Pine Mountain Project:
What You Need to Know

Bryant Baker
Conservation Director
Los Padres ForestWatch




Pine Mountain Project Quick Facts

« 755 acres total

« Live and dead frees would be cut using heavy
equipment or by hand with chainsaws

» Over 300 acres of chaparral mastication or clearing

 Commercial logging/timber sale likely
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Vegetation Types in the Pine Mountain Project Area

Chaparral B Montane Hardwood-Conifer

Coastal Sage Scrub W Conifer Forest
Sagebrush Scrub Grassland

" Hardwood Barren or Rock
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No-questions-asked” Limit

< 24" In diameter

his tfree Is 23.5" In diameter.




Can Be Cut Under Some
Circumstances

24 - 64" In diameter

. Safety reasons

. Impacted by dwart
mistletoe

This free is 53" In diameter.












NEPA requires review of the effects of all
federal, federally assisted, and federally
licensed actions.



But should every single action require an
environmental assessment?

What about painting a bathroom or fixing
the ranger station gate?



Enter:

Categorical Exclusions



Categorical exclusions have
become loopholes to avoid
preparing an environmental study
for big projects.



How the Public Gets Cut Out

1. Only one comment period

2. Agency nel required o
respond fo comments

3. No objection process
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EO on Promoting Active
Management of America’s

Trump Executive Forests, Rangelands, and other
Order (2018): Federal Lands to Improve
Conditions and Reduce Wildfire
Risk

*Included a directive to sell 3.8 billion board feet of timber in the process.



Washington Office 1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Washington, D-C- 20250

@ Forest Service

e

- I

File Code: 2000 pate: MAY 30 201
Route To:

Subject: Exeeutive Order 13855 titled “promoting Active Management of America’s
Forests, Rangelands, and other Federal Lands to Improve Conditions and Reduce
wildfire Risk”

To: Regional Foresters

As you are aware, on December 21,2018,

the President signed Executive Order 13853 titled
e Maﬁug:m_cqu{ Ame! Forests. R

“promoting Al a}Lge;la|3Qs, “and other Federal Lands 10
Improve Cond nd Reduce Wildfire Ris is ordered the Secretaries of Agriculture and
Interior to actively ‘manage federal lands to address forest health and improve resiliency.

The Executive Order includes the following direction in Section 3:

(b) Streamline agency administrative and regulatory processes and policies relating to fuel
reduction in forests: rangelands, and other Federal lands and forest restoration when

appropriate by:

(i) Adhering t0 minimum statutory and regulatory time periods, (0 the maximum extent
pmcncable. for comment, consultation, and administrative review processes related to
active management of forests, rangelands, and other Federal lands. including
management of wildfire risks;

(ii) Using all applicable categorical exclusions set forth in law or rcgulaxiun/br_[ire
management, restoration, and other management projects in forests, rangelands, and
other Federal lands when implementing the requirements of the National Em'ironmenlul
Policy Act (42 US.C. 4321 ¢t seq.);

(iii) Consistent with applicable law, developing and using new categorical exclusions 10
implement active management of forests. rangelands, and other Federal lands; and

(iv) Immediately prioritizing efforts to reduce the time required t0 comply with
consultation obligations under the Endangered Species Actof 1973 (16 US.C. 1531 et
seq.).

Consistent with this direction, Regional Foresters are 10 ensure that the Agency meet minimum
statutory timeframes for completion of National Environmcma\ Policy Act documentation and
consultation with regulatory agencies. Categorical exclusions to complete this work should be
the first choice and used whenever possible. 1 encourage you 10 explore creative methods and set
clear expectations 10 realize this priority effort.
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America’s Working Forests = Caring Every Day in Every Wey me—

Forest Service Internal
Memo (May, 2019):

ti?;cegorli(cal exclusions to complete
work should be the fi
e first choice
enacr:)d used whenever possible. |
meth:drzgie ﬁou to explore creative
nd set clear expectati
. . tations
to realize this priority effort."



Forest Service Infernal
Memo (June, 2019):

E;dbuced basg price of “low value”

er on natpnal forests to $0.25
timpber l.OO cubic feet. Low value
er includes “material that h

a lengthy distance to market ”as

Washington Office 1400 Independence Avenue, SW

Forest Service
Washington, D-C- 20250

S S

File Code: 2430 pate:  JUN 05 2018
Route To:

Subject: 2430 Rates - Low Value Forest Products

To: Regional Foresters

For low-value forest products, lam establishing the national Minimum Rates (base rates) for all
species and products in non—swwardship sales at $0.25 per CCF (cunit; 100 cubic feet of volume)
or equivalent. This change is to better align our culture, policies, and procedures with current
and future forest restoration needs in order t0 increase the pace and scale of restoration and
ditions. An identified outcome of our work on forest products modernization

improve forest cond

is the recognition of the significant barrier that the removal of low-value ‘material has on the
delivery of forest products and completing restoration & ctivities. Collectively, low-value
material includes low grade, low quality, of material that has 8 lengthy distance to market.

1 ask that you begin working on every forest restoration project with the intention of not letting

low value material stop OF inhibit a project, by using @ combination of:

e Theabove minimum rate for all non-saw log material.
(enclosure 1)to guide field staff in selecting the

o The “Appra\sal Decision Tree” process
most appropriate appraisal process.

o The “Best Tool Decision Tree” (enclosure 2) to aid in determining the most appropriate
contract to useé based on the type size, complexity and the economics of the project.

o Flexibility in fuel treatment prescripﬁons 1o allow the optional removal of material under
the Minimum Rate.

« Flexibility that recognizes the current export ban only applies 1© peeler grade and saw
grade logs west of the 100" meridian-

This new Minimum Rate does not apply to stewardship sales, and other guidance for stewardship
sales will not change. Minimum Rates ar¢ the lowest rate for which the Forest Service may sell
forest products. As a reminder, forest products aré to be sold for appraised rates or Minimum
Rates (i.¢., base rates) whichever is higher. Base rates are the appropriate advertised rate for sale
in cases where the material for sale does not have an established market.

Regional Foresters may establish higher Minimum Rates for species and products on individual
national forests of groups of national forests if market conditions indicate higher rates ar¢
justified (FSM 2404.1 5a).

o Standard Rates for some products may be equivalent t0 Minimum Rates following an
appraisal and analysis of bid rates for those products (se¢ FSM 2431.31a). Standard rates
must be equal to or greater than Minimum Rates.

4]

USDA
=] America’s Working Forests ~ Caring Every Day in Every Way erssad oo Recyched POCE
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What the Forest Service Says:

Only 65 trees per acre historically
(pre-fire suppression era)
compared to 0 - 180 today”

*Citing personal communication with agency scientists



What the Science Says:

171 trees/acre

in southern Sierra = ECOSPHERE
pOnderosa pine forests

Improving the use of early timber inventories in reconstructing
historical dry forests and fire in the western United States

WiLLiam L. Baker™+ anp CHap T. Hanson?

202 trees/acre e o
In southern Sierra
mixed-conifer forests

ntories in reconstructing historical
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Chaparral Bm Conifer Forest

Coastal Sage Scrub Grassland

- Sagebrush Scrub | Barren or Rock
= Hardwood #1930 Sample Plot ;g\ 25 05mi
B Montane Hardwood-Conifer
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Agency: Only 65 trees
per acre historically
compared 1o 100 today

Closest Forested 1930 Plof:;
110 trees/acre



Will the project help reduce

catastrophic firee




Mixed-severity Fire

Moderate severity

High severit
Low severity 5 $

Google Earth

Rim Fire Area
2014
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OPEN 8 ACCESS Freely available online

@ PLOS | oxe

Examining Historical and Current Mixed-Severity Fire
Regimes in Ponderosa Pine and Mixed-Conifer Forests of

Western North America

Dennis C. Odion'?*, Chad T. Hanson>, André Arsenau
Richard L. Hutto’, Walt Klenner®, Max A. Moritz®, Ros:
Mark A. Williams'2

PROCEEDINGS B Pyrodiversity promotes avian diversity
over the decade following forest fire

rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org

THE ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE
OF MIXED-SEVERITY FIRES

Global Ecology and Biogeography, (Global Ecol. Biogeogr) (2012) 21, 1042-1052

TGl Spatially extensi
sl variable-severity
structure in hist
States dry foresi

Mark A. Williams and Willian |

Morgan W. Tingley'?, Vivi
Christine A. Howell** and

ResearCh CrossMark 1Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Ur
dlick for updates CT 06269’ USA
Cite this article: Tingley MW, Ruiz-Gutiérrez “The Institute for Bird Populations, PI
3 .
V, Wilkerson RL, Howell CA, Siegel RB. 201 Comell Laboratorv of Ornitholoav. 15

Pyrodiversity promotes avian diversity over t .
decade following forest fire. Proc. R. Soc. B '--:"‘-H:-'I-
283: 20161703.

Toward a more

~ « o~ e I e~

Worraswr 1 Raveo L v Bl soer & WAL

E( OSP H E RE M Eaxst University Avemue

ecologically informed view of severe forest fires

Rricxapp L. Hurro, 1 Rosert E. Keane, * Rosemany L. SeERpIrs,
CrmistorsER 1. Rota * Lisa A Ery® anp Vicromia A Saas®



"Our findings suggest a need to
recognize mixed-severity fire regimes as
the predominant fire regime for most of
the ponderosa pine and mixed-conifer

forests of western North America.”

Odion, D.C., et al (2014) Examining historical and current mixed-
severity fire regimes in ponderosa pine and mixed-conifer forests of
western North America. PLoS ONE, 9:€87852.



Smucker, K.M., R.L. Hutto, and B.M. Steele (2005) Changes in bird abundance after
wildfire: Importance of fire severity and time since fire. Ecological Applications,

15(5):1535-1549.
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Fire in the Shrublands

* Natural fire regime in chaparral: 2
» »

-
—Large, intense, infrequent fire once every 30 - 150 years

—Crown fire regime (everything burns)

- . ¢

—Generally lateesummer through fall _under'ext-reme“'winds
" ' < - -,

Whittier Fire from Goleta
July 2017









1935

Santa Barbara County,

4 months post-fire




Fire Severity Distribution
2016 Pine Fire
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Vegetation Types Burned
in the 2016 Pine Fire

Chaparral
= Hardwood
B Montane Hardwood-Conifer
B Conifer Forest

Grassland

. Barren or Rock




Vegetation Types Burned
in the 2016 Pine Fire

(High Severity Only)
Chaparral

" Hardwood

B Montane Hardwood-Conifer
B Conifer Forest

Grassland

Barren or Rock
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What about dead or dying trees?
What about bark beelles and disease?



2015 PNAS

Area burned in the western United States is unaffected
by recent mountain pine beetle outbreaks

Sarah J. Hart®', Tania Schoennagel®®, Thomas T. Veblen?, and Teresa B. Chapman?

“Department of Geography, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80302; and PInstitute of Arctic and Alpine Research, University of Colorado, Boulder,
CO 80303

“...our results refute the assumption that increased bark beetle activity has
increased area burned; therefore, policy discussions should focus on societal
adaptation to the effects of the increasingly important driving factor: climate

warming.”



2018 Frontiers in Plant Science

Are Survivors Different?
Genetic-Based Selection of Trees by
Mountain Pine Beetle During a
Climate Change-Driven Outbreak in a
High-Elevation Pine Forest

Diana L. Six™, Clare Vergobbi' and Mitchell Cutter?

" Department of Ecosystem and Conservation Sciences, University of Montana, Missoula, MT, United States, ¢ Department
of Biology, Whitman College, Walla Walla, WA, United States



1999 (pre-Y2K)

PNW

Pacific Northwest
Research Station oS LREE

The Work of Dead Trees . .. ... ........ 2
Populating Hollow Trees 3
Brooms for Wildlife 4
The Standing Dead Become the Fallen Dead . 4
Perspectives on Death in the Forest . . . .. 5

F I N D I N G S issue twenty / november 1999
“Science affecty the way we think together.”

Lewis Thomas

DEAD AND DYING TREES:
ESSENTIAL FOR LIFE IN THE FOREST

IN SUMMARY
Twenty years after publication of
a report on wildlife habitat in
managed east-side forests, Pacific
Northwest Research Station scien-
tists Evelyn Bull, Catherine Parks,

and Torolf Torgersen, are updating

that report and discovering that the

current direction for providing

wildlife habitat on public forest

Hollow logs are used by martens, black bears, and smaller mammals for den sites and
shelter.

lands does not reflect findings from



Western Wood-Pewee




Condors Roosting in Snags

(Ventura County)
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Previous Fires and Vegetation Removal
Projects in the 2020 Creek Fire Area

Creek Fire Perimeter

Previous Wildfires —

(< 30 Years Ago)
Prescribed Fires ,
(< 20 Years Ago) e Ay AT

" Post-fire Logging Projects
(1994 - 2019)

B Pre-fire Logging Projects
(Mostly Commercial Thinning)

B Other Vegetation Projects

Creek Fire perimeter obtained from the National Interagency Fire Center (September 9,
2020). All vegetation removal project data collected from the U.S. Forest Service FACTS
database. Previous fire perimeters obtained from FRAP database (Cal Fire). Contact
Bryant Baker with any questions: bryant@lpfw.org.




So what will it look like if the
project goes through?
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Strategic Fuel Break Assessment

USDA Forest Service
Santa Lucia, Mt. Pinos, Ojai &
Santa Barbara Ranger Districts

L0S PADRES
Nadi

Los Padres National Forest SR Fred

Region 5 ’ S o o gy

Pine Mountain Fuel Break

Priority Ranking: 118 outf of 163

Los Padres National Forest

by
Adaptive Management Services Enterprise Team




Forest Ecology and Management 261 (2011) 2035-20458

Comparing the role of fuel breaks across southern California national forests

Alexandra D. Syphard®*, Jon E. Keeley? ¢, Teresa J. Brennan®

* Conservation Biology Institute, 10423 Sierra Vista Avenue, La Mesa, CA 9194 ], USA
bUS. Geological Survey, Western Ecological Research Center, Three Rivers, CA, USA
¢ Department of Ecology & Evolutionary Biology, University of California, Los Angeles, USA

“...consfructing fuel breaks in remote,
backcountry locations will do liftle fo
save homes during a wildfire”
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ProtectPineMountain.org



Questions?

facebook.com/lpfw.org

. @Ipforestwaich
@bryant.the.shrublander

YW @forestwatch LPFW.org/pine



