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August 14 220

Los Padres National Forest

Attn: Kevin Elliott, Forest Supervisor

6750 Navigator Dr #150, Goleta, CA 93117
kevin.b.elliott@usda.gov

Re: Reves Peakorest Health and Fuels Reducti®roject

Dear Mr.Elliott;

Thank you for this opportunity to provideur initial comments on the Reyes Peak Forest Health

YR CdzSfa wSRdzOGA2Y t NRP2SO0 oMitPME&arsiui ¢ 0 2y t A
Ranger Distrig The Project entails constructing a-side-long fuel break (755 acres total)
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would potentially be accomplished through a timber sale or stewardship contract, either of

which could involve commercial logging of large trees.

The undersigned organizations support efforts to improve ecosystem health abecpr
communities from wildfires, andie work to ensure that vegetation treatment activities are
undertaken with minimal impacts to wildlife, roadless areas, water supplies, and other forest
resources. We also support the maintenance of defensible sparedhately around

structures along with programs to promote the construction and retrofitting of homes with fire
safe materials and design as the most effective ways to protect communities from wildfire.



We have reviewed th@roject Descriptiomn full, ard we have several concerabout the

Proposed Actiomnd the potential lack dfurther documentation in an environmental
FaasSaayYSyid 6a9! £¢0 2N Sy i NRearédegpiyttodbledibythé OG & G I
fact that this is the third such project pposed within approximately two years using such a

flawed approach to environmental review and public inpegpecially considering the

overwhelming public outcry over the Projeatcludingby several Chumash tribatganizations
towhomthe ancestralland ¥ t Ay S az2dzydl Ay oWhLly260 Aa al ONB

In addition, the Projectconstitutes yet another departurBom previous commitments made by
the U.S Forest Service to prepare EAfieagencyevenproposed a similar project for the Pine
Mountain area in 2005and,as a result of discussions with conservation gréupsmmitted to
preparing an EReven though it was nearly orguarter the size of the current Project. The
former Pine Mountain Recreation Area Projeeas eventually cancelled in 2012or unknown
reasons, without an EA ever being prepared.

CdzZNI KSNXY2NB>X (GKS t NP2SO0 KIFra 06SSy LINRBLRASR AY
Executive Order (1385%5)which directed the U.S. Forest Service to3@8lbillion board feet of

timber by conducting such projects. An internal méraent to Regional Foresters from the

I 3SyoeQa ! OQtAy3 5SLizie / KAST 2yseatfromthen HAMD
Acting Deputy Chief on June 5, 2019 indicate that the Project may be intended to meet timber

guotas with minimal environmental rewerather than improving forest health. And the

{ SONBiGFNE 2F GKS 5SLJI NI Y&ghfito Regional BohStadsdzh ( dzZNB Q &
August 10, 2020 further supports this view.

We hereby submit the following commentsgarding the Project

1U.S. Forest Servicéune 32005. Scopintetter, Pine Mountain Recreation Area Project.

2 Los Padres ForestWatchuly 6, 2005. Scoping comment letter, Pine Mountain Recreation Area Project.

3U.S. Forest Service. 2005. Schedule of Proposed Actions (October).

4U.S. Forest Service. 2012. ScheddilBroposed Actions (October).

5President Donald J. Trump. December 21,201B. 2y t NRY2GAy 3 | OGA GBS alyl3aSYSyi

Rangelands, and other Federal Lands to Improve Conditions and Reduce Wildfire Risk

5U.S. Forest Service Acting DepGtyief Christopher B. French. May 30, 2019. Internal memo to Regional Foresters

regarding EO 13855.

"U.S. Forest Service Acting Deputy Chief Christopher B. French. May 30, 2019. Intern&b fiRegional Foresters

regarding 2430 Rates (Low Value ForestBcts).

8U.S. Department of Agriculture Secretary Sonny Perdue. August 10, 2020. Internal memo to Regional Foresters.
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1. THEFOREST SERVICE MUST PREPARE AN EA OR EIS BECAUSE THE
PROJECT DOES NOT QUALIFYARDYKRCATEGORICAL EXCLUSION.

The scoping letter issued by the U.S. Forest Service states that the agency intends to approve
the Proposed Actionlza A y3 (i ¢62 OF iS32NAOLt SEOfdzaAz2zya o6a/ 9
wSaild2NI GA2y ' OG 2F Hnno o6dl Cw! ¢0d ¢KSaAsS /9a |

1 Section 603 of HFA (16 U.S.C. 6591b), Insect and Disease Infestation
1 Section 605 of HFRA (16 U.S.C. 6591d), Wildfire Resilience

TheseCEsAf f KSYOSTF2NIK 06S NBTIENNSR LIS iitpadedi /89 ¢ no
to note that for a project to be carried out der CE 603, it must be one that:
(b) Collaborative Restoration Projett

(1) In Generalt A project referred to in subsection (a) is a project to
carry out forest restoration treatments that

(A)maximizes the retention of olejrowth and large treesas
appropriate for the forest type, to the extent that the trees
promote stands that are resilient to insects and disease

(B)considers the best available scientific informatido maintain
or restore the ecological integrity, including maintaining or
restoringstructure, function, composition, and connectivity; and

(C) ideveloped and implemented through a collaborative
processthatt

() includes multiple interested persons representing
diverse interests; and

(ii)(1) istransparent andnonexclusive or

(I1) meets the requirements for a resouradvisory
committee under subsections (c) through (f) of
section 205 of the Secure Rural Schools and
Community SelDetermination Act of 2000 (16
U.S.C. 712%) @

(c)LimitationsX @

(2) Locationt A project under thisection shall be limited to
areag

(A)in the wildland-urban interface or

(B)Condition Classes 2 or 3 in Fire Regime Grduls or
[, outside the wildlandurban interfaceX ®



(e) Forest Management PlansAll projects and activities carried out under this
sectionshall be consistent with the land and resource management plan
established under section 6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604) for the uniteiNhtional Forest System
containing the projects and activitiés.

The requirements for a project carried out under CE 605 are similar:
(b) Collaborative Restoration Projett

(1) In Generalt A project referred to in subsection (&)a project to
carry ou forest restoration treatments that

(A)maximizes the retention of olegrowth and largetrees, as
appropriate for the forest type, to the extetiat the trees
promote stands that are resilient to insectnd diseaseand
reduce the risk or extent of, ancreasethe resilienceto,
wildfires;

(B)considers the best available scientific informatido maintain
or restore the ecological integrity, includingaintaining or
restoring structure, function, compositioand connectivity; and

(C) ideveloped andmplemented through a collaborative
processthatt

() includes multiple interested persons representing
diverse interests; and

(i(1) istransparent and nonexclusiveor

(I1) meets the requirements for a resouradvisory
committee under subsections (tjrough (f) of
section 205 of the Secure Rural Schools and
Community SelDetermination Act of 2000 (16
U.S.C. 712%) @

(c)LimitationsX @&
(2) Locationt A project under this section shall be

(A)Prioritized within the wildlandurban interface

916 U.S.C. 6591b (emphasis added).



(B)If located outside the wildlandurban interface,limited to
areas within Condition Classes 2 or 3 in Htegime Groups I, Il,
or Il that contain very high wildfirdnazard potential and

(C) Limited to areas designated under section 602¢)f the
date of enactnent of this AcK @

(e) Forest Management PlansAll projects and activities carried out under this
sectionshall be consistent with the land and resource management plan
established under section 6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources
Planning Act of 1974 (16 U.S.C. 1604) for the unit of the National Forest System
containing the projects and activitié$.

The Project does not meet the requirements undiee abovestatutes forthe reasons detailed
below.

A. The Project is not one thatvould maximize the retention of oldgrowth and large
trees orpromote stands that are resilient to insects and diseasewildfire.

¢CKS tNRLIRASR ! OGA2Yy g2dzZ R Ay Of dzZRS (GKS NBY2d!
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explained in more detail in Secti@of this letter.In short, previous projects in the Los Padres
National Foresthat involved tree removal for similarly stated purposesd at least one that

occurred in an IRAMposed stricter size limits on the trees that could be removidtese limits

were less than half of the limit being used for the Project, and they have vague exceptions that

can allow for trees larger than the limit can easily be removed in the IRA.

ltis alsoimportantte/ 2 0 S G KI G0 O2y AFSNAR Of 2giofthdl 21 HYiZ 2 yW I &
and Odion (2016% analyzed the diameter and age of dominant and codominant trees in yellow

pine and mixeeconifer forests on the west side of the central and southern Sierra Nevada in

I NBF& GKFIG KFR 06S8Sy dzyt 233 SuReDcrg, WS i& the unlLINR E A Y I
used by the researchers)ere often 100¢ 200 years old or moréFigure 1) Because these

were dominant and codominant trees in similar forest types, they likely included species that

are found in the Project Area. Importantie Project Area may be drier compared to some of

1016 U.S.C. 6591d (emphasis added).

11U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest HealfuatsdReduction Project Description.

2Hanson, C.T. and D.C. Odion. 2016. Historical Forest ConditionsthétliRange of the Pacific Fisher and
Spotted Owl in the Central and Southern Sierra Nevada, CaliforniaNdf#al Areas JournaB6(1):819.
doi.org/10.3375/043.036.0106



the Sierra Nevada areas studied, meaning that growth could be even slower in the Project Area.
¢ Kdza>x GNBSa | LIINRPFOKAY3I Hné 5.1 YlLeés Ay Tl Od4zx

In addition and sepate from these issues relating to tree agegth N2 2 SO 5t8c ONR LJG A 2
SEOSLIiAz2ya G2 GKS H rfof mullipld reasoAsYheagenty & naDdesrh) S Ny A v
a0l GSR ¢KIFG 02y a itahisdzitlSided todHer i8 the Projel Deptioy. & £

Such vague language would allow the removal of tfeesway from a road, campground, or

trail using this exemption.

Similarly, theProject Description does not provi@dey further information about what
O2yaiAiddziSa GRgF NFNIYIA AWNES 28SAYTF SANYEM QY IR @8
fact, the agency provides no information about what dwarf mistletoe is (including which species

2T ROIFNF YAradtsSizS Aa 2F O2yOSNYyu0v 2N gKeé Al a
Dwarfmistletoes Arceuthobiunmspp.) are native plants that have evolved in and are integral
components of these forest ecosystéidBennetts et al(1996) found that the presence of

dwarf mistletoe in ponderosa pine forests is associated with increased awiarsitly. That

study concluded:

In areas where management goals are not strictly focused on timber production,
control of dwarf mistletoe may not be justified, practical, or even desirable.
Wicker (1984) states "Dwarf mistletoe is a slow, insidious pestfidiats a war

of attrition. It wears down our interest, the visibility of our efforts, and thus the
financial support of our control programs.” Given that dwarf mistletoe has
existed as part of ponderosa pine communities for a very great many years, we
suggest that when consistent with management objectives, an alternative to
fighting a "war" with dwarf mistletoe is to view it as having a "place" in healthy
diverse forest ecosystems rather than as an invading "enéfy".

From our own observations in the Beot Area, dwarf mistletoés found on many trees both
0St26 YR F02@S {K@oteiaidwarbmistletod i dnd Gf tke2Jefirey pine
trees in the Project Area can be seen in Figuoé the Project DescriptiaiWWe have observed
dwarf mistlebe on some of the largest trees in the Project Area, which are still well below the

cné 5.1 fRoektiDescriptian fallsktdprovidmy criteria (e.g. how much dwarf
mistletoe is in a particular tree, what proportion of branches of a treeasjts the tree still
FfA@S yR KSIFHfOKezs SG000 F2NI gKSGKSNI I GNBS A

we have no way of knowing where and how this exception will be used to remove trees greater
GKFY Hné 5.1 ©f¢ SN DBHegubelnddddvedi

B Griebel, A., D. Watson, and E. Pendall. 2017. Mistletoe, friend and foe: synthesizing ecosystem implications of
mistletoe infection. Environmental Research Letters, 12:115062.10.1088/17489326/aa8fff

4 Bennetts, R.E., G.C. White, F.G. Hawksworth SaBdSevers. 1996. The influence of dwarf mistletoe on bird
communities in Colorado ponderosa pine forests. Ecological Applications, 630896 0i:
10.2307/2269493



CdZNI KSNXY2NBs> (GKS tNRLIRaSR ! OGAzy g2dzZ R y20 aLJ
R A & S Fir&t,3ti® inportant to understand the ecological definition of resilience (and how this
differs from resistance), which has beemll-defined in the scientific literature. Halpern
(1988°RSTAYSR 'y S0O02aeaisSyQa NBaAftASyOS | a aukKsS
O2YYdzyAlleé OKIFINI}OGSNRaitAOa NS NBaili2NBR F2ftf 29
defined by Halpef | & GG KS SEGSyld (2 6KAORmikidy LBKEaAAAGA O
(2013}° summarized a longtanding differentiation between resistance and resilience thus:
XGKS NBalLlRyaS (2 RA&adGdz2NDIyOS O2yaraia 2F W
ecologicale A 0 AS& (G2 ¢6AGKaldlyR GKS RA&GdzNDI yOS |
recover from the disturbance even though the biota and ecological processes
KIS 06SSYy RAYAYA&AKSRX
The statutes mentioned above are clear in that tmeferenceresilienceeither to
insects and disease or wildfire (or bottgnd the agency acknowledges this in the
Project Description when describing the purposes ofiftdRAHowever, the Proposed
Action appears to be largely aimed at promothegistanceo these natural
disturbancesThe Project Description states that one of the desired conditions is to
G ONB I (i $nor& redisIaritdithe effects of drought, insect and disease outbreaks,
andstand] A f f A y3 &NibdgielseivheraBhé Rréject Description states that
GOUBKSNSE Aa I ySSR (2 NBRdzOS &adzNFI OS |
FYR YIFI1TS GKS | NSF Y2NBE NBaAfttheQgeicyiga 2 ¢ A
acknowledging that it intends to promote resistance rather than resiliettceugh
confusingly the agency then references a need to promote resiliethce only to
wildfire. The agency isonflating the two terms despite the fact that these terms have
distinct scientific definitions anthat only one of the terms is used in the CE statutiee
agency is intending to uge approve theProject. Regardlessot only would the
Proposed Action not increase the resistance of ecosystems in the Project Area to these
disturbances, it would not increase their resilience either. This is examimadra
detail in the following subsection

y t
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B. The Project is not one that considers the best available scientific information.

The Project Description does not explicitly state or define all of the goals of the Project, rather it
describesthet RSAANBR O2yRAGAZ2Y FT2NJ GKS ylFaGA2y It F2N&K

(1) create forests more resistant to the effects of drought, insect and disease
outbreaks, and standilling crown fires; (2) encourage tree recruitment that

S Halpern C.B. 1988. Early Successional Pathways and the Resistance and ResHieres Gfommunities.
Ecology 69(6):17031715.d0i:10.2307/1941148.

18| ake P.S. 2013. Resistance, Resilience and Restoration. Ecological Management & Restd(a)i@624.
doi.org/10.1111/emr.12016

17U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Hedltiuels Reduction Project Description. (emphasis added)
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contain a species mix more like psettlement @mposition, (with a higher
representation of shadéntolerant species such as ponderosa pine that have
declined during the period of fire suppression); (3create stand densities
more like those of the prsuppression era; and (4) encourage a standcstne
that emphasizes largdiameter trees'®

Additionally, the Project Description states:

There is a need to reduce surface and ladder fuels, reduce potential fire
intensities and make the area more resilient to wildfife.

Assuminghat these are the sgcific goals of the Projedhe Forest Servicdoes not clearly
demonstrate that the Proposed Action would accomplish these gwalsat ecosystemsn the
Project Area are at risk of succumbing to these fadeygond what is naturalltimately, the
scqping documentation that has been released by the agency for the Priogestctot

adequately discussed the best available science about a variety of topics related to how the
Proposed Action is unlikely to achieve the stated goals as well as the currenaamel
conditions of the ecosystems that occur in the Project Area.

1. Effects of the Proposed Action on Drought Susceptibility

TheProject Descriptiorontains very little information about the effects of drought on the

ProjectArea Rather, theProject Descriptioportrays drought as a contributing factor to insect

outbreaks and, through the addition of dead trees to the landscape, stapldcing wildire. In

other words, the agency views insect (and disease) and sipidcing wildfire as the problems

that need to be addressed, with drought being a potential precursor to both. It is true that bark

beetle activity increases during drought periods,ragess that has been occurring in western

forestslong before humans began influencing the landscape, but the ability to control such

outbreaks is not welsupported by scienc€l Yy R Ay aSOi 2dzioNBIF14Q AYLI C
severity is minimat! Issues related to bark beetles and wildfire are discussed in more detail

below.

181d.
19d.
20Six, D.L., E. Biber,@&.Long. 2014. Management for Mountain Pine Beetle Outbreak Suppression: Does
Relevant Science Support Current Policy? Forgét$:103133. doi:10.3390/f5010103
21 Black, S.H., D. Kulakowski, B.R. Noon, and D.A. DellaSala. Do Bark Beetle Outbreak@/ilufieaBésks in the
Central U.S. Rocky Mountains? Implications from Recent Reséitthial Areas AssociatioB3(1):59
65.doi.org/10.3375/043.033.0107
Hart, S.J., T. Schoennagel, V&blen, and T.B. Chapman. 2015. Area burned in the western Utdtted &
unaffected by recent mountain pine beetle outbreaks. PNRIR(14):437%4380. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1424037112
Meigs, G.W., H.$Zald, J.L. Campbell, W.S. Keeton, and R.E. Kennedy. 2016. Do insect outbreaks reduce the
severity of subsequent foresirés?doi:10.1088/17489326/11/4/045008



2. Erroneous Citation and the Effects of the Proposed Action on Future Bark
Beetle Activity

Similar to the last two such projects proposed by the U.S. Forest Service in tRadres
National Foregt, the agency has once again cited Oliver (1995) to state iRthject
Descriptionon page 11:

According to Oliver (1995), Jeffrey and pinyon pine trees, in stands where basal
areas are over 120 square feet of basal area per areeat imminent risk of
bark beetleassociated mortality.

Whilethe Project Description omits full citation for Oliver (1995)ye assume it iseferring to
the onlypaper published solely by W.W. Oliver in 19B8garding the threshold of 12 fiasal
area per acre presented in tHeroject Descriptionthisis not what Oliver (1995) shows
Moreover, thestudyis noteven applicable to the Project area for multiple reasons.

First, Oliver (199%) defines such a basal area threshold as ft5per acre(not 120 as stated in
the Project Description)s shown in the conclusion on page 217 of that study:

FO {F NIgStf QZpeiha (LBOH e? dciiR) oPb@sal araa above
which density stands are susceptible to attack by bark beetles appears to be a
reasonable average value for California.

However, Oliver (1995) only presents results in eagadpure stands(plantations)of

ponderosa pine imorthern California, and his conclusions are only generally applicable to

evenaged stands where there is low variance around the mean DBH across the stand. More
ALISOAFAOIE @Y ht AOSNI gl a AYUuSNBadSR AyveRS(SNY
which bark beetlanduced mortality would significantly alter a stand. Oliver only studied even

aged plantations of ponderosa pine in two areas where density was initially very high and mean

DBH was relatively low. These two areas differed in site cheniatics such as slope and

precipitation and only one site was thinned.

Oliverfound that in the unthinned study area, his study plots reached a SDI of 329, the

equivalent basal area of which Iseates isapproximately 170 ftof per acre for 332 TPA thia

mean DBH of 9.7 inches, before experiencing significant bark beetle mortality. In the thinned

study area, his study platswhich were thinned several times over 25 years and which were
subjected to repeated storm damageeached a SDI of 245 before bdmetles began killing

trees and a SDI of 309 before bark begtlg RdzOSR Y2 NI It AG& NBIFOKSR a
describes the equivalent basal area for a SDI of 245 at this site as’ p@b #icre for 168 TPA

(0p))

Andrus R.A., T.TVeblen, B.J. Harvey, and S.J. Hart. 2016. Fire severity unaffected by spruce beetle outbreak in
sprucefir forests in southwestern Coloradi&cological Application26(3):700711.
22.S. Forest $eice. 2018. Cuddy Valley Forest Health/Fuels Reduction Project Decision Memo.
U.S. Forest Service. 2019. Tecuya Ridge Shaded Fuelbreak Project Decision Memo.
2 QOliver, W.W1995. Is SelThinning in Ponderosa Pine RuledOsndroctonudark Beetles?



with a mean DBH of 12.3 inches. He descrihesequivalent basal area for a SDI of 309 at this
site as 174 ftper acre for 256 TPA with a mean DBH of 11.4 inches.

As these results are only useful for similar high density egad stands, even if they were

misapplied to the complex, uneveaged néural standshat are composed of multiple conifer
specieqi.e. not plantations) found in the Projedtea, the agency still does not even accurately

L2 NINF& htAZSNRa 7TAYyRAyPded Désdiptionthé&avdragesogsale K| &
area acoss the Projecrea is slightly over 120%per acre. While we have no way of verifying

this due to the agency being unwilling to share stand exam @@ below)even if we

accepted this number as true, it is still well below the thresholds preseoye@liver.

Remember that there are four thresholds mentioned by Oliver: 15bdsal area per acre
O{FNIgStfQa OGKNBaAK2fRZI gKAOK hftABSNI 0SSt AS@PSa
ft> basal area per acre (above which thinned and stolamaged stands began experiencing
non-epidemic levels of bark beetieduced mortality), 170 ftbasal area per acre (above which
undisturbed stands began experiencing epidemic levels of bark beehleeed mortality), and

174 {2 (above which thinned and stored-damaged stands experienced epidemic levels of bark
beetle-induced mortality). The agency does not accurately point to any of these thresholds,

instead arbitrarily indicating a threshold of 128lfiasal area per acre and incorrectly citing to

Oliver (B95).

Moreover, even if the agency used any of the thresholds described by Oliver (which are all still
higher than the current average basal area in the Projeet according to the agency), there is
no explanation of whether such a threshold that wasided in everaged plantations would be
applicable to unevesstaged oldgrowth standswith multiple tree speciesvhich are

characteristic of the Project Areblere the agency seems to be creating a new threshold that
has not been identified in the scientfliterature as applicable to either ev@&aged or uneven

aged stands in order to justify reducing the basal area in the PréAjeet

Second, studies such as Oliver (1995) that are conducted iragahplantations are likely
inapplicable to uneveagednatural stands primarily due to the complex relationship between
TPA and basal area in natural stands. In an @gad stand, most trees are approximately the
same size, thus greater TPA translates to greater basal area. In an tagee@stand with a

variable number of TPA from multiple size classes, the basal area per acre can change
dramatically depending on this distribution of variably sized trees. For example, a stand that has
cp ¢t! O2YLINAASR 2F wn ¢t! a4 yélyR IgE dotn! ¢Htd
DBH will have a total basal area per acre of slightly over 24@itacre. This scenario is

entirely possible given the averages and ranges in Table 6 for historical (1930) stands. It would
Ffa2 o6S 3INBI S Nlciedtdd drbitiafg Basal afed tfiréshanzf 1463iér Fcre

above which they state bark beetleduced mortality is imminent. Thus, the agency would be
implying that even if a current stand was treated so that it resembled a historical stand as
theoretically presated here (which is, in part what the agency appears to want to achieve), it
would still be under imminent threat of bark beetfileduced mortality according to the

arbitrary 120 £ basal area per acre threshold. It should also be noted that in this &tieat
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stand that would be within the purported historical range for the Projgea, a basal area of
80 ft? per acre (the proposed target for peseatment stands in the Project) is impossible.

Such an incongruency is highlighted further by the fact that the average TPA values for
proposed postreatment stands presented in Table 8 of tReoject Descriptiorrannot possibly
result in any amount of basal area between the 60 and 190p€ft acre rage that the agency

says postreatment stands will have (with 80%fper acre again being the target). The proposed
post-treatment average TPA for each of the four size classes in ascending order is 3, 8, 34, and
13 according to Table 8. If all trees wéine minimum DBH of each size class (e.g. all three trees
inthedcmué aAT S Ofl aa ¢g2dZ R 068 SEIFOGfe né¢ 5.10%
approximately 205 ftper acre. Again, this would be a minimum basal area value when
considering thamany of these trees would likely be greater than the minimum DBH within

their size class. Thus, a central conflict arises between the target TPA values and the target
basal area values given by the agency inRhgect Descriptionthey cannot both be tre. A
post-treatment stand with the average TPA for each size class given in Table 8 will have much
higher basal area per acre than the 89 er acre or even 6@ 100 ff’ targets stated on page

17 of theProject Description

It should be noted that the 3. Forest Service in Region 5 has previously cited to Oliver (1995)
correctly and has even, to some extent, addressed the question of whether such research is
applicable to uneven aged stands such as those found in the Project Area. In the Silviculture
Report prepared by Dan Roskopf for the Gibsonville Healthy Forest Restoration Project on the
Feather Ranger District of the Plumas National Forest, Oliver (1995) is cited several times. For
example:

Basal area per acre is commonly used as a measure of starsityd This

measure has been used Bfiver (19950 describe the threshold for ponderosa

pine (150 square feet per acheabove which bark beetle related mortality is

SELISOGSR (2 200dN®» ¢KAa&a (GKNBakKz2fR Aa NBI

Sartwell and Stevens 1975, Sartwell and Dolph 1976) with mountain pine beetle

outbreaks as described by Powell (1999) where$hesd 2 dzG 6 NB I {4 O2dzZ R 6 S
attributed to two primary factors: secongrowth ponderosa pine stands were

evenaged and ecologically simplifigdk Sy O2 YL NBR ¢AGK (GKS dzyS@
forestT | YR YIyWa AyaGSydAz2ylf &AdzLINBaairAzy 2F ¢
important landscapdevel thinning agent, which in turn caused an unnatural

I OOdzydzt  GA2y 2F aGlFyR RSyaade o4 alt FNBILO

Perhaps a more important question is whether the agency would be able to accomplish the
stated goal of inreasing resistanc@ 2 NJ 6§ KS /9 aidl (Gdzi SQ& NBt§ dzA NSY Sy

24Reskopf, D., U.S. Forest Service. 2016. Gibsonville Healthy Forest Restoration Project: Silviculture Report
(emphasis added).
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bark beetle outbreaks through the Proposed Actibew longterm studies of thinning projects
and their impacts on subsequent bark beetle outbreaks have been conducted, astlithes
that exist show mixed results due to complex sifeecific factorg®

Studies that have shown success of such projects on reducing bark beetle mortality generally do
not consider the treatmentaused mortality when considering the concept of acessful

treatment. For instance, Fettig et al (203%8xamined the effect on bark beetiaduced tree

mortality of various levels of thinning in comparison to unthinned areas in rropeder forests

AY GKS {ASNNI bS@FRE® prekentisiBdy, batiheeticausd iR i K I G

mortality was relatively low the decade after thinning, never reaching a level that would be
considered epidemic for eithd?. jeffreyior P. ponderosA éhe authors did not consider the
initial mortality event causedy the thinning treatment itself. Their measure of success was
whetherthe level of tree mortality in thinned stands was less than that in the unthinned stands,
but apparently mortality was only significant to success if caused by bark beetles. When
analyzing the data they present, it is actually quite simple to glean that the overall mortality
(i.e. mortality from thinning plus mortality from subsequent bark beetles) in the three thinning
treatments was substantiall09¢ 289 trees killed per hectare orvarage) compared to the
overall mortality in the unthinned stands (approximately 13 trees killed per hectare on
average)Granted the number of trees killed by bark beetles was slightly lower in the thinning
treatments (3¢ 11 trees killed per hectare aaverage) compared to the unthinned stand (13
trees killed per hectare on average), but this pales in comparison to overall number of trees
killed due to the thinning itself. Another way to view this is, approximately 289 trees per
hectare were Kkilled in th most intensive treatment by the thinning itself in order to prevent 10
trees from being killed in the future by bark beetles.

Six et al(2014%7 notes a similar pattern:
G! f K2dZAK Y2NB GNBS&a gSNB (AffSR 20SNI ¢
controls still retained a greater number of residual mature trees than did thinned
stands as they entered the pegtdz(i 6 NS { LIKI &S d¢

And a separate study in ponderosa pine forests in the Black Hills similarly demonstrated that far
more trees were Killed tlough the actual thinning process than through a subsequent bark

2 Black, S.H., D. Kulakowski, B.R. Noon, and D.A. DelBaao Bark Beetle Outbreaks Increase Wildfire Risks
in the Central 5. Rocky Mountains? Implications from Recent Reseblatiaral Areas Association
33(1):5965.doi.org/10.3375/043.033.0107

Six D.L., E. Biber, and E. Long. 2014. Management for Mountain Pine Beetle Outbreak Suppression: Does

Relevant Science Support @nt Policy? Forests, 5(1):1033. doi:10.3390/f5010103

26 Fettig C.J., C.Hayes, K.J. Jones, S.R. Mckelvey, S.L. Mori, and S. L. Smith. 2012. Thinning Jeffrey pine stands to
reduce susceptibility to bark beetle infestations in California, U/&gAcultural and Forest Entomolagy
14:113117. doi:10.1111/j.14619563.2011.0053.x

27Six, D.L., E. Biber, and E. Long. 2014. Management for Mountain Pine Beetle Outbreak Suppression: Does
Relevant Science Support Current Policy? Forests, 5(1)38®310i:10.3390/f5010103
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beetle outbreakkhat was more severe than that experienced in the study by Fettig. €2@12)
Negron et al (20175 examined stands in which the overall mortality (again, mortality caused b
thinning plus mortality caused by bark beetles) was 242.6 trees killed per acre on average in
thinned stands compared to 87.7 trees killed per acre in unthinned stands. As with other similar
studies, the treatment was the primary source of mortalityhe stand rather than bark

beetles. By the end of the outbreak, not only were there more trees in the unthinned stands
(203.2 TPA on average) compared to the thinned stands (55 TPA on average) as well as more
basal area (which could be considered a proxybfath biomass and carbon storage; 67 8dier

acre compared to 32.3%per acre).

Again, this pattern is consistent in multiple studies across various forest types in California and
the western U.S.and it highlights that mixedonifer and yellow pine forests are generally
already resilient to bark beetle outbreaks. examining forests that experienced multiple bark
beetle outbreaks at different temporal and spatial scales, Andrus et al (Za2®icluded:

We identified that greater pr@utbreak stand structural complexity and species
diversity were key traits that provided stands with a high potential for
physiognomic recovery, which supports the lestgnding idea that diversity
enhances ecologitaesilience.

The Proposed Action would clearly reduce structural complexity in the Project Area, and
because a goal is to reduce abundance of certain tree species in combination with the fact that
the Project activities are likely to increase the spreddannative, invasive plants across the

area (described in more detail below), it is very likely that the Proposed Action will also reduce
species diversity. Thus, the Project magiuceecosystem resilience to future disturbances such
as bark beetle outieaks.

As theForest Servichere is proposing a similar treatment (before some possible,
unpredictable outbreak in the future), it is highly likely that many more trees would be killed
and removed from the ecosystem than would ever succumb to bark bedtlksy question
arises from these considerations: Wouwldastically increasing overall mortality through
thinning compared to an unthinned starahd reducing structural complexity and species
diversitymakeecosystems in the Project Areaore resilient”Not only has the agency not
demonstrated using the best available scierncéhat the Proposed Action would promote
resilience, ithas only cited a single paper erroneously to justify this Proposed Action for the
stated purpose of increasimgsistancdo barkbeetles, which is wholly inadequate considering
that the scientific literature has significantly documented the futility of such projects.

28Negron, J.F., K.Kllen, A. Ambourn, B. Cook, and K. Manth2017.LargeScale Thinnings, Ponderosa Pine,
and Mountain Pine Beetle in the Black Hills, U=R¥est Scienceoi.org/10.5849/F016061

2 Andrus R.A., S.J. Haetnd T.T. Veblen. 2020. Forest recovery following synchronous outbreaks of spruce and
western balsam bark beetle is slowed by ungulate browdtoglogy 101(5):e02998.
doi.org/10.1002/ecy.2998
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3. Effects of the Proposed Action on Future Wildfire Behavior

When considering the potential effects the Propogettion would presumably have on future
wildfire behavior, theProject Descriptiotis once again somewhat vague and inconsistent.

Three questions must be answered to better determine whether the Proposed Action would be
effective or whether it is even neceary: 1) What type of wildfire is undesirable in the Project
Area? 2) What conditions would make this type of wildfire more likely? 3) How would the
Proposed Action alter those conditions to reduce the probability of this type of wildfire from
occurring? e Proposed Actiomloes not adequately address these questiaghereby failing to
demonstrate a need for the Project.

To determine what type of wildfire the agency considers undesirable in the Project Area, we
can look at various statements in tiReojed Description

Frequent, low to moderate severity fire in mixed conifer and yellow pine forests
played an integral role in maintaining these ecosystems historitally.

TheProject Descriptionloes not cite any published science to support this statemigiany
studies have found that historically mixsgéverity fire was the dominant fire type on the
landscape and continues to be tod#yMixed-severity fire occurs when a given wildfire burns

30U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Description.
31 Baker, W.L. and D. Ehle. 2001. Uncertainty in seifige history: the case of ponderosa pine forests in the

western United State€Canadian Journal of Forest Resea®1(7):12051226. doi 10.1139/cjfr31-7-1205

Bekker, M.F. and A.H. Taylor. 2010. Fire disturbance, forest structure, and stand dynamics in montane forests of
the southern Cascades, Thousand Lakes Wilderness Bd8gciencel 7(1):5972. doi:10.2980/171-3247

Williams M.A. and W.L. Baker. 2012. 8ally extensive reconstructions show varialsleverity fire and
heterogeneous structure in historical western United States dry for€tshal Ecology and
Biogeography21:10421052. doi 10.1111/j.14663238.2011.00750.x

Baker W.L. 2014. Historical fosestructure and fire in Sierran mixawnifer forests reconstructed from General
Land Office survey dat&cosphere5(7):79.dx.doi.org/10.1890/ES180046.1

Odion, D.C., C.T. Hanson, A. Arsenault, W.LrBal& DellaSala, R.L. Hutto, M.A. Moritz, 8erriff, T.T.
Veblen, and M.A. Williams. 2014. Examining Historical and Current }8meetity Fire Regimes in
Ponderosa Pine and Mixedonifer Forests of Western North Ameri€doS ONB(2):e87852.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0087852

Williams M.A.and W.L. Baker. 2014. Higkverity fire corroborated in historical dry forests of the western
United States: response to Ewdt al. Global Ecology and Biogeograpi2g:831835.doi:
10.1111/geb.12152

Hanson, C.T. and D.C. Odion. 2016. Historical Faseslitons with the Range of the Pacific Fisher and Spotted
Owl in the Central and Southern Sierra Nevada, California, USA. Natural Areas Journal136(1):8
doi.org/10.3375/043.036.0106

Odion, D.C., C.T. Hanson, W.L.eBaR.A. DellaSala, M.A. Williar@®16. Areas of Agreement and Disagreement
Regarding Ponderosa Pine and Mixed Conifer Forest Fire Regimes: A Dialogue with Steviehe®t al.
ONE 11(5):e015457%0i:10.1371/journal.pone.0154579

Baker W.L. 2017. Restoring and managing-kmverity fire n dry-forest landscapes of the western U$A.0S
ONE 12(2):e0172288&0i:10.1371/journal.pone.0172288

Baker, W.L. and M.A. Williams. 2018. Land surveys show regional variability of historical fire regimes and dry
forest structure of the western United Sts. Ecological Application28(2):284290.
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across the landscape with a variety of fire effects includingdewerity € 20% overhead

canopy mortality measured by basal area reduction), modesateerity (20; 70% overhead
canopy mortality mesured by basal area reduction), and hggwverity (> 70% overhead canopy
mortality measured by basal area reduction) occurring in a mosaic pattern within the total
burned area? though importantly much of the delineated fire perimeter may actually be
unburned 32 Apparently the agency does not take issue with a fire burning with fow
moderate-severity effects, as thBroject Descriptiostatesthat this was presumably the norm
historically.The agency goes on to highlight the type of fire that is coms@landesirable in
GKS | NBE AME AWaI IONR gy TFANBAEAZE & K Aalveysshayelthey a A G &
same definition with higkseverity fire, though we assume tiwo termsare used
interchangeabll K S NB 0 = FNYSRJf d 30X VREIRrdjekt REs@iption impliesvithout

citing to published scientific studies, that any amount of ksgherity fire is unnatural and
undesirableand that a future fire has a high probability of being hegverity, therefore the
Proposed Action is necesgaThere are several issues that must be addressed here.

First, as there is ample evidence that mixsl/erity fire was historically (before the era of
modern fire suppression) dominairt mixedconifer and yellow pine forestshen some
amount of highseverity fire is a naturalipccurring event on thee forestedandscaps.
Countless studies have demonstrated that the habitat created by-$égkerity fire in both
mixed-conifer and yellow pine (dominated by either ponderosand/or P. jeffrey) is
important for a variety of plants and wildlif€.Furthermore, the landscape heterogeneity

32Halofsky, J.E., D.C. Donato, D.E. $Jidki.. Campbell, M. Donaghy Cannon, J.B. Fontaine, J.R. Thompson, R.G.
Anthony, B.T. Bormann, L.J. Kayes, B.E. Law, D.L. Peterson, and T.A. Spies. 204dveviiyede
regimes: lessons and hypotheses from the Klargigkiyou Ecoregiofcospherg2(4):art40doi:
10.1890/ES100184.1

Odion, D.C., C.T. Hanson, A. Arsenault, W.LrBalg DellaSala, R.L. Hutto, M.A. Moritz, R.L. Sherriff, T.T.
Veblen, and M.A. Wilms. 2014. Examining Historical and Current MiSegerity Fire Regimes in
Ponderosa Pine and Mixedonifer Forests of Western North Ameri€@doS ONB(2):e87852.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0087852

33Kolden C.A., J.Aulz, C.H. Key, J.T. Kane, and J&. Wagtendonk. 2012. Mapped versus actual burned area
within wildfire perimeters: Characterizing the unburnéthrest Ecology and Manageme@86:3847.
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.08.020

34U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health aadREdaktion Project Description.

35 Hutto, R.L. 2008. Theeelogical importance of severe wildfires: some like it Iiatological Applications
18(8):18271834.

Odion, D.C., M.A. Moritz, and D.A. DellaS204.0.Alternativecommunity states maintained Hire in the
Klamath Mountains, USAJournal of Ecolog®8:96105.doi: 10.1111/j.13652745.2009.01597.x

Buchalski, M.R., J.B. Fontaine, P.A. Kledd].P. Hayes, and W.F. Frick. 2013. Bat Response to Differing Fire
Severity in MixedConifer Forest California, USA.oS ONB(3):e57884.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0057884

DellaSalaD.A., M.L. BondC.T. Hanson, R.L. Hutto, and D.C. Odion. 2014l€ofarly Seral Forests of the
Sierra Nevada: What are They and How Can They Be Managed for Ecological IiNeduitgi?Areas
Journaj 34(3):316324.doi.org/10.3375/043.034.0317
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created by mixeeseverity fire idikelyimportant for conferring adaptation and resilience in
these forestsn the face of climate change and against future disturbariééss also

important to note that conifer regeneration is generally occurring unimpeded (though often
staggeredooth temporally and spatiallywhich again creates more landscape heterogeneity
that may be important for adaptive resilience) in arélaat have burned at higiseverity as part
of a larger mixegseverity fire in recent yeatsindicating that forests go through natural and
important successional processes following such disturbaneesign of ecosystem resilience
to wildfire.

However, tle Project Descriptiomloes not provide any of this context nor does it cite any

relevant literatured wl 0 KSNE GKS FF3SyoOe adldSa GKFG & oNBS
likely to be impeded by the small and disparate nature of mixed conifertieesl limited seed
RAALISNEFE OFLI oAt AGASaashiiea NEERE AGRYR HMBSAY I oK
abstract verbatim in the process). Importantly, that studylid not actually measure conifer

regeneration in higkseverity fire patchesrad 2) erroneouslgtatedin its conclusion when

referencing higkseverity fire patches in mixecbnifer and yellow pine foresis K| i &d¢ ©S8 @Sy
these large patches of forest eventually recover, there will be many years in which they are not
functioningak S| f (0 K& Y A E S R®Thig sfatemehiNg eftdnepusfiof chutsé, because

a portion of mixedconifer forest that has experienced higeverity fire that eventually

Hutto, R.L., R.E. Keane, RHer8ff, C.T. Rota, L.A. Eby, and V.A. S2ab6. Toward a more ecologically
informed view of severe forest fireEcospherg7(2):e01255. doit0.1002/ecs2.1255

Tingley, M.W., V.lRz-Gutierrez, R.LWilkerson, C.A. Howell, and R.B. Siegel. 2016. Pyrodiversity promotes avian
diversity over the deade following forest fireProceedings of the Royal Socie;y283:20161703.
doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2016.1703

Hanson, C.T. 201Bandscape eterogeneity Following HighS @S NA & CA NB A Wildlifd Sodiefy2 Ny A | Qa
Bulletin 42(2):264271. doi: 101002/wsb.871

36 Swanson, M.E., J.F. Franklin, R.kcB&@, C.M. Crisafulli, D.A. DellaSala, R.L. Hutto, D.B. Lindenmayer, and F.J.
Swanson. 2011. The forgotten stage of forest succession-gachessional ecosystems on forest sites.
Frontiers in Ecologgnd the Environmen©(2):117125.d0i:10.1890/090157

Baker, W.L. and M.A. Williams. 2015.-Betlging dryforest resilience to climatehange threats in the western
USA based on historical forest structuReontiers in Ecology and Evolutj@88.doi:
10.3389/fevo.2014.00088

Seidl, R., D.C. Donatd.F. Raffa, and M.G. Turn2@16.Spatial variability in treeegeneration after wildfire
delays and dampens future bark beetle outbredREAS113(46):13078.3080.
doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1615263113

37 Shatford J.P.AD.E. Hibbs, and K.J. Puettmann. 2007. Conifer Regeneration after Forest Fire in the-Klamath
Siskiyous: How Much, How Soaldirnal of Forestryl 05(3):139146.

Owen, S.M., C.H. Sieg, A.J. Sanchez Meador, P.Z. Fule, J.M. Iniguez, L.S. Bdguetvat, and M.A. Battaglia.
2017. Spatial patterns of ponderosa pine regeneratiohighseverity burn patched-orest Ecology and
Management 405:134149.dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2017.09.005

Hanson, C.T. 201Bandscapéleterogeneity Following Higfs @S NA (& CA NB A Wildlifd Sodiefy2 Ny A | Qa
Bulletin 42(2):264271. doi: 10.1002/wsb.871

Kauffman, J.B., L.M. &llorth, D.M. Bell, S. Acker, and J. Kertis. 2019. Forest structure and biomass reflects the
variableeffects of fire and land use 15 and 29 years following fire in the western Cascades, Oregon.

38 Nigro, K. and N. Molinari. 2019. Status and trends of fire activity in southern California yellow pine and mixed
conifer forestsForest Ecology and ManagemeA#1:2031.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.01.020
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GNBO2FSNE ¢ 06 A dife statd)ds ihatzNlyriag the Fears betiveelsliNE and this
return to a prefire state, still a healthy functioning ecosystem that is simply going through
natural forest succession processes. Again, these-sadgessional phases can be important on
large spatial and temporal scalas statedabove

Furthermore, higkintensity or highseverity (which is the term mostly used by the agency here
and is used in defining Fire Regime Grodips)has historically and continues to be the norm
on chaparraldominated landscape¥.The agency correctly ackadedges the natural fire

regime for chaparral, even citing one of the@athoring organizations of this letter. The
Project Descriptioistates:

Being prone to infrequent large, high intensity wildfires is the natural condition
of chaparral (California Charral Institute)?°

Elsewhere thé®roject Descriptiod G F § Sa G KI & daoi8KS yIGdz2NF f FANB
on 02 wmfIndedd She NdiutaEfire regime for chaparral can be described as one that is
characterized by large, hightensity crown fires that occur infrequently (every 30 to 150 years

or more)*? However, theProject Descriptiomises conflicting language elsewhere

As displayed in table 1, there are approximately 272 acres of the project area
that is characterized as chaparral within Fire Regime Group |. Fire Regime Group
| is defined as having@ to 35-year frequency with a low/mixed fire severity?

This statemenreferences Table 1 in theroject Descriptionbut that table does not display Fire
Regime Group classifications, thus it is likely that the agency meant to reference Table 2 in the
Project DescriptionRegardless, the statement is in contradiction wita correct

characterization of the natural chaparral fire regime as stated above. It should be noted that
the Fire Regime Group classifications are not basecuorentfire regimes (e.g. many

9Keeley, J.E. and P.H. ZedBf09 Large, higkintensity fire events in southern California shrublands: debunking
the fine-grain age patch modeEcological Applicationd9(1):6994.
Halsey, R. W. and A.D. Syph&@l5 High-Severity Fire in Chaparral: Cognitive Dissonance in the ShdshiB.
A. DellaSala and C.T. Hanson, EdshénEcological importance of MixadS @S NA G & CANBAY bl {dzN
pp. 177#209. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Parker, V.T. 2020. Chaparral of California. M.I. Goldstein and D.A. DellaSala, Eds. In Encyclopédi Nfth& Q &
Biomas, vol. 3, pp. 4572. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
40U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Desgription.
41d.pg. 6
42 Halsey, R. W. and A.D. Syph&al5 High-Severity Fire in Chaparral: Cognitivesbisance in the Shrublands. D.
A. DellaSala and C.T. Hanson, EdshénEcological importance of MixédS @S NA G & CANBAY bl {dzN
pp. 177#209. Amsterdam: Elsevi®arker 2020
43U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels R&toitirDescriptionpg. 6
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chaparraldominated areas in California are experiencegrlyfrequentfire??) but rather
historicalfire regimes according to theroject Description

Coarse scale definitions for naturhigtorical) fire regimes have been developed
and interpreted for fire and fuels management. The five naturadtorical) fire
regimes are classified based on average number of years between fires (fire
frequency) combined with the severity (amount of replacement) of the fire on
the dominant over story vegetation (Hann and Bunnell 2001) and are displayed
in table2.4°

Given this understanding of the natural (historical) fire regime for chapatrialunclear why

most of the chaparratlominated area within the Project area would be classified as Fire
Regime Group TheProject Description doesot describe how thse areas were classifiehd,
again, nodoesit containa map of Fire Regime Group distributi@onsidering the definitions

of Fire Regime Group classifications and the-detlumented natural fire regime that
characterizes chaparral, the 307 acresludigarral described as Fire Regime Group 14 il
should instead be described as Fire Regime Group IV-¢biggrity fire every 3§ 200+ years).
Correctly categorizing the fire regime of these ecosystems must incorporate the best available
science, which the agency has not done here.

The Project Descritoon overall paints higkseverity (and highntensity) fire negatively despite

its importance temporally and spatially in the regitins clear that the agency finds this type of
fire to be undesirable, which answesiquestion posed earlier in this sidasion: What type of
wildfire is undesirable in the Project Area?

The second question is, what conditions would make the type of fire described above more
likely? The agency again provides little information that generally lacks coBietw are
severalstatements in theProject Descriptiothat describe conditions deemed or implied to
increase the risk of higkeverity fire:

The exclusion of fire has allowed biomass to accumulate in forested and
chaparral vegetation type¥.

Surface fuel loading levelsees that are dead and dying due to insect and
disease, and natural forest succession make st@piacing fire an ongoing risk
to the landscapé?®

4 Halsey, R. W. and A.D. Syph&@15 High-Severity Fire in Chaparral: Cognitive Dissonance in the Shrublands. D.
A. DellaSala and C.T. Hanson, EdBhénEcological importance of MixédS @S NA 1 & CANBAY bl {dzN
pp. 177#209. Amsterdam: Elsevi®arker 2020

45 U.S. Forest Service. 20Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Descpptién.

461d.,see Table 3

471d.pg. 4

481d.
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Stand exams taken in the project area, coupled with vifatkughs by Forest
professionals confirm that exiag stand density and structure puts the area at
risk from insects and disease, as well as from wildfire.

This mortality combined with stand structure and drought is increasing the risk
of a standreplacing wildfire>®

The understory ladder fuels, exist) hazardous fuel loads and continued periods
of drought place these areas at risk from wildftte.

These statementsill focus on a single contributing factor to fire: fuel (vegetation, live and
dead). While this may be the one factor that is alterablégeo factors such as climate, weather,
and topography exert a stronger influence over fagverity>2

For example, a study examining factors determining fire severity during the 2013 Rim Fire in the
Sierra Nevada found that fire severity tended to be @niy daily fire weather conditioria

oA =ooA
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they had burned multiple times in previous decades with the last fire at least 17 years earlier),
with mostly low to moderae-severity fire occurring under milder weather conditiots.

Another study found that daily fire weather was the strongest driver of fire severity, with pre
fire biomass being an unimportant predictor of fire sevefitgimilarly, Thompson and Spies
(200)°° found that weather was the most important determinant for fire severity during a
large wildfire.

Even for wildfires that burned in areas with previous bark beetle outbreaks (and thus a greater
number of dead trees cimount of downed woody material), fire weather variables such as

41d. pg. 10

501d. pg. 11

511d.pg. 12

52Dillon, G.K., Z.A. Hald, P. Morgan, M.A. Crimmins, E.K. Heyerdahl, and C.H. Luce. 2011. Both topagthp
climate affected forest and woodland burn severity in two regions of the western US, 1984 to 2006.
Ecospherg2(12):130doi: 10.1890/ES100271.1

53Lydersen, J.M., M.P. North, and B.M. Collins. 2014. Severity of an uncharacteristically lange thigdRim Fire,
in forests with relatively restored frequent fire regimésrest Ecology and ManagemeB28:326334.
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.06.005

54zald H.S.J. and C.J. Dunn. 2018. Severe fire weather and intensive forest managemers firereaserity in a
multi-ownership landscapéd=cological Application28(4):1068L080.
https://doi.org/10.5061/dryad.3gv5c78

55 Thompson, J.R. and T.A. Spies. 2009. Vegetation and weather explain variation in crown damage within a large
mixed-severity fire.Forest Ecology and Manageme@268:16841694.doi: 10.1016/j.foreco.2009.07.031
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maximum daily temperature and wind speed were the most important predictors of fire
severityin one study?® That study concludes:

Here, we found daily fire growth was sensitive to bdtily weather variability
(maximum temperature, gust speed, and relative humidity) and modeet®
drought (ERC), supportive of the idea that variation in weather is a key driver of
fire size. Thus, predictions of future wildfire should incorporate btheffects

of slowly changing broasdcale climate, which promote periods of widespread
wildfire, and extreme weather events, which lead to rapid periods of fire growth.

Similarly, another study found that antecedent temperatures and low precipitation wene
important factors in determining wildfire extent than previous bark beetle outbréaks.
Furthermore, intraseasonal precipitation patterns may also exert a strong influence over fire
severity>®

Perhaps most pertinent to this discussion is the 20i@ Fire, which burned just one mile to

the east of the Project Area along the same ridgeline (i.e. at approximately the same elevation)
in the same forest types and in chaparral and hardwood areas. This fire burned a little over
2,300 acres and burned mthsunder moderate weather conditions. Basedtbe FRAP

database, approximately 70% of the area within the Pine Fire perimeter had no fire history prior
to 2016. Approximately 30% of the area had previously burned in 1932 (i.e. 84 years since last
recorded fire). Andonly 4% of the area had burned more recently (in the 2002 Wolf Fire), all of
which had also burned in the 1932 Matilija Fiféis fire history is displayed in Fig®erhus,

the vast majority of the area burned in 2016 had not burned ireast 84 years. This is similar

to some areas within the Project Area.

Despite the amount of time since the previous fire, most of the Pine Fire area burned-dblow
moderate-severity.According to the Monitoring Trends in Burn Setyediatabasé&® prepared in
part by the Forest Service, the Pine Fire was characterized as predominantly unburnedy low
moderate- severity fire (2,008 acres or 86% of the total area) and asgeghrity to a much
smaller extent (336 acres or 14%s shown in Figuré.

FuthSNY 2 NB>X dzAAy3 GKS C2NBaid { SOAVEG,Srasswakedy @S3S

with the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships datasety know that the approximately 336

S6Hart, S.J. and D.L. Preston. 2020. Firethweradrives daily area burned and observations of fire behavior in
mountain pine beetle affected landscap&nvironmental Research Lettet$:054007.
doi.org/10.1088/17489326/ab7953

57 Mietkiewicz N. and DKulakowski2016. Relative importance of clitesand mountain pine beetle outbreaks on
the occurrence of large wildfires in the western UB£&ological Application®26(8):25252537.
doi.org/10.1002/eap.1400

58 Holden Z.A., P. Morgan, M.A. Crimmins, R.K. Steinhorst, and A.M.S. Smith. 2007. Firegsagitation
variability influences fire extent and severity in a large southwestern wilderness area, United States.
Geophysical Research Lette34:1.16708d0i:10.1029/2007GL030804

59 Monitoring Trends in Burn Severity programttps://www.mtbs.gov/
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acres that burned at high severity during the 2016 Pine Fire were chaedesrimarily as
montane hardwood (115 acres or 349@)ich is generally comprised of canyon live oak
(Quercus chrysolepiand montane chaparral (91 acres or 27%). The remaining 130 acres
included mostly montane hardwoecbnifer and, to a very small exterother coniferous forest
types such as Sierran mixednifer.The vegetation types found throughout the burned area
can be seen in Figutewhile the vegetation types found in just those areas that burned at high
severity can be seen in FigudeThus, conifer forest types were relatively unaffected by high
severity fire.

Approximately 847 acres of Sierran mixashifer within the fire perimeter burned at lovto
moderate-severity with a very small portion remaining unburned. This accounted faryne
96% of all Sierran mixezbnifer forest within the fire perimeter. Additionally, nearly 90% of
yellow pine forest (composed primarily of Jeffrey pine) within the fire perimeter burned at
either low or moderateseverity with a smaller portion remairgrunburned.

Furthermore, when looking at the contiguous higlverity fire patches within the Pine Fire
perimeter (with multiple vegetation types often included in a single patch), the maximum high
severity fire patch size was 104 acres, which is onlyefa#e maximum size that the agency
alleges occurred historically according to the single stitidf, which itself only cites an

agency report about the presumed amount of higgwverity on the historical landscap€&hat

study also only considered higlverity patches in mixedonifer and yellow pine forest types,
meaning that because the higgeverity fire patches in the 2016 Pine Fire include mostly
chaparral or hardwood forest, they are much larger than if we only looked at patches that
include just nixed-conifer or yellow pine forest. And yet, the largest patch in the Pine Fire is still
less than half of the supposed historical maximum size, and the mean patch size (approximately
4.5 acre®)) is less than half of the upper limit of the alleged histakimean patch size

according to the agency.

Thus, a recent fire in an adjacent area dominated by the same ecosystem types and that had
not experienced fire for over 80 years included only a relatively small area that burned at high
severity. Much of thigrea that burned at high severity consisted of chaparral, which naturally
burns at high intensity/severity. Only very small portions of coniferous forest burned at high
severity, and were well within the historic range of variability, even according toribe

scientific study the agency cites (whjagain,only cites dJ.S.Forest Service repomhen
discussing historic sizes of high severity patth&sad the size of the high severity fire patches

50 Nigro, K. and N. Molinari. 2019. Status and trends of fire activity in southern California yellow pine and mixed
conifer forestsForest Ecology and Managemenr#1:2631.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.01.020
611d.
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in the Pine Fire were well within the supposed histoainge of variability (a range that is highly
contested in the scientific literatufé).

The agency implies in iBroject Descriptiothat the Project Areawill burn mostlyat high
severity in a future fire if vegetation is not removed beforehand. Yet,dea was not borne
out in the recent Pine Firevhich burned an area that had experienced no-fire vegetation
projects to our knowledge and would therefore have had similar amounts of biomass or
possibly more to théxoject Area.

Moreover, the ProjectDescriptiondoes not mention the importance of climate and weather
when discussing potential future fire behavior, instead implying that forests in the Project Area
are only at risk of higiseverity fire (though again, this type of fire is a natural congrarof a
landscape historically dominated by mixseverity fire) because of vegetation conditions. The
agency does not acknowledge that fire weather conditions are likely to drive fire severity in the
area regardless of vegetation conditionghich is suported by the fire severity patterns in the
recent and nearby 2016 Pine Fifighe end result is that the agency overstates its ability to alter
future fire behavior through the Proposed Actiand understates thexistingresilience of the

I NB | Qa Stowildfigeda G SY

Thus, the third and final question must be answered: How would the Proposed Action alter
those conditions to reduce the probability of this type of wildfire from occurring? The agency
states in several ways in thi&rojectDescriptionthat the Proposed Action would alter future
wildfire behavior and risk. For example:

The proposed treatments would reduce hazardous surface, ladder and crown
TdzS®adX
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mix more like presettlement composition, (with a higher representation of shadilerant

-
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whichgenerally implies that the presence of shadéerant species such as white fkl{ies

concoloj is problematic. Such statements about white fir or other shtaerant species often
imply that the species increase wildfire risk. It should be noted that the agency does not cite to
any scientific studiethat support the above quoted statement. Furthermore, by mentioning
ladder fuels, the agency is also stating that small trees are problematic from a wildfire
perspective.

52Qdion, D.C., C.T. Hanson, W.LeBaRA. DellaSala, M.A. Williams. 2016. Areas of Agreement and Disagreement
Regarding Ponderosa Pine and Mixed Conifer Forest Fire Regimes: A Dialogue with Steviehe®t al.
ONE 11(5):e015457%0i:10.1371/journal.pone.0154579

53U.S. Forest Service. 2020yRe Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Descripgioh?

541d. pg. 12
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However, Lydersen et.d2014%° found that stands with higher levels of shatigerant basal
area and densities of small trees tended to burtaater severity during the 2013 Rim Fire in
the Sierra Nevada:

Several forest structure variables were somewhat important in predicting fire
severity; however the nature of these relationshipghafire severity was

different than what is often suggested. For example, plots with greater white fir
basal area, a species generally associated with greater sensitivity to fire, tended
to burn with lower fire severity. This effect was marginal but ptilsent when

plots that burned on a plumdominated day were removed from the analysis.
Similarly, lower fire severity was also observed in plots with a greater proportion
of shadeintolerant species (proportion of white fir and incenrsedar relative to
pine and oak species), although the effect was marginal in both analyses. Density
of small to intermediate size trees (240 cm dbh in the analysis with all plots

and both 4@60 cm and 6§80 cm dbh in the analysis excluding plots burned on

a plumedominated day) were also related to Rim Fire severity, with plots with a
greater small tree density tending to burn with lower severity.

Thus, in mixedaonifer stands, the presence of small trees or shaaerant species does not
necessarily increase fiseverity even during a large wildfire event.

I NBLEZ2NI LINBLINBR F2N)/2y3aNBaa aidliSRY 2SS R2
O2yaSyadadza Adz2NNRPdzyRAY 3 | LILINPLINAF GS YSGK2R& 2 NJ
agreement on the size of areashere, and the time frames when, such methods or techniques
aK2dzf R 0.8A resedirdh veREy Omi and Martinson 2008 G+ 6 SayY a9 PARSyYyO
treatment efficacy for reducing wildfire damages is largely restricted to anecdotal observations

anR aAyYdzZ F GA2yadé

In a large analysis of fires and fuel treatments across forests in eleven states (the western
portion of the contiguous U.S.), including in California, Rhodes and Baker%X008yl that

the probability of a fuel treatment even encounteg a fire over a 2@ear period following the
implementation of the fuel treatment:

X2dzNJ NBadzZ §a AYRAOFGS GKIFGX 2y F@SNF3IST | L)
treated to reduce fuels are likely to encounter fires that would otherwise be high

5 Lydersen, J.M., M.P. North, and B.M. Collins. 2014. Severity of an uncharacteristically large wildfire, the Rim Fire,
in forests with relatively restored frequent fire regimésrest Ecology and ManagemeB28:326334.
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2014.0605

66 U.S. General Accounting Office. 1999. Western National Forests: A Cohesive Strategy is Needed to Address
Catastrophic Wildfire Threats. GAO/REEBB5. pg. 56

570mi, P.N. and E.J. Martinson. 2002. Effects of Fuels Treatment on Wildfire Sevedtyt®Rapint Fire Science
Program Governing Board. pg. 1

58 Rhodes, J.J. and.lV Baker. 2008. Fire Probability, Fuel Treatment Effectiveness and Ecological Tradeoffs in
Western U.S. Public Foresthe Open Forest Science Jouyrhat7. doi:18744208/08
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or highhmoderae severity without treatment. In the remaining 9598.0% of
treated areas, potentially adverse treatment effects on watersheds are not
counterbalanced by benefits from reduced fire severity.

Schoennagel et a2017¥° similarly found that only 1% of fuel treatments in national forests
SELISNASYOS FANB SIOK &SIFNI 2y | @gSNF3aS: qadzaasa
gAf RTANS P&

In fact, there is scientific evidence that thinning can make the fuel hazarsennstead of

better. Graham et al. (200®)y 2 1 SR G KIFI' i awR6SGIFAf SR aAGSmTaLISOA
forest structure and fuel properties are rare, limiting our analytical capability to prescribe

management actions to achieve desired condit@ng NJ | € G SNAyYy 3 FdzSfa |yR T
thinning can alter the heating of the understory and subsequently reduce moisture levels:

Thinning opens stands to greater solar radiation and wind movement, resulting
in warmer temperatures and drier fuels thughout the fire season.

WeBKAA 2LISyySaa OFry SyO02dzN} 3S I adz2NFI OS FA
forests through selective logging can accelerate the spread of fire through them

because a physical principle of combustion is that reducing the bulk derfisity

potential fuel increases the velocity of the combustion reaction. Wind can flow

more rapidly through the flaming zone. Thinned stands have more sun exposure

in the understory, and a warmer microclimate, which facilitates fire (Countryman

MdpplX

[F]uel eduction activities; particularly mechanized treatmentsinevitably

Fdzy OtlA2y (2 RA&aldz2ND az2ifa yR LINRY2GS GKS
native species. Pile burned areas associated with the treatments are also prone

to invasion (Korb et al. 2004Annual grasses can invade treated areas if light

levels are high enough, leading to increased likelihood of ignition, and more

NI} LAR aLINBIR 2F FANBI 4KAOK OlyYy TFdzNHKSNJ FI
1998). This type of feedback loop followiig$ Sa Gl 6t AAaKYSyYy G 2F y2ymn
plants may result in an altered fire regime for an impacted region, requiring

extensive (and expensive) remedial action by land managers (Brooks et al.

2004)"*

89 SchoenagelT., J.K. Balch, H. Brenk8&rhith, P.E. Dennison, B.J. Harvey, M.A. Krawchuk, N. Mietkiewicz, P.
Morgan, M.A. Moritz, R. Rasker, M.G. Turner, and C. Whitlock. 2017. Adapt to more wildfire in western
North American forests as climate changeblA$114(18):45824590.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1617464114
®Graham, R.T., McCaffrey, S., and Jain, T.B. 2004. Science Basis for Changing Forest Structure to Modify Wildfire
Behavior and Severity. General Technical Report RBIR820.U.S.Forest Service,dgky Mountain
Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, CO.
"> Odion, Dennis. 2004. DeclarationNNWEA v. Forest Servioting Countryman, C. M. 1955. Gjdowth
conversion also converts fire climate. U.S. Forest Service Fire Control Ndtge49.7:
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The authors of a study that analyzed fires in thinned and unidhareas in Sierra Nevada
forests noted:

Thinned areas predominantly burned at high severity, while unthinned areas
0dzZNy SR LINBR2YAYlyGte G €26 YR Y2RSNIGS a
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Hanson and Odior2006Y36 Sy (i 2y (2 &adzZ33asSad GKFG YSOKIFYyAOIf
f26SNBR (KS FANB 6SIFGIKSNI 0KNBaAaK2ftR ySOSaal Ne
researchers with the U.S. Forest Service acknowledge the potential for thinning te oneat

intense conditions for surface fire spread:

Theoretically, fuel treatments have the potential to exacerbate fire behavior.
Crown fuel reduction exposes surface fuels to increased solar radiation, which
would be expected to lower fuel moisture contesend promote production of

fine herbaceous fuels. Surface fuels may also be exposed to intensified wind
fields, accelerating both desiccation and heat transfer.

Treatments that include prescribed burning will increase nutrient availability and
furtherstiydzft I § S LINRPRdzOGA2Y 2F FdzSta 6A0GK KAIK
these factors facilitate the combustion process, increase rates of heat release,

and intensify surface fire SKI @A 2 NX @

QX

Thus, treatments that reduce canopy fuels increase and decraaseazard

simultaneously. With little empirical evidence and an infant crown fire theory,

fuel treatment practitioners have gambled that a reduction in crown fuels

2dzi 6 SAIKE ye AyONBIFasS Ay ada2NFIFOS FANB KII
A recent study also found that protectedrésts (those with more restrictions on logging
activities such as those in the Proposed Action) had lower fire severity levels owgear30
period (and across 1,500 fires), but they actually lvaerfire severity levels despite being

identified as haing increased biomass and fuel loading compared topestected forests with
more logging activitie$*

Along these lines, a recent Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decision for a case that involved an
approved project thatnvolved thinning irmixed-conifer forests state:

2Hanson, C.Tand D.COdion. 2006. Fire severity in mechanically thinned versus unthinned forests of the Sierra
Nevada, California. In: Proceedings of the 3rd International Fire Ecology and Management Congress,
November 1317, 2006, San Diego, CA

=d.

74 Bradley, C.M., C.T. Hanson, and D.A. DellaSala. 2016. Does increased forest protection correspond to higher fire
severity in frequentfire forests of the western United StateE2ospherg7(10):e01492doi:
10.1002/ecs2.1492
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Substantial expert opinion presented by the Appellants during the administrative
LINEPOS&da RA&LIMzISA (KS ! o{d® C2NBaid { SNBAOSQ
FANB & dzLILINE & agpelights thysRave shows ai sibstantial dispute

about the effect of variable density thinning on fire suppressién.
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Importantly, even the Fuels Specialist Report produced byuh®. Forest
Serviceh 1 aStF y20SR 0(KIG GNBRdAzZOAYy3 OlFy2LkR 0208
AYONBIFaAy3a wl FANBQA NrdS 2F &aLINBIFIR6 oe& |If
allowing fner fuels to grow on . . . the forest floor, and reducing the impact of
AKSEUSNRAY3I FTNRBY AR GKS OlFy2LkR LINPOJARSE ®E
Additionally, ggnificant scientific controversy exists surrounding the effectiveness of fuel breaks
specificallywith many studies showp that they are ineffectivender the extreme weather
conditions that accompany most large fires in southern Califofii@Forest Serviceven
acknowledges that fuel breaks may not be effective under extreme conditions by stating that
fuelbreaksar/ 2 0 RS&aA3IYySR (2 aidz2L) FANB AaALINBIR aSaLlSo
FANSE ONIyRa OFly 06S 0f 2 &\shouldN&natéd thatKirSsahat oécidry S I NJ
under these conditiond.g. strong winds) cause theast majority of damage communities in
California’®Ly | NB@ASS 2F FdzSt oNBIF |1 STFFSOUAOSySaa
year period involving 342 miles of fuel breaks, the researchers concluded that wildfire did not
intersect with most (79%) of the fuel brealn the main division of the Los Padres National
Forest. Continuing:

The fact that a substantial proportion of the fuel breaks never intersected a fire
during the course of the study suggests that fuel breaks have not historically

been placed in areas whefires are most likely to intersect them. Although it is
possible that a fire may cross these fuel breaks in the future, fire managers might
want to consider focusing maintenance and new construction in areas where

fires and fuel treatments are most liketo intersect and thus provide greater

2L NI dzy AGASE F2NJ O2yGNBEtAYy3a FANBaAXOD

Although fuel breaks surrounding communities clearly serve an important role in
creating a safe space for firefighting activitibgel breaks in remote areas and

5 Barkv. United StatesForestService 958 F.3d 865 (9th Cir. 2020)

®1d.at 10

TU.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Dgxgription.

8Jin, Y., M.L. Goulden, N. Faivre, S. Veraverbeke, F. Sun, M.8laland, $1ook, and J.T. Randerson. 2015.
Identification of two distinct fire regimes in Southern California: implications for economic impact and
future changeEnvironmental Research Lettet®9:094005d0i:10.1088/17489326/10/9/094005
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in areas thatrarely or never intersect firetiave a lower probability to serve a
beneficial function’®

The same study found that of the 30 recorded instances of a fire spreading across a fuel break,
firefighters were present 67% of the time, indicating that even Wirgfighters present, fuel

breaks often do not work to control wildfire spreathis may indicate that even under

moderate weather conditions (when fuel breaks may be more accessible), fuel breaks are often
ineffective.Moreover, it is during these extremeeatherdriven fires that most of the damage
communities (e.g. structure loss) occi?s.

As the Project Area is remote (i.e. it is several miles from any community and is not in the
wildlanddzNB 'y AY G SNFF OS 6a2! L3¢ RSEsONAs@eERnd y Y2 NS
as stated in thé®roject Descriptioftt has not been intersected by a fire in 80 years, the ability

of the ridge to act as an effective fuel break that protects commun(gspecially during

extreme weather conditiond} seriouslyridoubt.¢ KS 1 3Sy o0e | faz2 y2iSa GKI
have been continuously frepened within the project area as a result of the Day, Zaca, Pine,

YR ¢ K2 Y8FHoweVek, M&dozBElines opened in the Project Area were never used for

direct suppressiomctivities. Rather, they were indirect or contingency lines that were generally

miles away from those wildfires. Thus, the fact that the ridge has been used in the past to

create fire lines that were never used to fight large wildfires in the region is igoiod reason

to create a fuel break in the same area.

Furthermore, the construction and maintenance of fuel breaks may lead to an increase in
invasive plants in the Project Area that, in turn, could spread to surrounding wildi@nesfire
scientist wrae:

Fuel manipulation can contribute to invasion by exotic plants. For example, fuel

breaks can act as invasive highways, carrying exotic species into uninfested

gAf RE I YRAD b2NXIff& RSaGNRBeSR o6& aidl yRmTNBL]
survive the lowefire severities in fuel breaks, resulting in source populations

L2AASR (2 AY@IFIRS . R2alFOSyid o0dz2NYySR ariasSax

Fuel manipulations such as fuel breaks can create favorable conditions for

nonnative weeds, increasing their movement into wildlands and buildind see

sources capable of invading after fite.

®Syphard, A.D., J.E. Kegland T.J. Brennan. 2011. Factors affecting fuel break effectiveness in the control of
large fires on the Los Padres National Forest, Califdmtiernational Journal of Wildland Fjr20:764775.

80 Syphard A.D. and J.E. Keeley. 2019. Factors Associated with Structure Loss in t2@P® California Wildfires.
Fire 2:49.d0i:10.3390/fire2030049

81U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project De3eeffitione 3

821d. pg. 12

83Keeley, J.E. 2003. Fire and invasive plants in California ecosystesriddanagement63(2):1819.
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Elsewherethe same researchestates:

Forests and shrublands, particularly in California, have had a long history of
experimentation with different types of fuel breaks. They are constructed to
created F NNASNAR (2 FANBS aLINBIR FYyR (2 LINRPRGARS |
suppression crews during wildfires. These activities have the potential for
creating suitable sites for alien plant invasion, and invasion is closely tied to the
loss in overstorgover. In a recent study of 24 fuel breaks distributed throughout
California, alien plants constituted as much as 70% of the plant cover and the
proportion of aliens varied significantly with distance to roads, fuel break age,
construction method, and maianance frequency (Merriam et al. 2006). The
association of alien species with fuel breaks raises two critical concerns. One is
that the linear connectedness of these disturbance zones acts as corridors for
alien invasion into wildland areas. Another istthese zones of reduced fuels
produce lower temperatures and thus safe sites for alien propagules during
wildfires, ensuring survivorship of seed banks (Keeley 2001, 2004b).
Consequently, following fires these fuel breaks represent a major source area fo
alien invasion of adjacentildlands®*

Invasive plants such as cheatgraBso(nus tectorunt which is present in the Project
Area, particularly within the dozer lines opened during the ThomagFigeire7)t can
alter fire regimes, firdehavior, ignition probability, and other aspects of wildfire risk as
they become more prominent on the landscafélhis is especially true in chaparral
ecosystemsbut nortnative plant invasion in forestsparticularly following fuel
treatmentst is an inceasing concerfi®

Brooks et al(2004¥’ noted in regard to the effect of invasive plants on fuel continuity:

Horizontal fuel continuity can affect how wind moves across the vegetation
canopy, which in turn can influence the rate of fire spread.

The authos also note that invasive plants can alter the fuel packing ratio:

Changes in fuel packing ratios can either increase or decrease fuel flammability,
depending on the optimal ratio for combustion of a given fuel type. For example,

84Keeley, J.E. 2006. Fire management impacts on invasive plants in the western United_8tagesvation
Biology 20(2):375384.doi: 10.1111j.15231739.2006.00339.x

8 NR214aX ad[ X / dad 5Q!yiz2yAz2r 5dad wAOKIFINRa&AZYI WP. & DI
D. Pyke2004 Effects of invasive alien plants on fire regimBgscience54(7):677688.

8 Keeley, J.E. 2006ré&management impacts on invasive plants in the western United St@tesservation
Biology 20(2):375384.doi: 10.1111/j.15231739.2006.00339.x

% NR214a ad[ @ / dad 5Q!'yiz2yAz2: 5dad whi OKI NRdl@wahd Wb. & DI
D. Pyke2004 Effects of invasive alien plants on fire regimBmscience54(7):677688.
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grass invasions into shrlamds, or shrub invasions into grasslands, can change
the fuel packing ratio, respectively increasing and decreasing the chance %f fire.

Thus, in the Project Areaespecially in the chaparralominated portions of the landscape
any shift to a greater abutance of invasive plants suchBstectorumcould increase the
chance of fire occurring and the rate at which fire spreads. A {acgée study also found that
non-native grass invasions caignificantlyalter fire regimes by increasing fire occurreri€e.

A large evaluation of fuel treatments in chaparral in northern Califdiouad the following:

1 In sites where understory vegetation is masticated and left on &t
behavior indices actually increasad comparison to unmasticated
fuelbeds under the tested parameters.

1 Low intensity spring burns can be used to reduce surface fuel loading in
masticated fuels, but mortality to residual vegetation may be high.

1 Vegetation response to treatments is highlyiahle, and closely
correlated with preexisting condition.

1 Most exotic plant species are adapted to disturbances and will increase
post treatment.

1 Treatments that retain greater levels of overstory shading and
litter/surface cover greatly mitigate risk ecreasing exotic plant cové?.

Other researchers similarly found that mastication of chaparral increedeaceous cover
FAOQSTF2t{RE YR (KIG KSNbIFOS2dza FdzSta al NB
fuel depths as well as fuel continuié While the authors did not examine whether
herbaceous plants that grew in masticated areas were native ofrative, other studies have
found such treatments to increase the relative abundance of-native, invasive speciés.

Overall, the Proposedction (which involves masticating hundreds of acres of chaparral) is
likely to increase nommative, invasive plant occurrence in the area, particulBrlyectorum
Opposite to the intended effect of decreasing wildfire risk, this could lead to moreoigiti

88|d.

8 Fusco, E.J., J.T. Finn, J.K. Balch, R.C. Ndd.fa Bradley. 2019. Invasive grasses increase fire occurrence and

frequency across US ecgiens.PNAS116(47):235943599.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1908253116

%0 Bradley, T., J. Gibson, and W. Bunn. 260@ls Management and Nerative Plant Becies: an Evaluation of Fire
and Fire Surrogate Treatments in a Chaparral Plant Community Réipatt to the Join Fire Science
Program.

FAYS

%1 Brennan T.J. and J.E. Keeley. 2015. Effect of mastication and other mechanical treatments on fuel structure in

chaparralinternational Journal of Wildland Fjr24(7):949963.dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF14140

92 Bradley, T., J. Gibson, and W. Bunn. 2(8fels Management and Narative Plant Becies: an Evaluation of Fire
and Fire Surrogate Treatments in a Chaparral Plant Community. Final Report to the Join Fire Science
Program.

29



prone landscapes within the Project Area and may increase the rate of fire spgreddhis
concern is not limited to chaparralominated areas. Keeley (2088$tates in regard to fuel
reduction projects in forests:

There is growing evidence thtitese fuel reduction projects alter ecosystem

A0NHzOGdzNBE Ay gleéa OGKIFIaG LINRPBY2GS FEASY LX Iy
restoring not only natural processes such as fire but also natural structure

through mechanical thinning of forests, and these practiabso may enhance

alien invasion. Extensive forest restoration is currently under way in many

western U.S. ponderosa pine forests. These treatments alone or in combination

with burning of slash increase both the diversity and abundance of alien plant

sped S & X

Finally, theProject Descriptiomplies that the presence of dead or dying trees (especially
associated with bark beetles) increases the risk of igVerity fire occurring in the Project
Area:

Surface fuel loading levelsges that are dead and dpg due to insect and
disease and natural forest succession make staeglacing fire an ongoing risk
to the landscapé?

However, thigs not borne out in the scientific literature. Several studies have found that area
burned or the risk of fire occurree does not increase following bark beetle outbreaks that
cause significant tree mortality in conifer foreStzurthermore, several studies have found

% Keeley, J.E. 2006. Fire management iotpan invasive plants in the western United Sta@snservation
Biology 20(2):375384.doi: 10.1111/j.15231739.2006.00339.x

94U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Deggrilfib.

% Hart, S.J., BSchoennagel, T.Weblen, and T.B. Chapman. 2015. Area burned in the western United States is
unaffected by recent mountain pine beetle outbreaks. PNRIR(14):437%4380. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1424037112

Meigs, G.W., H.S.J. Zald, J.L. Campbell, W.S. KaetbR,E. Kennedy. 2016. Do insect outbreaks reduce the
severity of subsequent forest fires? doi:10.1088/17R8@26/11/4/045008
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that bark beetle outbreaks (and the presence of dead trees) do not increase subsequent fire
severity?® and that they may, in fact, reduce it under some circumstariées.

Thus, not only has the agency overstated its ability to reduce wildfire risk through the Proposed
Action or mischaracterized the risks associated with certain factors such labéeties and

dead trees, certain activities being proposed may in fact increase various aspects of wildfire risk
in the Project Area.

4. Incongruentand lllogicalStand Targets and Data

Il y20KSNJ adl G§SR 32 l-cfeat@standidénSitiehoheRike $hasé of theipreli 2 a NB

suppression e | Y &coiirgge & stand structure that emphasizes ladgeneter treess®
There are several issues regarding Tables 6 and 8 iartject Descriptionwhich relate to
these goals of stand manipulatiomable6 provides the historical (1930) and current (2018)

F GSNF 3Sa 2F GNBSE LISNI I ONB 0O dawmH E ¢ & cHFnZENIVGE 21d2NJ R
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these sizeclasses. Table 8 similarly provides averages and ranges for TPA in these different size
classes, but instead of comparing historical to current data, it comparespdeanticipated
posttreatment values.

CANBRGSEX (GKS wHnmy NI y 3eXlask i Nablé 6 does hof maicKtBepfgo ¢ € 5 .

treatment (2018) range for TPA in the same size class. Table 6 states that the¢@@rERA in

this size class while Table 8 states that there a@BR0TPA in this size class. This incongruence
is perpetuated ifTable 8 as the samerangeofcg0on ¢t ! Ay (GKS BHBocé 5. |
the posttreatment (2021) range. It is unclear which range is correct, though logically the range
of 20¢80 TPA cannot be possible if the average TPA in that size class is éSeadéqut in both
Tables 6 and 8. This average would be less than the minimum value (20) of the range from
which the average is calculated, which is a mathematical impossibility. A similar issue exists in
Table 8, which states that there would be an averafy8 TPA in the smallest size class post

9% KulakowskiD. and T.T. Veblen. 2007. Effect of Prior Disturbances on the Extent and Severity of Wildfire in
Colorado SubalpinEorests Ecology 88(3):759769.
Harvey, B.J., D.C. Donato, W.H. Romme, and M.G. Turner. 2013. Influence of recent bark beetle outbreak on fire
severity and postfire tree regeneration in montane Dougfla$orests.Ecology 94(11):24752486.
Harvey, B.JD.C. Donato, W.H. Romme, M.G. Turner. 2014. Fire severity and tree regeneration following bark
beetle outbreaks the role of outbreak stage and burning conditioBsological Application24(7):1608
1625.
Andrus R.A., T.TVeben, B.J. Harvey, andJSHart. 2016. Fire severity unaffected by spruce beetle outbreak in
sprucefir forests in southwestern Colorad&cological Application26(3):706711.
9 Meigs, G.W., H.S.J. Zald, J.L. Campbell, W.S. Keeton, and R.E. Kennedy. 2016. Do insect alutbechks re
severity of subsequent forest fires? doi:10.1088/17R826/11/4/045008
Sieg, C.H., and R.R. Linn, F. Pimont, C.M. Hoffman, J.D. McMillan, J. Winterkamp, and L.S. Baggett. 2017. Fires
following bark beetles: factors controlling severity and disaurbe interactions in ponderosa pinféire
Ecology 13(3. doi: 10.4996/fireecology.130300123
% U.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Desgrilftion.
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treatment, yet the range of TPA for that same size class{peatment is presented as@b5.

Again, it is not possible for the average to be lower than the minimum value in the range from
which the average is callaued. However, see below for more on why the posiatment range

for this size class may be incorrect.

Second, the range of total TPA presented for the historical (1930) data in Table4&.is O
However, the historical range of TPA for thewdn ¢ 5 .class & aldo Hresented as5® in
that same table. The maximum value of the range of total TPA cannot be less than the
maximum value of the range of TPA within a single size class.

Third, Table 8 presents the peseatment range of TPA for the smalleste class aga5.
However, the same table also presents the-pesatment range of TPA for this size class@as 0
100. The minimum value in the peseatment range of TPA cannot be greater than the
minimum value in the préreatment range for the samez class considering tliroposed
Action

Fourth, Table 8 presents the peseatment range of total TPA as @)40. Yet, the same table
presents the prereatment range of total TPA ag080. This is, once again, impossible
considering the proposed the aoh. Furthermore, the postreatment range of total TPA
presented in Table 8 has a minimum value that is greater than the minimum values of the post
treatment ranges of the two smallest size classes. This highlights perhaps a more important
issue about howhese data are presented in both tables. It is unclear what the ranges of total
TPA presented for historical, current, and ptostatment stands in Tables 6 and 8 actually
represent.

Any given current stand likely has a mixture of trees from differez# slasses. Importantly, for

any given stand, TPA must be, at minimum, equal to the minimum nonzero value (or sum of
minimum nonzero values if there are more than one) across all TPA ranges given for the four
size classes. In other words, since the mininuatuies of the TPA range for the second and

third size classes are both equal to 20, and since the minimum values for the first and fourth

size classes is equal to 0, then no stand could have less than 40 TPA (20 each in the second and
third size classesna 0 TPA for the first and fourth size classes). And if a given stand has a
particular TPA for each size class (and the number of TPA for each size class cannot be outside
of the range of TPA given for each size class), then the total TPA for that dfaamdusn of all

TPA values from all size classes.

For example, if a current stand that has 5 TPA in the smallest size class, 30 TPA in the next size
class, 20 TPA in the next size class, and 0 TPA in the largest size class, then that stand would
have a tdal TPA equal to 55. If another current stand has 30, 40, 25, and 0 TPA in the four size
classes, respectively, then the total TPA for the stand would be equal to 95 (the sum of 30, 40,
25, and 0). The problem arises when one wants to present a rang¢abfl®A. Considering

these two example stands, the range of total TPA between them would lg®@55However,

the range of TPA values within each size class across stands wou{dBe This confusingly

implies that the maximum TPA across these two staisdt0 when in fact it is 95. This confusing
presentation is exactly what occurs in Tables 6 and 8 for historical, current, antgatshent
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table) do not alwayseflect the values presented as the ranges for each size class (see above).
Another way to look at this is by considering the values presented in the ranges of TPA for each
size class. The historical ranges presented in Table 6, for exampleg &6 80¢ 45, 0¢ 10,

and 0¢ 35 for the four size classes, respectively. Therefore, that means that no stand examined
historically had fewer than 25 TPA (the minimum values in the TPA ranges for the first two size
classes). While we do not have access to theohistl data and do not know if any stands had

only 25 TPA, we do know that this is theoretically the minimum. We also know that there must
have been a stand that had 35 TPA in the largest size class. This stand must also have had a
minimum of 5 TPA in themallest size class and 20 TPA in the second size class. Therefore, such
a stand would have a total of 60 TPA across all size classes. This would represent the lowest
possible value for the maximum in a range of total TPA across stands. However, Talds 6 st

that the maximum TPA across stands was 45. Again, just knowing that the average TPA is
presented as 65 would indicate that this range of total TPA could not be possible, as the
average would be outside of the range of values from which the averagealadated.

Clarifying this would still not fix the other inconsistencies described previously, such as the
incongruencies between current TPA ranges given in Table 6 versus Table 8. And the
presentation of these data highlight further issues describeld\we

Without reconciliation of the TPA and basal area targets, the public has no way of knowing
whether the agency is planning on removing trees such that the basal area targets are met (in
which case the TPA values across stands would likely be muchtlamethose presented in

Table 8) or if the agency is planning on removing trees such that the TPA targets are met. In the
latter case, the average basal area would be much greater than the arbitrary threshold of 120
ft? per acre above which the agencyiota without evidence (while also incorrectly citing

ht A@SNRA mMdpdp &-indabed mortalify Is immiddntNdhichonduldiiheréfore

defeat a primary purpose of the Project (to prevent bark begtduced mortality).

Anothergoal of the Proposetl O A2y A& (2 aSyO2dz2Ny 3S G4NBS NBON
mix more like presettlement composition, (with a higher representation of shanlerant

species such as ponderosa pine that have declined during the period of fire suppréssion)

However the agency provides no information to support that species composition in the

Project Area is differemiow compared to historically. This is especially confusing since the

agency is using historical data fromthe 1830 + SIS G G A2y ¢ & L)% HéoF LILIA Y I t
justify stand density targets in the Proposed Actitins weltknown that VTM plot data include

species composition, yet the agency has not provided those data in any format within the

Project Descriptionnor has the agency presented any currspecies composition data

CdZNI KSNXY2NBs> (GKS F3SyoeQa NBfAFYyOS 2y +¢a RIQ
Project is concernindg?erhaps most important|ythere is only one forested VTM plot in or

immediately adjacent to the Project Area. The sampling methods used for theaxél' M

described by University of California Davis researchers who transcribed these data and

currently provide them online:
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Xthus Tree Tally plots were 2 x 1 chains in size (132 x 66ft or roughly 40 x 20m).
All trees with a DBH (diameter breast height) of at least 4" were tallied by
species into DBH size clas&es.

The location of plots were also generally recorded, and the reseesechentioned above have
transcribed those locations into coordinates and provide maps of where sample plots were
located. Based on this information, we know that only one 882 acre) forested plot exists

near the Project Areand that are none are \thin the Project Area itse[Plot ID E3-1; Figure

8). Thenext nearest forested plot was 1.5 miles away. To estimate the TPA of a plot, one must
simply multiple the number of trees in the plot by 5 (0.2 acres X 5 = 1 acre). Doing this, the plot
immediatdy adjacent to the Project Area had 110 TPA, 80 of which were in the smallest size

Of FammdHns. 1l VP ¢KAA Aad adzomadlydArarftfte RAFFSNBy
Project Description, which states that there were 65 TPA, including 20 smrih#est size class,

on average historically. In fact, the 2018 average TPA is 100 according to Table 6, indicating that
there may actually bé&sstrees in the Project Area currently compared to 1930

It is therefore reasonable to assume that the agemuyst be using data from multiple VTM

plots that are located well away from Pine Mountain. Again,th®.Forest Servichas not

stated which plots they have analyzed or why. In fact, it is unclear whether the agency even
used the one plot that is actuallyithin the immediate vicinity of the Project Area (and is thus
most relevant) as Table 6 in the Project Description states that the historical TPA range was 0
45 TPA, which is much lower than 110 TPA (of course, see above for why this represents a
larger issue of multiple mathematical impossibilities being presented in the Project Description,
including this one). The apparent outcome of this decision is that historical TPA values the
agency is presenting to the public are lower than they likely wetkearProject Area in 1930,

just based on what little data is available for the area through the VTM.

However,we are not suggesting that the single VTM plot in the Project Area is representative of
the Project Area itself. This would assuthat historicalsurveyors chose VTM plot locations in

an unbiased mannesuch that theplot data truly represents &rgerarea.Multiple studies and
researchers have highlighted concerns witils assumption Bouldin (2009 said this in

regard tothe intended use of YM data to begin with

Xthe VTM plot data were collected as part of a statewide vegetation mapping
project (VTMhttp://vtm.berkeley.edu/, 2009), to help characterize mapped
units for their community composition, not to estimate timber volume or
biomass.

9 http://vtm.berkeley.edu/#/about/description

0 24z RAYS WO wnndd /2YYSyd 2y alld FANB AdzZJLINB&E&EAZ2Y Ay
forSatiakKé o0& ! @2 & CS iGéophysical ReseRrcral ei{e3®21DI2HHO3R Sy ®
doi:10.1029/2009GL039391, 2009
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Bouldin goes on to highlight concerns over the likelihood of VTM plot locations being biased:

Both published data, and recent analyses of unpublished data strongly suggest
that VTM plot are in fact highly biased. For example, Weeks et al. [1942] provide
demographic summaries of 555 0.08 ha plots in old growth forests in the
northern Sierra Nevada. Sampling at the same time as the VTM project, these
plots were gridded 0.4 km apart along parallel lines 3.2 km apart, making them
minimally biased with respect teegetation conditions within the 645 kKnarea
they comprise. Comparison of these data with VTM data from the same VTM
data in the same area (the Bidwell Bar and northern half of the Downieville 30
minute quadrangles, n = 452), shows large differences in size class distributions.
Densitesof @@ S o0 Hcn OY ROKUOL +¢a GNBSAa | NB Hdc GA
gl t dzSa X
When compared with much larger plots that overlapped VTM plot locations (16,600 m
compared to 800 i), Bouldin also found that there were significant differences, particularly in
that mature trees were overestimated in the VTM plots by a factor of nearly three, concluding
GKIG a+x¢a RFEGE OFlyy2i 0S O2yaARSNBR Iy dzyoAl &
Furthermore, Wright et al (2018¥ note:

A X LA X

X+¢a RFEGF gSNB O2f frfdsedfSupporinydivegekadton & LIS OA T A O
mapping effort and were not a rigorously randomized sample of forest
O2yRAGAZ2YyA 2F GKS GAYSX

It is therefore likely that this single VTM plot that is closest toftirested portions of the

Project Areadoes not representhie true historical conditions of the Project Area, but neither

does a combination of other plots from entirely different arelléxed-conifer and yellow pine
forests in the area are naturally variable across both small and large spatial scales. Thisx comple
heterogeneity cannot be easily captured, especially with onea@r2 plot in a forested area

over 400 acres in size. Nor could the heterogeneity of oneatd@ area be captured by other
biased plot locations in an entirely different area with differenhditions and topographylhis

can be easily seen in a hypothetical scenario shown in Fgguvlich shows two 0:-Acre plots

side by side in the Project Area. One plot has several live trees while the other has none. At this
scale, spatial heterogengitis high, which increases the likelihood that a single plot from the

area is not representative of the Project Area in 1930.

lff 2F GKSasS AaadzSa OFrtt Ayid2 [dzSadAazy GKS | 3
valuesas well as their use andlr@nce of certain historical datandthey demonstrate that the

101 |d
102\Wright, D.H., C.B. Nguyen, and S. Anderson. 2016. Upward shifts in recruitment-eligvigiion tree species in
the northern Siera Nevada, California. California Fish and Game, 102¢3):17
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agency is either proposing to carry out the Project without a full understanding of itvisat
proposingor that the agency is being purposefully misleading.

It should also be noted that, ad the writing of this letter, the agency has not provided stand

exam data collected in 2018, which is mentioned several times in the Project Description,
despite our request to the agency to share these data. On June 4, 2020, we sent an email to the
Progect lead, Greg Thompson, requesting all tree stand data including but not limited to files
containing trees per acre and basal area per acre for the Project Area. The request was
forwarded to the Regional Office for unknown reasons. Our last communicattbrthe

Regional Office on June 24, 2020 indicated thatatiiee was requesting this data from a

contractor. On August 7, 2020, Andrew Madstated:

The tree stand data is still being collected and analyzpas Padres

ForestWatchjvas apprised of tlsi by the Regional Office and Reyes Peak Project

Leader Greg Thompson on multiple occasions. The Forest Service will continue to

analyze the data as scoping comments are received. Once the analysis is

completed, the data along with the Decision Memo willrbkeased. If we decide

to do an EA, the data will be provided once the EA and specialist reports are

released for comment.
LG aKzdzZ R 6S y20SR GKIFG 6S 6SNB y2id &b LIINREASR
an email we submitted following up alt our original request (because we had not received
any additional response other than an acknowledgment that our request had been received),
aNX¥P al RaSy oNRBGS aAaYLX e (Klsinthé fréacé&sab] 2a t I RNB &
coordinating with the contrator to obtain any tree stand datafo date, we have not received
0KS NBO2NRAa y2NJ Iyeé TF2NXYI{ mi&SdcedEomnéntis wS3I | NRf S
concerning because it presents a paradoxical situation. How can the agency develop a Proposed
Action, the management activities of which entirely hingearmnrent tree stand exam datand
LINSASYy G adzyYlENASa 2F K2aS RFEGF Ay GKS t NB2SO

A 2 4 oA

02ttt SOGSR IyR Fylfel SRKE
C The Projechasnot beendevelopedthrough a collaborative process.

A key provision of any project implemented under the purposes of the HFRAt it be

RSOSt 21LISR (KNRdzIK ftdefingdad f 02N} G A GBS LINROS&A
Collaboration or Collaborative Process | & 4 NHzOUG dzZNBER YIF yYYSNI Ay 6K
collection of people with diverse interests share knowledge, ideas, and resources
while working together in an inclusive and cooperative manner toward a
O2YY2Yy LJzN1IR2aSdé obldA2ylFf C2NBad {eadsSy |
§ 219.19. p. 83.) Collaborativeqmesses often include diverse entities working
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together to solve shared problems, develop projects, and/or achieve outcomes
using open, transparency, and inclusive approaches and degiséing:®?

¢CKS I Cw! FdzNIKSN) adl iSateFo@NxaARNBEOSaa 6Ot €

In order to encourage meaningful public participatiduring preparationof
authorized hazardous fuel reduction projects, the Secretary shall facilitate
collaboration among State and local governments and Indian tribes, and
participation ofinterested persons, during the preparation of each authorized
fuel reduction projecin a manner consistent with the Implementation Plai*

Here the Forest Servichas not facilitated Public Collaboration in the preparation of the
Project.Importantly, a Project Description was developed and a scoping notice was issued
without, to our knowledge, the inclusion of any entity other than the Forest Seitgelt The
Project appears to have been in development since at least October 171 28d®roximately

eight months before the scoping notice was issuadhen a memo including mention of the

t NE2SO0 61 a OANDdzZ I GSR (2 dawl 8ff HeslowinglisR NS a
AyOf dzZRSR Ay | aSOGAz2y GAGEt SR aLYONBlFaaAy3a (KS
¢CAYOSNI CdzSta tNRINFYEY

9

1 Pine Mtn. Forest Health project (MPRD)
o Complete environmental analysis and decision by 09/30/2020

However, it is possib that the Project has been in development for much longer than that. The
Biological Evaluation for the Cuddy Valley Forest Health/Fuels Reduction Project dated August

O Hamy AyOftdzZRS& | YILI Ay ! LIWISYRAE . GAGE SR 4
lylfearadéd ¢KAA YILI aK2ga GKS tNB2SOG ! NBF KA
(Figurel0). Thus, the Project has been in some form of development for up to two years.

During that time prior to the scoping notice being issued, none of the gigieed

organizations have been invited to collaborate in development of the Project. And again, to our
knowledge, no other organization or entity other than the Forest Service has been invited to
participate either.

The undersigned organizations have mdawn their interests in large vegetation removal
projects (among others) in the Los Padres National Forest. Furthermore, all of the undersigned
organizations have been directly involved in the decisitaking process for several past

projects developed the Los Padres National Forest. If the agency did indeed collaborate with
other nonfederal entities prior to issuing the scoping notice, the fact that our organizations
which again have a longstablished history of participating in projects undergoing

103 Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program Glossary. U.S. Forest Service.
https://www.fs.fed.us/restoration/CFLR&lossary.shtml

Wiye ! df{ ® [HAdRBhasB adognv n
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environmental reviewand other issues relating to the Los Padres National Forign the
development process has not been inclusagerequired by both CE 603 and CE 605.

Importantly, as the development of the Project started many months or years bafeo®ping
notice was issued, the agenmay not be able tmow fulfill the collaborative process
requirements of CE 603 or CE 605. Key aspects of the Project, including specific treatments,
were apparently developed by the agency alone rather than colkbaaly with other non

federal entitiesIn practice, for a project to be developed in a truly collaborative way, then
dmultiple interested persons representing diverse interé&tsmust be included from the
beginning. These persons must help identify the goals of a project in response to some
identified purpose and need in addition to helping develop the Proposed Action. Can a project
be collaboratively developed if the agency, tsglf, identifies the purpose and need, creates
goals, and develops a proposed action? If after this point the agency invites others to
collaborate, the course or trajectory of the project is still already set with a particular end point
in mind. If afterscoping the agency decides to make changes to the Proposed Action, then how
has the process been any different from that used for projects developed under different CEs
that do not have a requirement for collaborative project developmieat do have a basi
requirement to conduct scopirjn fact, the HFRA differentiates between scoping and the
collaborative process:

Xis proposed during scopirg the collaborative process under subsection
(f)xlOG

This would indicate that the two are indeed separate. Thius,dollaborative process can and

must begin before scopingurthermore A Collaborative Approach for Reducing Wildland Fire

Risks to Communities and the EnvironmentY&@r Strategy Implementation PI€2006X

GKAOK ye LINR2SO0Qa poceds mlisbagdhere A sates: RS PSt 2 LIYSy i

Successful collaboration may include some or all of the following features:

w Include Diverse and Balanced Stakeholder Representation. Potential
stakeholders include local property owners, logal’ernments, tribal
represenstives, industry groups, conservation groups, academics,
scientists, and the interested public. Collaborative organizers should
make a reasonable effort to include balanced representation from
relevant interests in the collaborative process.

w Establish Cle&Expectations and Goals. The collaborative process itself
should be open, accessible, and tailored, as much as possible, to
LI NOAOALI yiaQ ySSRad® aSSiAy3da akKz2dZ R 0SS

10516 U.S.C. 6591b and 16 U.S.C. 6591d

106 ¢ O{ ® [cRIRS)H)D cpwmn
107y ¢ d{d / 2RS 2 cpmMnoTo
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participants. Participants should agree on how theygogng to
collaborate and develop clearly articulated and achievable goals for
action. Commitments made during collaboration should be honored.

Collaborate Early and Often. Collaboration is enhanced when participants
areinvolved at all stages of project phning Thisincludes the

identification of issues and concerns, potential project aredise
development of alternativegroject design and whereapplicable,
implementation and postreatment monitoring.

Strive for Maximum Transparency in the Decigidaking Process. The
criteria that will be used by decisieanakers toselect a final projecor
alternative should be made clear to the participants and the decision
making process that will be used to apply the criteria should also be
transparent and undetsod by all. There should be flexibility in the
decisionmaking process to allow for multiple options to be considered.

Encourage Stakeholders to Function as Representatives. Participants in
collaboration should serve as a liaison between the collaboragivep

and the interests they represent and, when appropriate, advocate within
their constituency for the agreed to plan, project, or activity.
Communication between the entities should be enhanced as a result of
the collaborative effort.

Foster LongrermParticipation. Collaboration will yield longtrm
benefits if participants maintain regular communication and active
participation in the collaborative process and are committed to staying
engaged through completion of the plan, project, or activity. New
stakeholders should be added when appropriate.

Recognize Time Frames and Resources. Participants in collaboration
should mutually agree on ways to accomplish their objectives within
reasonable time frames and in consideration of resource limitations.

Enhanced DecisiotMaking. Collaboration should be conducted in a way
that complements and informs formal decisiemaking

Several key phrases in the above text indicate that collaboration can and should happen early
on, wellbefore a project is eveaffered tothe public for comment. Consider that the above

text makes clear that collaborators may be involved before a final project is even selected or
before potential project areas are even identified.

This matter has been addressed in the courts to some exdsntell. In a 2018 case in the U.S.
S5AA0NROG /2dz2NI F2NJ 6KS 5AaGNAOG 2F hNBI2Y X
process that had been employed as it related to the project being litigated:
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Multiple parties were involved at eachagje of Project development. Initially, in
November 2015, the Forest Service met with the ablisted parties to tiscuss
possible[*42] projectsin Wallowa County to address forest health issues," and
agreed "that highest priority locatiorfor action was the Lostine Corrido¥?®

This again indicates that Public Collaboration should begin before a location or potential project
is selectedwhich did not occur prior to the scoping notice for the Projgdtich included a
location and specific proposed action)

Moreover, the agency has also not invited persons representing the undersigned organizations
to collaborate on the Project after the scoping notice was issAed. we are unaware what

other entities may have been invited to collaborate after the scoping notice was isbuéatt,

on June 16, 202@e submitted an email to the Project LebdS |j dzS aailigt ¢gf which  «

external organizations, individuals, and agedice ( KS | ®{ ® C fabdatediwit§ SNIIA OS
on the Project. On June 23, 2020, the agency in response to our request provided us with the
standard scoping list for the Project. We responded on June 24, 2020 informing the agency that
it had not provided us with a list of the entitiesahit has collaborated with on the Projediut

rather just a list of individuals to which the scoping notice was presumably Asmif the

writing of this letter, we have received no response. Thus, it appears that the agency has so far
conducted a stanard scoping process without any meaningful collaborative development
componentas required by the CE 603 and CE 605 statanesHFRA

5 ¢ KS t NERioSt€de ofdhe dreh Qlovied faryhe CE

It is clear that the Project Area is not in a W8 dascribed in greater detail in Section 4 of this
letter. Moreover, the agency itself acknowledges this in the Project Description:

The project area islose tothe wildlanddzNb I 'y A % SNF | OS X

And to further iterate that the agency knows the Project Aiaot in a WUI, the 2015
Strategic Fuel Break Assessment for the southern districts of the Los Padres National
Forest also identifies a potential fuel break along Pine Mountain Ridge (approximately
the same location as the Project Area) as not occurriray\IWURL0

As theProject Area is not in a WUI, then according to the CE 603 and CE 605 statutes, it
must be within vegetation categorized as Condition Classes 2 or 3 and in Fire Regime
Groups 1, 11, or 1. 1t should be noted that the agency has onlygedwa map depicting
Vegetation Condition Class distribution in the Project Area (Figure 5 in the Project
Description). The agency did not provide a map of Fire Regime Group distribution in the

1082018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 140858 *

109.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health an&€&detsion Project Description.

110y.S. Forest Service. 2015. Strategic Fuel Break Assessment, Santa Lucia, Mt. Pinos, Ojai & Santa Barbara Ranger
Districts, Los Padres National Forest, Region 5.
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Project Area. This makes it difficult to understand which ijpos of the Project Area do
not meet the requirements of the CE statutes referenced at the beginning of this
section. Regardless, it is clear that these requirements are not satisfied basked on
information provided in the Project Description.

First, acording to Table 4 in the Project Description, approximately 61 acres in the
western portion of the Project Area are in Vegetation Condition Class 1. Therefore, the
Proposed Action would be inapplicable under either CE 603 or CE 605 in this portion of
the Project Area.

Second, as noted in Section 1.B.3 in this letter, just over 300 acres of the Project Area is
miscategorized as Fire Regime Group | when they should, in fact, be categorized as Fire
Regime Group IV based on the best available scigkeprojets being approved under

CE 603 or CE 605 must be categorized by Fire Regime GibufiselProject would

therefore be unable to move forward under these CEs.

E. The Project is inconsistent with the Land Management Plan.

A Project being inconsistent with the Land Management Plaaheerningssue that goes
beyondjustthe provisions of HFRA or of NEPA. Such an issue strikes at the core of the National
Forest Management A¢ta ¢St €t ® 2 AGK (KI nsktgncie6 WyhRhE LafidKk St NR
Management Plan for the Los Padres National Forest are detailed in a separate section in this

letter (Sectiorn?2), though all of the problems discussed therein also apply to the siatut

requirements for CE 603 and CE 605.

F. TheProject does not qualify foa CEbecause of the presencef several
dextraordinary circumstance® €

In addition to other requirements mentioned at the beginning of this section Ribwest Service

may only carry out the Project underCHf therearenod SEG NI} 2 NRAY | NBE OA NDdzYy &

{LISOATAOIffes GKS C{I adlriaiasSa GKIFG dawl 8 LINRLRA

analysis and documentation in an EIS or EA only if there are no extraordinary circumstances

NBfl SR (2 K & Théemrelhdltisl&extta@dinarg girckignstances related to

the Proposed Action, detailed below. The presenae bfy R G KS t NPLJ2aSR ! OGA 2!
impact tor these resource conditions precludes the use of a CE for the Project and instead

requires the Fagst Service to prepare an BAEIS.

The regulations set forth several criteria for evaluating extraordinary circumstances, including
listed or sensitive species, critical habitat, wetlands, municipal watersheds, inventoried roadless
areas, and Native Amiean cultural site$!? Additionallythe FSH states:

me{l vmpnpdmpdomdmT aSS f nn / Cw 2 mMpny®n NB |
GKAOK | y2NX¥Iffe SEOfdzZRSR | OlAz2y YlIe& KI @S = |
11236 CFR § 220.6(b)
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In considering extraordinary circumstances, the responsible official should
determine whether or not any of the listed resources are present, and if so, the
degree of the potential effects on the listedsourceslf the degree of potential
effect raises uncertainty over its significance, then an extraordinary
circumstance existsprecluding use of a categorical exclusiéh.

The Project involves several extraordinary circumstances, inclpditggtial impactsto

federally listed endangered and sensitive species, an inventoried roadless area, and important
Native American cultural sitegor the reasons outlined below, the degrof potential effecs

to these extraordinary circumstances requires preparation of an EA or EIS.

1. Impacts to Species Protected Under the Endangered Species Act of 1973

Approximately 192cres of the Project Area is designated critical habitat ferethdangered
California condorGymnogyps californianyias shown in Figure 1While theProject
Descriptionincludes S28 from the LMP (which focuses on avoidance of disturbance to active
nests and roost sites), it does not adequately address whether tbygoBed Action would

OFdzaS 'y | ROSNAS Y2RAFAOIGAZY 2F (KS aLISOASaQ

Despite the relatively short periods of time that California condors have been studied (both
before and after captive breeding and reintroduction efforts), some importaats about their

required and preferred habitat are knowh. K S C2NBald { SNIBAOSQa aLISOAS3

California condor highlights the importancerobsting and perching habitat

Condors often return to traditional sites for perching and resting. Tiauhl
roost sites include cliffs arldrge trees and snags (roost trees are often conifer
snags 4070 feet tall), often near feeding and nesting areas

Recovery objectives on National Forest System |goiisérily the Los Padres
National Fores} includeX 6 provide for maintenance and protection of nesting,

roosting and foragindnabitat2 y bl GA 2yt C2MBald {2adGdSY [ YR

The Proposed Action allows for the removalieé i NES& dzLJ 62 wné 5.1 |yR

under loose stipulationsncludingthose greater than 400 feet tall Snags would be removed
if deemed a hazardead2 NJ R& A y 3  ddid larde NdR$ withi ral&i& 1§ small
diameters (less than 30 inches DBirH precisely the types of trees on which condors depend
for roosting andoerching Specifically,

Dead conifers are preferred to living trees. Dead trees have no foliage to
obstruct flight or visibility or to catch the wind and cause the branches to sway.

13FESH 1909.15.31.2 (emphasis added)
114.S. Frest Service2005 Species account for the California condemphasis added)

42



The loss of some branches further decreases the obstruction of flightl De
branches are stiff so thattheybBn | YR a gl 8 odzi f AGGE SX

I OO2NRAY3I (2 Y2F2NR: awNB22aidAy3a GNBSa NB 3S
size may have diameters much smaller than 30 inches. Even smaller trees may be used for

roostingt YR LISNOKAY3IZ Fa AYYFGdzZNE O2yR2NE Yl & NP2:2
trees?!16

The Proposed Action will involve thinning to reduce canopy cover and basal area per acre.

Opening up the canopy in or immediately adjacenstotablecondor roosting trees will make

the area more susceptible to wind, which Koford identifies as a prime determinant of roosting
f20F0A2yad {LISOATFTAOFff&sY Y2F2NR aidldiSaz a2 AyR
that the strong wind made the usual tree ddi & dzy {K&fgrd ®F3BrEsummarizing,

Koford closes by stating:

For perching, condors require steady places with good footing which are easy to
reach or to leave by air and where there is little disturbance by man or enemies.
Roosts, in addition, mst be high above the ground yet protected from strong
winds,utterly free from disturbance and suitably located with respect to food,
water, nests, and perhaps to other condors. Any adequate program for
conserving this species must provide for the preséion of a sufficient number

of perching and roosting places as well as for the protection of nest'sftes.

.

In addition, theUSC2 { &Gl 1Sa GKIFG Np2adAy3d aragsSa | NB &dz
their preservation requiressolation from human inusioré (USFWS 1996Fondor roosting
sites are particularly susceptible to human disturbance, and even human presence. Specifically,

The amount of disturbance which a condor will tolerate before flushing
decreases rapidly late in the day. For example, | stationed myself below a roost
cliff at 4:10 p.m. when 18 condors were there. Six soon departed. The other
remained until 5:30 p.m., by 5:55 p.m. only seven remained an only two
condors roosted there. On previous days more than a dozen roosted there.
Many other times | had a similar experience. Mild disturbances which will not
prevent condors from perching or even from drinking magvent them from
roosting.The disturbance threshold for roosting seems to be lower than that
F2N) Lyed 20KSNIRIFIAt&e OGAGAGE 2F O2yR2NEXO®
critical places late in the day, can prevent roosting over an area of several
squaremiles 18

115K oford C.B. 1953The California Condobover Publications, Inc. New York.
116 |d.
117 Id
118 |g,
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¢CKS C2NXaid {SNBAOSQa alLISOASa | O002dzyd F2N) GKS
potential threats to California condors:

Potential threats to California condors from resource management activities on

National Forest System lands includedification or loss of habitat or habitat

components (primarily large treesand behavioral disturbance to nesting
condors caused by vegetation treatment activitié.

Giventhat much of the Project Area is designated critical habitat, the possibilagwérse
modification to this habitat is significant. The agency therefore must prepare an EA or EIS to
0SUGSNI RSGSNNYAYS 6KIFIG GKS tNRLIASR ! OQlAzyQa A
be and how they will be mitigated

2. Impacts to Sensitie Animal Species

Another species the Forest Service must condiulés evaluation of extraordinary
circumstancess the California spotted owS(rix occidentalis occidentalis & /, yhicld i® a
listed Sensitive Speciéand Management Indicator Spesjfor the Los Padres National Forest
The Project Area contains suitable habitat for the CSO.

Current research indicates that fuel treatments may negatively impact CSOs. A study in 2014
examining the effects of establishing a network of fimedaks on various species including the
California spotted owl found, in response to fuel treatments:

XGKS ydzYoSNI 2F [/ FEfAF2NYAlL alLRGGSR 26t G SNN
could have been mitigated by increasing the spatial heterogeneity of fuel
treatments...1%°

2 KATS OKS tNR2aSOou ! NBIF KFra y24d 0SSy AYLI OGSR
particular fire effects in the future could negatively impact CSO habitat. Research suggests that
recentlyburned areas can provide suitable habitat California spotted owls. For example, a

2015 study found that:

Based on this and other studies of Spotted Owls, fire, and logging, we suggest

land managers consider burned forest within and surrounding [protected activity
OSYUdSNE oadat ! lyauitablé CalifénialSBotie8 Quil fodading habitat

GKSY LI YYyAy3a YR AYLIESY&/dAy3 YIyl3aSYSyi

119.S. Forest Servic2005 Species account for the California condemphass added)

120 stephens, S.L., S.W. Bigelov). Burnett, B.M. Collins, C.V. Gallagher, et al. 2014. California spotted owl,
songbird, and small mammal responses to landscape fuel treatmBrdScience54(10):893906.

1211 ee, D.E. and M.L. Bond. 2015. Oenqy of California spotted owl sites following a large fire in the Sierra
Nevada, Californidlhe Condqrl17(2):22836.
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This in combination with the results of othstudies??indicate that California spotted owls
may be able to thrive in podire landscapes and that fuel treatment may have a negative
impact on spotted owl communities.

The Forest Service has also identified vegetation removal and human disturbance asheo of t
primary factors threatening the viability of spotted owls according to its species account, likely
Rdz§ (2 Ada O2YLX SE KFEoAaGld ySSRao ¢KS F3Syodeq
aLISOASEaQ YySSR F2NJ O2YLX SE KboAGEG Ay { 2dzi KSNY
California spotted owl habitats are consistently characterized by greater
0 NHzOG dzNF f O2YLJX SEAGE O2YLI NBR (2 | @FAtlof

a
1 Canopy closure of at least 60 and commonly greater than 70 percent.
1

A mature overstory with averaddiameter atbreai & KSA3IK{G o0a5. 1 ¢ 08
exceeding 24 inches

1 A densely stocked stand with basal areas averaging in excess of, 1@i€hft
none less than 160 #t

1 Much of the basal area in the overstory and rstdry, with stands having an
average of 10 trees exceeding 26 iastDBH and 29 trees of 16 to 26 inches
DBH per acre.

1 Multi-layered stands, often having hardwood understories.

1 Decadent stands containing large diameter snags, trees with broken tops,
diseased trees in which cavities frequently form, and large diametenfal
trees!??

The Forest Service completed t@enservation Strategy for the California Spotted Givix

occidentalis occidentaljon the National Forests of Southern Califomi@a/ { h / 2 Yy A SN G A
{GNF0S3eé0 AY HAnnnd ¢KS dtheltiollovidgfaideliNg foiifdeBy { G NI
management activities outside of tiWUIDefense or Threat Zones on national forest land
characterized by pine and mixed conifer forest:

1 Where treatments have to occur in PACs and [home range core areas
0 al w/ & é& exsstihg dadplylclasure in the PAC and 40 to 50 percent

122Bond, M.L., D.E. Lee, R.B. Siegel, and J.P. Ward Jr. 2009. Habitat use and selection by California spotted owls in a
postfire landscapeThe Journal of Wildlife Managemefi(7):11161124.
Lee, D.E. and M.L. Bond. 2015. Occupancy of California spottesitesvfollowing a large fire in the Sierra
Nevada, Californialhe Condqrl17(2):22836.
Hanson, C.T., M.L. Bgrehd D.E. Lee. 2018. Effects of giret logging on California spotted owl occupancy.
Nature Conservatiqr24:93105.doi: 10.3897/natureonservation.24.20538
123 Forest Service. 2005. Species Accoudalifornia Spotted Owlemphasis added
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canopy closure in the HRC. In PACs, use understory treatments to remove
fF RRSNJ FdzSta NI} GKSNJ GKFY FfGSNRAYy3 OF y2LR

T wSOlFAyYy GKS I NASad GNBSa gAUKAY t! /& FyR
including all live trees greater than 24 inches DBlthless they are at
unnaturally high densities. Exceptions allowed for operability.

1 Within PACs and HRCs, retain 4 to 8 of the largest snags available per acre, or
at least 20 ft basal area per acre of snaggeater than 15 inches DBH and 20
feet tall.

1 Within PACs and HRCs, retain at least 9 down logs per acre of the largest logs
available, ideally at least 12 inches in diameter and at least 20 feet long (at
least 180 lineal feet of logs).

1 During mechanical &l treatment activities, retain all woodrat nests in
spotted owl habitat; avoid disturbing/destroying them. Exceptions allowed
for operability24

Il OO2NRAY3 (G2 GKS [/ FTEAF2NYALF bl ddz2NI f 5AGSNRBAGE
reported nearby andhe Forest Service has designated numerous protected PACs near the

Project AreaApproximately 12% of the Project Area is within estimated CSO HRCs according to

I DL{ Fylfeéarad 2SS dzaSR (KS ! ®o{d C2NBald { SNBA
of the Project Area. We calculated a simple geographic centroid for each PAC and created a

circular buffer with a 1.8nile radius around it as suggested by the CSO Conservation Strategy.

Twoof these buffer zonesverlapapproximately 92 acres of the easteportion of the Project

Areabased on this analys{Eigurel2). Additionally, the California Department of Fish and

2 A f R CdiférdaWildlife Habitat Relationship€WHR Bredicted Habitat Suitability for the

species (known as thepotted OwPredicted Habitatg CWHR B70dataset)shows 65 acres of
habitatwithad dzZA G F 0 Af Ad@ RSAONALIIAZ2Y 2F a1l AIRAEe 2N da.
Project would reduce the oigrowth stands of Jeffrey pin@nd possibly some ponderosa pine,

though itis unclear how represented this species is in the area), sugar pine, incedag

bigcone Douglafir, and whit fir to between60and 100 ft? basal area per acrewell below

the basal area per acre needed by GS@escribed in the species account mentioned above

(i.e. > 160 ftbasal area per acrepdditionally, the Project would allow trees greater than 24

inches DBH to be removed under loose stipulations.

The Project does not align with the C&@nservation Strategy for several reasons. Trees
greater than 24 inches DBH within HRCs could be removed. Additionally, the Project Description
indicates that 10 to 15 hard snags will be retained per fivesaoreabout two to three per acre

124 Forest Service. 2004. Conservation Strategy for the California Spotte&tiiwbgcidentalis occidentglisn the
National Forests of Southern Califica.
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on average significantly less than the recommended 4 to 8 per adkhile theProposed

Actionincludes a LMP standard about thetention of downed logsthe same standard states

GKFG GKSNB Aa 'y awS8EOSLIiAZ2Y |ff26SR Ay 2AfR
FYR 6KSNB (KSe& LIPEhB indicataslththé Rrojektimbyl-reidave all dead

and dowred material from forested treatmentarea& A Yy OS A G 62dz R FIl £ f dzy RS
to the standard as it is labeled as a fuel brefakally, the ProposkeAction does not include any

measures to retain woodrat nests in the Project Area.

The presence of these guidelines in the CSO Conservation Strategy indicates that the Forest
Service has determined or is aware that impacts to CSOs could occur if gielings are not
followed. Therefore the Projectmayhave significant impacts on CSOs as the Proposed Action
does not follow these guidelines. Again, due to this likelihood of significant impacts to CSOs, the
Forest Service must prepare an EA to deterntireedegree to which the Proposed Action may
affect thisSensitive species.

The Project maglsoimpact the northern goshawkgcipiter gentilis ¢ KS & LIS @ourla Q & S| |
range includes Pine Mountain and the surrounding area according tb theC 2sgeéies

account!C dzNJI KSNY2NB> (GKS /5C2Qa /21w t NBRAOGSR 11
(known as the Northern Goshawk Predicted Habit@WHR B117 dataset) shows that there is

a significant amount of suitable habitat within the Project Ar@pecifically, there are 104 acres
RStAYSFGSR a a1l A3Ké LINBRAOGSR KIoAGFG &dzAldl o
dataseE | YR I Y210 KSNJ mum | ONB & RStEAYSIGISR Fa daaSR
Project Area (Figur#&4). Thus,overallthere are 225 acres of predicted suitable habitat within

the Project Area (or about 30%)his Forest Service Sensitive Species and Species of Special

Concern CDFW)ikely occuis within the Project Area

The Proposed Action may significantly iagp the northern goshawk habitat in the Project Area.
Accordingto theC 2 NB a (I speSidsladcdd® prépared with the Land Management Plan of
2005:

When foraging, northern goshawks utilize a wider range of forest types and

conditions, but most populadins still exhibit a preference for high canopy

Of 2adzNB FyR I KAIK RSyaArde 2F fFNHSN GNBSa
believed to be important components of northern goshawk foraging habitat

because such features increase the abundance of majorgpegies (Reynolds

and others 1992)27

125 Forest Service. 2005b. Land Management Plan Part 3: Design Criteria for the Southern California National
Forests. RB/B-080.SeeS 14
126 Keane, J.J. 2008. Northern goshawkdipiter gentilis Shuford, W.D. and T. Gardalils L yCalifornia Bird
Species of Special Concern: A ranked assessment of species, subspecies, and distinct populations of birds
of immediate conservation concern in Califorgigtudies of Western Birgb:156-162.
127Y.S. Forest Servic2005. Species AccounNorthern goshawk.
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However, the Proposed Action would significantly lower tree density, including that of larger
trees (especiallyinthe20n né 5.1 NI y3aSv & ¢St ThaCOFWNES ay
species account similarly sest:

Goshawks forage in mature and ajdowth forests that have relatively dense
Ol y2I338% SaX

Moreover, the CDFW account states:

Uncertainty exists regarding the effects of proposed timber harvest and fuels
management strategies on goshawk habitat qualityhat home range and
landscape scale'g?

Thisuncertainty astdl KS t N2 2S00 Qa RSAINBS 2F STFFSOOG 2y [
GNAIISNE (GKS GaSEGNI 2 NRAY I NieUSHFo&ESoesia y OS¢ (1 KN
prepare an EAor EIS thatanaize i KS t N2 2SO0 Qa LJ2 ( $agedbripie A Y LI Ol
decisionafocusedprotocol surveys in the area.

3. Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species

The Project Description does not include a list of Sensitive plant species that occur in the
project area, nor did the Forest Service provide us with a list during the comment period
despite our repeated requests. To the best of our knowledg&astfive Sensitive plant
species occur withinr near the Project Area according to records in tiNDDB and the
California Consortium of Herbaria. These include:

1. Acanthoscyphus paristgill NJX» | 6 N} YAAA 6! 0NI YaQ ALIAYySTi24
2. Monardella linoidessp.oblonga(Tehachapi or flaike monardella)

3. Sidotheca caryophylloidéshickweed oxytheca)

4. Layia heterotrich (pale yellow layia)

5. Delphinium parryssp.purpureum(Mt. Pinos larkspur)

Observation locations for these species near the Project aregshownin Figure 15According
G2 GKS | 3SyO2®@ad 2 815 0NB ¥ a QOs@aEpEGes tha? ac&iiNJ
chaparrat states:

This taxon has the potential to be impacted by chipping or placement of other

2NABFYAO YFGSNRIE F2ft26Ay3 FdzSt GNBlFGYSyda
l'da 0KS tNRLRaAaSR ' OlA2y ¢g2dz R Ay@2ft dS Yl adAaol
spineflowerhabitat, there may well be impacts to this species in the Project Area.

1281d. pg. 159
1291d. pg. 160
130y.S. Forest Service. 20126 NJ Y & Q . SpEcies AcSt.
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¢KS | 3Sy0e QajptTeadh&amona@ela stagesi that the species
occurrences on national forest land are:

X G KNB I (rBag 8 trad @nstruction and maintenangeardalism,
dumping, littering, foot traffic andrampling, nonoff-road vehicle recreational
FOGAGAGASAT YR SNRaA2Y |yR NHzy2FFX

It is likely that the use of heavy equipment as included in the Proposed Action can
negatively impact any individuals that may ocin the Project Area.

Chickweed oxytheca may be the species most vulnerable to the Proposed Action. The
3SyOeQa al¥R@asSa | 002 dzy

The primary threat to this species habitafils and vegetation management

that will occur across most of this species habitat during the Plan period.

Not only is this species threatened specifically by the type of activities included in the
Proposed Action, it is also has a large population within the Project Area (Figure 15).
Impacts to this species during implementation of the Project are highly likely.

Pale yellow layia may also occur in the Project Area as several occurrences have been
recorded nearby. One of the threats to the species on national forest land is the
invasionof non-native annual plants according to Stephenson and Calcarone (1399).
As described in Section 1.B.3 in this letter, the Proposed Action is likely to result in the
spread of nomative annual grasses in the Project Area, which could significanthcimp
any pale yellow layia that may occur there.

Similarly, Mt. Pinos larkspur may occur in the Project Area due to the proximity of
recorded occurrences. However, less is known about this species and how it may be
impacted by activities such as those irded in the Proposed Action. Regardless, it first
must be determined whether any individuals currently occur in the Project Area in order
to elucidate what impacts the Project may have on the species.

Additional Sensitive species may occur in the ProjeeaAbut few focused surveys have been
conducted there. Th@roject Descriptiomloes notdisclosepotential impacts to Sensitive plant
species, nor does it discuss whether focused surveys will be conducted pissutmce of the
decision. While surveys shld be conducted before implementation regardless, the agency
needs to conduct surveys before making a decision to determine whether the Proposed Action
may impact the species in the Project Area in ways that cannot be mitigated. For example, what

B1U.S. Forest Service. 20T2hachapi monardells&Species Account. (emphasis added)

132.S. Forest Service. 20Tzhickweed oxythec&pecies Account. (emphasisiad)

133 stephenson, J.R. and G.M. Calcarone. 1999. Southern California mountains and foothills assessment: habitat
and species conservation issues. General Technical RepoR &WFR75. Albany, CA: Pacific Southwest
Research Station, Forest Service, U.pabiment of Agriculture.
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effect might longterm changes to forest structure have on individual species? What impacts
would an increase in invasive plant abundance (as detailed in the previous section of this letter)
have on individual species? These questions are not answered, nort épeear that the

agency is even asking them.

4. Impacts to Cultural Sites

Several archaeological and cultural sites exist along Pine Mountain &idge the Project

Area specificalfC dzNJI KSNY 2 NB X GKS | o{ & C2NBaldnt{foeIIA OSQa
four ranger districts in the southern Los Padres National Forest clearly indicates that cultural
aA0GSa FNB LINBaSyild Ay GKS FINBIF® hy LI 3IS Hop AY
al Yy 3SYSyid /2y OSNyazé¢ (wleslksik§ drOpreseniwithin®e G K G
feet and 1000 feet of a hypothetical fuel break stretching along the ridgeline from Hwy 33 to

Reyes Peak’t is therefore likely that cultural sites exist within the Project Area and could be
negatively impacted byhie Proposed Action.

LG A& Ffaz2 SaaSyidiart G2 y20S 0GKFd aOdzZ GdzNI £ &
Archeological sites are primarily sites with intact strata that are of value for archaeological
research and data gathering. Culturdaesi on the other hand, include former village sites, work
sites, sacred sites, petroglyph and arborglyph sites, and burials of human remains and
associated cultural materials. These sites are of great cultural importance to Chumash Peoples
and must be prtected regardless of the level of previous disturbance or environmental
degradation of the area. Additionally, cultural sites include traditional gathering sites for
ceremonial plants, medicine plants, food plants, basketry plants, and other materiatecultu
plants. It is vital to recognize that traditional gathering sites are irreplaceable and not
interchangeable with other locations that have the same plant species. Traditional gathering
sites have unique features that make the plants grow in a mannerogpiate for their

traditional uses and have often been intentionally and carefully tended by Chumash families for
generations.

Unlike archaeological sites, which can be identified from previous archaeological
documentation, cultural sites can only be id#ied through consultation with Chumash tribes,
bands, clans, and family groups. This information is generally closely held by culture bearers
and under normal circumstances is not shared with the public, academia, or agencies.
Exceptions, under confidéial conditions, can be made in order to protect these natural
cultural resourceslt also must be noted that there are several Chumash tribes, bands, clans,
and family groups associated with the Project Area. These tribal entities are not
interchangeablend culture bearers in each tribal group hold unique traditional knowledge
relevant to cultural sites in the project area. A list of groups whose traditional homelands

134U.S. Forest Service. 2015. Strategic Fuel Break Assessment, Santa Lucia, Mt. Pinos, Ojai & Santa Barbara Ranger
Districts, Los Padres National Forest, Region 5.
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include the Project Area can be obtained from the Native American Heritage Commisdion an
additional Chumash community outreach.

5. Impacts toSespeFrazierlRA

According to the Project DescriptipBllacres within the Project Ared2%) are part of the
SespeFraziedRA(Figurel6). This includes much of the eastern portion of the Project Area near
Reyes Peak as well as areas along the northern edge of the Project Area.

The proposed mastication of chapartadbitat and the removal afelatively largerees across

the Project Areavould negatively impact the roadless character of the.llR¥e Roposed
Actionwould allow for heavy equipment to be used to conduct this work, which could result in
skid trails and other ground disturbing activities that would alter the roadless charactieisof
portion of the Sespé&razier IRA.

Please note that roadless character is not limited to the construction, maintenance, or use of
NREI RAT NI} 0KSNE &NERI Rf 200iRo4IKdANE CoastriioRlleds RSTAY S
6awzl Rf Sefets touwndrdy Biags, including:
(1) High quality or udisturbed soil, water, andir;
(2) Sources of public drinkingater;
(3) Diversity of plant and animabmmunities;
(4) Habitat for threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive
species and for those species dependent on large, undisturbed areas of
land;
G)t NAYAGADSS ASYANLINAYAGA OBotofizzy Y21 2NRT SR
classes of dispersa@creation;
(6) Referencdandscapes;
(7) Natural appearing landscapes with high scequality;
(8) Traditional cultural properties and sacred sitasgd
(9) Other locally identifid uniquecharacteristicg3°

The removal of mosthaparraland asubstantial numbepof trees across thetated311acres of

the SespeFrazierlRA within the Project Areaould substantially alteits roadlesscharacter

dueto the likely impacts to theindisturbed soildiversity of plant and animal communities,

habitat for the endangered California cond@alifornia spotted owhorthern goshawk, and

Sensitive plant speciesatural appearing landscapes with high scenialdy the entire Project

| NBF Aa RSaA3ayIFIGSR Fa KFEI@Ay3a aKAIKE A0SYyA0 Ay
Padres National Forest Strategy issued in 20@3) traditional cultural properties

In addition, roadless areas possess unique charetics that should automatically trigger the
preparationofanEI$.2 33Ay 3 GKS Lw! KSNB LINRRdzOS& aSy dAN.

13536 CFR § 294.11
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GKS | NBIQa dzyAljdzS I (0 NWésdzesSghatidh¥lmdeell,@siofthd2 4 Sy G A |
writing of this leter, the U.S. House of Representatives has already approvegieces of

legislation that would designate approximately 34% of Project Area (which roughly coincides

with the SespeFrazier IRA in the area) as additions to the Sespe Wildet?e8serlap

between the proposed wilderness additions and the Project Area can be seen in Figure 17).
a2NB20SNE (GKS /9v NB3IdA FdAz2ya (GKSyYyaStogSa aLlSo
Ff GSNJ 6KS dzy RS@Sf 2LISR OKLF N¥ OG0 SNIg@rgthd vy Ay @Syl 2
preparation of an EIS8

G. The Project does not qualify for a ®Ecausdt would substantially alteran
Inventoried Roadless Area

The Project also includes actions that would normally require the preparation of an EIS
NBEIFNRfSaa 2F GKS 1020S aidlddziSad { LISOATAOLIf €
identifies several classes of actions that normally require preparation ofan B0 S Ol dza S (1 K S
Y2NXIffe NBadzZd Ay AAIYATFAOLYy(d STFFSOGaode ¢g2
ONRGSNRIFY FSNRIFE LIWIKXAOFGAR2Y 2F LISadAOARSa o/
undeveloped character of an inventoriedriRt Saa | NBI waLw! §¢8 2NJ LI23GS)
(Class 2). The Proposed Action would substantially alter the undeveloped character of an IRA as

it includes the harvest of timber and mastication of chaparral across approximately 311 acres of

the Sespd-razier IRA, according to the Project Description. Such action would substantially

alter the undeveloped character of the Sedpezier IRA and therefore requires the

preparation of an EIS. This is further outlined in Se@iohthis letter, which also adésses

iKS tNB2SOiQa AyO2yaraidsSyoOe 6AUK GKS wnam w2l
Due to these disqualifications for use of CEs 603 and 605, the U.S. Forest Service must re

examine the Proposed Action and prepare an EA or EIS to determine potential significant

impacts of theProject as well as to develop alternatives to the Proposed Adtichould be

noted, however, that the agency appears to have alreadydatermined that these CEs will be

used a Decision Memo will be signed. In a July 15, 2020 response to a Jun22&qe@st for

various information about the Project, Mr. Thompson stafethphasis added)

1 Survey data is still being collected and analyzed. The survey data and
reports will be made available after the respective reports are completed
andthe Decision Mmo is signeX @

136 ands Council v. Marti%29 F.3d 1219, 1239th Cir. 2008), citin§mith v. U.S. Forest Sei®3 F.3d 1072 (9th

Cir. 1994)

W owd HpncE Gt NRGSOGAYI ! YSNAOIQa 2AftRSNySaa !0GéeT | ow
HNHAE

13836 C.F.R. § 220.5(a)(2)
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1 Formal or informal consultation has not yet occurred for the Reyes Peak
Project. The information will be made availablece consultation is
completed and the Decision Memo is signed

One of the primary purposes of the scoping process eterminewhether a proposed action
can be categorically excluded from analysis in an EA d2E{&t the agency seems to have
predetermined that the Project can and will be categorically excluded despite scoping being
incomplete (i.e. the aboveeferenced email was sent nearly one month before the scoping
comment period closed).

It should also be noted that while we have described in detail above why the Project does not

qualify for CE 603 or CE 605, it also doasqualifyfor other CEs for soenof the same reasons.
Particularly, the presence of extraordinary circumstances and the potential impacts to the
SespeFrazier IRA make the Proposed Action inconsistent with other CEs such as the one

described iB6 CFR 220.6(e)(@mber standorwildfF S KF 6 AGF G0 AYLMNBISSYSYy (o0
the agency did not indicate that it is considering approving the Project und8ECE( KS t N2 2SO
website as of August 8, 2020 list€dE 6n addition to CE 603 and CE 605 unalsection titled

Gt NB2SO0 MY F2NNI GA2Y

2. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR
THE LOS PADRES NATIONAL FOREST.

The Project conflicts with the direction of the Land Management Plan developed for the Los
Padres in 2005 primarily at leasttwo ways: probable impacts tecenic integrity objectives
and a failure to adhere to standards and directions regarding WUI zones and CWPPs.

A. Scenic Integrity Objectives

¢tKS SYGANB tNR2SO0 ! NBI KlFa | aO0OSyAO0 AyuaSaNRi
Management Plaphowever, this is not mentioned anywhere in the Project Description. Land
Management Plan Standards state:

S9: Design management activities to meet the Scenic Integrity Objectives (S10s)
shown on the Scenic Integrity Objectives Map.

S10: Scenic Integritybjectives will be met with the following exceptions:

A N v oA A o~

w aAy2N I R2dzadySyida y2G G2 SEOSSR | RNZ
with the Forest Supervisor's approval.

13¥FSH 1909.15 10.11.6
10 https:/iwww.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=58012&exp=detail
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immediately following poject implementation providing they do not
exceed three years in duratiofi!

The Forest Service has not shown how the Proposed Action would meet the SIO for the Project
Area. A drastic reduction in trees and shrubs in the area would likely reduce thev8IO |

Arguably, extensive tree and shrub removal will alter the landscape character, measurably, so
GKFG AG y2 €2y3SNI FLIWSEFNR AyidFOod 2N FLILISENAE a
GY2RSNrdSte IfGSNBR¢ a F2NJ I aft26¢é {Lho

This reasoningsisupported by statements in the EA for the Frazier Mountain Project, which

provides an example of how the agency analyzed the effects of similar project activities on SIOs.
There, the environmental consequences from Alternative 2 (which included rerabval
commerciald AT SR (NXSao adlrisSa GKIG awdi8KS {Lh YI &
hand, the consequences from Alternative 3, the remmmercial alternative with a hch
RAFYSOSNI tAYAGZT adl dSa @andiwhié sithahk SVP{allows fos A f £ N.
I RSONBI&aS Ay GKS {Lh tS@St 2F Iy INBIFIYX GKAA
LINE 2SO0 AYLIX SYSyildlidAzy LINPOARAY3I GKS& R2 yz2i
agency did not explicitly state whether retreatmentould occur, we assume that they would

based on the DM for the similar Cuddy Valley Forest Health/Fuels Reduction Project which was
signedin 2018 It states:

Stands retreatments may need to occur every 3 to 7 years depending on the
amount ofregrowth that occurs. The higher frequency of retreatment is
anticipated to occur within the sagebrusitrub aread®

This would likely be the case, especially in the chapdoalinated portions of the

Project Area, and would therefore extend the impa2tt 6 KS | NBI Q& {Lh f S@S¢
three years as it would be essentially perpetual. Such a continual impact would conflict

with S10 in the Land Management Plan.

B. WUI Zones and CWPPs

It is unclear based on the Project Description whether the agencgiming that a specific goal

of the Proposed Action is community protection. However, fire risks to a specific community
are mentioned several times in the Project Description and the scoping letter. Additionally, the
Project Description includes Goal 1rérh the Land Management Plan Part 2, which is titled

1 Forest Service. 2005b. Land Management Plan Part 3: Design Criteria for the Southern California National
Forests. RB/1B-080.

142 .S Forest Service. 201Erazier Mountain Projecfinal Environmentassessment.

143.S. Forest Servic2019 Cuddy Valley Forest Health/Fuels Reduction Project, Decision Memo.
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Project is to improve community protection.

The Land Management Plan gives deference to local communityreviftitection plans
6a/2ttaéo G2 RSGSNXYAYS GKS SEGSyld 2F GKS 2
Indeed, the U.S. Forest Service worked with the Mt. Pinos Communities Fire Safe Council

oS

L

6aat/ C{/ ¢0 (G2 RS@Sft 2L) (rkdBcussedtfurthek getaibintde2 t t ® ¢ KA

following sectiom defines the Defense and Threat Zones combined as the area within 1,820

feet from the edge communities (i.e. structures). However, only approximately 115 acres of the

proposed 1,62écre Project is located withithe Threat Zone. None of the Project Area is
located within the Defense or Threat Zones for the nearest area mentioned by the Mt. Pinos
CWPPR Camp Scheidetkwhich is a little over three miles from the Project boundary.

The Project is therefore inconsistentth the Land Management Plan, as it proposes vegetation
treatment for the direct protection of communities, yet does not adhere to the Mt. Pinos CWPP
due to its location outside of the Threat Zone (as defined by the Mt. Pinos CWPP) and its
prioritizationover other community needs such as the projects recommended by the CWPP.

¢CKSNBE Aa I Y2NB RSGFIAfSR lylfeéeara 2F (GKS tNea

following section.

9SSy AF (KS ald tAyz2a / 2 tLan@Kan&yéntedht Planiddiideythe ¢ S NS
21 L ¢KNBFG %2yS Fa aly FTRRAGAZ2YIFT &a0GNARLXE GKIFQ

FTNRY GKS 5S7TSy aSTheUyBeferdse Zime i ldéliedas having a maximum
width of 1,500 feet from structures in fests and only 300 feet in chapartdt.Moreover, S8 of
the Land Management Plan states:

Community protection needs within the WUI Defense Zone take precedence
over the requirements of other forest plan direction, including other standards
identified in Par 3 of the forest plari#6

This can be interpreted as meaning that projects within the WUI Defense Zone should be
prioritized. Regardless, the Project Area is well beyond any prioritized area for community
protection mentioned in the Mt. Pinos CWPP (to whilbke Land Management Plan defers) or
the Land Management Plan.

Additionally, much of the Project Area is located in the Back Countryf\@®rii 2 NA T SR 0 4 .
KL G

12ySed ¢KS [FYyR alyl3asSySyid ttly aidl idSa

144 U.S Forest Service. 2005. Land Management Plan Part 3: Design Criteria for the Southern California National
Forests. RB/1B-080.pg. 5

145 Id
146 |d
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states:

Wildland/Urban Interface Threat Zones (see Appendix K in Part 3 of the forest
plan) may occur in this zone. Managers anticipate locating community protection
vegetation treaments that require only temporary roaded access (such as
mechanical thinning of trees or prescribed burning) within the Back Country
Non-Motorized zonet4’

It is reasonable to interpret the second sentence of this statement as dependent on the first. In
other words, vegetation treatments may occur in the BCNM zone when they are also in the
WUI Threat Zone. Thus, the Project does not align with the Land Management Plan as it is not
only located outside of the Threat Zone (as detailed above) but also doesnwibute to

retaining the natural character of the BCMUR zone.

3. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE ROADLESS RULE

The Projecincludesi KS NB Y2 @t 2F ( NB S acredafthdsespeferazier 5. | |
IRA.This timber may be sold through a tréidnal timber sale, or a thirgharty contractor may

be able to keep some of the timber in exchange for doing the work under a stewardship

contract. TheRoadless Ruldarifiesthe extent to which timber harvest may or may not occur

in IRAs:

(a) Timber maynot be cut, sold, or removed in inventoried roadless areas of
the National Forest Systeprexcept as provided in paragraph (b) of this section.

(b) Notwithstanding the prohibition in paragraph (a) of this section, timber may
be cut, sold, or removed in ientoried roadless areas if the Responsible Official
determines that one of the following circumstances exi$tse cutting, sale, or
removal of timber in these areas is expected to be infrequent.

(1) The cutting, sale, or removal génerally small diamegr timber is needed for
one of the following purposeand will maintain or improve one or more of the
roadless area characteristics as defined in § 294.11

(i) Toimprove threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat;
or

(i) To maintairor restore the characteristics of ecosystem composition and
structure, such as to reduce the riskwicharacteristic wildfire effectswithin
the range of variability that would be expected to occur under natural
disturbance regimes of the current climaperiod,;

1471d. (emphasis added
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(2) The cutting, sale, or removal of timksrincidental to the implementation of
a management activitynot otherwise prohibited by this subpart;

(3) The cutting, sale, or removal of timiemeeded and appropriatéor
personal or administrative use, as provided for in 36 CFR part 223; or

(4) Roadless characteristics have been substantially altered in a portion of an
inventoried roadless area due to the construction of a classified road and
subsequent timber harves Both the road construction and subsequent timber
harvest must have occurred after the area was designated an inventoried
roadless area and prior to January 12, 2001. Timber may be cut, sold, or
removed only in the substantially altered portion of the@mtoried roadless
areal*®

The Project does not meeiny ofthe criteria established in 36 CFR § 294.13(b). Particularly, the
Project cannot be classifiathder36 CFR § 294.13(b)(1) for two reasons: the Proposed Action
would negatively impact threateneéndangered, proposed, or sensitive species habitat rather
than improve it and the Proposed Action will not reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire
effectssince mixeeseverityfire is characteristic of mixedonifer forests'#° Both of these issues
hawe been addressed previously in this letter, and are incorporated here by reference.

Additionally, the Proposed Action states

Consistent with the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule, generally only

smaller diameter timber would be cut or removedthin the inventoried

roadless area. Within the project area, trees range betweamnch up to 64

inches diameter at breast height. The project is proposing to thin the lower one

half of the diameter class level within the inventoried roadless area betviess

than linch and 23.9 inches diameter at breast height. Large trees are defined by

the Forest Plan as those larger than 24 inches diameter at breast height (LMP

Part 2). Small trees are those less than 24 inches diameter at breast height. Trees

24 irches diameter at breast height and larger would be retained within the

LINE2SO0GQa AYyO@SYi2NASR NRIFRfSaa | NBI dzyf Saa

or dwarf mistletoe infestation$>°
This is problematic for two reasons. FistK S | 3 Sy O& Q &of wR& colstitdies s I G A 2 y
large or small treés arbitrary and capricioudVhile the Land Management Plan Part 2 does call

14836 CFR § 294.13 (emphasis added)

149 Qdion, D.C., C.T. Hanson, A. Arsenault, W.LrBak® DellaSala, R.L. Hutto, M.A. Moritz, R.L. Sherriff, T.T.
Veblen, and M.A. Williams. 2014. Examining Historical and Current {8ixeetiy Fire Regimes in
Ponderosa Pine and Mixedonifer Forests of Western North Ameri€d.oS ONB(2):e87852.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0087852

150y.S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest Health and Fuels Reduction Project Desgriflion.
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distinction is imprtant.

A document more recentlissued by Los Padres National Forest offitrela the 2005 Land
Management Pladealt with this same issue differentlyhePine Mountain Cluld ¢t a/ € 0
Project similarly involved tree and shrub removal in an IRA (Safawilhnds IRA), and an EA

gl a RSOSEt2LISR F2NJ GKS LINRB2SOG FyYyR FAYIEAT SR
{AIYAFAOFLY(d LYLIOG o0aChb{L£0 ¢l a aA3alySR o8
distinction between small, medium, and largees several times. For instance

A
0K

To meet the project objectives and move the current condition toward the
desired future condition, treatment needs are to reduce standing dead and live
fuels, reduce ladder fuels, and break up the continuity of smatiédium-sized
trees and shrub$?

Here the agency is acknowledging that there is indeed a mediized category of trees, which
the agency would not be allowed to cut in the IRA under the Roadless Rule. The PMC Project
DN goes on to state:

A masticator will be used on brush asahall trees (&ss than about 8 inches in
diameter)to reduce the depth of fuels, reducing fire behaviet.

Furthermore, the agency states in the PMC Project DN:

After reviewing all alternatives and comments, | have decidedphederving
gualities in the Inventoried Radless Areass a reason to select a modified
Alternative 3a. This will result mo planned thinning of trees over 12 inches
diameterin treatment blocks A ,D, E, and G for a total of about 1,690 acres (90
percent of the project area)?*

This decision mags it clear that the agency was attempting to comply with the Roadless Rule,

limiting the size of trees that could be removed in the SawBallilands IRA to those less than

MHE 5.1 3 gKAOK A& KIfF GKS aAl S xaishéamab G KNB &K
from large trees in th&keyes PeaRroject Description

151Y.S. ForesBervice. 2009.and Management Plan Part 2: Los Padres National Forest Stratelgf3-&FB. pg.
117

1521.S. Forest Servic2008 Pine MountairClubProject, Decision Noticeeifiphasis added

1531d. pg. 5(emphasis added

1541d. pg. 10(emphasis added
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The U.S. Forest Service tasoacknowledgedi NE S & | & 0 ®heryless tihaa 0 € £ S NE
inches DBH in a similar project on Frazier Mountain. The U.S. Forest Service developed a
preferredalternative for the Frazier Mountain Project that would have limited timber harvest

to 10¢ DBH or less. Tharoject documentatiomoted:

XI'f GSNY I GABS o 6KSNBE GKS dzysfaNBE 02 NE GKAYYA
diameteri NES& O00GKAY FNRBY addSvoullteavdzhdarge mMné 5. 1 6
diameter6 mn ¢ @51 80 GNBSa®

It should be noted that the Frazier Mountain Project did not include treatment within an IRA

and waghusnot limited by the Roadless Rule. It is therefore reasonable to assume that the

P d{ ® C2NBald { SNIBAOS i which shbudBot aérkbe donsidé&esl an n ¢ 5. |
Gt AYAGE | a tNIeyhae yu§dgested Brith@ portions of the Project that will occur
intheSesp&C NI T ASNJ Lw! ¢g2dzZ R y20 ljdZ ftAF¥Fe Fa a3aSySNI
Roadless Rul#®

Thus, the agency has previoustkaowledgedi K & (G NX5Sa YlFI& oS RSTFAYSR
G a Y I fvlieSmLEh less than4Z DBH whichelicits an importantjuestion: why is the agency
suddenly using a new, much larger size threshold for trees that will be cut in an IRA? Again,

both of the progct decisions mentioned above were signed well after the Land Management

Plan was adopted, indicating that the agency made those decisions regarding which trees are
considered small or smaller despite the language in the Land Management Plan.

Moreover,this design featurelescribed in thdroject Descriptiomegarding trees that will be

cutinthe Sesp&razier RA a4 y 20 &aLISOAFTAOI Ay OfdzRAY 3 | @I 3dzS
indication of how many trees greater than2®BH will be removed from th&A during the

Projectt SNKI LJA Y2NBE O2yOSN¥YyAy3I A& 0KS FI OtasiKI i
the Project Description describ&E OSLIJi A2y a (GKF G 62dzZ R Fff2¢ (NBS
within the IRA The issues surrounding these egtions are described in more detail in Section

1.A of this letter.

Furthermore, the Projeatloes not fit any of the other enumerated circumstances where timber
harvest is allowed in IRABhe cutting, sale, or removal of timber would not be incidentaht®
implementation of a management activity as tbetting andremoval of timber is the primary
focus of the Projecacross much of the Sespgazier IRA within the Project Arda fact, the
Proposed Action would remove approximatélyc 50%’ of the live tree basal area in the IRA

155 U.S Forest Service. 201Erazier Mountain ProjecFinal Environmental Assessmemimphasis added

156 SeeSierra Club v. Eubank&85 F. Supp. 2d 1070 (E.D. Cal. 2004)

7While the tree density targets and basal area data presented in the Project Dastidpe incongruent and

illogical (see Section 1.B.4 of this letter), we used the basal area targets to calculate this range. The agency aims to
reduce basal area to 60100 f& per acre from the stated approximately 128 fter acre on average currently.

Thus, a reduction from 120 to 6 fvould be 50% reduction and a reduction from 120 to 18@vituld be a 17%
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portion of the Project Arem a significant impact to the character ofishportion of the Sespe
FraziedlRA.The timber harvest proposed in the Project is not needed or appropriate for
personal or administrative use under 36 CFR § 223. And the Projech@geetbeen subject
to a timber harvest that would have substantially altered the portion of $lespeFrazer IRA
that falls within the Project Area before January 12, 200terefore,in compliance with the
2001 Roadless Rul@nber may not be cut, sold, or removed in tBespeFraziedRA during
this Project. This prohibition would inhibit most of the Prepd Action or811acres within the
Project Area.

It should be noted that the agency appears to, in part, attempt to assuage the public of any
concerns about potential impacts to the Sedpmzier IRA by stating in tiRroject Description

Overall, theSespeFrazier Inventoried Roadless Area has low wilderness values

and characteristics with uses that cannot be effectively managed as wilderness

(LMP amendment, p. 25%8
tKS GoAf RSNYySaa OlftdzSaé¢ 2F 'y Lw! lodiessA NNBf S@
OKI N} OGSNRAaGAOad 2Af RSNYySaa @l tdzsSa INBE y20 Ay
OKIF NI} OGSNE Ia RSEAYSIGOSR A yOThusvildergeksRlifeSated | NB |
V20 Fy FLLINRBLNRARIFGS 02y aAi RGadticsAHarg, thd Roiedt Seyicd NS I Q
is conflating wilderness values with roadless characteristics when the two terms have very
different meanings under the law.

4. THE PROJECT IS INCONSISTENT WITH THE MT. PINOS COMMUNITY
WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLAN.

As the agncy mentioned the Mt. Pinos CWkHReference to Camp Scheideck over three miles
north of the Project Areait is important to note thatle Project was not identified as a need or
goal in the2006Mt. Pinos CWPBr its 2009 updateln fact,Pine Mountainwas not mentioned
throughout the entire 183page documenbr the single table that was added as an update in
2009

The Mt. Pinos CWPP created by HangFire Environmental for the MPCFSC in 2006 defines the

WUI as being comprised of three zonélse Defense Zone, Threat Zone, and Wildland Zone.

¢tKS G5STSyasS w%2yS¢ Aa (GKS I NBIF gAGKAY pnn FSS
mile buffer around the Defense Zone, and the area beyond the Threat Zone is the Wildland

reduction. As the stated 120%per acre is an average of the current stands in the Project Area according to the
agency, the actual % reductionay vary more than this calculated range. This is as detailed as we can be here
without the tree stand exam data, which the agency has refused to provide (see Sections 1.B.4 and 6 of this letter).
158 .S. Forest Service. 2020. Reyes Peak Forest HealFualsdReduction Project Descriptiqug. 12

15936 CFR § 294.11
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Zone. The Mt. PIndSWPP prioritizes vegetation alteration projects in the Defense and Threat
Zones

Indeed, the Mt. Pinos CWPP states:

I O02YYdzyAdGe GKI G RARY Qaésadeyhighwidiandking G KS | aa
hazard but certainly has serious concerns is Camp Sch&idec ¢ KS 26y SNJ 2 F
Camp Scheideck has cleared brush from behind the homes but a larger distance

is necessary. It is recommended that the 100 feet of defensible space is provided
behind the homes (Map 54). A fuelbreak around the community is also

recommendedo reduce the chances of a wildfire from spreading into the

community or into the forest. Some of this work has been performed already. A
fuelbreak has been cut through the brush southwest of the community. All of the

land within the fuelbreak system is owd by a single private owner or the USFS.

The proposed fuelbreak crosses wilderness land [sic] It will be up to the

respective stakeholders to determine if the project can be implementéd.

The map of the proposed fuel break around Camp Scheideck asettmom the Mt. Pinos
CWPP can be seen as FigiBeThe fuel break is less than 1,000 feet from structures in its
entirety. We are unsure about the status of this fuel break. Regardless, the Mt. Pinos CWPP
does not mention a need for fuel breaks fartrevay from Camp Scheideck, such as along Pine
Mountain Ridge. The agency should be focuggmgmited fundingon projects recommened

for that particular area in the Mt. Pinos CWPP.

5. THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE FAILED TO FAEANTAOEQUATE SCOPING
PROCESBOR THE PROJECT.

TheProject Descriptionloes not contain the level of detail required by NEPA and U.S. Forest
Service directives implementing NEPA. Because of this lack of detail, interested agencies and
the public cannot formulate meaningful comments thils proposal.

CANBGXZ bo9t! NBldZANBa a02LAyYy3 (2 o6S Iy aSINIe
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposedététion

U.S. Forest Service directives emphasize the inapog of scoping in achieving NEPA

compliance, stating that:

The process of scoping is an integral part of environmental analysis. Scoping
includes refining the proposed action, determining the responsible official and
lead and cooperating agencies, idewiifg preliminary issues, and identifying

160 Mt. Pinos Communities Fire Safe Council.@20be Mt. Pinos Communities Wildfire Protection Plan.
16140 CFR § 1501.7
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interested and affected personEffective scoping depends on all of the above as
well aspresenting a coherent proposaf?

An adequate project description assists the public and interested agendoemnitifying issues
and providing meaningful comments. To this end, the General Counsel of the Council on
Environmental Quality & / Shas&ancluded that

Scoping cannot be useful until the agency knows enough about the proposed
action to identify most oftie affected parties, and to presentcaherent
proposaxte3

TheProject DescriptioF F Af & (2 LINBSaSyid &adzOK I PropGs2dk SNBEy & LI
Actionis described as being needed for disparate reasons such as reducing tree stand densities,
treatingareas of bark beetle infestation, and providiagafe space for firefighters in the event

of a wildfire in or near the Project Areas described in Section 1.A in this letter, Br@ject
Descriptioncontains numerous errors including incorrect citatipasroneous statements, and
incongruenciesMoreover,both the scoping letter and the Project Descriptiail to specify the

duration ofthe Projectand at what time of year it will be implemented.

L'y FLILINBLINREFGS a02LA Y3 ibnPackeScdidsishiny iialddsofigtionoft 6 NR
the proposalan initial list of impacts and alternativesmaps, drawingsandany other material

or references that can help the interested public to understand what is being propogééi

Thet NP 2 S Ol Qtler fall<far kibri/othid gSidanc&or example, the letteand Project

Description aramissing an initial list of impacts and alternativ&lus, the public does not know

what themainissues are surrounding this proposal ahdrefore cannot frame appropriate

comments. Additionally, the U.S. Forest Service did not proagacket containing all of the

works cited in the Project Descripti.

Perhaps more importantly, thEorest Servicbegan the scoping period in the middle of a

global pandemi@and economic recession during which the public may have beequlpped

to engage in the scoping proces§dtingthe ongoing COVHD9 pandemic, the agenstated

that it was unable to host kperson field tours or meetings. Instead, the agency hosted three
online webinars that were rife with technical issues. Multiple people were unable to log in to
the first webinar or hear audio. Attendees were only able to ask questions via a text chat
function, and many questions were never answered by agency personnel. Overall, the process
presented many barriers to meaningful engagement.

We urge the U.S. Forest Service tasgue a scoping letter that complies with NEPA ldrsl
Forest Service directives. An adequate scoping letter is particularly important in cases where

182FSH 1909.15.10
183CEQ 1981
1641d. emphasis added
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CEs are involved, because the scoping lettsoisetimesthe onlydocument the public sees
before a decision is made. This will enable the public to participate meaningfully in the process.

6. THE U.S. FOREST SERVICE WAS UNABLE OR UNWILLING TO PROVIDE
DOCUMENTS REQUESTED DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE
PROJECT.

The scopig process for this Project has been significantly compromide R G KS LJdzo f A OQ
ability to participate in it has been significantly redutediue to the lack of information

provided to the public. Specifically, minimal documentation has been made availatile to

public despite repeated requests. Curiously, these hurdles to public participation could have

been easily avoided had thé.S Forest Service not rushed to prematurely issue the scoping

notice, especially considering the ongoing global C@\Apandenic.

The scoping notice for the Project was issuedvay 27, 20200ver the course of the scoping
period, ForestWatch made the followingfulfilled information requests to either the Project
lead G KS T2 NBadul Qaérth€rbrést supergishiNtReArafliest BakeIand the status of
each request is also included):

1. Any specialist reports that have already been completed for the Project specifically or
that have been completed previously and which the agency intends to uski$o
project.

a. Request DateJune 4, 2020

b. {dFGdzaY ¢KA& NBIldzSad 61 a adzoYAGOGSR G2 i
inexplicably forwarded to the Regional Office in Vallejo. Our last communication
with the Regional Office on June 24, 2020 indicated thatrdgsest would be
denied, but we have not received any formal response indicating whether the

records will bewithheld,and which FOIA exemption is being invoked. The@p
deadline for a formal response has passed.

2. All tree stand data including but notrited to files containing trees per acre and basal
area per acre for the Project Area.

a. Request DateJune 4, 2020

b. Status: This request was also forwarded to the Regional Office for unknown
reasons. Our last communication with the Regional Office on &/@tated that
the agency was requesting this data from a contractor. To date, we have not
received the records nor any formal response.

3. Most recent list olU.S.Forest Servicelesignated sensitive plant species.

a. Request Datejune 9, 2020
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b. Status: The agegygrovided us with a list of sensitive animal speciedume 26,
2020 We followed up with a second request for the list of sensitive plant species
onJune 27, 2020To date we have not received any response.

4. A list of external organizations, individuadsid agencies with which the Forest Service
has collaborated on the Project.

a. Request DateJune 16, 2020

b. Status: The agency provided us with a list of 369 email addresses (ho names or
other identifying information) to which they emailed tfRroposed Actiomn
June 23, 2020The next day, we notified the agency that this record did not
respond to our request and repeated our request for a list of organizations with
whom theagencyhas collaborated on this project. There has been no response.

5. Any survey datand survey reports in thEeroject Aregnot including archaeological or
cultural surveys).

a. Request DateJune 24, 2020

b. Status: Declined. Qiuly 15, 202€he agencystated that these records will only
be made available to us after the decision is sigribeére has been mresponse
to our followup request datediuly 21, 2020

6. A list of sensitive species that occur, or may occur, irPtitugect Area
a. Request DateJune 24, 2020

b. Status:The agencymvided us with an outdated 2013 list of all sensitive plant
species that occur anywhere in the Los Padres National Fdreste has been
no response to our follovup request datediuly 21, 2020

7. Communications withJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviegarding the project.
a. Request DateJune 24, 2020

b. Status:Declined On July 15, 2020 the agency stated that these records will only
be made available to us after the decision is signed. There has been no response
to our followup request dated July 21, 2020

Asthe U.S. Forest Service intends to twe CEfor this project, the scoping comment period
may be the only the chance the public has to voice their concerns abeRrojectand its
potential impacts on wildlife and other natural resources. Because of this intention by the
agency more information should &ve been prepared before the scoping notice was issued. At
the very least, a list of threatened, endangered, proposed, and sensitive species that occur in
the Project Aremndthet N LJ2 & S Rpoten@alliithphgfs@aithese species should have been
provided to the public before or during the public comment period. In fact, the FSH states as
much:
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Scoping includes refining the proposed action, determining the responsible

official and lead and coopating agenciesdentifying preliminary issuesand
ARSY(GAFeAYy3ad AYGiISNBaldSR YR FFTFFSOGSR LISNaAZY
issues based on review of similar actions, knowledge of the area or areas
involved,discussions withinterested and affecteghersons, community leaders,
organizationsyesource professionals within the Agency, and State and local

governments, and/or consultations with experts and other agencies familiar

with such actions and their direct, indirect, and cumulative effects

TheU.S. Forest Service should be striving to increase public participatibpraposes and

evaluates projects that affect public lands. The scoping process for the Project did not facilitate

public participation. Instead, the U.S. Forest Service distribliteited information regarding

GKS | 3Syo0eQa LINRPLR&ASR LINRB2SOG G2 | tftAYAUSR ydz
public requests for more information during what may be the only public comment period for

the Project. Regarding public participatinaeds during the NEPA process, the FSH states:

4. Determine the methods of public involvement to meet the objectiasure
that the level of effort to inform and to involve the public is consistent with the
scale and importance of the proposed action atite degree of public
interest.'66

As the Proposed Action withpact755acres of mixeetonifer forest andchaparralhabitat,
endangeredspecies habitat, sesitive species, and an IRA, the Project should be considered
significant in its importance and thtise effort to inform and involve the public should be
significant as well. Such efforts should include considerable responsiveness to and willingness
to answer public requests for more information about the Project.

7. THE FOREST SERVICE HAS PREPARED RNARAECS FOR SIMILAR
AND/OR SMALLER PROJECTS THROUGHOUT THE LOS PADRES NATIONAL
FOREST.

The Forest Service indicated in its scoping notice for the Projecittim¢ndsto use a CE to

exempt the Project from EA or EIS preparation. The use of a CEsfprdfect does not align

GAUK GKS ! ®{ ® C2NBad {SNBAOSQa RSOAAAZ2Y (2 LN
projects across the Los Padres National Forest.

¢tKS az2yiSNBe wlky3aSNI5S5AAGNRAROGQa { NI GSIAO /2YY
' LILINE SR AY Hamy® ! RNFFO 9L{ 0a59L{£0 F2N (K
included a Proposed Action of establishing and enhancing 542 acres of fuel breaks in the Big Sur
area. By area alone, the Strategic Community Fuelbreak Impraveteject is smaller than

15FSH 1909.15.1(kmphasis added)
166 FSH 1909.15.11.58mphasis added

65



the currentlyproposed Project. However, the U.S. Forest Service did not attempt to apply a CE
and instead prepared an EIS. While the Reyes Peak Project will not directly impact designated
wilderness, it will have a comparablepact on the Sesp€razier IRAand legislatively

proposed wilderness areaa¥ detailed in the previous section. The U.S. Forest Service is
required to consider these potential significant impacts to an IRA in a similar manner as it
would consider impact® a wilderness. We strongly recommend that the U.S. Forest Service
develop an EIS for the Project as the agency has already done for the smaller Strategic
Community Fuelbreak Improvement Project.

The Mt. Pinos Ranger District announced the Frazier Monftesject a project similar in

scope to the currenthproposed Projeat in 2010. This project entailed the commercial logging,
mechanical vegetation removal, prescribed burns, and fuel break construction on 2,386 acres

on and around Frazier Mountainintfie2 & t F RNBa bl dA2ylf C2NBad®d
notice, the U.S. Forest Service indicated that an EA would be prepared for the project. This was
dzf GAYIF GSf@& O2YLX SGSR AY HamuHX i 6KAOK (GAYS
the preferred dternative that did not include a commercial timber harvest was selected.

Similarly, the Mt. Pinos Ranger District prepared an EA for the PMC Project, which was finalized
FYR FLIWINRGBSR AY Hanny® ¢KS |t GSNYI Gam@én aSt SOGS
trees that could be removed across most of the 1;86%e treatment area as stated previously
and stated that the project would not involve commercial timber harvest.

In 2005, the Santa Lucia Ranger District announced the Figueroa Mountain Rvbjebt,

entailed thinning and vegetation clearing across 665 acres. A CE was initially considered to
exempt this project from further NEPA documentation, but after working with ForestWatch and
other members of the public, the U.S. Forest Service decidpdejpare an EA for the project.

This EA was completed and released in 2006, and it included several environmental constraints
that improved the Proposed Action over the initiatlyoposed project.

Aproject similar to the Project was announced in 2005. phagectt called the Pine Mountain
Recreation Area Projectsought to remove trees across 210 acres of some of the same areas
proposed for treatment in the Projechile initially proposed as a CE, the Forest Service
notified the public that it would instedprepare an EA for the project in 2008. The project was
never approved and was removed from thed S yliSt®fQraposed actiorin 2012 without
explanation. Thegencywas unable to locate any records relating to this project other than the
initial public scoping notice from 2005.

Since 2007, no new largeeale vegetation removal or thinning projects have been conducted in
the Los Padres National Forest using a CEe 8irsctime, all such projects have either been
completed following the preparation of an EA or EIS, with only two controversial projects
approved under CEs. The Forest Service should follow its previous decisions in pregaring
minimunt an EA for the cuent Project, which entails similar project activities across a larger
area.
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8. THE FOREST SERVICE SHOULD ANALYZE THE FOLLOWINK ADHHAES
OREIS FOR THE PROJECT

In preparing arEA orElS for the Project, there are several issues that should be condidere
These issuasdetailed belowr align with issues analyzed the EA ancElSdocuments
prepared forother projects proposed across the Los Padres National Fékkeshighlight them
here to demonstrate the benefits of a more robust environmental analysisvtioalld occur if
the Project is not categorically excluded from preparation of an EA or EIS.

A. Range of Reasonable Alternatives

TKS blFdA2ylf 9YOBANRBYYSY(lf t 20.9F0@st3e@iceto2 ¥ mMdpc P
GwaeidzRe s RS@S tréplide allerfaitvesRdGracamiderid&l cdulsiislof action in

any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative fisesitable

resources$.1” As part of this alternatives analysise EAorEI$dza i & oNB A 32 NR dzaf &
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated

from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasoastheir having been eliminatexf¢2
CdZNIKSNXY2NB> (KS || f SNy I danirad@entallimpactstatamiedf®a A & G K

Reasonable alternatives are those that are viable, feasible, meet the stated goals of the project,

or are reasonably relateth the purposes of the projedt’® An agency must look at every

reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action,
sufficient to permit a reasoned choiéé.. dzi G KS | 3Syo0e OFyy2i 02y i N
so narrowly that competing reasonkbalternatives cannot be fully consideré@¢ KS & Ndz S 2 F
NEIazyé¢ FdzAiRSa GKS OK2A0S 2F It GSNylLraA@gSazr (K
FfGSNYIFGABSET I yR 6KSUKSN)I GKS | 3SyO0eé WwSTAYSR
consideration oflternatives!’®

LG A& AYLRNIFIYG G2 y230S GKFG aolevE@ndS8tsah a i Sy 0S8
[EIS] inadequaté!’It is therefore not only theresponsibility of the U.S. Forest Service to

follow NEPA regulations when exploring reasoealiternativesut also to ensure that

16740 CFR § 1501.2(c)

1681, § 1502.14(a)

1691d. § 1502.14

1701daho Conservation League v. MumrB&6 F.2d 1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992 1 & 2 F / I N¥Sf . e m¢ KSn
Dept. ofTransp, 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 199#put Unlimited v. Morton509 F.2d 1276, 1286 (9th Cir.

1974)

"11daho Conservation Leagu@bs6 F.2d at 1520

172 City of Carmel123 F.3d at 1155

1731d.; see Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Engink20sF.3d 664 c ¢ 0T UK [/ AN mMdhpTt 0 o6y2iAy3
way for an agency to slip past the strictures of NEPA is to contrive a purpose and need so slender as to define
O2YLISGAYy3a NBFaz2yrotsS FEfGSNYlIGABSa 2dzi 2F O2yaARSNIGA2y
174 Natural Resources Defense Council v. U.S. Forest Sef2ic€,3d 797, 813 (9th Cir. 2005) (quotiitizens for a

Better Henderson v. Hod&68 F.2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 1985))
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GasSt SOUGA2Y YR RA&OdzaaA2y 27F |t dSiyhedpabixS a
participationé!’®

Current research supports thdefensible space immediately around structurethe most
effective appoach to protecting homes and other structures from the effects of wildfire.

Studies have shown the importance of defensible space in protecting residential structures
from a wildfire. A 2014 study found that:

In terms of actionable measures to reduce fitgk, this study shows a clear role

for defensible space up to 30 m (100 ft)...Results here suggest the best actions a
homeowner can take are to reduce percentage cover up to 40% immediately
adjacent to the structure and to ensure that vegetation doesoverhang or

touch the structuret’®

The U.S. Forest Service should explore programs that would provide targeted assistance and
funding to create and enhance defensible space around structures.

The EA or Ehould also evaluate an alternative that would reduce the length and/or width of
the proposed fuebreak in a way that would still achieve Project objectivadditionally,the EA

or EISshould evaluate benefits of large tree retention as part of one oreralternatives to the
Proposed Action.

Consideringhe substantial amount of research questioning the efficacy of huehks
generally an alternativethat exploresmethods excluding the development affuelbreak
would alsobe usefulin the discussiorsurrounding he Project

B. Protection of Plants and Wildlife

TheESA" requires theU.S.Forest Service to consult with theSBWS$o ensure that the Project
Gra y20 tA1Ste (2 2S2LIF NRAT S GKS O2yiAydzSR
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of [critical] halit&tTheProject
Areacontains habitat for several species protected under the ESA. Please consutSmIs
pursuant to Section 7 of thESA anéhcorporate measures into theroposed Action and
alternatives to reduce or avoid impacts to protected species.

The Projecirea is located in and near known foraging, roosting, and nesting habitats for the
endangered California condorhe EA or Ekhould identify these habitedreas andshould
propose adequate buffers to protect the integrity of these sites and condor flight patterns and

175 California v. Blogk90 F.2d 753, 767 (9th Cir. 1982)

176 Syphard, A.D., T.J. Brempand J.E. Keeley. 2014. The role of defensible space for residential structure
protection during wildfiresInternational Journal of Wildland Fjr23(8):11651175.
dx.doi.org/10.1071/WF13158

17716 U.S.C. 88 1531 et seq.

17816 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2)
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behavior, consistent with the best available science. Ul&Forest Service shoulditiate
consultation withthe USWS to determine whethehe Projectwill impact condors or their
roosting habitat or flight patterns and whether any particular mitigation measures should be
adopted.

The Projecirea contains habitat for several species that thé.Forest Servichas identified

as Sensitive or as Management Indicator Spedies.EA or Ehould adequately evaluate the
impacts ofthe Projectr Y R F f § SNY I 6A@S&a 2y (KS&S aLISOALf maid
habitats.

In particularthe EA or EIShould contaima thorough discussion on the impacts of the Project

on California spotted owls, @d.S.Forest Service sensitive species. Th8.Forest Service has
identified vegetation removal and human disturbance as two of the primary factors threatening
the viability of spotted owlsThe EA or Ekhould disclose whether the fuelbre&édocated

within anyProtected Activity Centers for spotted owls and should propose mitigation measures
as appropriate.

To assist in preparation tiie EA or EIShe U.S Forest Sergie should follow established survey

protocol to assist the agency in accurately identifying habitat and determining the presence or
absence of listed species in and arouhd Project AreaThe entire project area should be

thoroughly surveyed in accordamevith Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical

Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate anexl by theJSFW$ 2000,

and theProtocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant

Populations and Natal Communitiesssued by the California Department of Fisk\gldlifein

HAngpd {LISOASanmalISOATAO adzNIaPpeoprialtlR G 2 O2f &aK2dz R

The rangeand predicted habitabf the northern goshawk a U.S Forest Service Sensitive
Species and 8pecies of Special Concern wibFW includesthe Project AreaPlease
evaluate the impacts dhe Projecton northern goshawk habitand conduct protocol surveys
consistent wih the Northern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Technical G{ud8s. Forest
Service 2006).

Consider that goshawks exhibit a preference for high canopy closure and a high density of
larger trees. In addition, large snags and downed logs are believed to be important components
of northern goshawk foraging habitat because such feaunerease the abundance of major

prey species. Please incorporate the followihé Forest Service recommendations, at a
minimum, intothe Project

1 Retain large trees in vegetation managemprijects.

1 Retain snags and down logs for pepecies.

1 When caducting vegetation management, maintain a minimum of 200 acres of suitable
canopy cover around identified goshawk nest sites. Maintain seasonal restrictions
limiting activities within 1/4 mile of the nest site during theeeding

T 4SSl &2y 6l L9MBEnEess suveys gonfimn northern goshawks are not nesting.
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The EA or Ekhould also recognize that there is limited information on the historic and current
distribution of Northern goshawks in southern California mountains:

More information is neededn where goshawks nest in the southern California
mountains. The breeding population is clearly small, probably fewer than thirty
pairs, and could easily be extirpated by impacts to nesting sites. Efforts to
maintain the integrity of these sites cannot beade until we know where they
arel’®

Based on this uncertainty, please incorporate the following recommendations by Keane (2008)
into the Project

1 Conduct specialized inventories to assess distributional status in poanyn areas,
such as the mountainsf southernCalifornia.

1 Initiate collaboration between research and management in an adaptive management
framework to assess the effects of forest and fuels management policies on Northern
Goshawk territory occupancy, demographics, and habitat qualigimpd questions
within the larger context of the restoration of California forests and natural disturbance
regimes. Variation across major California forest types in terms of forest structure,
composition, function, patch size and distribution, prey pofpiolas, and natural
disturbance regimes dictates that management and conservation efforts be developed
at appropriate spatial scales. (See Reynolds et al. 2006a for recommendations for
RSOSt2LIAy3 SO2adaiSYmnol glSHawkOR Yy ASNIF GA2Yy &

 lffeedaAo0f ST Y2YAG2NAYy3I Ay [ FEAFT2NYAl akKz2dzZ R F
developed design for bioregional monitoring of population trends and their association,

AT lyeés gA0K ONRBIRmaolFrtS KIFIoAGlFGO OKIFy3aSa o
derived habitat models should be used to monitor change in habitat distribution and

jdzZ- €t Ade i K2YSnNly3aS FyR fFyRaOlILIS aolfSa
nesting goshawks to management treatments would also be valuable.

Migratory birds are perhapd KS Y2 a0 KAIKt & @I fdzSR O02YLRYySyl :
RAOGSNEAGEZ GAGK I LIINRPEAYFGSte mZunn aLISOASaA N
species. The seasonal movement of migratory birds is one of the most complex and compelling
dramashy (0 KS yIFddz2NIf ¢62NI R® aAdINFG2NB 06ANRa SyYol
between their breeding areas and their wintering grounds, which are sometimes separated by
thousands of miles. State, federal, and international law all recognizertphertance of

protecting migratory bird species from harm.

179 Stephenson, J.R. and G.M. Calcarone. 1999. Southern California mountains and foothills assessment: habitat
and species conservation issues. General Technical RepoR &WFR75. Albany, CA: Pacific Southwest
Research Station, Forest Service, U.S. Departmengrafulture.pg.402
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Pursuant to the NgratoryBird TreatyAOU 60 a& . X & ¢d& dzyt F g Fdzt ol G | ye
or in any manner to . . . take [or] Kill . . . any migratory birds, [and] any part, nest, or eggs of any

& dzOK (1B M.8XR.£ 703fa)his prohibition applies to federal agencies and their employees

and contactors who may not intend to kill migratory birds but nonetheless take actions that

result in the death of protected birds or their negtsdzY I yS {20Qeé 2F GKS ! yAl
Glickman 217 F. 3d 88D.C. Cir. 20QQholding that federal agencies are racgd to obtain a

take permit fromUS-WS prior to implementing any project that will result in take of migratory

birdg]; see alsdrobertsonv.{ S G Gt S | dsR3ILOS? 429, 483801Q[finding that

federal agencies have obligations under the MBaml Center for Biological Diversity v. Pjrie

191 F.Supp.2d 16D.D.C2002) [allowinginjunctiverelief againstfederalagenciegor violations

of the MBTA).

CKS LINPKAOAGAZ2Y 2y aiUl 1S¢é¢ 2F YAINI G2NB OA
aSlazyod {LISOATAOIfftes aySad RSadGNHzOGAZ2Y i
GKSANI S33azx Aa AffSIFE | y(BSHB®RM0R)E LINRPaSOdzilof S

NR a
KI @

In a Memorandum of Understanding Between the B&est Service and the U.S. Fish and

2 At REATS {SNBAOS (2 tNRY2(0GS (KS$%heagerngiegsSNIDII GA2Y
identified specific actions that, if implemented, would contribute to ttemservation of

migratory birds and their habitats. The MOU requires th&.Forest Service to alter the season

of activities to minimize disturbances during the breeding season, to coordinate with the
appropriateUS-WS Ecological Services office whemping projects that could affect

migratory bird populations, and to follow all migratory bird permitthegjuirements.
LYLRNIFyGtes GKS ah! aR2Sa y20 NBY2@0S (GKS t I N
BGEPA, or other statutes and does not authorizetttke of migratory birds

' YRSNJ 0KS a. ¢! alyeé LISNER2YS |aaz20Al0A2y 3> LI N
or regulations thereunder are subject to criminal and civil pena(tiésU.S.C. §70.7Violations

of the MBTA are prosecuted as a masteanor, and upon conviction thereof, are subject to
fines of up to $15,000 or imprisonment of up to six months, or both.

In addition to the protections afforded by the federal MBTA and outlined above, several bird

species withirthe Project Areare alsdl N2 § SOG SR dzy RSNJ adl 4SS fFgd { L
G2 G118 LRaasSaax 2N ySSRf Saate RSaldNere GKS vy
2NJ Ll2aasSaa | YA IdeGaRAsR & Gathy Cobe¥s$ 3503A3NIR ¢

The EA or Ehauld evaluate the effects of the Project and alternatives on migratory birds

protected under theVIBTA Several migratory bird species occur in this area. The MBTA

prohibits the destruction of nests and eggs of migratory bifide EA or EEhould evaluatehe

impacts of project activities on migratory bird nests, should consider the breeding season for

each migratory bird species foundtime Project Areaand should propose measures (such as

adjusting the season of use) to avoid destruction of nests. Tigate the potential take of

migratory bird nests, we recommend that the following mitigation measure be implemented

for all vegetation clearing components of this Project:
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[Los Padres National Forestjall ensure that suitable nesting sites for migratory
nongame native bird species protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty
Act and/or trees with unoccupied raptor nests (large stick nests or cavities) may
only be removed prior to February 1, or following the nesting season.

A survey to identify acte raptor and other migratory nongame bird nests may
be conducted by a qualified biologist at least two weeks before the start of
construction at project sites from February 1st through August 31st. Any active
non-raptor nests identified within the projearea or within 300 feet of the

project area may be marked with a 3@@ot buffer, and the buffer area may

need to be avoided by construction activities until a qualified biologist
determines that the chicks have fledged. Active raptor nests within thgepto
area or within 500 feet of the project area may be marked with a-fa@® buffer
and the buffer avoided until a qualified biologist determines that the chicks have
fledged. If the 30Goot buffer for nonraptor nests or 508oot 3 buffer for

raptor nests cannot be avoided during construction of the Project, the project
sponsor may retain a qualified biologist to monitor the nests on a daily basis
during construction to ensure that the nests do not fail as the result of noise
generated by the construan. The biological monitor may be authorized to halt
construction if the construction activities cause negative effects, such as the
adults abandoning the nest or chicks falling from the nest.

1 Beginning thirty days prior to the disturbance of suitabletmgshabitat,
the project sponsor may arrange for weekly bird surveys conducted by a
gualified biologist with experience in conducting breeding bird surveys to
detect protected native birds occurring in the habitat that is to be
removed and any other sudiabitat within 300 feet of the construction
work area (within 500 feet for raptors) as access to adjacent areas allows.
The last survey may be conducted no more than 3 days prior to the
initiation of clearance/constructiowork.

If an active raptonest is found within 500 feet of the project or nesting
habitat for a protected native bird is found within 300 feet of the project
a determination may be made by a qualified biologist in consultation with
CDFG whether or not project construction work wilpact the active

nest or disrupt reproductiveehavior.

1 Ifitis determined that construction will not impact an active nest or
disrupt breeding behavior, construction will proceed without any
restriction or mitigation measure. If it is determined thatnstruction will
impact an active raptor nest or disrupt reproductive behavior then
avoidance is the only mitigation available. Construction may be delayed
within 300 feet of such a nest (within 500 feet for raptor nests), until
August 31 or as determinday CDFG, until the adults and/or young of the
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year are no longer reliant on the nest site for survival and when there is
no evidence of a second attempt at nesting as determined by a qualified
biologist. Limits of construction to avoid a nest may be esthbt in the
field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing marking the
protected area 300 feet (or 500 feet) from the nest. Construction
personnel may be instructed on the sensitivity of drea.

Documentation to record compliance widpplicable State and Federal laws
pertaining to the protection of native birds may becorded?!°

It should also be noted thdtecause the Project Area includes approxima8dl§ acres of the
SespeFrazienRA, there may be rare and sensitive plant spemésin portions of the projects

due to the lack of previous surveys. As rare plant surveys are often conducted near roads
because of ease of accessibility, some of the roadless areas within the Project Area may have
never been surveyed for various plamegies. The EA or EIS should also include the results of
focused surveys for rare and sensitive plants that have been shown to occur near the Project
Area including but not limited tdhe species listed in Section 2 of this letter.

Lastly, the Project Aeeand its immediate vicinity is the only area on Earth where a particular
species of moth Sympistis dorig. Dimock & Troubridgeis known to occur. The species was
discovered on Pine Mountain Ridge by Thomas Dimock in 2000 and subsequently described by
J.T Troubridge in 2008. Specifically, multiple specimens were found immediately around Pine
Mountain Campground, which is within the Project At&aWhile little is known about this

relatively recentlydiscovered species, it may be at risk from the actisitrecluded in the

Proposed Action. The agency should conduct focused surveys to determine where and to what
extentS. doriooccurs within and around the Project Area and analyze potential impacts to this
species of limited distribution.

C. Cumulativelmpacts

Inthe EA or El$lease analyze all impacts of the Project, including cumulative efféds

Odzydzf  GADBS AYLI OO0 A& RSTAYSR dzy RSNJ b9t ! NBIdzA
results from the incremental impact of the action when added tioen past, present, and
NEBFaz2yllofe F2NBaSSFIofS FdzidzNE | OGA2y aXx/ dzydz | i
odzi O2f ft SOUAQGSte aAIYATFAOIYG® QGAazya GF1Ay3 LI

180 California State Water Resources Control Board. 2014. Los Padres National Forest Road Repair Project:
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

81 Troubridge J.T. 2008. A generic realignment of the OncocnemsgimstHodges (1983) (Lepidoptera:
Noctuidae: Oncocnemidinae), with description of a new genus and 50 new spéoigaxg 1903:195.

18240 CFR 8§ 1508.9(b), 1508.8

18340 CFR § 1508.7
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The cumulative impacts associated with this Project malude those impacts stemming from
the probable extension of this fubreak across intermingled and adjacent private lands. Other
potential cumulative impacts include the establishment of defensible spad@revious

wildfire suppression efforts.

D. Protection of Cultural and Archaeologic&ites

The Project Area contains several sites deemed important to Native American history and
culture. The EA or EIS should briefly describe the extent (but not the location) of Native
American heritage sites in tHeroject Area, should summarize the extent the area has been
adzZNS@SR F2NJ I NOKIF S2f 23A0Ff NBaz2dz2NOSas | yR
implementation surveys should occur. Retain monitoring by a certified archaeotogist

Chumash cultural resourceanitor during all Project activities. Consult with the State Historic
Preservation Officer in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act.

| SNB ¢S Ydzad Ffaz2 NBAGSNIYGS GKIG aOdzZ G dzNT €
& A U S & o échakolbdickl sies, Which can be identified from previous archaeological
documentation, cultural sites can only be identified through consultation with Chumash tribes,
bands, clans, and family groups. This information is generally closely held by belanees

and is not made available to the public, acaderor agencies. Exceptions, under confidential
conditions, can be made in order to protect these natural cultural resouttatso must be

noted thatthere are several Chumash tribes, bandsnsjand family groups associated with

the Project AreaThese tribal entities are not interchangeable and culture bearers in each tribal
group hold unique traditional knowledge relevant to cultural sites inRnagject AreaA list of
groups whose traditiondiomelands include th@roject Areacan be obtained from the Native
American Heritage Commission and additional Chumash community outréseéSection

1.F.4 of this lettex.

E. Protection of Soil and WateResources

The use of heavy equipment such asstitors skidders, and loadersan result in soil
disturbance and compaction and can damage neighboring vegetatimEA or Ekhould
evaluate methods to avoid damage to soil integrity through compaction, contact with heavy
equipment, and loss of ligr layer.

The EA or Ekhould also identify the steepness of all slopes inRhagect Areaand explain

how the extent and method of vegetation removal will differ to account for differences in slope
incline. Fuebreak construction on steep slopes andiparian areas and other wetlands should
be avoided.

Vegetationmanipulation and removalctivitiescaninvolve ground disturbance, which is
consequently likely tgenerate sediment and affect water qualifyhe EA or Ekhould
consider the following mitigation measures:

1 Reduce creation of sediment that may eventually be delivered to streams andfisarm
Identify all perennial and intermittent streams in tiRroject Area
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1 Document impacts to water quality and chanstlbilization.

9 Avoid or restore skid trails, which tend to channelize runoff and contribute to erosion,
sedimentation, andyullying.

1 Identify specific measures the agency will take to comply with Best Management
Practices. Analyze whether any vegetationblday 3 ¢Aff Ay ONBloaS SNERa
f2y3anNGSNY YR S@lIfdza S GKS Hedefsiyd 2F | ye f

F. Protection of ScenidResources

The fuelbreak should be designed to minimize impacts to scenic resoufbesentireProject

AreaisOK | NI OGO SNA T BIRA Kéa aKGSAAYR Ay G6SIANR e 202S0iGA GBS
Management Plan for the Los Padres National Foildst. EA or EIS should examine potential

impacts to the scenic integrity of the area.

G. Protection of Trees

The EA oEISshould disclose the extent of trees to be removed during fwebk construction
and/or maintenance. The Proposed Action should include Design Criteria that prohibits the
removal of trees abov&0¢ DBH If the removal of trees above this level is nedder fuel

break integrity, therthe EA or EIShould disclose the criteria that will be used to determine
whether particular trees are to be removed.

It should be noted that studies have shown that removal of large trees may be detrimental to
the goals of the Project. Bond et al. (2@)9ound that stands dominated by large trees burned
at lower severities than stands dominated by smaller trees. They state:

This result suggests that harvesting largered trees for fireseverity reduction
purposesds likely to be ineffective, and possibly counpeoductivel®

TheU.SForest Service should seek to mitigate any tree removal by planting trees in other
locations in theMt. PinosRanger District.

H. Invasive Species

The construction and maintenancé foiel breaks may lead to an increase in invasive plants in
the Project Aredhat, in turn, could spread to surrounding wildlands. Specifically,

Fuel manipulation can contribute to invasion by exotic plants. For example, fuel

breaks can act as invasive lwgays, carrying exotic species into uninfested

gAf RE I YRAD® b2NXIff& RSaAGNRBESR o0& aidl yRmNBLI
survive the lower fire severities in fuel breaks, resulting in source populations

L2AASR (2 AYy@IRS I R2FOSyld o0dz2NYSR aadasSaxo

84 Bond, M.L., D.H.ee, C.M. Bradley, and C.T. Hanson. 2009. Influence -fif@tece mortality on fire severity in
conifer forests of the San Bernardino Mountains, Califorfitee Open Forest Science Joyr2dll-47.
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Fuel maipulations such as fuel breaks can create favorable conditions for
nonnative weeds, increasing their movement into wildlands and building seed
sources capable of invading after .

Elsewhere, Keelestates:

Forests and shrublands, particularly in @atifa, have had a long history of
experimentation with different types of fuel breaks. They are constructed to

ONBIGS 60FNNASNE (2 FTANB ALINBIFIR FyR (G2 LINRO

suppression crews during wildfires. These activities havgdttential for

creating suitable sites for alien plant invasion, and invasion is closely tied to the
loss in overstory cover. In a recent study of 24 fuel breaks distributed throughout
California, alien plants constituted as much as 70% of the plant codetha
proportion of aliens varied significantly with distance to roads, fuel break age,
construction method, and maintenance frequency (Merriam et al. 2006). The
association of alien species with fuel breaks raises two critical concerns. One is
that the linear connectedness of these disturbance zones acts as corridors for
alien invasion into wildland areas. Another is that these zones of reduced fuels
produce lower temperatures and thus safe sites for alien propagules during
wildfires, ensuring survivorghiof seed banks (Keeley 2001, 2004b).
Gonsequently, following fires these fuel breaks represent a major source area for
alien invasion of adjacemtildlands!®®

Given the susceptibility of fublreaks to serve as vectors for invasive weeds,EA or EIS

should evaluate the ability and likelihood of all project activities to contribute to the spread of
invasive weedsThe EA or Ehould evaluate measures to minimize the introduction and
spreadof invasiveplantsand should be supported by a Noxious Weed Risk Assessment
something similar

|. Efficacy ofFuelBreaks

The EA or Ekhould include a comprehensive analysis on the efficacy of fuel breaks. There is a
considerable amount of disagreemt on the circumstances under which fuel breaks are
effective, and what results fuel breaks are and are not able to achieve under a variety of
weather conditiongdescribed in Section 1.A.3 of this lettefhe project analysis would benefit
from a frankdiscussion on these matters.

In light of the ongoing controversy surrounding the overall effectiveness of fuel breaks, and
with the potential environmental impacts of fuel breaks in mind, we continue to believe that

185 Keeley, J.E. 2003. Fire and invasive plants ifofddi ecosystemsrire Management63(2):1819.
186 Keeley, J.E. 2006. Fire management impacts on invasive plants in the western UnitedC8tatesvation
Biology 20(2):375384.
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the U.S. Forest Service should focugfterts on fuel treatments immediately adjacent to
A0 NHzZOGdzNBa Ay GKS 2! Led Ly FFHOGE GKS ! o{ ® C2NB

Effective fuel modification for reducing potential WUI fire losses need only occur
within a few tens of meters from a homeot hundreds of meters or more from

a home. This research indicates that home losses can be effectively reduced by
focusing mitigation efforts on the structure and its immediate surroundiigs.

J. Impacts ofMastication

The EA or Ehould evaluate the @tential adverse impacts caused by mastication and other
mechanical treatment of native vegetatiohhe EA or EEhould identifythe specific locations
within the Project Areavhere machine thinning, chippingnd mastication will be used. The
environmentl impacts associated with these methods should be thoroughly analyzed and the
results included ithe EA or EIS

K. Impactsand Efficacyf Thinning

The analysis must address the complex effects of thinning including tendencies to reduce and
increase fie hazardThe EA or Ehould disclose the scientific uncertainty surrounding fuel
reduction(described in Section 1.A.3 of this lettar)d fire behavioand should recognize that

vegetation treatments can increase fine fuel loads while removing theNB S X FTA NB T NB & A f
that arerelatively less prone to burn.

L. Benefits of Bark Beetles

Native insects work to thin trees, control crowding, reduce stress and lessen competition for
gL 0SSN YR ydzZiNASydGaod {2YS (fifgyddyesten BeTgood iora SOG K S
trees and forests, and in the long run produce as much or more tree growth.

Thinning is often recommended to control outbreaks of bark begbasthere is little direct
evidence that this worksThis seems to be recommended based on the presupposition that
thinning will increase tree vigor, which will in turn increase the ability for tteesard of
infestation by insects. Some scientists @auggested caution in using thinning to control bark
beetles as geographic and climactic variables may alter the effect. Hindmarch and Reid
(2001¥8found that thinned stands exhibited a higher attraction rate of mates by malgssof
pini, while femalesad longer egg galleries, more eggs per gallery and higher egg densities.
Warmer temperatures in thinned stands also contributed to a higher reproduction rate. The
number of males and females setting on logs was also higher in thinned stands.

187 Cohen, J.D. 1999. Reducing the Wildland Fire Threat to Homes: Wherearidug¢b? U.S. Forest Service Gen.
¢ SOK® wSLId t{2nD¢wnmTto O69EKAOAL o0

88 Hindmarch, T.D. and M.L. Reid. 2001. Forest thinning affects reproduction in pine engravers (Coleoptera:
Scolytidae) breeding in felled lodgepole pine treesvironmental Entomolog®0(5):919924.
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The ProjecDescription describes a need to reduce the basal area per acre below?120 ft

becausel KA a4 A& (GKS GKNBaAK2fR 020S gKAOK aidlyRa
F3a20AF0SR Y2NIlfAlGede ¢KAA adl (&WBicaiedph & | LILI
the Project Description. Howeveahe U.S. Forest Servicenotfully citing the findings by Oliver

(1995). The author of that study found that native beetles reduced stand density by only about
13-20% after ponderosa pine stands reached high standitielevels (greater than 120t

basal area per acre). Aftsuch areduction by native beetles, those stands gradually became

dense once againOliver (2005) again found that young ponderosa pine forests experienced

only a 17% reduction in basal area pere after stands became dense and that the forests
experienced lower mortality levels years after the initial beétiduced mortality Not only is

the potential reduction in stand density by native beetles not as dramatic as the public is being

led to bdieve, this reduction is part of a natural forest succession process.

Additionally, hinning could attractmore beetles to the area through the release of terpenes
from fresh wood chips, slash, or wounded green trees. If insect attack is a concethSthe
Forest Servicenust consider and disclose the factors that tend to attract insects and determine
whether thinning will make things better or worgethe EA or EIS

M. Benefits of Snags

The EA or Ehould discuss the retention of snags to benefidlife. It has long been known to
forest ecologists that standing dead trees (snags) are critical to forest ecosystems. Franklin et al
(198738 wrote:

At the time a tree dies, it has only partially fulfilled its potential ecological
function. In its deadorm, a tree continues to play numerous roles as it
influences surrounding organisms.

For example, Verner et al. (199®recommend at least 20ft2 per acre of basal area of large
snags, or about 8 large snags per acre on average, for su@&tleabita. Abundant large
snags are essential for spotted owls because owl prey species depend on them.

In addition,the EA or EIShould note that higher densities of snagmnerallydo not result in
higher fire intensity(or severity)or increased fire risksdetailedmore in Section 1.8 of this
letter. Bond et al. (20095 found no evidence that préire mortality influenced fire severity in

189 J.F. Franklin, H.H. Shugart, and M.E. Harmon. 198% Digath as an Ecological Process: The causes,
consequences, and variability of tree mortaliBioScience37(8):556556.

10verner, J., K.S. McKelvey, B.R. Noon, R.J. Gutiérrez, G.I. Gould Jr., and T.W. Beck. 1992. Assessment of the
current status of the 8lifornia spotted owl, with recommendations for management. In J. Verner, K.S.
McKelvey, B.R. Noon, R.J. Gutiérrez, G.I. Gould Jr., T.W. Beck, tech. coords. The California spotted owl: a
technical assessment of its current status. Gen. Tech. Rep-GIRAB3. Albany, CA: U.Borest Service
Pacific Southwest Research Statiog2@.

¥1Bond, M.L., D.E. Lee, C.M. Bradley, and C.T. Hanson. 2009. Influencéreftpge mortality on fire severity in
conifer forests of the San Bernardino Mountains, Califorfitee Open Forest Science Joyrddll-47.
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coniferous forests in the San Bernardino Mountaifise authors/ 2 1S G KI 0 G KSA NJ & NE
provide compelling evidencénat when fire does occur, stands with considerable tree mortality

due to drought and insects will not burn at higher severity than stands without significant tree
Y2NIFfAGeT SAGKSNJI. Mofe racéntStudiek Badelcorrdbedatédangse (1 S NIy €
findings®?while others have even found that areas with a large number of dead trees (due to
insectinduced mortality) may burn at lower severit§?

N. Wildfire Frequency

The EA or Ehould evaluate fire frequency in the area in and aroéndject Areaand
incorporate this and other recent studies regarding fire frequency and severity in southern
California forests. It should also include a fire history map of the area in and atioeifitoject
Area

O. Consisteay With Land Management Plan

The EA or Ehouldevaluate whether and howhe Projectis consistent with the standards,
guidelines, and desired conditions of the Land Management Plan for the Los Padres National
Forest.

P. Frequency of Treatments

TheProject Descriptionloes not describe whether the ageyplans omreentering these stands
at some point in the futur@ndrepeating vegetation removal or prescribed burning
treatments.The EA or Ehould disclose the frequency of retreatments, as well as thresholds
that will prompt retreatment.

Q. Hazard fee Guidelines

~

The Proposed Action states thatco 1 8 KS NBY2@Ft 2F KFETFNR GNBSa o
occur along roads, traijl€ampgroundsind landings to provide for safety pérsonnel and the

LJdzo fThe@E ér Ekhould disclose the critea used to determinavhich trees constitute a

safety hazardlIf the presence of dwarf mistletoe is to be used as a criterion, the EA or EIS

should disclose specific information about the amount, location, etc (i.e. at point does the

presence of dwarf migttoe in a particular tree make it be considered a hazard tree)

92Hart, S.J., T. Schoennagel, V@blen, and T.B. Chapman. 2015. Area burned in the western United States is
unaffected by recent mountain pine beetle outbreaks. PNRIR(14):437%4380. doi:
10.1073/pnas.1424037112

Hart, S.J. and D.L. Preston. 2020. Fire weather drives daily area burned and observations of fire behavior in

mountain pine beetle affected landscap&nvironmental Research Lettet$:054007.
doi.org/10.1088/17489326/ab7953

193 Meigs, G.W., H.$Zald, J.L. Campbell, W.S. Keeton, and R.E. Kennedy. 2016. Do insect outbreaks reduce the
severity of subsequent forest fire€hvironmental Researdtetters 11:045008d0i:10.1088/1748
9326/11/4/045008
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R. Economic Analysis

The EA or Ehould include a U.S. Forest Service cost estimate for any commercial tree
removal associated with this project. Such an estimate should include administrative costs
pertaining to analysis anobjections costs of timber sale preparation and administraticosts

of monitoring during and after implementation, per acre costs of slash piling and burning, per
acre costs of brush maintenance following thinning as a result of canopy reduction; the
projected timber sales receipts from the timber salestewardip contract and the total

volume of the timber sale (in board feet of sawtimber and/or tons of biomass).

S. Pile Burning and Prescribed Burning

Pile burning may cause patches of extreme soil heating to the point where soil characteristics
are changedThe EA or EIShould disclose the size and location of these patches atness
Project AreaPiles result in heavy, localized impacts to soil qualite. EA or Ehould also
evaluate the impacts of pile burning on solil structure and composition, asae/étle regrowth

OF LI oAfAGE 2F LIAESNModzZNYySR | NBIF ao

T. Impacts to Recreation Sites and Activities

As the Project Area includes two campgrounds, three trailheads, and three trails, the EA or EIS
needs to examine how the Proposed Action will affeesierecreation resources. Furthermore,

the Project Area is weknown to be a popular climbing destination. The climbing community

has expressed concern about how the use of heavy equipment and the removal of shade trees
may affect boulders used for climbingheEA or EIS should examine how the Proposed Action
and alternatives would affect this aspect of the recreational value of the Project Area.
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Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments thve Project Please provide us with all

future public noticesenvironmental documentsand decision documents related to this

project.

Sincerely,

B B

Bryant BakerMS
Conservation Director
Los Padres ForestWatch
PO Box 831
SantaBarbara, CA 93102

g)mfﬂ? (erpan o

Justin Augustine, JD

Senior Attorney

Center for Biological Diversity
1212 Broadway St., #3800
Oakland, CA 94612

M ot

Alicia Cordero

First Nations Program Officer
Wishtoyo Chumash Foundation
9452 Telephone Rd. #432
Ventura, CA 93004

Richard Halsey, MS
Director

California Chaparral Institute
PO Box 545

Escondido, CA 92033

Chad Hanson, PhD
Executive Director

John Muir Project of Earth Island Institute

PO Box 897
Big Bear City, CA 92314

e W

Mati Waiya

Executive Director

Wishtoyo Chumash Foundation
9452 Telephone Rd. #432
Ventura, CA 93004
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1

Graph from Hanson and Odion (2016) depicting the relationship between tree DBH ardé&réa dominant and cdominant trees in

ponderosa/Jeffrey pine (yellow pine) forests and meoediifer forests on the west side of the central and southern Sierra Nevada. The
6F RRSR FT2NJ Af f dz&a G NI G A @S TreckizNarBeins that INSaEDilen dveIPOgPelrs otk As S £ &
stated in Section 1.A of this letter, the growing conditions are likely poorer in the Project Area compared to sites trhrthevdata

NER fAYS

below were collected, meaning that trees in the Projeaamay be older relative to their diameter.
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Figure2

The species of dwarf mistletoArceuthobium campylopodunfound in the Project Area, here seen on a healthy Jeffrey pingffrey)
within the Project AreaArrows are pointing tA. campylopodunndividuals on various branches of the tree.
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Figure 3

Previously recorded fires within the 2016 Pine Fire perimeter. Data obtained from the FRAP database (Cal Fire).
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Figure 4

Fire severity distributin of the 2016 Pine Fire. Data obtained from the maljency MTBS program.
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Figure5

Vegetation type distribution of the area burned during the 2®i6e Fire. Data obtained from the CALVEG dataset, which is crosswalked
with the CWHR. Vegetation types based on bréexel CWHRIassifications.
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Figure6

Vegetation type distribution of the arsahatburnedat high severityduring the 2016 Pine Fir&/egetation @ta obtained from the
CALVEG dataset, whiclciesswalked with the CWHR. Vegetation types based on Heedl CWHR classificatiot$ighseverity fire

patches delineated using MTBS data.
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Figure7

Portion of the Project fea that was bulldozed to create a contingency line (thatwas never used for direct suppressiavdich has
undergone type conversion. Rather than native chaparral, which was dominate in this location prior to the mechanicahdstiirsa
now dominated by nomative cheatgras$B( tectorun). This and othemnifested areas are essentially springboards for the species to
spread across the Project Area as heavy equipment is used during implementation of the Proposed Action.
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Figure8

Vegetation type distribution of the araga and around the Riject Area. Data obtained from the CALVEG dataset, which is crosswalked
with the CWHR. Vegetation types based on brmaa| CWHRIassifications. Plot locations obtained frdmtp://vtm.berkeley.edu
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Figure9

Rectangles shown are tlsame size as historic VTM plots. These are not actual plots, but instead are used here hypothetically to
demonstrate the high likelihood that forest variability can be easily missed with only a single or even a few plots.plttentopld have
a hightree density, while the bottom plot would have no live trees and one snag despite occurring just feet away. Satellitecipictge d

the central portion of the Project Area.

Google Earth
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FigurelO

Map depicting future project o Pine Mountain (roughlihe same location as the Project Arethe blue area in the bottom left corner of
the map which was included in a Biological Evaluation for another proje&tigust 2018.
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Figure 1

California condor designated critical habitat withiretProject Area
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Figure 12

Overlap ofProject Area an€€SO HRCsa{culated as described in Section 1.FT2)e PAC data were obtained from the California Natural
Diversity Databaseai(/ b 5 2026).T
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Figurel3

Predictedhabitat (and suitabilityanking) for CSO in the Project Area. Data obtained from CDFW via the CNDDB (2020).
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Figure 4
Predicted habitat (and suitabilityanking) for northern goshawks in the Project Area. Data obtained from CDRWe@dNDDB (2020).
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Figure 15

Observation locations for fivid.S. Forest Service Sensitive plant species in and around the Project Area. Data obtained from the California
Consortium of Herbaria (2020).
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Figure b

SespeFrazier IRAvithin the Project Area
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Figure 17

Proposed wilderness additions within the Project Area.
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