternatives 
analysis is perhaps different than other THP applicants. For one, the agency 
has broad discretion over its management of the JDSF, including but not 
limited to choosing where and in what amount logging will be conducted. 
Second, CAL FIRE has a public mandate to manage and protect California’s 
natural resources. Given its broad discretion and its public mandate, CAL FIRE 
has a responsibility to consider a wider range of purposes than a private timber 
company typically would when drafting a THP.  

The THP currently states that “the purpose and need of the project as 
proposed is to demonstrate economical forest management by producing 
timber and allowing opportunities for research and demonstration purposes 
while giving due consideration to other inherent values of the forest.”277 This 
purpose stems from the JDSF management plan which does call for timber 
production to be one of the goals of the JDSF.278 However, the JDSF 
management plan has many other competing goals including research, forest 
restoration, ecological stewardship, recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, and 
protection of the forest.279 Despite these other goals, the purposes and need 
statement unnecessarily requires timber production, without closely examining 
whether the cumulative effect of this and the other timber projects completed 
and planned on the JDSF have undermined CAL FIRE’s ability to achieve those 
competing goals.  

CAL FIRE should have drafted a broader statement of purpose for this 
project allowing for the possibility of contribution to those other goals outlined 
in the JDSF management plan, towards which the proposed project offer 
nothing. The purpose and need of the project could have been to conduct 
research into how best California’s forests can sequester carbon. Or, the 
purpose and need of the project could have been how to maximize this portion 

 
277 THP sec. 3, p. 105. 
278 JDSF Management Plan 2016 Update p. 20. 
279 JDSF Management Plan 2016 Update p. 18-22. 
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of JDSF for aesthetic enjoyment and recreation while achieving other goals 
including timber harvest. In 2016, the USFS determined that, in the Northwest 
Forest Plan Area, recreation visitor spending has eclipsed timber production as 
a source of economic activity.280 Given its location next to the Mendocino 
Woodlands, it is possible that this section of JDSF will produce more income 
for the state of California as a place for recreation—or expansion of the 
Mendocino Woodlands281--than it can if harvested for timber, but the project 
was not considered in that light. CAL FIRE should go back to the drawing 
board and craft an appropriate purpose and need statement that allows for 
honest assessment of the best uses for this unique area.  

It is perhaps because of CAL FIRE’s narrow imagination when it came to 
the purpose and need for this project that CAL FIRE failed to consider many of 
the benefits of a no project alternative to the management objectives of JDSF. A 
no project alternative would allow JDSF to research whether second growth 
forests which are allowed to naturally recover perform better than forests that 
are actively managed. Current research performed at the Soquel Demonstration 
Forest indicates that there is much promise in allowing second growth forests 
to naturally recover without the need for timber harvesting.282 This area could 
be used to further study the development of second growth forests into old 
growth forests through natural recovery.. The no project alternative would have 
the additional benefit of negating all of the impacts to recreation both during 
and after the current project as proposed. This would avoid the economic costs 
to Mendocino County of closing this area to recreationists. EPIC joins the 
Department of Parks and Recreation in urging CAL FIRE to consider that the 
no project alternative meets JDSF’s management objectives for research and 
recreation.283 

 
280 USDA North West Forest Plan Social and Economic Status Trends, 5 (2016). 
281 The legislature has directed that the relationship of the Mendocino Woodlands to the JDSF 
is supposed to be considered in management, including consideration of transferring or 
acquiring additional land to “ensure the administrative efficiency of the center.” (Public 
Resources Code, § 5825.) 
282 Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
283 Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-Harvest 
Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan (THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River 
(Dec. 31, 2020) 
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B. CAL FIRE has Failed to Consider Reasonable Range of 
Alternatives. 

Even within the current, narrow purpose and need statement, CAL FIRE 
has failed to examine a reasonable range of alternatives. THPs must consider “a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed 
decision-making and public participation.”284 The Little North Fork Big River 
THP considers seven alternatives to the project as proposed.285 These are the 
No Project alternative, the Alternative Land Uses alternative, the Timing of 
Project alternative, the Alternative Site alternative, Alternative Approach to 
Harvesting in the Proposed Stand alternative, the Private Acquisition 
Alternative, and the Transfer to Another State Agency Alternative.286 This list of 
alternatives fails to adequately consider other, less environmentally impactful 
actions which could occur within the project area. For instance, the project 
could be more focused on research or carbon sequestration. Another 
alternative could contain more protections for NSO and late seral forest 
habitat. EPIC joins the Department of Parks and Recreation in urging CAL 
FIRE to consider that the no project alternative meets JDSF’s management 
objectives for research and recreation.287 A no project alternative would allow 
JDSF to research whether second growth forests which are allowed to naturally 
recover perform better than forests that are actively managed. Current research 
indicates that there is much promise in allowing second growth forests to 
naturally recover without the need for timber harvesting.288 The no project 
alternative would have the additional benefit of negating all of the impacts to 
recreation both during and after the current project as proposed.  By failing to 
consider these more environmentally friendly alternatives, CAL FIRE has failed 
to “foster informed decisionmaking and public participation.”289 

 
284 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(e) (2005). 
285 THP sec. 3, pp. 106-110. 
286 THP sec. 3, pp. 106-110. 
287 Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Parks and Recreation Pre-Harvest 
Inspection Report for Timber Harvest Plan (THP) 1-20-00173MEN Little North Fork Big River 
(Dec. 31, 2020) 
288 Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
289 Cal. Code. Regs. tit. 14, § 15126.6(a) (2005). 
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C. CAL FIRE did not adequately consider the no project 
alternative in response to CDFW and DPRs comments. 

In response to CDFW and DPRs comments urging the RPF to consider 
how a no project alternative would meet the goals of JDSF, the RPF amended 
pages 105-110 of the THP. The amended pages highlighted Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection policy 351.2 which states in relevant part: 

The primary purpose of the State forest program is to conduct innovative 
experiments and education in forest management. All state forest land 
uses should serve this purpose in some way. In addition, Timber 
production will be the primary land use on Jackson… [and] [r]ecreation 
is recognized as a secondary but compatible land use on Jackson.290 

The RPF then asserted that a no project alternative is “clearly inconsistent with 
codified forest management policies recited immediately above.” EPIC disagrees 
with this conclusion and believes that it is not supported by substantial 
evidence. While timber production is defined as the primary land use on 
Jackson, it is specifically not defined as the only land use on Jackson.  
Moreover, there is nothing requiring CAL FIRE to conduct timber production on 
all of Jackson. CAL FIRE is merely required to “conduct innovative experiments 
and education in forest management”. Given this flexibility, it was wrong for 
the RPF to conclude that a no project alternative was inconsistent with codified 
forest management policies. This is particularly true because it misses the 
greatest benefit of conferred by selecting the no project alternative. A no project 
alternative in this rare 90-year-old forest would allow CAL FIRE to conduct an 
innovative experiment that will certainly promote education in forest 
management. Namely, it would allow CAL FIRE to study how second-growth 
coastal redwood forests recover in the absence of direct human intervention. 
Some research has been done on this exact subject and found that allowing 
second-growth coastal redwoods to recover without human intervention may 
accelerate the development of late seral forest characteristics.291 Certainly, CAL 
FIRE committing the THP area to this area of research would be consistent 
with 351.2. Instead of being dismissive of the other agencies’ 
recommendations, CAL FIRE should thoughtfully reconsider its proposal. 

 
290 Revised THP sec. 3, p. 107. 
291 Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
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IX. Flawed GHG Impacts Analysis  

The THP’s analysis of GHG impacts is flawed in several ways. First, 
unbelievably, the THP engages in climate change denial by asserting that the 
cause of climate change may not be human activity. This is so entirely 
unacceptable and disproven that it calls into question the scientific bases of all 
other conclusions in the document. Second, the GHG calculator used within 
the THP lacks substantial evidence for its claim that the THP will reduce 
emissions. Third, the THP states an inaccurate assessment area that confuses 
the reader and obfuscates the greenhouse gas emissions associated with this 
project. Fourth, the impacts analysis fails to consider the loss of carbon 
sequestration potential caused by the timber harvest. Fifth, the analysis has 
not fully considered the severity of short term GHG emissions as compared to 
longer term ones. Given all of these issues, the RPF has committed an abuse of 
discretion under CEQA. 

A. The THP Contains Materially False Information 

CAL FIRE engages in climate change denial in its THP which should be 
removed from this and all future documents. In the GHG analysis of the 
cumulative impacts section of the THP, CAL FIRE states “exactly how and to 
what extent human activity plays a role in global climate change appears to be 
unknown.”292 Scientists have known for decades that Climate Change is 
manmade.293 So, it is disappointing that CAL FIRE chooses to regurgitate an 
industry talking point that the cause of climate change is unknown. EPIC asks 
that this false language be removed from this and all future THPs. 

B. Greenhouse Gas Estimates Rest on Faulty Assumptions 

Given the fact that the THP has chosen to engage in climate change 
denial, its consideration of the GHG impacts of the project is highly suspect. In 
general, the calculator CAL FIRE uses to calculate GHG emissions from timber 
operations contains several significant flaws. Fundamentally, the calculator 
ignores the dynamics of the dead and soil carbon. This creates artificial carbon 
sinks which make timber operations appear to produce fewer emissions than 
they actually do. Moreover, the calculator assumes an unreasonably low loss of 
carbon due to site preparations. In addition, the calculator also ignores the 

 
292 THP sec. 4, p. 175. 
293 Cook, John, et al., Consensus on consensus: a synthesis of consensus estimates on 
human-caused global warming, Environmental Research Letters 11.4 (2016): 048002. 
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starting point for wood products stores which obfuscates the actual amount of 
carbon emissions generated by timber operations. Finally, the calculator is 
based on the faulty assumption that sequestration will increase after a timber 
harvest. 

Any calculation of carbon emissions generated by timber operations 
must account for the carbon associated with dead wood, the forest floor and 
the mineral soil. The CAL FIRE calculator entirely fails to do this. By ignoring 
the carbon within the deadwood and soil, the calculator creates an artificial 
carbon sink. The result is that CAL FIRE has produced a calculator that can 
only gain carbon and cannot show a loss. The estimate of losses due to site 
preparation within the calculator is impossibly low. The calculator assumes 
incorrectly that hardwood slash decomposes immediately and then there is no 
accounting for this loss. Instead of accounting for the losses from woody slash, 
which would at least amount to two tons per acre, the calculator uses an 
unchanging constant. It stands to reason that the amount of woody slash 
generated would fluctuate depending on the extent of the timber operations. 
So, by using a constant number for that value within the calculations, the 
calculator betrays that it is not actually considering the carbon emissions of 
each timber operation on a case by case basis.  

Similarly, the estimates for stores in wood products are scientifically 
unsound. The estimate relies on an average taken over 100 years. This crude 
average fails to account for the variability inherent within the process of 
turning forests into wood products. The amount of wood harvested during each 
timber operation is different as is the interval between harvests. The calculator 
assumes that the timber operations are taking place in an area where no 
previous harvests have occurred, but the vast majority of California’s forest 
lands, including this THP area, have already been harvested at least once. On 
top of all of this, the Calculator incorrectly assumes that net carbon 
sequestration will increase after a timber harvest as compared to a no timber 
harvest scenario. Researchers at the USFS have concluded that not harvesting 
public timberlands would result in more carbon sequestration than either a 
“business as usual” harvest or increased harvesting.294 Considerable research 

 
294 Depro, Brooks M.; Murray, Brian C.; Alig, Ralph J.; Shanks, Alyssa. 2008. Public land, 
timber harvests, and climate mitigation: quantifying carbon sequestration potential on U.S. 
public timberlands. Forest Ecology and Management. 255: 1122-1134 
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has also been done showing that older forests store more carbon than younger 
forests.295 

In sum, the proposed THP asserts that direct greenhouse gas emissions 
are minimal (that is, those emissions from logging operations themselves) and 
that these direct emissions are wholly offset, in the long-term, by the 
cumulative impacts from the operation of their timber program, which the 
proposed THP asserts will result in significant net carbon sequestration 
through increased carbon storage. The first assumption is incorrect because 
the calculator ignores the dynamics of dead and soil carbon, misjudges the 
carbon emissions associated with site preparations, and ignores the starting 
point for wood carbon stores. The second assumption is incorrect because 
researchers have documented that timber harvests actually decrease the rate of 
carbon sequestration of forests. Given the serious flaws in CAL FIRE’s GHG 
calculator, CAL FIRE’s determination that this project will not have a 
significant cumulative impact on global warming is not supported by 
substantial evidence. Relying on these assumptions not supported by 
substantial evidence constitutes an abuse of discretion on the part of CAL 
FIRE. 

C. Inconsistent Area of Assessment for Cumulative Impacts 
Confuses the Analysis 

To perform a cumulative impacts analysis, a THP must define the 
“assessment area” under which the THP will evaluate past and reasonably 
foreseeable probable projects. The Rules direct that “[c]umulative impacts shall 
be assessed based on the methodology described in Board Technical Rule 
Addendum Number 2 . . . .”296 Technical Rule Addendum Number 2 states that 
in assessing cumulative effects,  “[t]he RPF shall establish and briefly describe 
the assessment area within or surrounding the Plan for each resource subject 
and shall briefly explain the rationale for establishing the resource area. This 
shall be a narrative description and each established assessment area shall be 
shown on a map when a map adds clarity.”297 There are multiple issues with 
the assessment area for greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
295 Harmon, M.E., Ferrell, W.K., Franklin, J.F., 1990. Effects on carbon storage of conversion of 
old-growth forests to young forests. Science 247 (4943), 699– 702. 
296 14 Cal Code Regs. § 898 (emphasis added). 
297 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 912.9, Technical Rule Addendum Number 2.   
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The THP states that the greenhouse gas assessment area is the state of 
California.298 The reason given is that “[t]he phenomena and any potential 
solutions are global but California is the market for timber to be produced and 
also a clear geo-political entity in which this project is connected to. The 
assessment area as described seems appropriate for an assessment of GHG 
impacts relative to market locations, legal requirements, and alternative 
analysis.”299 The use of such a large assessment area allows the THP to 
massage the numbers when it comes to the GHG emissions of this project. 
When considering the direct impacts, the THP considers the direct emissions 
associated with logging the THP area.300 In that instance, the THP treats the 
assessment area as merely the THP area. The analysis then appears to argue 
that long-term sequestration on the entire JDSF offsets this emission (and 
therefore the project would not have a significant impact).301 Under this 
formulation, the assessment area is the JDSF. Neither of these analyses use 
California as the assessment area. And by sometimes using the THP area as 
the assessment area and sometimes using the JDSF as the assessment area, 
the THP allows the carbon sequestration of the entire JDSF to act as a cover for 
the carbon impacts of this particular project, not considering that this project 
is not the only activity on the forest for which the carbon sink capacity is cited 
as an offset.  

As it is currently written, the THP misinforms the reader about the true 
cumulative GHG impacts of this proposed project. It is misleading to use the 
carbon sequestered by an entire forest to mitigate the carbon emitted 
conducting a single timber harvest on one piece of that forest—obscuring that 
it is a net carbon sink loss. CEQA requires that environmental assessment 
documents like THPs accurately inform the reader about the true impacts of a 
project. EPIC asks that the RPF reconsider the assessment area and apply that 
assessment area consistently. If the assessment area is the THP area, then only 
carbon sequestered within the THP area should act as a counterweight to the 
carbon emitted during harvesting. If the assessment area is the JDSF, then the 
analysis is currently missing the other sources of emissions on the JDSF. And 
if the assessment area is really California, then the THP is woefully inadequate 
in addressing those other impacts. 

 
298 THP sec. 4, p. 137. 
299 THP sec. 4, p. 137. 
300 See THP at 177. 
301 See THP at 176. 
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D. Impacts Analysis Fails to Consider Loss of Carbon 
Sequestration Potential. 

The effects of the proposed logging are more than just the carbon emitted 
by logging; it is also the lost sequestration potential by removing mature trees 
that are efficiently removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. The analysis 
in the proposed THP is flawed in that the THP only accounts for the carbon 
emissions from the proposed logging. The analysis does not consider that, 
absent logging, the trees would continue to sequester and store greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

This loss of carbon storage potential is important because mature 
redwood trees are exceptionally efficient at carbon sequestration and storage. 
Old-growth redwoods store more carbon per acre than any forest type.302 
Mature second-growth redwoods, like the forest here, are capable of storing 
more carbon than only the most “[s]uperlative old-growth [redwood] forests.”303 
As the THP notes, carbon stored in a redwood forest is largely safe from fire--
“Due to the mild climate, catastrophic wildfires are rare in the coast range.”304-
-and the dense, rot and decay resistant heartwood of redwoods further ensures 
long-term carbon storage.305 Even when dead, the decay-resistant heartwood of 
redwoods is capable of persistence for centuries. 

Researchers at the USFS have concluded that not harvesting public 
timberlands in general would result in more carbon sequestration than either a 
“business as usual” harvest or increased harvesting.306 For the redwood region 
in particular, in-forest carbon storage is likely more stable than if the wood was 
milled and put to some productive use. According to the admittedly flawed 
greenhouse gas emission calculator, only 46.3% of harvested carbon would still 
be “in use” by the end of the century; the rest will be lost to slash piles, mill 
waste, and landfills, all of which will produce greenhouse gas emissions. The 
RPF should amend the THP to reflect this fact. Otherwise, the THP is reporting 
false information that hides the true GHG impacts of the project. 

 
302 Sillett, Stephen C., et al. "Aboveground biomass dynamics and growth efficiency of Sequoia 
sempervirens forests." Forest Ecology and Management 458 (2020): 117740. 
303 Sillett, Stephen C., et al. "Allometric equations for Sequoia sempervirens in forests of 
different ages." Forest Ecology and Management 433 (2019): 349-363. 
304 THP at 176. 
305 Sillett, Stephen C., et al. "Aboveground biomass dynamics and growth efficiency of Sequoia 
sempervirens forests." Forest Ecology and Management 458 (2020): 117740. 
306 Depro, Brooks M.; Murray, Brian C.; Alig, Ralph J.; Shanks, Alyssa. 2008. Public land, 
timber harvests, and climate mitigation: quantifying carbon sequestration potential on 
U.S. public timberlands. Forest Ecology and Management. 255: 1122-1134 
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E. The THP fails to account for differing impacts of short-term 
and long-term GHG emissions. 

In 10 years, by 2030, California aims to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by 40% below 1990 emissions levels.307 In 25 years, by 2045, the 
state aims to be wholly carbon neutral and maintain net negative emissions 
after.308 These goals require California to reduce its emissions, particularly in 
the short term. Accepting for the sake of argument that the project will result 
in short term increases in GHG emissions but, on the whole, this project, 
together with others in the JDSF, will increase carbon storage in forest 
products, the THP still does not consider short term impacts appropriately. 
Short term carbon emissions are more meaningful than hypothetical long-term 
carbon sequestration because, as science recognizes, to stave off the worst 
effects of climate change, society has a short time to drastically reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

As directed by the United Nations’ International Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC), curbing GHG emissions immediately is important to forestall worst case 
scenario warming projections.309 According to the IPCC, we need to achieve 
zero net carbon emissions by 2050 in order to limit climate change to +1.5 
C.310 The amount of short-term emissions (i.e., those before 2050) will therefore 
play a critical role in determining the extent of the climate catastrophe. The 
THP fails to consider the temporal nature of carbon emissions and 
sequestration. The total amount of emissions is important to account for but so 
is the timing of those emissions. By promising long term emission reductions in 
exchange for short term emission increases, the THP is ignoring the reality that 
emissions reductions need to occur in the short term if they are to be effective. 
Without a full understanding of these impacts, the environmental analysis of 
GHG impacts within the THP is incomplete.  

 
307 California Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32 (2016). 
308 California Executive Order B-55-18 
309 IPCC, 2018: Global warming of 1.5°C. An IPCC Special Report on the impacts of global 
warming of 1.5°C above pre-industrial levels and related global greenhouse gas emission 
pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate change, 
sustainable development, and efforts to eradicate poverty. 
310 Id. 
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F.  The THP fails to account for Climate Change’s Impact on 
Redwoods. 

The THP fails to consider how climate change will impact the ability of 
Coast Redwoods to grow back after being harvested in the proposed project 
area. Researches have begun to learn that climate change could severely 
impact Coast Redwoods.311 As the California Coast becomes warmer and dryer 
suitable habitat for Coast Redwoods will diminish in size.312 Currently, there is 
very little research on how climate change will impact the ability of Coast 
Redwoods to regrow after a timber harvest. Historical assumptions about the 
regrowth rate and ability of coast redwoods are likely inaccurate in a world 
facing severe climate change. It is possible that opening up the canopy in order 
to let in sunlight, as this THP intends to do, will exacerbate these conditions by 
further drying out the soil, and encouraging incursion of other species. The 
THP has not considered how the combination of climate caused soil dryness 
and THP-caused soil dryness will impact coast redwood regrowth post-harvest. 
As such, the THP fails to consider whether redwood forests will regenerate on 
the sites where they are proposed for removal, particularly if removal will result 
in loss of soil moisture. There is also evidence that climate change has led to a 
reduction in forest resilience following high-severity wildfire.313 Increasingly, 
forests that used to regenerate after wildfires will no longer do so due to climate 
change.314 The THP has not considered these impacts when discussing the 
forest's capability to regenerate post-harvest. The loss of these redwoods would 
have both direct ecological as well as climate impacts. As discussed above, 
redwood forests, and individual old growth redwood trees, are critically 
important carbon sinks. So, by inhibiting their recovery, this THP is directly 
contributing to a potential loss of carbon sequestration capability in the future. 

 
311 E. J. Francis, G. P. Asner, K. J. Mach, C. B. Field, Landscape scale variation in the 
hydrologic niche of California coast redwood, Ecography 43:1305-1315 (2020). 
312 Fernandez, M. et al. 2015. Back to the future: using historical climate variation to project 
near-term shifts in habitat suitable for coast redwood. – Global Change Biol. 21: 4141–4152. 
313 Coop, Jonathan D., et al. "Wildfire-driven forest conversion in western North American 
landscapes." BioScience 70.8 (2020): 659-673. 
314 The THP has not considered whether the recent span of large wildfires has reduced the 
availability of late seral habitat. 
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X. CalFire’s management of Jackson State Forest in general, and as 
applied through this specific proposed project, fails to protect the 
public trust. 

In the context of CEQA review, the public trust doctrine imposes an 
affirmative duty on government agencies like CalFire to undertake a public 
trust analysis to consider whether the conversion of trust resources to private 
use is a proper use of public trust property.315 With regard to CalFire’s current 
proposal to log second- and third-generation trees within the Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest, CalFire must consider whether the THP reflects a 
proper use of public trust resources, especially because CalFire intends to 
convert logged trees to a private resource thereby eliminating their role as a 
provider of nature resource services to the forest ecosystem and denying public 
access to them—ultimately in favor of private commercial logging interests. 

More than “a set of rules about tidelands,” or “a restraint on alienation 
by the government,” the public trust doctrine functions “largely as a public 
property right of access to certain public trust natural resources for various 
public purposes.”316 Thus, the doctrine protects “expansive public use of trust 
property.”317  

The range of public trust uses is broad, encompassing not just 
navigation, commerce, and fishing, but also the public right to hunt, bathe or 
swim.318 Furthermore, the concept of a public use is flexible, accommodating 
changing public needs.319 For example, an increasingly important public use is 
the preservation of trust lands “in their natural state, so that they may serve as 
ecological units for scientific study, as open space, and as environments which 
provide food and habitat for birds and marine life, and which favorably affect 
the scenery and climate of the area.”320 Thus, the state or trustee has “an 
affirmative duty to take the public trust into account in the planning and 

 
315 See San Francisco Baykeeper, Inc. v. State Lands Com., 242 Cal.App.4th 202 (2015) 
(invalidating sand mine leases because the agency failed to consider whether the project would 
result in a proper use of public trust property, an affirmative duty not fulfilled by 
environmental review without a specific public trust analysis). 
316 Center for Biological Diversity, Inc. v. FPL Group, Inc. (2008) 166 Cal.App.4th 1349, 1360. 
317 See San Francisco Baykeeper, Inc. v. State Lands Com. (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 202 (quoting 
Zack's, Inc. v. City of Sausalito (2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 1163, 1175–1176). 
318 City of Berkeley v. Superior Court (1980) 26 Cal.3d 515, 521 (City of Berkeley). 
319 Nat'l Audubon Soc'y v. Superior Court, 33 Cal. 3d 419, 434 (1983). 
320 Id. at 434–435. 
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allocation of [trust] resources, and to protect public trust uses whenever 
feasible.”321  

Any action which will adversely affect traditional public rights in trust 
lands is a matter of general public interest and “should therefore be made only 
if there has been full consideration of the state's public interest in the matter; 
such actions should not be taken in some fragmentary and publicly invisible 
way. Only with such a safeguard can there b[e] any assurance that the public 
interest will get adequate public attention.”322  

The forest stand proposed for harvest by THP 1-20-00173-MEN “Little 
North Fork Big River” has not been harvested in over 90 years.323 Since then, 
the forest stand has had enough time to naturally redevelop into a mature 
second growth forest stand.324 In fact, during the Pre-harvest inspection, 
“several areas were observed within the THP area that could potentially meet 
the definition of Late Seral Forest stands.”325 Naturally recovering mature 
second growth forest stands provide vital habitat conditions that actively 
managed stands do not.326 As the stand continues to age, it will naturally 
continue to develop these important characteristics without active 
management.327 Already, the forest stand constitutes “high-quality [northern 
spotted owl] nesting and roosting habitat.”328 However, the proposed timber 
harvest “will disrupt continuity within the main body of habitat and result in 
division and fragmentation; reducing quality, biological value, and immediate 
availability of this nesting and roosting habitat to spotted owls.”329 Given the 
fact that the northern spotted owl is an indicator species whose presence 
indicates a suitable habitat for a diverse array of other species, it is safe to say 
that this timber harvest plan will degrade the overall quality of habitat for not 
only the northern spotted owl but other forest species as well. Fish and wildlife 
resources are trust resources within the state of California.330 As such, CalFire 
must consider the impact to these species of removing second- and third-

 
321 Id. at p. 446, fn. omitted. 
322 Zack's, 165 Cal.App.4th at 1188–1189. 
323 THP sec. 2, p. 43. 
324 Russel et al. 2014 
325 PHI with Recommendations 
326 Hanover & Russel 2018 
327 Russel & Michel 2010 
328 Chi 2020 
329 Id. 
330 Fish & Game Code 711.7 
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generation trees from the forest ecosystem, as such removal will significantly 
degrade available habitat for these species. 

It is not only wildlife species who will be adversely affected by the 
removal of these trees. This THP area is heavily recreated in due to its 
immediate proximity to Mendocino Woodlands State Park.331 The Mendocino 
Woodlands was created by the State of California in order to “enable the 
children of the state to better comprehend the outdoors, particularly the social 
and economic importance of the study, conservation, protection, and utilization 
of natural resources.”332 Because this THP falls within the Mendocino 
Woodlands Special Treatment Area, the legislature has required that “[p]rior to 
authorizing the sale and cutting of timber from the area described in 
subdivision (c) of Section 5823, the State Forester shall solicit and consider the 
recommendations of the Department of Parks and Recreation with respect to 
the prevention of unnecessary or unreasonable interruption or loss of facilities 
or resources essential to center operations.”333 When CalFire did so for this 
THP, the Department of Parks and Recreation urged CalFire to select the “no 
action” alternative.334  

Today, Mendocino Woodlands has over 10,000 attendees each 
summer.335 This forest stand, which is adjacent to the Mendocino Woodlands, 
provides a multitude of recreational activities including mountain biking, 
hiking, birding, mushroom foraging, and observing rare plants.336 Most of the 
mountain bike trails within Mendocino County are located in JDSF and will be 
impacted by the series of THPs proposed by CAL FIRE.337 A heatmap of trail 
usage shows that these trails are heavily used by recreationists of all kinds. 
(Strava Heat Map) This THP will both temporarily restrict access to popular 
trails as well as permanently alter the quality of these recreation opportunities 
by removing trees, adding new roads, and degrading visual resources.338 In 
addition of the impacts to the recreationists themselves, recreation provides 
considerable economic opportunity to local communities. In 2016, the USFS 
determined that, in the Northwest Forest Plan Area, recreation visitor spending 
had eclipsed timber production as a source of economic activity. Given its 

 
331 THP sec. 2, p. 43 
332 Pub. Rec. Code. § 5821 
333 Pub. Rec. Code  § 5829 
334 Dept. of Parks and Rec. PHI Report 
335 Dept. of Parks and Rec. PHI Report 
336 THP sec.4, p.128 
337 Mendocino Fun, Mountain Biking, https://mendocinofun.com/mountain-bikes/ 
338 THP sec. 4, pp. 172-173 
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location next to the Mendocino Woodlands, it is possible that this section of 
JDSF will produce more income for the state of California as a place for 
recreation than it will if harvested for timber. Given these considerations, and 
the fact that JDSF is publicly owned land meant to be managed for the sake of 
Californians, CalFire has a trust responsibility to analyze the negative impacts 
to recreation and the local economy associated with these THPs. 

Moreover, CalFire must undertake an atmospheric trust analysis, 
pursuant to the clear mandate set forth in the 2011 revision to the Forest 
Practices Act. Indeed, nearly one decade ago, the California Legislature 
declared, “[T]here 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 sequester of carbon dioxide.”339 Because “[S]tate 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,” the California 
Legislature amended the Forest Practices Act require the implementation of 
“sustainable management practices” with a goal to ensure the state’s forests 
maintain an annual net sequester of five million metric tons of carbon dioxide 
through 2020.340 As a separate trust resource affected by CalFire’s THP for the 
Jackson Demonstration State Forest, CalFire must consider the impact to the 
atmosphere of removing second- and third- generation trees from the forest 
ecosystem, as such removal will increase the level of greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere. This analysis is especially critical because of the potential positive 
feedback loops identified as a result of climate change—shifting climate may 
make regeneration of the present forest impossible, permanently reducing the 
functioning of a valuable carbon sink 

XI. Conclusion 

EPIC urges the Director to deny this THP. As has been discussed, this THP is 
replete with inaccurate and insufficient information and will have a significant 
negative environmental effect. By not accurately or meaningfully contemplating 
the environmental baseline, direct impacts, and cumulative impacts of this 
project, the RPF has submitted a THP that does not comply with the Forest 
Practice Rules or CEQA. As such, the Director should not approve this THP.  
  

 
339 Pub. Res. Code, § 4512.5. 
340 Id. 



74 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

INDEX 
 
A 
 
Ashton, Donald T., Sharyn B. Marks, and Hartwell H. Welsh Jr. "Evidence of continued effects 
from timber harvesting on lotic amphibians in redwood forests of northwestern California." 
Forest Ecology and Management 221.1-3 (2006): 183-193. 
 
Audubon Society, Important Bird Areas: Mendocino Coast, https://www.audubon.org/important-
bird-areas/mendocino-coast 
 
B 
 
Big River TMDL, Final, Dec. 2001. 
 
C 
 
Cal. Dept. of Parks and Recreation, Jug Handle State Natural Reserve, 
https://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=441 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, North Coast Region, Order No. R1-2014-0011 
 
 
CALTRANS Visual Assessment Guidance 
 
CDFW (California Department of Fish and Wildlife). January 27, 2016. A status review of the 
northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) in California.  
 
Chad Swimmer, Groundtruthing Photos taken on Feb. 2nd 2021. 
 
Cook, John, et al., Consensus on consensus: a synthesis of consensus estimates on human-caused 
global warming,  Environmental Research Letters 11.4 (2016): 048002. 
 
Coop, Jonathan D., et al. "Wildfire-driven forest conversion in western North American 
landscapes." BioScience 70.8 (2020): 659-673. 
 
D 
 



75 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

Depro, Brooks M.; Murray, Brian C.; Alig, Ralph J.; Shanks, Alyssa. 2008. Public land, timber 
harvests, and climate mitigation: quantifying carbon sequestration potential on U.S. public 
timberlands. Forest Ecology and Management. 255: 1122-1134 
 
Dugger, K.M., E.D. Forsman, A.B. Franklin, R.J. Davis, G.C. White, et. al. 2016. The effects of 
habitat, climate, and barred owls on long-term demography of northern spotted owls. Condor 
118:57-116 
 
E 
 
Ebird, Mendocino Coast Bird Observations, 
https://ebird.org/barchart?byr=1900&eyr=2020&bmo=1&emo=12&r=US-CA_46 
 
Executive Order B-30-15 
 
Executive Order B-55-18 
 
F 
 
Fernandez, M. et al. 2015. Back to the future: using historical climate variation to project near-
term shifts in habitat suitable for coast redwood. Global Change Biol. 21: 4141–4152. 
 
Forest Service Handbook 2409.12, Timber Cruising Handbook Chapter 70 Principles of 
Measuring 71.4 10-12, Trees Supplement No.:R5 2409.12-2016-3, available at 
https://www.fs.fed.us/im/directives/field/r5/fsh/2409.12/r5-2409-12-70-2016-3-1a.pdf  
 
Francis, Emily J., et al. "Landscape scale variation in the hydrologic niche of California coast 
redwood." Ecography 43.9 (2020): 1305-1315. 
 
G 
 
Gregg Erickson, CDFW Comment Letter re Dogwood THP (Feb. 22, 2019) 
 
H 
 
Hanover, A., & Russell, W. (2018). Understory Recovery in Coast Redwood Communities: A 
Case Study Comparing a Naturally Recovering and an Actively Managed Forest. Open Journal 
of Forestry, 8, 489-499. 
 



76 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

Harmon, M.E., Ferrell, W.K., Franklin, J.F., 1990. Effects on carbon storage of conversion of 
old-growth forests to young forests. Science 247 (4943), 699– 702. 
 
Hines, D.H. and J.M. Ambrose. Evaluation of Stream Temperatures Based on Observations  of 
Juvenile Coho Salmon in Northern California Streams (1998) at 14, Appendices. 
 
I 
 
Iberle, Benjamin G., Robert Van Pelt, and Stephen C. Sillett. "Development of mature second-
growth Sequoia sempervirens forests." Forest Ecology and Management 459 (2020): 117816. 
 
J 
 
JDSF Management Plan 2016 Update 
 
K 
 
Keppeler, Elizabeth T. "Sediment production in a coastal watershed: legacy, land use, recovery, 
and rehabilitation." In: Standiford, Richard B.; Weller, Theodore J.; Piirto, Douglas D.; Stuart, 
John D., tech. coords. Proceedings of coast redwood forests in a changing California: A 
symposium for scientists and managers. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-238. Albany, CA: Pacific 
Southwest Research Station, Forest Service, US Department of Agriculture. pp. 69-77. Vol. 238. 
2012. 
 
L 
 
Landry, Craig E., et al. "How Has the COVID‐19 Pandemic Affected Outdoor Recreation in the 
US? A Revealed Preference Approach." Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy (2020). 
 
Little North Fork Big River Stream Inventory Report 
 
M 
 
Map of Jackson Demonstration State Forest Proposed Timber Harvest Plans as of April 2021.  
 
Map of Mendocino Woodlands Trails, https://www.mobilemaplets.com/showplace/9324  
 
Mendocino Fun, Mountain Biking, https://mendocinofun.com/mountain-bikes/; 
https://tinyurl.com/y7wwrnn8 



77 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

 
Mendocino Woodlands Camp Calendar July 2021 https://www.mendocinowoodlands.org/camp-
calendar 
R 
 
Riparian Protection Committee, Flood Prone Area Considerations in the Coast Redwood Zone 
(Nov. 2005) 
 
Russell, W. 2020. Herbaceous understory indicators of post-harvest recovery in coast redwood 
(Sequoia sempervirens) forests. Open Journal of Forestry 10:204-216 
 
Russell, W. and K. H. Michels. 2010. Stand development on a 127-year chronosequence of 
naturally regenerating Sequoia sempervirens (Taxodiaceae) forests. Madroño 57:229-241. 
 
Russell, Will, Jeff Sinclair, and Kristin Hageseth Michels. "Restoration of coast redwood 
(Sequoia sempervirens) forests through natural recovery." Open Journal of Forestry 4.02 (2014): 
106. 
 
S 
 
Selva, Nuria, et al. "Why keep areas road-free? The importance of roadless areas." Handbook of 
road ecology (2015): 16-26. 
 
Shintaku, Duane. Memo to Region Chiefs dated March2, 2005. Subject: Disclosure, evaluation 
and protection of large old trees. 
 
Sillett, Stephen C., et al. "Aboveground biomass dynamics and growth efficiency of Sequoia 
sempervirens forests." Forest Ecology and Management 458 (2020): 117740. 
 
Sillett, Stephen C., et al. "Allometric equations for Sequoia sempervirens in forests of different 
ages." Forest Ecology and Management 433 (2019): 349-363. 
 
Strava Global Heat Map, Over JDSF,  https://www.strava.com/heatmap#10.79/-
123.64150/39.47399/hot/all 
 
Suttle, Kenwyn B., et al. "How fine sediment in riverbeds impairs growth and survival of 
juvenile salmonids." Ecological applications 14.4 (2004): 969-974. 
 
T 



78 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

 
Tonja Chi, Little North Fork Big River Timber Harvest Plan, Northern Spotted Owl Evaluation 
Summary (Jan. 11, 2020) 
 
Trail Forks, Big Tree Mountain Bike Trail Trail (accessed 3-2-21) 
 
Trail Forks, Statistics of JDSF Overview (accessed 3-2-21) 
 
U 
 
USDA, NW Forest Plan, Social and Economic Status and Trends 
 
USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 2012. Revised Protocol for surveying in proposed 
management activities that may impact northern spotted owls. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Pacific Southwest Region, Sacramento, California. 
 
USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 2019. Northern spotted owl take avoidance analysis 
and guidance for private lands in California; Attachment A: Take avoidance analysis – Coast 
Redwood Region. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region, Sacramento, 
California. 
 
W 
 
Wiens, J.D., R.G. Anthony, and E.D. Forsman. 2014. Competitive interactions and resource 
partitioning between northern spotted owls and barred owls in western Oregon. Wildlife 
Monographs 185:1-50. 
 
Z 
 
Zach Urness, Spotted owls pushed closer to 'extinction vortex' by Oregon wildfires, (Dec. 1, 
2020), https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2020/12/01/northern-spotted-owl-habitat-
threatened-oregon-fires/6462923002/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



79 | Page 
EPIC Comments 
THP 1-20-00173-MEN 
 

 

 
 
 


