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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON: HERGER-FEIN-
STEIN QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP FOREST
RECOVERY ACT

MONDAY, august 30, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FORESTS AND
FOREST HEALTH,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Redding, California

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9 a.m., in Redding
City Council Chambers, 1313 California Street, Redding, Cali-
fornia, Hon. Helen Chenoweth [chairman of the Subcommittee] pre-
siding.

Member present: Representative Chenoweth

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Subcommittee will come to order. The
Subcommittee is meeting here today to hear testimony on the
Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act. Mr.
Herger and I both want to thank you very much for making the
time to come here today, and I am deeply grateful to all of you for
participating in a historic event.

It is ironic that as I stepped out of my hotel today I smelled
smoke of some of the 150 reported forest fires burning in Northern
California. We also have new forest fires burning in Southern Cali-
fornia. All we hear about is the hurricane on the national news.

This is ironic because the very plan that we agreed on was de-
signed to deal more effectively with the problem of forest fires, yet
here we are, seven years later, and we are just beginning to imple-
ment the plan. I do not want to cast blame for this sad fact, and
both Congressman Herger and I want to discuss the future with
you. We want to discuss how to avoid the mistakes of the past and
get on with conducting the pilot project that you struggle to pro-
mote for the forests, the wildlife, the people, who live throughout
Northern California.

We want to discuss where things stand with implementation of
the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act.
We also want to discuss the recently issued record of decision as
directed by that Act and your plans to work together to get this
project started.

[The information may be found at the end of the hearing.]

[The Record of Decision follows]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Before we begin, though, congratulations are
in order. We are now at a place and time, after seven long years
for the Quincy Library Group, where the forest plan developed by
diverse members and personalities of a rural California community
can be legally implemented by your Federal Forest Service.

You have overcome substantial hurdles, and you put your heads
together and came up with a plan that worked for everyone in your
community. It worked for the ecologic integrity of the forest and
the species that rely on the forests, including the human species.

You overcame administrative hurdles and legislative hurdles,
tremendous hurdles. Your bill passed the House three times—once
329 to 1 and once unanimously. It passed the Senate once. It was
signed by the President. And I think this was the first major forest
management bill signed by this President.

Your forest plan was scrutinized in a nearly 500-page environ-
mental impact statement and a 16-page record of decision. Many
people inside and outside of the Forest Service did not want the
QLG plan to see the light of day, but many more did want to give
it a chance. And so we are here today.

That is because it is a plan that seeks to use man’s knowledge
and wherewithal to facilitate the ecological balance of forests that
belong to everyone. It’s a plan that acknowledges man’s desire to
provide an economic balance in the rural timber communities in
this part of Northern California.

It is a plan that recognizes that human beings are good, and that
we are not about destroying the forests that God has given us. It
also acknowledges that people are part of nature, and that some
parts of nature should also be left alone.

So I think that congratulations are in order. I want to, first, con-
gratulate my colleague Wally Herger. This Congressman has
worked tirelessly on your behalf, both inside Washington, DC and
outside. His energy is unbounded, and I am so very impressed. He
serves as an inspiration to me.

I want to also congratulate George Terhune, Linda Blum. I want
to congratulate Tom Nelson, and I want to congratulate Frank
Stewart. Congratulations Michael Jackson, and congratulations Bill
Coats, and one of my very favorite people, Rose Comstock. Con-
gratulations to the QLG members. Congratulations Brad Powell,
Kathryn Silverman, Mark Madrid, Steven Eubanks, and Dave Pe-
ters of the Forest Service. And congratulations to Mike Spear of the
Fish and Wildlife Service.

I also want to thank my colleague in the Senate, my senior Sen-
ator, Larry Craig, for the part that he has played in this. And I
want to thank California senior Senator Dianne Feinstein. You all
made this plan and have brought it here today, ready for imple-
mentation.

Now, I realize that it is a rare occasion that I congratulate people
in the Forest Service and in the Fish and Wildlife Service on the
same day. But you all deserve a piece of the credit for belonging
and bringing this community-based plan to a point where it can
now be implemented as a pilot project. It offers hope to those of us
who care deeply about balance in our national forests.

And while some of this hearing will focus on the specifics of the
EIS and the record of decision, I very much look forward to hearing
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about the future, hearing about how you all plan to work together
to make this project really finally happen and before this new cen-
tury begins. We want to see work on the ground.

After seven years of work, the Plumas, the Lassen, and the
Tahoe forests, and the species that depend on them, including—and
in my opinion, very, very importantly—the human species, deserve
nothing less than implementation this year.

Thank you all for coming, and now I turn to my colleague, Con-
gressman Herger, for his opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Chenoweth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mr. Herger and I thank you for making the time to come here today. We want
to discuss where things stand with the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group For-
est Recovery Act. We also want to discuss the recently issued Record of Decision
as directed by that Act, and your plans to work together to get this project started.

Before we begin, though, congratulations are in order. We are now at a place and
time, after seven long years for the Quincy Library Group, where the forest plan
developed by diverse members and personalities of a rural California community
CAN BE LEGALLY IMPLEMENTED BY YOUR FEDERAL FOREST SERVICE!

You have overcome substantial hurdles. You put your heads together and came
up with a plan that worked for everyone in your community. It worked for the
ecologic integrity of the forest and the species that rely on the forest—including
human beings.

You overcame administrative hurdles and legislative hurdles. Your bill passed the
House three times—once 429-1 and once unanimously. It passed the Senate once.
It was signed by the President. I think this was the first major forest management
bill signed by this President.

Your forest plan was scrutinized in a nearly 500 page Environmental Impact
Statement and a 16 page Record of decision. Many people inside and outside of the
Forest Service did not want the QLG plan to see the light of day, but many more
did want to give it a chance.

That is because it is a plan that seeks to use man’s knowledge and wherewithal
to facilitate the ecological balance of forests that belong to everyone. It is a plan
that acknowledges man’s desire to provide an economic balance in the rural timber
communities in this part of Northern California.

It is a plan that recognizes that human beings are good, that we are not about
destroying the forests that God has given us. It also acknowledges that people are
part of nature, but that some parts of nature should be left alone.

So I think that congratulations are in order. Congratulations Linda Blum. Con-
gratulations George Terhune. Congratulations Tom Nelson. Congratulations Frank
Stewart. Congratulations Mike Jackson. Congratulations Bill Coats. Congratulations
Rose Comstock. Congratulations QLG members. Congratulations Brad Powell, Kath-
ryn Silverman, Mark Madrid, Steven Eubanks and Dave Peters of the Forest Serv-
ice. Congratulations Mike Spear of the Fish and Wildlife Service. Congratulations
Wally Herger and Congratulations Senator Larry Craig and Senator Diane Fein-
stein. You all made this plan and have brought it here today—ready for implemen-
tation.

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, thank you for arranging this
hearing today on the Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act.
This legislation is a breakthrough for those of us interested in find-
ing bipartisan and cooperative solutions to forest management
issues. It has received the full support and backing of the forest
products industry, local environmentalists, labor, local officials, and
concerned citizens.

I'd like to take a moment to applaud Senator Dianne Feinstein
for taking on the challenge to support this legislation on behalf of
the people of Quincy and of California. I'd also like to thank her
for standing behind her principles to support the Quincy Library
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Group. Her assistance is reflective of the spirit of coming together
that epitomizes the QLG experience.

I would also like to thank the Forest Service for their hard work
in preparing this environmental impact statement, both the leader-
ship at the regional level and the staff who worked diligently on
the EIS. I commend them for supporting and selecting Alternative
2 in the face of opposition from certain extreme environmental or-
ganizations opposed to local consensus and collaboration. This is
the correct decision and is consistent with the intent of Congress
in overwhelmingly passing the Act.

I'd also like to express my deep appreciation to the Quincy Li-
brary Group. Focused on the realization that something had to be
done to remove the gridlock that has prevented responsible forest
management for the last 15 years, the members of the QLG set
aside their differences and worked together to develop local, con-
sensus-driven solutions. Through their hard work and dedication to
this project, they have demonstrated an immeasurable commitment
to improving the health and well-being of the communities and for-
ests in which they live and work.

The selection of Alternative 2 gets us one step closer to actual
implementation of this historic pilot project which is truly a win-
win for our forests and our communities. This project is good for
people, it is good for the environment, and it is good for the forests.

Currently, 39 million acres of our forests—western forests—are
at a frighteningly high risk of destruction from catastrophic fire. A
recently released Government Accounting Office report called west-
ern national forests a “tinderbox.” In some areas, our national for-
ests are two and three times denser than they were back in 1928.
Thick undergrowth, combined with increasingly taller layers of in-
{,)ern};:diate trees, has turned western forests into deadly fire time

ombs.

Now, when a fire starts, it quickly climbs up the dense tree
growth like a ladder until it tops out at the uppermost or crown
level of the forest and races out of control as a catastrophic fire.
Because of their high speed and intense heat, crown fires are noth-
ing like the normally healthy fires of the past, but have the capa-
bility of leaving an almost sterile environment in their wake with
almost no vegetation, wildlife, or habitat left behind.

This past week over 150 separate fire incidents, caused by more
than 3,000 lightning strikes, have raged throughout my Northern
California district, placing life and property at risk. This tragedy
shows the constant and imminent threat of wildfire devastation
facing our citizens and communities every day. It emphasizes what
the QLG has stressed all along—that we absolutely must address
this wildfire risk immediately.

And it emphasizes the need to implement a plan such as that
proposed by the Quincy Library Group on forests throughout the
west. Experts believe that the window of opportunity for taking ef-
fective management action is only about 10 to 25 years before cata-
strophic wildfires become widespread.

The Quincy Library Group proposal uses the best science avail-
able to address this impending wildfire threat, while providing eco-
nomic benefits to our struggling rural communities. It protects the
Federal forest lands. It protects owls and other animals. It has the
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best chance of producing a fire-resistant forest. It is the most bal-
anced alternative for community stability and jobs.

Although certain extreme organizations have misled the public
during the course of this debate, portraying the QLG project as a
logging bill and claiming that it would destroy owl habitat, in re-
ality, the project has always been about addressing the extreme
fire danger facing our rural communities and preserving our forest
ecosystems for future generations.

The possibility that owl habitat could be lost entirely because of
a devastating wildfire is too often overlooked. If we do not combat
this risk now, we might not have anything left to save.

We have a historic opportunity before us to prove, through tan-
gible, on-the-ground results, that economic stability and forest
health are not mutually exclusive. This decision is an important
first step. However, we must now put this EIS behind us and direct
our energies toward proper implementation of the pilot project. The
Forest Service must continue to collaborate with the QLG to ensure
that on-the-ground activities are conducted as Congress and the
QLG intended.

We must work to ensure that the activities are carried out on the
scale and at the pace and will provide the full economic and eco-
logical benefits envisioned. We must work to ensure that measures
are put into place on the ground to effectively eliminate any poten-
tial negative effects on livestock grazing. The Forest Service must
continue to place its good faith support behind the QLG proposal.

I believe the QLG project will provide the model for effective
management of our western forests. This plan represents an en-
tirely new approach to managing our national forests. It is history
in the making. It is also an opportunity to reinforce that local coali-
tions, not Washington bureaucracies, are best at deciding what will
work for their communities.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN COGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Madam Chairman, thank you for arranging this hearing today on the Quincy Li-
brary Group Forest Recovery Act. This legislation is a breakthrough for those of us
interested in finding bipartisan and cooperative solutions to forest management
issues. It has received the full support and backing of the forest products industry,
local environmentalists, labor, local officials and concerned citizens.

I would like to take a moment to applaud Senator Dianne Feinstein for taking
on the challenge to support this legislation on behalf of the people of Quincy. I
would also like to thank her for standing behind her principles to support the Quin-
cy Library Group. Her assistance is reflective of the spirit of coming together that
epitomizes the QLG experience.

I would also like to thank the Forest Service for their hard work in preparing this
Environmental Impact Statement—both the leadership at the Regional level and the
staff who worked diligently on the EIS. I commend them for supporting and select-
ing Alternative 2 in the face of opposition from certain extreme environmental orga-
nizations opposed to local consensus and collaboration. This is the correct decision
and is consistent with the intent of Congress in overwhelmingly passing the Act.

I would also like to express my deep appreciation to the Quincy Library Group.
Focused on the realization that something had to be done to remove the gridlock
that has prevented responsible forest management for the last 15 years, the mem-
bers of the QLG set aside their differences and worked together to develop local,
consensus-driven solutions. Through their hard work and dedication to this project,
they have demonstrated an immeasurable commitment to improving the health and
well-being of the communities and forests in which they live and work.
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The selection of Alternative 2 gets us one step closer to actual implementation of
this historic pilot project which is truly a win-win for our forests and our commu-
nities. This project is good for people, it is good for the environment, and it is good
for the forests.

Currently, 39 million acres of our western forests are at a frighteningly high risk
of destruction from catastrophic fire. A recently released Government Accounting
Office report called western National Forests a “tinderbox.” In some areas, our Na-
tional Forests are 2 to 3 times denser than they were in 1928. Thick undergrowth,
combined with increasingly taller layers of intermediate trees, has turned western
forests into deadly fire time bombs. Now, when a fire starts, it quickly climbs up
the dense tree growth like a ladder until it tops out at the uppermost, or “crown,”
level of the forest and races out of control as a catastrophic fire. Because of their
high speed and intense heat, “crown fires” are nothing like the normally healthy
fires of the past, but have the capability of leaving an almost sterile environment
in their wake with almost no vegetation, wildlife, or habitat left behind.

This past week, over 100 separate fire incidents, caused by more than 3,000 light-
ening strikes, have raged throughout my Northern California District, placing life
and property at great risk. This tragedy shows the constant and imminent threat
of wildfire devastation facing our citizens and communities every day. It emphasizes
what the QLG has stressed all along—that we absolutely must address this wildfire
risk immediately. And it emphasizes the need to implement a plan such as that pro-
posed by the Quincy Library Group on forests throughout the west. Experts believe
that the window of opportunity for taking effective management action is only about
10 to 25 years before catastrophic wildfires become widespread.

The Quincy Library Group proposal uses the best science available to address this
impending wildfire threat, while providing economic benefits to our struggling rural
communities. It protects the Federal forest land. It protects owls and other animals.
It has the best chance of producing a fire resistant forest. It is the most balanced
alternative for community stability and jobs. Although certain extreme organiza-
tions have misled the public during the course of this debate, portraying the QLG
project as a logging bill and claiming that it will destroy owl habitat, in reality, the
project has always been about addressing the extreme fire danger facing our rural
communities and preserving our forest ecosystems for future generations. The possi-
bility that owl habitat could be lost entirely because of a devastating wildfire is too
often overlooked. If we do not combat this risk now, we might not have anything
left to save.

We have a historic opportunity before us to prove through tangible, on-the-ground
results that economic stability and forest health are NOT mutually exclusive. This
Decision is an important first step. However, we must now put this EIS behind us
and direct our energies toward proper implementation of the pilot project. The For-
est Service must continue to collaborate with the QLG to ensure that on-the-ground
activities are conducted as Congress and the QLG intended. We must work to en-
sure that the activities are carried out on the scale and at the pace that will provide
the full economic and ecological benefits envisioned. We must work to ensure that
measures are put into place on the ground to effectively eliminate any potential neg-
ative effects on livestock grazing. The Forest Service must continue to place its
good-faith support behind the QLG proposal.

I believe the QLG project will provide THE model for effective management of our
western forests. This plan represents an entirely new approach to managing our Na-
tional Forests. It is history in the making. It is also an opportunity to reinforce that
local coalitions, not Washington bureaucracies, are best at deciding what will work
for their communities.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

It is my privilege to be able to introduce our first panel now. Mr.
Mike Jackson will be joining us first from the Quincy Library
Group Steering Committee, Quincy, California; Mr. George Ter-
hune, Quincy Library Group Steering Committee, also from Quin-
cy, California; accompanied by Linda Blum of the Quincy Library
Group, and Mr. Ed Murphy of Sierra Pacific Industries.

As explained in our first hearing, it is the intention of the Chair-
man to place all witnesses under oath. This is a formality of the
committee that is meant to assure open and honest discussion and
should not affect the testimony given by the witnesses.
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I believe that all of the witnesses were informed of this before
appearing here today, and that you all have been provided a copy
of the committee rules.

Now, if you will just please stand and raise your right arm to the
square.

[Witnesses sworn.]

The Chairman now recognizes Mr. Mike Jackson for testimony.

STATEMENT OF MIKE JACKSON, QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP
STEERING COMMITTEE, QUINCY, CALIFORNIA

Mr. JACKSON. Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth. The words that
you have spoken, the words that Congressman Herger have spo-
ken, basically make all of the time worthwhile. And I really want
to thank you for the steadfastness of your support and personal in-
structions that you have given each and every one of our members.

It is a great honor to return to testify before this Subcommittee
of Congress. The opportunity to participate in the noble experiment
that is the subject of this hearing has been one of my most ful-
filling personal experiences. While not all of the moments of the
last seven years have been pain-free, basically I believe that de-
mocracy and law can work, and that the Quincy Library Group ex-
perience proves that fact.

Since George Terhune is also testifying, and since Linda and Ed
are here to answer questions, they will cover the substantive parts
of the Quincy program for you. But I feel free to limit my com-
ments to the seven-year process of the program.

When we first set down to attempt to find common ground, we
actually thought the source of the problems confronting our com-
munities was local. We were wrong. While there were, and are, val-
ues and beliefs in the community that are different, those legiti-
mate differences are not the source of the almost violent differences
between the people of the west.

The substantive differences are more about means than ends,
and the problems dividing us can be solved. The lack of scientific
certainty about public land ecosystems will always leave room for
different views about proper management, but there is no excuse
for the present management paralysis.

The land has needs, the people who live in it have needs, and
the great urban communities of the west have needs. How can they
all be reconciled?

For the Quincy program, the Congress and the Forest Service
have established a balance between these needs and the health of
the forest. I still believe that that balance is approximately correct
and feel validated by the Forest Service decision to proceed. I look
forward to the monitoring and analysis that will finally tell us who
was right and who was wrong about this particular solution to our
problems in the Northern Sierra Nevada.

But today, because I think it will be instructive, I would like to
talk about a tale of two cities—one small and rural, one large and
urban. Quincy and San Francisco have a relationship much like
rural and urban communities in the rest of the west. San Francisco
is very liberal; Quincy is mostly conservative. San Francisco is very
rich; Quincy is quite poor. San Francisco is politically powerful,
Quincy is almost unknown in California and Washington, DC.
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Most of San Francisco’s property is private; most of the area
around Quincy is national forest. Over the last 150 years, most of
the damage in the local national forests have been done by San
Francisco corporations and citizens. The mining and lumber indus-
tries were centered in San Francisco, and most of the profit from
mining, logging, and agriculture has traditionally gone to San
Francisco, in much the same way resources overseas have gone to
the colonial power, not to the local people.

A quick comparison shows the power imbalance. San Francisco
gets its water from Yosemite National Park, from the flooded Hetch
Hetchy Valley. Quincy pumps local groundwater. San Francisco
gets its power from Yosemite National Park as well, and a San
Francisco corporation—PG&E—has dammed and destroyed all of
the rivers of the Sierra Nevada for urban shareholder profit. Quin-
cy gets part of its power from PG&E and part from a rural electric
cooperative.

San Francisco controls another national park, the Presidio, with
absolute local control. A private corporation rents commercial space
to, among others, the Wilderness Society and the George Lucas
Corporation. No one else in America gets any say in the manage-
ment of this national park, and there is no opportunity for input
since this operation was exempted from NEPA. Quincy has plowed
ahead within all applicable laws and with thorough NEPA review.

So why are there two sets of rules about public land? Why is San
Francisco allowed to destroy major parts of two national parks with
not a word from the Wilderness Society and the Sierra Club? But
Quincy is accused of demanding local control of the nearby forests.

For the last seven years, I have been trying to understand what
seems to be a double standard. Now that our program is through
the hurdles placed in front of it by the San Francisco-based Sierra
Club and Wilderness Society, I am still not completely sure why
there is two sets of rules. All people are capable of hypocrisy, and
I have certainly been guilty of it myself at times. But why can’t the
San Franciscans see it in themselves?

I think this is because this urban/rural debate is not about the
environment. It’s about power. The colonial attitude of the urban
environmental movement is not new to San Franciscans, and the
disrespect that the elitist movement types have for rural people
would exist no matter what people in Quincy do now or in the fu-
ture. There will never be a sharing of responsibility and authority
as long as the movement is more important than either the local
people or the environment.

The experience of the Quincy Library Group is different for every
member. For me, the experience has taught me lifetime lessons.
Some of them have been bitter, indeed, but most have touched my
heart and thrilled my mind. Democracy works. The constitutional
right to peaceably assembly with anyone of our choice to petition
our government to redress our grievances is not just old dead
words. These guarantees live today, and on behalf of my commu-
nity I wish to thank the many great Americans who have gone out
of their way to help us.

First, I want to thank President Clinton for motivating us at the
Northwest Forest Summit in Portland in 1993 when he told all of
us to get out of the courtroom and work out these problems. Next,
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I want to thank Congressman Herger and Senator Feinstein, both
of whom have been brave and steadfast in our support under in-
tense pressure from their own natural constituencies. I want to
thank Congressmen Don Young and Sherwood Boehlert and Sen-
ators Craig, Lott, Murkowski, Gorton, Daschle, Reid, and Bumpers
for their help and inspiration.

I also want to thank hundreds of government employees in the
Agriculture, Interior, and Energy Departments with whom I have
worked.

I believe that America enters the 21st century a great and proud
nation, with capable and compassionate leadership in both parties
and in government service. Lastly, I want to thank the members
of this Subcommittee and the full Committee for your time and
consideration.

I have only one further request for your consideration. When the
next group of citizens comes forward, please give them the same
time and consideration that you have given to us. You have proven
to me that this is still a government of the people, by the people,
and for the people.

Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth, for your service and for your
willingness to consider our new ideas.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jackson follows:]

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL B. JACKSON, ATTORNEY AT LAw, 429 WEST MAIN STREET,
QUINCY, CALIFORNIA

It is a great honor to return to testify before this Committee of Congress. The op-
portunity to participate in the noble experiment that is the subject of this hearing
has been one of my most fulfilling personal experiences. While not all the moments
of the last seven years have been pain-free, basically I believe that democracy and
law can work, and the Quincy Library Group experience proves that fact.

Since George Terhune is also testifying before the Subcommittee today, and will
cover the substantive parts of the Quincy program for you, I feel free to limit my
comments to the seven year process of the program. When we first sat down to at-
tempt to find common ground, we actually thought the source of the problems con-
fronting our communities was local. We were wrong. While there were, and are, val-
ues and beliefs that are different, those legitimatedifferences are not the source of
the almost violent differences between the people of the West. The substantive dif-
ferences are more about means than ends, and the problems dividing us can be
solved. The lack of scientific certainty about public land ecosystems will always
leave room for different views about proper management, but there is no excuse for
the present management paralysis. The land has needs, the people who live in it
have needs, and the great urban communities of the West have needs. How can they
all be reconciled?

For the Quincy program, the Congress and the Forest Service have established
a balance between these needs and the health of the forest. I still believe that bal-
ance is approximately correct and feel validated by the Forest Service decision to
proceed. I look forward to the monitoring and analysis that will finally tell us who
was right and who was wrong about this particular solution to our problems in the
Northern Sierra Nevada.

But today, because I think it will be instructive, I would like to talk about a tale
of two cities, one small and rural, one large and urban. Quincy and San Francisco
have a relationship much like rural and urban communities in the rest of the West.
San Francisco is very liberal, Quincy is mostly conservative. San Francisco is very
rich, Quincy is quite poor. San Francisco is politically powerful, Quincy is almost
completely unknown in California and Washington. Most of San Francisco’s property
is private, most of the area around Quincy is national forest.

Over the last 150 years, most of the damage in the national forest has been done
by San Francisco corporations and citizens. The mining and lumber industries were
centered in San Francisco, and most of the profit from mining, logging and agri-
culture has traditionally gone to San Francisco in much the same way resources
overseas have gone to the colonial power, not to the local people.



10

A quick comparison shows the power imbalance. San Francisco gets its water from
Yosemite National Park, from the flooded Hetch Hetchy Valley. Quincy pumps local
groundwater. San Francisco gets its power from Yosemite National Park as well,
and a San Francisco corporation, PG&E, has dammed and destroyed all the rivers
of the Sierra Nevada for urban shareholder profit. Quincy gets part of its power
from PG&E and part from a rural electric cooperative. San Francisco controls an-
other national park, the Presidio, with absolute local control. A private corporation
rents commercial space to, among others, the Wilderness Society and the George
Lucas corporation. No one else in America gets any say in the management of this
national park and there is no opportunity for input since this operation was exempt-
ed from NEPA. Quincy has plowed ahead, within all applicable laws and with thor-
ough NEPA review.

So why are there two sets of rules about public land? Why is San Francisco al-
lowed to destroy major parts of two national parks with not a word from the Wilder-
ness Society and the Sierra Club, but Quincy is accused of “demanding local control”
of the nearby forests? For the last seven years, I have been trying to understand
what seems to be a double standard. Now that our program is through the hurdles
placed in front of it by the San Francisco-based Sierra Club and Wilderness Society,
I am still not completely sure. All people are capable of hypocrisy and I have cer-
ta{nly?been guilty myself at times, but why can’t the San Franciscans see it in them-
selves?

I think it is because this urban-rural debate is not about the environment, it is
about power. The colonial attitude of the urban environmental movement is not new
to San Franciscans, and the disrespect that the elitist “movement” types have for
rural people would exist no matter what people in Quincy do now or in the future.
There never will be a sharing of responsibility and authority as long as the “move-
ment” is more important that either local people or the environment.

The experience of the Quincy Library Group is different for every member. For
me, the experience has taught me lifetime lessons. Some of them have been bitter
indeed. But most have touched my heart and thrilled my mind. Democracy works.
The Constitutional right to peaceably assemble with anyone of our choice to petition
our government to redress our grievances is not just old dead words. These guaran-
tees live today, and on behalf of my community I wish to thank many great Ameri-
cans who have gone out of their way to help us.

First, I want to thank President Clinton for motivating us at the Northwest For-
est Summit in Portland in 1993 when he told all of us to get out of the courtroom
and work out these problems. Next I want to thank Congressman Herger and Sen-
ator Feinstein, both of whom have been brave and steadfast in our support under
intense pressure from their own natural constituencies. I want to thank Congress-
men Don Young and Sherwood Boehlert and Senators Craig, Lott, Murkowski, Gor-
ton, Daschle, Reid and Bumpers for their help and inspiration.

I also want to thank hundreds of government employees in the Agriculture, Inte-
rior and Energy Departments with whom I have worked.

I believe that America enters the 21st century a great and proud nation, with ca-
pable and compassionate leadership in both parties and in government service.
Lastly I want to thank the members of this Subcommittee and the full Committee
for your time and consideration. I have only one further request for your consider-
ation. When the next group of citizens comes forward, please give them the same
time and consideration that you have given to us. You have proven to me that this
is still a government of the people, by the people, and for the people.

Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth, for your service and for your willingness to
consider our new ideas.

BIOGRAPHIOCAL SKETCH MICHAEL B. JACKSON

Michael Jackson graduated from the University of California, Hastings College of
the Law, in 1972. He practices water and environmental law and has represented
environmental groups and local government agencies in many state and Federal ac-
tions, including State Water Resources Control Board hearings on the Bay Delta
and many California rivers. Mr. Jackson is currently Water Attorney for the Re-
gional Council of Rural Counties, a coalition of 27 rural California counties. He is
also Special Water Counsel for Plumas County.

Mr. Jackson is a co-founder of the Quincy Library Group, a community collabo-
rative effort designed to balance environmental health and economic recovery in
Plumas, Lassen, and Sierra counties. He has been a lecturer and seminar partici-
pant for many American universities and for several private policy foundations on
the subjects of natural resources, water, and the environment.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Jackson, for that outstanding
testimony.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Terhune.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE TERHUNE, QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP
STEERING COMMITTEE, QUINCY, CALIFORNIA, ACCOM-
PANIED BY LINDA BLUM, QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP, AND
TOM NELSON, QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP, CALIFORNIA

Mr. TERHUNE. Chairman Chenoweth, Congressman Herger, I am
George Terhune, a retired airline pilot, and co-chairman of the
QLG Pilot Project Consultation Committee. Thank you for this op-
portunity to address your Committee on behalf of our committee.

At this point, QLG is most interested in two things—successful
implementation of the pilot project and a reasonable outcome to the
Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment EIS now being developed
in the Sierra Nevada conservation framework.

Regarding the pilot project, we first want to express our profound
gratitude and admiration to Congressman Herger and his staff, to
Senator Feinstein and her staff, and to this Committee and its
staff, for their continuous rock-solid support during the two and a
half years it took to enact the legislation and obtain a Forest Serv-
ice decision to implement it.

QLG supports the decision to adopt Alternative 2 and will work
diligently to help assure that it is implemented correctly and in a
cost-effective manner. However, we must point out that this was a
good decision but reached by some questionable processes that do
need to be corrected.

In my written testimony there are several specifics. At this time,
I just want to emphasize two problem areas that were changes
made by the Forest Service at the last minute.

First, they decided to implement a mitigation instead of following
the California spotted owl guidelines that are specified in the Act.
This mitigation says that activities will “completely avoid suitable
California spotted owl habitat, including nesting habitat and for-
aging habitat.”

QLG does believe it would have been preferable to implement the
guidelines as required by the Act, and that the substitute mitiga-
tion is very likely to introduce some problems because there are no
rigorous definitions provided for “suitable California spotted owl
habitat or nesting habitat or foraging habitat.”

And the wording implies that additional habitat other than nest-
ing and foraging habitat is included in the prohibition. At the very
least, we believe that the proper definition should be supplied and
that the mitigation should be changed to say that the projects will
avoid just the nesting and foraging habitat, because we believe that
fvas the intention and the ambiguous wording might cause prob-
ems.

The second change has to do with the limited operating periods—
they are called LOPs—which are periods where activity is re-
stricted in an area due to the presence of a rare animal or a bird
at a sensitive time of its life cycle. Twelve species are on the list,
and for 11 of them the LOP seems reasonable.

For example, for a sandhill crane it limits activity within half a
mile of known nesting sites from April 1st through August 1st.
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However, for the 12th species on the list, the California red-legged
frog, the LOP applies to “all unsurveyed and occupied suitable
habitat, starting on October 1st or with the first quarter-inch rain
of the season and continuing until April 15th of the following year.”

That is potentially a very long shutdown period. It is over very
large areas where these frogs are almost certain not to exist at all.

The concern about this—I called and talked to Dave Peters about
it briefly, and apparently some survey of this nature is already
done routinely for projects. The problem is that this was listed in
the final EIS as an amended forest plan direction, which indicates
that there is something beyond that intended by it, a more com-
prehensive requirement for the surveys than what we believe
would be warranted.

We believe that this LOP should be changed, at least to be as
site-specific as possible, and that it should be related to actual
known locations of these frogs, not to all unsurveyed potential
habitat.

I would also like to put in a few words here about the fires re-
cently experienced and still going on. It is too early at this time to
determine whether one fuel reduction strategy or another would
have worked better in this situation.

What we do know is that at least for the Plumas and Lassen for-
ests we were very lucky. In many places it was only the relatively
calm winds that saved us from catastrophe. The most worrisome
thing about the situation we actually faced was an almost imme-
diate indication that Forest Service suppression capability was
stretched pretty much to its limit. There was no capability appar-
ent to be able to handle wind-driven fires if the wind had come up.

The decisive advantage of fuel breaks is that in a bad fire situa-
tion the effectiveness of suppression forces is greatly increased.
Now, we don’t know at this time how well they will work, until the
fuel break network is actually in place. So our job now is to imple-
ment the pilot project and monitor it closely to find out how well
this will work in a truly potential catastrophic situation.

Now, I have saved one subject, perhaps the most important one,
for last. The pilot project cannot succeed unless it continues to be
supported by earmarked funding to carry it out in full. On this sub-
ject, it is important to note that the final EIS shows that imple-
mentation of Alternative 2 will greatly improve the ratio of Federal
revenues of Federal costs and hugely increase both direct and sec-
ondary economic activity in the QLG area. Frank Stewart will be
addressing this subject in more detail later.

But when you add the Federal and local economic benefits to the
reduction in fire hazard, the improvements in forest health, and
the previously unavailable information that this pilot project will
give us, we believe it’s a win-win-win-win-win situation, and we,
therefore, ask you to continue your strong support for the pilot
project, and that you continue to monitor it closely, and that you
recommend its continued funding for the entire five years.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Terhune follows:]



13

Testimony of
George Terhune, member of the Quincy Library Group Steering Committee
before the
House Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health.

Redding, California, August 30, 1999,

Chairman Chenoweth and Members of the Committee,

1 have the honor of submitting written testimony that represents the combined input of the -
members of our Pilot Project Consultation Committee on behalf of the Quincy Library Group.
My verbal statement will summarize and perhaps give additional emphasis to the main points of
this written statement.

The two processes of greatest current interest for QLG are successful implementation of the
Herger-Feinstein QLG Forest Recovery Act through the Pilot Project established by that Act, and
areasonable outcome of the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment EIS now being developed by
Region 5 in the Sierra Nevada Conservation Framework

Regarding the Pilot Project, we first want to express our profound gratitude and admiration to
Mr. Herger and his staff, to Senator Feinstein and her staff, and to this Comumittee and its staff,
for their continuous rock-solid support during the two and a half years it took to enact the
legislation and obtain a Forest Service decision to implement it.

At the risk of being unfair to other staff members, we wish to single out Duane Gibson, of the
Resources Committee staff, for our particular thanks. Duane was in on this at the beginning, and
be has never wavered in his readiness and ability to answer our questions and to suggest
appropriate responses to the many roadblocks and detours that appeared along the way,

Within the last few months Mr. Herger, his staff, and Committee staff were directly involved in
crucial discussions, without which no alternative in the Draft EIS would have represented both
the Act as written and Congressional intent for its implementation. The result of those
discussions was that the Forest Service made a small but essential revision to Alternative 2, so
that it would conform to both the text of the Act and the clearly expressed expectation of the
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, that no scheduled timber harvest or road
building would occur in late-successional old growth stands, wherever they were encountered
during implementation of the Pilot Project.

Then within the last few weeks Senator Feinstein and her staff made heroic efforts to keep
Alternative 2 alive, with the result that it was eventually adopted in a form that we believe
provides an acceptable implementation of the Act as intended by Congress.

The Record of Decision adopts Alternative 2 in a version that very nearly itplements all
provisions of the Act. QLG supports this decision and will work diligently to help assure its
successful implementation. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was a great
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improvement over the Draft EIS, in that the FEIS adds Chapter 6, “Monitoring Strategy,” which
is an indispensable element of any pilot project, but was missing from the Draft EIS.

However, we must also point out that this was a good decision reached by some questionable
processes that need to be corrected. Much of my testimony will deal with aspects of the EIS
process that we think merit the attention of this Committee as you oversee implementation of the
Pilot Project and other Forest Service programs.

Problems with the EIS.

1. The first problem with the HFQLG EIS process was very inefficient time management, It
took the Forest Service about 60 days just to publish a Notice of Intent. It is not as if the Pilot
Project jumped up unexpectedly at the last minute. Its major provisions had been clearly defined
in the House version of the bill for at least a year and a half before the Act became law. After the
NOI was published, public meetings were held, but for months it seemed to us they were
structured more to avoid problem-solving processes than to engage in them. If better use had
been made of opportunities for real consultation with the public, with QLG, with other interested
parties, and with experts in the varions fields of interest, we believe some of the last minute
scrambling to deal with major problems could have been avoided. For example, very early in the
process QLG requested the Forest Service to cooperate in setting up seminars or workshops with
prominent scientists and other specialists, but the Forest Service expressed little interest and
claimed it had no-capability to be involved in that endeavor. Review of the Draft EIS by experts
outside the EIS team, and by other agencies such as the Fish and Wildlife Service, did not seem
to take place until very late in the process. When they did take place, the reviews we are aware of
seemed to have been so rushed by earlier delays and the impending deadline that reviewers
sometimes showed insufficient familiarity with all pertinent information.

2. We do not believe the Forest Service made good use of other expert help that was available to
it. For example, there is a well-established body of expertise, referenced in the Sierra Nevada
Ecosystem Project (SNEP) report and elsewhere, on the modeling of fire effects and changes in
fire behavior in response to different fuel conditions in forest land. However, the work of only
one person was actually referenced and used in the DEIS analysis of fire effects. That work
consisted of just two computer simulations. One of them was with relatively small fires on
"artificial” flat terrain with uniform fuel loading and without any suppression attempted. The
other simulation was done on "real” terrain, but again without any suppression attempted. This
second exercise was with somewhat larger fires (still only about 7,000 acres maximum), but only
one of the locations produced results the experimenter thought were significant. The net result
was that virtually all conclusions in the EIS regarding the strategic advantage of one fuel
treatment pattern over another were based either on too-small fires on artificial terrain, or on one
run of one computer simulation for each of the two treatment patterns being evaluated, at about
one-third the significant fire size and without any effect on suppression capability being
considered.

3. Many of the other resource management planning models that were used to analyze and
evaluate potential environmental consequences in the DEIS seem inappropriately applied to the
pilot project. The modeis for predicting air pollution emissions from prescribed burns, for visual
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quality impacts, and cumuiative watershed effects were originally developed to evaluate
intensive, even-aged timber management schemes. Judging by the mitigations suggested (spring
burning, burning in piles, “Oregon curtain™ view strips along roads, etc.), it seems clear that the
analytical models used in the DEIS were not integrated well enough to consider the ecological
consequences of employing single-minded mitigation measures. Furthermore, these models
were inappropriately applied in that all of them seemed to presume that “disturbance” of any sort
would be inherently adverse — an inaccurate and inappropriate assumption for the QLG area’s
fire-adapted forest ecosysterns. Even where an analysis showed beneficial effects of an activity,
such as with the rebuilding or relocation of roads and the maintenance or roads, these activities
were lumped together with new road building, and labeled simply “disturbance.” There was no
distinction between building new roads and relocating badly designed old roads; they were
evaluated as equally “disturbing” and described as an adverse effect. As a result of employing
obsolete models and evaluating them badly, both the Draft EIS and the Final FIS missed chances
to consider and employ comprebensive, ecologically sound management solutions.

4. Forest Service methods for evaluating management success are outdated and inappropriately
applied. Accomplishments continue to be reported largely in board feet of lumber output.
Cumulative watershed effects are considered and reported largely in terms of Equivalent Roaded
Acres, 2 measure that never was very good, is even less useful now, and in any case has not been
properly applied and updated even it its own terms. An assumption was made that Pilot Project
activity would require the same amount of new road construction that historically was done to
support conventional logging. That assumption is not consistent with the fact that the Pilot
Project will be implemented on areas already heavily roaded, and that the Defensible Fuel Profile
Zones (DFPZs) specified in the Act will almost entirely be constructed along existing roads.

The effect of continuing to employ obsolete concepts and methods showed up most clearly at the
very end of the EIS process, when every other consideration was over-shadowed by namrowly
defined differences in spotted owl guidelines. At every opportunity, Forest Service experts
deplore “single species management,” but Forest Service managers could not seem to find any
other concept to guide their decision making.

5. A significant change was made between the version of Alternative 2 presented in the Draft
EIS and the version adapted in the Record of Decision. The Act specifically requires the Pilot
Project to comply with the California Spotted Owl Sierran Province Interim Guidelines (CASPO
Guidelines) or the subsequently issued guidelines, whichever are in effect. The Record of
Decision drops that requirernent of the Act, and substitutes a site-specific mitigation, which says
that Pilot Project activities “...will be designed and implemented to completely avoid snitable
California spotted ow] habitat, including nesting habitat and foraging habitat." QLG believes it
would have been preferable to implement the CASPO Guidelines as required by the act, and that
the mitigation substituted for the CASPO Guidelines is very likely to introduce problems,
because: .
(1) Neither the Record of Decision nor the Final EIS provides definitions of "suitable California
spotted owl habitat," “nesting babitat," or "foraging habitat." [ moving target }

(2) The wording of the mitigation implies that additional habitat, other than nesting and foraging
habitat, must be avoided, which we do not believe is the sense intended, nor was it the sense of
earlier drafts of this concept that were floated in a different context, and in any case such an
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interpretation would not be justified.

(3) This whole section of the Record of Decision implies, incorrectly we believe, that it is a
viable management strategy to stay completely out of all habitat that a spotted owl might use,
whether nesting or foraging or neither.

At the very least, definitions of “suitable nesting habitat™ and “suitable foraging habitat”should
be provided, and the mitigation should be changed to read “At the site-specific project level,
defensible fuel profile zones, group selection harvest areas, and individual tree selection harvest
areas will be designed and implemented to completely avoid suitable California spotted ow]
nesting and foraging habitat,” -

6. The Record of Decision includes a new provision not contemplated in the Draft EIS.
“Limited operating periods would be applied to unsurveyed habitat considered to be suitable for
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species; and to habitat considered suitable for any species
for which viability may be a concern.” In our view that is a vast unwarranted expansion of the
Limited operating period (LOP) concept, which was not properly noticed to the public, is not
supported by science, and is not clearly enough defined to be acceptable forest management
direction. “Applied to unsurveyed habitat” could be interpreted to mean that large areas should
be placed off limits to management for much of the working season, whether or not it was ever
actually used by the wildlife in question. Applying this provision to “habitat considered to be
suitable for any species for which viability may be a concern” is an open-ended license, either
for the Forest Service to shut down all management anywhere, or for opponents of the Pilot
Project to appeal and litigate all individual projects everywhere.

Below is a copy of Table 2.3 (pg 2-8) from the Final EIS.

Species Location Limited Operating Period
Bald eagle Within designated territories November 1 through Angust 31
Bald eagle Winter roosts November 1 through March 1
Peregrine falcon Within designated territories February | through August 31
California spotted owl Within 1/4 mile of PACboundary | March 1 through August 31
Goshawk Within 1/4 mile of territory March 1 through September 15
Marten den ‘Within 1/2 mile of known sites May 1 through Auvgust 1

Fisher den Within 172 mile of known sites March I through July 1
Wolverine den Withia 1/2 mile of known sites February 1 through June 1
Sierra Nevada red fox dens Within 1/2 mile of known sites February 1 throngh July 1
Sandhill crane Within 1/2 mile of known sites Aprit 1 through August 1

Great gray owl Within 1/2 mile of known sites March I through August 31
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The Sierra Nevada Conservation Framework and Forest Plan Amendment EIS.

While QLG has necessarily put its greatest effort into seeing that the HFQLG Pilot Project is
properly initiated, we have also participated in every aspect of the Conservation Framework to
date, We responded when the Sierra Nevada Science Review was first published over a yeat ago,
we responded again to the Notice of Intent for the Forest Plan Amendment EIS, we have
participated in numerous public meetings at local and regional levels regarding development of
the EIS, and we will certainly respond in detail to the Draft EIS when it is published, We believe
that the HFQLG Act bas already produced its first useful results, in that several issues of regional
interest have been given sharper focus by the necessity to deal with them in the Pilot Project EIS.
Among these issues are strategic fuel reduction for improved fire protection, protection and long
term regeneration of old growth forest, riparian area protection and restoration for improved
aquarian habitat and water quality, and sustained yield of benefits specified by law and
regulation, such as forest-related products, recreation, and other aesthetic values.

Over all is the urgent need to integrate these issues in a management plan that addresses the
major forest health and community stability problems at appropriate scope, scale, and pace. We
do not claim that the HFQLG project should simply be replicated at regional scale, but we do
believe that the issues of priority, scope, scale, and pace must be addressed in the Sierra Nevada
Forest Plan Amendment EIS, and we will attempt to inject those issues into the Regional effort at
every opportunity.

‘Was the Act necessary?

This question arose when the QLG Bill was first introduced by Mr. Herger, and it has been
raised numerous times since then: Was it necessary to have the HFQLG Act, or could the QLG
Proposal (or some equivalent pilot project) have been implemented adequately through
administrative action alone, under pre-existing law?

The short answer is that in theory an equivalent pilot project could have been implemented under
pre-existing law, but iz practice it never would have happened. As evidence of that, we simply
point to the great difficulty that we and M, Herger and Senator Feinstein and Congressional staff
have had in persuading the Forest Service just to specify and then decide upon an alternative that
would actually implement the Act as written, (or at least very nearly as written), with regard for
the clearly expressed Congressional intent as to how it shouid be done.

In reporting the HFQLG Bill with a “do pass” recommendation, the Senate Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources said “...legislation should not be necessary to accommodate
thoughtful consensus-based approaches to Federal land management...” QLG agrees with that
theory, but has found in practice that the Forest Service bureaucracy does not — perhaps can not -
- respond to such approaches, and in fact responds only reluctantly when there is directive
legislation. Therefore we believe Congress should reconsider the conclusion of the Senate
committee, that “Therefore the committee does not anticipate reporting any additional legislation
initiative comparable to the Quincy Library Bill.” Instead of foreclosing other initiatives or
waiting five years for the HFQLG results to be known, we believe that other such initiatives
should be considered on their own merits, and if further instances are found whete new
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approaches are necessary but cannot be implemented by standard Forest Service procedures, that
would be very good evidence that those procedures need to be updated and reformed at their
roots,

Continued Congressional Oversight and Support.

QLG is very encouraged by the variety and depth of support for the Pilot Project, and we wish
particularly to thank you for the Committee's continued interest, as shown by your hearing today.
We have criticized, we believe with good reason, some aspects of how the Forest Service has
handled the EIS and Record of Decision to date. Nevertheless, we believe the correct decision
has been made and should be implemented. Your oversight of this Pilot Project will be a vital
factor in its potential for success.

‘We saved perhaps the most important subject for last. The Pilot Project cannot succeed unless it
also continues to be supported by earmarked funding to carry it out in full. The FEIS shows that
implementation of the Pilot Project under Altemative 2 will greatly improve the ratio of Federal
revenue to Federal cost, and hugely increase both direct and secondary economic activity in the
QLG Area. Another panelist will describe those benefits in greater detail.

Considering the direct and indirect economic benefits to both the Federal treasury and local
economies, the reduction in fire hazard, the improvements in forest health, and the opportunity to
conduct a pilot project that will give us previously unavailable information of great value for
improving forest management elsewhere in the nation, we believe this is 2 win-win-win-win-win
opportunity. We therefore ask that you continue your strong support for the Pilot Project, that
you continue to monitor it closely, and that you recommend its continued funding for the entire
five years.
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112 STAT. 2681-305  PUBLIC LAW 105-277—OCT. 21, 1998

Herger-Feinstein
Quiney Library
Group Forest
Recovery Act.

16 USC 2104
note.

TITLE IV

THE HERGER-FEINSTEIN QUINCY LIBERARY GROUP FOREST
RECOVERY ACT

Sec. 401. Pror PROJECT FOR Prumas, LassSeEN, aND TAHOR
NaTIONAL FORESTS TO IMPLEMENT QUINCY LIBRARY GrOUP PRrO-
POSAL. {(a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, the term
“Quincy Library Group-Community Stability Proposal” means the
agreement by a coalition of representatives of fisheries, timber,
environmental, county lgio'\'ermnem:, citizen groups, and local
communities that formed in northern California to develop a
resource management grogram that promotes ecologic and economic
health for certain Federal lands and communities in the Sierra
Nevada area. Such proposal includes the map entitled “QUINCY
LIBRARY GROUP Community Stability Proposal”, dated October
12, 1993, and prepared by VESTRA Resources of Redding, Califor-
nia.

(b) PiLoT PrOJECT REQUIRED.—

1) PILOT PROJECT AND PURPOSE.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (in this section referred to as the “Secretary”), acting
through the Forest Service and after completion of an environ-
mental impact statement (a record of decision for which shall
be adopted within 300 days), shall conduct a pilot project on
the Federal lands described in paragraph (2) to implement
and demonstrate the effectiveness of the resource management
activities deseribed in subsection {d) and the other requirements
of this section, as recommended in the Quincy Library Group-
Community Stability Proposal.

(2) PILOT PROJECT AREA.—~The Secretary shall conduct the
pilot. projeet on the Federal lands within Plumas National For-
est, Lassen National Forest, and the Sierraville Ranger District
of Tahoe National Forest in the State of California designated
as “Available for Group Selection” on the map entitled “QUIN-
CY LIBRARY GROUP Community Stability Proposal®, dated
October 12, 1993 (in this section referred to as the “pilot project
area”). Such map shall be on file and available for inspection
in the appropriate offices of the Forest Service.



20

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Terhune.

I want to thank both of the witnesses for your outstanding testi-
mony—very informative, very good.

Now the Chair recognizes Congressman Herger for his questions.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Jackson, environmental groups have criticized your QLG
plan and the QLG bill. They say it is bad for the environment.
What is your reaction or response to this charge?

Mr. JACKSON. They are wrong. Basically, the environmental
movement has been right many, many times in the past and has
provided a great service for the people of the United States in ac-
quainting us to the problems that we face. But they are not very
good at solutions. And it is time to move past problem identifica-
tion in the solution building.

In your district, as you know better than I, to 80 percent of the
people want to take care of the environment, but only 20 to 25 per-
cent of the people would let anybody label them an environ-
mentalist. And that is the distinction—is the solutions are about
including everybody in the United States. The movement is about
dividing everybody in the United States.

And so it is time for some of us in the movement to step up and
say that it is time to learn from everyone, and it is time to share
information with everyone, and it is time to get on with real solu-
tions. And I do believe that this has been instructive for the envi-
ronmental movement.

The normal demonizing that takes place when you disagree with
the movement didn’t work here, and it didn’t work because the sub-
stance of the program was so good. And so I see this as very hope-
ful, and I believe that over time my environmental friends will be
morg interested in solutions than in simply advertising and propa-
ganda.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. I really believe what you have just stat-
ed is what literally makes this so historic in what we are doing.
But I would like to follow this line of questioning just a little fur-
ther, if I could, and would like to seek your reaction or response
to the following allegations against the QLG. And we have read
this in the media over and over again—a number of these—and
again I would like your response if we could.

The first one is that the QLG plan doubles logging.

Mr. JACKSON. The answer to that, as you well know, Congress-
man Herger, is from what base do we determine that it doubles
logging? When I began to work in the environmental movement,
the logging on the forests involved here was about 460 million
board feet a year. This will be somewhere between 200 and 285.

The logging done in this program is completely different than the
logging done in the 1980s when we clear cut all trees as the appro-
priate method, according to the Forest Service. That is all that they
gave the loggers was clear cutting all trees.

This particular program is designed to improve habitat and to
improve fire risk. So basically, I would say that this program is
slightly less than what it ought to be over the next 40 years. But
the idea that it doubles logging, you would have to use the num-
bers from a level that is in everybody’s mind far too little to come
up with the idea that this program doubled something.
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You can look at it either way. It is either 60 percent of what it
used to be or more than the lowest level ever reached in history.
But we don’t think that the number is important. If we do the right
thing on each acre of land, the number will take care of itself.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. The next allegation: the QLG bill was
passed as a rider.

[Laughter.]

Mr. JACKSON. As you know, Congressman, we had a healthy de-
bate on the floor of the United States House of Representatives. We
had a healthy debate in this Committee and in Congressman
Young’s full Committee. And George Miller, in both cases, did a
magnificent job debating his position and his allies’ position. And
then we reached agreement between Congressman Young and Con-
gressman Miller, and the vote was 429.

And we had 100 votes in the Senate. We won in the Senate Com-
mittee 11 to 0. And then my environmental friends began to play
the games at which they are so capable, and we ended up with
mysterious holes on our bill, and we sat in the Senate for almost
a year. And if it had been brought up for a vote at any time within
that year, we would have had at least 95 of the 100 Senate votes.

And because the Democrats, a few Democrats, played a very fine
procedural game, we did, too. And we picked a bill that it was clear
would have to be passed. And we went to the leadership in both
parties, and the leadership in both parties—every single leader had
us on their list in both parties.

And I would like at this point to tell you that we would not have
had that kind of skill to enable us to get around the procedural
hurdles, if we were not led by a man who probably did more than
any single human being to help us through the thicket in Wash-
ington. And he sits right there beside the two of you
Congresspeople today, Duane Gibson, and I want to thank him for
what he did to help us know how to handle Washington procedure.

[Applause.]

Mr. HERGER. For those of you who aren’t aware of whether—and
understand what Mr. Michael Jackson is referring to, a great staff
person, Duane Gibson, who has worked so well. All of us know we
are only as good as the people we have working with us, and we
certainly have outstanding staff in Duane.

I want to thank you, and thank you for acknowledging that.

Also, just to mention that every single Democrat in the House of
Representatives, including George Miller, voted for this when it
was before the House.

Mr. JACKSON. I would also like to point out that because we are
a stickler for procedure that one of the first people in the United
States Senate to vote for our bill was Senator Barbara Boxer.

Mr. HERGER. The next allegation: the QLG bill is a hidden sub-
sidy for logging corporations.

Mr. JACKSON. One of the things that has disturbed me in the
years I have been an environmentalist is this question of corpora-
tions as somehow a bad word, and subsidy as somehow wrong
when it is applied to a corporation. I have heard regularly about
Sierra Pacific and Sierra Pacific’s role in the Library Group, and
they have been wonderful in the Library Group, along with the
other companies—Collins Pine, Big Valley Lumber, Birney Forest
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Product. They have all worked quite well with the rest of us, and
they have been very, very fair.

One of the problems that I have is that I was raised a liberal,
and so I am kind of a watermelon. I am a little green on the out-
side and kind of pink on the inside. And I think some of my friends
have lost the social argument, and this is one of the last places
where we still talk a lot about capitalists and monopolists and all
of those non-environmental words.

And so I try to keep my politics and my environmental views
separate, and I wish my friends in the environmental movement
would do that. This is not a subsidy. This will pay for itself. It will
pay for itself in terms of market prices, and it will pay for itself
in terms of improvement in the ecology.

So, basically, I am a little tired of hearing about monopoly prac-
tices in the forest when I have to go to computers that are run by
Bill Gates. And if we are all going to worry about monopolies in
this country, let us start with Windows

[Laughter.]

[continuing] because they are much more effective and much
more powerful than anybody in the timber industry.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. And then, if you could respond to this
quote. We have read this in virtually all of the national newspapers
and locally. “Congress and local counties seem to feel the best way
to subsidize industry is to cut down public forests. I think it is just
indicative of the fact that the only way the United States Forest
Service can get increases in logging approved is circumventing real
democracy.”

Mr. JACKSON. Well, I don’t know how you circumvent real democ-
racy. When you develop something at a local level, you go through
the House of Representatives, you go through the United States
Senate, and you have the President sign the bill. And then you go
through the National Environmental Policy Act, and you have a
good strong view taken of the viability standard and the potential
of an endangered species.

When you do all of that, it is really hard to think that you should
give any credence whatsoever to the idea that we circumvented de-
mocracy. Congress is the democracy. The House of Representatives
is the people’s house.

And consequently, the idea that somehow it is more democratic
for a group of us who have legal skills to intervene in every activity
of the Congress, every activity of the agencies with litigation, and
that that somehow is democratic, and the process we took step by
step through the bill process is anti-democratic, seems to me to
make one wonder whether the urban elite universities are still as
good as they used to be.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. And finally, in this line of questioning,
if you could tell us about CASPO, the California spotted owl, re-
quirements as they relate to QLG EIS, and when do they apply?

Mr. JACKSON. The California spotted owl rules basically take
what we know in terms of the science and apply it in as efficient
a way as you can, given the uncertainty. They require that you not
log any tree bigger than 30 inches dbh until it is clear what suit-
able habitat for the spotted owl and other old growth species really
is.
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We believe that that is a good rule because we know we need big
trees, we know we need big down material in the forests, but we
know very little else for sure. So the CASPO rules are a reasonable
approach given the uncertainty, and we intend to obey them.

In the last days of the Library Group program, it became clear
that there may be some new science about suitability of habitat.
We do not want to avoid new science, but we want to make sure
that the new science is an improvement on the old science before
it gets applied to us. So we will monitor the new science in the
framework document which is being prepared.

When I started—after I had moved from Redding in 1977 to
Quincy, and began to look at the question of habitat, it became
clear to me in 1977 that we didn’t know exactly what suitable owl
habitat was. As I sit here in 1999, having read every document and
gone to almost every meeting, I still don’t know what suitable habi-
tat is.

So I think that the Library Group approach is exactly the right
approach to take, given the uncertainty. It is conservative and cau-
tious, but it is activity and not the zero cut that some of the folks
in the environmental movement want for policy reasons.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Madam Chairman, I yield back to you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

I want to address this question to Ms. Blum. I am going to read
to you from Public Law 105-277, which is the compliance section
for the spotted owl. I want to read this into the record.

“All resource management activities required by subsection D
shall be implemented to the extent consistent with applicable Fed-
eral law and the standards and guidelines for the conservation of
the California spotted owl as set forth in the California spotted owl
Sierra interim guidelines, or the subsequently issued guidelines,
whichever are in effect.”

[The information follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Now, this is the law relative to owl guidelines.
Now, the Forest Service chose not to enter the owl habitat at all,
instead of following the law. Now, I want to know, Ms. Blum, what
your thoughts are for the record on that decision.

Ms. BLUM. I think the rules of the game got changed on us, and
I think the rules are being changed, as Mike Jackson referred to,
on the basis of some “new science” that hasn’t been written up and
published yet. It hasn’t been subjected to scientific rigor and the
normal kinds of debate, replication, and testing that is the hall-
mark of the scientific method.

Instead what we had was—inexplicably to us, I might add—Ilit-
erally after the draft EIS for the QLG project was released for pub-
lic review, we heard about closed meetings among agency scientists
at which they held discussions, and other agency scientists took
those conversations as the “new science” and then attempted, in
the last 60 days or so, to translate that into new science that would
replace the California spotted owl interim guidelines.

It seems ironic to me that when we began this back—and actu-
ally wrote up our community stability proposal and submitted it to
the Forest Service -in 1993, it was a really big deal to have every-
body say, “Look, the CASPO interim guidelines are the rule. That
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is what we have to go with. We want to abide by them. We don’t
want to try to find loopholes in every instance and sort of push the
envelope every time.”

At the time, the political climate was one in which the environ-
mental movement was afraid that Congress would slap sufficiency
language on everything, that agency actions would be governed by
“these laws, notwithstanding,” the kinds of language. We wanted
to go by the book. We naively at that time thought that the envi-
ronmental movement would respect that adherence to rule and ad-
herence to legal and scientific process.

That has, unfortunately, not been our experience this summer.
The environmentalists waited until the public comment period had
begun on the draft EIS before they brought forth a whole raft of
“new information” about the way timber sales and other land dis-
turbing projects had been implemented by the Forest Service over
the last seven to 10 years.

I don’t personally believe that that information came to light
after May of 1999. I think that they were building it for a long
time, and I believe that they timed it to have the agencies go into
a tizzy during the public comment period of trying to figure out
how to avoid yet another species crisis under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

And so we arrived at this place this summer where the Quincy
Library Group, as a group, and the law that was passed by Con-
gress all say, “We will implement these until these CASPO interim
guidelines are replaced following the process set up by law.”

And instead, we had the agency people working in the back
rooms, trying to negotiate new management prescriptions, new
standards of judgment about whether—the extent of effects that
can be tolerated under any management scheme, and we sort of ar-
rived rocking and rolling at the last minute to cross the finish line
and sign the record of decision.

I still firmly believe—I have a reputation for hanging tightly onto
the National Environmental Policy Act. I still believe very, very
strongly in the scientific process. I believe very strongly in the legal
process. I think it protects all of us and all of our interests as citi-
zens to observe those processes.

What the real science is, what the true status of the California
spotted owl is in the Sierra Nevada is still something that hasn’t
really been determined; there are a lot of questions. There are
many, many ecological questions that haven’t even begun to be dis-
cussed and debated publicly. There is a lot of research yet to be
done, and yet we know enough to get started.

And I think that is where the Quincy Library Group has been,
is we had hoped in this process to have whatever new science was
out there brought forward, but that it would be subjected to rigor,
public disclosure, and discussion. Hopefully, we can find a better
way to move forward with this, both in the Framework and during
the pilot project implementation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It may surprise you, Ms. Blum, but I am one
that likes to adhere very closely to NEPA, too, and for the very rea-
sons that you have brought out in your comments.

Ms. BrLuwm. It works.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. It works. And although it is cumbersome and
slow, it is—has been the one framework that has brought our
thinking together. And the fact is that today we find ourselves try-
ing to reach solutions without the rule of law.

Ms. BLuM. Exactly.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And the Quincy Library Group legislation
served as the rule of law, and yet we find that we still have situa-
tions where people are operating outside the rule of law. So there
is no way we can come together in our thinking because it is too
uncertain, as you have said.

This kind of intellectual and scientific dishonesty not only de-
stroys communities but the very environment and the very force of
wildlife populations, wildlife habitat, watershed stability, the qual-
ity of streams. It destroys these very things we are all working for.

So I am so impressed with your comments. They needed to be
said. And we together—lawmakers, citizens—need to require ac-
countability and require that we operate under the rule of law. We
may not always think alike within our own frame of reference, but
we have the rule of law to come together under. So thank you very,
very much.

I wanted to also turn to Mr. Terhune. You just thought you were
getting out of a lot of questions, didn’t you?

Mr. TERHUNE. I have been quiet as a mouse here.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wanted to ask you, did the QLG plan or the
QLG EIS deal at all with time restrictions on entry for fuel break
construction concerning sensitive species? And you also mentioned
in your opening statements about the frog, this little frog, the red-
legged frog. Is that listed as a sensitive species or a threatened spe-
cies or endangered?

Mr. MURPHY. Endangered.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It is? Okay.

Mr. TERHUNE. It has been for some time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. Please proceed.

Mr. TERHUNE. I am not sure that—the timing of the—the first
question had to do with the timing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Did the QLG plan or the QLG EIS deal at all
with time restrictions on entry fuel break construction concerning
the sensitive species?

Mr. TERHUNE. Oh, I see. Yes. Well, in the limited operating peri-
ods, it would have that effect. On that, the two that I mentioned,
the limited operating period would put—in some cases, if a species
is found, it imposes a limited operating period. That could be a se-
vere restriction because many of those operating periods span time
when it is possible to get into those areas to work. A lot of it occurs
during the summer period. So there would be some restrictions
there, although we don’t believe those would, for the most part, im-
pose very much difficulty.

The difficulty with the one I mentioned, with the red-legged frog,
is the uncertainty of the process more than anything else. It looks
like it would be possible, not necessarily that it would occur, but
it would be possible to use that language to insist on some rather
onerous requirements for survey and proof that an almost non-
existent frog is not there. It is pretty difficult to do sometimes.
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So there are concerns there. I mentioned those potential difficul-
ties because they seem to be introduced with this and brought for-
ward in the final environmental impact statement and the record
of decision in a way that wasn’t included in the draft EIS. And it
seemed to be making a point about it, not the continuation of exist-
ing procedures, but something new to the process, and that is the
worrisome part.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Murphy, I noticed you referring to either
the plan or the ROD.

Mr. MURPHY. Sure.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you have anything to add?

Mr. MURPHY. Specifically, Mrs. Chairman, that the particular
wording that came in the ROD really has no justification and is of
concern to us. It says, “Limited operating periods will be applied
to unsurveyed habitat considered to be suitable for threatened, en-
dangered, or sensitive species.” That is fine.

Then it says, “And to habitat considered suitable for any species
for which viability may be a concern.” What we have done is just
in that one sentence included the problem that Judge Dwyer is
dealing with in the northern forest plan, which was this open-
ended, undeterminable list that anyone can then say, “Well, there
is a viability concern for deer,” and we have to then stop until we
survey for deer.

So there is this strangely worded opening that we feel has the
potential to undermine the entire process. And I think that the
pressing need for the starting and going forward and implementing
the proposal without those worries in hand is made very evident
by the existing map of what is going on right now. And I will just
put it up really quickly.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Please do.

Mr. MURPHY. (Whereupon, Mr. Murphy used a defective lapel
mike during the use of a map exhibit, reulting in the loss of a one
minute and 32 second segment of his presentation.)

M&"s‘} CHENOWETH. And is today the first day that we have had
winds?

Mr. MurPHY. Today is the first day in a week that we have had
the wind.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wanted to ask you, Mr. Murphy, about fire
modeling with regard to the new EIS and the ROD.

Mr. MurpHY. Well, thank you for that opportunity. That map is
part of what we—the record of decision and the EIS process has
gone through a very detailed section on fire modeling efforts. The
Library Group was concerned after the SNEP project, which is the
Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project, that came out just preceding it—
it has a whole section on fire, particularly large, catastrophic fires.

And we have here the map showing the two known large, cata-
strophic fires surrounding the area that we are talking about. And,
in particular, the one in the southeast corner stopped when it ran
into the desert. It is the lowest fuel loading area of the forest. In
fact, if anything, there is a mountain between those two fires of in-
creasing fuel.

And the modeling that was done basically decided in our EIS
that fires end, or at least the modeling ended, at the end of 24
hours, and that no fire has exceeded 7,500 acres in size.
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Now, in light of a 44,000-acre fire on the land base, a 64,000-acre
fire sitting adjacent to the land base, and six states—that is those
two fires burned in a total of six burning periods—it is incongruous
to us to understand why that level of analysis didn’t include the
potential for large, catastrophic fire.

And so if that analysis had been done, and if the models aren’t
supportive of doing that kind of analysis, the models are not capa-
ble of predicting these events, then what NEPA and the National
Forest Management Act says is bring in the best experts.

Well, the best experts have just recently been convened in the Si-
erra Nevada Ecosystem Project, and they say the same thing—that
there is a high risk of large fires, and that they recommend that
the pilot project concept of defensible fuel profile zones needs to be
rigorously tested and monitored. So it just seems odd that the EIS
did not ever deal with this clear and present danger in terms of
scale.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is a very good point. Do you think that
a new model could be developed? What would that entail?

Mr. MurpPHY. Well, I am not sure a new model necessarily. Some-
times nature, no matter how well we try to measure it, has its own
way of dealing with these things. And certainly these events occur
with combinations of wind and fire risk, weather, and so forth, that
do not occur very often. I mean, as we see right now, we have
many, many starts, and we don’t have the wind. Well, the wind is
coming, so, you know, the chances of this occurring are relatively
low.

But the risk, the issue which we want to point out, is when it
happens—and clearly, in the last seven years it has happened
twice, very, very close to us—that the amount of owl habitat and
other species habitat that could be lost in a single three-day event
swamps all of the potential risk of what our effort would do.

And also, there is a time scale here that is really important to
be brought out. A large, catastrophic wildfire takes centuries to be-
come owl habitat again. A defensible fuel profile zone is owl habitat
within—in many cases, it is owl habitat the day it is finished. But
it likely is only at most five to 10 years from becoming fully suit-
able nesting habitat again.

And so here we are looking at this minor adjustment in habitat
in currently unoccupied habitat that the normal QLG proposal
would have done, whereas the ROD now avoids owl habitat alto-
gether. But we are looking at the alternate to that is removal of
that owl habitat for a better part of the next century.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, your comments are so well taken. It
makes me wonder—there are intelligent people inside the Forest
Service, as we know—why can’t they see this? There is a far great-
er impact in not implementing the Quincy Library plan than in
just letting it exist as it is; the impact being we destroy the forests,
the wildlife, the community.

Sometime we are going to have to come to grips, Congressman
Herger, with what is really driving this because it isn’t science, it
isn’t wildlife habitat, it isn’t wildlife, it isn’t forest health, because
everything that is happening out there defies reasoning. We have
highly intelligent people working in the agencies, and yet we see
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this kind of intellectual and scientific dishonesty still emerging
that creates confusion.

There is something beyond this, and I am not able to get my
hands on it.

Mr. Murphy, do you have any comments?

Mr. MURrPHY. Well, I am not sure that there is an answer to that
question. I think the best possible thing we can do is admit we do
not know, and then, as the laws require, we go forward with a
monitored pilot project of an experiment to test. And we have to
test that experiment at the scale of the problem.

If the problem is anywhere from 40 to 190 million acres of the
west, this million and a half acre area of an experiment is tiny in
comparison, but it is absolutely crucial that we go forward with it
quickly, that we have the monitoring in place so that we will know
more than we know today, and we can begin to move beyond these
what appear to be honest scientific disagreements.

But that is the only way I can see that we can go forward is to
take carefully crafted, very restrictive controls to go forward with,
and also really put in the monitoring that is necessary to be able
to know those answers five years from now.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, I think in part Mr. Jackson answered
my question in his testimony, because until we have the decision
makers in Washington, DC, and those who are speculating in aca-
demia, begin to develop a great respect for the common sense of the
people on the ground, we are going to continue to have to deal with
vague theories instead of scientific facts.

I want to thank all of you very much.

I want to ask Congressman Herger if you have any further ques-
tions that you would like to ask before I close the panel.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Madam Chair. Maybe one last, if I
could, and that would be, what steps would you suggest to the For-
est Service to get the project implemented quickly? And what type
of schedule would you suggest for implementation? And are you
consulting with the Forest Service now? Whoever would like to re-
spond to that. Ms. Blum?

Ms. BLumMm. It is the intention of Quincy Library Group Steering
Committee that of course we will be available for whatever con-
sultations. We have in the past, and we will probably do so in the
future, suggest to the project manager for the Forest Service, or to
other Forest Service officials, that we get together in a public
sense, not just the Quincy Library Group.

It is almost like we don’t want to walk into the backroom, just
like we don’t want anybody else to walk into the backroom. We be-
lieve that public disclosure and public discussion is probably the
solidest and the most efficient way to get to a long-lasting, reason-
able, legal solution for many of these resource conflicts that right
now there seems to be no obvious resolution to them.

I think that we intend to participate in all of the project level
planning processes within the normal public venues, probably more
enthusiastically than we have bothered the Forest Service in the
past. But in addition to that, we will clearly be available. We in-
tend to continue to participate actively in the Sierra Nevada Con-
servation Framework planning process also.
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And I think our hope is that the Forest Service will continue to
work on finding ways to collaborate and cooperate with the public,
which is who they serve.

Mr. HERGER. And I know this was a problem for awhile, and I
want to thank the Forest Service. I did contact them and they were
very good on, I understand, getting together and having meetings
here in the last several months. And I want to commend the Forest
Service for that.

Do you have any steps that you would suggest to the Forest
}Slewige to be able to get the project implemented quickly? Mr. Ter-

une’

Mr. TERHUNE. I think the key to that is that in the draft EIS
and the final EIS there is analysis which is based largely on exam-
ple-type things, not pinned down and not detailed enough. But the
first step is to apply and take a—apply the newer concepts that
have come out about the final EIS, to go back and apply them to
those sketch maps, go back and apply them to the tentative distinc-
tions that were made on where might be the best place to imple-
ment this.

And one thing that has to be done, if we are going to avoid that
habitat, is now in the mitigation and constructing the DFPZs. The
obvious way to do it is to take another look at those maps, see
where those DFPZs might be better located, to avoid the necessity
for the gaps in the DFPZ system, to make it continuous, to make
it effective, and at the same time do the best possible job of avoid-
ing the habitat that is the problem.

Those are the problems I think that are immediately to be
worked on, and it is—in a sense, it is a fortunate timing here be-
cause that is the kind of thing we can work on, that they can work
on in this rest of the summer, in the fall, and have some good
projects actually ready to hit the ground in the following season.

The first thing we should be doing, I believe, is taking another
close look at criteria for how are we going to decide where these
projects should go, make sure that it gets off the ground in a good,
solid way—at that stage. That will give us the best possible protec-
tion from successful attack in appeals and in litigation.

So it is crucial that in the next month or so when we get the in-
formation, where are those—how should those maps be drawn?
That is the kind of thing that can very well be discussed and indi-
cated in the immediate future, but put a very solid foundation for
the rest of the project.

Mr. HERGER. You're hitting on this a bit here, but also my ques-
tion?is, what type of schedule would you suggest for implementa-
tion?

Did you have a comment?

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, I did. I think it is absolutely critical that we
get across the question of pace. In our county, the average fire cycle
is between seven and 12 years. This project was designed to be ac-
tually slower than that, more conservative than that. The way it
could fail is if we don’t do it at a pace that would be necessary to
effect the landscape.

And I guess what I'm saying is this question of uncertainty, a
doctor has it every time he sees a cut. But because he is uncertain
doesn’t mean that he only does three stitches and leaves the rest
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of it open. This project is designed to go forward at a pace nec-
essary to deal with the scale of the landscape.

If in the first year we don’t reach the 40- to 60,000 number, it
will be a sign that the Forest Service is not giving a full effort.
Their excuse, if they have one, will be that they don’t have the
funding.

So the question of pace becomes two things. Do we have the
funds? And the second thing is, does the Forest Service proceed at
enough of a pace to demonstrate the effectiveness of the program?
And so, to us, it is all a matter of appropriate pace to deal with
the scale of the problem. And in that regard, then the one and a
half million acres that we are dealing with can truly serve as a
model for the other 40 to 191 million that people identify as having
the same set of problems.

I think anybody who has seen the Boise front during fires is well
aware that this problem is not endemic only to the Northern Sierra
Nevada. And for us to be useful, for Congress to have dealt with
everyone’s problem equally by beginning here, we need to show the
pace and the landscape effect. And so a smaller project is the only
way that we can finish, in my opinion.

Mr. HERGER. And I think that brings into play the absolute ne-
cessity of a continual consulting with those of you who actually put
together—put the science together and the plan together specific
for these three national forests. And that is really the great pleas-
ure, the great satisfaction I have had as a member of Congress, is
unlike so many pieces of legislation this isn’t something we—3,000
miles away—wrote.

This is legislation that the community, all of the factions, envi-
ronmental community, the wood products, everyone working to-
gether, those of you who live there put this together—why it is so
crucial that we have a very regular consulting between yourselves
and the Forest Service to ensure that this is implemented in the
way it was intended and in the way that the Congress voted vir-
tually unanimously, bipartisan—Republican, Democrat, conserv-
ative, the liberals, everyone—to see that it happened.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

I have just one final question for Mr. Terhune. And I wanted to
ask you about the Grazing Committees. Have the cattlemen’s con-
cerns been met? And is there some way to be able to bring the
cattlemen into the mix that QLG plan implementation in the fu-
ture does not adversely affect their operations?

Mr. TERHUNE. I am probably not the most familiar with cattle-
men issues on this. But to the best of my knowledge there has been
participation, and their concerns have been heard throughout the
process. That doesn’t mean that we purposely took on the task of
settling all cattle problems between cattlemen and the Forest Serv-
ice.

It meant that we attempted to keep this program at least neutral
with regard to the issues involved. And we don’t believe that we
have done harm to the long-term interests of the cattle industry.
We do hope that they will continue to be involved in implementa-
tion to take care of their interests as well as anybody should.
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We are not attempting—and we believe that this legislation has
been designed and specifically provides for adequate protection—
full protection of the cattlemen’s association and the cattlemen’s in-
terests. They will certainly continue to be heard, as they should.
I don’t know if they have anything to say on this.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Jackson, do you have any comments about
that?

Mr. JACKSON. Certainly. One of the most thrilling things about
the Library Group program is watching the spinoffs. I went to a
meeting recently of the Sierra Nevada Alliance, which is a group
of grass-roots environmental folks throughout the Sierra Nevadas,
and was just thrilled to sit there and listen to a joint presentation
of the environmentalists and the Cattlemen’s Association about
how they were working out the problems, doing trail rides together,
meeting with each other, working on solutions.

The cattlemen now have their own land conservancy, so that
they can keep their families on the land and still handle the ripar-
ian zones in a way that provides environmental quality and a cer-
tain payment to the farmers because of—and the cattlemen be-
cause of the changes they need to make.

It is not something done by the Library Group. It is these folks’
own Library Group program, and it thrills me to watch it begin to
happen. And I would like to give a lot of credit to both the Cali-
fornia Cattlemen’s Association and the California environmental
movement for what they are doing.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, you have certainly set a fine example,
and this is a great spinoff. And I am very, very pleased to hear
about it.

For the record, as Chairman, I do want to say for the record my
concern is that the legislation that we passed did not do damage
to any use rights. And I will be watching very carefully to make
sure there is no delegation of authority that has been given that
may accomplish any kind of violation of anyone’s property use
rights.

And so I did want to say that for the record, because I do not
want to see the QLG legislation used or interpreted in a manner
that would do damage to any industry group or any environmental
group, any of our users of our national forests.

So, again, I think it all boils down, as you have said so aptly, to
an ongoing respect for the common sense of the people on the
ground. And you have demonstrated something that we in the Con-
gress have been hoping we could, and we have been your assist-
ants, and we will continue to be your assistants as you drive the
solutions home.

Thank you very much for your fine testimony. I look forward to
working with you as we see the success of this program develop.
Thank you.

And I call the second panel—Mr. William Stewart, Chief, Fire
and Resource Assessment Program, California Department of For-
estry and Fire Protection, in Sacramento, California; Ms. Fran
Roudebush, Plumas County Supervisor, District 1, Quincy, Cali-
fornia; Mr. Frank Stewart, Counties Quincy Library Group For-
ester, Chico, California; and Mr. Dick O’Sullivan, California Cattle-
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fr‘nen’s Association Public Lands Committee, Sacramento, Cali-
ornia.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to thank the witnesses very much for
joining us here today. And as you can see, we are sort of letting
the rules relax because we want to take as much time and oppor-
tunity to hear from you on the record.

As you know, it is the plan of the Chairman to place all outside
witnesses under the oath, and I believe that you have been given
a set of rules—the Committee rules—that address this issue. So at
this time, I wonder if you might stand and raise your hand to the
square, your right hand.

[Witnesses sworn.]

To begin testimony, we call on Mr. William Stewart.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM STEWART, CHIEF, FIRE AND RE-
SOURCE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM, CALIFORNIA DEPART-
MENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION, SACRAMENTO

Mr. WILLIAM STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chairman, Chairman
Chenoweth, and Congressman Herger. My name is William Stew-
art, and I am representing the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection. Director Andrea Tuttle couldn’t be here today
because she is at our State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection
meeting in Sacramento.

But I am, as you have heard, the Chief of the Fire and Resource
Assessment Program for CDF, and we are responsible for doing the
Department’s analysis of the QLG activities as well as responsible
for coordinating responses with the other relevant state agencies.

For all departments, I want to welcome the opportunity to pro-
vide some input, not only from CDF but also the Department of
Fish and Game, as well as our Resources Agency.

A little bit of background—I have a Master’s and Ph.D. in Forest
Economics from one of those elite universities that Mr. Jackson so
lovingly referred to, and have been involved in a number of these
activities. I was a consultant for some California issues on FEMAT,
have worked on one of the early California spotted owl assessments
on some of the economic impacts, and was also a principal resource
economist for the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project for about two
years, up until 1996 when I joined the State.

Given that the Forest Service has made the programmatic deci-
sion to select Alternative 2 with the mitigation package, I want to
direct my comments to actions we see as necessary for effective im-
plementation of this project. Effective implementation of the project
is what Congress is asking for, so that we can learn from this and
not just create more studies.

My office has already reviewed large studies on the Sierra Ne-
vada, and I personally don’t want another one to have to read
again. I think these comments are consistent with the record of de-
cision, and I think the interests represented by all of the stake-
holders.

We see three areas that we think are going to need to be bol-
stered in some ways during the implementation project. The first
is a monitoring and adaptive management framework with a
strong scientific basis so that we can learn from this pilot project.
As we heard in the previous session, there is a lot of uncertainty.
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But if we just wait and leave uncertainty as a reason to do nothing,
we will never move forward on that.

Second we are dealing with a lot of fire related issues, as was
pointed out earlier. When we don’t have high winds in computer
models, we can miss what really drives how many burnt acres we
have. In our fire modeling, we have probabilities of all fires up to
about 200 acres, and after that we just call them “big.” We don’t
know how big the fire is going to be at that time, but you do have
to address that fact, and there are ways beyond the standard engi-
neering approaches that we need to address the issues of fire risk
in the Northern Sierra Nevada.

I think central to that need is a more transparent fire planning
process. We read nearly all of the different fire modeling for the Si-
erra Nevada as well as for the rest of the state. There are many
different aspects and many different risk factors, and there are
many different potential impacts that are all involved.

What is necessary is to continue our work with the Forest Serv-
ice as well as the QLG on promoting approaches such as a Cali-
fornia Fire Plan, which is an approach we have used before that
covers all private and Federal lands, to try to bring all of the pieces
together and make some decisions that makes the process move
forward.

I will put in the record a copy of the Fire Plan. And just as an
example, look on our web page. We have an example of the fuels
that we developed with the other agencies—with the Forest Service
and the BLM. The example map was a piece of the QLG area.
There is a small cross-section that shows the different fuel types
that can be used in modeling, so that we can all work from the
same basic data and don’t have one set of people using this model,
someone else using this model, and someone else bringing up an
anecdote, a memory from their childhood or whatever. We need
some clarity and some consistency among all of the agencies and
the stakeholders.

And, third, it is necessary to have integration of the economic
analysis into the implementation, monitoring, and assessment. The
QLG bill, as written, would take into account the economy of this
area. I think in the draft EIS it is buried in the back. I think it
is going to be very important to make sure we bring in a cost-effec-
tive approach toas as a pillar of a working landscape management
for the forests of California.

And I just hope that can be brought in because the cost-effective-
ness mandate from Congress is set forth very strongly. And we
hope that that is the road we are on and we don’t sit around and
argue about unknown lifestyles of red-logged frogs.

I think we all agree on the value of working with locally-based
processes, such as the Quincy Library Group, the importance of
creating a forest landscape that is better suited for fire than the
one we have created to date, and to really provide the mix the ben-
efits of managing a national forest as working landscapes that,
both produces commodity and non-commodity benefits from the na-
tional forests. I think the complexities of this issue require that we
move towards a more transparent model, understanding where we
are going, as opposed to the planning processes that we have now.
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I think that opportunity has now begun to finish the EIS process,
and I think it is important to not look at these models just to get
it through the hurdles of NEPA but to actually use it to involve all
of the stakeholders and learn from what we are doing.

One thing I would like to mention is that during the draft envi-
ronmental impact statement, the Department of Fish and Game, in
our comments that we submitted earlier, did focus on the need to
predict and to monitor the potential impact on key wildlife species.

It is an ongoing issue. We weren’t asking for immediate action,
but rather to have a scientific approach to learn as we move along
on how species are impacted, not just the California spotted owl
but all of the species, not just in the National Forest but also in
the DFPZ. And I think we can learn a lot and move forward on
many of these things, so that after five years we have a much bet-
ter understanding of how this works.

I mentioned again just some of the work on the California Fire
Plan. I need to emphasize that we must utilize what we have
across all of the agencies—the common information based on fuel
types, fire regimes, fire models, and wildlife models. The problem
is many of these models were built for specialists to use, but in this
process they need to be understandable by the public and the
stakeholders.

We are committed. My director has involved the resources to
commit some of our scientific personnel to work with the Forest
Service, to get models and information that works for all of the
stakeholders.

And finally, as I mentioned before, this is a very important
project for us from a regional economic point of view. There are
enormous benefits described in the environmental impact state-
ment that could come out of this. We have also looked at the har-
vest aspects and feel they will not harm the recreational use of the
national forest, which is really the other national value here. I
think these two aspects are very complementary, and I think they
should be ensured that they stay that way.

Finally, I would like to just provide my appreciation for having
this hearing. I want to extend the offer from Director Tuttle and
her staff that we would like to work with the Forest Service, as
well as the Quincy Library Group stakeholders, to move this proc-
ess forward. We see this as a learning experience on how we all
in California can manage both private and public forests in the
west for the benefit of all.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Stewart.

[The information follows:]

[The prepared statement of Mr. William Stewart follows:]

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM STEWART, CHIEF, FIRE AND RESOURCE ASSESSMENT PRO-
GRAM, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION ON THE
HERGER-FEINSTEIN QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP FOREST RECOVERY ACT ENVIRON-
MENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Madam Chairman Chenoweth

My name is William Stewart and I am representing the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF). Director Andrea Tuttle was not able to be
here as she must attend the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection meetings
in Sacramento. The Fire and Resource Assessment Program of CDF was responsible
for our department’s analysis as well as the coordination with other relevant state
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departments. CDF’s Fire and Resource Assessment Program is responsible for ana-
lyzing trends in the state’s natural, social, and economic systems; monitoring and
assessing the condition and availability of wildland resources; and identifying alter-
native responses to changing trends and conditions. Our mandate covers private,
state owned, and Federal wildlands. Prior to joining the state I was a forest and
regional economic consultant on numerous projects such as FEMAT (1993) and the
Report of the Policy Implementation Planning Team to the Steering Committee for
the Californian Spotted Owl Assessment (1994). From 1994 to 1996 I was the prin-
cipal resource economist for the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP).

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection welcomes the oppor-
tunity to comment on the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act now that the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision are
out. In addition to my primary task of representing CDF, I will also summarize the
main points of the California Resources Agency and Department of Fish and Game
that were also sent in comment letters to the U.S. Forest Service in July 1999.

I would like to reiterate the offers from Secretary for Resources Mary D. Nichols,
CDF Director Andrea Tuttle, and DFG Director Robert Hight for continued technical
assistance in areas of strong mutual interest.

Given that the USDA Forest Service has made the programmatic decision of se-
lecting Alternative 2 with a mitigation package, I will direct my comments towards
actions we see as necessary for effective implementation of a project that will have
significant positive impact on fire risk, forest management, and economic vitality in
the region. Overall, we see to strengthen three areas of the project:

* A monitoring and adaptive management framework with a strong scientific
basis so that we can learn from the pilot project.

¢ A more transparent fire planning process similar to the California Fire Plan
that combines the numerous assets, fire risk factors, and potential impacts of
fuels treatments to guide implementation and assessment of site specific
projects

¢ A greater integration of economic analysis into the implementation, moni-
toring, and assessment of individual projects to meet the cost-effective mandate
of the Act.

We agree on the value of working with locally based processes, the importance
of creating a forest landscape better suited for fire, and the benefits of managing
national forests as working landscapes that produce a sustainable mix of commodity
and non-commodity resources. The complexity of the issues requires a planning tool
that can effectively integrate the different issues for different stages of the process
(strategic planning, implementation, and monitoring) as well as for different users
(analysts, implementers, and stakeholders). More specifically, we proposed that the
USFS use a rigorous, scientific process, such as or similar to the California Fire
Plan, for identifying areas with the greatest assets at risk to fire, areas with haz-
ardous fuels accumulations, areas prone to severe fire weather, and areas where an
unacceptable number of fires have escaped initial attack. A more thorough descrip-
tion of the California Fire Plan can be viewed on our web sites (hftp://frap. cdf.ca.
gov/fire-plan/, hitp:/ |www.firesafecouncil.orgfirgplan.html), and http://frap.cdf
ca.gov /data/fire data [ hazard /| mainftames.html.

Apply Adaptive Management

Our earlier comments stressed that, to be meaningful, the pilot project should
apply a range of fuel management and silvicultural treatments and carefully mon-
itor them over time for the achievement of desired outcomes. A cost-effective, statis-
tically-based sampling system that measures the cause and effect relationships of
different management activities is necessary to ensure that the pilot project is a pro-
ductive learning and demonstration experience as Congress has indicated it to be.
Without the collection and analysis of monitoring data, applying one or two treat-
ments (reserves being a type of treatment) across a varying landscape for five years
will provide limited insight into sustainable forest management. The scientific re-
view panel called for in the HFQLG Act could be used to ensure that treatment ap-
proaches and monitoring results allow for this learning. CDF is willing to provide
some of our professional staff to the scientific review panel.

The technical details in terms of harvest units, standards for important habitat
components at the forest stand level, layout of defensible fuel profile zones (DFPZs)
in terms of linear or area design, how they interact with riparian systems,
prioritization based on effectiveness of reducing probability of catastrophic fire
losses, etc., will all require further refinement beforehand and rapid feedback during
adaptive management. An adaptive management approach should be used to pro-
vide for the collection of critical monitoring data and the alteration (of kind, scope,
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or placement) of management activities needed to avoid adverse environmental im-
pacts or other violations of Federal law.

Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring efforts will be crucial if we all are to learn from this effort. It should
include post-project compliance and effectiveness monitoring. Compliance and effec-
tiveness monitoring should be designed to inform an adaptive management process.
The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection and USFS State and Private For-
estry have successfully collaborated on the development of change detection methods
for vegetation canopy cover that could inform a monitoring and adaptive manage-
ment effort. (htty://fray.cdf ca.gov/projects/change detection/change detection
projecthtml)

The analysis of the alternatives does not disclose the longer-term impacts of the
proposed vegetation treatments. Analysis is specific to the immediate impacts asso-
ciated with project implementation but does not describe the longer-term impacts
of habitat protection that may result—e.g., the reduction in loss of California spot-
ted owl habitat due to catastrophic wildfire, or the faster rate at which stands treat-
ed with single tree selection develop old forest characteristics. Where short-term ad-
verse impacts are identified, these should be considered in the context of longer-
term, often positive effects. The potential long-term effects on vegetation should be
described when they have been modeled.

Wildlife Habitats Across the Whole Project Area

The concerns of the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) focused on the need to
more accurately predict and monitor the potential impacts on key wildlife species.
The DFG was specifically concerned that the treatments as proposed in the DEIS
could have serious negative impacts on spotted owl habitat based on the metrics
used in the DEIS (e.g. percentage of suitable habitat within preferred ranges, loss
of important habitat elements after silviculture prescriptions, habitat degradation
outside of defined sites). Given the existing information demonstrating a decline in
the lambda estimate of California spotted owl in the project area, DFG stressed the
need for a conservative approach. Based on their initial reading of the Record of De-
cision, DFG considers it essential that the mitigation measures be implemented and
that the monitoring process is thorough enough to increase our understanding of the
relationship of California-spotted owls and forest structure. DFG also stresses the
need to consider and monitor wildlife habitat attributes in the DFPZs and other
land management activities.

The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has far fewer biologists than the
Department of Fish and Game but is in agreement that the relationship between
owls and silviculture treatments must be empirically documented and analzed dur-
ing the implementation phase. CDF noted that the original CASPO report (p. 82)
presented a weak linear, not threshold, relationship (a correlation of 0.60) between
“suitable habitat” as classified by the USFS and owl density. The Bart (1995) article
quoted in the DEIS also noted a linear, rather than threshold relationship. In addi-
tion, CASPO also reported owl use of areas twenty years earlier on the Lassen Na-
tional Forest still provided habitat benefits that were roughly one third of that
measured for suitable habitat (p. 173). Given the potential variability in the prey
base and specific habitat elements that would affect the prey base, the relationship
between suitable habitat and adult survivorship may not be the only important rela-
tionship that needs to be addressed. Both CDF and DFG strongly support the inte-
gration of the mitigation and monitoring components into the selected alternative.

Fire Risk and the Costs and Benefits of Fire Risk Reduction Activities

As mentioned earlier in the description of the California Fire Plan, CDF wants
to ensure that state and Federal fire protection efforts are well coordinated. The un-
derstanding of the relative effectiveness of different spatial arrangements of fuel
modification programs is constantly improving. An interagency group in California
works together to ensure that all departments use the same high quality fuels layer.
A good example that coincidentally covers a section of this project area is high-
lighted on our web site (http://frgp. edf. ca. gov/ data/ fire data/ fuels/ fuels.htm)
and is also attached to this document. We also believe greater coordination on fire
planning modeling and monitoring could significantly improve both the USFS’s and
CDF’s ability to plan and implement effective activities to reduce fire risks.

As designed, the DFPZ strategy has two major components: to reduce fire severity
(and, hence, adverse effects) on treated areas and to limit fire size such that un-
treated areas are not subject to high severity fires. Using a range of mixes of linear
and area DFPZs could significantly the overall effectiveness of the program. Many
of these technical issues could be effectively explored if a rigorous, scientific plan-
ning tool similar to the California Fire Plan was used. Providing the planning tool
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in a forum where it could be used by stakeholders to explore different potential out-
comes would be beneficial. We would be very willing to work with the USFS and
the local stakeholders during this process.

The Need for Clearer Descriptions of Probable Long Term Impacts

The difficulty of discerning the probable outcomes of the pilot project as described
in the DEIS makes it clear that the Forest Service needs to develop a more trans-
parent decision support system that is based on good science and incorporates mul-
tiple variables. Hopefully, this will be one of the valuable outcomes of project imple-
mentation.

It is central to the selection of an alternative to assess the long-term positive and
negative effects of each alternative. Such an assessment would include an evalua-
tion of the relative effectiveness of proposed land treatments to protecting areas of
importance or resource value from catastrophic fire effects. The DEIS should de-
scribe how the 5 year plan will affect future forest management. Although timber
growth and harvest modeling extends into the future for a century, similar assess-
ments are not developed in even a qualitative manner for other resources. In addi-
tion, there is little description of forest management and intensity of land treatment
in areas not occupied by California spotted owl PACs and SOHAS.

Proper Citations from Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project Chapters

The DEIS’ use of the Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) Report is often se-
lective. The most significant problem is the claim that the DEIS follows SNEP in
using the LS/OG and ALSE systems for defining individual polygons for resource
management. Beyond the specific chapters with unique authors in SNEP Volumes
II and III and the Addendum, the applicable reference from SNEP regarding old
growth forests would be Volume I, Chapter 6 on “Late Successional Old-Growth For-
est Conditions.” This chapter presented three, not one, equally plausible strategies
to counter the major declines in late successional forests that were found during the
SNEP assessments. “Strategy 1: Areas of Late Successional Emphasis” corresponds
to the information included in the DEIS. However “Strategy 2: Distributed Forest
Conditions” and “Strategy 3: Integrated Case Study” are also SNEP strategies.
Strategy 3’s focus on integrating seven different goals-late successional forests, vege-
tation, wildlife habitat, watershed and aquatic areas, fire protection, community
well-being, and private land contributions to ecosystem sustainability—is a more re-
alistic SNEP strategy that should have been referred to in the DEIS.

The use of non-repeatable forest classification schemes to delineate specific treat-
ment areas will present a serious challenge for accurate monitoring. The LS/OG and
ALSE characterizations are critical since they are the major difference between the
alternatives but may or may not be the most important acres for California spotted
owl habitat and defensible fuel protection zones. We would suggest that the Forest
Service utilize their existing forest inventory and analysis program to track the ef-
fects of different management prescriptions in a rigorous manner.

Economic Impacts for a Region with High Unemployment

Alternative 2 will make very large contributions to the local and regional econo-
mies. This information should be included in the “Summary Comparison of Alter-
natives” in Chapter 2. Compared to Alternative 4, Alternative 2 would infuse an ad-
ditional $381 million in personal income and $760 million of total sales into the
eight-county project area over the five-year project period. In addition, on an annual
basis, Alternative 2 would directly or indirectly create over 1,600 annual new jobs
more than would be created under Alternative 4. As shown in the DEIS, this level
of activity would reduce the region’s currently high unemployment rates to close to
the state average.

Impact beyond those directly in the forest products industry. No tradeoff with
recreation related employment. Based on our analysis of EDD data.

Conclusion

The HFQLG pilot project represents a major opportunity for the state and Federal
Governments to work together on landscape level vegetation management to protect
public safety and to protect and enhance environmental values. We ask that the
Forest Service, as it moves forward with analysis and implementation of the pilot
project, engage in a more meaningful way with the department.

The Forest Service needs to begin immediately to develop the monitoring and
adaptive management framework necessary for meaningful implementation of the
pilot project. Variations in on-the-ground design of DFPZs and timber harvest units
will provide valuable information to guide resource management in both the short
and the long term. Without a clearer presentation of the individual components and
an adaptive management approach, this information will not be garnered. Also, the
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Acts mandate to be cost-effective requires a greater integration of economic analysis
into the implementation, monitoring, and assessment of individual projects con-
ducted under the pilot.

Again, the department appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. My
staff and I are willing and interested in working with you to help make the imple-
mentation of the HFQLG Act a successful and educational pilot project that en-
hances the environment while providing significant economic opportunities. We
strongly encourage the Forest Service to make the necessary modifications to its
DEIS and implementation plans for the pilot project to ensure this outcome.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair now recognizes the forest super-
visor from Plumas County, Fran Roudebush, for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF FRAN ROUDEBUSH, PLUMAS COUNTY
SUPERVISOR, DISTRICT 1, QUINCY, CALIFORNIA

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Good morning, Chairman Chenoweth, members
of the Committee, Congressman Herger. Thank you for being here
and for allowing me to participate in this panel. I am Fran
Roudebush, Chair of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors. I
am also representing the Regional Council of Rural Counties,
which consists of 27 member counties in California. I also represent
the Environmental Services Joint Powers Authority of RCRC.

Eleven counties have submitted letters or resolutions of support
for the QLG plan and Alternative 2. Six of those counties are:
Yuba, Butte, Glenn, Modoc, Trinity, and Siskiyou Counties. But
five other counties—Plumas, Tehama, Lassen, Shasta, and Sierra
Counties—boards have worked cooperatively and jointly and hired
a forester to ensure that the congressional vote of 429 to 1 in favor
of the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act
bill is fully implemented. These counties represent 92 percent of
the acres in the QLG plan.

We have letters of support from the Northern California Super-
visors Association and the California State Association of Counties.
I have enclosed several of these letters or resolutions to introduce
into the record.

We believe that the end result of full funding and implementa-
tion of the QLG pilot project will be protection and enhancement
of wildlife habitat, our watersheds, and all other national forest re-
sources. This is important to our rural counties and those who de-
pend on us for tourism, clean water, and business vitality.

A viable business community is essential to the overall well-
being of our schools, families, and future growth potentials. This is
what the QLG plan offers to many, if not all, of the communities
within the QLG land base. Over the last eight years, our schools
and roads have suffered greatly due to the decrease in timber re-
ceipts. In Plumas County alone, we have gone from an annual high
of almost $9 million to a low of $1.5 million.

I have included information for the record from the ’92/°93 school
year showing some of the cuts the district had to make due to lack
of timber receipts. During the '93/94 school year, the district had
to cut 33 percent of its staff—30 teachers and 10 classified employ-
ees. Since then, several teachers have been replaced, and three
classified employees have been replaced, due to changes in Cali-
fornia funding for smaller class sizes. But we lost some of our best
teachers because of those cuts.
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This year, Governor Davis signed into law the small school fund-
ing bill, otherwise known as AB-1, which going from memory I
think gave back $600,000 to Plumas County schools, but only for
the next three years. With the signing of that bill, we settle on the
note, and I quote, “I urge Plumas unified school district to develop
alternative sources of funding to replace those lost from the Fed-
eral forest reserve funds.”

Plumas County’s Road Department by next year will be looking
at layoffs and the inability to keep its infrastructure repaired or
roads plowed to meet business and emergency needs. The potential
socioeconomic benefits to Plumas County roads and schools with a
fully funded and implemented QLG pilot project is $9,660,000 in
annual forest reserve revenues and in economic activities worth an
annual estimate of $122,820,000.

The estimated totals for all eight counties are included for the
record.

Last week we experienced lightning-caused wildfires whose po-
tential impacts would have been reduced by implementation of the
QLG management proposal. The EIS has five alternatives. Only Al-
ternative 2 initiates action on fire and fuels according to a long-
term strategy that could be implemented at sufficient budget, scale,
and pace to effectively reduce the occurrence of large scale, high in-
tensity wildfires.

Large scale, catastrophic wildfires have effects beyond their envi-
ronmental impacts to national forest system lands. Local residents,
private property owners, and local taxpayers bear the brunt of
losses and damages, because wildfires also impose huge burdens on
county highway departments and local public service districts to re-
pair and/or replace roads, bridges, parks, and watersheds that de-
grade in the years following large fires.

There are very real and potentially significant linkages between
healthy fire safe forests and private property values, public safety,
and public infrastructure costs. We recognize that our community
vitality is dependent upon the entire infrastructure—schools, law
enforcement, health, business, recreation, churches, and more. That
is why we are insistent that our forests are managed properly.

We are pleased that Congress passed the Herger-Feinstein Quin-
cy Library Group bill and that the Forest Service had adopted Al-
ternative 2. Now we look forward to efficient and expedient imple-
mentation of the plan. Plumas County can be counted upon to be
a cooperative partner.

And if I could, at this time I would like to personally thank Con-
gressman Herger and Senator Feinstein for always being there for
rural California. We greatly appreciate it.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Roudebush follows:]

STATEMENT OF FRAN ROUDEBUSH, CHAIR, PLUMAS COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS,
REDDING, CALIFORNIA

Chairman Chenoweth and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for being here and for allowing me to participate in this panel. I am
Fran Roudebush, Chair of the Plumas County Board of Supervisors. I am also rep-
resenting the Regional Council of Rural Counties, which consists of 27 member
counties in California. I also represent the Environmental Services Joint Powers Au-
thority of RCRC.
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Eleven counties have submitted letters or resolutions of support for the QLG plan
and Alternative 2. Six of those counties are Yuba, Butte, Glenn, Modoc, Trinity and
Siskiyou Counties.

The five other counties Plumas, Tehama, Lassen, Shasta and Sierra Counties
Boards have worked cooperatively and jointly hired a county forester to ensure that
the Congressional vote of 429 to 1 in favor of the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library
Group Forest Recovery Act Bill is fully implemented. These counties represent 92
percent of the acres in the QLG plan.

We have letters of support from the Northern California Supervisors Association
and the California State Association of Counties. I have enclosed several of these
letters/resolutions to introduce into the record.

We believe that the end result of full funding and implementation of the QLG
Pilot Project will be protection and enhancement of wildlife habitat, our watersheds
and all other national forest resources. This is important to our rural counties and
those who depend upon us for tourism, clean water, and business vitality. A viable
business community is essential to the over-all well being of our schools, families,
and future growth potential. This is what the QLG plan offers to many if not all
of the communities within the QLG land base.

Over the last eight years our schools and roads have suffered greatly due to the
decrease in timber receipts. In Plumas County alone we have gone from an annual
high of almost $9,000,000 dollars to a low of $1,500,000 dollars. I have included in-
formation for the record from the 92-93 school year showing some of the cuts the
district had to make due to lack of timber receipts. During the 93-94 school year
the district had to cut 33 percent of its staff, 30 teachers and 10 classified employ-
ees. Since then several teachers have been replaced and 3 classified employees have
been replaced due to changes in California funding for smaller class sizes, but we
lost some of our best teachers because of those cuts. This year Governor Davis
signed into law the Small School Funding Bill which backfills for the next three
years some of the dollars lost due to timber receipts. I have also included a copy
of the note Governor Davis sent with that signing and I quote, I urge Plumas Uni-
fied School District to develop alternative sources of funding to replace those lost
from the Federal Forest Reserve Funds.”

Plumas County’s road department by next year will be looking at layoffs and the
inability to keep its infrastructure repaired or roads plowed to meet business and
emergency needs.

The “potential” social/economic benefits to Plumas County roads and schools with
a fully funded and implemented QLG Pilot Project is $9,660,000 dollars in annual
forest reserve revenues and economic activities worth an annual estimate of
$122,§20,000 dollars. The estimated totals for all eight counties are included for the
record.

Last week we experienced lightning caused wildfires, whose potential impacts
would have been reduced by implementation of the QLG management proposal. Of
the EIS’s five alternatives, only Alternative 2 initiates action on fire and fuels ac-
cording to a long-term strategy that could be implemented at sufficient budget,
scale, and pace to effectively reduce the occurrence of large-scale, high-intensity
wildfires. Large-scale, catastrophic wildfires have effects beyond their environmental
impacts to National Forest System lands. Local residents, private property owners,
and local taxpayers bear the brunt of losses and damages, because wildfires also im-
pose huge burdens on county highway departments and local public service districts
to repair and/or replace roads, bridges, parks, and watersheds that degrade in the
years following large fires. There are very real and potentially significant linkages
between healthy, fire-safe forests and private property values, public safety, and
public infrastructure costs.

We recognize that our community vitality is dependent upon the entire infrastruc-
ture—schools, law enforcement, health, business, recreation, churches and more.
That is why we are insistent that our forests are managed properly.

We are pleased that Congress passed the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group
Bill, that the Forest Service has adopted Alternative #2. Now we look forward to
efficient and expedient implementation of the plans. Plumas County can be counted
upon to be a cooperative partner.

Thank you.
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RESOLUTION NO. 99—6271

RESOLUTION OF THE PLUMAS COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
For The Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
WHEREAS, on October 21, 1998, the President of the United States signed into
law, The Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act which imple-
ments a five (5) year Pilot Project on the Lassen National Forest, Plumas National
Forest and the Sierraville Ranger District of the Tahoe National Forest that are lo-
cated in portions of Butte, Lassen, Nevada, Plumas, Sierra, Shasta, Teharna and
Yuba Counties, and
WHEREAS, the Forest Service shall complete an Environmental Impact State-
ment and adopt a Record Of Decision within three hundred (300) days of the Presi-
dents signing the Act into law, and
WHEREAS, the Resource Management Activities to be conducted on an annual
acreage basis under the ACT are:
¢ Construction of a strategic system of Defensible Fuel Profile Zones (DFPZ’s),
on not less than 40,000 acres, but not more than 60,000 acres per year.
« Utilization of the uneven-aged forest management prescription of group selec-
tion (and individual tree selection) to achieve a desired future forest condition
of all-aged, multistory, fire resilient forests on an average acreage of .57 percent
of the pilot project area (approximately 9,300 acres per year).
« Total acreage on which resource management activities are implemented shall
not exceed 70,000 acres per year.
¢ A program of riparian management, including wide protection zones and ripar-
ian restoration projects, and
WHEREAS, all the resource management activities shall be implemented to the
extent consistent with Federal Laws, and
WHEREAS, on June 11, 1999, the United States Forest Service released the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library
Group Forest Recovery Act for a forty five (45) day public review and comment pe-
riod, and
WHEREAS, the United States Forest Service has analyzed five (5) alternatives
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and has identified Alternatives 2 and
4 as the preferred alternatives to implement the pilot project:
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Plumas Supervisors request
that the United States Forest Service:
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California Fire Plan

Findings and
Recommendations

he Board of Forestry's California Fire Plan findings and recommendations
werc developed by the Fire Plan working team. These findings and
recommendations are summarized into three categories:

O Levels of Wildland Firt Protection Services
O Wildland Fire Protection Fiscal Issues
O Prefire Management to Reduce Wildfire Costs/Losses

Levels of Wildland Fire Profection Services
A primary Board of Forestry responsibility is set forth in Public Resources Code
Section 4130. which directs the Board to classify all lands within staie
responsibility areas {SRA) based on cover, beneficial water uses,
probable erosion damage and fire risks and hazards: to
a Fire Plan to assure determine the intensity of protettion to be given each type of
adequate statewide wildland; and to prepare a fire plan to assure adequaie statewide
protection. fire protection so that lands of cach type be assigned the same
intensity of protection. With the recent integration of the State
Fire Marshal's office, the responsibility for the protection of structures included in
Health and Safety Code Sections 13143, 17920.7, 17921, and 18930 is considered
in the PRC 4130 evaluation.

Board of Forestry is
responsible for preparing

This California Fire Plan is the resultl. It is the Board's approach to assessing the
level of wildiand fire protection.

Findings
1. The history of California wildfires indicales that the following trends will
conlinue.

e Risk from wildfire to life. propertly, natural resources, and firefighter safety
is increasing.

* Population will grow and more people will live and use wildland areas,
especially in the Central Sierra and in the Southern California counties of
Riverside, San Bermardine and San Dicgo.
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Californiao Fire Plun

* Topography and climaie support ecosystems where large wildfires can be
expected.

+ Drought and fuel moisture conditions will be unpredictable but almost
always dangerous in fire season.

¢ More structures will be consiructed in areas that are very susceptible to
wildfire.

s Tistorical legacy of narrow roads, difficult entrance, insufficient water
supplies, flammable building construction and location that make many
commumities and homes wildfire-prone still exits.

s Public demand for wildland fire protection and other services will increase.

2. Deteriorating forest health, increasing fuel loads and other factors have led to
mare intense, destructive wildfires; unabated this pattern will continue.

3. Assets at risk will increase, especially watershed assets, because of the rapid
rise in the demand for water to supply more people. Based on population
projections, the potential for accelerating loss of protected assets, especially life
and property, will be grealer from
disastrous wildfires.

4. Large wildfires do not respect political
or property boundaries. Historically, a
strength of California’s firefighting
agencies is found within a concept of
mutual cooperation at the federal,
state, and local levels of government.
Day-to-day mutual aid for initial attack,
as well as a statewide mutual-aid
system for fire disasters, are the basis
of this cooperation and coordinaiion.
The ability to rapidly mobilize,
effectively deploy and support large - ; s . i

e . targe wildfires do not respect plitical or property boundaries, thus
numbers of specialized firefighting cooperation among fire agencies is necessary. (Department of Forestry and
resources is essential to cope with large  Fire Protection photo)

multiple fires. Henee, CDF, in
cooperation with other fire agencies, must maintain infrastructure, inctuding
communications and capital improvements necessary to facilitate such a

response.

5. Fire protection forces {n Califormia must have sufficient depth to respond to
large, multiple wildfires and still prevent other small fires from becoming large
damaging fires. CDF plays a key role in supplying and coordinating such forces;
it should maintain and enhance this ability. The 1985 Fire Plan includes a
model to provide adequatle depth of resources that show CDF needing 96
additional engines and 825 personnel for managing large fires using the
Incident Command System. There is a greater need today as reflected in the
California Fire Plan.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Ms. Roudebush. And I did make a mistake.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. That is okay.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to make sure that the record reflects the fact that you
are the Plumas County Supervisor.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chairman should always wear her glasses.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Do as I do with larger print.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much for your fine testimony.

Now I call upon Mr. Frank Stewart for his testimony.

STATEMENT OF FRANK STEWART, COUNTIES QLG FORESTER,
CHICO, CALIFORNIA

Mr. FRANK STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chairman. If I might,
if I could have this lower poster placard put up.

Madam Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to speak to the
Committee and to my Congressman Herger today. And if I might,
I would like to—I have written testimony, but I had my 35th wed-
ding anniversary yesterday. I have three members in my family, a
wife and two kids, that are teachers in rural America.

And you opened up with what the QLG process is all about. It
is about people. It is about people’s right in rural America to live
and raise their kids the way they want to. This report that you
did—and I commend it to everyone—it was a wonderful report, be-
cause it informs the public as well as Congress of the magnitude
of the problem that we face in public lands in 11 western states.

The report also talks about a window of opportunity, but it puts
it on a timeframe of at the end of 25 years. I personally agree with
that. I think that it is probably shorter than that. But I think what
you have through this report is a window—through the window of
opportunity is the great opportunity of implementation, to solve the
problem that wasn’t defined and how to do it in this report.

One of the problems they found in the report with defensible fuel
profile zones, I might add, is they looked at it as defensive last re-
sort mechanism. Our strategy for the Quincy Library Group proc-
ess says, first, let us save the resource. That becomes step 1 in a
five-year period, to lay these fuel breaks out across the landscape.
Then, we can go ahead and apply management to the rest.

So there is a real problem with this report in that it uses DFPZs
as nothing more than a last resort/failure effort. We think it is a
key to success, and that is why I think the monitoring and the im-
plementation is very important.

I am an industrial forester for 30 years in Northern California.
I have had the opportunity—I have been a member of—one of the
founding members and involved with the Steering Committee with
the Quincy Library Group. I was formerly with Collins Pine Com-
pany. About a year and a half ago, I left Collins Pine.

I had the opportunity to—I have such faith in what this oppor-
tunity has is to approach the counties involved with the Quincy Li-
brary Group to represent their interest, the county’s interest, and
there are eight of them as we look at the second placard up here,
if we could move that one, please.

There are eight counties impacted by this, and one of the prob-
lems I have always felt in the past, in 30 years of experience, is
the counties are dominated by such a large percent of their land
base by Federal lands really don’t have the opportunity to have
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adequate representation in some of the decision making processes
and getting things done on the landscape level.

And I think the Quincy Library Group process does that, and I
commend the counties that have employed my service for that for
five years. And Supervisor Roudebush has been a leader with
Plumas County to do that.

The two other things I would really like to talk about that I
think are important in implementing this is Mr. Stewart—and by
the way, you will notice that we might have common names but
different gene pools. I don’t like age management. He obviously
doesn’t have a problem with it.

[Laughter.]

Though it is interesting that two Stewarts would find their way
into natural resources, because it is important. And that is what
my wife, my son, and his daughter do. They teach the real natural
resource of this nation and that’s our youth. And that is what is
important about making this thing work.

We have struggled for six years to get this thing in place.
Through the leadership of Congressman Herger and yourself and
Senator Feinstein, we have been able to get this thing out there.
Now we have to make it work. The strategies, like I say, are short
term—is to get the—protect the land base, break up the fuel maps.

Now, that is a map, and it shows you the complexity. That is Al-
ternative 2, the QLG alternative. Now, that covers eight counties.
It is about 120 air miles long and about 110 air miles wide. The
thing that I think is so wonderful about the opportunity—also, I'm
glad to see the State of California here—is it allows us to think
outside of the box for once because we are moving in a positive di-
rection.

These same forests health fuel reduction problems do not exist
on public lands. We have them on private lands also, industrial
and non-industrial. And so when you look at that geographic area
that is encompassed in the eight counties and the two and a third
national forests, I would let you know there is two and a half mil-
lion acres of private forest land and that same sphere of influence.

It so happens in our area 50 percent of that land is industrial
timber lands, and well managed fuel control levels are held down
and well managed land. The other 50 percent are owned by thou-
sands of individuals, non-industrial private lands.

So there is a wonderful opportunity, as the Forest Service works
on laying out the fuel DFPZ systems across the Federal land, to co-
ordinate efforts with the California Department of Forestry, to co-
ordinate efforts with—in the eight counties, we have six county fire
safe councils, which bring people together to help solve fuel reduc-
tion problems and fire protection. That map—those are the red dots
on the map.

The blue dots are watershed groups, citizen watershed groups,
and natural resource council—resource conservation districts—ex-
cuse me—that have concerns about watershed issues and drain-
ages. The yellow on there, the large yellow dots are stand-alone
powerplants. They are facilities that can utilize the biomass mate-
rial that comes off of the forest thinnings.

So I think one of the big things here, that by implementing
this—and I think the Forest Service stepping through the window
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and grabbing this opportunity with the zeal and the zest, the 429
to 1 vote said, “Go do it,” could be one of the solutions across the
west for the problems. A big key to this is the pace and scale.

The bill sets 40- to 60,000 acres a year. The concern I have is
the draft—I haven’t received my final yet because of the lateness
in getting the decision made. Everything I worked through on the
draft talked about that their pace is only about 73 percent of what
the law allows. My wife is a teacher; 73 percent is a C. This is not
the way you advance a program that got 429 to 1.

We move this program through at the maximum opportunity
that the law allows, protecting the environment, but at the same
time, because everything is based on an acres treated basis—this
is the new paradigm that we have established in this law. We are
talking about, instead of the acres treated, therefore, if you treat
the acres appropriately, and at the amount allowed under the law,
then, therefore, we get the great socioeconomic benefits that come
out in addition to those environmental.

I would encourage you very strongly to help support the full
maximum funding for the full maximum acreage allowed, because
the cost-benefit ratio on this project is for every dollar we as tax-
payers spend on this project, the government gets back $1.38. Now,
that return warrants some evaluation and support because this re-
port talks about the government asking for 512 million to go out
there and try and burn their way back to a forest healthy condi-
tion. And I don’t think that is going to work.

Had you been here on July 4th, you would have saw one of the
tragedies of fire being the main silvicultural tool for reducing fuels.
Up in the community of Lewiston in Trinity county, we tried to
burn some out—one of the government agencies; I believe it was
ELM—the fire got away, 2,000 acres burned, and we burned out 24

omes.

Had you been here just a week ago when all of these fires start-
ed, you would have saw another biological and physical concern
that we have was the smoke problem that we had in addition to
all of the devastation that went on. So I think that QLG is an op-
portunity to treat fuels, put a dollar back into the treasury, and to
have a good environment for all of us.

Now, personally for you I think, Mrs. Chairman, that little white
dot up there in the State of Idaho is a resolution from the board
of Boise County. And I wish you would—and I understand that is
your district. And so you have people from your state and across
the west looking into the window to see what they can get from the
QLG to see if there might be some help in their area with the for-
est also.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Frank Stewart follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Stewart. And for the record,
it is not “Mrs.“ yet.

Mr. FRANK STEWART. Okay.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes Mr. Dick O’Sullivan
from the California Cattlemen’s Association Public Lands Com-
mittee.

Mr. O’Sullivan?
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STATEMENT OF DICK O’SULLIVAN, CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S
ASSOCIATION PUBLIC LANDS COMMITTEE

Mr. O’SULLIVAN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I want to thank
you for holding this hearing in Redding, and I want to thank you
for inviting us, our association, to make comments.

My name is Dick O’Sullivan. I am a grazing permittee on the
Lassen National Forest, and I am also, as you have stated, the cur-
rent co-chairman of the California Cattlemen’s Association Public
Lands Committee.

Although our association has serious concerns regarding the im-
plementation of the Quincy Library Group Act, we strongly support
local planning based upon sound objective science. And I want to
make it clear that we most certainly support cleaning up the for-
ests and reducing the fuel loads. We participate in many coopera-
tive forms and have found local decision making to be a critical
component to successful resource management.

The livestock industry, however, was not part of this original
consensus process that led to development of the Herger-Feinstein
Forest Recovery Act. It was not until a bill had been introduced
and was moving through Congress that we realized the bill not
only did address grazing, but also that grazing language could in-
troduce exceptionally restrictive management standards which
could significantly decrease the economic viability of ranching for
affected operations.

At that point, our representatives contacted Senator Feinstein
and Congressman Herger, both of whom assured us that it was nei-
ther their intention, nor that of the original Quincy Library Group
plan, to negatively impact grazing. Based upon these discussions,
we contacted Senators Feinstein and Craig to clarify congressional
intent.

Senator Feinstein, in a colloquy with Senator Craig, when he
asked her on the floor of the U.S. Senate, “How will the SAT guide-
lines affect livestock grazing?” she commented, “Neither the au-
thors of the bill, nor the QLG, ever intended to negatively impact
grazing generally.” Also, and I quote her comments, “the only loca-
tion where these guidelines would apply to grazing is where cattle
are actually in the work site at the same time a QLG activity is
taking place.”

The SAT guidelines affecting grazing will apply only to the spe-
cific work area location and only at the specific time that projects
are conducted within the pilot project area. We wish to thank Con-
gressman Herger, Congressman—or Senator Feinstein, and Sen-
ator Craig for this colloquy that is in the document.

But to ensure that you are going to protect grazing, we need to
have this specific language in that final document, so it is very
clear to everyone what we are talking about—the SAT guidelines
affecting grazing.

Unfortunately, as prescribed in the draft environmental impact
statement, Alternative 2 could potentially introduce management
standards stringent enough to remove grazing from many of the
most viable portions of the grazing allotments.

Alternative 2 of the draft environmental impact statement intro-
duces a management standard referred to as SAT guidelines. These
guidelines are put in place wherever a resource activity, as de-
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scribed in the Act, is implemented. These guidelines call for the
elimination of grazing, if riparian resource management objectives
are not being met, regardless of whether resource condition is im-
proving towards desired future conditions or objectives.

Alternative 2 is written in the draft EIS, applies the SAT guide-
lines to livestock grazing in areas where resource activities, as de-
fined in the Act, are scheduled to be conducted. Livestock operators
need to understand the importance of riparian areas.

This is our primary source of forests within the mountains and
meadows in riparian areas. And these forests are in an upward
trend now from what they historically have been. Livestock opera-
tors are very aware of the necessity to manage their cattle in this
forest.

The solution to this, as far as grazing is concerned, is we feel
that we should only establish riparian management projects or ri-
parian habitat conservation areas where riparian management ob-
jectives are not being met, and where trend monitoring does not in-
dicate an upward trend in condition. We need to conduct site-spe-
cific NEPA analysis to verify that riparian management objectives
are not being met, and that resource conditions are not already im-
proving.

This environmental analysis should be site-specific, scientifically
objective, verifiable, reproducible, and subject to peer review. If
livestock are indicated to be the cause of the degradation, the as-
sessment must analyze the effects of current livestock manage-
ment, which may be dramatically different than prior management.

If the SAT guidelines are to be applied, they should only affect
livestock grazing when cattle are actually in the work area, and at
the same time personnel are conducting the work as intended by
Congress.

In conclusion, there needs to be specific language in the final doc-
ument to protect grazing. The California Cattlemen’s Association
stands ready, willing, and able to work with the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice to put this language in there. Again, I want to thank you for
coming, and I want to thank you for inviting us to participate.

[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Sullivan follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. DicK O’SULLIVAN, CALIFORNIA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION

Chairman Chenoweth and distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Forests
and Forest Health, I am Dick 0’ Sullivan, a rancher from Paynes Creek, California
currently serving as the Co-Chair of the California Cattlemen’s Association Public
Lands Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to be with you today to present
oral and written testimony on the effects of the proposed actions of the United
States Forest Service (USFS) on the California beef cattle industry.

The California Cattlemen’s Association is a trade association that was formed in
1917 and represents all segments of the beef cattle industry. We have over 3000
members involved in seedstock, cow/calf, stocker and feeding operations.

Although our industry faces challenges everyday from climatic and market condi-
tions, we are increasingly impacted by local, county, state and Federal regulations
that threaten our livelihood. Our comments today focus on the environmental im-
pact statement for the Quincy Library Group (QLG) management plan, an action
that threatens the viability of ranching within the Lassen, Plumas and Tahoe Na-
tional Forests and the local community.

Background

Although our association has serious concerns regarding the implementation of
the Quincy Library Group Act (Act), CCA supports local planning based upon sound
objective science. CCA participates in many cooperative forums and has found local
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decision making to be a critical component to successful resource management. The
livestock industry, however, was not part of the original consensus process that led
to the development of the Herger-Feinstein Forest Recovery Act. During the initial
establishment of the Quincy Library Group, livestock interests were assured that
the members of the QLG did not intend to impact grazing. In fact, the livestock rep-
resentative on the group was told he did not need to attend the meetings. That
being the case, local ranchers focused their time on alternative issues and did not
attend the meetings which led to the development of the Act.

It was not until a bill had been introduced and was moving through Congress that
we realized the bill not only did address grazing but also that the grazing language
could introduce exceptionally restrictive management standards which would signifi-
cantly decrease the economic viability of ranching for affected operations. At that
point our representatives contacted Senator Feinstein and Congressman Herger,
both of whom assured us that it was neither their intention nor that of the original
Quincy Library Group to negatively impact grazing. Based upon these discussions
language was added to the Senate Record by Senators Feinstein and Craig to clarify
congressional intent regarding the Act and livestock grazing within the affected for-
ests. This language very specifically states, “neither the authors of the bill, nor the
Quincy Library Group ever intended to negatively impact grazing generally” (Con-
gressional Record, S12787). We would like to express our gratitude to the Senators
for injecting this language into the Congressional Record, which limits the expected
impacts of the Act upon grazing. To ensure the final document adheres to congres-
sional intent, this language should be included verbatim in the final management
plan. Unfortunately, as presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS), Alternative 2 could potentially introduce management standards stringent
enough to remove grazing from many of the most valuable portions of the grazing
allotments. It is our sincere hope that these sections of the DEIS have been modified
in the FEIS, but absent significant modification it is highly probable that implemen-
tation of the Act will result in the removal of livestock forcing permittees to dis-
continue their ranching operations.

SAT Guidelines

As stated before, since we have not yet received a copy of the FEIS and it is not
yet available on the Internet, we must base our concerns upon the management di-
rection in the DEIS and in the Record of Decision (ROD).

Alternative 2 of the DEIS introduces a management standard referred to as the
Scientific Analysis Team (SAT) guidelines. These guidelines are put in place wher-
ever a resource activity as described in the Act is implemented. These guidelines
call for the elimination of grazing if riparian resource management objectives are
not being met, regardless of whether resource condition is improving toward the ob-
jective. Alternative 2, as written in the DEIS, applies the SAT guidelines to live-
stock grazing in areas where resource activities as defined in the Act are scheduled
to be conducted. As these activities include the establishment of riparian habitat
conservation areas and riparian management projects, it is expected that many
grazing allotments will be affected. In fact, within any single allotment there could
be numerous sites requiring SAT guidelines, which would then destroy the economic
viability of the allotment.

When the SAT guidelines are applied to a riparian area within an allotment, for
example a meadow, they may require that cattle be excluded from that portion of
the allotment for as long as that area is included as a riparian habitat conservation
area or riparian management project. For most permittees, it is not feasible to re-
move cattle solely from riparian areas as the economic viability of these allotments
is tied to the availability of forage within the meadows. Without this meadow feed,
it becomes impractical to continue using the allotment. Without the allotment, many
ranchers will no longer have access to summer feed which will cause their entire
operation to be no longer economically viable thus many may have to discontinue
operations and sell their home ranch.

The Solution

Livestock operators keenly understand the importance of riparian areas as the
economic viability of ranching in mountain meadows is directly tied to the environ-
mental health of riparian areas. To ensure the continued viability of the local live-
stock industry and to ensure the implementation of the Act remains consistent with
congressional intent, CCA suggests the following be incorporated into the final man-
agement plan:

¢ Only establish riparian management projects or Riparian Habitat Conserva-
tion Areas (RHCA) where riparian management objectives are not being met
and where trend monitoring does not indicate an upward trend in condition.
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¢ Only establish riparian management projects or Riparian Habitat Conserva-
tion Areas (RHCA) where riparian management objectives are not being met
and where trend monitoring does not indicate an upward trend in condition.
¢ Conduct site specific National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses to
verify that riparian management objectives are not only not being met but also
that resource conditions are not already improving before establishing a ripar-
ian management activity or RHCA.
¢ This environmental analysis should be site specific, scientifically objective,
verifiable, reproducible and subject to peer review.
« If the environmental analysis indicates a degraded resource condition, the as-
sessment should also identify the cause of degradation.
« If livestock are indicated to be a cause of degradation this assessment must
analyze the effects of current livestock management which may be dramatically
different then prior management, i.e. the degradation may be due to historical
livestock use as opposed to current management.
o If domestic or wild ungulates create “adverse” effects to riparian areas or to
water bodies, these effects must be clearly defined and substantiated scientif-
ically in the environmental analysis at site specific locations.
o If the SAT guidelines are to be applied they should only affect livestock graz-
ing when cattle are actually in the work area and at the same time personnel
are conducting the work as intended by Congress.
Conclusion
I appreciate your allowing me to share our concerns and solutions regarding live-
stock grazing and the implementation of the Quincy Library Group. We certainly
appreciate your attention to the needs of the livestock industry here in California
and look forward to working closely with the Committee to address these issues. If
you have any questions regardingn comments made in this testimony, please feel
free to clc%ntact Patrick Blacklock our Director of Administration and Policy Analysis
or myself.
Again, we thank you for the opportunity to present testimony to the Sub-
committee on Forests and Forest Health. Our association is ready to assist the Com-
mittee in anyway possible.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. O’Sullivan, for that fine testi-
mony.

The Chair now recognizes Congressman Herger for his questions.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

I just want to state, Mr. O’Sullivan, that it is certainly our in-
tent, and myself as author of this legislation, that we not nega-
tively affect a group such as the cattlemen who have been wise
stewards of the land since the mid 1800s. And certainly we will be
monitoring this and your involvement, and we will be seeking your
input throughout this.

I just wanted to reaffirm that, and I know that Chairman
Chenoweth had mentioned this in some of her earlier comments, so
I just wanted to make sure I reemphasized that.

If T could maybe, Ms. Roudebush, just a couple of questions for
you, if you could. In your testimony, you stated that it will be next
year that Plumas County may face personnel reductions in the
Public Works Department. Could you tell me why that has become
a critical year?

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Because over the last five years we have basi-
cally had to deplete our reserves due to the lack of forest receipts
that have come in, and because this year’s receipts are—we are es-
timating them to be under $750,000, and our Road Department
budget is something like $6 million.

Obviously, there is not going to be enough money to go around.
The only reason we haven’t had to make those cuts this year is be-
cause of some projects we are actually doing for the State of Cali-
fornia.
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Mr. HERGER. What percent of your county is owned and con-
trolled by the Federal Government, approximately?

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Approximately 75 percent.

Mr. HERGER. Three-quarters of your entire county is removed
from the tax base. And, of course, what this means is 25 percent
of gross receipts would come to—specifically for schools and roads.
So very, very crucial to your——

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Absolutely.

Mr. HERGER. [continuing]| and other counties throughout our tim-
ber-producing areas.

Even if the QLG bill is implemented next year, there will still
be a delay in county revenue from the timber sale receipts. Does
the county have a contingency plan for that that will assist in mini-
mizing the potential health and safety risk which you related in
your testimony?

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Yes. I think you are aware of H.R. 2389, which
is a bill that is being supported by the counties and the school’s co-
alition. It is referred to as a 25 percent safety net solution. What
they are asking is that a very short-term 25 percent plan be imple-
mented, and that they take—I think it is one of the highest five
years—the highest three years out of the last five, and 25 percent
of that, and give that to the counties, but only for a short term.

We don’t want that to turn into an entitlement, nor do we want
the administration’s idea of decoupling to come into this. We want
this to be a very short-term bill, and hopefully that will succeed.

Mr. HERGER. Good. And I am following them, the co-sponsor.
And, again, we are trying to do for our California—outside the
northern spotted owl—to try to deal with them in somewhat the
same way. And I want to thank you for your involvement here.

In your closing statement, you indicated Plumas County wishes
to be involved in the program implementation. What type of assist-
ance can Plumas County provide?

Ms. RouDEBUSH. Well, as I mentioned, we are supporting and
helping to pay for county forester Frank Stewart, and we have
pledged to continue to do that because we know how important the
monitoring of the QLG program is over the next five years. So our-
selves, along with five other counties, are paying for him and
pledge to continue to do so.

We have had a wonderful group of volunteers that have worked
on QLG for the last seven to eight years at a very high level of in-
tensity. And I don’t think we could continue to ask that of them,
although I am sure they would willingly do it. We think that it is
important that we step up to the plate and help support that with
our dollars as well.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. You are welcome.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Frank Stewart, in your view, how should the
Forest Service best proceed with implementation of the QLG?

Mr. FRANK STEWART. Start tomorrow. I would have to agree,
Congressman, with George Terhune. I think there are some revi-
sions of the map that need to be done, but I think that there are
some things that can be done this operating season—what is left—
so we do not have this downfall of work.
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I know we have to go through the appeal process, but I think we
have to move forward with a bill that got a 429 to 1 vote. I think
this is the solution, and I think we need to do whatever we can to
encourage an attitude within the Forest Service that this is a solu-
tion. Let us move forward.

So I think the initial planning can get done. I think another big
thing we ought to do is make sure to get some timber paint, mark-
ing paint. I understand we have got some real problems getting
some paint out to the districts, not just in California but across the
west. I would hate to think we couldn’t move forward because we
don’t have an adequate purchasing agent making sure we have
paint to be done to get the trees marked.

Mr. HERGER. We could have a hearing just on that issue.

Mr. FRANK STEWART. I am sure we can.

[Laughter.]

Maybe we need one on it, too.

Mr. HERGER. As county forester, can you offer them any assist-
ance government to government?

Mr. FRANK STEWART. First of all, I am not an employee of them.
I am working as a consultant with the county. The biggest oppor-
tunity that the forest has is the opportunity to think outside the
box. Fire does not stop at the property line.

In my short involvement after leaving Collins and having the op-
portunity to represent the county, and look at it from a different
perspective, there is a wonderful opportunity to work through the
County Fire Safe Council, with the Department of Forestry.

Mr. Stewart, some of the stuff that they have in Sacramento,
some of those computer wonks and the GIS stuff is wonderful. We
need to bring that resource together with what the Forest has, so
we get the best things in planning out in front of this pilot project,
because I really believe in the 30 years with the Forest Service,
dealing with the Forest Service in Northern California, this is
going to be the only shot we get at it. This is the good one.

Now, we need to make it work, so I think the counties are fully
behind it. They have been. And I think by working through the fire
safe councils and bringing that resource in, and then through CDF,
we get the best planning done.

The second benefit of that, Congressman, is it allows us to look
at the job from a financial standpoint. Contractors can’t spend mil-
lions of dollars to buy equipment if they have very short, limited
operating periods. We need to look at extending the periods to meet
the environmental concern.

By looking to extend operations on private land, by helping re-
duce fuel—maybe we can talk about a fuel reduction tax credit.
Something that addresses the scale of the problem out there. This
is where I think the opportunities are now going to be, looking
down the road.

Mr. HERGER. Can you assist them with proposed locations for
fuel breaks and group selection projects?

Mr. FRANK STEWART. Oh, sure. As other members of the Quincy
Library Group, you bet. My involvement in representing the coun-
ties is through a member of the Quincy Library Group. We are a
collaborative process.
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But you bet. They probably have the best—and I think it has to
be said here—some of the finest resource managers work for the
U.S. Forest Service. I have taken some pretty terrible hits in the
media during this process. I personally—some of the finest young
men and women work for that agency, and I am quite pleased to
have the opportunity to work with them.

I think if we can turn the spark of enthusiasm on with them,
they have enough professionalism to get the thing done out in
front. We need to encourage them. I think that is Congress’ job is
to encourage, enforce, make sure this thing happens. This oversight
hearing is a wonderful first step at putting it down.

I would much rather have you come out and take you up. Now
that is a defensible fuel profile zone. That is not a clear cut. That
is a wonderful thin forest. That was one design on the Lassen Na-
tional Forest—sold, harvested, thinned, and it is going to serve its
purpose. So I think the people inside the group right now can do
it. I think you have got to give them the nudge, but we will help
where we can on this side.

Mr. HERGER. Well, the fact that we are having this oversight
hearing less than a week after the final decision has come up I
think shows the interest of Congress in seeing that this is imple-
mented. And I concur with you, we do have some outstanding peo-
ple, both in the Forest Service and in the California Department
of Forestry, and others that are here. That we just need to imple-
ment and give them the green light to be able to move ahead with
what I think is just an outstanding plan.

You gave some very interesting figures earlier that—something
to the degree, if I recall, one dollar that the government puts in,
Federal Government, it will bring—will be restored $1.38. Eco-
nomically, what does full implementation of QLG plan mean for the
counties?

Mr. FRANK STEWART. Well, again, as Mr. Stewart said, I wish
that they wouldn’t have stuck this up front in the EIS. That is the
beauty of what this EIS proves, the process, the economic oppor-
tunity of $2.1 billion. The economic opportunity of Alternative 2,
fully implemented, is $2.1 billion, not just to the counties but the
state. That is tremendous.

They are currently under 1—no strategy—move forward with 1
is about $800 million. So you can see that $1,400,000,000 increase
in 2. And I think it has to be said the other beauty of the EIS, Con-
gressman, was that the environmental community got to run their
own alternative, and that is Alternative 5.

And Alternative 5, I want to tell you, is a complete failure from
the county standpoint. It will only have an economic opportunity,
since we put them on scales of QLG of $2.1 billion, their alternative
would have $280 million throughout its life. And current practice
is about $900 million, so you could say we are talking $700 million
reduction. That is economic destruction of the county.

And then because it relies on big land reserves, big wide buffers,
and fire as the management tool, you would experience what we
saw at Lewiston in the smoke in the air. That’s the beauty of 2.
So along with the good environmental benefits for enhancements,
the economics are wonderful.
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The 25 percent forest reserve revenues that would go to the eight
counties are almost comparable with what historic levels have
been. So from all angles, as Mr. Terhune said, it is really a win-
win-win for all of us.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

And then, Mr. Dick O’Sullivan, again as was mentioned, the
cattlemen, who have been here since the mid 1800s, are a key part
of this, and we want to make sure that your interests are heard.
How would you like to be involved in the QLG process as indi-
vidual EAs are composed to implement the process?

Mr. O’SULLIVAN. Well, Congressman, I think that in fairness
here, that in Alternative 2, in these defensible fuel profile zones,
well they are quarter-mile strips and they are 10 to 12 miles long.
And they will come across the canyons, across riparian areas and
waterways, and wherever they touch a waterway, wherever they
touch a riparian area, that will be called a riparian protection zone
or a riparian habitat conservation area. That makes it automati-
cally subject to SAT bylaws.

Right now, we are under a lot of pressure to stay on Federal
ground, as you can understand. To be able to stay on Federal
ground in the future, a livestock permittee is going to have to man-
age like he has never managed before. We are going to have a lot
of people leaving because of that.

The management required right now is extensive. If these ripar-
ian habitat conservation areas are created all over the permit, we
can’t move cattle if we are restricted to these areas. I can show you
on a map, on particular permits I am familiar with, where you sim-
ply wouldn’t be able to cross those areas if they enforced the SAT
guidelines on us.

Now, how could we get around that? We need to be on the
ground. If we have an area, a riparian area, that requires riparian
restoration, we want to restore that. We don’t want to see that area
degraded. We are moving cattle all the time to prevent that. We
want to be on the ground, but we want the Forest Service to be
objective when they are doing their documentation.

As the Chairwoman brought up a moment ago, the Forest is
not—their science is based upon subjectivity and opinion in a lot
of cases, and that drives the process. We want them to be scientif-
ically objective when they deal with these issues. That is how we
want to get involved.

Mr. HERGER. Good. Well, I want to work with you and all of us
to see that that happens.

Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

I wanted to ask Fran Roudebush—there were some opinions ex-
pressed by some outside businesspeople with regards to the fact
that they disapprove of the QLG. I think it was expressed in The
Wall Street Journal. I would like for you to comment on that. I was
mystified by that.

Ms. RoUuDEBUSH. Well, you know, the interesting thing there—
not to myself, but to one of my fellow supervisors who had an apol-
ogy from Nevada County’s board in their vote, and my suggestion
was that he take back to them that they could apologize—the best
way—Dby reversing that vote.
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I think the businesses fail to understand that tourism obviously
does come up to look at trees, but those same tourists come up to
buy the products that are supported by the wood industry itself.
And so I don’t understand it either, other than maybe they just
didn’t fully understand what the QLG represents and what the pro-
gram involves, and they simply think of clear cutting as what you
do in the woods. And that is obviously not what we are recom-
mending.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is obvious. It was surprising to me, when
I first got back to Congress several years ago, that even some of
my colleagues who represent districts in the east really thought
that we didn’t have one blade of grass standing, every frog pond
had been drained, and every tree cut.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Right.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And it has been a pleasure to meet and be
able to join Representative Herger in actually getting eastern mem-
bers up in an airplane and out in the woods on the ground to see
the difference in the management techniques, and the fact that you
could be in an airplane in Idaho or California and from horizon to
horizon you still see trees, and—though the misperception has not
served us well in terms of actual votes generated in the Congress.

So the work that Congressman Herger has done, I have followed
in his footsteps. We had a leadership tour a couple of years ago
where we brought the entire leadership team out to the west, and
it was a born again experience for some of them.

And so we need to continue that, and certainly QLG has not only
served to help move a program forward in a window of opportunity
in this community, but it has served as a blueprint for other coun-
ties such as Boise County and other areas. So, again, my hat is off
to you.

Ms. ROUDEBUSH. Well, thank you. And, again, I would like to
thank you on behalf of the rural counties for your support of Con-
gressman Herger and the QLG bill. Without you, this wouldn’t
have been successful either. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, it certainly is a very worthy cause.

I want to ask Mr. O’Sullivan—I have been watching this process
from the cattlemen’s point of view, too. And I want to make certain
that no existing rights are abridged, and the original legislation is
fashioned so that it didn’t allow for existing rights to be abridged.
I do not want to see guidelines implemented that would abridge or
take existing rights, because it can be very, very costly for the
American public, not only on—if the guidelines actually abridge ex-
isting rights, proven existing rights.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN. One of the rights that this doesn’t address, con-
gresswoman, is adjudicated water rights.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is right.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN. All through the forest.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is right.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN. How are they going to deal with that if they
have this SAT restrictions on resource rights?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And we do need to make sure those rights are
protected. In the original legislation, they were not abridged, and
so I will be watching very carefully and working with Congressman
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Herger and the Senators also to make sure your existing rights are
not abridged.

Recent case law has come down that not only says you have a
use right to the water, but your ditch rights and rights and of way,
which means your ability to move your cattle from one allotment
to another, and then also the rights to the foliage on your allot-
ment.

Should the Federal Government decide, through guidelines out-
side the purview of the Congress, to abridge any of those existing
rights, they are, in essence, involved in a taking, which they would
have to pay for future use of your rights, your property use rights.
And so we want to be very, very careful to protect the taxpayers,
to protect an existing industry who has existing rights, and a his-
tory and culture that is as important to the west as timber, mining,
and recreational and aesthetic use of our resources.

These uses do not need to be mutually exclusive. And as Teddy
Roosevelt envisioned, when these use rights are used in a compat-
ible manner, it really does and can establish forest health and an
ongoing sustained forest, as well as ongoing and sustainable indus-
tries.

I share with you that concern. I share with all of you that con-
cern.

And I wanted to ask you about Alternative 2 that states in the
guidelines that “Guidelines will apply to grazing only at the loca-
tion where resource management activities are ongoing for fuel
break construction, only at the time they are going on.” Now, is
that comfortable language for you?

Mr. O’'SULLIVAN. That helps somewhat. It has been our experi-
ence that there is a difference between the way it is spelled out and
the way it is actually implemented on the ground. What our con-
cern is that they will have riparian areas all through the forest,
and we won’t be able to move these cattle, to manage these cattle,
out on that range because they will have some sort of a resource
activity out there.

They will create something that, whether it is genuine or not, we
could be at risk. We are not concerned with the genuine. We are
concerned with the non-genuine, the subjective opinion that a ri-
parian area doesn’t meet riparian objectives. And, therefore, we are
going to not be able to move the cattle through for that area.

That is close. That is helpful. But we would like to see stronger
language.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And traditional established rights of way need
to be maintained. Another concern that I want to bring up for the
record is that resource management ongoing that are ongoing be-
cause of fuel break construction could be studies for fuel break con-
struction.

So I want to make sure that the agencies do not say because we
are studying in allotment number 1, allotment number 2, and allot-
ment number 3—and those are all three of your allotments, Mr.
O’Sullivan—you are not able to allow any of your cows to be in-
volved in grazing in any of your allotments.

Now, that is a worst case scenario. But I think it is incumbent
upon us to be able to see down the pike that this could happen,
and I do not want that to happen. Period. And I know that we need
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to have you involved in the QLG process and involved in the envi-
ronmental assessment process.

I don’t know whether it will be you yourself or who it might be,
but it is important to have cattlemen’s involvements with a clear
understanding that you come in with a unique set of cir-
cumstances, different from other users. You come in with estab-
lished rights. So I will be watching this very carefully. And I,
through my comments, want to also ask other members to watch
this very carefully.

Mr. Stewart, I was not able to review your testimony before you
gave your oral testimony. I will be giving you written questions.
And if you don’t mind responding within 10 working days of receipt
to our questions, I would appreciate it very much.

Mr. Herger, do you have any other comments or questions?

Mr. HERGER. Well, only I want to thank all of you here. You
are—the ones sitting here representing our counties, our wood
products, and our cattlemen, are certainly some—and the State of
California has done such a great job of helping fight fires over the
years and working with and protecting our homes and structures
and others.

I want to thank you for your involvement. Again, this is a five-
year pilot plan that we are going to be working on. And I can as-
sure you I will be monitoring this if not on a daily basis, very, very
regularly. My door is open to each of you. We want to make sure
that this works.

And I know there has been a lot of ongoing concern with the
cattlemen, and I want you to know, Dick, that I will continue work-
ing with you, and each of you. As we see challenges arise, I want
to be there to work with you to work those challenges out.

So, anyway, I thank each of you for appearing before us today
and your overwhelmingly strong, positive involvement in this proc-
ess. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I also have about—both Mr. Herger and I
have about 10 other questions for each of you that we would like
to ask. Time does not permit us to do that. And so as with Mr.
Stewart, we will be sending you written questions. If you wouldn’t
mind responding within 10 working days, I appreciate that.

Thank you so much for your very valuable testimony.

While this panel is leaving, the Chair will call Mr. Brad Powell,
Acting Regional Forester, Region 5, U.S. Forest Service, Vallejo,
California, to the witness table. He will be accompanied by Mr.
Mark Madrid, Forest Supervisor of the Plumas National Forest,
and Mr. Mike Spear, Manager, California/Nevada Operations Of-
fice, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California.

Gentlemen, as you have heard me explain before, we ask all
members to rise and take the oath.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. Powell, we recognize you for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF BRAD POWELL, ACTING REGIONAL FOR-
ESTER, REGION 5, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, VALLEJO, CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. POwELL. Thank you. Madam Chairman and members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Herger-
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Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act. I am accom-
panied today by Mark Madrid, Forest Supervisor of the Plumas,
here on my end, on my left, and Mike Spear, Manager of the Cali-
fornia/Nevada Operations Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice.

Since the enactment of the Act, we have been committed to the
successful implementation of its provisions. Many Forest Service
employees have worked diligently with the Quincy Library Group,
the community, Congress, and others to accomplish this task. With
the signing of the record of decision for the final environmental im-
pact statement on August 20, 1999, we are now ready to move for-
ward with the implementation of the pilot project.

The Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to conduct a pilot
project for a period of up to five years. To accomplish the purpose
of the Act, resource management activities are required that in-
clude fuel break construction, consisting of strategic system—a
strategic system of defensible fuel profile zones, group selection and
individual tree selection harvest, and a program of riparian man-
agement and riparian restoration projects. All of these activities
will be conducted consistent with environmental laws.

The pilot project will test the effectiveness of resource manage-
ment activities designed to meet ecological, economic, and fuel re-
duction objectives on national forest system lands in the Plumas,
Lassen, and Tahoe National Forests. The pilot project area includes
2.4 million acres. Approximately 900,000 acres are off base, de-
ferred, or otherwise unavailable as defined by the Act, leaving 1.5
million acres for implementation of the pilot project activities.

The final environmental impact statement describes a proposed
action and four alternatives. More than 10,000 comments were re-
ceived on the draft environmental impact statement. The FEIS dis-
closes the expected environmental consequences of implementing
the pilot project. The FEIS also addressed the comments received
and analyzed as a part of the public involvement process.

The record of decision amends the forest plans for the Plumas,
Lassen, and Tahoe National Forests, and identifies the alternative
selected by the Forest Service and the rationale for its selection. Al-
ternative 2, as modified, was selected. The decision will implement
a strategy to reduce wildfire, while protecting California spotted
owls and other wildlife associated with old growth forests.

Alternative 2 was modified so that no timber harvesting will be
permitted in suitable owl habitat until the Forest Service estab-
lishes a long-term California spotted owl strategy for the Sierra
Nevada that allows such an activity. This modification essentially
defers treatment on an additional 420,000 acres.

The California spotted owl habitat protection strategy is not pro-
jected to last for the duration of the pilot project. When a new Cali-
fornia spotted owl habitat management strategy is adopted as a re-
sult of the Sierra Nevada Framework Project, it will take the place
of the approach described above and apply for the remainder of the
pilot project period.

The Forest Service will begin the environmental analysis and
documentation process required by NEPA for projects that imple-
ment this decision. We will prioritize the implementation of those
projects that are currently being planned and that are consistent
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with the decision. We will focus initially on watersheds with a high
resource priority and known fire risk problems.

I would like to discuss for a moment our plans for some of the
specific resource management activities required for implementing
the decision.

Alternative 2 includes 40- to 60,000 acres of fuel reduction each
year for five years, through a strategic system of fuel profile zones.
A fuel profile zone includes shaded fuel breaks, thinnings, and indi-
vidual tree selection cutting. These zones will be designed to avoid
the approximately 62,000 acres of suitable owl habitat that are es-
timated to exist within the fuel break areas, until new owl guide-
lines are developed.

Alternative 2 also includes 8,700 acres of small group selection
treatments per year, resulting in the removal of trees and small
openings in the forest of one and a half to two acres in size. These
will be scattered across the landscape and are intended to provide
multi-storied forest stands of different age classes which would
mimic stand structures developed under natural fire regimes.
These may, where appropriate, be used in conjunction with defen-
sible fuels profile zones.

Riparian/aquatic ecosystem protection will be enhanced through
a riparian management project. Examples of proposed projects in-
clude wide protection zones and restoration projects such as mead-
ow restoration and vegetative plantings. These projects will be con-
sistent with the Scientific Advisory Team guidelines as directed in
the Act.

A Scientific Review Team appointed by the Secretary of Agri-
culture will assess the success of implementing actions in meeting
the objectives outlined in the Act. The monitoring strategy will pro-
vide information to managers to be used in applying the principles
of adaptive management, and it will assist the agency and the pub-
lic in gauging the success of resource management activities in
achieving resource objectives.

In summary, we are committed to implementing the decisions
made for the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recov-
ery Act, while ensuring protection of California-spotted owl habitat
and habitat for other old growth dependent species. The selection
of Alternative 2, as modified, will implement the law while com-
plying with all other environmental laws.

We are also committed to monitoring the project to ensure that
restoration activities are in compliance with environmental protec-
tions, and to assess the overall effectiveness of the pilot project.

This concludes my written statement. I would be happy to an-
swer any questions that you or members of your subcommittee may
have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Powell follows:]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Powell.

And the Chair recognizes Mr. Herger for his questions.

Mr. HERGER. Would you prefer to have Mr.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Of course, yes. Yes. I didn’t realize that.

Mr. Spear, please proceed.
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STATEMENT OF MIKE SPEAR, MANAGER, CALIFORNIA/NEVADA
OPERATIONS OFFICE, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE,
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

Mr. SPEAR. Thank you, Madam Chairman, Mr. Herger. Thank
you for the opportunity to present testimony on the Fish and Wild-
life Service’s involvement with the Forest Service environmental
impact statement, as it relates to the QLG Forest Recovery Act.

After the listing of the northern subspecies of the spotted owl in
the Pacific Northwest as threatened, Region 5 of the Forest Service
in San Francisco and the Fish and Wildlife Service began informal
discussions regarding the status of the California subspecies of the
spotted owl and the need to develop a comprehensive range-wide
management strategy to provide for the owl’s long-term viability
and to preclude the need for listing.

In 1992, the Forest Service published a technical assessment of
the owl’s status and provided an interim three- to five-year man-
agement strategy for the species. In 1998, the Forest Service en-
gaged the Fish and Wildlife Service in a cooperative and collabo-
rative process known as the Sierra Nevada Framework for Con-
servation and Collaboration.

The framework’s purpose is to amend existing plans for the 11
national forests in the Sierra Nevada to provide consistent regional
land management planning direction incorporating the most recent
scientific information. The framework will develop conservation
strategies for a number of non-listed species to provide long-term
viability of species of concern now at risk in the Sierra Nevada.

When completed, any conservation strategy developed in the
framework process will apply to all national forest lands in the Si-
erra Nevada, including those in the area covered under the QLG
Forest Recovery Act.

Concurrent with the framework planning process, in March 1999,
we signed an interagency agreement with the Forest Service detail-
ing our participating in the QLG effort. Our involvement was to en-
sure that the implementation of the QLG Forest Recovery Act
would promote the survival and recovery of federally-listed threat-
ened and endangered species and the viability of non-listed, at-risk
species, thus precluding the need for their listing.

While working on the DEIS, Fish and Wildlife Service identified
several concerns regarding the potential effects of the project on
federally-listed species and on the long-term viability of old growth
forest-associated species of concern, such as the California spotted
owl and the Pacific fisher.

These concerns focused on potentially significant reductions in
suitable nesting, denning, foraging, and dispersal habitat, habitat
fragmentation, changes in prey population, and introduction of non-
native plant and animal species.

In meetings with the Forest Service staff, the Service identified
concerns about the DEIS and potential adverse effects on the long-
term viability of the owl and other species. These discussions con-
tinued after the DEIS was issued, and Fish and Wildlife Service
provided detailed comments and recommendations to minimize
these effects.

Prior to issuance of the record of decision and final EIS, Fish and
Wildlife Service was able to concur that the FEIS, as modified, was
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not likely to adversely affect listed species. The Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Forest Service have also agreed to work coopera-
tively in an early consultation and coordination capacity on site-
specific projects to determine whether federally listed species and
species of concern would be impacted by proposed actions.

The administrative boundaries defined in the QLG Forest Recov-
ery Act encompass a significant portion of the range of the Cali-
fornia spotted owl in the Sierra Nevada, representing approxi-
mately 30 percent of the owl’s known California locations. Detailed
studies in four areas of the Sierra Nevada, including one within the
Lassen National Forest, have been conducted to calculate the rate
of population change for California spotted owls. These calculations
take into account survival and reproduction of owls.

Numbers of California spotted owls are declining, as evidenced
by population calculations and decreases in the number of occupied
sites for all four study areas in the Sierra Nevada. Although cause
and effect reasons for these declines have not been scientifically
demonstrated, studies suggest that weather and habitat are impor-
tant factors influencing the viability of the species. Habitat mainte-
nance is essential because excessive loss of key landscape habitat
components, such as mature and old growth forest, can exacerbate
the effects of unfavorable climatic conditions on survival.

Although landscape analyses linking habitat, survival, and repro-
duction of owls have been conducted for northern spotted owls, they
have not been completed for California spotted owls. Directly ex-
trapolating specific results from studies of northern spotted owls to
California spotted owls in the QLG Forest Recovery Act project
area is not appropriate due to differences in prey base and habitat
quality.

As a result, uncertainty remains over how much suitable habitat
is needed at the landscape scale to promote long-term viability.
Such analyses, however, are in progress to develop and/or refine a
conservation strategy for the California spotted owl for the Sierra
Nevada framework. Pending these results, we believe that any
project occurring prior to the completion of this strategy should not
foreclose future management options.

The Fish and Wildlife Service and the Forest Service have
worked together to modify the proposed action so it is consistent
with the National Forest Management Act’s viability regulations
and the QLG Forest Recovery Act. We believe this modification will
ensure the long-term viability of the owl and the maintenance of
suitable habitat until a long-term regional conservation strategy is
developed through the Sierra Nevada Framework this fall.

Thank you again for the opportunity to present this testimony.
This concludes my prepared remarks, and I will be glad to answer
any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Spear follows:]

STATEMENT OF MIKE SPEAR, MANAGER OF CALIFORNIA-NEVADA OPERATIONS, FISH
AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Thank you for the opportunity to attend today’s hearing and present testimony
on the Fish and Wildlife Service’s involvement with the Forest Service’s Environ-
mental Impact Statement as it relates to the Quincy Library Group (QLG) Forest
Recovery Act.
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After the listing of the northern subspecies of the spotted owl in the Pacific North-
west as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), Region 5 of
the Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) began informal discus-
sions regarding the status of the California sub-species of the spotted owl and the
need to develop a comprehensive, range-wide management strategy to provide for
the owl’s long-term viability, and to preclude the need for its ESA listing. In 1992,
the Forest Service published a technical assessment of the owl’s status, and pro-
vided an interim (three to five year) management strategy for the species. Because
the California spotted owl is not a federally listed species, the Forest Service did
not immediately confer with FWS regarding the adequacy of the proposed manage-
ment strategy.

In 1998, after several attempts to produce a comprehensive conservation strategy
for the California spotted owl, the Forest Service engaged FWS in a cooperative and
collaborative process known as the Sierra Nevada Framework for Conservation and
Collaboration. The Framework’s purpose is to amend existing plans for the eleven
national forests in the Sierra Nevada to provide consistent, regional land manage-
ment planning direction incorporating the most recent scientific information. The
Framework will develop conservation strategies for a number of non-listed species
to provide long-term viability of species of concern, now at risk in the Sierra Ne-
vada. When completed, any conservation strategy developed in the Framework proc-
ess will apply to all national forest lands in the Sierra Nevada, including those in
the area covered under the QLG Forest Recovery Act.

Concurrent with the Framework planning process, the Forest Service asked FWS
for technical assistance in the development of a Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment (DEIS) to implement the legislation contained in the QLG Forest Recovery
Act. In March 1999, we signed an interagency agreement with the Forest Service
detailing our participation in the planning effort, and the roles and responsibilities
of each agency. Our involvement was to ensure that the implementation of the QLG
Forest Recovery Act would promote the survival and recovery of federally-listed
threatened and endangered species and the viability of non-listed, at-risk species,
thus precluding the need for their ESA listing.

While working on the DEIS, FWS identified several concerns regarding the poten-
tial effects of the project on federally-listed species and on the long-term viability
of mature forest associated species of concern, such as the California spotted owl
and Pacific fisher. These concerns focused on (1) potentially significant reductions
in suitable nesting/denning, foraging and dispersal habitat, (2) habitat fragmenta-
tion, (3) changes in prey populations, and (4) introduction of non-native plant and
animal species.

In meetings with Forest Service staff, FWS identified concerns about the DEIS
and potential adverse impacts on the long-term viability of the owl and associated
forest species. These discussions continued after the DEIS was issued, and FWS
provided detailed comments and recommendations to minimize these effects. Prior
to the issuance of the Record of Decision and Final EIS, FWS was able to concur
that the plan, as modified, was consistent with the basic provisions of the QLG For-
est Recovery Act and not likely to affect listed species. The FWS and the Forest
Service have also agreed to work cooperatively in an early consultation and coordi-
nation capacity on all site-specific projects to determine whether federally listed spe-
cies and species of concern would be impacted by proposed actions.

The administrative boundaries defined in the QLG Forest Recovery Act encom-
pass a significant proportion of the range of the California spotted owl in the Sierra
Nevada, representing approximately 30 percent of the owl’s known California loca-
tions. Detailed studies in three areas of the Sierra Nevada, including one within the
Lassen National Forest, have been conducted to calculate the rate of population
change for California spotted owls. These calculations take into account survival and
reproduction of owls.

Numbers of California spotted owls are declining as evidenced by population cal-
culations and decreases in the number of occupied sites for all three study areas
in the Sierra Nevada. Although cause-and-effect reasons for these declines have not
been scientifically demonstrated, studies suggest that weather and habitat are im-
portant factors influencing the viability of the species. Habitat maintenance is es-
sential because excessive loss of key landscape habitat components, such as mature
and old-growth forest, can exacerbate the effects of unfavorable climatic conditions
on survival.

Although landscape analyses linking habitat and survival and reproduction of
owls have been conducted for northern spotted owls, they have not been completed
for, California spotted owls. Directly extrapolating specific results from studies of
northern spotted owls to California spotted owls in the QLG Forest Recovery Act
project area is not appropriate due to differences in prey base and habitat quality.
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As a result, uncertainty remains over how much suitable habitat is needed at the
landscape scale to promote long-term viability. Such analyses, however, are in
progress to develop and/or refine a conservation strategy for the California spotted
owl for the Sierra Nevada Framework. Pending these results, we believe that any
project occurring prior to the completion of this strategy should not foreclose future
management options. The FWS and the Forest Service have worked together to
modify the proposed action so it is consistent with the National Forest Management
Act’s viability regulations and the QLG Forest Recovery Act. We believe this modi-
fication will ensure the long-term viability of the owl and the maintenance of suit-
able habitat until a long-term regional conservation strategy is developed through
the Sierra Nevada Framework this fall.

Thank you again for the opportunity to present this testimony. This concludes my
prepared remarks, and I will gladly answer any questions that you might have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Spear.

I now recognize Congressman Herger for his questions.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you, Madam Chair.

And I want to thank each of you—the Forest Service, the Fish
and Wildlife—Mr. Powell, I remember when we were having some
challenges at one point here a few months ago with consultation
how you were back in Washington. I remember meeting with you
just off the Ways and Means hearing room there, and I want to
thank you for that. You went right to work, and we were able to
solve those problems.

We were able to get together, and I want to thank you and the
Forest Service for working. We have had some other challenges,
again, with the—in the other area. And, Mr. Spear, I want to
thank you for your involvement. I know what I am saying I am
also—I am not going to speak for Senator Feinstein, but I know I
have heard her mention her appreciation for working together to—
so that now we can begin the implementation of this legislation
again.

I don’t know if we can say it too much. I have been in Congress—
now my 13th year—I don’t know if I have ever seen an issue that
has been so controversial, but yet on the final—and was debated
for three hours on the House floor, but in its final vote I go out 429
to 1. That really I think says a lot.

Mr. Powell, when is your first QLG project going to be imple-
mented? And what is our plan?

Mr. POwELL. Well, let me try and answer that, and then I may
ask Mark Madrid to actually comment on that. But we will start
the individual analysis of those projects very promptly. I think we
all know we have an appeal period to go through, and the docu-
ment itself becomes available to the public I believe on September
3rd. There will be a 45-day appeal period, and we will hope to start
our analysis of projects very promptly thereafter.

The actual implementation to some degree depends on what hap-
pens in appeal of this EIS, and certainly if any litigation were to
occur at some point in time.

Mark, any other comments on that?

Mr. MADRID. I think the only thing I would add is that we have
already begun some of the exact same things that Mr. Terhune
brought up about looking at where we are, with the updating of
maps, seeing what the effects are, we'll see what that decision is.

And then just one thing for Brad is we are beginning to mail cop-
ies of the final EIS already, and we do have a few available here
today, too, if some of you have requested a copy.
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Mr. HERGER. Maybe you are beginning to answer this. Can we
start this before the appeal period runs? It sounds like we have
started some things.

Mr. POoweLL. I think we can start the planning, certainly, of
projects. It is the actual on-the-ground implementation that can’t
start. We would not implement any of the projects on the ground
until that appeal went through. But we certainly can start the
planning and have.

Mr. HERGER. What schedule have you developed for your first
year of QLG? And, well, follow up with, how many acres do you—
will you do in 1999 and in 20007

Mr. POwELL. Well, let me try and answer you, and those are dif-
ficult questions to answer because they are budget based. Particu-
larly for this year, if we look at the current level of funding, we
have received about half the funding to implement the full project.

So if—and there is not a direct relationship to the dollars and ex-
actly the acres, but based on our current estimate, if we were to
look at half the budget, I would say we are going to implement
about half the acres. Now, obviously, we don’t have a final budget
in place, and there are some other things that may change that.

We have not developed a detailed schedule of analysis yet, but
that is the very activity that the forests are starting to look at—
where they are going to plan, how they can avoid spotted owl habi-
tat, and which particular projects to begin with.

Mr. HERGER. Will you be having QLG assist you in this?

Mr. PoweLL. I think we will be having not only QLG but the
public assist us in this. As you well know, there are a variety of
groups—Cattlemen’s Association, certainly some of the conserva-
tion groups, and certainly the QLG Group will be interested in
being involved in it.

And then it is an open public process because we will follow
NEPA, and we will go through individual analysis, so everyone
that is interested will have an opportunity to participate.
| M?r HERGER. Now, let us see, the full budget was, what, $12 mil-
ion?

Mr. POWELL. I think for this year we have got about $12 million.
I think the full estimated budget to do the total is around $25 mil-
lion, as I recollect.

Mark, is that accurate?

Mr. MADRID. Yes, that is correct.

Mr. HERGER. Now, that is for the five years?

Mr. POWELL. No, it is—that is an annual estimate.

Mr. HERGER. Of how much it will take?

Mr. PowEeLL. If you would like, we can furnish you——

Mr. HERGER. Okay.

Mr. POWELL. [continuing] our most recent cost estimates and
even reference back to the earlier cost estimates that were made.

Mr. HERGER. And my understanding is that the earlier cost esti-
mates were lower than what you are mentioning. Is that correct?

Mr. POWELL. That is not my recollection. But, again, let me fur-
nish you that detailed information, both what the original esti-
mates are and what they are currently.

Mr. HERGER. Again, we want to be working with you, if need be,
day by day.
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Mr. PoweLL. We will furnish you that updated information.

Mr. HERGER. To make sure you have what is needed.

I guess my concern is, you know, we have heard different num-
bers—$12 million, $8 million. You mentioned $12 million you
thought you had. I think there is at least $8 million. I hope we are
not raising this bar so high that we are

Mr. POWELL. The remainder of the budget and the reason—and,
again, we will furnish that to you—but we have some carryover
dollars from last year. I think, as you recollect, we only spent the
dollars to do the EIS, so the remainder of that funding we still
have available. When you add that to what we at least anticipate
in this year’s budget, our current estimate of two are around $12
million.

Mr. HERGER. Now, you will be able to use timber dollars also, is
that not correct, from timber accounts?

Mr. POwELL. Certainly so.

Mr. HERGER. So, again, I think the point of, again, one of the
purposes of this oversight hearing is to be able to work with you
and work out any perceived or any problems that we see, potential
problems out there, to make sure that we are doing what we need
to do. And that five years may sound like a lot of time, but, I mean,
five years will come and go very quickly. So it is very important
that we not waste any time.

Mr. PowgLL. I will provide you a very clear picture of that budg-
et analysis.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. Do you have the number of acres that
you %re targeting for 1999, the rest of this year, and for next year,
20007

Mr. PoweLL. Well, I don’t know that we have broken down spe-
cifically the EIS, again, because that is a part of the analysis. We
are projecting to do 40- to 60,000 a year. I think the EIS projection
DFPZs—it will be around 216,000 acres throughout the life of the
project. But again, site-specifically, as George Terhune and others
mentioned, we are going to try and adjust some of those to miss
more habitat. But we plan to be in that 40- to 60,000 range, de-
pendent upon budgets, of course.

Mr. HERGER. Okay. And we will be working with you to somehow
ensure—this is a high priority of ours, was of the last Speaker, I
might mention, as well as our current Speaker of the House—to see
to it that we—you have the resources you have to implement this.

Will QLG projects generate the net revenue to the Treasury, and
how much?

Mr. POWELL. Well, certainly, they will produce revenues to the
Treasury. The estimates that are in the EIS that have already been
talked about today are our best estimates. Now, again, I think all
of us know in the marketplace it is pretty hard for us to exactly
project the revenues. Those are the estimates based on history.
That is what we hope to be able to receive.

But, again, there will be fair, open competition for the products
that we sell, and we won’t know exactly whether there is profit in
that until we actually see the actual receipts.

Mr. HERGER. But as in historically we have returned—not re-
cently, but at least historically, we actually have returned a profit
to the Treasury, I think from some testimony we had from Mr.
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Frank Stewart, I know I think he used the—I forget, a number of
a dollar put in, $1.38 out. But it—so

Mr. POWELL. The real challenge—and certainly, those are our
best estimates. But, again, when you—I am not an accountant, and
the accountants could have a field day trying to explain this. But,
obviously, those are looking at more benefits than just to the gov-
ernment. There are other benefits much beyond just us.

What it costs us to prepare the sale and what we actually receive
in is one set of figures. Then you start to look at some of those sec-
ondary benefits in the community, and that is obviously a much
larger figure.

Mr. HERGER. And that is really a bonus, but that was not really
what this was directed to. It was forest health.

If the Sierra framework is not completed, will the QLG plan
stand five years as Congress intended?

Mr. PoweLL. If the Sierra Nevada Framework isn’t completed,
really, the tie is not just with the framework; it is a tie back to the
work with the Quincy bill—is really the spotted owl direction for
the future. I am confident that we will develop a range-wide spot-
ted owl direction either through the framework, through other
processes, or potentially even the listing of the owl. I would hate
to see it come that way, but if there were a listing decision made
on the owl, then, again, we would have other processes in place.

So I don’t know that I answered you directly. I anticipate that
we will have new spotted owl direction across the range of the spot-
ted owl in California that will, in essence, allow the project, the
Quincy project, to move forward with that new direction. I hope it
comes through the framework. That is our current plan. I see no
reason that we won’t succeed at that.

Mr. HERGER. I just have to interject at this point that when we
have catastrophic fires, which this QLG is working to help prevent,
there isn’t any habitat. It is 100 percent destroyed. So hopefully
our—one of our major goals is to preserve habitat.

Mr. POWELL. Just to comment on that, because certainly we rec-
ognize that, Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes that. That is one
of the significant challenges in the framework is to look at different
management scenarios that provide the protection of habitat, pro-
vide economic benefits, at the same time result in a forest that is
healthy and can sustain itself against fire. That is a tough, complex
issue to resolve. That is exactly what the framework is trying to
take a look at.

Mr. HERGER. And, Mr. Spear, isn’t this our problem as we have
these catastrophic fires around is that we are completely destroy-
ing, for maybe a hundred or a couple hundred years, this habitat
of the owls and others completely?

Mr. SPEAR. I couldn’t agree with that more, and I think that has
been one of the misunderstandings about perhaps the view of the
Fish and Wildlife Service and the role of the Endangered Species
Act, is that we have to take that into account. That is a factor that
is out there in the landscape, and it is one of the overall, most dev-
astating factors.

Before I came down to Sacramento, I was up in Portland in-
volved in the Upper Columbia Basin Project. And, of course—well,
that hasn’t gotten finally completed yet. It was the fundamental
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issue up there in the—Mrs. Chenoweth’s area, that—and the same
dilemma was faced, and that is, how do you deal with the fire fac-
tors while also dealing with the other concerns? In that case, both
trout and salmon being one of the largest issues.

Where we are down here, if I were, you know, to go on a second,
is that just as Brad has said, we feel we are near bringing this new
science out to the public, having that debate, that review that QLG
members talked about earlier, and then that will lead us to some
new prescriptions.

One of the things I am most pleased about in working with the
Forest Service on this in the last few months is their strong desire,
along with ours, to try to do something that will not, you know,
precipitate or increase the probabilities of a listing.

I think they have taken a very appropriate attack here because
we are—as I say, we are close to having the new science put on
the table for all to see the data discussed and hopefully come out
with something that says, “This is the best way to balance these
various factors.”

Mr. HERGER. Well, thank you. And, of course, our concern is that
if we are, for whatever reason, not able to actually implement this
QLG plan, which, again, I believe and many believe is historic and
perhaps one of the first times, if not the first time, that we are ac-
tually trying to come up and plan for the entire picture, that we
have lost an incredible opportunity that we may not see again.

Mr. Powell, in modeling for fuel breaks, I understand that there
were no large fires considered in the modeling?

Mr. POWELL. Let me try and explain what was done there.

Mr. HERGER. Would it make EIS selecting Alternative 2 more de-
fensible if the modeling considered the type of large fires that occur
in these forests?

Mr. POWELL. Let me try and explain, and we have had extensive
conversations with members of the Quincy Group and our own
:ciechnical team on that. I might ask Mark to comment when I am

one.

The challenge that we have here is we have utilized the best fire
experts that we have available, and we used the latest models that
we have available. We tried to make those models work the way
that we think they best would mimic nature. And I think the re-
sults that we got out of those are purely defensible, they are sci-
entifically defensible.

I do think we all recognize that models are not perfect, and we
in the framework, in particular, are trying to develop a new model
using the best scientists that are available. We simply didn’t have
that available for the Quincy Project. I do think it was modeled ap-
propriately. I think it shows very well the difference between alter-
natives.

Is there some potential you could have had bigger fires? Cer-
tainly. And we certainly recognize that. But we didn’t try to artifi-
cially constrain it. We tried to use assumptions that we think are
realistic, and then allow the model to output what would happen.

The important part of the model isn’t the exact number; it is in
comparing between alternatives, because you use that same model
in every alternative. That is what was important to us.

Mark, you may want to comment on the technical side of it.
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Mr. MADRID. Yes, I think that pretty much covers it. One of the
things that happen as we do site-specific EAs, the modeling will be
more accurate for smaller areas as we do that. So from that stand-
point, we will still use the best available science, the most accurate
models to do that, as we do the site-specific projects.

So it is kind of a double way of looking at that, getting an esti-
mate of the true fire risk we have in certain areas.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Madam Chair?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

Mr. Spear, I wanted to ask you about the owl population. I have
received comment and testimony in my committee in Washington
that actually the Northern California spotted owl’s population was
probably greater than that which was in pre-Columbian times.

And I remember that being a significant piece of information to
me because I wondered how they measured the population in pre-
Columbian times. And now I hear testimony that you have given
that the owl population is again in decline.

Mr. SPEAR. You are right.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Go ahead.

Mr. SPEAR. You started out—you are speaking about the north-
ern spotted owl, and then——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Northern California spotted owl.

Mr. SPEAR. I was speaking about the California spotted owl. The
reports are now, the information that is emerging, is that there is
a decline in the four different study areas that they have looked
at. There are different amounts, and I think that the sample set
is probably not large enough to draw good numbers about exactly
the rate of decline.

But the general sense among the scientists is that it is in decline.
And if it continues in that way, there is a debate over the reasons
why. How much of it is related to habitat is part of that debate.

But I think as the information, you know, comes out and be-
comes more public, I think it will be pretty clear that the sense of
the scientists is that it is in decline.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Gosh. No wonder it is so hard to implement
these programs, because we see testimony coming from top people
in the agency that contradicts itself from one month to the next.
And I think that is in large part what Mr. Jackson was talking
about. So it is very difficult to plan.

What is the difference between the Northern California spotted
owl and the other spotted owls?

Mr. SPEAR. The differences are

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Existing in California.

Mr. SPEAR. The northern spotted owl is along the coast, and basi-
cally a cutoff line from about Redding heading to the east and then
toward that area around the north in the—and then down along
the coast into Encino County, and then it joins up with Oregon and
Washington.

The difference is, well, when the ornithologists get together they
look at fine differences, and they have cited that there is a different
subspecies in the California basically south of here, in the Sierras
and down into Southern California.
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If you wanted to get some—the fine details on the differences as
they reported them in their taxonomic literature, I would like to
provide that in writing because I am not

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, [——

Mr. SPEAR. [continuing] aware of those details.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I would be happy to look at their taxonomic
literature. But the fact is isn’t the—doesn’t the statute require—
and the guidelines that have been promulgated—require it to be a
genetic difference, not a geologic difference? And aren’t the orni-
thologists looking at a geologic

Mr. SPEAR. Geographic.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Geographic difference?

Mr. SPEAR. No. These will be differences as—that are not just ge-
ographic.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. But gene pool is found to be different?

Mr. SPEAR. Whether they have used data like, you know, the
sizes of bones or different colorations, there is different types of
things that they use. And prior to, you know, sort of modern exami-
nations of genes and getting down into the DNA that they can do
now, they used other features to make these distinctions between
subspecies.

But it is a clear subspecies that has been approved in the taxo-
nomic literature through the peer review process. And, therefore,
it is treated differently, and that is why it is not listed now along
with the northern spotted owl.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Can these subspecies reproduce?

Mr. SPEAR. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. They are able to produce offspring.

Mr. SPEAR. Yes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That are——

Mr. SPEAR. And there is a

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [continuing] genetically identical to both
parents?

Mr. SPEAR. There is a gradation, there is an area of blending ba-
sically to the east of here where the two—the two probably interact
to a very small degree.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I still wonder how they can determine how
many Northern California spotted owls are in existence before Co-
lumbia—before Columbus hit the east coast.

Mr. SPEAR. Well, I believe that is probably is a pretty good ques-
tion.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And your answer, I would assume, is they
don’t know, really.

Mr. SPEAR. They don’t know really. But I suspect they looked at
basically the amount of habitat and the basic—the home range size
for a pair and made some determination and then calculated how
much might have been disturbed by other factors at any one time.
But I don’t know how useful the number is.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Tell me, Mr. Spear, isn’t it logical to conclude
that probably a number of owls have also been destroyed in the
massive fires, and they have possibly declined because their habi-
tat has been destroyed?

Mr. SPEAR. Absolutely.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That they themselves have been——
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Mr. SPEAR. We wouldn’t argue that a bit.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And so, then, wouldn’t that lead us to con-
clude that implementation of programs such as the QLG legislation
and that program would actually enhance the owl population?

Mr. SPEAR. Well, I think that is where you get into the fine line
as we look at the new science. The decision made by the Forest
Service I think is to some extent based on the proximity in time
of the new science coming forward. I would suspect it might have
been different if they thought we were years away from having
anything out there in the public to draw upon to develop a new for-
mula for prescriptions.

But the sense of people is that the new information will be
brought forth relatively quickly, that debate that was talked about
for the QLG members will take place, the framework discussion
will examine that, and we will look at what is needed, both at more
local levels and across the range for the owls.

And it is that balancing—Fish and Wildlife Service is not saying,
for instance, has not said that nothing can be done in suitable
habitat. But we were not confident with the amount of the treat-
ment and the degree of the treatment within suitable habitat as
contemplated by the unmodified option 2.

We had a sense that it would definitely take it below what is
suitable for the owl, and the question is maybe there is—you know,
I use the term “a lighter touch” that could take place in suitable
habitat that will serve most of the purposes of a defensible fuel
zone but also maintain the habitat for the owls. And so it is that
fine tuning that I think we are looking for as we reach—look at
these common objectives of owl preservation and fire protection.

I think that is where we are, and it is not far off.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I would like to ask Mr. Terhune or Mr. Jack-
son to respond to that particular—or, Mr. Murphy, you are still
here—any one of you to be able to respond to that point. Would one
of you—would you please come to the mike?

Mr. MurPHY. I believe there is at least a combination of answers
here that is kind of unique. Mr. Powell told us that we don’t yet
have models that deal with the large fires. So the question is: what
data did the Fish and Wildlife Service use to determine the impact
differences? They used the models that don’t deal with the large
fires.

So the modeling data provided by the Forest Service said there
was 2,000 acres of potential owl habitat saved by Alternative 2, as
compared to the other alternatives. Well, every one of those fires
on that map today has the potential to do well beyond 2,000 acres
of damage to the owl. That data was not in the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s analysis.

So the model issue is very important if large, catastrophic fires
are a likelihood in these forests, and we can look at potentially, in
a three-day time period, losing 50- or 60,000 acres of suitable habi-
tat. Then this issue of model is an extremely important one be-
cause it would then give the Fish and Wildlife Service a data set
of risk that is substantially higher. And a program like the Quincy
Library Group program that substantially alters that risk would
then actually be viewed as a very positive thing to do for owls.
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So it is sort of a combination. The science on the modeling is not
there yet. The evidence on the map is, which is that we have had
100,000 acres of habitat burned up in the last seven years in cata-
strophic events. And that was not taken into account in the anal-
ysis of viability of the alternatives relative to owl habitat impact.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Murphy, Mr. Spear, and Mr. Powell, 1
want to ask all three of you, how could we get this data set into
the model to make the model accurate and workable?

Mr. MurpHY. I think you are talking about the fire model, and
that is not my expertise. So I will

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Powell?

Mr. MURPHY. ——[continuing] pass it to Brad.

Mr. POWELL. Let me try again, because I don’t want to get into
a modeling analysis process here. I think the dilemma we have is
we recognize that the model that we are utilizing is the best—sim-
ply the best model that is available. We also recognize that any-
time you are trying to project wildfire that there are some uncer-
tainties to that.

Now, the contention that we have somehow kept these fires or
the potential of fires from being large, catastrophic fires is simply
not accurate. It is just that we have, when we plugged in the as-
sumptions we think are accurate, the amount of fire that has been
projected isn’t as large as some of the fires that have occurred.

And we are developing a new model. That is exactly what we are
utilizing in the framework, and I am quite confident when the
framework is completed we are going to have the best modeling
analysis that is available to us.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Powell, for the record, I just want to make
one thing very clear. We will not allocate money from the taxpayers
to pay for a model that doesn’t consider more than 2,000, as Mr.
Murphy has pointed out, that does not have basic, objective, sci-
entific data. We just simply cannot pay for a pig in the poke. Now,
we want to be able to fund this project.

Mr. POWELL. Let me respond, though. Again, I don’t believe that
is exactly what he said. He can comment himself. The model didn’t
project that it was just going to be 2,000 acres of fire. But it pro-
jected larger fires than that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Murphy, would you please clarify that?

Mr. MURrPHY. Yes. The model that was used did project an up-
ward limit of a 7,500-acre fire.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay.

Mr. MurPHY. And what I was talking about was the net dif-
ference in saved habitat was calculated to only be 2,000 acres of
Alternative 2, compared to the other alternatives. And that is
what—Dbecause of the use of these models, the difference between
them, the value of the programs, was not elucidated by the models.
And so this 2,000-acre savings was what the Fish and Wildlife
Service said, “We can’t risk 50,000 acres of owl habitat to only save
two.”

But when we have one fire that can take 60,000 acres out, then
that analysis would be reversed. And, in fact, when questioned,
they said they would, given an alternate set of data that would in-
dicate a higher risk in terms of acres of habitat lost, they would
have given a different opinion as to the viability of Alternative 2,
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if the analysis had led to the risk of large areas of owl habitat
being lost.

That is the real problem. Hopefully, the framework will—and in
answer to your last question, the SNEP scientists did do this kind
of modeling, and did the process, and they suggested strongly that
fuel treatments be considered, that defensible fuel profile zones be
tested, because of their net benefit to saving and reducing the ef-
fects of catastrophic wildfire.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That would make the EIS more defensible.

Mr. MurPHY. Oh, absolutely. There would be no doubt that Al-
ternative 2 not only would have been the preferred alternative, as
it is, it would also clearly have been labeled the environmentally
preferred alternative.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I think the thing that we are—that I am striv-
ing for, and the focus that I have, is to make sure that we have
a defensible model, and one that will really work on the ground.
And that is what we are going to be looking at in funding, and I
want to see this budget. I want it to continue to serve as a beacon
for other projects.

When we have a dispute over something as basic as a model, I
become concerned then. So may I be assured of your cooperation in
working with the other members of the QLG and making sure that
this model is one that we can all defend, and that Mr. Herger and
I can defend it on the floor of the House also?

Mr. MurpHY. Well, let me assure you this way. We are going to
utilize the best scientists that are available to us in preparing this
model. I think that’s the best place to be in terms of a political
strategy and a defensible model. We are currently contracting with
some of the top scientists in the country to deal with fire issues on.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. Well, we will be watching that and
working with you.

I have some questions about some of the testimony that was
given earlier. We have worked very hard to get the EIS finished
on time, and it was finished ahead of time. And everyone appre-
ciates that, but there was a delay somewhere in Washington, DC,
that caused you to miss the statutory deadline by a few days. Who
caused the delay?

Mr. POwWELL. Well, I guess in a simple sense you can say I caused
the delay. I expected, and I think it is in all of our best interests
to have, this be a legally defensible decision. After we had crafted
the EIS and completed the record of decision, I asked for, in con-
sultation with our leadership in Washington, to have this reviewed
by both our OGC counsel and our Department of Justice folks and
staff in Washington. That simply took a little longer because of
complexities of the record of decision.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Who in Washington, from the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of Justice, worked on this?

Mr. POWELL. I can furnish you the names. I don’t have them
with me today. But we had our staff in Wildlife and our staff in
Planning and then counsel from DOJ and OGC. If you would like
the names——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I would like for you to provide that to the
Committee.
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Now, I have a concern about the changes that occurred in the
EIS. I would like for you to point out to me the specific changes
that were made or suggested in the EIS.

Mr. POWELL. Well, let me try and do that in a very quick fashion,
because I am not sure exactly what you mean in changes to the
EIS. But in the record of decision, the primary change in Alter-
native 2 was an adjustment to defer or delay entry into any spotted
owl habitat until we had this new spotted owl direction that we
have talked about today that will be a part of the framework.

There are some other minor changes in the record of decision,
but I think that is the primary one that you would be interested
in. That change was made based on our view of the viability regu-
lations under the National Forest Management Act and trying to
make sure that we had a legally defensible decision that did not
violate any other environmental laws.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. What I would like for you to furnish for the
Committee is changes that only changed even two letters. I would
like to see every change that was made during that time.

Mr. PowELL. Can I ask for a clarification? Because I am not
sure—changes to Alternative 2 in the ROD, is that what you are
requesting?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Changes that were made when you were
bulletproofing the EIS.

Mr. POowELL. The EIS itself had few, if any, changes in it. What
we were doing was crafting the record of decision that the forest
supervisors made their decision and documented with. So in the
EIS—and, Mark, you may want to comment—I am not aware of
any changes that were made in the EIS. There may have been
some editorial. We can furnish you that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Would you, please?

Mr. POWELL. But the record of decision itself was being crafted.
So it would be hard to tell you changes because there really was
never a record of decision that would——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, what new information do we have on the
owls now that generated between the draft and the final of the EIS
that caused the delay and these changes in the ROD? That is what
I am after.

Mr. POWELL. Mike may want to comment on this as well, but we
were aware—and Duane and others in the QLG Group was
aware—at the time the draft came out that we had concerns about
spotted owls, based on the demographic studies that were done,
based on the research, based on the advice of our biologists, and
based on the viability work that went into the biological assess-
ment, even at the draft. We continued to work on that between
draft and final.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. These are the changes I would like to see.

Mr. POwELL. We would be happy to furnish those for you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Spear, we heard testimony earlier about
the California red-legged frog, and the fact that there seems to be
language in the guidelines that is not specific or definitive. And as
it has been explained to me through the testimony that I have
heard, this in and of itself could serve to legally undo the Quincy
Library Group project because it is not specific. And how did that
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occur? How did it—how did these unspecified, undefined pieces of
language get in the guidelines?

Mr. SPEAR. Well, the red-legged frog is a listed species.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Right.

Mr. SPEAR. So in our discussions with the Forest Service over
listed species, under normal consultation procedures, we provided
in this case sort of standard language about survey protocols that
we would use. And the Forest Service included the language I
think dealing both with their viability issues and our concerns
about using appropriate survey techniques to—for appropriate con-
servation of the red-legged frog. And I think the fundamental thing
we are talking about is that those areas that are unsurveyed need
to be surveyed.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How many areas are unsurveyed?

Mr. SPEAR. I don’t know. I would be happy to try to give you
some sense of that in the area. But——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How many red-legged frogs are there? Do you
know where they are?

Mr. SPEAR. They are in the foothills in the Central Valley. Their
range is quite large, but they are relatively rare in certain ranges,
not in other ranges. And this is sort of the northern extent of their
range up in this area in the foothills in this part of the state.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Spear, how does the red-legged frog popu-
lation respond to fire?

Mr. SPEAR. How does it respond to fire? Probably depends on the
nature of the fire, and, you know, what state of their life they are
in, the nature of the fire that passes over. That gets into a level
of detail that I would be happy to get back to you with.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Your answers indicate to me that the lack of
specificity could serve to undo the very essence of the QLG legisla-
tion and something that is a hallmark nationally. So we must—I
must ask you to work very closely with the Forest Service, the QLG
Group, and come up with specifics before we begin limiting activity.
I am very concerned about this and will be watching it very closely.

Mr. SPEAR. I think the specifics you talk about are the types of
things that come into that at the project planning stage when the
project gets into that kind of detail.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, I have learned while I have been in Con-
gress that I need to look at the worst case scenario down the pike.
And I would love to be comfortable with that statement, but I can’t
be. And so I would ask you again to have your agency work very
closely with the Forest Service, QLG Group, and let us tighten up
those definitions.

I would like to work with Mr. Herger to make sure that the sur-
veys are done and completed in a timely manner, so that we don’t
see anything held back.

Do you have any other comments that you would like to make?

Mr. SPEAR. I will be happy to do just as you say.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. Mr. Herger, do you have any other
questions?

Mr. HERGER. Maybe one last one.

Mr. Powell, will the QLG program supplant your regular timber
sale program?
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Mr. POWELL. I am not sure how to answer that. On those forests,
this will be the primary timber sale program in the specified area.
Now, certainly on the Tahoe there are other districts outside the
QLG area. But in the QLG area itself, the Quincy Library Group
area, it will be the primary timber sale program. It is where we
are going to put our funding and our primary efforts.

Mark, would you care to comment?

Mr. MADRID. That is exactly right. This will be our vegetative
management program across the board in this project area.

Mr. HERGER. And I guess just to expand the question, some 38
mills have closed in the 10 counties that I represent in the last few
years. And there is—has been some concern that while we imple-
ment this program here, which is very important, that, say, outside
these three national forests that perhaps budget or whatever we
are doing does not somehow supplant where we are not doing the
work we would normally be doing in these other areas because of
this.

Mr. POWELL. But, again, that is a budget question. And it is cer-
tainly a valid issue around the state, not just with timber sales but
fuels management. If we have to take and fund that out of the re-
gional funds, without there being additional funds, it will take
some of the opportunity to have timber sales or fuels management
projects.

Currently, with the scenario of additional funding, it should have
no impact on those other projects.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you. And that is what we are—that was the
intent, was that we would give you the additional funding so that
it would not supplant ongoing projects planned before the QLG be-
came a reality. We would like, as a Congress, to see—and certainly,
I, as a representative—to see them continue.

Mr. PoweLL. Okay.

Mr. HERGER. Well, I have no further questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger.

I just have one further question, and that is to Mr. Powell. Origi-
nally, when we were working on the legislation, we actually set
aside some 400,000 acres of roadless areas that were off limits to
the QLG activities. My concern is: is that reflected in the EIS as
a mitigation measure? I know it was a legislative mitigation meas-
ure, but is it also reflected in the environmental impact statement
and the record of decision?

Mr. POWELL. The off base or deferred areas that I referred to in
my testimony are reflected. I think it is actually more than
400,000. I could look up the exact thing, the exact number.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That makes me happy.

Mr. PoweLL. I think it is 800,000. Those areas are not planned
for this type of treatment, either the DFPZs or the group selection.
They are reflected as a part of the decision. They are a part of the
overall planning of the project.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. All right. We may—and I likely will have ad-
ditional questions that—I do want to study the record, and I will
get back to you with written questions, both of you. And I want to
thank you for being here and for your testimony.
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And I want to thank you ahead of time for your continued co-
operation. I have peppered you with some pretty tough questions,
but I want from the bottom of my heart to thank you for the co-
operation that we have seen demonstrated with the QLG. And it
heartens me to think that it will continue.

Thank you very much.

And, Mr. Herger, do you have any final comments?

Mr. HERGER. I do. Madam Chair, I want to thank you so very
much for taking time out of your August recess to hold a hearing
here in our Second Congressional District of California. We are
all—certainly myself—very indebted to you for the work you have
done over the several years that we have worked together on pass-
ing this legislation.

Thank you so very much for the contribution that you give not
only to your district in Idaho but to us here in Northern California
and to our entire nation. So thank you so very much.

I want to thank each one of our panelists this morning for being
here, for everyone who has been involved in this historic legislation
and plan to—for the first time, rather than just environmentalists
and those in the wood products industry working—Iliterally logger-
heads, to actually come together with a plan that helps solve the
problems, not just talk and fight about them, but literally come to-
gether to solve the problems.

To each of you, I am indebted, as are everyone here in our dis-
trict and, again, throughout the nation. Thank you very much, one
and all.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Herger. You are an inspira-
tion. You really are.

And I want to recognize our staff. I can tell you that these hear-
ings are not easy to put together, and the detailed work that has
been done really helps the Congressmen in their work. We have
such able staff. I want to recognize Erica Rosenberg, who is the mi-
nority counsel, who is here from Washington, DC. I want to recog-
nize, of course, Joanne Gibson, who is minority counsel from Wash-
ington, DC; Mike Correia, who is our subcommittee clerk; and our
Court Reporter, William Rayherd, who is from Santa Rosa, Cali-
fornia. It is a tough job and I appreciate your good work.

And I also want to acknowledge Fran Peace, who is here from
Wally Herger’s district office. Fran, where are you? There you are
right there in the front row.

And Georgia Golling from my district office in Washington, DC.
She is in the back row there.

Thank you all. You are wonderful people to work with.

And I want to thank the witnesses again for your fine testimony.
And we have asked to have some questions answered, and I would
appreciate if you could answer them within 10 working days.

So thank you all very much, and this hearing is adjourned.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Feinstein follows:]

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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Introduction
The Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest
Recovery Act Final Enviy LImpact Stat

demonstrate and test the effectiveness of
management activities described in the Herger-

(FEIS) documents the results of an environmental
analysis of alternative management strategies to
demonstrate and test the effectiveness of resource
management activities described in the Herger-
Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act of October 21, 1998 (Act). We studied the FEIS
and reviewed related materials, including comments
and concemns regarding the Herger-Feinstein Quincy
Library Group Forest Recovery Act Draft

Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act of October 21, 1998, by amending, as needed,
management direction in the Land and Resource
Management Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and
Tahoe National Forests. The total acreage on which
management activities are implemented is not to
exceed 70,000 acres each year.

Purpose and Need .
The purpose of and need for a pilot project is to test

Environmental Impact Stot (DEIS) published
June 11, 1999. Our decision is based on all of this
information.

Background

The Quincy Library Group Community Stability
Proposal of 1993; is an agreement developed by a
coalition of representatives of fisheries groups,
environmental organizations, the forest products
industry, citizens, elected officials, and local
communities in northern California. The intent of the
Praposal was to develop a resource t

and dem¢ the effectiveness of certain resource
management activities designed to meet ecologic,
economic, and fuel reduction objectives on the
Lassen, Plumas, and Sierraville Ranger District of
the Tahoe National Forests. The Act requires the
Secretary to conduct a pilot project for a period of
up to 5 years from the initiation of the pilot project
(Title IV, Section 401(g)(2)). To accomplish the
purpose of the Act, resousrce management activities
that include fuelbreak construction consisting of a
strategic system of defensible fuel profile zones,

program promoting ecological health on certain
Federal lands and economic health for communities
in the northern Sierra Nevada. Discussions about a
pilot project began in 1992 when the Quincy Library
Group formed. The Proposal was subsequently
introduced to Congress in 1997, and was enacted as
the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest
Recovery Act of October 21, 1998 (Act).

Proposed Action

The Forest Service proposes to establish and
implement a pilot project not to exceed 5 years' to

group selection and individual tree selection harvest,
and a program of riparian management and riparian
restoration projects are required.

In proposing the alternatives, the agency is
responding in part to an underlying purpose outlined
in the Quincy Library Group Community Stability
Proposal, November 1993, as referenced in the Act
(Title IV, Section 401(b)(1)) and to concerns
identified by the Public as required by Law. The
underlying need for the pilot project is to fulfill the
Secretary of Agriculture’s statutory duty under the
Act, to the extent consistent with applicable Federal
faw

! Reference the Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Fotest Recovery Act, subscction (d).
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Public Involvement

OnDecember21, 1998, the Forest Service published
in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent (NOI) to
prepare an environmental impact statement to
disclose the impacts of a pilot project as described
in the Act. In December 1998 and January 1999,
potentially interested parties including individual
members of the public; interest groups; and Federal,
State and local government agencies were contacted
and offered opportunities to provide input and
comment on the proposal.

By the close of the NOI comment period on January

19, 1999, 18S letters had been received. These letters
expressed a range of public concerns and suggestions
that were reviewed and analyzed by the
Interdisciplinary Team and the Content Analysis
Enterprise Team.

News releases announcing the NOI and upcc‘)ming
public meetings were sent fo news agencies
throughout northern California, individuals on the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests’ mailing
fists, and individuals on mailing lists comprising
names and addresses submitted by the public in
December 1998. Meetings were held with the Quincy
Library Group, local governments, Federal and State
agencies, environmental groups, and tribal
representatives between January and April 1999.
Public information meetings were hosted by the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests at
Loyalton, Blairsden, Quincy, Greenville, Oroville,
Chico, Burney, and Chester, California between
January 4 and 16, 1999. Two scoping workshops
were also held in Susanville and Quincy, California
on January 16, 1999. Open houses were held in
Chico, Susanville, and Quincy, California on Febnuary
24and 25, and May 12, 1999, to review preliminary
alternative design for the DEIS. Additionally, several
project updates were mailed to participants in March
and April.

"Reference FEIS, page 1-3.

Workshops and public meetings with interested
groups continued throughout the FEIS development
pracess. Following the release of the DEIS, copies
of the document were mailed to 650 people. Public
information meetings on the DEIS were hosted by
the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests at
Loyalton, Blairsden, Quincy, Susanville, Greenville,
Chico, Burney, Chester, Nevada City, and
Sacramento, California between June 23 and July
12, 1999. Two public roundtables were also held in
Vallejo and Quincy, California on July 7 and 8, 1999,

Consuitations between the Interdisciplinary Team
and groups such as the Quincy Library Group, the
Sierra Nevada Forest Protection Campaign, and the
Plumas Forest Project were held throughout the
period leading up to the issuance of an FEIS.
Information and guidance meetings were also held
during this period with a Steering Committee
consisting of representatives from the Pacific
Southwest Research Station, the Pacific Southwest
Regional Office, and the Forest Supervisors of the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests.
Information sharing meetings were also held with
the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (Sierra
Nevada Framework Project) interdisciplinary team.

Alternatives Consldered

The alternatives were developed in response to the
significant issues, direction in the Act, and from
comments received during the scoping process. All
alternatives tothe proposed action received detailed
analysis in the FEIS? There were no altematives
dismissed from detailed analysis.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative required by
the National Environmental Policy Act. Management
in the planning area would continue under existing
decisions and management direction in the Records

Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act

Record of Decisic-

Final Environmental Impact Statement
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of Decision for the Land and Resource Management
Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National
Forests, as previously amended (Forest Plans).
Resource management activities, such as fuels and
timber management, would continue as identified in
current Forest Plans and annual budgets, Watershed
and riparian resources would be protected using
streamside management zones. Roadless area
management would be constrained by the interim
rule temporarily suspending road construction
published in the Federal Register* on February 12,
1999. Alternative 1 would not further amend the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans.

Alternative 2

Altemative 2, one of the two Forest Service preferred
alternatives identified in the DEIS, establishes and
conducts a pilot project not to exceed 5 years based
on the resource management activities described in
the Act and the Quincy Library Group Community
Stability Proposal of 1993. Alternative 2 provides
fuel reduction through the construction of a strategic
system of defensible fuel profile zones, group
selection harvest, individual tree selection harvest,
and increases protection of riparian/aquatic
ecosystems through a riparian management program,
including adopting Scientific Analysis Team
guidelines for riparian and watershed protection and
restoration. As required in the Act, Altemative 2
provides resource management exclusions in areas
labeled offbase and deferred, protected activity
centers, California spotted owl habitat areas, and
highly ranked late successional old growth forests
(ranks 4 and 5). Roadless area management would
be constrained by the interim rule temporarily
suspending road construction published in the
Federal Register on February 12, 1999. Selection
of this alternative amends the Land and Resource
Management Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and
Tahoe Nationat Forests (Forest Plans).

3 PartTH, USDA Forest Service, 36CFR Part 212, Ad

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 establishes and conducts a pilot project
not to exceed 5 years based on the resource
management activities described in the Act and the
Quincy Library Group Community Stability Proposal
of 1993, Alternative 3 provides fuel reduction through
construction of a strategic system of defensible fuel
profile zones in combination with area fuel treatment,
group selection and individual tree selection harvest.
Alternative 3 increases protection of riparian/aquatic
ecosystems through a riparian management program,
including adopting Scientific Analysis Team guidelines
for riparian and watershed protection and restoration.
As required in the Act, Alternative 3 provides resource
management exclusions in areas labeled offbase and
deferred, protected activity centers, California spotted
owl habitat areas, and highly ranked late successional
old growth forests (ranks 4 and 5). Alternative 3 also
includes a management strategy designed to protect
the abundarnce and distribution of suitable spotted owl
habitat. Any management activities planned for spotted
owl nesting habitat would not degrade that habitat out
of nesting status. Any management activities planned
for foraging habitat would not degrade it out of
foraging habitat status. Roadless area management
would be constrained by the intetim rle temporarily
suspending road construction published in the Federal
Register on February 12, 1999. Selection of Altemative
3 amends the Land and Resource Management Plans
for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests
(Forest Plans).

Alternative 4

Alternative 4, one of the two Forest Service preferred
altematives identified in the DEIS, describes a program
of resource management activities comparable to
current levels of management. Altemative 4 establishes
a pilot project not to exceed 5 years to implement and
demonstrate the effectiveness of the resource

£ the Forest D ion System: T

of Read Construction and Reconstruction in Unroaded Arcas; Inderim Rule, Fedorat Regmzr Vohmu:“ Number 29, plges 7304 thmqgn

7308, February 12, 1999,
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management activities described in the Act, with
emphasis on the protection of old forest areas
identified as areas of late successional emphasis.
Alternative 4 provides fuel reduction through
construction of a strategic system of defensible fuel
profile zones in combination with area fuel
treatments, group selection and individual tree
selection harvest. Alternative 4 increases protection
of riparianfaquatic ecosystems through a mipadan
management program, including adopting Scientific
Analysis Team guidelines for riparian and watershed
protection and restoration. As required in the Act,
Alternative 4 provides resource management
exclusions in areas {abeled offbase and deferred,
protected activity centers, California spotted owl
habitat areas, highly ranked late successional old
growth forests (ranks 4 and 5), and areas of late
successional emphasis. Alternative 4 includes a
management strategy designed to protect the
abundance and distribution of suitable spotted owl
habitat. Any management activities planned for
spotted owl nesting habitat would not degrade that
habitat out of nesting status. Any management
activities planned for foraging habitat would not
degrade it ous of foraging habitat status. Roadless
area management would be constrained by the
interim rule temporarily suspending road
construction published in the Federal Register on
February 12, 1999. Selection of Altemative 4 amends
the Land and Resource Management Plans for the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests).

Alternative §

Alternative 5 establishes a pilot project not to exceed
5 years designed to retain high-quality late
successional old growth reserves, mimic natural
disturbance events, and restore the natural functions
and processes that could protect and enhance
ecological values described in the Sierra Nevada
Ecosystem Prgject Report.* This alternative

emphasizes the conservation of late successional
emphasis areas and old forests and relies on Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project guidelines for watershed
and riparian resources protection. Alternative §
maintains at least SO percent of each home range in
habitat suitable for California spotted owl foraging
and nesting. Fire would be restored as 2 natural
disturbance process. A fuel management strategy
would be implemented using strategically located fuel
treatments that emphasize prescribed fire, biomass
removal, and understory thinning. Roadless area
management would be constrained by the interim
rule temporarily suspending road construction
published in the Federal Register on February 12,
1999, but additional protection would be extended
to unroaded areas greater than or equal to 5,000
acres, areas greater than or equal to 1,000 acres
adjacent to Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers,
and other roadless areas between 1,000 and 5,000
acres in size until completion of an evaluation,

* Selection of Alternative 5 amends the Land and

Resource Management Plans for the Lassen, Plumas,
and Tahoe National Forests,

Environmentally Preferred Alternative

Of the five alternatives evaluated in the FEIS,
Alternative 3 is the environmentally preferable
altemative. Alternative 3 would significantly reduce
the threat of catastrophic fire by implementing a
strategic system of fuelbreaks in the form of
defensible fue] profile zones and area fuel treatments.
Only Alternative 2 approaches the fuel reduction
efficacy of Alternative 3. Alternative 3 also provides
significant protection for sensitive species and their
habitat, riparian areas, and old forest communities.
Alternatives 4 and 5 provide equal or greater
protection for such resources, but fail to significantly
reduce the threat of catastrophic fire. Because

* Centers for Water and Wildiand Resources, University of California at Davis. 1996, Wildland Resoneces Center Report Number
37, Sierra Nevada Ecosysten: Project, Final Report to Congress: Status of the Sierra Nevada, Volumes I, T, I1, and Addendum.

Tuly 1996,
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Alternative 3 reduces the danger of catastrophic fire,
while protecting environmentally sensitive resources,
itisthe environmentally preferable alternative.

Decision

We have selected Alternative 2, as presented in the
FEIS,® as the means of implementing the pilot
project. In order to reduce the risk to the California
spotted owl, the following mitigation measure will
be applied to all resource management activities
conducted under Alternative 2, until a new spotted
owl habitat management strategy for the Sierra
Nevada is released:

Mitigation: At the site-specific project level,
defensible fuel profile zones, group selection
harvest areas, and individual tree selection
harvest areas will be designed and implemented
to completely avoid suitable California spotted
owl habitat, including nesting habitat and
foraging habitat.

By selecting Altemativé 2, the Land and Resource
Management Plans for the Lassen, Plumas and Tahoe
National Forests are amended as described in the
section titled “Changes inManagement Direction.”
The environmental analysis and disclosure of
environmental imp of the amendments are
included in the environmental analysis and disclosure
of environmental impacts for Alternative 2 in the
FEIS. The amendments apply only to site-specific
projects derived from this FEIS analysis that are
implemented in the pilot project area. The
amendments do not apply to the planning areaas a
whole, nor to Nationat Forest System lands outside
theplanning area. These dments will ter

upon conclusion of the pilot project.

The Forest Service uses two levels of decision
making when implementing resource management
activities: programmatic (strategic) and project-level
(site-specific). This decision provides programmatic

3Reference FEIS, pages 2-6 thiough 2-14, and 2-19 through 2-23,

¢ Inderim direction is sot forth in the California Spotted Owl Sierran Provi

{Appendix Q).

direction for the duration of the pilot project. Alt
project-level decisions will be implemented after site-
specific environmental analysis and review.

All practicable means of avoiding and minimizing
environmental harm were adopted in selecting
Alternative 2. Alternative 2 was crafted based on
the clear direction in the Act, and the mitigation
measure we have added to avoid impacting California
spotted owl habitat provides a means of reducing
the environmental harm that Alternative 2 could
cause. It would be impracticable to implement
Alternative 3, the environmentally preferable
altemative, because Alternative 3 fails toimplement
the resource management direction provided by
Congress.

In making this decision, and with the funds made
available, we shall use the most cost-effective means
available, as determined by the Secretary, to
implement resource management activities described
in Alternative 2. During implementation of the
resource management activities in the pilot project
area, we intend to impl t all requir ts,
amendments, mitigation, and monitoring identified
for Alternative 2 in the FEIS, the Act, and the
supplemental mitigation.

California Spotted Owl Habitat Management

As required by the Act, all resource management
activities proposed under Alternative 2 will comply
with the minimum standards set by the California
spotted owl interim direction* The interim direction
guidelines provide protection measures for the
maintenance of the old forest characteristics upon
which spotted owls depend. However, the guidelines
permit the manipulation, and partial degradation, of
suitable owl habitat. Specifically, the interim direction
guidelines permit timber harvesting that reducesthe
quality of suitable nesting and foraging habitat. To
minimize the threat to the viability of the California

Interim Guideli i i A
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spotted owl in the planning area, it is necessary to
add the mifigation described above to maintain
suitable owl habitat in the pilot project area.

Since the implementation of the interim direction
guidelines, several demographic studies have been
conducted that show declining Califomia spotied owl
populations in the Sierra Nevada, and biclogists have
concluded that maintaining suitable habitat may be
necessary to prevent further population declines.”
‘While the recent population declines in the Sierra
Nevada'may not be the result of habitat modification,
land management actions that degrade suitable
habitat can accelerate population declines. A
reduction in the quality or quantity of suitable
California spotied owl habitat, in combination with
declining populations and unforeseeable
environmental conditions (severe weather, fire, insect
and disease outbreaks), may have significantadverse
effects on California spotted owl viability in the
planning area.

Alternative 2, as.described in the DEIS and FEIS,
would reduce the amount of owl nesting habitat by
7 percent over the term of the pilot project, and
reduce the amount of foraging habitat by 8.5 percent,
despite the protection provided by the interim
direction guidelines. Such reductions in suitable
habitat would decrease the number of California
spotted owl home ranges with more than 50 percent
suitable habitat by 11 percent over the term of the
pilot project.® In light of the recent demographic
studies® showing declining California spotted owl
populations, such impacts to Califomia spotted owl
habitat could pose a serious risk to the viability of

For further detail refi the Biological Evale

SAltemative 2 also rated the lowest among the al ives i minimizi

the California spotted owl in the planning area,
thereby making the implementation of Alternative 2
inconsistent with the National Forest Management
Act and its implementing regulations.!® Providing
additional protection for suitable California spotted
ow! habitat will greatly reduce the threatto California
spotted owl viability in the planning area from
Alternative 2, while still permitting the
implementation of the resource management
direction provided in the Act.

If anew California spotted owl habitat management
strategy for the Sierra Nevada is not released in the
near future, orif one is released that implements an
approach similar to the mitigation described above,
implementation of the selected altemative may resuit
in fewer acres being treated than specified in the Act.
Such a potential shortfall was acknowledged by
Congress (Senate Report 105-138, 105* Congress,
page 9).

Impact of Mitigation

By applying the supplemental mifigation, no resource
management activities, except riparian restoration,
will be permitted in suitable California spotted owl
habitat unless and until 2 new California spotted owl
strategy for the Sierra Nevada is released that atlows
such activity. Consequently, the threat to California
spotted owl long-term viability in the planning area
caused by the pilot project’s resource management
activities will be significantly reduced, if not
eliminated. Without the additional mitigation,
Alternative 2 would reduce suitable nesting habitat
by 7 percent, and suitable foraging habitat by 8.5
percent. With the additional mitigation, there would

2 fon {Auguat 4, 1999) for the FEIS located in the planning file.

habitat ion and i

Concern,

spotted owl Areas of

“Steger, &.N., T.E. Munton, G.P: Elberlein, and K.D. Johnsor. 1998. Annual Progress Report 1998, A Study of Spotied Owl Demo-
graphics in the Sierra National Forest ond Kings Canyon National Parks. Pacific Southwest Research Station, Fresno, Catifornia,

November 1998.

12 The National Forest Management Act and its implementing regulations require that the national forosts be managed 5o as to “provide
for diversity of plant and animal communities . . . ,” 16 U.S.C §1604(g)(3XB), and “to maintain visble populations of existing nutive and
desired non-native vertebrate species in the planning arca.” 36 CER. §219.19.
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be neither loss nor degradation of any nesting or
foraging habitat."’

The supplemental mitigation should notinterfere with
implementing the resource management direction
provided by Congress, especially given that a new
California spotted owl habitat management strategy
for the Sierra Nevada will likely beissued in the near
future. Of the approximately 213,000 acres of
defensibie fuel profile zones to be constructed over
the term of the pilot project, only 61,939 acres of
suitable California spotted ow! habitat are expected
to be entered. Consequently, 71 percent of the
projected defensible fuel profile zone acreage can
be constructed without entering suitable California
spotted ow! habitat, before the new Califomia spotted
owl strategy is likely implemented. Of the 43,500
acres of group selection harvest, approximately half
of the acreage will be located in eastside pine.
Eastside pine is not suitable habitat for the owl.
Consequently, during the beginning year(s) of the
pilot project, the Forest Service shoutd be able to
fully implement the resource management direction
provided in Alternative 2 and the Act, without
impacting any suitable Cslifornia spotted ow! habitat.

This California spotted owl habitat protection
strategy is not projected to last for the duration of
the pilot project. When a new California spotted owl
habitat management strategy is implemented, it witl
take the place of the approach described above, and
apply to the Plumas, Lassen, and Tahoe National
Forests for the remainder of the pilot project period.

Changes in Management Direction

Wildlife

Alternative 2 changes wildlife management direction
in the Land and Resource Management Plans for the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests in the
following ways:

> TheLassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to require early consultation with the
USDI Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
Federally listed animal species.”?

» The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are

ded to require letion of bald eagle

management plans in consultation with the USDI
Fish and Wildlife Service."?

> The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Land and
Resource Management Plans are amended to
establish or revise limited operating periods for
certain wildlife species.'

Forest Service policy regarding the management of
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, and
other species for which viability is a concem would
continue to be implemented, including:

1. Surveying areas of suitable habitat, using
protocols based on the best available science, to
determine information relevant to
implementation of site-specific resource
management activities.

2. Limited operating periods would be applied to
unsurveyed habitat considered to be suitable for
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species; and

“Providing additional protection to suitable owl habitat within the westside and transition zones will also provide habitat bencfits for
tavvke Amer

threc other sensitive specics that depend on Iate seral, closod pied

2Reforence FEIS, page 2-6 and Table 2.1.
YReference FEIS, page 2-6 and Tuble 2.2 and 2.3.

HReference FEIS, page 2.8

forests: g marten, and Pacific fisher.

——
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to habitat considered suitable for any species for
which viability may be a concemn.

3. Habitat connectivity, including hydrologic
connectivity, would be maintained to allow
movement of old forest or aquatic/riparian-
dependent species between areas of suitable
habitat.

4. Over the course of the pilot project, suitable
habitat for old forest-dependent species and
aquatic/riparian-dependent species (including
amphibians) shall not be reduced by more than
10 percent below 1999 levels.

Should landscape management strategies for any
plant or wildlife species for which viability may bea
concern be developed based on viability
determinations through the efforts of the, Sierra
Nevada Framework for Conservation and
Collaboration, the Land and Resource Management
Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National
Forests (Forest Plans) will be amended, as
approptiate to include them as direction. In the event
that the above-mentioned viability determinations are
not issued within 18 months, the viability
determinations presented in the document,
Biological A t and Eval; of the
Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest
Recovery Act (August 14, 1999), will be revisited.

The FEIS is a programmatic analysis. No site-specific
decisions are made in this decision. When site-specific
project-level analysis occurs the Forest Service will
coordinate with biologists from other agencies (such

¥ Reference FEIS, page 2-9 and Table 2.4

1 Reference FEIS, page 2.9 and Table 2.5

as the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service and California
Department of Fish and Game) during project
specific environmental planning to facilitate
addressing conservation of sensitive species and
species of concern.

Vegetation

Altzmative 2 changes the vegetation management
direction in the Land and Resource Management
Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National
Forests in the following ways:

> The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are

ded to add standards and guidelines to

address management of noxious and invasive
exotic weeds. '

> The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to specify direction for oak
management

Riparian

Alternative 2 changes the riparian management
direction in the Land and Resource Management
Plans for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National
Forests according to the Scientific Analysis Team
guidelines'” in the following ways:

» TheLassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to apply the minimum protection
riparian buffer widths prescribed by the Scientific
Analysis Team guidelines.'s

> The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to prohibit scheduted timber harvestin
riparian habitat conservation areas, except for

17 USDA Forest Service, 1993, Fability Assessments and Management Considerations for Species Associated with Late Successional and
OldGrowih Forests of the Pacific Northwest: The Repart of the Scientific Analysis Team. March 1993. Appendix S-K, Component 2, pages

443 through 454,

8 Reference FEIS, page 2.10 and Table 2.6.

—
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salvage harvest, as described below, or to meet
Scientific Analysis Team guidelines for resource
management objectives.

> TheLassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to aliow unscheduled timber harvest
salvage in Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas
only when riparian management objectives are
met or a prescription is needed to obtain riparian
management objectives ®

» The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended to include provisions for
accommodating at least a 100-year flow,
including associated bedload and debris, at new
stream crossings and existing crossings where
resources are degraded.?!

» The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans are
amended by adding a standard and guideline to
provide for development and implementation of
a road management plan for meeting resource
management objectives.”

» The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plan are
amended to provide specific direction for
management of fire and fuel treatment to meet
resource management objectives and minimize
disturbance of riparian ground cover and
vegetation.?

1 Reference FEIS, page 2.10 and Table 2.7.
* Reforence FEIS, psge 2.10 and Table 2.7,
2 Reference FEIS, page 2.10 and Table 2.8,
2 Reference FEIS, page 2.10 and Tablc 2.8.
 Reference FEIS, page 2-10 and Table 2.9.
% Reference FEIS, page 2-10 and Table 2.9.

2 Reference FEIS, page 2-11 and Table 2.10.

 Reference FEIS, page 2-11 and Table 2.9.
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» The Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plan are
amended to provide direction for design of
prescribed bumn projectidentifying objectivesand
risks. 2

» The Tahoe and Lassen Forest Plans re amended
to require a watershed analysis before
implementing riparian restoration projects® The
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plan are
amended to require habitat assessments and
surveys for California red-legged frogs in
elevations below 5,500 feet.®

National Forest Management
Significance Determination

Selection of Alternative 2 amends the Land and
Resource Management Plans for the Lassen, Plumas,
and Tahoe National Forests (Forest Plans). The
amendments as described aboveand in the FEIS were
analyzed for National Forest Management Act
significance according to the significance criteriain
Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, Section
5.32(3)(a-d). Four criteria must be addressed to
determine the significance of amendments to Land
and Resource Management Plans. The criteria are:
(1) timing, (2) location and size, (3) goals, outputs,
and objectives, and (4) management prescriptions.

Act

Timing— The first decade of the planning period for
the Lassen Forest Plan ends on January 11, 2003;
the first decade of the planning period for the Plumas
Forest Plan ended on August 26, 1998; and the first
decade of the planning period for the Tahoe Forest
Plan ends on June 14, 2000, The amendments
described above are expected to become effective

Record of Decision — 10
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by September 1999 (based on projected
implementation dates for this Record of Decision).
B these d will be implemented late
in the planning period or outside the planning period
for the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans, the
amendments are determined to be nonsignificant.
Additionally, the pilot project will last for a maximum
of 5 years, so the amendments are only temporary.

Location and Size ~The Actlimits the total acreage
affected by resource management activities to not
more thar 70,000 acres annually, or 350,000 for the
maximum (S-year) term of the pilot project.
Therefore, at most 11 percent of the total landbase
administered by the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe
National Forests will be affected. Because a small
percentage of the total landbase is affected by the
amendments, the amendments are determined to be
nonsignificant. ,
Goals, Outputs, and Objectives — Implementation
of the pilot project will not change long-term
relationships between goals, objectives, and outputs
disclosed in the Records of Decision, Forest Plans,
and associated environmental documentation for the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe National Forests.
Because the amendments only change short-term
outputs, not long-term relationships, the opportunity
to achieve outputs disclosed in the Forest Plans is
not forgone. Therefore, the amendments are
determined to be nonsignificant.

Management Prescription ~ The amendments do
not change management prescriptions discussed in
the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans. All of
the resource management activities mandated by the
Act are permitted under the current Lassen, Plumas,
and Tahoe Forest Plans. Further, the amendments
are temporary in nature, and limited in the
applications to the pilot project activities — they do

¥ Referenee FEIS, page 1-3.

not affect actions in the Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe
National Forests unrelated to the pilot project.
Therefore, the amendments are determined to be
nonsignificant.

Reasons for Our Decision

Alternative 2 was selected because it will implement
the direction provided by Congress in the Act.
Alternative 2, therefore, best meets the purpose and
need for action.”” As described above, we believe
that additional mitigation must be applied to
Alternative 2 in order to provide sufficient protection
to the Califomia spotted owl.”® We believe that
without such mitigation, the resource management
activities proposed in Alternative 2 would pose &
significant risk to the long-term viability of the
California spotted owl, and therefore be inconsistent
with the National Forest Management Act
implementing regulations at 36 CFR 219.19.
Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 were not selected because
they fail to implement the resource management
direction provided by Congress, and therefore fail
to fully achieve the purpose and need of the pilot
project.

Alternative 1, the no action alternative, was not
selected because it fails to implement the resource
management direction provided by Congress, and
would not promote the goals of the pilot project.
The Act directs the Forest Service to implement a
strategic system of defensible fuel profile zones, use
theuneven-age silvicultural systems known as group
selection harvest and individual tree harvest, and
institute a program of riparian management.
Alternative 1 proposes neither a strategic system of
defensible fuel profile zones, nor significant group
selection treatments, nor the riparian management
program described in the Act. The Act states that
resource management activities shall not be
conducted on lands classified as offbase or deferred;
Alternative 1 permits resource activities on such

* Beyond the input from Forest Service biologists, the Forcst Service received extensive comments from the public and Federal
agencies, such as the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, reeommending that additional protection be given to California spotied owl

habitat.
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lands. The Act states that the Scientific Analysis
Team guidelines shall apply to all resource
management activities; Alternative 1 does notadopt
the Scientific Analysis Team guidelines. Because it
would not impiement the resource management
direction provided in the Act, Alternative 1 would
not advance the ecological and economic goals
promoted in the Act and the Quincy Library Group
Community Stability Proposal. Consequently,
Alternative 1 was not selected.

Alternative 3 was not selected because it fails to
implement the resource management direction
provided by Congress. Alternative 3 closely matches
Alternative 2 and the resource direction provided in
the Act, but adopts a slightly different fuel
management strategy. The Act directs the Forest
Service to construct 40,000 to 60,000 acres of
defensible fuel profile zones each year™ Alternative
3 proposes constructing only 14,0001020,000 acres
of defensible fuel profile zones each year. The
remaining annual fuel treatments (26,000 to 40,000
acres) would be area fuel treatments, which are not
proposed in the Act.* Due to this difference,
Alternative 3 was not selected.

Alternative 4 was not selected because it fails to
implement the resource management direction
provided by Congress and would not promote the
goals of the pilot project. The Act directs the Forest
Service to construct 40,000 to 60,000 acres of
defensible fuel profile zones¥ Alternative 4 only
proposes 12,000 acres of defensible fuel profile
zones, and 13,000 acres of area fuel treatments, for
a total of 25,000 acres per year of area fuel
treatments.® The proposed level of fuel treatments
does not reduce the threat of catastrophic fire tothe

 Reference the Act, subsection (dX1).
2 Reference FEIS, page 2-3 and Table 2.25.
3 Refetence FEIS, page 2-3 and Table 2.25,
32 Reference FEIS, page 2-7 and Table 2.25.
® Reference the Act, subsection {dX1).

levels d d in Congressional direction and the
Quincy Library Group Community Stability
Proposal. Furthermore, such reduced treatment
fevels would likely detract from the economic health
of the communities in and near the planning area,
which would interfere with one of the goals of the
Act. Because Alternative 4 fails to implement
Congressional direction, it was not chosen.

Alternative 5 was not selected because it fails to
implement the resource management direction
provided by Congress and would not promote the
goals of the pilot project. The Act directs the Forest
Servicetoimpl ta strategic system of defensible
fuel profile zones, and use the uneven-age
silvicultural systems known as group selection and
individual tree selection harvest. Specifically, the Act
directs the Forest Service to construct 40,000 to
60,000 acres of defensible fuel profile zones each
year, and approximately 8,700 acres of group
selection treatments each year® Alternative 5
proposes neither a strategic system of defensible fuel
profile zones, nor significant amounts of group
selection treatments. Alternative 5 proposes a fuel
management program that emphasizes the use of
prescribed fire and is developed based on landscape-
fevel watershed analysis. The number of acres tobe
treated in a given year, would depend on results of
the watershed analysis. Group selection harvest,
although not emphasized, could be implemented to
enhance desired vegetative characteristics. Such
levels of vegetation treatments do not conform to
the levels setin the Act and will not reduce the threat
of catastrophictothe levels desired in Congressional
direction and the Quincy Library Group Community
Stability Proposal. Furthermore, such reduced
treatment levels would likely detract from the
economic health of the communities in and near the
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planning area, which would interfere with one of the
goals of the Act. Because Alternative 5 fiils to
implement Congressional direction, it was not
chosen.

Monitoring Requirements

The monitoring strategy™ was developad to meet
sevetal objectives. First, to accomplish the reporting
and monitoring requivements as set forthin the Act.
Second, to gather information to aid the work of the
Scientific Review Team (required by the Act) that
will be appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture.
The Scientific Review Team will assess the success
of implemented actions in meeting the objectives
outlined in the Act. Third, to assess the degree of
implementation and effectiveness of the selected
alternative in meeting objectives outlined in FEIS.
Monitoring and evaluation are essential components
of managing natural resources on public lands. The
monitoring strategy will:

> Provideinformation useful to managers applying
the principles of adaptive management.

Assist the public in gauging the success of
implementing the resource management activities
25 designed.

Assess the effectiveness of the resource
management activities in achieving resource
objectives.

The pilot project described in Alternative 2 will be
monitored according to the monitoring strategy
described in Chapter 6 of the FEIS. The monitoring
strategy is comprised of three paris.

Part I (Annual Status Reports) lists project activity
reporting requirements set forth in the Act The
purpose of the annual status reports is to frack
expenditures, outputs, and projections refated to
activities authotized by the Record of Decision and
spec:ﬁcaily requxred by the Act. Pan II
n Monitoring) the degreeto

b

* Reference FEIS, Chupfer 6.

which actions were implemented according to
management direction contained in the FEIS; the
Lassen, Plumas, and Tahoe Forest Plans; or in site-
specific direction. Implementation monitoring
determines the degree and extent to which application
of management direction (standards and guidelines)
and mitigation measures meet specified direction and
intent. Implementation monitoring should evaluate
performance in carrying out actions described in the
Record of Decision. Tracking and reporting
implementation of the resource management
activities provides a record of accomplishment, Part
HI (Effectiveness Monitoring) assesses the degree
to which implemented resource management
activities meet resource objectives and changes in
social or econamic indicators from communities
within the planning area, The putpose of effectiveness
monitoring is to determine the degree to which
implemented resource management activities met
objectives.

The monitoring strategy also addresses other
monitoring and ion needs identified during
the analysis for the FEIS. Bight additional items will
be monitored, evatuated, and reported:

> A description of economic benefits to local
communities that could be achieved by
implementation of the pilot project.

A description of adverse environmental impacts
of the pifot project. Questions stemming from
the FEIS issues are intended to address this
monitoring requirement.

An assessment of ecological health and adverse
environmental impacts,

An assessment of community stability.

The collection of watershed moniioring data with
priority on timing of water releases, water quality
changes, and water yield changes over the short-
term and long-term in the pilot project area.

— ——
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> Noxious weeds
» Sensitive Plants

. » Threatened, endangered and sensitive wildlife
species

Permits, Licenses, and Grants Required for
Implementation. The following permits will be
needed or used for projects implementing this
decision:

» County road use permits, as appropriate
> AirQuality Management District Bumn permits

» US Army Corps of Engineers - Wetland and
Riparian Restoration permits (Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act)

> State Water Quality Control Board permits
» County Agricultural permits

Findings Required by Other Laws

The Forest Service is complying with Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act, as

pulated in the agr t entitled Programmatic
Agreement between the USDA Forest Service ~
Pacific Southwest Region, California State Historic
Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation® Consultation with the State
Historic Preservation Office is not required at this
time. If and when effects on cultural heritage
resources are identified, consultation will be required
outside the programmatic agreement.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires
Federal agencies to pursue consultation with the

¥Reference FEIS, page 1-8.

USDI Fish and Wiidlife Service and the U.S.
Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries
Service, whichever is appropriate, during the
planning phase for site-specific projects. To date,
informal consultation has occurred with both
agencies regarding Federally proposed, threatened,
or endangered species that are expected to occur
within the planning area for this proposal. In a letter
dated August 17, 1999, the USDI Fish and Wildlife
Service concurred with the Forest Service’s
conclusion that impl tion of Alternative 2, as
modified by supplemental mitigation, would not
adversely affect any species listed under the
Endangered Species Act>* Consequently, no further
consultation is necessary.

All Federal agencies must comply with the provisions
of the Clean Water Act. This proposal meets the
terms of the Clean Water Act for non-point sources
of poltution, primarily erosion and sedimentation. For
purposes of the selected altemative (Alternative 2)
and the analysis in the FEIS, compliance is
accomplished through implementation of Best
Manag t Practices for National Forests in
California (USDA Forest Service, 1979).

This pilot project conforms with the Clean Air Act
and complies with the General Conformity Rule
recently promulgated by the Environmental
Protection Agency®. Activities will be coordinated
with permitting requirements of the California Air
Resources Board and the Air Quality Management
Districts will be met.

Administrative Review

Because thisis a programmatic decision and wil not
implement any site-specific projects, this decision is
subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR
217. Any appeal of this decision must be fully

% In the same letter, the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service stated that it was in agrecment with the Forest Setvice’s approach to maintain-
ing the viability of old forest-associated spccic§ of concern (California spotted owl, northem goshawk, geeat geay owl, Pacific fisher, and

American marten), as well a3 aquatic and rip &

species
frog, and northern leopard frog).

¥ R‘efelmce FEIS, Appendix X,

in yellow-legged frog, foothill yellow-legged frog, Cascade
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consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, and be filed in
duplicate with:

Regional Forester

USDA Forest Service ~ RS

1323 Club Drive

Vallejo, CA 94592

within 45 days of the date of the published legal
notice. Any notice of appeal must include at a
minimum:

1. A statement that the document is a Notice of
Appeal filed pursuant to 36 CFR 217,

2. Thename, address, and telephone number of the
appellant;

3. Identification of the decision about which the
objection is being made;

4. Identification of the document in which the
decision is contained, by title and subject, date
of the decision, and name and title of the Deciding
Officer; -

5. Identification of the specific portion of the
decisions to which the objection is made;

6. Reasons for objection, including issues of fact,
law, regulation, or policy, and if applicable,
specifically how the decision violates law,
regulation, or policy; and

7. Identification of the specific change(s) in the
decision that the appellant seeks.

To request a stay of implementation, an appellant
must:

1. Filea written request with the Reviewing Officer;
2. Simultanecusly send a copy of the stay request

to any other appellant(s), intervenor(s), and to
the Deciding Officer; and

91

. Provide a written justification of the need for a

stay, which at a minimum includes the following:

{2) A description of the specific project(s),
activity(ies), or action(s) to be stopped.

(b) Specific reasons why the stay should be
granted in sufficient detail to permit the
Reviewing Officer to evaluate and ruleupon
the stay request, including at a minimum:

* The specific adverse effect(s) upon the
requester;
* Harmful site-specific impacts or effects on
resources in the ares affected by the
- activity(ies) to be stopped, and
* How the cited effects and impacts would

prevent a meaningful decision on the
merits.

Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act
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Implementation

Pursuant 36 CFR 217.10(a), this decision will be
implemented 7 calendar days following publication
of the legal notice of the decision unless a stay request
is granted.

Coentact Person

David Peters

Project Manager

Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest
Recovery Act

Past Office Box 11500

Quincy, California 95971

(530) 283-2050

Signatures and Date

Kathryn J. Silverman, Acting Forest Supervisor,
Lassen National Forest
Date 8/20/1999

Mark J. Madrid, Forest Supervisor, Plumas National
Forest

Date 8/20/1999

Steven T. Eubanks, Forest Supervisor, Tahoe
National Forest

Date 8/20/1999

Lt T e
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112 STAT. 2681-306  PUBLIC LAW 105-277—0CT. 21, 1998

TITLE IV

THE HERGER-FEINSTEIN QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP FOREST
RECOVERY ACT

Herger-Feinstein SEc. 401. Por PROJECT FOR PLUMAS, LASSEN, AND TAHOE
guincy Library  NATIONAL FORESTS TO IMPLEMENT QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP PRO-
roup Forest POSAL. (a) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, the term
Efse"un SC 2104 “Quincy Library Group-Community Stability Proposal” means the
note. agreement by a coalition of representatives of fisheries, timber,
environmental, county government, citizen groups, and local
communities that formed in northern California to develop a
resource management program that promotes ecologic and economic
health for certain Federal lands and communities in the Sierra
Nevada area. Such &'oposal includes the map entitled “QUINCY
LIBRARY GROUP Community Stability Proposal®, dated October
12, 1998, and prepared by VESTRA Resources of Redding, Califor-

nia.

(b) PiLoT PROJECT REQUIRED.—

(1) PILOT PROJECT AND PURPOSE.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (in this section referred to as the “Secretary”), acting
through the Forest Service and after eompletion of an environ-
mental impact statement (a record of decision for which shall
be adopted within 300 days), shall conduct a pilot project on
the Federal lands described in paragraph (2) to implement
and demonstrate the effectiveness of the resource management
activities described in subsection (d) and the other requirements
of this section, as recommended in the Quiney Library Group-
Community Stability Proposal.

(2) PILOT PROJECT AREA—The Secretary shall conduct the
pilot project on the Federal lands within Plumas National For-
est, Lassen National Forest, and the Sierraville Ranger District
of Tahoe National Forest in the State of California desi
as “Available for Group Selection” on the map entitled “QUIN-
CY LIBRARY GROUP Community Stability Proposal”, dated
October 12, 1993 (in this section referred to as the “pilot project
area”). Such map shall be on file and available for inspection
in the appropriate offices of the Forest Service.
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(c) ExcLusioN OF CERTAIN LANDS, RIPARIAN PROTECTION AND
COMPLIANCE.—

(1) ExcrusioN.—All spotted owl habitat areas and pro-
tected activity centers located within the pilot project area
designated under subsection (b)2) will be deferred from
resource management activities required under subsection (d)
and timber harvesting during the term of the pilot project.

(2) RIPARIAN PROTECTION.—

{(A) IN GENERAL—The Scientific Analysis Team guide-
lines for rigarian sirstem alfjrotection described in subpara-
graph (B) shall apply to all resource management activities
conducted under subsection (d) and all timber harvesting
activities that occur in the pilot project area during the
term of the pilot project.

(B) GUIDELINES DESCRIBED.—The guidelines referred
to in subparagraph (A) are those in the document entitled
“Viability Assessments and Management Considerations for
Species Associated with Late-Successional and Old-Growth
Forests of the Pacific Northwest”, a Forest Service research
document dated March 1993 and co-authored by the Sci-
entific Analysis Team, including Dr. Jack Ward Thomas.

(C) Lvrrarion.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to require the application of the Scientific Analysis
Team guidelines to any livestock grazing in the pilot project
area during the term of the pilot project, unless the live-
stock grazing is being conducted in the specific location
at which the Scientific Analysis Team F\xidelines are being
applied to an activity under subsection (d).

(3) COMPLIANCE.—AIl resource management activities
required by subsection (d) shall be implemented to the extent
consistent with applicable Federal law and the standards and
guidelines for the conservation of the California spotted owl
as set forth in the California Spotted Owl Sierran Provence
Interim Guidelines or the subsequently issued guidelines,
whichever are in effect.

(4) ROADLESS AREA PROTECTION.—The Regional Forester
for Region 5 shall direct that any resource management activi
required by subsection (d)1) and (2), all road building,
timber harvesting activities, and any riparian management
under subsection (d)(4) that utilizes road construction or timber
harvesting shall not be conducted on Federal lands within
the Plumas National Forest, Lassen National Forest, and the
Sierraville Ranger District of the Tahoe National Forest that
are designated as either “Off Base” or “Deferred” on the map
referred to in subsection (a). Such direction shall be effective
during the term of the pilot project.

(d). RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES.—During the term of
the pilot project, the Secretary shall implement and carry out
the following resource management activities on an acreage basis
on the Federal lands included within the pilot project area des-
ignated under subsection (b)(2):

(1) FUELBREAK CONSTRUCTION.—Construction of a strategic
system of defensible fuel profile zones, including shaded
fuelbreaks, utilizing thinning, individual tree selection, and
other methods of vegetation management consistent with the
Quincy Library Group-Community Stability Proposal, on not
less than 40,000, but not more than 60,000, acres per year.
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(2) GROUP SELECTION AND INDIVIDUAL TREE SELECTION.—
Utilization of group selection and individual tree selection
uneven-aged forest management prescriptions described in the
Quincy Library Group-Community Stability Proposal to achieve
a desired future condition of all-age, multistory, fire resilient
forests as follows:

(A) GROUP SELECTION.—Group selection on an average
acreage of .57 percent of the pilot project area land each
year of the pilot project.

(B) INDIVIDUAL TREE SELECTION.—Individual tree selec-
tion may also be utilized within the pilot project area.
(3) TorAaL ACREAGE.—-The total acreage on which resource

management activities are implemented under this subsection

shall not exceed 70,000 acres each year.

(4) RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT.—A program of riparian
management, including wide protection zones and riparian res-
toration projects, consistent with riparian protection guidelines
in subsection (c)(2)(B).

(e) COST-EFFECTIVENESS.—In conducting the pilot project, Sec-
retary shall use the most cost-effective means available, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, to implement resource management activi-
ties described in subsection (d).

{f) FUNDING.—

(1) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—In conducting the pilot project,
the Secretary shall use, subject to the relevant reprogramming
guidelines of the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations—

(A) those funds specifically provided to the Forest Serv-
ice by the Secretary to implement resource management
activities according to the Quincy Library Group-Commu-
nity Stability Proposal; and

(B) year-end excess funds that are allocated for the
administration and management of Plumas National For-
est, Lassen National Forest, and the Sierraville Ranger
District of Tahoe National Forest.

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS.—The Secretary
may not conduct the pilot project using funds appropriated
for any other unit of the National Forest System.

(3) FLEXBILITY.—Subject to normal reprogramming guide-
lines, during the term of the pilot project, the forest supervisors
of Plumas National Forest, Lassen National Forest, and Tahoe
National Forest may allocate and use all accounts that contain
year-end excess funds and all available excess funds for the
administration and management of Plumas National Forest,
Lassen National Forest, and the Sierraville Ranger District
of Tahoe National Forest to perform the resource management
activities described in subsection (d).

(4) RESTRICTION.—The Secretary or the forest supervisors,
as the case may be, shall not utilize authority provided under

aragraphs (1)(B) and (3) if, in their judgment, doing so will
gmlt other nontimber related multiple use activities for which
such funds were available.

(5) OverHEAD.—The Secretary shall seek to ensure that
of amounts available to carry out this section—

(A) not more than 12 percent is used or allocated
for general administration or other overhead; and
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(B) at least 88 percent is used to implement and carry
out activities required by this section.

(6) AUTHORIZED SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated to implement and carry out the pilot
project such sums as are necessary.

(7) BASELINE FUNDS.—Amounts available for resource
management activities authorized under subsection (d) shall
at a minimum include existing baseline funding levels.

(g) TERM OF PiLor PROJECT.—The Secretary shall conduct the
pilot project until the earlier of: (1) the date on which the Secretary
completes amendment or revision of the land and resource manage-
ment plans directed under and in compliance with subsection (i)
for the Plumas National Forest, Lassen National Forest, and Tahoe
National Forest; or (2) five years after the date of the commence-
ment of the pilot project.

(h) ConsuLTATION.—(1) The statement required by subsection
(b)1) shall be prepared in consultation with interested members
of the public, including the Quincy Library Group. .

(2) CoNTRACTING.—The Forest Service, subject to the availabil-
ity of appropriations, may carry out any {or all) of the requirements
of this section using private contracts.

(i) CORRESPONDING FOREST PLAN AMENDMENTS.—Within 2
years after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Regional
Forester for Region 5 shall initiate the process to amend or revise
the land -and resource management plans for Plumas National
Forest, Lassen National Forest, and Tahoe National Forest. The
process shall include preparation of at least one alternative that—

(1) incorporates the pilot project and area designations
made by subsection (b), the resource management activities
described in subsection (d), and other aspects of the Quincy
Library Group-Community Stability Proposal; and

(2) makes other changes warranted by the analyses con-
ducted in compliance with section 102(2) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)}, section
6 of the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning
Act of 1974 (16 U.8.C. 1604), and other applicable laws.

(j) StaTUs REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February 28 of each year
during the term of the pilot project, the Secretary shall submit
to Congress a report on the status of the pilot project. The
report shall include at least the following:

(A) A complete accounting of the use of funds made .
available under subsection (f)(1XA) until such funds are
fully expended.

(B) A complete accounting of the use of funds and
accounts made available under subsection (f)(1) for the
previous fiscal year, including a schedule of the amounts
drawn from each account used to perform resource manage-
ment activities described in subsection (d).

(C) A description of total acres treated for each of
the resource management activities required under sub-
section (d), forest health improvements, fire risk reductions,
water vield increases, and other natural resources-related
benefits achieved by the implementation of the resource
management activities described in subsection (d).
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(D) A description of the economic benefits to local
communities achieved by the implementation of the pilot
project.

(E) A comparison of the revenues generated by, and
costs incurred in, the implementation of the resource
management activities described in subsection (d) on the
Federal lands included in the pilot project area with the
revenues and costs during each of the fiscal years 1992
through 1997 for timber management of such lands before
their inclusion in the pilot project.

(F) A proposed schedule for the resource management
activities to be undertaken in the pilot project area during
the l-year pericd beginning on the date of submittal of
the report. .

(G) A description of any adverse environmental impacts
from the pilot project. -

(2) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.—The amount of Federal
funds expended on each annual report under this subsection
shall not exceed $125,000.

(k) FiNaL REPORT.—

(1} IN GENERAL—The Secrefary shall establish an
independent scientific panel to review and report on whether,
and to what extent, implementation of the pi{g)t project under
this section achieved the goals stated in the Quincy Library
Group-Community Stability Proposal, including improved
ecological health and community stability. The membership
of the panel shall reflect expertise in diverse disciplines in
order to adequately address all of those goals.

(2) PREPARATION.—The panel shall initiate such review
no sooner than 18 months after the first day of the term
of the pilot project under subsection (g). The panel shall prepare
the report in consultation with interested members of the pub-
lic, including the Quincy Library Group. The report shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

(A) A description of any adverse environmental impacts
resulting from implementation of the pilot project.

(B) An assessment of watershed monitoring data on
lands treated pursuant to this section. Such assessment
shall address the following issues on a priority basis: timin

- of water releases; water quality changes; and water yiel
changes over the short- and long-term in the pilot project
area.

(3) SUBMISSION TO THE CONGRESS.—The panel shall submit
the final report to the Congress as soon as practicable, but
in no case later than 18 months after completion of the pilet

ject.

o (4) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.—The amount of Federal
funds expended for the report under this subsection, other
than for watershed monitoring, shall not exceed $350,000. The
amount of Federal funds expended for watershed monitori
under this subsection shall not exceed $175,000 for each fis
year in which the report is prepared.

() RELATIONSHIP T0 OTHER LAwS.—Nothing in this section
exempts the pilot project from any Federal environmental law.

(m) LOANS FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS FOR W0OD WASTE
OoR Low-QuaLrry Woop BYPRODUCTS,—
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(1) EVALUATION OF LOAN ADVISABILITY.—The Alternative
Agriculiural Research and Commercialization Corporation
established under section 1658 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5902) (in this section
referred to as the “Corporation”) shall evaluate the advisability
of making commercialization assistance loans under section
1661 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 5905) to support 2 minimum of
2 demonstration projects for the development and demonstra-
tion of commmercial application of technology to convert wood
wasti;e or low-quality wood byproducts into usable, higher value
products.

(2) LOCATION OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—If the Cor-
poratien determines to make loans under this subsection to
support the development and demonstration of commercial ap-
plication of technology to convert wood waste or low-quality
wood byproducts into usable, higher value products, the Cor-
poration shall consider making one loan with regard to a dem-
onstration project to be conducted in the pilot project area
and one loan with regard to a demonstration project to be
conducted in southeast Alaska.

(3) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—To be eligible for a loan
under this subsection, a demonstration project shall be required
to satisfy the eligibility requirements imposed by the Corpora-
tion under section 1661 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation,
and Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5905).

SEC. 402. SHORT TITLE. Section 401 of this title may be cited
as the “Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery
Act”.
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Executive Summary

Fire Protection (CDF) have drafted a comprehensive update of the fire plan

for wildland fire protection in California. The planning process defines a
level of service measurement. considers assets at risk. incorporates the cooperative
interdependent relationships of wildland fire protection providers, provides for public
stakeholder involvement, and creates a fiscal framework for policy analysis.

T he State Board of Forestry and the Californta Department of Forestry and

Goal and Objectives
The overall goal is to reduce total costs and losses from wildland fire in Overall goal is to
California by protecting assets at risk through focused prefire reduce total wildfi

management prescriptions and increasing initial attack success.

The California Fire Plan has five strategic objectives:

costs and losses.

O To create wildfire protection zones that reduce the risks to citizens and
firefighters.

O To assess all wildlands, not just the state responsibility areas. Analyses will
include all wildland fire service providers — federal, state, local government, and
private. The analysis will identify high risk, high value areas, and develop
information on and determine who is responsible, who is responding, and who is
paying for wildland fire emergencies.

O To identify and analyze key policy issues and develop recommendations for
changes in public policy. Analysis will include altematives to reduce total costs
and losses by increasing fire protection system effectiveness.

O To have a strong fiscal policy focus and monitor the wildland fire protection
system in fiscal terms. This will inchude all public and private expenditures and
economic losses.

O To translate the analyses into public policies.

Fire Plan Framework
Five major components will form the basis of an ongoing fire planning process to
monitor and assess California’s wildland fire environment.
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Fire Plan key product is
development of wildfire

O Wildfire protection zones. A key product of this Fire Plan is
the development of wildfire safety zones to reduce citizen and
firefighter risks from future large wildfires.

sqfety zones. QO Initial attack success, The fire plan defines an assessment

process for measuring the level of service provided by the fire
protection system for wildland fire. This measure can be used to assess the
department’s ability to provide an equal level of protection to lands of similar
type. as required by Public Resources Code 4130. This measurement is the
percentage of fires that are successfully controlled before unacceptable costs are
incurred.
Knowledge of the level of service will help define the risk to wildfire damage
faced by public and privale assets in the wildlands.

O Assets protected. The plan will establish a methodology for defining assets

o]

protected and their degree of risk from wildfire. The assets addressed in the
plan are citizen and firefighter safety, watersheds and water, timber, wildlife
and habitat {including rare and endangered species}, unique areas {scenic,
cultural, and historic}, recreation, range, structures, air quality. Stakeholders —
national, state, local, and private agencies, inlerest groups, ete. — will be
identified for each asset at risk. The assessment will define the areas where
assets are at risk from wildfire, enabling fire service managers and stakeholders
to set priorities for prefire management project work.

Prefire management. This aspect focuses on system analysis methods that
assess alternatives to protect assets from unacceptable risk of wildland fire

Assess alternatives to damage. Projects include a combination of fuels reduction,
protect assets from ignition management, fire-safe engineering activities, and forest

wildfire.

health to protect public and private assets. The priority for
projects will be based on asset owners and other stakeholders’ input and
support. Prefire management prescriptions designed to protect these assets will
also identify who benefits and who should share in the project costs,

Fiscal framework. The Board and CDF are developing a fiscal framework for
assessing and monitoring annual and long-lerm changes in California’s
wildland fire protection systems. State, local, and federal wildland fire
protection agencies, along with the private sector, have evolved into an
interdependent system of prefire management and suppression forces. As a
result, changes to budgeted levels of service of any of the entities directly affects
the others and the services delivered to the public. Monitoring system changes
through this fiscal framework will allow the Board and CDF to address public
policy issues that maximize the efficiency of local, state, and federal firefighting
resources.

These are Fire Plan framework applications:

o}

Identify for state, federal, and local officials and for the public those areas of
concentrated assets and high risk.

O Allow CDF to create a more efficient fire protection system focused on

meaningful solutions for identified problem areas.
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0

Give citizens an opportunily to identify public and private

assets to design and carry out projects to protect those Focus on what public
assets. can do to reduce costs
and losses.

Identify, before fires start, where cost-effective prefire
management investments can be made to reduce taxpayer
costs and citizen losses from wildfire.

Encourage an integrated intergovermmental approach to reducing costs and
losses.

Enable policy makers and the public to focus on what can be done to reduce
future costs and losses from wildfires.
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Findings and
Recommendations

he Board of Forestry’s California Fire Plan findings and recommendations
were developed by the Fire Plan working team. These findings and
recommendations are summarized into three categories:

O Levels of Wildland Fire i’rotection Services
C Wildland Fire Protection Fiseal Issues
O Prefire Management to Reduce Wildfire Costs/Losses

Levels of Wiidland Fire Protection Services
A primary Board of Forestry responsibility is set forth in Public Resources Code
Section 4130, which dirccts the Board to dassify all lands within state
responsibility areas (SRA} based on cover, beneficial water uses,
responsible for preparing probable erosion darr_xage and fire risks and hazards; to
a Fire Plan to assure determine the intensity of protection to be given each type of
adequate statewide wildland; and to prepare a fire plan to assure adequate statewide
protection. fire protection so thal lands of cach type be assigned the same
intensity of protection. With the recent integration of the State
Fire Marshal's office, the responsibility for the protection of structures included in
Health and Safety Code Sections 13143, 17920.7, 17921, and 18930 is considered
in the PRC 4130 evaluation.

Board of Forestry is

This California Firc Plan is the result. It is the Board’s approach to asscssing the
level of wildland fire proteetion.

Findings
1. 'The history of California wildfires indicates that the following trends will
conlinue.

« Risk from wildfire to life, property, natural resources, and firefighter safety
is increasing.

» Population will grow and more people will live and use wildland areas,
especially in the Central Sierra and in the Southern California counties of
Riverside, San Bernardino and San Dicgo.
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« Topography and climate support ecosystems where large wildfires can be
expected.

« Drpught and fuel moisture conditions will be unpredictable but almost
always dangcrous in fire season. ’

¢ More structures will be consiructed tn areas thal are very susceptible to
wildfire.

+ Historical legacy of narrow roads, difficull entrance, insufficient water
supplies, flammable building construction and location that make many
communities and homes wildfire-prone still exits.

« Public demand for wildland fire protection and other services will increase.

2. Deteriorating forest health, increasing fuel loads and other factors have led to
mare intense, destructive wildfires; unabated this paitern will continue.

3. Assets at risk will increase, especially watershed assets, because of the rapid
rise in the demand for water 1o supply more people. Based un population
projections, the potential for accelerating loss of protected assets, especially life
and property, will be grealer from |
disastrous wildfires.

4. Large wildfires do not respect political
or property boundarics. Historically, a
strength of California’s firefighting
agencies is found within a concept of
mutual cooperation at the federal,
state, and local levels of government.
Day-io-day mutual aid for initial attack,
as well as a statewide mutual-aid
system for fire disasters, are the basis
of this cooperation and coordination.
The ability to rapidly mobilize,
effectively deploy and support large
numbers of specialized fircfighting
resources is essential to cope with large
muiltiple fires. Hence, CDF, in
cooperation with other fire agencies, must maintain infrastructure, including
communications and capital improvements necessary to faciiitate such a
response.

Large wildfires do not respact political or property boundaries, thus
covperation among fire agencies is necessary. (Depariment of Foresiry and
Fire Protection phofo}

5. Fire protection forces in California must have sufficient depih te respond to
large, multiple wildfires and still prevent other small fires from becoming large
damaging fires. CDF plays a key rele in supplying and coordinating such forces;
it should maintain and enhance this ability. The 1985 Fire Plan includes a
model to provide adequate depth of resources that show CDF needing 96
additional engines and 825 personnel for managing large fires using the
Incident Command System, There is a greater need today as reflected in the
California Fire Plan.
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Recommendutions

1. The Board of Forestry directs CDF to further develop and implement a new Fire
Plan framework that includes:

Level of service {LOS) initial attack success and major fire

CDF will implement a fire failure rates.

plan framework that

includes LOS, assets, fire e Identification and assessment of assets protected, covering
history and costs and both commodity (economic) and non-commodity assets.
losses.

« History of wildfires by intensity levels, size and vegetation
types. Identification and rankings of high-value/high-risk wildland areas for
use by local, state, and federal agencies and the private sector for allocaling
prefire management and suppression resources.

e Severe fire weather rankings to relate probability that large damaging fires
will occur by local arca.

s History and projections of changes in total costs and losses of California’s
wildiand fire protection system that can result from potential increases or
decrcases in local, state, and federal agency expenditures and private-sector
investments.

2. CDF should identify options to expand its suppression force to meet the
multiple, large fire scenario (such as the 1985 Fire Plan's proposal to retain, in

a reserve fleet, 96 engines that were being replaced) and determine a cost-

) effective way to staff these engines with trained personnel in severe

Create reserve fire fire weather in targeted areas identified in the California Fire Plan
engine.ﬂeetfor assessment framework. The number of reserve engines should be
multxpl.e_'ﬁ.re increased to 100 for the California Fire Plan. This allotment would:
responsibility.

« Allow better management of SRA fires by minimizing CDF’s
dependence on the reduced [ederal agencies resources.

¢ Keep cost under control because of reduced ordering through the Office of
Emergency Services, thereby better controlling emergency fund
expenditures.

o Help limit the need to exceed maximum drawdown when there are large
muitiple fircs, as now occurs.

3. CDF should assess and report back to the Board annually on what can be done
during the next five years to reduce the impact in numbers and damage of
large, disastrous fircs in California annuaily.

4. CDF should usc the new fire plan assessment framework at the ranger units

Create local and for creating local forums to obtain expertise and other input
stakeholder forums from cilizens, community groups, local agencies and other
to improve fire stakeholders on assels protected. The questions of wildland resource
protection. assets and structure protection can be better addressed at the

ranger unit community levels, in terms of level of service, benefits
and financial responsibilities.
5. The new fire plan assessment framework also should be applied to federal
wildlands. The Board of Forestry has assigned its Resource Protection
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Committee to work with fedcral agencies that are primary participants in
Catlifornia’s wildland fire protection system. The focus would be the
complementary relationships of changes in federal agencies’ budgets and
policies that could affect California’s total costs and losscs from wildfires on
federal, state, and local responsibility lands. Agencies, such as the USDA Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, National Park
Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice, Environmental Protection Agency and
Federal Emergency Management Agency should be inviled to participate.

Wildland Fire Protection Fiscal Issues

Findings

1. Mutti-year fiscal problems are occurring at all governmental levels, constraining
the availabilily of funding to address the increasing workload, costs and losses
of the California wildland fire protection system.

2. The increasing number of structures and people in California wildlands and the
growing importance of the stale’s natural resources create a growing demand to
fund additional wildland fire protection services for both the structures and the
wildland resource assets.

3. The primary fiscal responsibilities for the initial attack responsibilities: (1} for
federal wildland fire protection are the federal taxpayers, (2) for privately owned
wildland fire protection are the state taxpayers, and (3) for structure fire
protection in wildland areas are the local taxpayers. However, during the
annual [ire scason, the state and federal taxpayers provide a minimum level of
structural fire protection that is incidental to their primary missions of wildland
fire protection. Similarly, in most wildland areas, local taxpayers provide year-
round wildland fire protection on both state and federal responsibility areas
that is incidental to the local government primary mission of structural fire
protection.

4. Over the last decade, part of the increased costs for additional
initial attack wildland resource protection and structural
protection have been funded by local taxpayers through
property taxes, fire district fees and volunteer firefighters.
However, when a wildland fire overwhelms local resources
and rcaches a major fire stalus, both the state and the federal
taxpayers pay for the costs of wildfires, structure protection, and the resulting
disaster relief.

When wildfire overwhelms
local forces, both state
and federal taxpayers
pay for resulting costs

and losses.

5. For the local taxpayers, the following continue to increase: {1} the structural
values and number of people being protected on wildlands, {2) the costs of
wildland and structure initial attack fire suppression funded at the local levels,
and (3) the losses from the cxtended attack and larger fires.

6. For state and federal taxpayers, the following will continue to increase: (1)
extended and large fire emergency fund expenditures for wildland fires, {2}
pretecting structures during initial attack and extended attack fires, and (3}
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state and federal agency disaster expenditures for damages to wildland
resources and structures.

7. Health and Safely Code Section 13009 allows for recovery of fire suppression
costs which, when obtained, be placed back into the state’s general fund rather
than invested in a prefire management program.

Prefire management 8. There is a direct relationship between reduced expenditures for

investments can prefire management and suppression and increased emergency
reduce emergency fund expenditures, disaster funding, and private taxpayers
Jund costs. expenditures and losses. Reduction of prefire management or

suppression resources allows more fires to become major
disastrous fires. Major fires create additional suppression and disaster relief
costs at all levels of government and increase citizen and business losses.

9. According to representatives of the insurance industry that insures structures
in California wildland areas, (1} the insurer average costs and losses are about
$1.09 for each $1.00 received in premiums, and (2) the urban dwellers are
subsidizing the wildland homeowner through service-wide rating schedules.

’

Recommenduations

1. To better evaluate future public policy changes, CDF should annually refine and
update its comprehensive wildland fire protection fiscal framework to allow a
more systematic assessment of the future costs and losses to California
taxpayers. This fiscal framework should continue to include summaries of
annual expenditures by local, state, and federal agencies: economic losses of
the slate’s resources; and private-sector costs and losses.

2. To reduce the future total cosis and losses to California taxpayers. the following
actions and ideas should be considered to support a major new

o reduce costs and
T state prefire managernent initiative:

losses, expansion of the

prefire management « Continue to implement the new CDF prefire management
initiative should be initiative and the new Fire Plan assessment framework by
considered. September 1998.

s Redirect fire cost recovery moncy from the General Fund to support an
investinent in reducing wildland fire hazards.

«  Provide a tax credil, as part of the governor's proposed tax-cut program, for
private taxpayer investments in reducing wildland fire hazards in areas that
have been identified under this firc plan framework that will reduce the
state taxpayer's future suppression costs.

The Board and CDF will 3. Get the insurance industry to develop an approach to reduce
work with insurance taxpayer and insurance underwriting losscs.
industry to reduce
taxpayer and citizen
losses.

Ensure a major federal prefire management initiative on federal
wildlands in California. The purpose is to reduce total federal
taxpayer costs for wildland fire protection.
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Prefire Munagement Progrum to Reduce Wildfire Costs and
Losses

Findings

1.

. To address the long-term trends of fuel loading increases and

. There are tradcoffs betwcen taxpayer investments in prefire

Suppression of fire in California’s Mediterranean climate has significantly
altered the ecosystem and increased losses from major fires and fire protection
costs. Historical fire suppression has increased:

s periods between fires

¢ volumes of fucl per acre

» fire intensities

» fire damage and losses

« fire suppression difficulties, and

s lotal taxpayer costs and losses.

. With continued fire suppression in wildland arcas, fuel volumes per acre will

continue to increase, unless a subdtantial long-term program of fuel reduction
is implemented.

Fuel loading problems are occurring on federal and state responsibility areas, as
well as in wildlands within city limits, which are local responsibility areas.

Similarly, California’s eight straight years of drought increased the dead and
dying vegetation, the volumes of drier fuel per acre, and the acres with
vegetation fuel ladders, all of which contribute to increased size and severity of
fires resulting in greater costs and losses.

- A prefire
population growth, CDF is implementing a prefire management management
initiative that combines the existing vegetation management, fire initiative is being
prevention and engineering programs into a coordinated effort with implemented.

the objectives of reducing fire hazards, improving the ellectiveness of ignilion
management, and reducing losses and costs to California’s Wildland Fire
Proteclion System.

Prefire management can serve as a tool to reduce the overall emissions caused

by wildland fires. Based on the annual average acrcs burried by Wildfires cause an
wildfire from 1985-1994, wildfire is causing the emission of almost estimated 600,000
600,000 tons of air pollutants per year. tons of air pollutants

annually.
management and the related state and federal emergency fund (fire disaster)
expenditures, ecological and natural resource losses, private citizen Josses, and

safety problems for civilians and fircfighters during wildland fires.

. With continued population-driven increases of people and structures in the

wildlands, there arc more life and property assets at risk in wildland areas, and
increasing risks to ecological, economic and natural resource assets. This
increases the values of wildland homes and other structures, as well as the
number of wildland fires caused by people.
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in California’s Mediterranear: climate, the question iz when, not if .
aceumulated fusls will burn. {California Deporiment of Forestry and Fire to homeowners to invest in fire

Protection photo}

9. To reduce the wildland fire protection costs to taxpayers. development of
wildfirc protection zones and flrc hazard mitigation measures (including
ignition-resistant building standards) arc needed as part of the local
government planning and land-use decisions on permiiting developments in
wildland areas within incorporated eities and unincorporated areas.

10, A prefirc management databasc is needed to provide more definitive risk
assessment information to the public and the insurance industry. code officials,
building industry and local fire jurisdictions. The objectives arc to establish
comprehensive minimums for wildfire protection zones, develop ignition-
resistant building construction for improved reduction of fire hazards around
wildland structures, and provide insurers and homeowners with information on
reducing risks and support more equitable insurance rating for wildland
siructures.

1

-

. The public doesn't sufficiently understand the risks and impacts of wildfires on
natural resource assets, structures and people living and recrealing in
California wildlands. Agencies have not adequately communicated those risks.
“There is a false sensc, of security ameng wildland homeowners that they are not
at risk if there are fire protection organizations, insurance policies for fire
coverage, and minimum fire prevention prescriptions are mel.

Recommendafions

CDF has developed a prefire management initiative for state responsibility areas
and will provide technical assistance to help local governments develop prefire
management programs on local responsibility areas, The Board will encourage
federal agencies Lo increase offorts on their lands and participate in joint efforts in
the wildland intermix.

1. CDF will develop prefire management
data that will:

e Support state, local and federal
agencies’ efforts to implement a
coordinaled prefire management
program on Californta wildlands.

* Provide the insurance industry with
belter fire hazard risk assessment
data for underwriting, rating and
pricing fire prolection policics in
wildland areas. These are incentives

hazard reduction efforts.

2. To increasc the market alternatives for using biomass waterials removed from
wildlands and to reduce future dependence on prescribed fire and vegetation
management bums, CDF, in conjunction with other state agencics, should
devclop an assessment of future biomass marketing opportunities for California.
1t should include projections of potential mazket uscs and actions local, stale
and federal governments could take to cxpansion of those markets.
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3. The fire prevention cducation programs of local. state and

Fire prevention
federal agencies and private industry should be communicating education programs
the level of risk to the people who live in wildland areas. An should communicate
evaluation should be madc to determine the correct message to levels of risk to people
influence people to modify their behavior. That message should living in wildlands.

incorporate the standards for both vegetation management and ignition
resistant building construction, as well as what citizens and businesses can do
to reduce wildfire risks.

4. The Board of Forestry supports examining legislation that would condition state
disaster relief on the development and implementation of prefire management
programs on wildlands. The Board recommends that the federal disaster relief
program: be examined similarly.

5. To provide state funding for prefire management projects, legislation should be
considered to provide that fire cost recovery funds collected by CDF be returned
to CDF's budget for implementing the projects, as a means of reducing wildfire
costs and losses.

6. Legislation should be considered to authorize local government to create special
service districts for prefire management projects. CDF will prepare
recommendations as part of its in-depth plan.

7. To rcmove a major obstacle to increased vegelation management burns, with
their potential for reducing wildfirc costs and losses, liability limits should be
examined for conducting such burns in high-risk/high-value wildlands. The
state's worker compensation program may be a model for needed changes.

8. Given the potential for prefire management to reduce the total level of air
pollutant emissions from wildfire, the state, federal, and local wildfire protection
and air quality agencies should jointly develop policies for reducing air pollutant
emissions from California wildfires.

"
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Fiscal Framework

he Board of Forestry launched an assessment to determine wildfire costs

and losses, all of which are paid for by California’s citizens. The Board is

incorporating its recommended solutions in its California Fire Plan, which is
a policy document for guiding the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection wildfire PrOgrams.

The plan includes a new fiscal framework for assessing and monitoring California’s
wildfire protection systems, and focuses on annual and long-term changes in
wildfire costs and losses,

The California Fire Plan The new fiscal framework will allow state policy makers to

obje;:tive is todr?duce systematically identify and assess the changes that affect the state
tota ‘::s‘:su:;im‘:ises taxpayers in terms of costs and losses. This new fiscal framework
J California. will also be used to monitor effects of new prefire management

initiatives,

The California Fire Plan objective is to reduce total costs and losses from wildfire in
California. In an era of shrinking public revenues, the increasing wildfire problem is
creating new challenges for agencies to cooperatively malse better use of their
available resources. Wildland fire protection agencies are being asked to reduce the
costs and losses from wildfires by taking initiatives to reduce the size, severity and
damage from the large wildfires that occur in California annually. This requires
allocating some resources to this objective and additional front-end investments to
reduce the future total costs and losses to California citizens.

‘The state, local and federal wildfire protection agencics, along with the private
sector, have evolved an interdependent system of prefire management and
suppression forces. As a result, changes in budgeted levels of any of the entities
dircctly affects the levels of wildfire protection services delivered to the public.

For example, the USDA Forest Service (USFS) recently made policy changes on the
management of its emergency firefighting funds. reduced its initial attack fire
suppression budget, and reduced budgets for other resource management
programs. To deal with these changes, it proposes to cut engine staffing from five
firefighters to three and to staff the engines five days a week instead of seven. Staff
reductions in resource management programs mean fewer trained employees will
be available for management positions on large fires. These cuts equate toa

12
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potential 20-50 percent reduction from the USDA Forest Service’s 1994-95
suppression capability for California.

The suppression force available to fight large disastrous wildfires on public or
private lands is significanily decreased. As a result, unless state and local
governments or the private sector then increase their suppression forces, the level
of wildland protection service delivered to the public is decrcased. And more small
fires will becomne large disastrous fires, thereby increasing the total taxpayer costs
and citizen losses at all levels of government.

To assess the future success of CDF along with exisling and potential changes in
palicies and fiscal aliocations, the state must also periodically re-examine its
relationship with the other sectors that make up the interrelated California
wildland fire protection system. The relationship among the three government
sectors can be assessed by addressing three questions concerning responses by
each scctor to California wildland fires:

O Who is responding to reported wildfires? Federal, state or local agencies?

O Who is responsible fiscally for the résponses?

O Who is paying for the responscs?

Chart 1. Wildland Fire Protection Agency Budgets

Toor lnmuI‘Amuk : _finjor Fire Disuster Relief
$132
[ rederal
El st
B ot

Propartion by Level of Goverament

R 2
Proportion by Phuses

Traditionally, the state, federal and local fire protection agencies have evolved with
the following program ohjectives:

Q  State Department of Forestry and Fire Prolcetion -— responsible primarily for
protecting private or slalc-owned wildlands that have natural resource values

13
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as designated in the Public Resources Code, and for protecting certain state
buildings.

C State Depariment of Forcstry and Fire Protection through the State Fire
Marshal -— responsible for developing minimum building standards that apply
at botls the stale and local levels for all occupancies designated in the building
and fire codes.

O Federal agencies, such as the USDA Forest Scrvice, Bureau of Land
Management, National Park Service and the Bureau of Indian Affairs —
responsible primarily for wildiand fire protection of federally owned wildlands.

O Local government fire districts {city and county fire departments) — responsible
primarily for protection of homes and other structures in wildlands,

Most of the previous public policy discussion of state, federal and local roles have
cited these primary responstbilities for making the initial attack responses when a
fire is reported in a wildland area.

However, that kind of discussion is incomplete. Chart 1, Wildland Fire Protection
Agency Budgets, on page 18 summarizes the estimated 1993-04 state, federal and
local governments’ costs of California’s wildland fire protection systern. The chart
further identifics wildland fire protection phases — initial attack, major fires and
disaster refief — for each level of government.

Int the second and third stages, roles and responsibilities get blurred in terms of
who is responding, whose responsibility is it and who is paying. Historically,
disaster relief is provided by the state to local government when local firefighting
resources arce overwheimed. Similarly, federal relicf is provided to state and local
government when those resourccs are overwhelmed.

When a wildfirc escapes the initial attack stage and reaches
and federal agencies disaster siatus as a major damaging and costly wildfire,
protect homes and people available state, federal and local resources are dispatched to
as well as natural contain the fire and provide disaster relief without
resources. differentiating among the primary initial attack roles. The
firefighters make no distinction as to whether they are

primarily protecting foderal wildlands, state wildlands or structures; they protect
whatever is in the way of the fire.

During fire disasters, state

The Agency Budgets chart reflects the fiscal results of that approach. It identifies
that annually, significant expenditures are made:

3 By the state, federal and local governments {o provide initial attack responses to
wildland {ires,

O By state and federal governments to fight wildland fires on private, federal and
state-owned lands.

O By state and federal governments to provide disaster relief resulting from major
wildland fires.

The chart shows that state, federal and local agencies spent an estimated $921
miflion on California wildfires in 1993-94. About $172 million of it was spent by

14
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4862 iocally funded fire departments responding to wildland fires that are the
primary responsibilities of ihe state and federal governments. The local agencies’
responses were incidenlal to their primary initial attack responsibility for
structures. In summary, local fire departments’ expenditures for wildland fire mitial
attack responses were approximately 9 percent of their total budget for structure
firc protection: but cumulatively, the expenditures are significant staiewide. The
expenditures arc significant locally funded expenditures for what is primarily a
state {and occasionally a federal) responsibility.

Although data is not yel available, a significant cffort is also cxpended by state {and
to sume extent the federal) agencies responding to protect structures in wildland
areas during the initial attack phase. There are three primary reasons for state,
federal and local agencics responding to their counterparts responsibilities, be it
structure or wildland resources:

O Under a mutual-aid approach that reduces response times to all fires,
whichever firefighting unit is closer responds to the fire.

€ When natural resources, structures or people are threatened The public doesn’t care

by wildfire, the public docsn't care whether the nearest whether the nearest
firefighting unit is funded from their local, state or federal tax Sirefighting unit is
dollars. They expect the units to respond as quickly as Junded from their locel,
possible. state or federal tax
dollars. They expect the
O A fire starting on private or federal wildlands, orina units to respond as
structure on wildlands, if not quickly contained can threaten quickly as possible.
the other two resources, creating state, federal or local firefighting costs and
losses.

To assess and monitor the total annual cosis and losses from California’s wildland
fircs, the annual costs of federal, state and local government agenctes reflected in
Agency Expenditure Chart are added to the annual losses and private sector cosis.
Chart 2, California Wildland Estimated Suppression Cosis und Losses, reflects the
total cosis and losses from California wildiand fires reflected in 1998-94 FY dollars.
For losses, a 10-year history was used lo derive average armual wildfire losses.
Both the Agency Budgets chart and the total estimated Costs and Losses provide a
fiscal framework that can be used by the statc as well as the federal and local
decision malers to identify and monitor trends among the sectors responsible for
the total California’s wildland fire protection system.
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Millions of Doilars

Chart 2. California Wildland Estimated Suppression Costs and Losses
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Fire Plan Framework

Legisiative Mundate
he Public Resources Code requires the Board of Forestry to develop a fire
I plan for the state responsibility wildlands that assures equal protection to
lands of similar types. The California Firc Plan includes a new framework
for a systematic assessment of the existing levels of wildland protection services,
identifies high-risk and high-value aread that are potential locations for costly and
disastrous wildfires, ranks the areas in terms of priority needs, and prescribes what
can be done to reduce the future costs and losses.

The Board and CDF developed the new fire plan asscssment framework that will
identify where it is most cost effective (o increase the level of wildland fire
protection scrvices to significantly decrease future wildfire costs and losses in those
high-risk/high-value arcas. CDF is implementing the ncw system in three pilot
ranger units: Nevada-Yuba-Placer, Tuclumne-Calaveras and Riverside. In addition,
CDF has made a budget change proposal {(BCP)} to cxpand the program to all 22
ranger units and six coniract counties using this schedule:

Time Period Task

November 1995—February 1996 | Draft o regional vegetation zone map for the state. Design associated
matrixes for setting up the LOS framework for the regional zone. Develop

data sefs, prepare prototype sof systems, ble products to fake to
the first test ranger units.
January—March 1996 Vdlidate data sels, process and procedures in the first test ranger unit.

Refine, revise and update CFES-JAM inputs os needed. Revise procedures
as needed in preparation for going to the next two test unis.
March—lune 1996 Validate data sets, process and procedures in the next two fest ranger
units. Revise as needed in preparation for going to the remainder of the
ranger units and contract counties.

June 1997 Produce state level of service map

Fire Plun Assessment Systom

‘This new Californja Fire Plan assessment system is reflected in Chart 3, Fire Plan
Assessment System and described below.

Level Of Wildland Protection Services (LOS): The LOS raling (see The LOS rating is a
Chart 4, Level Of Service) is a ratio of successful fire suppression efforis new fire plan
to Lhe total fire workload, a method to measure initial attack success assessment system.
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and faflure rates throughout California wildlands.

The LOS uses a Geographic Information System (GIS) that overlays a 10-year
history of wildfires onto a vegetation fype map and derives the average anmual
number of fires by size, severity of burning and assets losl. This data allows a2 LOS
Success (and Failure) Rate calculation:

SUCCESS RATE =

annuel number of fires that were small and extinguished by inifial afiack

total number of fires

SUCCESS RATE = X percent

This results in an initjal attack success rate in percentage of fires by vegetation

type and by area. Similar areas can be compared locally, regionaliy or statewide
using the GIS database.

Using the GIS databases, each wildland area of a community, ranger unit,
region or statewide, can be ranked by age and type of vegetation to identify
high-volume fuel areas that have accumulations of dead fuel with the potential
for large conflagrations. Areas can be ranked by high, medium or low risk of
potential as sites of large damaging conflagrations.

Chart 3. Fire Plun Assessment Sysiem

1 [} b
Level of Projects # of fivas & Sorecusts high
Servite fassos by area & #lsk arens
vogolation type
2 p L 2b
identHy areas of
fdentlfy assets igh value & Identitios high
at risk > spacttle wstels - valve arees
4
3 3a b
Fire History fge of vegelation T ':::::‘:‘L': :,::" ;:“ |l
by vegetatien type for lurge fires
A 4a b
Fire Weathor Humber of days of Severe {ive wenther | |
Histery ssvere fire wecther |3 ranked by # of
by area days/year

Assets at Risk: The assets at risk are the public and private assets that the
wildland fire prolection system is created and funded to protect. This framework
identifies the following assets at risk from wildfires and delineates their econormic
and non-economic assets: timber, watershed, wildlife, unique scenic and recreation
areas, range. wildlife, air quality, structures and people.

18
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O Using the GIS data, overlays of each asset arc made on geographic

maps of the state. This provides areas of individual and collective Assets are what
assets that are identified by community, ownership and prolection the system
responsibility. protects.

O For each asset, relative rankings of high, medium and low values are made
geographically.

Chart 4. Level of Servite

Fire History: The GIS is used to overlay fire history data by vegetation type.

O The fire history overlay rcsults in identifying the age clusses of Fire history
vegetation and their related maturity stage. Each vegetation lype has defines vegetation
different maturity stages in terms of the volume of fucl per acre — as it maturity.
progresses from green, high-moisture vegetation to a higher percentage
of dead and dying vegetation with low moisture — and different stages in the
development of fuel ladders to carty fires to the tops of trees.

O With the above data on vegetation age and maturity. the areas that have the
potential for severc fires can be identified by vegetation type and geographical
area.

Fire Weather History: The fire weather history is plotted on GIS maps.

O The fire weather history, in terms of average number of days of severe fire
weather, is plotted and mapped by geographic area.

O Geographic areas are ranked by the average number of days of Fire weather history
severe fire weather during peak fire season. This allows the identifies severe fire
identification of the higher risk areas in terms of probabilily of fircs weather days.

occurring during periods of scvere fire weather.
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Identify High-Risk/High-Value Areas: Based upon the analyses and the GIS
databases described above, a ranger unit map is generated that identifies high-
risk/high-value arcas where large damaging wildfires are most likely to occur and
become high-cost and high-loss conflagrations. These can be ranked from highest
{o lowest priorities for uture resource allocations decisions.

Validate High-Risk/High-Value Areas by the ranger units: Most of the data used
to generate the high-risk/high-value maps were deveioped from GIS overlays of
databases for areas within ranger units. Much of this data needs lo be validated on
the ground by ranger unit personnel 1o assure that the high-risk/high-value and
most likely to burn areas are properly mapped. Based upon this feld review of the
areas, modifications and corrections are input to the central GIS databases and
revised maps are generated for use by ihe ranger unit and headquariers personnel
in developing prefire management projects.

Prefire management Identify Prefire Management Projectst The prefire management staff
vjects decrease at the ranger units then develop a prefire management plan for the
risks of high losses ranger unit. The prefire management plan inchudes specific projects for
and suppression the high-risk/high-value areas that will decrease the risks that a large
€Osts. fire in @ specific area will occur, and create high costs to contain and high

Iosses to the citizens. The assumption used in developing the prefire management
ranger unit plan is that a proposed prefire management project will reduce the
costs and losses during periods of severe fire weather, which is when most of
California’s wildfire costs and losses occur. Thus, if a prefire management project is
implemented, then the size and severity of a large fire buming in that specific high-
risk/high-valuc area would be contained at a smaller size, would bumn with lower
temperatures and scverity, would significantly reducc suppression costs and would
resull in significantly lower levels of losses.

Conduct Stakeholder Forums: The purpose is to acquaini stakeholders with the
process; bring their expertise and knowledge {o bear on the asset maps, which also
identify arcas of high, medium and low risk: to review the level of service in these
locations, and lo identifyr areas where Lhe stakeholders consider the level
unaceeptable.

Ranger unit personnel will take the results of {he above analyses into public forums
with the following slakeholders:

Stakeholders help
set priorities on O State, local and federal agencies with responsibilities for wildland
prefire management protection in a specific area of the ranger unit. including USDA
projects Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Park

Service: fire districts, county fire departments and other fire
service cooperating agencies: local planning departments and county
supervisors responsible for land-use planning.

20
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O State, local and federat agencies with
responsibilitics for wildland assets at risk.

O Private and non-profit stakeholders that are
concerned with the economic and non-
economic assets being protected in a
specific community within a ranger unit.

O People living in these wildland areas.

CDF will take the following information into
these series of meetings:

Input krom the public is o critical part of the Fire Plan process.

O Whal can be done by the community to
{California Department of Foresiry and Fire Profection photo)

develop wildfire protection zones.

O The existing LOS for the specific community area in terms of historical
numbers, size and severity of previous fires and those projected to occur with
no changes in the LOS. This reflects, the future success rates for preventing
large disastrous fires,

O Identification of the high-risk/high-value maps, showing arcas within the
community, where large disastrous fires are likely to occur. The specific assets
being protected and designated as high value areas within the community will
also be delineated on the maps.

O Identification of the high-risk/high-value areas in the community with a
ranking of the probability of fires occurring in severe fice weather.

O Prefire management plans with specific projects for reducing the risks and
potenlial damage and suppression cosls {rom disastrous fires.

O Identification of which assets are driving the need for prefire management
projects and who is {iscally responsible for the assets at risk.

As reflected in Chart 5, Wildland Fire Protection System, the goal of this new
framework approach is to identify for state, federal and Iocal public officials and the
public, those areas within the stale responsibility areas that are high-priority areas

int terms of assets at risk, and with a high probability of large The goal is to identify
wildfires with associated costs and losses. This will allow the high risk areas with a
public and government decision-makers to focus on what can be high probability that
done {o develop wildfire protection zones and reduce future costs large fires will occur.

and losses in thesc areas. An important aspect of this new

framework is that prefire management programs aimed at reducing wildfire risks to
citizens and firefighters, and minimizing costs and losses be considered and
compared for evaluating existing programs and alternatives for reducing costs and
losses from large disastrous wildfires in California.
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Chart 5. Wildland Fire Protection System

Identify/validate high-value sreas
Nationat
values
State ogencies State
values

Losal agencies and Lacal
community interest groups | values

7 Reviewed by
Federal and state agencies
U fire sori i the projectarec during fire Jnd losal commualty groaps
weather, there is a high probubility $iot the firs M"' .d" '"’,"'“ oy
will coach fire disaster siages and will cause pro s telohive valuss
significant wildland fossss, siructure domage, and determine fiscal
and refated high fexpayer costs. responsihilities
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Assets at Risk

Introduction

he primary purpose of wildiand fice protection in California is to protect the
T wide range of assels found on California wildlands. These assets include life

and safety: timber: range; recreation: water and watershed; plants: alr
quality; cultural and historic resources: unique scenic arcas; buildings; and
wildlife, plants, and ecosystem health. This section briefly describes these assets
and discusses approaches to assessing their economic and non-economic values.

Knowledge of the types and magnitudes of assels at risk to wildfire, as well as their
locations, is critical to fire protection planning. Given the limits on Sre protection
resources, these resources should be allocated, at least in part, based on the value
of the assets at risk.

This analysis addresses two basic questions: What are the aggregate values of the
assets at risk to wildfire? What are the losses, both economic and non-ecopomic, in
a fire? Where possible, estimates of values were made on a dollar-per-acre basis.
The methodologies used, although exposed to some peer review, need further review
and refinement that is part of the pilot projects in the three ranger units. Also, CDF
is working with the Depariment of Fish and Game, State Water Resources Control
Board staff, Department of Water Resources, USDA. Forest Service, Los Angeles
Flood Control Distriet, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the East Bay Municipal Utility
District and other stakeholders to refine our approaches to wildlife, plants,
ecosystem health, walersheds and water.

‘The fire plan asscssment framework will use three key techniques to relate each

asset being p 1 to existing and potential levels of service and resource
allocation priorities.
There are three key
O As reflected in the prefire g " p descriptions in techniques for ts at
the appendix, CDF headquarters staff has developed GIS maps risk: GIS maps,
on assets at risk. From this data, CDF will produce ranger unit  community meetings to
maps with overlays for each commedity and non-commodity validate assets and
asset protected. Each asset map will Indicate whether the Jjoint CDF/stakeholder
preliminary value of the asset in a given area is high, medium or Junding

low. These maps will be reviewed and refined at the ranger unit level,
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o]

Separate community level meetings will be scheduled with the respective
stakcholders for each asset at risk. The purpose is to acquaint the stakeholders
with the process and to bring their expertise and knowledge to bear on the asset
maps. In effect the stakeholders will be asked to evaluate the preliminary
rankings for levels of service based on economic and non-economic values. This
process provides a sort of Delphi technique of using expert and asset owner
judgments where quantifiable data is not available.

CDF also will engage stakeholders in a process to identify who is willing to
invest prellre projects that will protect the various assets. CDF's major reason
for conducting prefire management projects is to reduce stale suppression costs
and disaster relief. Thus, CDF will allocate its state prefire project funds
primarily on the basis of projects’ potentials to reduce the suppression and
state disaster funding costs that would occur in the project area under high-
hazard fire conditions. However, where stakeholders are willing to provide funds
1o support prefire projects that would reduce the threat to assets at risk, CDF
will consider undertaking such projects, cven if the benefits in terms of
reducing potential state suppression and disaster relicf costs are less than
might be achieved by other prefire projects competing for state prefire project
funds.

Detailed explanation of the quantificalion and valuation approaches for each asset
may be found in the appendix. The table, Assels at Risk Framework Summary, at
the end of this chapter depicts the framework developed for ¢stimating fire imapacts.
Resource asscts presented here are air quality, range, recreation on public

wildlands, structures, timber, water and watersheds, cultural and historic

Assets may be of resources, unique scenic areas, and wildlife, plants and ecosystemn health.

value lqcally, No attempt was made to place economic value on the loss of human life or
stdt?wlde or unigue scenic areas, although there are methodologies for estimating such
nationally.

values. Their true value to spciety cannot be measured.

For each resource, the assets at risk [ramework summarizes the asset value basis

The Lake Tahos Basin, one of the skate’s most beloved natural resource assets, is facing
exdrems fire risks. {Photo courtesy of Depariment of Waler Resources)

{i.e., the units in which fire
impacts have been estimaled} and
the level of disaggregation
[resource sublypc and geographic
area) of these values. The table also
indicates the levels {local, state and
national) at which the resources
are valued. The manner in which
“consumers” of a particular
resource value it may differ from
local to state to national levels.
Some of the resources protected
from fire in California even have
intermational value. For cxample,
the scenic Lake Tahoe Basin or the
old growth redwood parks of the

P -
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North Coast are considered of high value at the local, state and federal levels, as
well as internationally.

The rest of this section briefly discusses each asset at risk. [The appendix provides
more detail.) It should be emphasized that caleulations of economic assets are
prefiminary and often highly aggregated. The estimafes will be refined as fire plan
implementation meves 1o the ranger units.

Air Quality

Air pollution from wildfires can affect, among other assets, visibility, human heaith,
materials, vegetation, pollution rights and greenhouse gas accumulation,
Quantifying impacts is difficult. First, there is insufficient data on the quaniities of
various pollutants that are emitied during wildfires of varying intensities burning in
a wide range of fuels. Second, models of pollutant dispersion, though increasingly
sophisticated, still leave much to be desired, particularly when tying to apply them
to specific cvents rather than to longer-term emissions. Third, models estimating
the impacts of various pollutant levels on human health have generally been geared
toward examining chronic pollution levels, not episadic events such as wildfires.
This area of empirical rescarch has been almost ignored by the air quality agencies
in California. There is an assumption that wildfires are “acts of God" and not
manageable by man. However, this assumption is not true. As reflected in this fire
plan framework, future wildfires are predicted and their losses, including levels of
air pollutants can be managed before the fire occurs.

As reflected in Appendix C, Table 3. the estimated anmual wildfire
air poliutant emissions are 600,000 tons from CDF and USDA wildfire air poliutant
Forest Service fires. This dees not include Bureau of Land emissions are 600,000
Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, National Park Service or tons from CDF and USDA
wiidlands inside city limits fires. The estimated 600.000 tons of Forest Service fires.
afr pollutants annually are based on a ten year average of acreage

bumed by vegetation type annually. A joint initiative is needed between the Board

of Forestry and the Air Resources Board to reduce air eraission pollutants from

wildfire. Estimates of air quality wildfire impacts have been developed for

particulate matter, specifically PM10 {particulates 10 microns or smaller). For some

basins, business can buy and sell rights to emit air pollutants based on banked

credits, Based on these purchases, the wildfire air quality impacts range from $1

per acre to $15,000 per acre burned, depending upon the fuel type and the air

basin, While these estimates include some measure of all of the above air quality

rejated values, there are additional non-commeodity values that are not well

represented {for example, air quality impacts o areas of unique scenic quality).

The estimated annual

The overall strength of the methodology used to devélop these estimates is
uncertain. The base air pollution impact medel used fs not widely accepted.
Further, estimates of poliustanis released from the open buming of given fuel types
and loadings are not well researched and are highly generalized. This is an area
needing more research by the local, state, and federal air quality and wildfire
protection agencies.

2%
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Range

Range is primarily vegetation as forage, estimated to be worth $138 million a year
in California. The value of forage lost to fire is based on the cost of replacing that
forage for two years through feeding oat hay or alfalfa to the livestock. It was
assumed that the probability of an acre of rangeland burning is the same whether it
is grazed or not. Ungrazed acres were assumed to have a zero replacement feeding
cost. To calculate an average loss per acre burned, averages were developed of
replacement feeding costs per acre by type of grazed rangeland as a percentage of
all grazed and ungrazed acres.

Rangeland types and associated replacement feeding costs werce disaggregated to
eight regions, nine cover types and five ownership classes, allowing a fairly detailed
analysis of fire impacts. At the fully disaggregated level, replacement feeding cost
estimates ranged from zero to $114 per acre of rangeland burned. The weighted
average cost statewide is estimated at $8 per acre.

Recreation on Public Wildiands

Fire adversely affects recrcation values on public and private land alike; however,
the lack of data regarding recreation on private lands allows estimates only for
public lands. The bulk of recreation on public wildiands occurs in national parks
and forests, Bureau of Land Management holdings and state park lands. Recreation
on public wildlands in recent years averaged an estimated 112.1 million recreation
visjtor days per year. A recreation visitor day (RVD} is equivalent to 12 hours of
participation in any recreation activity. Based on USDA Forest Service data, the
estimated average market value is $13.26 per RVD for wildland recreation in the
state.

Based on this conservative value, an annual average value of $1.5 billion per year
for recreation was calculated for public lands in the state. The impacts of wildfire
on recreation values were estimatcd to range from $5 per average acre burned (for
the Bureau of Land Management) {o $107 per average acre burned (for the state
parks system). Of course, where the areas that burn are particularly scenic, visible,
or accessible to the public. the value impacts will be significantly greater.

Structures

Statewide, approximalely one million bousing units are within California’s,
including wildlands and wildland-urban interface areas. In total, these housing
units have an estimated replacement value of $1067 billion for the
siructures only. Based on firc records for 1985-94, an estimated 703
homes are lost annually to wildfire in California. Taking into account
the value of dwellings, value of contents, other improvements,
intangibles, uninsured losses, costs of disruption (lost wages,
temporary housing, ete.) and insurance company transaction costs, the average
loss per home burmed from wildfire is estimated to be $232,000. Average total
annual loss of California homes to wildfire is estimated at $163 million.

Average annual
home losses to
wildfire is $163
million.
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Timber

The timber assets at risk represent the economic value of standing trees for
conversion to wood products, such as lumber. Trees that will not be converted to
wood products, such as those found on areas administratively or congressionally
designated as wildermness, do nol have timber value. Timber values were estimated
using USDA Forest Service statewide inventory data and stumpage values
determined by the State Board of Equalization. The estimates were disaggregated to
six regions or cover types and four ownership categories.

Using this approach, the standing value of California commercial timber is
estimated to be $105 billion. The timber value lost during a wildfire depends on the
intensity of the fire. For a moderately inlense, stand-rcplacing fire, it is estimated
that the timber value lost will range {from $2,538 per acre in the northern interior to
$8,823 per acre on the central coast, bascd on assumptions about volume loss and
salvage values. Less intense or more intensc fires would cause different levels of
loss.

Water and Watersheds

Watcer and watersheds have both commodity values and broad environmental
values. As a commodity, water produces electrical power and quenches the thirst of
people, industry and agriculture. Water impounded behind dams also provides
important recreational opportunities. As an environmental resource, water sustains
plants, animals and aquatic ecosystems. The many benefits of water are referred to
as “beneficial uses.” The six million acre feet of water delivered annually to
residential, commercial and industrial consumers have a retait value approaching
$6 billion. The 24 million acre feet of water used by agriculture each year have a
value of about $1.5 billion. In an average year, California produces about 40,000
gigawatt-hours of hydroelectric power with a value of approximately $1.6 billion. In-
stream uses of water for t 1g aquatic ystemn function have a huge but
incalculable value as well.

Fire can have beneficial and detrimental effects on water and watersheds. By

removing vegetation and exposing mineral soil, fire impairs the ability Fire can have
of a watershed to hold soil in place and to trap sediment. As a result. beneficial and
increased amounts of sediment are delivered to streams, reducing both detrimental
commodity and non-commodity beneficial uses. On the other hand, by watershed impacts.
decreasing evapotranspiration, fire can increase, at least on a

temporary basis, the quantity of water delivered to streams. However in the wrong

place at the wrong time — such as the fire-flood cycle commonly experienced in

Southern California — this increased run-off and its large sediment load causes

costly damage to downstream assets such as homes, roads, debris basins and other
infrastructure,

The actual water and watershed effects that resull from a wildfire vary greatly
depending upon the size and severity of the fire, vegetation type. soil type, slope,
proximity lo a watercourse and other factors. Only a few general conclusions are
drawn here regarding the economic impacts of fire on water and watershed
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resources. Large, intense wildfires can produce increased runoff worth from $3 to
$12 per acre burned in the year after the fire. In addition to consumptive uses, this
additional runoff can generate hydroelectricily. In one hypothetical example, $17.50
worth of hydroelectricity would be produced per acre burned in an intensive wildlife
enhancement project during the first year after the fire. The value resulting from
increased runoff will diminish rapidly as the burned area revegetates over the years
following the fire. Fire-caused sedimentation can diminish reservoir capacity,
costing $9 to $90 per acre bumed in a large, intense fire. This risk is more
Sediment removal qfter imminent in reservoirs withoul large amounts of dead storage
such a fire can cost  capacity, typically smaller reservoirs and reservoirs not originally
$100 to as much as designed to produce hydropower. Sediment removal after such a
$1,000 per acre fire could cost $100 to as much as $1,000 per acre burned.
burned. Increased sedimentation also causes additional wear and tear on

hydroelectric generation equipment, harms fisheries and has negative aesthetic
impacts; nonc of those effects can be quantified easily. Fire and landslides triggered
by lost vegetation are direct threats to water supply and hydro facilities, such as
flumes borne on wooden trestles and canals on hillsides. Then there is the expense
of watershed rehabilitation, such as reseeding or replanting vegetation or installing
erosion controls: Reseeding grasses after wildfire costs $30 to $200 an acre:
planting tree seedlings costs about $200 per acre.

Overall, it is clear that the economic costs of intense wildfire impacts on water and
watershed are greater than the benefits derived from increased water flow. CDF is
working with the State Water Resources Control Board stafl, Department of Water
Resources, USDA Forest Service, Los Angeles Flood Control District, Pacific Gas &
Electric Co., the East Bay Municipal Utility District, and other stakeholders, to
improve these preliminary characterizations and valuations of water and watershed
impacts.

Wildlife, Habitat, Plants, and Ecosystem Health

One of the more challenging categories of assets at risk covers wildlife, habitat,
plants, and ecosystem health. First, it is difficult to develop economic values for
these assets. A number of economic techniques can be applied, but they are often
expensive and subject to significant limitations. This difficully arises in large part
because of the ways in which these assets arc valued. Aesthetic values in particular
do not appear in a market form and are difficult to quantify, let alone determine a
per-unit value. Second, fire can have markedly different effects on wildlife, habitat,
plants, and ecosysiem health. Large fires do not burn evenly and as a result
produce a mosaic of vegetation and postfire plant community succession.
Alternatively, at a smaller scale, an intense stand-replacing fire can reduce habitat
heterogeneity and foster a uniformity of food and cover value particularly in areas of
similar slope, aspect and soil type. Both outcomes may be positive, negative, or
exhibit no particular effect depending on the degree of habitat paichiness, the
wildlife and plant species of concern, and other lopographic, climatic and bioclogical
variables influencing fire effects. Thus, consistent generalization of the effects of
postfire habitat conditions and their implicalions for wildlife, habitat, plants, and
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ecosystem health is not yat possible. An individual species may be favored,
negatively affected, or exhibit no particular response to the postfire environment.

‘While wildfire-caused modification of one habitat type into another

may in many cases be “value-neutral,” in other cases, such as the Scientists have
loss of habitat for a threatened or endangered plant or animal identified wildfire and
species, we may be very concerned about conversion of habitat its potential impacts
type. One key example here is the California spotted owl, which the ©T the species’ mature
USDA Forest Service has identified as a sensitive species. JSorest habitat as one
Scientists have identified wildfire and its potential impacts on the of the biggest threats
species’ mature forest habitat as one of the biggest threats to the to the owl.

owl.

Long-lasting negative effects of a wildfire it present day fire reghiues are likely
limited to:

O Localized stream habitats, late seral or climax forest habilats sensitive to fire
effects and requiring long periods before re-establishment.

O Some seral habitats that through direct and indirect fire effects do not
effectively regenerate.

O Areas occupied specifically by species with unstable populations that are
negatively affected by fire occurrence,

Overall, it is not yet possible to specify both the biophysical and econornic
ramifications of the interactions between wildfire and wildlife, habitat, plants, and
ecosystem health. A number of experts have indicaled, however, that when one
considers qualitatively the economic effect of wildfires on all species, fire regimes
and wildland habitats at the scale of the state, it is likely that fire, at least over the
short term, has had a net neutral if not beneficial effect. On the other hand, specific
fires in specific places at specific times can have significant adverse impacts on
particular plant or animal species and/or their habitat. Given the dynamic nature
of vegetation, wildlife populations and ecosysiems, these impacts arc of the greatest
concern for listed species, those near the lower bound of population viability.

Other Resource Values

Other. significant resource asset values have not been addressed above, These
include historic resources, such as very old structures or places where important
events occurred, and cultural resources, such as archaeological sites and unique
scenic resources, such as Yosemite National Park or the Lake Tahoe Basin.

California has 85,000 recorded historic buildings, most of which are located in
wildland areas. There are over 100,000 recorded archaeological sites in California.
Il is estimated that there is a like number of undiscovered or unrecorded sites in
the state.

Historic and cultural resources cannot easily be valued economically since they are
not generally exchanged in the market and are often unique. Further, many people
get satisfaction simply from the knowledge that these resources exist and are being
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protected in perpetuity (“existence” and “begquest” values in the terms of economics),

regardless of whether they will ever visit them personally. Similar considerations

' apply to unique scenic resources. These special resources may have value to peeple
at the loeal, state, national and even international level, adding further difficulty to
attempts to place an economic value on them. Measuring recreation values of the
actual usage of unique, scenlc arcas captures only a small part of their total value
to society.

Assets at Risk Framework Summary

$trength of
Resourte Asye? Value Busis Level of Disugyregati Levels of Value* | methodology
Life and sately Non-economic values are not By population density National, stete High
quantified and locol
&lr quatity Non-economic values of Air quality basins {13}, Nation, state Low
pollutants; average doflar impact | basic fuel types (2], and and locat
from parficulate matter (PM10} | by air pollulant emissions
emitled par acre burned
Range Dallar cost of replocement feed | Vailues by regions (8}, State and local High
per acre of rangeland bumed cover fypes {9} and
ownership classes {5}
[ on o Average dollar loss per acre Statewide average by Nationdl, state Low
public wildiands burned; non-commodity assets | pulsfic ownership and local
alse exist categories {5}
Average dollar loss per home Statewide average State and focal High
burned; non-commodily assels
alse exist
Timber Average dollar loss per acre Values by regions 6} and | Nationdl, state High
burmed hip categories {4} and local
Water und Range of economic impacis per | Statewide ranges of Nationdl, state towto
watersheds acre for value of increased water | economic impuacts and local medium
yields; cost of sediment removal;
loss of reservoir capacity; effects
on hydrosledtric generation;
costs of watershed rehabilifation;
non-commedily assets also exist
Wildlite, habitat, | Qudlilative di of the S 3 Stata and local Low
plonts und trecdeotls in fire impads
heaith
Other These non ity assets Statewide (generically) or | National, state Lowto
assets, cltoral cannot be quantified adequately; | ploce-specific wnd focal medium
und historic descriptive enumeration only
resaures, unique
scani¢ areas
*May or may nat be cumulative,
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Prefire Management
Initiative

Introduction

ver time, all California’s wildlands will burn. However, various factors
O contribute to increased risks that fires will occur: that they will be larger,

more intense and more damaging: that fighting them will
cost more; and that they will take a higher toll (in cconomic and
non-economic terms} on the people of California and. in some
cases, on stakeholders from a broader arena, such as federal land
and resources owned by all United States citizens.

The prefire management
initiative includes a
systernatic application of
risk assessment, fire
safety, fire prevention and

CDF has initiated a prefire management initiative to reduce fire hazard reduction
wildfire fires and costs of suppressing fires. The prefire
management initiative includes a systematic application of risk
assessment, fire safety, firc prevention and fire hazard reduction
techniques.

techniques.

The state’s extreme diversity and complex pattern of land use and ownership require
equally diverse and complex techniqucs to effectively manage the firc environment.
Some options are the responsibilities of stale, federal and local governments; others
fall to private citizens or businesses: most are joint responsibilitics. Custom
strategies for each situation can be created through combinations of prefire
management, suppression, and postfire management. They should lessen the costy
impacts of future wildfircs and offer alternatives to continually increasing
suppression forces.

Some background: Vegetation in California’s Mediterranean climate was dominated
by a complex succession ecology of more, smaller and less damaging wildfires before
European settlement began. The cvolution of fire suppression since then has
produced these results:

O Increasing lifc. property, resources and ecological losses.

O Difficulty of firc suppression, increasing safety problems for firefighters and
reducing productivity by fire crews on perimeter lines

O Longer periods between recurring fires in many vegetation types by a factor of 5
or more. For Pondcrosa pine vegetation arcas on certain western Sierra slopes,
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for example, the average period between fires is 175 years, where it once was 30
to 40 years.

O Increasing volumes of fuel per acre.
O Increasing fire intensities.
O Increasing taxpayer costs and asset losses.

Other factors also contribute to a complex fire environment prone to large disastrous
wildfires:

O More people are living and recreating in wildland intermix areas. That adds to the
demand for — and value of — finite natural resources in the wildland, and
increases ignition sources, resulting it more fires.

O Calilornia’s extended drought increased the dead and dying vegetation, the
volumes of drier fuel per acre, and the number of days annually of lower
humidity and fuel moisture.

O Continued set-asides of federal lands, without an aggressive prefire management
program, limit fuels management and contributes to the annual fuel loading
increases. (Supporting data on increased fuel volume is contained in the USDA
Forest Service draft environmental impact report on the California spotted owl.}

Even when fires are not necessarily larger, they are burning more intensely. They are
more costly to control and create greater risk of losses to the resources,
improvements and people in wildland areas: examples include fire storms in the
Qakland Hills {1891}, Southern California (1993) and Marin County {1995). In the 10
days between Oclober 25 and November 3, 1993, wind-driven wildland fires
consurmed over 189,000 acres of valuable Southern California watershed and wildlife
habitat. It also damaged or destroyed 1,260 structures, claimed three lives and
injured hundreds of people. The cost of suppressing these fires is estimated at nearly
$60 million; the damage will exceed $1 billion.

This new fire environment requires the combination of new partnerships and
strengthening old ones to provide a fire protection system that will ensure natural
resource protection and provide for an acceptable level of public health and safety.
CDF's new system emphasizes prevention and minimizing risk as well as trying to
make betler use of existing resources because of shrinking public revenues.

The prefire management initiative:

O addresses the components of fuel loading, fuel arrangement, land-use patterns,
building construction standards and ignition management;

O gives priority to high-risk, high-value areas most likely to burn under severe fire
weather conditions; and

O focuses effort by more aggressively emphasizing fire prevention, vegetation
management, land-use planning and forest health programs.
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Key Components of Prefire Management

Fire Prevention

CDF addresses fire prevention through its engineering, cducation and law
enforcement programs. Their shared objective is reduced fire hazard and risk. This is
more narrowly addressed in a planning process based on ignition managernent and
loss reduction; it includes biomass harvesting, fire resistant landscaping, mechanical
and chemical fuels treatments. building construction standards, infrastructure, and
land use planning. The basic planning unit is the fire management analysis zone
{FMAZ}.

Ignitions are managed by preventing fires likely to exceed the Ignitions are managed
capabilities of available attack forces and could result in large by preventing fires.
damaging fires. Loss reduction is integral to mitigating large and

damaging fires. Significant improvement can be altained by

reducing hazards {fuel buildups around structures and communities) and working

with private industry to implement hazard reduction plans around residential

developments in the rural-urban interrix areas.

Successful programs permit more effective utilization of CDF's initial attack forces
and enhance firefighter safety.

Vegetation Management An average of 30,000 acres a

Since 1981, approximately 500,000 acres — an average of year have been treated with
30,000 acres a ycar — have been treated with prescribed fire.
prescribed fire under the vegetation management -
program. Prescribed fire has been the means of
fuels management on virtually all that land.
However, a program review has identified needed
changes.

The typical vegetation management project in the
past targeted large wildland areas without
assessing all of the values protected. Citizen and
firefighter safety and the creation of wildfire safety
and protection zones are a major new focus of the
new prefire management program. Now, increasing
population and development in state responsibility
areas often preclude the usc of large prescribed
fires. (They remain an option in less populated
areas.)

The vegetalion management program will shift
emphasis to smaller projects closer to the new
developments, and to alternatives Lo fire, such as L = Sy

mechanical fuel ireatment. In some instances the - Prescribed fire projects such as this reduce risks fo life ond
assefs. [Photo courfesy of San Francisco Chronicle)
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program may be limited to simply providing wildland safety and protection zones
around high value assets.

There also will be a new emphasis on quality over quantity of acres treated. Projects
will be chosen that will provide the most cost-effeciive means of protecting assets at
risk from major disastrous wildfires.

The Board of Forestry and the State Air Resources Control Board will develop a joint
policy on the use of prescribed fire. The policy will recognize the value of prescribed
fire in reducing the emissions of wildfire during the summer high-air-impact period.

Fire-Sufe and Land Use Plunning

Population increases in wildland areas have raised sirategic concerns about wildfire
Population protection. Clearance laws, zoning, and related fire safety requirerments
increases create  implemented by state and Jocal authorities need to address these factors:

wildfire problems. .
O Fire-resistant construction standards: We can no longer view a

wildland fire as affecting only watershed, wildlife and vegetation
resources; we must now consider their effect on people and their structures.
Further, this increase in people and structures have provided increasing ignition
sources for lire which, due to their proximity, can spread into the wildland.
Building construction standards that encompass such items as roof covering,
opening protcection and fire resistance are designed to both protect the structure
{from exlernal fires and to contain internal fires for longer periods.

O Hazard reduction near structures (defensible space): The public image of
defensible space as part of prefire management should be expanded to include
such immediate benefits as improved aesthetics, increased health of large
remaining trees and other valued plants, and enhanced wildlife habitat. The use
of defensible space that provides landscape naturalness, along with its
compatibility with wildlife, water conservation and forest health, should be
emphasized.

O Infrastructure: Effective fire protection in the intermix cannot be accomplished
solely through the acquisition of cquipment, personnel and training. The area’s
infrastructure also must be considered during the formulation of development
plans. Specific fire hazard areas should be evaluated and reasonable safety
standards adopted, covering such elements as adequacy of nearby water
supplies, routes or throughways for fire equipment, addresses and street signs.
and rnaintenance.

The ultimate objectives for fire-safe planning and construction arc (1) improve the
ability of communities and other high valuc assets that will survive a large, high-
intensity wildfire with minimal fire suppression effort and (2} provide for improved
citizen and firefighter safety.

Forest Health

Years of aggressive fire protection and timber management have dramatically
changed the character of California’s forests. Pre-European Sierra forests were open,
park-like pine and fir forests that were subject to frequent low-intensity fires.
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Current forests are smaller, younger, and more dense: they have high fuel loads and
are prone 1o very intense fires. Developments have been superimposed in many of
these forest types. The resulting fire problem, in critical fire weather periods, is a
difficult control situation for any fire agency.

CDF resource management programs are aimed at keeping forest fuel values low
enough that wildfire can be contained. Densities of dead and dying trees, understory
vegetation and development must be managed. This includes advice to landowners
on timber management, environmental protection. fuels treatments, prescribed fire
treatiments and development planning.

CDF is int the unique posilion to provide these services to The objecti?e is' to W
forest landowners and communities. It also includes the a'large htgh-mten.stty
proper treatment of stands during commercial timber wildfire without direct

harvesting. The Forest Practice Act and rules of the Board of Sfire protection.

Forestry have as their objective reducing the risks of wildfire
costs and losses in timber harvest areas.

Prefire Management as Parf of the Fire Plan

The prefire management initiative is a blend of existing CDF programs — fire
prevention, land-use planning, vegetation management and forest health
improvement, with risk assessment and systems analysis expertise. The initiative is
being implemenled in 1996 in the Nevada-Yuba-Placer, Tuolumne-Calaveras and
Riverside ranger units, Beginning July 1, 1996, an additional 27 months will be
required to expand the prefire management program to all 22 CDF ranger units and
the six contract counties.

GIS maps will be provided for each asset at risk, with overlays showing level of
service success and failure rates; bazards; asset values; and severe fire weather days
by year. Each criterion will be summarized on the GIS maps and categorized for high,
medium or low risk. After the risk areas are mapped. separate GIS maps will be
generated that identify high-risk areas, for development of prefire management
projects.

Al the communily level, representatives of all stakeholder groups for each asset at
risk will be contacted and invited to a meeting. The purpose is to acquaint the
stakeholders with the process and bring their expertise and knowledge to bear on the
asset maps that identify risk levels. They will review the level of service that applies
1o the location of the assets. Areas where they find the level of service unacceptable
will be identified on the hazard and xisk maps for later use.

Ranger unit personnel will provide ground review and The fire management
validation of the high-risk prefire management areas: maps projects will reduce total
will be corrected to reflect the need on the ground. New high-  costs and losses of a major
risk GIS maps will be generated for use in developing prefire fire burning through the
area during a period of

management projects. Ranger unit staff will define
prescriptions for prefire management projects that will reduce
total costs and losses of a major fire burning through the area during a period of
severe fire weather, Budgets will be developed for the projects.

severe fire weather.
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Ranger unit staff, with assistance from region staff, headquarters staff and
stakeholders with specific expertise, will identify economic and non-economic assets
protected and estimated reductions in costs and losses {f the prefire management
projects are implemented. Ranger unit staffs, with assistance of region staff and
headquarters staff, will identify the mix of state. federal and local government and
prefire management: projects will be ranked in priority, based on cost effectiveness
and the priorities of the ranger unit chief.

Additional meetings will be held with stakeholders when more than state funding is
needed for the prefire management projects. Ranger units will then conduct
community public hearings for the general public and stakeholders to review the

nent and proposed projects. After this final public input, the prefire
management projects in the three ranger units will be aggregated at the state level
for the budget change proposal and funding.

Final results of the fire plan process will be presented to the Board and monitored to

use in adjustment of ide pol

il
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Appendix A. Fiscal Framework
Charts and Assumptions

Wildland Fire Protection Budgets by Level of Government by
Fire Phase
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Who Pays for Fire Protection Costs and Wildfire Damage
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Appendix B. Level of Service
Rating and Process

Background

‘The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) is a statewide
resouree pratention agency. It is the largest multipurpsse fire protection agency in
the United States. CDF is directly responsible for wildland fire protection of over 31
million acres of California’s privately owned watershed lands. In additien, the
department provides full fire service protection to nearly 11 million acres under
reimbursement agreements with local governments. The department responds to
over 7,000 wildland vegetation fires on state responsibility areas each year.
Approximately 95 percent of these fires are contained at. less than 10 acres.

The heart of CDF’s fire protection program is an aggressive initial atlack firefighting
strategy. CDF commands a force of approximalely 3,800 full-lime fire professionals,
foresters, and administrative employees; 1,400 seasonal personnel; 5,500 local
government volunteer firefighters; 2,600 Volunteers in Prevention; and 3,800
inmates and wards. All of these people work aggressively to prevent and suppress
wildfires.

CDF operates 1,027 firc engines, (338 state-funded engines and 689 local
government funded engines), 103 rescue squads, 12 aerial trucks, 58 bulldozer
units, 5 mobile communication centers and 11 mobile kitchen units. CDF also
funds 82 engines and 12 bulldozers used to protect state responsibility areas in Los
Angeles, Orange, Sarta Barbara, Ventura, Kern and Marin counties. In addition to
its ground attack capability, CDF maintains a significant fleet of aircraft that
includes seventeen 800-gallon air tankers, one 3,000-gallon and twe 2,000-gallon
contract air tankers, 13 air attack planes, and 10 helicopters.

CDF doesn'‘t fight fire alone. The department cooperates fully with federal and local
governmenl firefighting agencies and the governor's Office of Emergency Services.
This cooperation is formally defined and authorized in interagency agreements with
the federal agencies, in the State Masler Mutual Aid Agreement, and in local
mutual aid agreements. The deparlment advocates and uses the Incident Command
System to elficicntly manage the diverse resources used in the firefighting effort.

Level of Service Rating

The legislature has charged the Board of Forestry and CDF with delivering a fire
protection system that provides an equal level of protection to lands of similar type
{PRC 4130). To do this, Lhe department needs an analysis process that will define a
level of service rating that can be applied to the wildland areas in California to
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compare the level of fire protection being provided. The rating should be expressed
- as the percentage of fires that are successf{ully attacked. Success is defined as those
fires that are controlled before unacceptable damage and cost are incurred.

California has a complex fire environment, with multiple climates, diverse
topography and many complex vegetation communities. CDF data on assets at risk
to damage from wildfire is incomplete. Thesc factors combine to make it very
difficuit to develop a true performance-based fire protection planning system. CDF
has resorled (o prescription-based fire protection planning (travel times of
firefighting resources to incidents, report times for the detection system. the same
acreage goal statewide, etc.) as a way 1o overcome the complexity of the issues.
Prescriplion-based planning is possible but tends to oversimplify some issues.
Prescription standards also make it difficul to integrate the interrelationships of
varlous fire protection programs, such as the value of fuel-reduction programs to
reducing the level of fire protection effort required.

The following approximation method is proposed to overcome these shortcomings
and allow CDF to proceed with a damage-plus-cost analysis of fire protection
performance. This is a relative system, attempting to measure the relative impact of
fire on the various assets al risk. At the same time, this process produces a level of
service rating {LOS}. The rating can be used to describe fire protection services to
“civilians.”

‘The level of service rating (the score of successes in initial attacks) can be used to
compare one area of the state with another. recognizing that the assets at risk may
be quite different. This gives CDF a powerful tool for setting program priorities and
defining the benefits of the programs. The level of service rating also provides a way
to integrate the contribution of various program ponents {fire p ion. fuels

t, engineering and supp 1) toward the goal of keeping damage and
cost within acceptable limits.

The level of service rating used in this plan is expressed as the percentage of
incidents where initial attack effort succecds. Successful initial attack is defined in
terms of the amount of resources nceded to suppress the fire and of fire intensity. It
is that effort which contains the fire within an acceptable level of resource

tment ptable supp ion cost and minimal damage to assets at risk.

number of successful initicl attacks
(total number of initial attacks)

A matrix is used to define and display successful initial atlacks in this framework.
The matrix axes defines fire sizes and inlensities. The body of the matrix contains
the fire activity workload for the fire management analysis zone.

The general matrix has five columns for fires of different sizes and three rows for
different intensity levels. The actual size classes and intensity levels are defined for
regions of similar vegetation. The dark shaded portion of the matrix indicates fires
that would be expected to exceed budget {and some emergency fund) protection.
The lighlly shaded portion indicates successful initial attack suppression, fires that
are normally contained within allowable suppression cost.
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Intensity Spots - Small
Medium
High

In this matrix, the lightly shaded area represents fires that are successfully
attacked and the dark shaded area represents the unsuccessful initial attacks. This
designation of successful and unsuccessful matrix cells would remain the same for
all fire management analysis zone {FMAZ) matrices.

Average annual fire activity in the FMAZ is entered into the matrix according to
intensity and size of the fires. A ranger unit’'s fire reports are sorted and tailied by
size, intensity and FMAZ. Data from 1985-1994 is used to calculate a 10-year
average of fire activity. This workload is then used as a calibration measurement for
the California Fire Economics Simulator-Initial Attack Model (CFES-IAM). The
modeled results, after calibration, are entered into the matrix and used to calculate
the current level of service. Modeled results are used so analysts can rnaintain
consistency with results during later analysis of system changes.

For example, suppose one ranger unit's FMAZ modeled workload looked like this:

Exceod model
Spols Small Mediom Large simulation limits
Intensity {0-.25) | (25-5) {+ 300 neres)
low 19 5 =

Madium 18 9

High 16 8

The level of service rating is the proportion of successful initial attacks to total
initial attack workload.

number of initial attack successes
[total initial atack workload)

In this example, the annual average fire activity totals 80, with 80 fires in the
successful initial attack portion of the matrix. This produces an 89 percent level of
service rating (LOS).

number of inifial atfack successes __ _80 _  89percentlOS
{total inifial attack workload) 90

The score of 89 percent would be used to describe the level of service. It could be
compared to scores from other fire management analysis zones in various systems
for setting priorities.

By the fall of 1998, the LOS procedure will produce a numeric score of the level of
wildland fire protection service with the following characteristics:
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O The score can be used to compare service levels in similar vegelation areas in
California to help identify areas that are not receiving an equal level of service to
lands of similar type.

O The score can be used to compare service levels in different vegetation areas in
California to help set priorities for prefire management project funding.

O The process can discern which level of government is providing the service.

Additionally, when presented in different formats, the LOS rating can help explain
CDF's initial attack fire protection system.

O Scores can be used to compare CDF's abilities from one FMAZ to another.
O The FMAZ can be mapped and colored or shaded to show levels of service.

O Scores can be used to help identify areas needing additional prefire
management program attention.

The contents of the matrices within a ranger unit can be combined graphically to
show the composite workload within the unit,

LOS Rating Process

Areas, Mups and Models

The first step is to define regional areas of similar vegetation types in California.
These zones are arcas within an administrative (ranger) unit that have generally
similar fire behavior and fire effects characteristics. The mapping process will use
previously planined response areas as the basic mapping unit. This will ease Jater
integration of the fire plan into operational procedures.

The next step is to define a matrix for the appropriate level of service for the
reglonal vegetation zone. The fire size side of (he matrix will be defined through
interviews with the reglon’s involved fire managers. The fire intensity side will be
defined through an analysis of historic weather data for the zone. The LOS matrix
is used to define inputs into the CFES model within each ranger unit.

The California Fire Economics Simulator-Initial Attack Model (CFES-1AM) is then
used to model a ranger unit's fire workload. The results arc used to calculate the
current level of service in each firc management analysis zone in the ranger unit.
Modeled results are used so analysts can maintain consistency with results duxing
later analysis of system changes.

CFES-IAM also carn be used to calculate the level of service by funding source.
Ranger unit, regional and state-level maps can be generated depicting the total level
of service and the level of service by funding source. The state-funded LOS map
would be used to evaluate CDF's ability to provide an equal level of service to lands
of similar type without consideration of other available local or federal firefighting
respurces.

An LOS rating map would be used as an input in defining arcas of the state with
high value. high hazard, frequent severe fire weather and low service levels. Ratings
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can be displayed in different formats to explain CDF's initial attack fire protection
system.

O The LOS scores can be used to cornpare CDF's abilities from one area to
another.

O The areas can be colored or shaded to show levels of service on a map.

O The LOS scores can be used to help identily those areas that need additional
prefire management program atiention.

The level of service rating as defined above uses history to validale the modeling
system. The modeled system (CFES) includes the efforts of CDF, any other state-
level efforts, local government and federal government efforts. As a calibration step,
this balances fire growth modeling vs. production function modeling in the
simulator.

The local and federal resources can be removed from the CFES model for a “what if”
analysis of the state-funded system. The CFES program will “refight” historic fires
as if only CDF resources were available, The result will rate the state-funded
response capability. This rating can be used to compare state response capabilities
in lands of similar type.

As per the Public Resources Code (PRC 4130}, the Board of Forestry is to provide an
equal level of protection to lands of similar type. Key questions are: What is the
state-funded level of service? Are the levels equal on lands of similar type? This
portion of the process defines a method for addressing that issue.

The Matrix’s Fire Intensity Axis

CDF chose to use three intensity levels to provide consistency with operational
procedures. The departiment uses three levels to define the potential fire workload
expected on initial attack fires. The levels are an integral part of a complex response
system, used lo determine the correct amount of resources to dispaich for an initial
attack. Staying with three intensity levels will facilitate integrating the strategic
plan with {actical operational plans.

Current research indicates that fire intensity is an important element for estimating
fire effects. (Many other parameters, such as duration of burning, flame length and
consumption, also relate to damage.) The fire intensity axis of the matrix should
capture the most important indicator for damage {o the area in question.

As a practical matter, measurements of fire intensity are limited. The fire behavior
portion of CFES uses the National Fire Danger Rating System modeling process.
NFDRS produces four primary fire behavior parameters:

O Ignition: This component captures the factors that relate to ease of ignition of
the fuel bed; generally, these are fine fuel moisture and temperature. The
ignition component may work as a predictor of fire activity but, once a fire
starts, isn't the best indicator for damage.

O Spread: This component covers factors — chiefly wind, along with fine fuel
moisture — thai affect how fast the fire burns. This can be a good indicator of
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damage tn “light fuel” vegetation types like rangeland but not in broad
conditions.

O Energy release: This is the energy released from the fucl bed as the fire actively
burns through it {the smoldering stage doesn’t count). It is heavily affected by
fuel moisture, especlally from living plants and large dead ones; il is not
affected by wind speed. Usually a very good indicator of damage in “heavy fuel"
vegetation types like forested areas.

O Burning index: This combines the energy released and the rate of spread, and
is designed to relate well to flame length. The index can be a very good indicator
of damage in “medium fuel” vegetation types like woodland arcas. It can also
work well in brush and chaparral.

Other NFDRS components and indexes incorporate fire workload (human
occurrence, lighining occurrence and fire load indexes) and thus cloud the issue a
little. The level of service rating process brings in workload later. The appropriate
component for describing fire behavior in the vegetation type will be selected by the
firc plan analysis team.

Intensity Analysis

Grouping FMAZs by similar vegetation and fuel types will provide more data
matches on weather and fire reports for statistical analysis. There is much data to
be collected and correlated.

Sal 1. h

pPprop w stations: State and national fire managers have used
the National Fire Danger Rating System (NFDRS) to collect weather data for over 20
years, first through AFFIRMS and now WIMS soflware programs. The data is stored
in the National Fire Weather Data Library, in the National Computer Center, in
Kansas City. IL has been designed, recorded, formatted and saved specifically for
historical analysis. More than 475 historic and active California weather stations
are in this data set. Many of them may not have weather records for the 1985-94
analysis period; 118 of them do.

CDF also has data from about 200 remote, auiomated weather stations. [t is
formatted as hourly data and is not ready to be processed through the NFDRS
historic analysis programs. This formatting can be done on selected stations to fill
voids in the NFDRS weather station data set, but it will {ake some time.

Calculate fire danger ind These indexes can be calculated given the weather
data for the FMAZ, the fuel type, slope class, climatc and herbaceous vegetation
type. The danger rating processor produces a data fllc of daily fire danger indexes.
These indexes can then be linked to the fires that occurred in the area on each day.

Collect fire activity data: Fire activity data for 1985-94 is available for most zones.
It covers the incident number, report date and time, arrival date and time,
containment date and time, cause, size and location. The location information is
based on public land survey data (section, township, range information). The public
land survey can be converted to latitude and longitude with an acceptable level of
accuracy (center of section); that allows a geographic information system to link fire
reports to the appropriate fire management analysis zone.
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Collect fire cost data: California’s CALSTARS aceounting database system has
millions of spending records that can be tied o the originating incident and
grouped by category. These cost totals can then be related to incident records in the
fire activity database.

Merge fire report data with fire danger indexes: There are two ways to link the
weather and fire reports. Both linkages will need to be performed for different
portions of analysis.

O The data can be linked by weather day. Each record in the data set is a day
with weather readings and fire intensity indexes. Fire business is summarized
and linked as a yes/no condition. Typical fire business queries are: Did a fire
oceur on this day? yes/no. Did a large fire occur? yes/no. Was some level of
expenditure exceeded? yes/no. This linkage can be used to establish the
predictive quality of the index and to set operational decision points. It also can
be used to validate the fuel model and weather station selection. A further
discussion of this analysis is part of the section describing the intensity axis of
the matrix.

O The data can be linked by fire report. The fire intensity index for the day is
attached to the fire report record. The same intensity level would be used many
times if there were multiple fires on a day. This linkage will provide for the
analysis of historic fire activity for the CFES-IAM model.

Compare indexes with fire business: The next slep is to define the appropriate
intensity level groups - low, medium and high fire intensity. The analysis effort
will aim at finding the index, fuel model and/or weather station that best
discriminates the types of fire business. Fire business is correlated with the
intensity rating as:

O Low — little to no fire larger than the “spot size” in this index range

O Medium — some fire activity but no (or little) history of large or major fires in
this index range

O High — history of large fires in this index range

Break points in the intensity level group can be determined by plotting the
cumulative frequency distribution curves for all days, fire days, medium-size fire
days and large fire days. Fire day definitions are:

O All days — any day with fire weather readings. regardless of fire business
O Fire day — a day with a fire, regardicss of size

O Medium-size fire day — a day with a fire larger than “spot” size

O Large fire day — a day with a fire in the “large” or “major” size class

The break points can be found by ploiting the distributtons and finding the index
level where medium-size fire days begin lo show up and where large and major fire
days begin (o show up.
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Combine 1 ity lysis: The intensity analysis will be done at the FMAZ level.
The next step is to compare the intensity break points between similar FMAZs and
calibrate them so that a single set of break points can be used for the similar
FMAZs. This step will allow comparison of level of service ratings among similar
FMAZs.

The Matrix’s Fire Size Axis

The fire size classes along the horizontal axis of the mairix reflect the general cost
of fighting the fires. They also indicate the general immpact on suppression
organizations by the extent of resources they tie up and how long the resources are
used. These impacts should be similar between fire management analysis zones of
the same fuel type but can vary among zones of different fuel types.

Impacts on the initial attack suppression organization are an important element in
planning. The matrix allows for a general grouping of fires along the horizontal axis
in three size classes representing minimal resource commitment, extended time
commitments and major resource commitment.

Small fires (up Lo a quarter acre or so} are those that have to be extinguished but
don’t require a significant resource commitment. This size class includes fires that
don't spread, are suppressed by local citizens, or are otherwise not a problem,

The middle size classes define the small to medium fires that are modeled in the
CFES-1AM initial attack simulator. These classes are used to reflect changes in
initial attack strategy and use of tactical resources that affect the suppression
system.

The last size class indicates the point at which the CFES-IAM initial attack model
breaks down, where continuous fuel, weather and slope factors exceed the basic
modeling assumptions for those components. This size can vary among FMAZs,
subject to regional conditions.

Another important use of the size class breakdown is to provide categories of fires
for assessing damage to assets at risk. One common definition of the matrix within
similar FMAZs will allow different assets to be combined into 2 composite matrix
and the matrices to be compared from one administrative unit to the next.

Defining Size Classes

Representatives from the field units responsible for fire protection in the FMAZs
should be brought together for a structured interview session to define the acreage
break points. Interview team members should represent each unit in question and
include a mix of unit chiefs, operations officers, battalion chiefs, administrative
officers, air attack officers and others knowledgeable in firefighting in the unit.

The interview tcam would review the FMAZs in question by examining photographs,
maps and fire history data. The unit representative would be asked a series of
questions:

O What acreage would account for most of the “non-serious” initial attack fires?
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O What acreage accounts for routine initial attack with a short duration impact
on initial attack drawdown?

O What acreage represents an upper limit of initial attack and the beginning point
for extended drawdown, verging into extended attack?

O What acreage would describe the point where modeling assumptions of
continuous slope, fuel and weather no longer are valid?

Team members would answer these questions individually without discussion. The
answers would be tabulated and the team, as a group, would discuss them and
agree on an acceptable single answer for each question for each FMAZ.

Defining the System Failure Threshold

System success is defined as fires that arc managed without either adversely
affecting the initial attack system’s ability to respond to other incidents or
expending significant unallocated resources {emergency fumd). CDF's budget
structure generally provides that initial attack activities be funded out of an
allocated budget. The cmergency fund exists to pay for managing wildland fires that
escape initial attack. Consequently, fiscal data should show an acreage threshold
that Indicates significant imnpacts on the emergency fund.

The field team will evaluate the failure threshold by comparing the emergency fund
costs by incident acreage and intensity level to establish the acreage threshold for
system failures. The threshold can be defined as the point where significant e-fund
expenditures begin. This will be reflected in the acreage side of the level of service
rating matrix.

Multiple Major Incident Capability

CLF's wildland fire protection system is based on a strategic concept of initial
attack success. Initial attack failures are not only costly, but they also drain
suppression resources {rom readiness and increase the possibility of more initial
attack fajlures. Sufficient resources must be available to meet the workload
demands of initial atiack failures, the so-called “major fires.” The ability to staff and
cguip major incidents and siill retain some initial attack effectiveness is called
“depth of resources.” As a concept, depth of resources includes all suppression
capabilities, [rom engines and people 10 financial {lexibility, needed for incident
management.

A depth of resources analysis is contained in the 1985 Fire Plan, Section 7270. The
fire plan field team should review and refresh this analysis. Future generations of
the fire plan may be able to refine this methodology.

The Fire Plan Field Team

A field team will be assembled to visit the ranger units; explain the planning
process; review and validate prior field work or: defining fire management analysis
zones. representative fire locations, resource travel times, production rates. etc.:
conduel acreage interviews: and otherwise assemble the information needed to
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complete the fire plan. The 'team will update field fire planning software and data
files as necessary, and will train unit CFES coordinators on the latest version of
CFES. other planning software and the fire plan framework and methodology. The
team will also visit administrative units to complete those tasks.

A variely of roles and talents will be needed. The team should be led by a SFR IV or
CDF administrator-level employee. Members should include people knowledgeable
in fuels modeling, vegetation typing, firefighting strategies and tactics, local
government and federal resources, statistical analysis, the CFES-IAM software
program, and the fire plan framework and process.

A staff paper by the Level of Service Task Group, Fire Plan Working Team: Jerry Geissler,
Hank Weston, Wayne Mitchell, Larry Benson, Steve Peterson, Greg Greermwood

April 6, 1995
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Appendix C. Assets at Risk and
their Role in the Fire Plan

Introdustion

The primary goal of fire protection in California is to safeguard the wide range of
assets found across wildland areas. These assets include range, life and safety,
timber, recreation, water and watershed, air quality, cultural and historic
resources, unique scenic areas, life and safety. structures, wildlife, plants. and
ecosystem health. This appendix to the fire plan describes these assets and
discusses approaches to assessing their economic and non-commodity values. It
also addresses how estimates of these asset values will be used in the fire plan
process.

Knowledge of the types and magnitudes of assets at risk to wildfire, as well as their
locations, is critical to fire protection planning. Given the limils on fire protection
resources, these resources should be allocated. in part, based on the magnitude of
the assets. At the margin, knowledge of assets at risk is also necessary to choose
those prefire management projects which will provide the greatest benefit for a
given amount of investment. For the department, the primary concern regarding
prefire projects is the reduction of suppression costs; of secondary concern is
reducing the fire risk faced by the various assets described here.

Thus. as a part of the overall fire plan process, assets will be addressed at two
levels. First, generalized assets at risk will be estimated and summed across the
state to indicate what areas contain highly valued assets. These assets will be
overlain with a measure of likelihood of oceurrence of a large damaging fire. These
statewide assessments will be refined at the ranger unit level through a process
that includes the participation of stakeholders in the various assets. Those areas
with the highest combined assct values and fire risk will be targeted for prefire
management projects, particularly where those projects would significantly reduce
suppression costs should a fire start in the project area during high fire hazard
weather. Second, as potential projects are identified in these areas, they will be
subjected to an analysis of the degree to which the projects will reduce potential
suppression costs and damage to assets.

The process of explicitly enumerating assets at risk also helps to identify who
benefits from those assets. It is a premise of the fire plan thail those who benefit
from the protection of an asset should pay for that protection. Thus, asset
stakeholders will be expected to provide financial support for those projects that
provide significant henefits (o their assets of concermn while providing little potential
for reducing suppression costs. For example, if a prefire management project
primarily protects structures, local government and the affected homeowners
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should provide the primary financial support for the project. On the other hand. if a
project primarily benefits wildlife in general, then the Department of Fish and
Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or a wildlife interest group should
bear the major costs of the project.

The first, and major, part of this appendix addresses two basic questions: What is
the value of the resources or assets at risk to wildfire? What asset losses (economic
and non-economic) result from wildfire? Where possible, estimates of asset values
were madc on a dollar-per-acre basis. The methodologics used, although exposed to
some peer review, need further review and refinement. This wili be done at the state

level and as a part of the pilot projects in three ranger units.

Table 1 summarizes the assets at risk framework that has been devetoped for
estimating fire impacts. Resource assets presented here include life and safety, air
quality, range, recreation on public wildlands, structures, timber, water and
watersheds, wildlifc and habitat, cultural and historic resources, and unique scenic
areas. No attempt has been made {0 make cconomic cstimates of the value of
human loss of life or injury, although there are methodologies for estimating such

values.

Tuble 1. Assets at Risk Framework Summary

Strength of
Resource Asset Yalue Basls Llavels of Voiue® | Msthedology
Life and safety Nen-ecanomic values are not By population density | National, state and | High
quantified local
Alr qudlity Average dollar impact from Air quality basins {13] | Nationel, state and | Low
particulate matter (PM10) emitted and basic fuel fypes focal
per acre burned; non-commodity (2)
asseds also exist
Range Dollar cost of replacement feed per | Values by regions {8}, | State and local High
acre of rangeland burned cover types (9) and
ownership classes (5)
Recrealion on Average dallar loss per acre Statewide average by | National, state and | Low
public wildland: burned; dity assets public ownership locel
also exist calegories (5]
Structures Average doliar loss per home Statewide average State and local High
burned; non-commodity assets also
exist
Timber Average dollar loss per acre Values by regions [6) | Noftional, stte and | High
burned and ownership of
jories {4}
Water and Range of economic impacts per Statewide ranges of National, state and | Low to medivm
watersheds acre for value of increased water | economic impacts local
yields; cost of sediment removal;
loss of resesvoir capacity; effects
on hydroeleckric generation; costs
of watershed rehabilitation; non-
commodity assets also exist
Wildlife, habitat, | Qualitafive discussion of the Statewide State and local Low
s and tradeoffs in fire impacts
y ealth
Crher resource These non-commodity assats Statewide {generically] | Notional, state and | Low to medium
assets, cultural cannot be quantified adequately; | or place-specific focal
and historic descriplive enumeration only
resources, unique
scenic areas

*May or may not be cumulalive.
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For each of the resources, the table suminarizes the value basis {i.e., the units in
which five impacts have been estimated) and the level of disaggregation {resource
subtype and geographic area} of these assets. The table also indicates the levels,
ranging from local to national, at which the resources are valued, The manner in
which “consumers” of a particular resource value it may differ from local to state fo
national levels. Some of the resources protected from fire in California have value
beyond national borders — for example, the scenic Lake Tahoe Basin or the old
growth redwoad parks of the North Coast. Again. it should be emphasized that the
economic values that have been calculated are preliminary and are often highly
aggregated. These estimates will be refined as fire plan implementation moves to
the ranger unit level. CDF is working with the Department of Fish and Game. Staie
Water Resources Control Board staff, Department of Water Resources, USDA Forest:
Service, Los Angeles Flood Control District, Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the East
Bay Municipal Utility District to refine our approaches to wildlife, plants, ecosystem
heelth, watersheds and water.

The rémainder of this appendix examines the manner in which generalized assets
at risk will be summed across the state to identify those areas with the greatest
total value of assets. These initial, coarse statewide assessments will be refined at
the ranger unit leve] through a process that includes stakeholder participation.
Finally, the appendix discusses the issue of how the costs of prefire management
projects will be shared among those parlies benefiting from them.

Air Quality

introduction

Air guality fs of particular importance in California, given our large urban
populations and the state’s topographic and meteorological characteristics, which
often inhibit dispersion of air pollutants. This section axamines sconomic values
related {0 wildfire and alr quality. Similar issues exist with respect to the air
pollutants created by prescribed fires,

Suppression of wildlire provides a short-term benefit to air quality by reducing the
amount. of vegetative and woody material that would have burned if the fire were
left unchecked, However, since fire is a natural part of California’s wildland
ecosystems, what we prevent from buming today may simply end up buming next
year. Our success 2t fire suppression has resulfed in a fucls buildup that
contributes to the occurrence of large fires with their associated acute pollution
events. Thus, our fire suppression system has in part replaced a natural
background level of frequent light fires with less frequent, large, catastrophic fires.
Further, large wildfires result in the burning of larger fuels that would be uniikely
to burmn under a natural fire regime, but instead would decompose. The result of
these changes is likely to be higher net wildland fire smoke emission and the
cencentration of these emissions in space and time, relative 1o ihe more dispersed
smoke emissions of the natural five regime,

This report begins with a review of the mechanism of potiutant emission from
wildfires and then examines the impact of such smoke emissions on a range of
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assets — visibility, human health, materials and vegetation, and pollutant rights.
Finally, an overall estimate of marginal pollutant impact values is presented. Unlike
for most of the other assets examined in this appendix, there is no meaningful way
1o describe the total value of the resources being protecied from wildfire smoke
emissions by wildfire suppression.

Fire Emission and Exposure Mechanisms

Wildland fires arc calegorized as an "area source” by air pollution agencies, since
fires releasc pollutants over the area burned, rather than from a discrete "point
source” such as a smokestack. There are many variables involved in determining
the amount of various kinds of pollutants emitted in wildfire. These factors include
fuel type and loading, moisture content, topography and weather. In general,
flaming materials {such as would occur with dry vegetation or wood in daytime)
produce fewer pollutants than smmoldering materials (e.g.. relatively moist material
at night). Emissions from controlled burning are likely different than those from
wildfire (Reinhardt et al. 1994),

The most prominent pollutants produced in wildfire are carbon monoxide {CO),
nitrogen oxides (NOx), organic gases (0G), and suspended particulates (TSP). Of
particular concern for human health are particulates smaller than 10 microns in
size (PM10}. Table 2 indicates Air Resources Board emission factors for wildfire.
Although more research is needed, they are the best information available at this
time. The USDA Forest Service recently developed a more sophisticated set of
emission factors (USDA Forest Service 1995), which will be incorporated when they
have been more fully documented.

Table 2. Emission Factors for Wildland Fires

Grass and Woodiand Timber and Brush
Pall th/tan th/acre* Ib/lon Ih/acre®*
CO 101 202 260 3,900
NOx 0 [ 4 &0
oG 19 38 25 375
TSP 16 23 42 630

* assumes fuel load of 2 tons per acre
** assumes fuel load of 15 tons per acre
Source: California Air Resources Board

Table 3 shows the estimated total air pollutants emitted per ycar by CDF and USDA
Forest Service wildfire!, based on the factors presented in Table 2 and average
annual acres burned from 1985-94. These numbers indicate that wildfire is
responsible for the release of significant quantities of air pollulants, totaling an
average of almost 600,000 tons per year.

! Does not include Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of indian Affairs. National Park Service and
wildfires inside city limits’ acreage.
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Table 3. Estimnted Annval Wildfire Alr Pollutant Emission (1985-1994 average)

Grass ond Woodlund |  Timber and Brush
Poll {tons of emissions} | (tons of emissions} Yotol {fons)
COF Fires
co £,085] 139,695 145,777
NOx O 2,149 2,149
oG 1,144 13,432 14,576
TSP 693 22,564 23,259
Total 7,920 177,842 185,762
USDA Forsst Service Fires
co 4,457| 319,124 323,583
NOx 0 4,910 4910
oG 839 30,685 31,524
TSP 508| 51,551 52,057
Total 5,803] 406,271 412,075
COF and USDA Forast Servite Firss

co 10,540} 458,820 469,360
NOx O 7,059 7,059
oG 1,983 44,117 46,100
759 1,200 74,117) 75,317
TOTAL 13,723 584,113 597,836

Estimating the impacts of pollutants is difficult even for industrial point sources,
since the sources and receptors are often distant from one another, with many
intervening variables. For wildfire, the emission-to-impact chain of causation goes
something Hke this. First, a five cccurs, emitting varying amounts of pollutants
depending upon its size, the fuels buming, the moisture content of those fuels,
topography, and meteorological conditions. Next, those pollutants are transported
from the site of emission to potential receptors. The dosage of the pollutant
{concentration and duration) received by the receptor will be strongly influenced by
the transport distance and intervening meteorological factors. The actual impacts
suffered by the receptor will depend upon susceptibility (e.g., for human receptors,
age, asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, etc.}.

Trying to attach economic value to the impacts of air pollutants is formidable.
While some work has been done in this area. the results are limited and in many
cases are difficult to translate to pollutants arising from wildfire.

Overall, the air quality impacts of smoke from wildland fire are important,
especially given the fact that most air basins in the state are in non-attainment
status for many pollutants, including those most closely associated with wildfire.
According to RERI (1994) none of the state's 14 air basins were in attainment with
state PM10 standards at the 1987 benchmark date: only half were in attainment
with the weaker federal standard.
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Resources Protected

Wildfire smoke emissions can affect visibility, human health, materials and
vegetation, and pollutant rights. Each category is examined in tum. Finally, an
overall estimate of marginal pollutant economic impacts is presented.

Visibility. Visibility relates to a person’s ability to see objects in the distance and
the manner in which pollutants decrease visibility. Air pollution can have
significant, adverse impacts on the aesthetic assets of visibility {Chestnut et al.
1994). In-the extreme, loss of visibility can affect public safety. The wildfire-related
pollutant of greatest impact on visibility is particulate matter.

N

Analysts have defined two primary visibility categories, residential and recreational,
with the former category providing the bulk of the related economic value (Chestnut
et al. 1994). The values individuals place on improvements in visibility have
generally been estimated through a survey method known as contingent valuation.
While this method has its limitations, it provides the preponderance of the
information available on the economic value of visibility.

Estimates of the value of visibility are usually based on a general improvement in
air quality over the course of a year. It is not possible to translate these estimates
into a value for loss of visibility for a single acute visibility impairing event such as
a wildfire. Based on their own work and that of others, Chestnut et al. (1994}
provide estimates of value for a 20 percent improvement in residential air quality.
The estimate of value ranges from $112 per household per year to $224 per
household per year, with $157 per household per year accepted as the central
estimate {all figures are 1995 dollars).

For recreation assets, values for protecting visibility in parks is most often
examined. Given the high level of outdoor recreation that occurs in California, and
considering the presence of such unique and highly visited outdoor resources as
Yosemite National Park and the Tahoe Basin, these assets, in aggregate, can be
considerable. Individuals are expected to value not only the opportunity to enjoy
good visibility during their own visits to parks, national forests, and other areas,
but also the opportunity for others to enjoy that visibility now and in the future.
Chestnut et al. {1994) found a total value of $16 per household per year for in-state
residents and $9 per household per year for out-of-state residents for a 20 percent
improvement in air quality (all figures are 1995 dollars). While these data indicate
significant values for improvements in overall visibility in both residential and
recreation areas, they cannot easily be translated to the acute visibility effects of
wildfire.

Human Health Knowledge of the health effects of wildfire smoke emissions is
limited. A recent study of effects of smoke exposure of prescribed burning workers
recommended a health risk assessment to evaluate the likelihood of acute and
chronic health effects of exposure {Reinhardt et al. 1994). These researchers
conclude that the most significant pollutants for firefighter health include carbon
monoxide, aldehydes, benzene, and respirable particulate. However, smoke
exposure at large, intense wildfires is likely different than at prescribed fires, and
different yet than the general public’s exposure to smoke some distance from the
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fire itself. In terms of general public health considerations, respirable particulate
matter appears to be the pollutant of greatest import.

Most of the particulate matter produced in wildiand fire is respirable; that is, it is
small enough to pass through the upper respiratory system and enter the lungs.
Acute smoke impacts include cye, mucous membrane, and respiratory tract
irritation, aggravation of chronic respiratory and cardiac disease, and reduced lung
function (Reinhardt et al. 1994, RERI 1994}. Although placed in a fairly innocuous
category by OSHA, studies have shown wood smoke to have a high mutagenic and
carcinogenic potential, and epidemiological studies have connected disease and
adverse respiratory symptoms with particulate laden atmospheres (Reinhardt et al.
1984). However, the effects of chronic exposure to wood smoke over the long term
remain uncertain.

Economic value of health impacts is most often measured by medical expenditures
and lost wages. However, since this does not account for pain and suffering, such
estimates represent at best a low bound economic estimate of health impacts (RERI
1994). These authors established a table of estimates for the economic value of
health impacts (Table 4).

Table 4. Estimated Economic Impact of Health Effects {1995 dollars)

Esti d Range of Imp
Impact fow Medium High
Cough $3.14 $7.32 $14.64
Headache 3.14 7.32 14.64
_Eye Irritation 3.14 7.32 14.64
Chest Discomfort 3.14 7.32 14.64
ARD 3.14 7.32 14.64
TRRAD 23.54 48.64 73.74
MRAD 14.64 23.54 40.27
Asthma Aftack 11.51 33.47 55.44

ARD = any respiratory disease days

TRRAD = total respiratory related restricted activity days
MRAD = minor restricted activily days

Source: RERI 1994.

Where air pollution causes death, placing an economic value on that loss is

generally done through a "vatue of a statistical life" approach. RERI (1994), based
on a comprehensive review of the literature and considerations of various factors,
accepted a mid-range value of $4.2 million dollars for the value of a statistical life.

While these health and associated economic impact data are enlightening, they are
of limited use since there are no functional relationship data available to link
wildfire occurrence to the resulting levels of health impacts. Thus, we have no
ability to calculate overall cconomic impacts.

Materials. Damage to materials from exposure to the smoke of wildland fires is
related to the effects of particulate matter in soiling and disceloring structural
metals, fabrics, and building materials (RERI 1994). Dose-response estimates for
materials damage have been fraught with much uncertainty, making it difficult to
estimate the economic impacts of smoke from wildfire. However, RERI (1994} has
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estimated that a one-unit reduction in PM10 {in micrograms per cubic meter)
results in $3.13 {1985 dollars] benefit in saved cleaning costs per household. This
estimate cannot be conveniently translated into the wildfire situation, however,
since it is a measure of the benefits resulting from a change in average annual
PMI10 levels, not the acute, short term changes that might be associated with a
wildfire.

Vegetation. Air poliution damage to vegetation, including timber, is primarily
related to ozone and sulfur dioxide exposure (RERI 1884). Since these are not major
components in the smoke of wildland fires, it appears that vegetation is little
affected by the smoke of such fires and need be considered no further in this
analysis.

Pollution Rights. In recent years, air qualily regulators have moved in part to use
market approaches to allocating among industrial polluters the atmosphere’s
limited capacity to absorb air pollutants. As a part of this approach, regulators in
some air hasins now allow polluters to buy and sell rights {o emit specified
quantities of pollutants within a given airshed. These approaches can achieve more
economically efficient pollution control results than systems based on technological
controls alone {Tietenberg 1985).

The Alr Resources Board monitars the prices paid in exchanges of pollution: rights
in California air basins. Among the pollution rights traded, particulate matter is the
one most relevant for witdfire, In 1993, rights for emission of approximately 45 tons
per year of PM were exchanged, with prices ranging from $10,000 to $25,000 per
ton per year and averaging $19,123 per ton per year {Air Resources Board 1994]).
PM had the highest average ton/year value of the four criteria pollutants examined
in the report.

These pollution rights represent a perpetnal right to emit the given quantity of
pollution each year. If we annualize this value, using a 7.5 percent real discount
rate, the average $19,123 per ton per year perpetual poilution emission value has
an annualized value of 81,434 per ton per year.

Referring to the emission factor information presented in Table 2, grass and
wooedland fires emit 23 pounds of particulate matier per acre burned and timber
and brush fires emit 630 pounds. Thus, if we assume that a change in wildfire
emissions creates a similar value as PM pollution rights, we can estimate the
economic impacts of a marginal increase or reduction in a given year's wildfire PM
emissions, based on the change in number of acres burned. For grass and
woodland, the value would be $16 per acre per year and for timber and brush, the
value would be $452 per acre per year. Since one generally would not burn the
same piece of ground more than once in a year, we can functionally cancel out the
per-year unit of these variables and assume that the air pollution right cost of
burning an acre is $16 for grass and woodland and $452 for timber and brush.

‘These values must be used carefully, however. First, not all air basins have a.
market in PM pollution rights, thus there would be no poilution right value for PM
tn such basins. In 1993, there were PM rights transactions in only three air basins.
the San Francisco Bay Area, Sacramento Metropolitan, and the South Coast,
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However, the fact that most air basins are non-attainment for PM suggests that
there may be other areas where a pollution rights value could be ascribed to wildfire
PM emissions.

Looking at the Bay Area air basin, in 1992, 4,121 acres of grass and woodland and
320 acres of timber and brush burned on CDF-DPA. Using the data above, these
fires emitted an estimated 148 tons of PM., with a value of approximately $211,000.
In the South Coast air basin in 1992, 3,782 acres of grass and woodland and 9,601
acres of timber and brush burned on CDF-DPA. Thus. thesc fires emitted an
estimated 3.068 tons of PM with a value of approximately $4.4 miliion. Totaling for
these two air basins with active PM pollution rights markets, the value of wildfire
smoke emissions in 1992 was approximately $4.6 million.

Greenhouse Gases. Carbon is an important contributor to the greenhouse effect.
The California Energy Commission (1995] estimates an exlernality impact of $36
per ton (1985 dollars] for carbon emissions. Convertin g this value to CO emissions
yields an externalily impact of $15.43 per ton of CO. One could use the emission
factors in Table 2 to calculate a carbon impact value for wildland fire (the results
would be $1.56 per acre of grass or woodland burned and $30.09 per acre of timber
or brush burned). However. the impact value for carbon is calculated on the basis
of fossil fuel combustion and assumes that the carbon released to the atmosphere
will not be directly re-sequestered. Since the carbon released in a wildland fire will
eventually be re-sequestered in vegetative regrowth on the same site, it seems more
appropriate to view the release of carbon from wildland fire as a short-term impact
that does not contribute to long-term accumulation of greenhouse gasses.
Therefore, it is the recommendation of this plan that carbon impact values not be
calculated for wildland fire, whether the fire is prescribed or not.

Table 5. Overall Marginul Pollution !mpast Values for PMIOC {1995 dollars)

Including Pollution Right Value
Marginul Grass and | Timber and | Grass and Timber and
Emission Yalue | Woodland Brush Woodland Brush
Air Busin {$/ton} {$ /acre) {$/acre} ($/acre) {$/acre}
San Francisco Bay Area 24,258 279 7,641 295 8,093
South Central Coast 6,441 74 2,029 74* 2,029*
South Coast 46,458 534 14,634 550 15,086
San Diego 24,593 283 7,747 283* 7,747*
Sacramento Valley 2,935 34 925 50 1,377
Southeast Desert 708 8 223 88* 223*
San Joaquin Valley 5,184 40 1,633 &0* 1,633
North Ceniral Coast 6,441 74 2,029 74" 2,029
North Coast 1,703 20 536 20" 536*
Greai Basin Valley 125 1 39 1* 39
Northeast Plateau 395 5 124 5* 124°
Loke Tahoe 924 11 291 11 291*
Loke County 908 10 286 10* 286*
Unweighted Average 9,313 107 2,934 m 3,038
* indi d PM10 pallution right value is zero.

Sources: California Energy Commission 1993, 1995; Air Resources Board 1994.
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Rangeland

Introduction

California’s 82,470,000 acres of rangeland are a critical part of the productive base
of the range livestock industry in the state (CH2MHILL 1989). This rangeland
crosses a wide spectrum of vegetation cover types, from desert, to annual
grasslands, to chaparral, to oak woodlands, to conifer forest. Of this area, an
estimated 30,000,000 acres are actually grazed. Total annual revenue produced by
the range livestock industry is in the vicinity of $1 billion (Tippet, pers. comm.,
1995).

This repori examines the value of the forage provided by rangelands and the loss to
the rangcland owner or lessee when grazed lands burn in wildfires. When rangeland
burns, assets other than forage may be affected as well, such as wildlife habitat,
waler qualily, and air quality. These impacts are addressed in other asset sections.

Value of Forage Production from Grazed Lands

Using a market valuc approach, the value of forage production from grazed lands in
the state can be measured by the fees paid by the livestock industry to graze these
lands. CHZMHILL (1989) presents data on grazed acreage, carrying capacity, and
grazing fees. Table 6, below, presents the annual value of grazing in the state,
based on the data in CH2MHILL, with adjustment of grazing fees to 1995 dollars.
Table 7 presents a key to the abbreviations for the cover type and ownership
categories found in Table 6.

As indicated in Table 6, the annual value of grazing in the state is approximately
$138 million per year. Thus, forage value represents about 13 percent of the total
value of the range livestock indusiry’s annual output. Regionally, the highest
grazing value is found in the San Joaquin Valley ($54.1 million per year) and the
lowest on the East Side ($1.9 million per year).
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Table 6. Annual Value of Gruxing in Colifornia fin doliars)

Lover Type und Horthara | Secmmanto | Camtral Costrol $an Jowguin
Qwneeship Borth Coust | inferior Yalley Siarrs Coast Valley Soth Coast Tets}

CHP.BIM $287 $2851 3861 $837. 58,530 $3.230 $10,269 $24.844
CHP.OP 118 1994 1827 130 357,576 1,788 7,861 371,320
CHP.MVTL 40,271 105477 46598 10625 42,920 2,850 o 1,661 250,442
CHEPVT 375,189 272996 382,239 327,3731 4,434,287 317815 3,190] 1,556,428 7,649,817
CHPFS 120 10,663 7.749 4,143 59,668 8,457 4,243 27.408 122,45}
WET.BLM 0 1848 ] 0 0 0 25,694 j22 27,564
WET.OP 2,082 11841 567, 572 19,988 4,262 1,002 390 40,844
WELPVIL 15,573 37817 Q 14,958 0 2] Q < 70,345
WEELPVE 109,043 425525 993,443 47,792 2383081 2,494,474 450,983 35,660 4,8%6,227
WELFS 0 23,226 6,393 2,902 [ 5,691 2772 1,009 A 9%4
OAK.BLM 2,630 4914 393 3,542 17,196 55,466 0 385 87,326
OAKCP 37 1073 45,276 92 342,343 19,284 4] 385 409 451
QAKPVIL 464,648 44794 43,610 ] 146,090 114,821 Q [ 815,983
OAKPYT 1972610{ 2,305505] 4129931} 2.668,246] 11,786,387 15706696 <] 87,515| 38,656,891
OAKFS 7110 18.966 14,622 22,534 7.382 118,562 G 13,089 202,264
AGR.BIM 3,768 3495 2,027 1,877, 24,540 58,304 i) 33,238 127,390
AGROP 1,397, 3.934 187,751 350 798,479 11454 (<] 5,709 987,075
AGR.PYTL 486,071 112,787 36,167 33,004 109,961 34,820 0 4,643 824,453
AGRPYT 5910,289] 1,523,383} 6.184,303| 38474891 14,508,744] 33,474,897 O} 1,792.509) &£9,648816
AGRFS 1,370 A3224 1,188 285 0 15,565 o 2757 64,658
PGR.CP. 813 o 0! o o 4] o] 1] 813
PGREVTL 9 9 Q 9 g o o 4] [
PGR.AYT 301,093 ] [} Q e ] o ] 301,093
PGR.FS $0 $2,985 $4,788 5231 $0 $0 3674 30 $8677
CONAIM 1,478 6573 312 494 363 2313 220 AC 12,361
CONCP &4 3489 306 141 13,348 3,512 1026 220 21,904
CONPVIL 784,982 97,955 297,415 190,682 43652 21,387 1] 1,531 2,337,805
CON.PYVT 866,705* A57,732 205,487 289,289 385,148 317,253 12,97¢ 47,508 2,582,314
CON£S 6798 142,115 48,172 44,199 19,638 4334 45552 12,450 382,287
SAG.BM O 176,071 358 15 o 11,697 56,819 4,488 249,444
SAG.OP. 0 24833 160 ] o 717, 207,344 772 233766
SAG.PYTL 9 142,014 7401 9 o 3,375 [ 0 172,991
SAG.PYT 0}  3.021,696 184,965 6,206 13,263 739413 811,959 3764] 4,601,246
SAG.Fs 2 75,699 8,160 147 o 5719 47,053 Ry 138,778
JUN.BIM o 23723 525 o] ) 6024 9,788 11,344 49,404
JUN.OP o} 1,948 18 ] o n 14,095 55 18,308
JUNLPYTL ¢ A€,580 0 L] [] Q ¢ 1.544; 50,123
JUNLPVT o 378,667 25748 0 4,636 128,638 6,476 92,185 588,347
JUNFS 4] 49,560 801 < 29 2,546 18,294 tAL4 72,399
DES.BLM 0 ] i) [ a 14,455 12,344 139,475 185,275
DESOP 0 g ] [] ] 86 121,771 13,869 135727
DES.PVIL o ° 9 e ks o 4] 424 424
DES.PVT L3 o 0 k43 ] 303,168 186472 355,694 845333
DES.FS [ 4] 0 Q 0 208 102 202 08
Total 11,354,503] 10,533,175} 12,853,568] 7,561.2850| 35780,292| 54,076,354| 1892875 4,27¢,143| 138,328,161
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Tuble 7. Key to Abbreviations in Table 6

Abbreviation Definition

*BLM lond managed by the Bureau of Land Manag
*FS land ged by the USDA Forest Service
~.OP land { by e public agency other than the above two
VT privately owned land

*PVIL privately owned Jand under lease

CHp.* chaparral

WET.* wetlands

OAK.* oak woodland

AGR.* annual grasskand:

PCR.* b il grassland

CON.* conifer lands

SAG.* sagebrush

JUN.* funiper lands

DES.® desert

Impact of Wildlund Fire on Grazing Value

Wildland fire impacts rangeland by buming up the forage present on the land at
the time of the fire, as well as by reducing forage production for the next two years.
In some cases, however, fire can result in a net increase in forage production over
time. The actual magnitude of the economic impact to the landowner depends upon
the land’s cantying capacity, whether the land is being grazed, the time of year at
which the fire occurs, the amount of the year's forage which has already been
grazed, and the intensity of the fire. When grazed lands are burned. lost forage
must generally be replaced through feeding oat hay or alfalfa to the livestock
{McDougald, pers. comm.. 1995).

Replacement feeding costs were calculated using statewide averages for oat hay and
alfalfa prices; regional data were not available {USDA Statistical Reporting Service).
Prices reported for January 1995 were $85/ ton for oat hay and $123/ton for
alfalfa. Transportation costs and feeding costs were each assumed (o be $15/ton
{McDougald. pers. comm.. 1995). One animal unit month of feeding was assumed
to be 800 pounds of a 60/40 mix of oat hay and alfalfa (McDougald, pers. comm.,
1995).

It was assumed that the burning of rangelands would affect forage productivity for
the current year plus two additional seasons (McDougald, pers. comm., 1995). We
assumed that although all the standing forage would be destroyed by the fire, only
half of the year's forage production would be lost because, on average, half of the
forage would be consumed by livestock before the fire occurrence. The first year
after the fire, forage production was assumed to be 50 percent of normal. The
second year after the fire, production is assumed to be 80 percent of normal. We
assumed productivity would be back to normal by the third year after the fire.
These assumptions may overstate losses since fire in many cases can increase
forage production over time.

Based on these assumptions, we compared the discounted three-year stream of
costs of forage provision without flre to the three-year stream of costs with fire
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ncluding the costs of providing supplemental hay and alfalfa feeding). A S percent
real discount rate was used. The difference between these two cost sireams
represents the loss lo grazers due to fire.

We calculated these losses an a per-acre basis at the disaggregated level of region,
cover type, and ownership. Table 8 presents the results when the fire affects grazed
fands specifically. Table 9 presents the results for rangeland as a whole ~ whether
grazed or not — based on the assumption that the probability of fire affecting an
acre of grazed rangeland versus an acre of ungrazed rangeland is proportional to
the relative fraction of all rangeland that these two categories represent. Since one
does not know ahead of time whether the rangeland that will bum is grazed or not,
the values presented in Table 8 are the most appropriate ones to use for fire
planning. It should also be noted that grazed acres arc more likely to receive fire
prevention ireatments than ungrazed acres, and thus may actually be at somewhat
lower risk to fire than ungrazed acres.

Table & shows that {he weighted statewide average loss when grazed rangeland
burns is $24/acre. Average costs range from $4 per acrc on the South Coast to $52
per acre on the North Coast.

Table 9 shows that ihe weighted statewide average loss when rangelands in general
bum is $8 per acre, Average costs range from $1 per acre on the South Coast to
$25 per acre in the San Joaquin Valley.

Recreation, Cultural and Historic Resovrces

fntroduction

This report discusses wildland recreation and unique assets in California and how
their values are affected by wildfive. Parl one identifies recreation assets; part two
assesses their comumodity and non-commodity market valucs and how they are
affected by wildfire.

Califernia’s 18 national forests, 17 national park units, nearly 300 state park units,
and numerous county and local parks are a major recreation draw for state
residents, people from other states, and ritizens of other nalions. Unique natura)
places. such as Yosemite National Park, often exeri a powerful force on the
imagination, and contribule to the world perception of California as the place that
‘has i all,” not just beautiful beaches, shimmering deserts, snow-capped
mountains, and fertile valleys, but some of the world's most spectacular hunting,
fishing, hiking, and camping country as well. Recreation visits to California’s state
parks, national forests, and national parks exceed all other staies in the nalion
[U.S. Department of Commerce, 1986}, Visitation figures are important as a means
of gauging just how many people visit Califomnia’s wildlands and forests, and just
how much money those facilities gencrate thernseives. But this is only a part of the
picture, for many tourists atfracied by recreation opportunitizs make a significant
contribution to the state economy which is not reflected in the identification of
actual recreation markcl values. Visitors gel to California by purchasing airline
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Tuble 8. Cost Impact of Burning One Acre of 6razed Rongeland (in dollars}

Caver Type ond Northern | Sacramento | Central | Central | San Joaquin Weighted
Ownership | North Coast | _interior Vafley Sierra | Coost Volley | EastSide jSouthCoost| Average
CHP.BLM $3.08 $12.34 $12.94] $8.04 $17.53 $5.43) 53.61 $8.4) 9.61
CHP.OP 35.74| 29.13 13.12 7.71 15.98; 6.81 41 44t 16.88] 5.90
CHP.PYTL 33.19] 27.5¢4) 13.42] 8.000  16.12 6.44) 48 85 15.98] 9.25
CHP.PVE 33.19) 27.56) 13.62) 800 1612 S 44} 39.23; 15.98 14.98
CHP.FS 40.77] 9.02! 19.88] 1305 19.53 12.11 .89 1.6 413
WETBIM 0.00 77.94] 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.0 71.6% 25.564 71.50
WET.OP 80.54] 102.35 6582 48634 65.14 80.54] 50113 87.37] 76.97
WET.PVIL 76.20] 96.83; 77.55 6279 7588 249 590.44} 102.94] 81.33
WET.PYT 76.20] 96.83; 6228 6279 40.93] 76.22 47415 82.66) 79.85
WET.F§ 0.00f 37.67) 68.641  32.98) 0.00] 1.92 19.03] 12.00¢ 36.93
OAKBLM 59.43] 97.85 83.0: 73.16  81.97 0.57} 0.00| 246.95] 79.83
QAK.OP 80.59, 122.34 49.2 3532 30.97| 4.901 0.00] 18.26] 33.07
OAK.PYTL 76.25) 115.771 44.6. 41.61 29.30] 1.94 0.00} 21.51 55.70
OAK.PVT 76.25] 112.50 46.6: 33.4%  29.304 51.94 0.00! 17.274 41.62
QAKFS 124.83 64,584 58.97] 4938 155.49] 47.98) 0.00; 1.17] 27.12
AGRBLM 173.26 97.67} 80.24] 108.421 117.49 93.664 0.00; 60.051 85.71
AGR.OP 35.80 13239 "36.24] 4560 48.29) 63.13 0.004 56.65] 46.46
AGR.PVIL 17.83 121.43 37.61 4649  49.40] 59.74 0.004 53.601 85.04
AGREVT 17.83 121.43 37.61 4649 49.40] 5974 0.004 53.604 55.89
AGRFS 43.99| 98.09] 114.66] 108.37] 13).86] 102.25 0.008 61.43) 98.13
PGR.OP 05.67] 0.0 0.00 0.004 0.0 0.00 0.0 0.00| 105.67
PGR.PVTL 0.004 0.00] 0.00 0.004 0.00 0.00 0.09] 0.00; Q.00
PGR.PYT 99.98) 0.00] 0.00) 0.004 0.0 0.00] 0.00] 0.00! 99.98
PGR.FS 0.001 11.56 32.57] 7.10 0.00 0.00 22.95) 0.008 18.58
CON.BLM 419 5.99] 8.99| 771 15.65 11.2 7.371 9.01 6.98
CON.OP 15.97] 10.3% 3.55 4.24] 7.91 12.61 43.29| 13.02| 9.31
CON.PVTL 1511 10.703 3.34] 4.40; 8.21 11.9¢ 51.00; 12.32 8.21
CONPVT 15.11 10.70) 3.34 4.401 8.21 11.99 40.95 12,32 8.47
CONFS 14.54} 6.28] 6.30) 542 10.25 Xdl 5.404 103} 593
SAG.BIM 0.00 20.23 15.2% 9.35 0.00 2.54 6.64] 0.871 1€.69
SAG.OP 0.00; 25.971 6.99| 9.78} 13.83 1.57| 22.24 1.37) 21.41
SAG.PYTL 0.00f 24.58] $.33] 978  13.83 0.95 26.21 1.62] 22.48
SAG.AVT 0.00 24.58 4.33 788 11.11 10.9! 21.04 1.30 18.67
SAGFS 0.00 20.57| 16.28]  10.34 0.004 13.0 1049 0.00 15.00
JUN.BLM 0.00 9.68] 11.22 0.00; 0.00] 7.3 5.75 3.20 5.91
JUN.OP 0.0 25.84) .02 0.00) 8.05 9.42 42.8% 12.33 38.24
JUN.PVTL 0.00 24.45) .45 0.00) 8.05 11.09 50.45] 11.66] 23.65
JUN.PVT 0.00 24.44] 759 0.00 6.47] 8.91 40.51 11.68 1584
JUNFS 0.0 10.901 8.88 0.008 2.64) 7.4 6.31 4.29] 8.87
DES.BLM 0.0 .00 0.00] 0.00! 0.004 3.35 2.21 1.12 1.23
DES.OP .00 0.004 0.004 0.00] 0.00f 23 8.25| 1.1 498
DES.PVTL 0.00 0.00] 0.00/ 0.0 0.00] 273 9.72 1.05] 1.05
DES.PVT 0.001 0.00] 0.00] 0.00] 0.00| 2.19| 7.81 1.05 1.69
DES.FS 0.00 0.00] 0.00} 0.00] 0.00] n 0.81 0.89] 1.22
Wid. Ave. $52.45 $21.04} $23.950 $21.21 $30.93) §41.28 $10.64] $3.52, $23.59
This foble the loss 1o the ownet /g when an acre of grazed lond burns. ttis based on the differsnce

between feeding the ivestock Forage vs. feeding them hay/alfalfa.
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Table 9. Cost Impact of Burning One Acre of Rungeland (in dollars)

Cover type and Northern | Socromento | Central | Centrol | Sen Jooquin South | Waeighied
Ownership | North Coast | Interior Valley Sierra Coast Valley East Side |  Coast Average
CHP.BLM $0.21 $1.69] $0.41 $0.29| $0.99) $1.64] $0.00} $1.24; $0.99
CHP.OP 0.04] 0.24] 0.24 0.01 5.29) 0.12) 0.00] 0.13 1.74
CHP.PVTL 10.01 4.19] 4.15] 3.14] 9.2 3.41 0.00 3.92 5.03
CHP.PVT 10.01 419 4.15 3.14| 9.2 3.41 3.00 3.92 6.04
CHP.ES 0.04} 1.88] 1.39] 214 1.4 0.92] 1.14 0.84) .21
WET.BLM 0.00] 19744 0.00] 0.00] 0.00] 0.00 13.08]_ 39 13.24
WET.OP 2.26 1.834 0.08 0.4¢| 14.04 046 1.303 0.21 1.58
WETPVTL 36.77] 44.64) 0.00{ 24.48 0.00] 0.0¢ 0.00; 0.004 36.90
WELAVT 36.78] 44.45 23.9: 26.67| 60.93 64.0 40.18} 1574 42.23
WET.FS 0.00] 10.79] 17.08 6.20 0.00] 70 3.42] 2.49 8.26
OAKBM 3.24 10.50] 2.2 2, 3.7 13.27] 0.00 4.1 6.81
QAK.OP 0.01 6.97] 8.0: 0.02 11.30] 2.32 0.00] 0.19] 7.55
OAK.PVIL 41.40; 35.29 20.5 0.00| 24.64] 50.15 0.004 0.004 35.67
OAKPVT 41.404 34.29) 20.5 21.43 24.64 50.14] 0.0, 8.24 31.10
OAK.F§ 113.97; 7.51 9.57| 6.69] 78.88; .88} 0.09] 1.17} .51
AGRBLM 7.43 14.81 3.6 3.7¢) B.65 22.25 0.00 21.74 14.48
AGR.OP 0.77] 29 12.07] 0.19] 26.51 0.97] 0.00; 0.67] 11.6%
AGRAVTL 52.1¢] 37.08; 21.35 31.17] 39.94) 7.95 0.00 1.92] 43.74
AGR.PVT 52.14) 37.08! 21.35 31.1¢; 39.94 57 .9 0.00 1.90¢ 42.19
AGR.FS 2.93 22.72 2.84 3.75] 0.00} 9.9 0.00 7.68, 15.82
PGR.OP 5.28 0.004 0.00 0.00f 0.00} 0.00; 0.00 0.00; 2.64
PGR.PYTL 0.00] 9.004 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 0.00; 0.0 0.00
PGRAVT 7483 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00] 0.00 71.08
PGR.FS 0.004 281 9.5_9‘7 1.04 0.00] 0.00 5. 0.0 428
CON.BLM 0.35] 1.14 0.30 0.21 0.31 4.12) 0.64; 1.64 074
CON.OP 0.00; 0.09] o.11 0.001 0.47) 0.04} 1.33 0.04 0.08
CONLPVTL 24| 2.93 2.54] 2.14 3.03] 8.42 0.09] X3 2.90
CONPVT .24 2.93 2.55 2.14] 3.03; 8.42| 1.8¢] .62 3.13
CONLF$ .27 0.9 1.10 0.94; 1.04] 081 1.79] 04 0.98
SAG.BIM .00 541 1.91 0.47] 0.00} 3.35 1.21 .64 277
SAG.OP 0.00 1.15 0.10] 0.004 0.00} 0.1 1.3 .03 0.96
SAG.PVIL 0.004 12.14 6.33] 0.00] 0.00} 7.97| 0.00 0.00; 11.76
SAG.VT 0.001 12.14 6.33) 1.83 8.95 7.97) 9.26 0.54 10.32
SAG.FS 0.008 5.408 4.76] 0.67} 0.00 2.44| 2.32 0.00% 3.54
JUN.BIM 0.004 2.48; 2.40] 0.004 0.00] 1.61 AL .13 1.83
JUN.OP 0.00; 0.44 0.77{ 0.00¢ 0.00] 0.46 1.08 .0 0.84
JUN.PYTL 0.00| 5.88 0.09] 0.008 0.00] 0.00; 0.004 .43 5.63
JUNLPVT 9.00| 5.88 7.15] 0.00 2.43; 4.37) 8.89] 2.43) 478
JUNLFS ©.00; 2.93 2.14 0.00 0.02; 1.22 1.3 0.434 1.93
DES.8M 0.00| 0.00] 0.00 0.00, 0.00f 1.03 0.27} C.48] 0.48
DES.OP 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00] -0.00 0.73 0.03] 0.18
DES.PVTL 0.00| 0.004 Q.00 0.00 0.00; 0.00 0.004 0.40 0.40
DES.AVT 0.00; 0.00 0.00¢ 0.00! 0.00] 2.05 5.54 0.40 079
DES.FS 0.00] 0.00, 0.00 0.00; 0.004 0.82] 0.07] 0.14; 0.16
Wid. Ave. $10.94] $4.93 §9.44, §7.26)  $16.35] $24.64, HEE $1.19 $8.49

This table measures the foss fo the owner/grazer when an acre of rangeband bums. It is assumed that the amount of such
rangeland that is grazed is directly proportional ko the amount of all such rungeland that is grazed.




California

171

Fire Plan

lickets, they stay in hotels, purchase meals and gasoline, and often do many other
things besides outdoor recreation. Non-residents constitute a significant portion of
recreational use of the state’s wildlands. The California Department of Tourism
cstimates that non-residents accounted for 46 percent of the 48 million trips taken
in California during 1983-84. Nearly 3 million non-resident trips are estimated (o
have had outdoor recreation as the primary purpose and consisted of visits o the
state's parks and forests (Keye, Donna and Pearlstein Inc., 1985).

Recreation and Unique Areas in California

Ge 1 Wildland Ri ion. Outdoor recrealion is typically defined in terms of
Recreation Visitor Days (RVDs). One RVD represents 12 hours of participation in
any recreation activity. According to information obtained from the relevant
agencies, annual forest and rangcland recreation on state and federal lands has
averaged over 112 million RVDs in recent years according to data collected from the
relevani agencies (Table 9). National forest use amounted 10 71.5 million RVDs,
national parks 19.8 million RVDs, state parks 12.8 million RVDs, and Bureau of
Land Management lands about 8 million RVDs.

National [orest recreation in the state is eslimated to represent one quarter of all
national forest recreational use throughout the Uniled States, although the 20
million acres of national forest land represent only 11 percent of the national total.
Recreation on national forests is disiributed among the 18 national forest units
administered in the state.

The National Park Service adminislers 22 units in California, although not all of
these provide wildland recreation opportunities. Yoscmite National Park is the most
visited national park in the state and one of the top national park destinations in
the nation. Intermationaily renowned, it draws thousands of visitors from outside
the United States each year.

‘The Bureau of Land Management manages 17 million acres of California Jands. Off-
highway driving and camping are the most popular activities.

The state park system contains ncarly 300 units and covers almost 1.3 million
acres. Anza-Borrego Desert State Park in San Diego County accounts for 553,000
acres, or ncarly half of the total state park system acreage. Average size of the other
parks is 5,000 acres. About one-half of the 300 units, or 1.2 million acres, support
some form of wildland recreation.

The central Sierra region is the most heavily used recreation area in the statce, This
is a function of the large number of recreation opportunitics on national forests and
parks (including Lake Tahoe} and the close proximity of major population centers.
Southern California also supports a high number of RVDs, particularly on national
forests. Southern California has less national forest acreage (about 1.8 million
acres) than any other region cxcept the North Coast Region (0.9 million acres). Yet
the amount of national forest use is higher than anywhere else in the state and 30
times greater than the North Coast.

Recreation on lands other than those owned by the state or federal government is
more difficult to assess becausc there is liltle coordinated record-kecping and few
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available records. These other lands include private recreation facilities, such as
campgrounds, hunting clhabs, public utility lands, and county, city and regional
parks.

Wildlife-Oriented Recreation. Wildlife-oriented recreation is a significant and
high-value portion of wildland rccreation. As indicated below in the section on
effects of wildland fire on wildlife, fire effects are generally negative for fisheries, but
can be positive, negative, or neutral with respect to other wildlife. The next few
paragraphs illustrate the importance and value of wildlife-oriented recreation in
California.

One partial measure of the value of wildlife-oriented recreation is expenditures for
fishing and hunting licenses. In 1994, almost 2.4 million sport fishing liccnses were
issued in California, along with close to 900,000 sport fishing stamps. In total,
these generated almost $4 millicn in license and stamp revenues. Hunting is also a
popular recreational activity. More than 354,000 hunting licenses and 828,000 tags
and permits were sold in the state in 1994. These sales generated about $14.6
million in revenues to the state. In total, fishing and hunting generated $18.6
million in licensing revenues.

Wildlife-oriented recreation generates some of the highest user values of any
recreation form, according to the USDA Forest Service (1990). Basced on this source,
a wildlife and fish user day (WFUD) in California is valued at $77 for fishing, $40
for hunting, and $88 for non-consumptive wildlife use (all figures in 1995 dollars).

A survey sponsored in the mid-1980s by the Depariment of Parks and Recreation
indicated that more people may participate in non-consumptive types of wildlife
recreation than do actual hunting and fishing, such as bird watching or wildlife
photography (California Stale University 1987). Out of the survey sample of 2.526
people statewide, nearly 34 percent said that they spent some or most of their
leisure time outdoors and participated in at least one non-consumptive wildlife
activity. Another 32.5 percent indicated they spent some or most of their leisure
time outdoors and participated in at least one non-consumptive wildlife activity and
also fished and/or hunted. Only about 3 percent stated they spent some or most of
their leisure lime outdoors, and hunted and/or fished, bul did not participate in
non-consumptive wildlife activities. .

Archaeological and Historical Sites. Archaeological and historical sites represent
another type of unique resource found in California. These include prehistoric
Indian village sites, petroglyphs, piclographs (rock paintings). midden deposits,
human burial grounds. caves, hunting blinds, and bedrock milling sites. Historic
sites include buildings and structures of historical significance (such as Fort Ross,
Bodie, etc.), Gold-Rush-era mining sites, wagon roads and trails, and cemeteries.
Many of thesc historic resources contain irreplaceable assets which are at risk from
wildfire. Some of these are situated on national and state park lands and directly
contribute to the recreational use of a park. Most sites, however, have little
recreation value as the public is often discouraged from unsupervised visitation due
to relic hunting. site vandalism and other impacts. These siles have unique values
in addition to contributing to recreation use of forcst and range lands.
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As of 1995, there are over 100,000 recorded archaeological sites in California;
59.000 of these are on federal lands. 33,000 are on privatc or other lands, 6,000 on
state lands, and 12,000 are located on county, city or special district propertics
(California Office of Historic Preservation 1295). The California Office of Historic
Preservation {1995) has cstimated that approximately 100,000 additional
unrecorded (undiscovered) archaeclogical sites exist within the state. This latter
group is most at risk from wildfires since their locations are not known, and
consequenily difficult to protect during fire suppression activities. Additionally,
California has 85,000 recorded historic buildings, most of which are situated in
wildlands. This figure does not include historic districts in cities, which are
excluded from this assessment. It is primarily the 85,000 structures in rural
(wildland) locations that are at risk from escaped wildfires in California.

Value of Recreation and Unique Areas in California

USDA Forest Service economists have estimated a market value for each RVD
within various recreation categories (USDA Forest Service 1990). The 1995 market
value of one RVD is as follows: winter sports $49.86; resorts $20.52: wilderness
$16.46; camping, picnicking, swimming $10.10; mechanized travel and viewing
scenery $10.31; hiking, horseback riding, and water travel $13.60; and other
recreation activities except wildlife and fishing, $65.89. These figures were derived
from 1989 data (USDA Forest Service 1990:18-19) and converted to 1995 dollars
using the GNP deflator. A weighted average 1995 market value of $13.26 per RVD
was estimalted for this assessment. This value is only a partial measure of the value
of recreation to the siate.

Table 10 applies this valuc to recreation on California public lands to estimate the
total and per-acre annual value of the recreation on these lands. Total annual
recreation values are estimated at almost $1.5 billion for the four ownership
categories. The value ranges from $6 per acre on BLM lands to $141 per acre on
state park systemn lands. Again, il should be emphasized that these are low-bound
estimates of Lhc value of public lands recreation in the statc. For example, Goldman
and Gates {1986) calculated the total spending by wildland recreationists in
California to be $4.9 billion, which resulted in $17.3 billion in gross output, $8.2
billion in regional income, and accounted for approximately 207,000 full-lime jobs.
‘There is no question that recreation users in California make a significant
contribution to the state’s economy.

We also estimated the average recreation values lost when an acre of wildland
burns. Wildfirc does not totally destroy the recreation value of lands that are
burned. For example, consider the interest that was generated after the huge
Yellowstone fires of 1988. Also, if a person avoids recreating on a given area
because it has burned, he or she may be able to enjoy a similar recreation
experience on another, unburned area. Of course, once an area bums in a severe
fire, it may take years for it to return to ils foriner condition. To what degree these
assets are affected by wildfire is a complicated issue. For some recreation use, such
as winter sports {e.g., skiing), wildfires do not seem to causc a significant decreasc
in recreation use of an arca. The
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Table 10. Estimuted Forest und Rangelond Recreation Valyes in Culifornia (1993-94 average]
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Total
recreation Recreution
valus in Reavation | wolue fest
Beres RVDs Dollaes dollors rolves por acre
Landvwner {millions} | {millions) r RVD* imillions) {/atre} burned
Natienal Park Service 47 19.8 13.26 263 56 42
USDA Forest Service 20.4 715 13.26 048 44 35
Bureau of tand 171 8 13.26 106 & 5
_Manogement
Stote Park Syster 1.2 128 13.26 170 141 107
Tota in California 43.4 N2y 1,486 34 26

*$13.26 figura is o weighted average calculated in 1995 dollars.

Source: Listed agencies,
recrcation use is sometimes improved by opening up new areas for expanded skiing
opportunities, However, overall, statewide recreation use is signiflcantly degraded
by wildfires, particularly due {o the direct cost of replacing recreation facilities and
lost revenues during time of closure, and this cffect is realized in millions of lost
vecreation dollars annually.

We estirnated the recreation usc value lost when an area burns by assuming that
15 percent of its recreation value is lost during the first year after the fire and that
the percentage of value lost decreases to zere in a straight line over a 10-year
period, Discounting this stream of losses to the present yields an average value loss
of $10.04 per RVD for a burned area. Applying this value to Table 9 ylelds an
average statewide loss of $26 of recreation use valne per burned aere of publie
lands. The loss per acre varies from $5 on BLM lands to $107 for state park system
fands.

We also wish to illustrate the damage wildland fire can cause 10 recreation facilities.
The 1993 Green Meadow Fire bumed 38,000 acres in the Santa Monica Mountains
National Recreation Area (NRA}. This NRA is composed of National Park Service
lands, four state parks, and privately owned lands. The fire burned numerous
bridges along trails, signs, recreation structures, and a pump house which provided
water to the five campground sites. The total cost of repairing or replacing these
facilities, removing hazard {rees, and cleaning up campground facllities and
recreation trails was $458,549. An additional $33,614 in Jost cumpground revenucs
resulled from closure of recreatfon facilities.

Certain unique areas in California, such as significant scenic areas and major sites
of archaeological or historical Interest, alse attract tourism and contribute to
recreation values. These too are extremely difficull Lo quantify, but they contribute
a sizable portion of the recreation value generated at state, local and national
parks, and national and state forests, Examples where historical features represent
a primary attraction (o recreation use include the reconstructed Coast Miwok
Village at Point Reyes National Seashore, Patrick’s Point State Park with its
reconstructed Yurok Village, Indian Grinding Rock State Park, the reconstructed,
early-19th-century Russian fortress at Fort Ross, Vikingsholm at Emerald Bay in
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Lake Tahoe, and the standing ruins of a historic mining town at Bodie. There are
numerous other examples where California’s significant cultural sites contribute to
its recreation markets.

The 1987 Case Iire provides an example of how unique assets are at risk to
wildland fire. This firc resulted in significant damage to a prehistoric archaeological
site, an ancient Indian village on a ridgetop. The site was bulldozed by firefighters
during the construction of a fuelbreak on the ridgetop. The bulldozer crew knew of
the site's location and attempled to avoid it but a change in the (irc behavior put
the lives of the crew in jeopardy. The dozer operators were forced io make a wide
clearing to escape from the flames. In doing so, the archacological site was badly
damaged. CDF was required to conduct a rehabilitation and data recovery project at
the sitc which cost a total of $12,310. While Lhe dircct cost of this damage is
rclatively low, it is important to emphasize that these costs do not adequately
express the sociat value of the damage done to this cultural resource. These types
of losscs are incalculable.

’

Structures

Loss of structures is one of the more emotionally gripping and economically
significant impacts of wildland firc in California. Statewide, there are an estimated
one million housing units within California’s wildlands or the wildland /urban
interface. Approximately 500,000 of these housing units are owner-occupied,
single-family homes with an average replacement cost of $140,000. Taken as a
whole, these housing units have an estimated replacement cost of approximately
$107 billion.

Based on fire records for 1985-94, an average 703 homes are lost per ycar to
wildland fire in Califormia. It should be noted, however, that the number of homes
lost varies significantly from year to year. Housing values lypically range from
$15,000 on up, with the median, owner-occupied single-family home valued at
$140,000 (excluding land valuc). Since the value of the homesite is litte affccted by
wildfire, only the value of structures and contents should be considered.
Discussions with insurance and fire officials indicate that the average market value
of a home’s contents is 20-25 percent of ihc replacement value, or about $35,000
per home. Thus, as a first approximation. the median housc and contents are
valued al an estimated $175,000.

When insurance claims are filed for homes lost to wildland fire, insurance
companies face costs to process claims. The overall cost of opcrating insurance
programs is estimaled to be 45 cents per doliar of premium. However, this
represents the average of all operating costs for an insurance company, not the
marginal cost of handling a claim. As a rough approximation. il is estimated here
that the transaction cost to insurance companies to settle a claim is 1 percent of
the claim amount, on averagc.

In addition to insured property loss, homeowners also face a significant loss of
intangibles in a house fire. While these losses are difficult to quantify and value,
they should be considered in the evaluation of the effects of wildland fire on
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homeowners. As an approximation, we will assume that the average homcowner
faces an uninsured loss of $10,000 when his or her home is lost to wildfire.

Additional costs associated with the loss of honcs to wildland fire include
disruption of utilitics, transportation, and other public services. In addition, there
are lost wages, costs of lemporary shelter, and other costs that cannot be captured
easily. We will assume that these costs average $10,500 per house lost to wildland
fire.

Table 11 summarizes and totals the above-described costs. Total average annual
costs statewide associated with Ioss of homes to wildfire is $163,271,750, or
$232,250 per home.

Table 11, Estimated Average Annunl Losses Due o Destruction of Homes by Wildlond Fire

Cwlegory loss Amownt
Dwallings and confents lost: 703/year @ $140,000 each $ 98,420,000
Contents valued ot 25 percent of dwalling 24,605,000
Total home and confents loss {equals insurance claim amount) 123,025,000
Insurance company transaction cost !
1 percent of claim cost or 1 percent of $123,025,000 1,230,250
Uninsured losses
Intangibles: 703 dwellings/year @ $10,000 each 7,030,000
Other impravements an site: 25 percent of home loss or 25 percent x $98,420,000 24,605,000
Total uninsured losses 31,635,000
Disruption costs: 703 dwellings/year @ §$10,500 each 7,381,500
Totol loss 1o homeowner and others $163,271,750
Timber
introduction

This section estimates the cffects of stand-replacing fires on the value of sawtimber
in California. The data available allowed quantiiying only direct, near-term cffects of
firc in economic terms. The indirect, long-term effccts of stand replacing fires such
as altered soil characteristics and forest successional palterns were nol considered
in this analysis. Indircct effects of non-stand replacing fires such as reduced health
and disease susceptibility were not considered in this analysis of stand replacing
fircs. The analysis considered tirnberlands® available for harvest, excluding reserved
tands and lands that did nol meet the definition of timberland.

Four ownership categories, five inventory regions, and two forest types within one
of the inventory regions, formed the basts for quanlfying firc losses on timberlands
with different legal and biological characteristics. Ownership categories consisted
of:

O National forests

O Other public lands owned by the Bureau of Land Management, individual
counties and the state

*Timberiands as used here denotes land capahle of growing ot least 20 cubic feet of commercial timber
species per acre per yeor,
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Q Forest induslry (private holdings 5,000 or more acres)
O Non-industrial private (privaie holdings less than 5,000 acres)

The five relevant inventory regions, as defincd by the Forest Inventory and Analysis
{FIA) project of the USDA Forest Service, are:

O North Coast (Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, and Sonoma countics)
O Northem Interior {Siskiyou, Modoc, Trinily, Shasta, and Lassen counties})

O Sacramento (Butte, Colusa, El Dorado, Glenn, Lake, Napa, Nevada, Placer,
Plumas, Sacramento, Sferra, Sutter, Tehama, Yolo, and Yuba counties}

O San Joaquin and Southern California (Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, Fresno,
Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Kings, Los Angeles, Madera, Mariposa, Merced, Mono,
Orange, Riverstde, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Tulare,
and Tuolumne counties) ’

O Central Coast (Alameclla. Contra Costa, Marin, Monterey, San Benito, San Luis
Obispo, San Mateo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, and
Ventura counties)

The stalistical limitations of the non-spatial timber inventories used in this analysis
precluded estimating meaningful distinctions between forest cover types in most
cases. The North Coast region was the exception: the presence or absence of
redwood trees was used to distinguish between the coastal and interior forest types
within this inventory region. Table 12 summarizes timberland acreage by cover
type/region and ownership category.

Table 12. Acres of Timberland by 0 hip and & y Region/Forest Cover Type
Ownershi
Reglon/Forest USDA Forest Industrial | Non-indestrial Al
Cover Type Service | Other Poblic| Private Private ownerships
North Coast/ 114,000 566,000 622,000 1,302,000
Redwood+
_Douglas-fir
North Coast/ 619,000 149,000 735,000 808,000 2,311,000
Interior Mixed Conifer
Northern Interior 3,190,000 126,000f 1,757,000 580,000 5,653,000
S L 2,526,000 70,000 935,000 708,000 4,239,000
San Joaquin and Southern 1,898,000 50,000 167,000 303,000 2,418,000
Colifarnt
Central Coast 53,000 8,000 24,000 255,000 340,000
All Regions 8,286,000 517,000 4,184,000 3,276,000 16,263,000

Using the FIA inventory data and national forest inventory data, Table 13 presents
the average timber volume per acre in each ownership and cover Lype category. In
the next step of the analysis, multiplying current timber market prices from the
state Board of Equalization with average volume estimates from Table 13 and
timberiand acreage from Table 12 resulted in an estimate of total standing timber
value, {n dollars (Table 14}. Table 15 presents standing Umber values on a per-acre
average basts. Finally, historical records of fire damage provided estimates of the
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financial loss in timber values per acre resulting from a stand replacing five (Table
16). based on an estimated loss of 65 percent of value from standing limber value.

The sections below further explain the methodology used 1o derive the data
presented in Tables 12-16.

Table 13. Average Volume of { {bourd feet, Serik rule) Per Acrs, by Ownership
and [nventory Region/Forest Cover Type
Ownership
Region/Forest USDA Forest Industrial Non-industrial an
Cover T Service Other Public Private Private Qwaerships
North Coast Redwood/ 22,918 23,053 21,355 22,235
Doug‘us-ﬁr
North Coast/ 21,550 17,002 8,788 6,457 11,921
Inferior Mixed Conifer
Northern Interior 11,670 9,821 8,255 7,405 10,130
Sacramento 22,200 14,411 14,576 11,279 18,566
San Joaquin and 20,120 9,410 17,872 3,913 17,712
Southern California
Central Coast 10,500 11,626 26978 24,008 21,821
Tuble 14. Tolul Valwe of Timber {milions of doltmrs), by Oy hip and | y
Region/Forest Cover Type
Region/Forest USDA Forest ndustrial Nom-indusirial Alt
Cover Type Service Other Public Private Private ewnarships
North Coast Redwood/ 31,371 $7,773 $7,391 $16,535
_Douglos-fir
North Coast/Interior 5,998 1,330 3,848 2,902 14,078
Mixed Conifer
Narthern Inferior 14,513 495 5,423 1,638 22,069
Sacramento 24,237 502 5,921 3.698 34,358
San Jooquin and 11,469 165 984 415 13,033
Southern Califomnia .
Central Coast 326 47 409 3.833 44615
All Regions $56,543 $3,910 $24,358 $19,877 $104,688
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Table 15. Per-acre Value of Timber (dollars per acre), by Ownership and Inventary
Region/Forest Cover Type

Ragion/Forest USDA Forest Industrial | Non-indusirial Al
Cover Type Service Other Public} Private Private hif

North Coast Redwood/ $12,028 $13,733 $11,883 $12,700
Douglas-fir

North Coast/Interior Mixed 9,690 8,923 5,235 3,591 6,092
Conifer

Northern Interior 4,549 3,932 3,086 2,825 3,904
Sacramento 9,595 7,178 6,333 5,223 8,105
San Joaquin and Southern 6,043 3,306 5,894 1,369 5,390
California

Central Coast $6,158 $5813 $17,035 $15,030 $13,574

Table 16. Estimated Loss, in dollars per acre, of Timber Resulting from a Stund-replacing Fire,
by Ownership and Inventory Region/Forest Cover Type

Region/Forest USDA Foresi Industrial Hon- al

Cover Type Servite Other Public Private industrial | ownership
Private 5

North Coast Redwood/ 37,818 $8,926 $7,724 48,255

Douglas-fir

North Coast/interior Mixed 6,299 5,800 3,403 2,334 3,960

Conifer

Northern Interior 2,957 2,556 2,006 1,836 2,538

Sacramento 6,237 4,666 4,116 3,395 5,268

San Joaquin and Southern 3,928 2,149 3,831 8%0 3,504

Cdlifornia

Ceniral Coast $4,003 $3,778 $11,073 $9,770 $8,823

Timber Volume

The most recent FIA inventory data, 1,150 plots measured in 1985, formed the
basis for the standing volume estimates in this analysis, except for the national
forests. The standing volume estimates were derived by adding the per-acre
expansion of individual tree volume estimates on each plot, and adding all plots
and their acreage expansion factors. National forest timber volume data is based on
individual forest inventory data, as compiled in USDA Forest Service publications.

Timber Value

Timber values in dollars came from the Statc Board of Equalization’s market price
schedules for the major commercial timber species in the state, by regions.
Weighting the timber volume estimates by tree species wilh their respective
estimated acrcages provided an accurate current market valuc of the estimated
standing inventory. Table 14 shows the value of the estimated total voiume of
standing timber in each region and ownership category. These values are valid only
to the extent that sellers arc price takers; the analysis did not consider the price-
depressiny effect of releasing large amounts of timber on the market. Table 15
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shows the per-acre value of the standing timber in each region and ownership
category. i resulted from dividing the total value estimates in Table 15 by the
estimated acreage in each region and ownership category in Table 13.

Value Loss after Fire

The impact of fire on timber value was expressed in terms of the dollar value
destroyed on the average acre in a stand replacing fire. The analysis included the
following assumptions about timber value loss:

O A stand replacing fire will result in a total loss of 30 percent of the standing
merchantable board fool volume, Although immediate saivage can theoretically
recover close to 100 percent of the green volume, a delay of 6 months or more
beforc salvage can be undertaken is common. The 30 percent value loss is an
applicable figure for both the 1987 Slanislaus fire and the 1991 Fountain fire,
The remaining 70 percent of the merchantable volume, although reduced in
value, will be fully recovered throu};h salvage harvests.

O Harvest values of salvaged timber are approximately 50 perrent of green tree
values. This overall estimate came from the slate Board of Equalization’s green
harvest and salvage harvest value schedules.

Based on these assumptions, only 35 percent of the prefire timber value (70 percent
of volume times 50 percent of value} can be captured after a stand replacing fire.
Thus, 65 percent of the value is lost. Table 16 shows the cstimated dollar value per
acre lost as a result of a stand replacing fire. The figures in Table 16 were derived
by caleulating 65 percent of the per acre value eslimales in Table 15.

Water and Watersheds®

Introduction

Water is both an element of the environment and a commodity. Water rights and
{he facilitics to harncss water are real property. The value of water is expressed in
terms of its beneficial uses. But how much water supply does California have, what
is it used for, and what is ils overall value to the state? And given that water is a
valuable resource, how does wildfire threaten the beneficial uses of the state's
waters?

Pacific storms in the winter months and mountains tall enough to make them
release their moisture bless California with an ample, If maldistributed, water
supply in most years. Average statewide precipitation is about 23 inches and most
of it {about 60 percent] is used by native vegetation or lost by evaporation.
Estimated average annual runoff amourits to about 71 million acre-feet. This water
is first used to maintain healthy riparian ecosystems in California’s rivers, and
eventually much of it is also used for urban and agricultural supply. The available

3The department is working with thc' State Waler Resources Contel Board staff. Department of Water
Rescurces, USDA Forest Service, Los Angeles Flood Control District, Pacific Ga.> & Eleciric Co. and East
Bay Municipat Utitity District o refine our app to wafer and
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surface water supply totals 78 million acre-feet when out-of-state supplies from the
Colorado and Klamath Rivers are added.

California uses 6 million acre-feet annually 1o supply urban users with residential,
commercial and industrial water to support a population of over 30 million and the
eighth largest economy in the world. After capturc. storage, treatment, and
distribution, retail customers pay on average $465 an acrc-foot for this water — an
annuatl retail value approaching $3 billion. California uses an additional 24 million
acre-feel annually to support irrigated agriculture. At an average, unsubsidized
value of $60 an acre-foot at the farm, this water has a value of about $1.5 billion.
California also dedicates 24 million acre-feet to environmental uses. Most of this
water runs its natural course through the statc's river systems. Some of it is stored
and rcleased during the dry season to improve water quality in the Delta and other
similarly environmentally sensitive arcas. Assigning a value to this mix of wet and
dry season walter is problemalic, but a value of $40 an acrc-foot for this water
would equate to about a billion dollars.

Waler has many other nop-consumplive values to Calilomians as well. For
cxample, falling water is used to generate large amounts of hydroelectric power. In
an average year, California produces about 40,000 gigawatt-hours of hydroelectric
power with a value of approximately $1.6 billion. Additionally, water provides
recreational opportunities and scenic beauty throughout much of the state.
Conversely, cxcessive amounts of water can cause serious problems in many areas
of the stalc. Floods may lead to fatalities and damage extensive amounts of
personal properly. A multitude of {lood control structures and other measures are
used to mitigate this threat. Large, intense wildfires that significantly alter
hydrologic regimes and increased crosion and sediment loads can adversely affect
the value of surface runoff waler. Smaller, lower intensity fires that do not produce
these impacts are generally not a problem. Indeed, frequent, low intensity fires are
a natural part of many ecosystems. They reduce the incidence and severity of large,
intense wildfires and produce the most stable walcrshed conditions in the long run.

Calilornia’s watersheds are fire-adaptcd, but fire suppression is still critical to
protect life and property. Tolal {irc suppression, however, can be detrimental in the
long-term 1o fire-adapted environments. Aggressive fire suppression without an
equally aggressive program of fuels and fire hazard reduction leads to larger, more
intense fires, which is ultimately detrimental to both environmental and commodity
uses of waler.

Since the work presented in this scction was completed, we have initiated a
cooperative process with the State Water Resources Control Board staff and others
to refinc the methods and data utilized here. An updated water and watersheds
assets report will be issued upon completion of this process.

Types und Magnitudes of Impacts

Large, intense wildfires often have a negative effect on walcr quality and beneficial
uses as a result of increased erosjon and, consequently, sedimentation. Sediment
increases are measured in terms of additional cubic yards of material delivered to

streams and transported to places of deposition. Additional sediment storage can
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alter a stream’s form and fanction in a deletedous manner. Water guality offects of
wildfires arc usually measured as increases in toial dissclved solids {TDS) and total
suspended solids. Large, intense wildfires may also increase runoff and penk flows.
Increascs in runoff arc expressed in additional acre-feet of water,

The magnitude of these fmpacts in a given watershed can vary greatly with a
mumber of faclors, including iype and condition of the vegetation, type of seil and
its moisture content at the time of the fire, level of heat gencrated by the fire, slope,
aspect, proximity to the nearest watercourse, and the timing and intensity of post-
fire storms (USFS 1978a). Without the detail of specific cases, fire related watershed
tinpacts can only be described in general terms.

Accelerated erosion usually leads to accelerated sedimentation. Experience on the
Stanislaus National Forest, for example. indicates large, intense wildfires produce
an average of 20 to 50 tons per acre per year of crosion for the first two years
following buming [J. Frazier and A. Janicki. Stanislaus National Forest, pexs.
communication). Of this amount, aboul half, or 10 to 25 cubic yards per acre per
year of the eroded material, reaches/a siream and becomes sediment. In contrast,
wnburmed forest lands have erosion rates of less than one ton per acre per year and
less than a fifth reaches a stream to become scdiment. Similarly, estimates of
hilislope erosion on the Shasta-Trinity National Forest following extreme wildfire
events in 1987 on 50 percent slopes with no remaining ground cover ranged from
10 to almost 40 cubje yards per acre, depending on the sofl type present (Miles and
others 1988}, Monitoring with silt fences installed in swales on burned areas of the
Shasta-Trinity with granitic soils having very little ground cover and steep slopes
produced sedimentation rates up to 12.2 cubic yards per acre (Miles and others
19921

Experience in chaparral is somewhat different {DeBano 1989). Eroston and
sediment production in chaparral is more variable than in forest lands for both
unbumned and burned conditions. In unbumed watersheds, sediment was found lo
coltect in debris basins at rafes ranging from G w 108 tons per acre per year®, The
range is greal duc to the tendency for sediment mobilization only during infrequent
large storms. {n bumed chaparral watersheds, sediment has been collected at rates
from O to 312 tons per acre per year {Mellvride 1984), Recently burned chaparral
watersheds gencrally yield 6-35 times more sediment than their unburmed
counterparts and average a 10-fold increase {Davis 1980}, Hillslope erosion rates
following buming have been found to range from less than one lon per acre per
year to more than 200 tons per acre per year, with slope being a critical factor in
determining the amount of exosion that occurs. As with forest lands, erosion rates
are high immediately after burning, but generally return 1o prefive levels withina
few years. This is not the case, however, for steep arcas where shallow-seated
landsliding is the dominanl erosional process. For these chaparral covered areas,
the dominant window of susceptibility Is 6 to 10 years following fire when total root
biomass is lowest (Rice and others 1382). In contrast, burned grasslands develop a

* Various studies haoe reported evoston in differant units: a tar con be assurmed o be approxmately one
hic yard.
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vegetative cover so quickly that increases in erosion and sedimentation rate are
generally negligible.

Large, intense fires can also have an adverse impact on walcr quality (USFS 1979b).
Forested watlersheds generally produce water with very low TDS (<50 mg/1} and low
turbidity {<1 NTU}. The quality of water produced from undisturbed chaparral lands
is generally lower and more variable. Intense burns can cause large increases in
TDS and turbidity on forest and chaparral covered areas, particularly during storm
periods. For instance, Cohen (1982) found increased concentrations of nitrogen and
suspended sediment in Millilken Reservoir {Napa County) resulting from the first
large storm following the Atlas Pedk wildfire. Nitrale concentrations were clevated
above background levels during the first winter. but did not reach levels detrimental
to domestic water usage. Cohen concluded that watersheds with higher nitrate
background levels and similar infhuxes of nutrients as occurred in Milliken Creek
could cause nitrate levels to approach the recommended health limit.

Increased water yield is another potential impact of large, intensc wildfires. Where
75 percent to 100 percent of the vegetative cover is removed, runoff increases
average from 0.1 acre-foot per acre of burned walcrshed for basins receiving 15
inches of mean annual precipitation to 0.8 acre-foot per acre burned for watcrsheds
recefving 40 inches of mean annual precipitation (based on Turner 1991}. Studics
of shrub recovery atter prescribed burning have found that the canopy reaches the
75 percent cover or 100 percent maximurm evapotranspiration level in about 8 years
after burning. and that the season of burning significantly affects canopy recovery
(Lampinen 1982). By extension, the wildfire-caused increase in runoff might be
expected to decline to near zero over a similar period of time. In forested arcas,
water yield increases are minimal until basal area loss to firc exceeds 50 percent
{Potts and others 1989).

The additional water yields that result from catastrophic wildfires, however, are
generally considered (o have little value for water supply and hydroelectric energy
generation. Almost all of the additional runoff occurs during the wet season and
must be regulated for dry season usc by surface rescrvoir slorage (Ziemer 1987).
Typically flows increase during large storm events when water is often passed
through reservoir catchment systems because of flood management concems.
Additionally, the added water yield does not contribute (o a dependable water
supply or firm energy capacity. since the additional water is only a very temporary
supply.

Peak flows, or maximum instantaneous discharges, are also increased by large,
intense wildfires. In Central and Southern California watersheds, it is eslimated
that peak flows will often increase about 2.5 times over pre-burn conditions with
intense burning conditions {R. Blecker, Los Padres National Forest, pers. comm.).
Sinclair and Hamilton (1958} found thal storm flow increased threefold to fivefold
on a burned California chaparral watershed during the {irst rainy season following
wildfire. Rowe and others (1954) reported increases in peak discharge that varied
from 2 to 45 times normal, depending on storm size, in the first year following
wildfirc. Nassert (1989} used the Stanford Walershed Model to predict the impact of
wildfire on a Southern Calilornia chaparral covered watcrshed. This simulation
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indicated thal a moderate storm would produce a 200 percent increase in runoff
and the frequency of flooding increased dramatically. Peak flow increases in
intensely burmed forested watersheds may be less dramatic, particularly in basins
that are wholly or partiatly snow-dominated (B. McGurk, USFS Pacific Southwest
Research Station, Albany, pers. comm.).

Water Uses at Risk and Their Value

The beneficial uses of water as a commodity include: agriculture, urban (including
residential, commercial and industrial), hydroelectric power generation, recreation,
and rearing habitat for commercial and sport fisheries (see Table 17). Water also
has many non-commaodity beneficial uses, including aquatic and riparian habitat
for non-commercial species of plants and animals, and aesthetics or scenic beauty.

Water prices vary widely in California based on the source of the water and the
region and type of use. The value of the water yield that can be readily converted to
water supply ranges from zero in water rich areas of the state to about $2,500 per
acre-foot in critically water short locatjons that remove salt [rom brackish or sea
water, such as the City of Morro Bay®. Water values north of the Tehachapi
Mountains range from $40 to $120 an acre-foot, while south of the Tehachapis
values range from $300 to $600 an acre-foot. These are current values, based on
estirnates that assume available water can be delivered to willing customers.

Table 17. Water Valves in California

Valve
Benefidul Use Unit Market Valus | (Non-Market)
Urban - Northern 2/3 of California Acre-feet $40-120
Urban - Southern 1/3 of California Acre-fest $300-600
Agriculture Acre-feet $3-252
Hydropower generation Acre-fest $0-320
Fisheries:
Commercial $/b $1.30
Sport Rec-visitor days $75
Recreation Rec-visitor days >$12
Aquatic habitat for non-commercial species X
Aesthetics X

On average, California uses about 30 million acre-feet (maf) per year of surface
water for agricultural and urban purposes. About 5 maf derived from the Colorado
River is fed by watersheds outside the state. The remaining 25 maf represents the
lotal average annual consumption of water derived from watersheds within
California. Based on regional averages found in the California Department of Water
Resources’ updated Water Plan (CADWR 1994}, this water has a statewide unit
value ranging from $3 to $252 per acre-foot®, with an average of $60 per acre-foot.
The total annual value of this water is $1.36 billion.

* Despite the high cost of facilities and energy for delivery, imported water would likely cost less, but is
not yel avadlable.

¢ Regional values of agricultural water include: North Coast-$3 per acre-foot, Sucramento-$12, Colorado
River-$12, Central Coast-$14, San Joaquin-$19, Tulare Lake-$86, South Lahontan-$150, South Coast-
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Water often has a high value for hydropower production. For example, in 1987
Romm and Ewing estimated the power generation value of water from national
forests in California to range between zero and $320 an acre-foot. Water that
cannot be run through a hydropower generation facility due to timing or location is
worth zero from a hydropower perspective. Water with the highest possible usable
head that can be run through one or a sequence of generation facilities is the most
valuable. California hydrogenerates an average of 40,000 gigawatt-hours annually.
The value of this power at 4 cents per kilowatt-hour (M. Johanas, CA Energy
Commission, pers. comm. is about $1.6 billion. This represents a minimum value
and does not include the premium paid for peaking power.

Floods, like fire, are a major problem in California. Billions of dollars have been
invested over the past several decades, and millions are spent annually, on flood
control. Fire related imcreases in flood magnitude can add substantially to flood
damage and repair costs. Large, intense burns make local flooding worse by
elevating peak flows and adding large amounts of damage-causing debris to flood
torrents.

In Northern California, ifitense wildfires commonly burn in watersheds with
tributaries containing important spawning and rearing habitat for anadromous fish.
The value of these fisheries must be considered in terms of both commercial and
sport fishing. Decreasing trends in the number of salmon observed in Northern
California over the last several years have caused widespread concern about the
long-term viability of I species. For ple. the California Department of
Fish and Game recently asked the State Board of Forestry to list coho salmon as a
sensitive species. The number of salmon commercially caught in Northern
California from 1989 to 1991 averaged only 1,156,000, with a value of
approximately $1.5 million {USFS 1993). In terms of the value of sport fishing, the
USDA Forest Service (1990) reported that the value of a fisherman day in California
is $74.07 (adjusted to 1995 dollars).

Water-related recreation has become an integral part of society’s needs. Reservoirs,
natural lakes, and streams can be adversely impacted by large, intense wildfires.
Water rafting is estimated to generate just over one million visitor days annually
statewide (CADWR 1994). Rugged natural beauty and some of the most renowned
fishing streams in North America attract over 10 million people annually to the
state’s North Coast region alone. The recreational opportunities provided by
reservoirs generate enormous benefits to California’s econemy. In 1985, an
eslimated $500 million was spent on water-related activitics in the Nelta and major
reservoirs. The estimated 7 million visitors to the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
generated an estimated $125 miltion; the 6.6 million visitors to the 12 State Water
Project (SWP) reservoirs and the California Aqueduct brought in an estimated 8170
million; and benefits of the 11.6 million visitors to 10 of the 22 federal Central
Valley Project {CVP) reservoirs totaled $208 million. In addition to the half-billion
dollars described above. a similar amount may have been spent at the many local
and regional reservoirs and streams (CADWR 1994). These estimates put the total
annual value of water-related recreation statewide at $1 billion or n.ore.
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Estimates of Net Valve Loss Per Acro for Large, Intense Wildfires

Large, intense wildfires can both harm and benefit consumptive uses of water. As
previously stated, fire often produces a short-term increase in water yield. If this
water can be captured and stored. i can be put to agricuitural and urban
{including residential, commereis! and industrial] uses. Unfortunately, this benefit
is usually associated with increased sedimentation and water quality degradation.
The type of waler use involved plays a major role ity delermining whether the
outcome is positive or negative, but the overall net effect is almost always negative.

As mentioned earlier, large. intense wildfires might produce 0.1 to 0.8 acre-feet of
additionai runoff per acre annually for the first few years. in the best situations
about half of this might be captured and stored for consumption, Depending upon
location, the value of the additional water would be belween zero and $1,600 an
acre-joot. At $60 an acre-foot”. this increased water yield would be worth from $3 to
$12 per acre burned on an annual basis.

Mosl surface water consumed in California must be slored for later usc. Reservoirs
trap sediment, resulting in decreased bapacity. Large, intense wildfires accelerate
sedimentation rates, thereby reducing reservolr storage capacity and the expected
life of the impoundment. Replacement capacity is very cxpensive to construet. For
exarmple, the proposed Los Vaqueros Reservetr Project would store 100,000 acre-
feet of water at an estimated cost of $450 million {(CADWR 1994} or about $4,500
per acre-foot of storage capacity. Enlargement of Shasta Reservoir could increase
storage 9.7 million acre-feet at 2 cost of $4.5 billion or aboul $464 per acre-foot of
storage space, An acre-foot equals about 1.613 cubic yards. Therefore. an intensely
burned acre producing an extra 25 cubie yards of sediment the first year after
buming would remove aboul 0.015 acre-feet of reservoir storage capacity. This
would be a Joss per acre burned of ahout $7 at an expanded Shasta Lake and $70
at the newly construcied Los Vagueros Reservoir. Excavation and removal of the
scdiment gencrally costs between $4 and $40 per cubie yard, depending on factors
such as end hauling distance to disposal sites (M. Bollander, Los Angeles Dept, of
Public Works; C. Mitchcll, El Dorade National Forest, pers. comm ). This lranslates
(o 2 cosl that ranges from $6.452 to $64,520 per acre-foot of removed sediment,
which is why it is not often adopted as a practical solution in the case of large
TESETVOIrS.

Consumptive use of water, particularly urban uses, suffer most acutely from: {1)
direct fire damnage to waterworks, and (2) the increased turbidity produced by large,
intense wildfires. Neither is quantifiable in the abstract. Water purveyors lock for
the least expensive and most expeditious ways to cope with the advent or increased
frequency in episodes of highly wrbid raw water, There are many ways that this
type of problem can be addressed. Water purveyors can, in some cases, change
their water sources (¢.g., drill a well or maove the diversion point further upstream).
They may be able to increase the storage of raw water, s¢ they can shut off the
diversion during periods of high turbidity in the supply. Likewise, they can increase

7 The assumed statewide spenage, as discussed earlier.
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the storage capacity of treated waler, so they can suspend water treatment during
periods of high turbidity. They can add pretreatment, like sedimentation basins or
flocculalion, to remove most of the suspended sediment prior to filtration.
Alternately, they can install filtration systems that can handle higher turbidity
levels efficiently. The costs of these solutions vary widely. Prudent aperators wili
choose the method(s; that best meet their needs at the least cost. Such cosls are so
dependent on circumstances that no average or typical expenditure can be
assigned.

Water conveyance structures such as penstocks and flumes are also at risk to
damage from large, intense wildfires. Darnage to these must be calculated on a
case-by-casc basis, given the variability in structure type. accessibility for repair,
and degree of damage.

Flood control suffers twicc from the effects of large. intense wildfires. First, as we
saw in the previous discussion of chaparral lands, the frequency of large floods can
be dramatically increased. For example, precipitation that would normally produce
a moderate flood may suddenly be capable of producing a much larger runoff event.
In a hypothetical case, a cdmmunity mighi have to spend Len times as ruch for
facilities capable of providing increased flood protection. Second, increased
sediment and debris in flood basins costs between $4 and $40 per cubic yard to
remove and dispose. Where increased sedirmnentation rates from intense fires ave 1
to 200 tons/acre/year, annual costs can range from $0 to $8,000 per burncd acre
for the first few post-bumn years, and this does not include the cost of potential
flood damage.

Hydropower generation can be both benefited and adverscly impacted by large,
intense wildfires. As previously stated, fire often produces a short-term increase in
waler yield which can sometimes benefil hydropower production, but this benefit is
often associated with increased sedimentation and water quality degradation.
Assuming a water value of $70 per acre-foot® for hydroclectric generation, an
increase of 0.5 acre-feet of water per acre intensely burned, and a utilization rate of
50 percent, the valae of an acre intensely burned would be about $17.50 for the
first year. This value would decline to near-zero over an 8-year period. if the
increased sedimentation rale is 25 cubic yards/acre /year and the cost of Temoving
sediment irom forebays is $4 per cubic yard, the cost of the increased
sedimentation would be about $100 per acre burned per year. Furthermore, there
would be increascd costs associated with additional wear and tear on mechanical
equipment, which cannot be quantificd readily. The nel quantifiable effect of
intense wildfire on hydropower generation is estimated to be a loss of $82.50 per
acre burned per year for the first 2 to 3 years following wildfire (i.e., $17.50 per acre
- $100 per acre = -$82.50 per acre).

Fisheries assels are influenced by the quality of stream habitat that can be
impacted by wildfirc. Potential impacts from fire include increased sedimentation,
water temperature. and nutrient loading (Kaczynski 1994). it is not possible,
‘however, to quantify the impact a large wildfire will have on the value of commercial

? Vatlue given by m;amm(x%njnr the Upper Feather River.
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and sport fishing. For instance, the amount of sedimentation that occurs will
depend on the soil type and slopes present. Even though it is not possible to
produce a general relationship between hillslope tmpacts and reduced number of
fish on a statewide basis, it is clear that the impacts from inlense wildfire can be
severe.

Wildfires reduce recreational assets in watersheds primarily through diminished
aesthetic values. While il is still possible to white-water raft down a canyon that
has been severely burmed, most people would agree that the lowered aesthetics
reduce the value of the experience. This type of phenomenon is not readily
quantifiable on a dollar per acre basis. By extension, most water-related recreation
losses, including reservoir recreation, produced by severe wildfire are not readily
quantifiable. In specific cases where the effects of a fire were so severe that the
number of visitor days for a particular use significantly dropped, the effects might
be quantified. Relating that value to the number of acres burned would not produce
reliable results, however, since most outdoor recreation is concentrated on a few
scattered, small sites. For example, of the 12 major white-water rafting rivers in the
state, more than half the use is concéntrated on (wo relatively short reaches of one
river, the American.

Watershed rehabilitation is a real and quantifiable cost of large, intense wildfires.
To reduce the adverse impacts previously described, emergeney watershed
rehabilitation plans are implemented on severely burned watersheds with valuable
downstream beneficial uses. 1t is common to aerial seed the most intensely burned
areas with native and non-invasive specics of grasses. Ordinarily, only 10 to 25
percent of the burn area is sceded in chaparral areas and less in forested areas (B.
Parker. CDF, San Luis Obispo, pers. comm.}. Costs range from $30 per acre to
$200 per acre and average approximately $60 per acre.

Conclusion

Large intense wildfires negatively impact both water as a commeodity and water as
an element of the environment. The occasional, shori-term positive gains from
increased water yield are more than offset by the frequent short and long-term
ncgative impacts of increased peak flows, increased sedimentation and decreased
water qualily (see Table 18). Dollar estimates for these impacts are elusive,
notoriously unreliable, and there is great variability from one site to another in the
averagies presented here.
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Table 18, Impacts A

Benafit {(+] or Cost {-) Per Awre
Beneficial Use Burned ($) LS
Water Yield +5310 4812 15t two years
Hydropower generation +317.50 }st two years
Reservarr Storage Capacily -89 10 -390 1st wo years
Reservoir Sedi i $40-3100 st iwo years
Debris Basin Cleanout O o -$8000 Southern CA
Watershed Rehab -$30 to -$200 1st ysar only
Water Quality negutive, unquontifiable Increased furbidity, suspended

sadiment

Flooding negative, unquontifiable Increased peok flow, debris
Fisheries negotive, unquantificble increased sediment, water
Recreation negutive, unquantificble Degraded aesthelicy

Wildlife, Habitat, Plants, and Ecologital Health®

Fire Effeds on Wildlife

Fire can have two markedly different effects on wildlife habitats. Large fires do not
bumn evenly and as a resull produce a mosaic of vegetation and post fire plant
community succession. Alternatively, at a smaller scale, an intense srand-replacing
fire can reduce habitat heterogeneily and foster a uniformity of food and cover value
particularly in areas of simnilar slope, aspect, and soil type. Both outcomes may
either be positive. negative, or exhibil no particular effect depending on the degree
of habitat patchiness, the wildlife specics of concern, and other topographic,
clirnatic, and biotogical variables influencing fire effects. Similarly. the size,
number, distribulion, shape of unburned areas, and fire history of adjacent areas
can markedly influence the population response of a particular wildlife species.
Consistent generalization of the effects of post fire habitat conditions and their
implications for wildlife species is not possible. Species may be favered, negatively
affected, or exhibit no particular response to the post firc environment.

The gencral socictal and frequently institutional view that fire in all its forms and
potential locations results in a wholly negative effect on wildlife is mistaken.
California’s landscapes are dynamic expressions of climate, topography, soils, and
vegelation that are continually changing at a variety of spatial and temporal scales
as a result of both natural and human-caused disturbance and subsequent plant.
community succession. A disturbance regime characteristic of the physical
environment of California was present before influence by Furopean man and
created habitats in which plants and animals had to adap! and perpetuate their
kind. More recent and widespread influcnices by society on the structure and
eomposition of vegetation brought about by various types of disharbance or the Jack
of disturbance (e.g., development, timber harvest, fire control policics, and public
altitudes toward [ire) have influenced the distribution and abundance of many if
notl most wildlife species.

We ore working clntely, wnith the Depariment of Fich and Game ta further strengthen our analysis for this
asser at risk. The di o will be broadened o better incorg health,
and o more complete treatment of both game and nongame wikdlife spectes.
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Evaluating the effects of change in fire regimes on wildlife in tcrms of economic gat
or loss to society requires consideration .of several factors. These include variation
in fire attributes and location. population respense of the species to the post fire
environment separate from other influences, temporal response of the plant and
wildlife community to the fire event, adaptation of species across taxonomic groups
that occupy environments subject to repeated fire, and value society places on
wildlife in either a generic or species-specific sense. Most of these variables have
not been examined or remain unquantifiable,

Direct Effects. The divect effects of fire on wildlife populations vary depending on
body stze, mobility of the species in question, and the intensity and rale of fire
spread, Most vertebrate species move away from fire although some {insectivorous
birds, raptors} may be attracted, ostensibly to take advantage of available prey.
Although some evidence of vertebrate mortality has been reported, the most
comurion opinion is that these losses are negligible, particularly over the long term
for those species of high reproductive potential {Lyon and others 1978). The effects
of fire on inverlebrate populations vary with habitats used and fire intensity.
Populations of surf{ace and soil inhabiting insccts are generally significantly
reduced although other specics are attracted to the bumed area. Reinvasion and
recovery of pre bum insect populations and species diversity likely paraliel recovery
of the vegetation (Lyon and ethers 1978}

Indirect Effects. Fire sets the stage for significant and. depending on habilat type.
long-term alteration of habitats, Flant succession is set back, and vegetation
structure is significantly and immediately altered. Additional changes occur
through the process of plant and animal community succession over time. The net
positive or ncgative effect on habitat capability for all species potentially
encountered along the successional continuum s uncertain. The immediate post
fire environment presents all terreatrial and aquatic species with significant levels
of habitat modification and microclimates that have both positive and negative
effects, Long-lasting negative cffects of a wildfire in prescnt day fire regimes are
likely limited to (1} localized stream habitats, late seral or climax forest habitats
sensitive to fire effects and requiring long periods before re-establishment, (2) sorne
seral habitats that through direct and indirect fire effects do not effectively
regenerate, and {3} areas occupied specifically by species with unstable populations
that are negatively affected by fire occurrence.

The number of speries occupying an area may change little in response to fire in
adjacent habitats. Bendell {1974} {fide Lyon and others 1978) summarized 22
studies of breeding birds and mammals in burned and adjacent unburned habitat.
Overall, fire resulted in a slightly richer avifauna and stable mammalian fauna.
Although some change in population density and trend of species was noted, 80
percent of bird and | pop d about the same in density and
popuilation trends.




191

California Fire Plan

Examples

Late seral forest habitats may be increasingly fragmented or climinated by fire of
high intensity. Consequently, species exhibiting a preference or dependence on
certain forest structural attributes characteristic of these plant communities may
be directly and indirectly lost through habitat modification or displacement.

Fire patterns in the Sierra mixed-conifer zone have changed radically in the
twentieth century. The annual acreage burmned may have declined by two orders
of magnitude when compared with historic levels. This in turn has led to
historically unprecedented buildups in fuels and to sland structures that are
prone to crown fires. Because of these conditions, fires that escape initial
suppression efforts - usually those occurring during extreme weather
conditions — tend to become large, stand-replacing events. (McKelvey and
Weatherspoon 1992 p.261).

Prehistoric fire regimes have changed over time, and probably considerably for
any given climate and vegetation groups, due to human influence. Modern fire
control has attempted'to remove fires from wildlands. Inslead of removing fires,
the result has been a gross distortion in the fire regimes, rernoving most fires of
low and intermediate severity and size and increasing the proportion of large,
high severity (ires (Martin and Sapsis 1992 p.150).

It is axiomatic that fire suppression cannot remove fire from the landscape in
perpetuity. Modern fire control, principally as a result of its own success and
resultant buildup in fuels, has been required to become increasingly effective.
Technological and fire rmanagement improvements have markedly influcnced the
effcets and behavior of fire on the landscape. Other factors have also influenced
vegetation development and fire regimes and include: wetier than normal weather
paiterns early in this century, decrease in Native American ignitions, and increase
in fire prevention through public education (W. Laudensiayer, USDA Forest Service,
pers. comm.).

Fire influence on plant community succession depends on the fire regime and the
plant and wildlife species present. Fire occurrence in some shrub steppe habitat
types (e.g., some forms of bitterbrush and sage), given present day plant
community compaosition, negatively affects the produclivity of the landscape for
certain uses. The capability of shrub steppe habitat in the post fire environment of
the Cascades and castern Sierra Nevada to support a socially valued species, (mule
deer}, is compromised by the influence of a competing and disturbance-tolerant
introduced plant species such as cheatgrass. Ilowever, in the relatively morc mesic
habitats of western Sierra Nevada mixed-conifer, where fire suppression has
promoted plant community maturation and contributed to a reduction in deer
habitat quality, fire occurrence can have a very positive effect (K. Mayer, California
Department of Fish and Garme, pers. comm.}. Finally, unnaturally frequent patterns
of fire can overwhelm the inhercent ability of many fire adapted species of plants to
sustain themselves. This results in type conversion to habitais adapted to a more
frequent or intense fire regime {e.g., coastal sage scrub is converted (o annual
grassland}.
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California’s Mediterranean plant communities. composed of many fire adapted
species, depends on fire disturbanee (o perpetuate the type. It follows that resouree
use by plant and wildlifc species that make up these dynamic communities would
exhibit adaptations consisicrt with periodic habitat disturbance. These adaptations
include lack of specialization in conifer habitats, enhanced dispersal capabilities,
and high and variable birth rates (Udvardy 1969).

The potential negative effects of present day wildfire behavior on specific fire-
sensilive species are clear. Tlabitat alteration that results In negative effects of any
duration or the direct Joss of individuals in 2 small pepulation that is
demographically tenuous may result in local extinction and increased risk to the
species across the remainder of its range. For example, a major concern is fire risk
to preferred habitat of the California spotted owl in the Sierta Nevada {(USDA Forest
Service 1985).

Assigning Vulve Lost or Guined

Several (actors must be considered when determining the scope of the economic
value of wildland fire’s impact on wildlife. For example, Althaus and Mills (1982)
suggest that

Resource output that cannot be readily measured in dollars should not be
farced into the economic analysis, Fire effects on rare and endangered species
are examples of this class of outputs. Intended resource use plays an important
role in determining fire effects. A resource loss takes place anly if the resource
output would have occurred in the absence of the fire.

Wildiife values are generally cxpressed io terms of the value of a consumptive yse
{e.g., hunting} or non-consumplive use tviewing, bird watching, etc.), However other
values also exist and inchude existence value (e.g.. the value assigned o the
knowledge that a species exists in a particular place} or bequest value {e.g., the
valuc assigned to the knowledge that a resource will exist for the enjoyment of one’s
heirs). it is likely that existence and bequcest values are significantly greater than
the more direct forms of value assigned to wildlife (N. Diennis. Jones and Stokes
Associates, pers. comm.). A major tool for determining wildlife value fost or gained
for usc of natural resources that are not traded in markets is contingent valuation.
The contingent valuation method {CVM) is a survey lechnique that constructs a
hypothetical market {0 measure individuals’ "willingness to pay” or to aceept
compensation for differcnt levels of non marketed natural and environmental
resources. The CVM is the only methiod available to measure other resource values,
such as the benefits the public receives in existence and bequest values, at various
levels of certainty. of unique natural envire ts or species {Loomis 1993},

CVM has been emplayer fo assess the value of deer, spotted owls, gray whales,
goose hunting, wildlife viewing, waterfow! in the San Jeaquin Valley, salmon as &
product of water quality, and several other species or area specific examples.
However, the technigue has not been applied to fire effects or other large scale fe.g.,
a statewide assessment area} habitat perturbations on wildlife {J. Loomis, Colorado
State University, pers. comm.).
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Determining the effects of fire on populations of all species of wildlife at a statewide
scale is not feasible. Similarly, assessing the economic implications of fire on
wildlife without the benefit of recognized valuation techniques makes quantitative
value judgments more than problematic. Given these observations, it is only
possible to make a qualitative judgment concerning the potential impact of fire on
all wildlife species, in the aggregate, at a spatial scale represented by the staie of
California.

Fire was a common influence on the structure and function of California‘s
ecosystems in prehistoric times with as much as 5.5 to 13 million acres burning
annually on the average (Martin and Sapsis 1992]. Fire regimes varied in period
between fires, seasonality, dimcnsion, and other characteristics. The fire regime
exhibited under present day fire suppression policies, and as influenced by other
historic variables, is one of many small low intensily fires and one of markedly
more severe, less frequent, and large size fires. Nevertheless, when one considers
qualitatively the economic effect of wildfires on wildlife value for all specics, fire
regimes, and wildland habitats at the scale of the state, 1t is likely that fire, at least
over the short term, has had a net neutral if not beneficial effect {R. Barrett, UC
Berkeley, pers. comm.; W. Laudcnslayer, USDA Forest Service, pers. comm.).

Since the work presented in this section was completed, we have initiated a
cooperative process with the Department of Fish and Game to refine the methods
and data utilized here. An updated wildlife and ecosystem health assets report will
be issued upon completion of this process.

Aggregating Values of Assets at Risk Statewide and at Runger
Units

The Fire Plan Process

As part of the fire plan, a methodology has been developed for a coarse-level
aggregation of individual assets at risk into a single value measure for a given
geographic area. Through this process, geographic areas will be ranked based on
the potential impacts {“total cost"} of a large firc event, and the likelihood of a large
fire event. The objective is to identify high-risk/high- value areas. This coarse
statewide analysis will provide a better understanding of the spatial distribution of
the assets protected and their risks of firc damage. The statewide analysis serves as
a “pointer” to where prefire projects might be needed, and aids in the identification
of the “state interest” in terms of where investment of state resources is
appropriate.

The process of designing and ranking prefire projects, discussed below, will involve
a more detailed and quantitative analysis of assets at risk. This process, which will
involve asset stakeholders, will allow the department to rank potential projects
based on costs and benefits, and quantify the appropriate state contribution to
cost-sharing efforts.
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Mupping and Ranking Values of Assets at Risk

The previous portions of this appendix have detailed the methods used for
estimating the values of assets. In addition, since the fire plan process invelves
identifying high value areas based on total cost of & potential large fire event,
suppression costs and rehabilitation costs must also be included in the asset
analysis.

For the coarse, statewide analysis, each asset at risk is represented within the GIS
using the best available stalewide digital data sources. For a given asset,
geographic areas will be ranked as high, medium or low based on potential impacts
from a large fire event, if one were to occur. A large fire event can be thought of as a
high intensity fire of al least 5,000 acres. Rankings are developed based on the
potential physical fire cffects as well as the human valuation of those effects. For
example, for air quality the physical effects of a large {irc in timberlands is higher
than grasslands due to production of a larger volume of smoke. The valuation of
this cffect will differ based on the additional factor of how many people are affected
within specilic air basins. For exam}'ale. a timberland fire affecting the Northeast
Plateau air basin will have a lower ranking than one Lhat affects the Sacramento
Valley air basin. The specific methodologies for mapping and ranking each asset
follows this general discussion.

For the purpose of ranking polential impacts for a given asset, a common statewide
geographic unit is required. To link the analysis {0 a common map source used by
department field units, the seven minute quad (1:24,000 scalc) boundaries were
sclected as a base. Since they cover large areas {about 35,000 acres), quads are
divided into ninths {about 4,000 acres). The size of these units roughly corresponds
to a “large fire event.” The significance of this is that il can be assumed that if an
assct occurs in the unit, even as a point location (e.g., a nest site or historic
building), it will be affected by 2 large fire event.

By ranking all assets for common geographic units, the results can be displayed in
a matrix similar to Table 19, Table entries, potential impact of a large fire event, are
either O {asset not present}, 1 {Low}, 2 {Medium}, or 3 {High}.

Table 19. Example Asset at Risk Ranking Matrix

Mon-
Popu-! Game| Reg- { H2O Hist Suppr
fa Fire | Air | H2O| Wild-] Ecol e | Stor- |Hydro! oric [Scenic Struc ession | Rehals
Quad | 9| sion {Food Shy Qlty | life | Hith iGume tion | tige | Power | Bidgs LA 1ge Vimber! fures | Costs | Costs
Colfax | 13 3101 22171 1 1 112 3 [] 1 1 0 3 2 1
2f3]ofl 27201 2 (1] 1731(3 0 | 1 1 o 3] 2 1
3y 262121 2 |11 213 oj 1 l2]o 271 1
efvlolviet vy 21yl z1 31 3 el vt T 270 11 1 1
We;Miﬁ Y11 oty i [NENERER RN o1 2121 ¢ 1 1 1
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Identification of High-Value Areas

The asset rankings in the above matrix must be combined into an overall ranking
based on the entire spectrum of assets the department protects. The resull of this
process is a designation of high-value arcas. By including ail impacts of a large fire
event, both economic and non-economic. high-value areas represent places where
the total cost plus damage of a large fire event would be greatest.

Given the ranking approach used, a scheme for weighting asscts at risk, or
assigning relative values. must be developed in order to aggregate values across
asset categories. Obviously, assigning weights that explicitly quantify the relative
importance of the various assets {o the state interest will be controversial. However,
it cannot be avoided if high-value areas are to be identified. 1t is not the role of the
department to altempt to single-handedly determine these weightings. Rather, this
task will be done through the stakeholder process at the ranger unit level.

The State Constitution provides “direction” in terms of the priority ranking various
public issues: (1} public safety: {2) public health; (3] the environment; and {4} public
welfare. Using these categories as an organizing framework, Table 19 suggests how
assets might be grouped.

‘While the Constitution suggests a higher priority of weighting as you move from left
to right in Table 19, it provides no specific weights. While the magnitude of impacts
is potentially more severe on the left, the frequency with which impacts oceur is far
greater on the right. For example, while a large fire event Lhat takes human life is
tragic, it is less frequent than the event that has major impacts on public welfare.

Map Production and Distribution

For each assct at risk, two maps will be produced. First, the ranking map displays
quad ninths shaded as white (asset not present), light gray (Low), gray (Medium), or
black (High). Second, the asset map shows the actual data used to generale the
rankings, for example recreation arcas, watersheds prone to fire-flood, historic
buildings, or range vegetation types. Both of the maps are produced in black and
white in 8.5" by 11" format. This will allow stakeholders with standard printers to
access the files electronically. It also will allow the department to easily reproduce
the maps for distribution.

Field Validation of Assets at Risk

The initial coarse asset analysis for the state will be "fine-tuned” by successive
ranger units. For cach asset, GIS data will be provided to the ranger unit for the
actual location of the assets. The data included may be finer-scale {e.g., from
county GIS programs} than that used for the statewide analysis. A ranking matrix
(Table 20} generated from the asset data will be provided to ranger units as the
database file associated with a GIS data set of quad ninths.
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Tuble 20. Assignment of Assets nt Risk to Public Issus Catagories

Public Safety Public Health The Environment Public Welt,
Population Air quality Non-game wildife {2} (3) | Game wildiife {3}
Fire-flood watersheds | Water supply | Ecosystem health {3} Recreation
Firefighter sofety (1) Water

| Water storage
| Hydroelectric power
| Hisioricbuldings
|Scenicareas
Range
Timber

Struciures

Fire suppression costs (1)
Rehabilitation costs{ 1}

{1} Methadology for mapping and ranking not yet developed. .
{2} tncludas rumerous assets at risk for different rare species, plant communifias, and habitofs.
{3} Methodology fr mepping and ranking under development in cooperation with Deg of Fish ond Gome.

Field validation Involves three possible refinements of the statewide analysis. First,
the scale of the asset data, changes since mapping occurred, or mapping errors
couild lead to improper ranking of some quad ninths. For example, a new
subdivision may not appear in the population asset data, leading to the associated
quad ninth being erroneously ranked as low.

Second, the ranking procedure used al the state Jevel for an asset at risk may be
inadequate to capture all instances of high value. For example, the ranking
procedure for air quality is based on fuel (ype and pepulation within alr basins. At
the local level, even though the larger air basin is sparsely populated there could be
a small inversion-prone valley containing settlement cspecially sensitive o smoke,
for example a retirement communily. This could merit a higher ranking, even
though other areas in the air basin are ranked low.

Pinally, there may be assets that have local importance thal were not included in
the statewide analysis, For example, a timber mill that is an important component
of a local economy would not appear in the statewide framework. As a general guide
1o identifying assets at risk, important qualities to consider inchude, but are not
limited to, uniqueness, economic value, public investment, and any special legal
status.

There could be three processes for feld validation. depending on the asset at risk
{Table 21}. Complete validation !s used for assets that fypically cccur as a relatively
small number of point or area locations. Actual location and fire susceptbility of all
occurrences of these assets can be verified and re-mapped il necessary. For
example, all state designated historic landmarks that are buildings {as opposed to
piaques) can be visited, evaluated for fire susceptibility, mapped within the GIS,
~and ranked in the quad rinth matrix. Stream channels that feed hydroclectric
power plants can probably be verified without site visits based on field knowledge of
jocal power plants.
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Yable 21. Assets ut Risk for Yhree Different Vulidation Procedure Clusses

Complate Cosperutive
Validatien !& 'Illdlliﬂ Yalidatien
Water quokity Wikdlife assets ot risk
Recredlion era-ﬂood weatersheds Ecosystem health

Woeder sbvugg Alr quality Range
_Hydroel power | Timber

Historic bu:l&nL | Supprassion, rehab costs

Scenic areas

Spot validalion will be used for assets that typically cover the entire ranger unit in

[ ar {5, where complete validation is not feasible. The
ranklng map can be scanned for obvious omissions, inconsistencies, or gross
errors. For these problem areas, better information will be needed through feld
experience or actual site visits. The procedure will be to change the quad ninth
ranking in the matrix and document the reason for the change. For most of these
assets, it will not be feasible to change the actual base data since it will typically
involve a significant mapping effort. For example, mapping the actual boundaries of
timber stands is probably not an efficient use of departmental resources {and could
meet landowner resistance}.

For assets that require a specific expertise, it may not be possible for the
department Lo independently validate the data, thus requiring a cooperative
validation process. For these assets, the department will need to engage local

expertise, such as Fish and Game biologists or extensi ts. Further, the
stakcholder process at the ranger unit level will heip to vandate the assetls analysis,
as well.

Since this Is the department's fisst pt at the iderable task of ranking and
validating all asscis susceptible to fire, it is impossible to initially design a
framework that captures all important asset values. The asset framework and
validation process will be refined as the fire plan process progresses through the
ranger unils based on direction from the Board of Forestry, department field staff,
and stakeholders.

Prefire Management Project Selection and Cost Sharing

Following the aggregation of assets at risk, as described above, and the overlaying
of the high fire hazard data layer, the ranger units will be able Lo identify the high-
risk/high value areas that are most in need of prefire management projects. Once
these areas are identified. the department can begin to design potential prefire
projects (such as fuels management, forest health, land usc planning, and fire
prevention) to red PP costs and imp to assets at risk. ‘The next step
in the fire plan process is to determine how limited funds should be allocated
among these potential projects. Given that departmnent funds for prefire projects are
limited, the department must carefully and systematically select the projects that
vide the gr t benefit for a given investment,

The primary goal of the depariment in implementing prefire projects is the
reduction of fire suppression costs and subsequent disaster relief to the state;
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reduction of losses to assets is of sccondary importance. Thus, in selecling among
prefire projects to be applied in high risk/high value areas, the department will look
first at a project’s potential to reduce state suppression and disaster relief costs
should an ignition cccur diring a severe fire wealher period. Those projects that
provide the greatest p 1 supp cost savings for a given project cost will
be highest on the department’s list for implementation.

Another key factor that must be identified is who is receiving the benefits of the
prefire projects and who. accordingly, should be responsible for paying for them
{t.e.. private landowners, local, state, or federal government, or interest groups).
Thus, another step In the project selection and funding process is to determine
these factors and Lo approach the benefiting parties to reques! that they share in
project funding. The department will not be able to implement projects for which
ather benefiting parties donot p an adeg of cost-share funding.
particularly where these projecis do not offer a significant potential reduction in fire
suppression costs. The process of working out cost-sharing of prefire projects will
be carried out through the stakeholder processes conducted at the ranger unit
level.

For each potential prefire project considered by a ranger unit, a framecwork such as
that presented in Table 22 will need to be completed. The table shows, for a
hypothetical prefire project, which stakeholders — state, local, federal, or private —
would bencfit. Beyond this simple identification of values and beneficiaries,
determinations could be made, to the degree possible, of the relative extent of
benefit and, thus, the relative shares of the project costs that cach stakeholder
should be dered to be resp ble to support. For example, assuming that
each cell with an X in Table 22 represents an equal benefit valuc, then the state
would be expected to support 1/2 of project cost {split among the Air Resource
Board, Department of Water Resources, Department of Fish and Game, and the
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection), local govemment would be expected to
support 3/8ths, und private parties 1/8th of project costs.

Tuble 22. identifylng Assots Affectod and Stuhoholders for u Nypothotical Profire Projoct
Assets ot Mgk Swta [ Leesl Yodoral Private

Air Quality X (AR} X

Ronge

Recreciion

Struciurey X X

Timber

Watersheds X (DWR/DFG} X

Wildlife ond Plants X [DFG}

Othar Assels

Suppression and X {CDR)

Rehabsilitation Costs
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Summary

The fire plan assets at risk assessment results in the identification of prefire
management projects, within ranger units and across the state, that offer the
greatest net benefits (o the slate, local government, federal government, and the
private sector. The first step of this process, the statewide identification,
quantification, and valuation of assets at risk to large, damaging fires, has been
largely completed, although work is ongoing with the Department of Fish and
Game, the State Water Resources Control Board staff, and other stakeholders to
refine our approaches to wildlife, plants, ecosystem health, water, and watersheds.
‘The second step of aggregating assets across the state on a geographically is under
way. Work to refine the statewide data has commenced with the first pilot ranger
unit. Once this is completed, and the fire hazard overlay added to the analysis, the
ranger unit will be able to identify those arcas that have the highest fire hazard and
risk, and thus merit consideration for the application of prefire projects. Once
potential prefire projects are identified, the beneficiary identification and cost-
sharing analysis procedures can be initiated. Finally, project selection and
implementation decisions can be made on the basis of which projects provide the
highest benefits and have received an adequate level of funding from the various
bencliting parties.
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Appendix D. Prefire
Management Process: For
Pilot Ranger Units and the
Postfire Component

Summary

“If you always do what you always did, you will always get what you always got.”
That adage, cited in the Strategic Fire and Resource Protection Plan for the
Stanislaus National Forcst, presents a solid if colloguial argument for prefire
management with a strong postfire element.

Prefire management addresses fuel loading, fuel arrangement, land-use pattems
and ignition management to reduce the costs and losses of wildland fires. The
postiire element seeks and applies lessons to be learned after each Jarge, damaging
wildfire to break the cycle of disastrous fires.

The {mportance of ful prefire mar is evident in the Increasing
inlensily of wildland fires, high damage levels and suppression costs; population
increases and movement into wildland areas; and limited fire-protection budgets at
private, local, state and federal levels.

Increased development in traditional wildland areas has varied throughout the
state, but three fairly distinct categories have evolved: highly developed land;
development intermixed with wildland; and solely wildland areas {fundeveloped).
Add in the changes in the natural fire regime, with accompanying increase in fucl
loading, and the result is a complex challenge for wildland fire protection agencies.
It should be addresscd in planning and implementing prefire, suppression and
postfire programs,

All three phascs of fire management must be targeted at areas with high-value
assets at high risk of loss to large, high-intensity wildfires. This priority
acknowlcdges the limited federal, statc and local budgets for fire-protection
agencies. It will require inventories of assets to be protected, comparison with the i
hazards they face, and factoring in the probability a large fire will occur. It is where
these arcas overlap that additional investment is warranted to reduce losses.

One traditionally narrow aspect of firc protection is postfire treatment. Gencrally, it
has meant rehabilitation efforts Lo reducc soil eresion after a large intense fire.
Liitle attcntion has been paid to the future conditions of the landscape and
corresponding development, but long-lerm resulls diclate the condidons and fuels
available in the next large wildfire.
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it is time to expand postfire treatment from watershed rehabilitation into broader
prefire management that will break the cycle of large damaging wildfire, Postfire
management must inctude postiire assessments, watershed rehabilitation. prefire
management analyses and a collaborative planning process. In turn, it must be
part of a balariced approach addressing fire prevention, forest health, land-use
planning. and fuel and ecosystem management. To be successful, these programs
will require:

O Comprehensive planning and increased coordination — not just by the
traditional fire and land management agencies but also by private landowners,
private industry, the education system and other resource-related
organizations.

O A greater level of investment by those who benefit the most from fire protection
al p-ivate, iocal, state and federal levels. The costs and benefits of each
planning and implementation project will require more attention.

Postfire Assessment

Wildfires affect both natural resources and those developed by society. All these
resources were ihe assets at risk before the fire and the same assets will be at risk
when the area burns again, There are the basic steps to postfire assessment.

Identify resources. Nine basic classifications of assets at risk were identified in the
wildland fire protection planning effort undertaken by the Board of Forestry. They
are life and safefy, air qualily. range, recreation on public wildlands, structures,
timber, water and watershed, wildlifc and habitat for listed species, and other
resource assets (such as unique scenic arcas and cultural and historic resources}.
These eight provide a stariing point; other assets to protect from wildfire can be
identified locally.

Take prefire inventory of the ares. This would first include such natural
conditions as seils, vegetation, topography. watercourses and wildlife habitat
conditions. Second is an inventory of prefire development; it would include
conditions of the transportation system, types of structures and building materials
used, waler sources, landscaping near structures. and any presuppression
activitics that were used.

Note damage to both natural and development resvurces. An effort should be
made to include factors that could have reduced the damage. For example, where
structures had wood-shingle roofs, it should be noted that a change in building
materials could have reduced the chance of loss. Where a plantation bumed, any
opportunity to provide prefire treatment of the plantation or surrounding area
should be noted.

A Plunning Approach for Posttire Hazord Reduction

The information gathered from the postfire assessment supports a planning process
that ¢an reduce losses of valued assets when the next large fire burns all or part of
the same area. It provides the base for watershed rehabilitation and managing the
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area overall to avoid re-creating the conditions that supported the first firc. This is
prefire management.

1t addresses the components of fuel loading. fuel arrangement, land-use patterns
and ignition management through a prefirc management plan. Its tools include
traditionat fire prevention, vegetation (fuels) management, forest health and land-
use planning programs that arc more aggressively emphasized in a focused effort.
Prefire management does address thc protection of high-value, high-risk, high-
hazard areas which are likely 1o burn under optimum fire weather conditions.

Management options include:
O Ignilion reduction {education and arson programs)

O Hazard mitigation (prescribed burning or mechanical fuels reduction
treatments)

o)

Exposure mitigation (fire-safe building standards, land-use planning, insurance
policy conditions, and application of near home fire-safe guides)
’

Fire suppression planning
Silvicultural ireatments for improving forest health
Forest management to achieve firc-resistant forest structure

Research and technology development

O 0O 00 O0

Development of cooperative agreements and mechanisms

The implementation and execution of the prefire strategy (postfire hazard
miligation) must be part of a larger process. Thal provides a comprehensive plan
involving all institutions and stakeholders in the planning and implemcntation of a
strategic fire management plan for a given fire environment.

Prefire Plunning Process for Pilot Ranger Uniis

Using the prefire planning process results in guides to postfire hazard reduction. }t
will yield the mosl efficient blend of the prefire tools and the ratio of cost vs. losses
most acceptable to the local community.

The Board of Forestry 1995 Fire Plan is moving to implement a process for the
development of prefire management in three of CDF's ranger units:
Nevada-Yuba-Placer, Tuolumne-Calaveras and Riverside. The process will be refined
and sct an example of how to develop a plan that will reduce the cost of
suppression together with a reduction in losses of assets at risk.

The process employs 13 steps that can be followed by any interested community,
watershed group, resource conservation district or other locally organized group.
This will likely require the participation and assistance of the wildland fire
protection and land management agencies within the planning area.
1. CDF staff produces maps of the local area showing:

» Success rate of initial attack fire protection agencies

s Fuel hazards i
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+ Commodity and non-commodity assets protecied
¢ Severe fire weather days per year.

All four criteria are to be summarized in high, medium and low risk categories.
The results are to be shown on geographic information system (GIS) maps.

. A separate GIS map is generated that identifies the high-risk areas where prefire
management is to be applied.

CDF FRAP unit provides the ranger unit with an assets al risk GIS map for each
asset in the area.

. Separate community level meetings are scheduled with respective stakeholders
for each asset at risk. The meeting is to acquaint the stakeholders with the
process and bring their expertise and knowledge to bear on the asset maps that
identify high-, medium- and low-risk areas.

Ranger unit personnel provide ground review and validation of the high-risk
prefire management areas. Validation will be used to make any identifled
corrections in GIS maps.

. Ranger units corrcct the maps with assistance, as needed, from CDF
headquarters staff. Headquarters produces final GIS maps for developing prefire
management projects.

. The ranger unit forms a group with local expertise to define alternative

prescriptions for prefire 1 proj that will reduce total costs and
losses of a future major firc burning through the area in severe fire weather.
. Ranger unil staff, with from headquarters staff and from
stakeholders with expertise, identify fc and asgets
P ted and ted reductions in costs and losses if prefire management
are ! rted

. Ranger unit staff identifies the mix of local, state or federal govemment or
private funding needed for prefire management projects based upon the levels of
interest and stockholder values.

10. Prefire management projects are ranked based on cost effectiveness and local

community and stakeholder values.

11. The ranger unit holds a second set of meetings with the stakeholders who are to

provide funding.

12. The results are presented at a public meeting in the communtiy to review the

assessments, results and proposed prefire management projects.

13. The pilot prefire management profects are aggregated for use in approaching the

defined funding organizations.

The process not only should address local fire protection needs but also should

result in projects to address ecosystem needs. Involving all organizations and the

«ivate sector provides greater potential of ng the ! and fundt
-ers that have killed similar plans in the past.

e
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Annual [or more frequent} monitoring should be included when prefire management
plans are implemented. I helps determine effectiveness of the projects in reducing
costs and losses to the wildland fire protection system. Monitoring should be tested
against pre-projeci condilions and should allow for adjustments for initial attack
fires, Results should be used 10 adjust project design and priorities over time.

A prefire 1t plan will in a living doc t as long as it is guided by
the local community needs.

100
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Appendix E. Blue Book
Allocation and Staffing
Standards

Introduction

An analysis of the current Blue Book Staffing and Allocation Standards indicates
that they are not meeting current fire protection needs. Existing standards are tied
to the 1985 Fire Plan and have not been updated since that time. During this
period the value of the funding for 4he currently authorized positions have been
impacted due to various budget decisions. Additionally the funding and authority
required to staff the budgeted fire season does not match the operational definition
of fire season.

The analysis of fire season length and staffing allocalions was conducted using
actual ranger unit fire history and damage based on 10-13 years of actual fire
occurrence data and 34 years of initial attack success based on the current Board
of Foresiry policy of suppressing all fires at 10 acres or less. The Department will
make a recommendation prior (o the 1996 fires season in regard to the current
three allocation levels for Board consideration to more accurately reflect the severe
fire periods when resources need to be staffed at the highest level of readiness.

The Blue Book is associated with the Temporary Help Blanket positions, These
temporary positions are funded for staffing during “an average bad fire season.” The
staffing and allocation staffing Jevels are spread over three periods — 1 - Spring; 2 -
Peak; 3 - Fall. The continuing goal of these three periods for initial attack engines
are as follows:

O During the spring and fall periods, staffing will be consistent with the fuels,
weather, and expected firc severity.

O During the peak period, every action must be made to provide 3.0 staffing for all
initial attack engines during the daylight period with some planned overnight
uncovering of second engines at two-engine stations.

During severe seasonal conditions when fire scverity is expected to exceed the
“average bad fire season,”* additional funding, staffing and/or augmentations will
be requested.

1°The “awerage b fire senson” is an average of the past 10-15 years of fire seasen activity described in
dumtion of months and weeks, broker: out as {"transition” in or out of “peak”} and “peak” perinds. This is
; known.as the budgeted fire season.

101
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With regard to contract counties and the Gray Book. any changes to the Blue Book
should be studied for applicability.

The current Blue Book fire season periods and staffing standards are included in
the appendix for reference.

Action

O The department will be recommending to the Resource Protection Committee
changes to the current three allocations levels that more accurately reflect
severe periods and a higher level of readiness.

O An analysis of the Gray Book in regard to action #1 needs to be completed
within time limits recommended by the Resource Protection Committee.

E Fond

Emergency fund expenditures are being analyzed by the department. The main
focus for now is statewide trends. This issue should be brought back for further fire
plan analysis when depm:tmcnt analysis is complete.

Crewor Civil Servica Caxs Number of Allocation Level
Station Type and Calegory Porsonnel 1 [} [
Delection
Tookout o - secs pm F] 9 1 0
Dispatch
«cc - ro. [clerk 3 3 3 3
wee - c.u. [copt - coded 3 3 3 3
Ground altack
1 engine station <apt - coded 2 2 2 2
copt - peem pm 0.5 8.334 8.486 B.654
foe - 3008 pm [ 42 42 &
/i - secn pm 335 1628 16.78 21.28
2 engine siation copt - coded 2 2 2 2
capt - seas pm
foe < coded i 1 1 1
foe - seas pm i 8.4 9.1 13.6
i - see pm 7 32.55 37.55 42.55
ot stondard hfeo coded 2 2 2 2
&t w/ ) comp hiso e coded [ 7 Y 1
Air Attack
cir bose capt - seas pm 2 12 12 12
foe_~ seas pm ] 425 4325 4325
i - veas pm 35 14 14 14
Halisack
Light copler copl - coded 1 i 1 )
|copt - seas pm 1 4 4 4
~ snc pm 2 7 7 7
Wi - veos pm & 24 24 24
Medium copler capt - coded 1 1 1 1
3 i 16 18
2 7 7 8.4
[ 36 3 58.5
1 1 1 1
1 45 4 65
Season Langth Pack Langh
{in months) {in months)
s 4
7 5
[ )
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Glossary

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

climax forest

See late seral forest.

CFES-IAM

California Fire Economics Simulator-Initial Attack Module, a software program for

modeling the initial attack system and simulating changes in the fire protection
system.

contract counties

In California, the six counties that provide fire-protection services in state
responsibility arcas under contract with the state. These counties are Marin, Bern,
Santa Barbara, Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange.

defensible space

Adeguate space {free from flammable vegetation) between structures and Dammable
vegetation, which allows firefighters a safe working area within which to attack an
oncoming wildfire.

FMAZ

Fire management analysis zone, the baste planning unit for fire protection
planning.

s

Incident Command System.

ignition management

Includes fire prevention program activities that are aimed at preventing the ignition
of wildland fires and/or reducing damage from fires. Components include law
enforcement, public education, engineering, fuels modificalion, and fire-safe
planning.

initial attack

‘The wildfire conirol efforts taken by resources that are first to arrive at a wildfire.
interface, or wildland interface

‘The geographical meeting point of two diverse systems, wildland and structures, At
this interface, structures and vegetation are sufficiently close that a wildland fire
could spread fo structures or a structure fire ignite vegetation. See intermix.
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intermix, or wildland intexrmix

Interspersing of developed land with wildland. where there are no easily discernible
boundaries between the two systems. An example would be what real estate
brochures deseribe as “ranchettes” or “weekend farmer™ homes. Poscs more
problems in wildland fire management than interface.

I-zone
Casual reference to wildland interface and/or intermix,
late seral forest

A forest that has evolved, through successional processes, near to the end of the
successional line, or climax forest. Only through disturbance {fire or clear-cutting,
for example] will the forest return to an earlier seral (successional) stage.

pollution rights

In some areas, industries can buy and sell rights to emit specified amounts of
pollutants, ’

ranger unit

Administrative unit of the CDF.
silviculture

The art of cultivaling a forest: forestry.
stakeholder

Any person, agency or organization with a particular interest — a stake — in fire
safety and protection of assets from wildland fires.

stand-replacing fire
A fire that kills most or alf of the trees in a section of forest.
uncontrolled fire

Any fire that threatens to destroy life, property or natural resources, and either is
not burning within the confines of firebreaks, or is burmning with such intensity that
it could not be readily extinguished with ordinary tools commonly available. See
wildfire.

wildland fire

Any fire occurring on undeveloped land. See wildfire.

wildfire

A fire occurring on wildland that is not meeling management objectives and thus
requires a suppression response.

Sources tnclude the Glossary of Fire logy, produced by the Incident Command System
g Teant: £ by the National Wiidfire Coordinating Group
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98/92/193%  #5:15 164415587 sAC PAGE 82

California State Association of Counties

I_—j August 27 1999

0 K St
m The Henoreble Fran Roudebush
(as  Plumas County Board of Supervisors
#4520 Main Street, Room 309
plarn Quincy, CA 95971
916 327 7500
AERT RE:  Herger-Feinstein Quiney Library Group Forest Recovery Act

Dear Supervisor Roudebush:

The California State Assodiation of Ceunties (CSAC) supports legislative efforts relative
1o forestry issucs that zim 1o reduce the risk of fire, restore forest healith, and provide
comumunity stability. Given this longstanding polivy dirsction CSAC supporrs the goals of
the Forest Health and Economic Recovery Act of 1997 and encourages its implementation

It is our understanding that 2 draft Envir } Impact Stad on the various

impl ion comp of the Forest Health and Fconamic Recovery Act is currently
being circulated for conment, Although CSAC will not br submitting comments on this
document, we are confident that the recommendations of the Quincy Library Group will
promote implementation measures that are consistent with the Act and the intent of

Congress.

Last but not least, CSAC applauds the consensus building efforts of the Quincy Library
Group (QLG). Their dedication to forest health and corumunity stability is very
commendable.

Please fee! free to contact me if we can be of Farther assistance.
szq:iv’\

Karen A. Keene
Legislative Representative
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2. Any federal grants or contracts (including subgrants or subcontracts) which were
received since October 1, 1996, from the * by the organization(s) which you
represent at this hearing, including the source and amount of each grant or contract:

3. Any other information you wish to convey to the committee which might aid the
members of the Committee to better understand the context of your testimony:

*Note: When the witness letter is sent out, complete the blank to identify the Federal
agency or agencies overseeing the program or law which is the subject of the hearing.



214
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California State Association of Counties

D August 27 1999

100 K St
m The Honorable Fran Roudebush
CoMonio Plumas County Board of Supecvisors
95814 520 Main Strect, Room 309
T Quincy, CA 95971
46,327, 7500
n 5‘“,’;';‘7' RE:  Herger-Feinstein Quincy Library Group Forest Recovery Act

Dear Supervisor Roudebush:

The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) supports legistative efforts relative
to forestry issues that aim to reduce the risk of fire, restore forest health, and provide
conununity stability. Given this longstanding policy direction CSAC supports the goals of
the Forest Health and Economic Recovery Act of 1997 and encourages its implementation.

It is our understanding that a drafi Envir ] Impact St on the various

impl ion comp of the Forest Health and Fconomic Recovery Act is currently
being circulated for comment. Although CSAC will not be submitting comments on this
document, we are confident that the recommendations of the Quincy Library Group will
promote implementation measures that are consistent with the Act and the intent of
Congress,

Last but not least, CSAC applauds the consensus building cfforts of the Quincy Library
Group (QLG). Their dedication to forest health and comnmunity stability is very
commendable.

Pleasc fecl free to contact me if we can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,

W%@,%,H\

Karen A. Keene
Legislative Representative
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AuQg-27-99 12:12P Frank Stewart 530-345-3876

Piiot Project - Economic Estimates

Fing! EIS
County Acres % Torast Reserve Revenues Economic Aclivites
QLG/PP Annual Estimate Annual Estmate
Plumas 46% $9.660.000 $122,320,000
Lassen 19% $3.990,000 $50.730.000
Shasta 2% $2,520,000 $32,040,000
Tehama 8% $1,680,000 ' $21.360,000
Sierra % 81,470,000 $18,690,000
Sutte 6% . $1.260,000 $16,020,000
Yuba 1% : $210,000 $2,670,000
Nevada 1% $210,000 . $2,670,000
. ! .
FEIS Totai Estmates: $21.00C,000 $267,000,000
Note:
"These values are valuable for making compari between alternatives: however

they shouid not be interpreted as precise or exact values that will result from
implementation of the atemnatives.”

Pest-it’ Fax Note 7671 [P Sage. *
s e -
",E-rf\‘iui'( ey rom Py L
3 =3

- P
Phors & Phone 4."'%' _;’ /"l‘

*8s2- s ™
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Regional Council of
Rural Counties

1020 12th Strect

Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 935814
(916) 447-4806

{916) 448-3154 (fax)

PRESIDENT
RAY NUTTING
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RCRC FAX NO. 18164483154 P.

July 6, 1999

Mr. David Peters, Project Manager

USDA — US Forest Service

Quincy Library Group, Forest Recovery Act Project EIS
P.O, Box 11500,

Quincy, Calif. 95971-6025.

Dear Mr. Peters:

E} Dorsdo County —

FIRSY VICE PRESIDENT
EDWARD T. BAMERT
Amador County

YICE FRESIDFENT
ROBERT MEACHER
Flumas Couruy

The 27 member counties of the Regional Councii of Rural Counties
(RCRC) are strongly in support of Aiternative 2 of the QLG Draft £iS. We
betieve that this alternative along with the comments submitted by Quincy
Library Group provides social, environmental and economic benefits for
ali Californians.

The counties of the Sierra, some consisting of 90% federal lands,

o recognize that these federal lands are a national treasure. We feel

TREASU!
LINDA ARCULARIUS
Inyo County

SECRETARY
BILL MERRIMAN
Laikc County

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
RIAN DARLE

Lassen County

THOMAS FARNETT

Muao Ceunty

JERRY CIARDINO
Siskiyou

strongly that local communities, involving a diverse cross-section of
interests, have an important role in helping to shape the management of
these lands. We believe that this type of local investment wiil lead to
improving the gverall haalth of the forest ecosysterns and enhancing the
quality of life for ali that live in, and visit, the Sierras

RCRC has been deeply involved in the CALFED Bay-Delta process and
believes that Alternative 2 is consistent with CALFED's watershed
objectives. The restoration of these watersheds, the enhancement of the

cowner fisheries and the reduction of fuel loads are vital to the water quality and

BRENT HASTEY
Yube County

RICHARD PLACE

Sun Beuts County

JOE RIVERO

Mereod Cawnty
DIRECTOR EMERITUS
PATT{ MATTINGLY
Siskiyou County

RCRC STAFF

MARCIA L. BASQUE
Executive Dircctor

JOHN S. BROOKS
Operations Manager

DAVID R, FRENCH

Director, Governmental Affairs

MEVEES COUNTIES
AL MORCED
AMALOR MODOC
DUTTE MOND
CALAVERAS NEVADA
COLUSA PLACER
TEL NOATE HiMaS
Pt DORADO BENITO
CLEMN SUASTA
nNve SIEARA
LAKE  SISKIVOY
LASSEN TEHAMA
MADGRA TRINITY

MARITOTA  TUOLUMNG
Yuoa

availability for all Californians. One only has to look at the extensive effort
to eradicate Northern Pike from Lake Davis in Plumas County to see the
inter-dependency of our ecosystems.

We strongly support the findings of Alternative 2 and befieve that it
mirrors the intent of Congress and the Administration. We have reviewed
the draft EIS and find it to completely validate the full QLG program.
RCRC urges the Forest Sefvice to quickly move forward with the
seleclion and implementation of this aitemative. if you have any
question, or require additional information, please conlact me at (916)
447-4806.

DD

David R. French
Director, Governmental Affairs

cc: Plumas County Board of Supervisors

FAAPPS\DOCS\Gavernmental Affairs\Quincydeis.doc
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PLUMAS UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

SUPERIN'I{ENDENT‘S RECOMMENDATION
BUDGET REDUCTIONS
. 1992-93
(ADJUSTED)

In April, the Superintendent characterized the Plumas Unified School District as
being: at-nqk finandally. We were faced with a State that is not recovering from a
recession and a sharp drop in Forest Reserve Funds. Forest Reserve Funds will
hold for 1992-93, but the State is still struggling through the recession. As a
school disttict in California, we are tied directly to the State economy and have
no control over our local i mc.ome In April, we were faced with cutting our
budget over §1 million and today we are facing a revised reduction of $769,000.

The Plumas Unified School District has, in recent years, made numerous
reduictions to balance the budget. Classified empioyees have been reduced and
the District Office currently has 1 1/4 certificated administrators funded through
the General Furid. The "easy" or traditicnal cutting has already been done. The
budget rediictions for: the 1992-93 school year will begin to impact students and
the educatibnal program. [The 1992-93 budget will reflect a reduction in teaching
staff.and a reduction in materials for students. The total impact of the cuts for
1992-93 will be softened somewhat by transfers from accounts and the
implementation of a charge to employees to pay for increases in the cost of
medical benefits. In recent years, the PUSD has paid all costs for medical fringe
benefits. Iri 1992-83, the employees will pay a portion of the premiums equal to
the cost increases.

The outlook for [1992-93 is istill uncertain as the State still faces a recession. Our
budget is biilt on income hssumptions that were presented by the Governor in
January. Itis possible that further cuts will be implemented when the State
budget is adopted. Itis conceivable that the PUSD could face additional costs of
$400,000 t0:$1.2 million in khe next three weeks. This is out of our controt and we
can enly wait and hope.

The prospect for 1993-94 is extremely bleak for the PUSD with Forest Reserves
projected t¢ drop by $1.2 million and the California economy still not breaking
free from the recession.

1992-93 BUDGET PROCESS

The 1992-93 budget process has not been as thorough as the Board or
Supérintenident would have liked. The last five months have been spent
darifying aibudget formatjfrom the previous administration and ensuring that
all expendituresi were posted to the proper accounts. In developing our new
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budget forinat, it was necéssary to rebuild the budget from the previous year.
This ime-consuming prodess was compounded by the small staff assigned to the
Business Department in the District Office. Both Lisa Farnworth-Turner,
Accountant, and Cathy Schmidt, Supervisor of Business and Personnel Services,
devoted nymerous extra hours and weekends to make the needed changes. They
reviewed the expmdm:res of over $18 million dollars in just a few short weeks.

Gwen thel process of rebuilding the 1991-92 budget and then transferringittoa
new: f format for 1992-93, the information was not available in a timely mariner to
get thorough staff and cotmunity input. However, when information did
become available, the prirjcipals at all schoo! sites conducted meetings with their
staff and rarous community groups to inform and solicit ideas and
recommendations. In reviewing the outcomes of the various meetings, it was the
consensus of the principals that everyone recognizes the severity of the budget
problem and the difficult task that the Board of Trustees faces in making actual
cuts. Theiquts s:uggmd tanged across a broad spectrum. Many represented
only minithal savings of ajfew hundred dollars, several are not legally possibie
dueito Fedéral and State mandates, and numerous will require detailed study
and review to determine actual budgetary impacts.

The cuts recommended by the Superintendent are only partially guided by the
outcomes!of the numerous meetings. This does not mean the meetings were not
valuable of wete a waste of time. On the contrary, the meetings set the direction
for our planmng for the 1993-34 budget when far more severe cuts will be
necessary: | This year's meetings will prove to be invaluable as we start the
planning prooess for the 1993-94 budget.

SUPER!N'TENDWS RECOMMENDED CUTS FOR 1992-93 BUDGET
: {Priority order)

L Conisolidate Shared Contracts $137,960
Theé superintendent took administrative action to
congolidate shared kontracts and reduce the number of
fringe benefit packages paid. This action resulted in
thel reduction of 3. GF!'E teachers and 6 fringe benefit
packages

2. Reductiun of Temporary Teachers $ 27,764
There were three positions district-wide that were
temporary slots on F one-time basis. These positions
will not be refilled.

3. Insurance Co-Payment $164,102
Both negotiated cortracts allow the District to require
theiemployees to pay for insurance increases over the
basé year of 1990. A payment of $403.20 would be
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chiairged to 407 employees.
4, Attition $200,000

10.

Employees who leave through resignation or leaves

wauld not be replaped. Evaiuahm‘xofﬂus willbeona
case-by-case basis. |1t is anticipated that we will lose

5 FEE through attrition who will not be replaced for

1992-93.

Atttition/Transfer) Special Education $ 80,000
We have experienced the loss of two special education
teachers for the 1992-93 school year. These teachers

willibe replaced by regular education teachers transferring
intoithese positions. | .

50% Reduction in School Site Carryover $80,350
Ead\yean-mcarrybvammthenevtywmmeymt
wasinot spent f dmaehomryaemunuatdwschool
sited. This money has been a “savings sccourt” for the
schoolsms ‘Ihis:arryovensmtasundndprma

in many districts. A 50% reduction will have an impact,
?:t‘&otmllydlsmptfutumphnsfor&emniedm

District Travel & Mileage (6401-5210) $ 5,000
Thei5210 acoount fpr the district administrative was

cut $9,162 from the 199192 budget. This cut represents

an additional $5,000 reduction in this account.

District Supplies 64014300} $ 2,500
This account was averspent by approximately $2,000
ml”l&rﬁh&mﬂummdummw

A teduction of $2,500 represents a 16% reduction. When

thibiis added ¢ thei $2,000 of additional 1991-92 expendi-

tures, it fepresents kn impact of about 25%.

Reduction in Site Discretionary $ 39,500
A geduction of $10 per studernt in the amount spent on
ix\ﬂtx:ctibmlsupplnsandequnmt. This may be

offxet bylan in ded to class size

ovétage funds usec bymfammiﬂs,ﬁeld
trips, or aide time.

Teteym $ 16,000
Alliprincipals will inonitor ali phone bills and plan to
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cut9r consolidate all long-distance calls

;

11. Elimmaﬁon of Alternative Education Contract $ 10,000
199192 theilPUSD contracted with Mr. Bill
i 10 manage the alternative education and sumumer
jol programs. This contract was for $15,000. The
swmjmer school position was separated and contracted
at $§,000 which results in 2 $10,000 savings.

SUBTOTAL $763,176

12. Capihl Qutlay and Improvements (6200} $ 10,000
-53 we will conduct our chemical sweep to
geﬂ_ #id of materialsinow classified as toxic. We should
be able to cut in this area.

SUBTOTAL $773,176
13.  Tex{books, General Purpose (6101-4140) $ 66,750
Replace only essential textbooks and materials. We
willstill have $15,000 left in this account.
SUBTOTAL $839,926
14.  Maintenance Overtime $ 2,000
SUBTOTAL $841926

15, Athiletic Transportation $ 62,950
. Repxenems the total cost for all athletic transportation.

SUBTOTAL $904 876

PHajk
6/16/92
6/15/92 Adjusted *
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environmenta! devastation that lies ahead for some 39 million acres of national forest lands
in the 11 western states.

I believe the experts are correct, and that the “Window of Opportunity” for the US Forest
Service to implement a meaningfu] and consistent plan of action is rapidly closing as
evidenced by the current situation. As such, the US Forest Service must move decisively
and grab the golden ring handed to them by this committee and charge through the
“Window of Opportunity” to aggressively implement the forest health and fuel reduction

programs of the Pilot Project at the maximum scale, pace and resolve that budgets will
allow.

Throughthe GAO teport, the forest service views the construction of strategic fuel
breaks as a method to reduce fuel hazards without reducing the fuel loads in order to
isolate and limit the spread of catastrophic fires. As such, fuel breaks are viewed asa
short term and last resort strategy.

Under the Pilot Project however, the system of strategically located Defensible Fuel
Profile Zones (Shaded Fuel breaks) are viewed as the first phase in a two step strategy to
reduce fuel loads and improve forest health conditions across the landscape. Once the
DFPZ system is established across the landscape, then further fuel reduction and thinning
projects should continue on the matrix lands between the various DFPZ’s. Since the
silvicultural prescriptions utilized during phase one and phase two meet the desired future
conditions of an all aged multi-storied and species stand structure, the mairix lands and
DFPZ lands will be indistinguishable over time.

Though the Pilot Project covers 2,5 million acres of national forest lands on three national
forests in eight counties, private property and various communities within this area will
also be impacted. Intermingled and adjacent to the Pilot Project area is an additional 2.3
million acres of private property and foresis.

To maximize the total environmental benefits of the DFPZ system, annual forest service
srojects must be coordinated with the various private industrial and non-industrial land
ywrers as well as the communities within and adjacent to the Pilot Project area. Through
he County Fire Safe Councils in Plurnas, Butte, Yuba, Placer-Nevada, Lassen and Shasta
“ounties, the forest service is provided an opportunity to coordinate fuel reduction and
JFPZ projects in various watersheds with the other property owners. Several fuel
eduction projects are currently taking place within the pilot project area and more will

evelop as the forest service implements the planning phase associated with the FY-2000
rojects:

Yuba County Fire Safe Council has a fuel reduction project funded under Propositio
204 that coordinates efforts of Plumas National Forest, Soper Wheeler Company an
various non-industrial land owners along Oregon Ridge Road in Yuba County.
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e Butte County Fire Safe Council has a local fuel reduction education project sponsored
by the Forest Ranch Preservation Alliance. This fuel reduction “demonstration” project
was initiated by the private land owners and is Iocated on state right-away along
Hiway 32. During the current fire storm, the FRPA established a vital information
center at the Post Office in Forest Ranch in order to provide accurate and timely fire
information to the citizens of Forest Ranch. The California Department of Forestry,
US Forest Service and the media utilized this valuable community asset to get the
appropriate information to the citizens.

e Lassen/Plumas County Fire Safe Councils are working with industrial and non-
industrial private forest land owners, Lassen National Forest and Pacific Gas and
Electric in constructing a Shaded Fuel Break project around the communities in the
Lake Almanor area of Plumas County.

The pace of the construction of DFPZ’s across the landscape is the key to the success of
the Pilot Project. To construct a DFPZ that is one mile long by a quarter mile wide, 160
acres must be treated. The Act sets the a range of 40,000 to 60,000 acres of treated
DFPZ’s annually for the term of the Pilot Project. The impact of such a range option over
the term of the Pilot Project can be quite significant:

Range Annual Acres Total Acres Total Miles
Minimum 40,000 acres 200,000 acres 1,250 miles
Maximum 60,000 acres 300,000 acres 1,875 miles

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements reveal that the Pilot Project is being
planned at the 44,000 acre annual level which translate to a total of 220,000 acres or
1,375 miles of DFPZ construction. Though these minimal performance targets meet the
requirements of the Act, they only attain 73% of the authorized opportunity to treat fuel
load conditions across the landscape. Since this is a Pilot Project that is intended to test
the merits of a strategic system of Defensible Fuel Profile Zones, then performance
standards and targets must be raised to the maximum potential authorized under the Act.
If environmental problems develop during the implementation phase, then the monitoring
and independent third party scientific evaluation process will correct any project
deficiencies.

In addition to the magnitude of the fuel reduction across the landscape, the issue of pace
also has direct impacts on the social and economic well being of the citizens and
businesses within the eight county area of the Pilot Project. The following information has
been taken from various tables in the FEIS. For comparison purposes, Alternative 5 is
shown to relate the social and economic impacts of the management theory promoted
under the concept of large land reserves, wide riparian buffer zones and minimal
mechanical fuel reduction with the utilization of wildfire and prescribed fire as the main
vegetation management prescriptions. Figures relate the total impact of the Pilot Project
for the term period of five years:
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Identify High-Risk/High-Value Areas: Based upon thic analyses and the GIS
databases described above, a ranger unit map is generated that identifics high-
risk/high-value arcas where large damaging wildlires are most likely to occur and
become high-cost and high-loss conflagrations. These can be ranked from highest
Lo lowest priorities for future resource allocations decisions.

Validate High-Risk /High-Value Arcas by the ranger units: Most of the data used
to generate (he high-risk/high-value maps were developed from GIS overlays of
databases for areas within ranger units. Much of this data needs to be validated on
the ground by ranger unit personnel Lo assure that the high-risk/high-value and
most likely to burn areas are properly mapped. Based upon this field review of the
areas, modifications and corrections are input to the central GIS databases and
revised maps are generated for use by the ranger unit and headquarters personnel
in developing prefire management projects.

Prefire management Identify Prefire Management Projects: The prefire management staff
prajects decrease at the ranger units then develop a prefire management plan for the
risks of high losses ranger unit. The prefire management plan includes specific projects for
and suppression the high-risk/high-value areas that will decrease the risks that a large
costs. fire in a specific area will occur, and create high costs to contain and high

losses to the citizens. The assumption used in developing the prefire management
ranger unit plan is that a proposed prefire management project will reduce the
costs und losses during periods of severe fire weather, which is when most of
California’s wildfire costs and losscs occur. Thus, if a prefire management project is
implemented, then the size and severity of a large fire burmning in that apecific high-
risk/high-valuc area would be contained at a smaller size, would bum with lower
temperatures and scverity, would significantly reducc suppression costs and would
result in significantly lower levels of losses.

Conduct Stakeholder Forums: The purpose is to acquaint stakeholders with the
process; bring their expertise and knowledge to bear on the asset wmaps, which also
identify arcas of high, medium and low risk; to review the level of scrvice in these
locations, and {o identify areas where Uic stakeholders consider the level
unacceptabic.

Ranger unit personnel will take the results of the above analyscs into public forurns
with the following slakeholders:

Stakeholders help )
set priorities on Q State, local and federal agencies with responsibilities for wildland
prefire management protection in a specific area of the ranger unit, including USDA
projects Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, National Park

Service: fire districts, county fire departments and other fire
service cooperating agencies; Jocal planning departments and county
supervisors responsible for land-use planning.
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