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Congressman McClintock, panelists and attendees, it is indeed an honor to be here today.  I welcome 
the opportunity to discuss the issue of critical habitat designations, their affect on forest health, water 
yield, and the social and economic vitality of the rural counties of Northern California. 
 
My name is Steve Brink.  I am the Public Resources Vice President for California Forestry Association 
(CFA).  CFA is a trade association made up of the remaining sawmills, veneer mills, the large industrial 
forest landowners, as well as, many of the wood-fired powerplants in California.  Much of the remaining 
forest infrastructure is, in part, dependent on wood supply from the National Forests. 
 
I have 8 years in my current position and previously worked 37 years for the U.S. Forest Service in forest 
engineering and land management planning.  My experience included positions on the Six Rivers, 
Eldorado, Stanislaus and Inyo National Forests in California as well as the Regional Office.  I retired as 
Deputy Regional Forester for the Alaska Region in 2005. 
 
My efforts at CFA are to do whatever I can to help the Forest Service increase pace and scale in their 
forest health and fuels reduction programs.  Over the past 20 years, the Forest Service, California Region 
has only been able to accomplish annual vegetation thinning and biomass removal of about 7 percent of 
the annual growth (Enclosure #1).  The annual growth on the National Forests in California is 4.5 billion 
board feet/year; the annual removals through commercial thinning amount to about 0.3 billion board 
feet per year.  The result is an ever increasing tree density on the National Forests. 
 
 
California’s Forests are Fire-Adapted Ecosystems 
 
All the tree species in the forests of California are fire-adapted.  If the vegetative density and species 
composition are not managed, it will burn.  The Forest Service’s own inventory data 
(www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/publications/westcore) of the individual National Forests in California show an 
average of 266 trees/acre (Enclosure #2) on a landscape that generally can only sustain 40-100 
trees/acre and thereby be resistant to insects, disease and wildfire.  Unfortunately the ponderosa pine 

http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/rsl/publications/westcore
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vegetative type in the Sierra Nevada Mountains is 60 percent white fir, hence, the wrong species which 
further complicates the forest health issue.  The result of increasing tree density is an increasing trend in 
the number, size, and intensity of wildfires on California’s National Forests.  The continuation of only 
accomplishing removal of 7 percent of annual growth will mean we will continue to see the increasing 
trends continue.  Wildfire behavior today is like nothing that has ever been experienced in California 
before. 
 
 
There’s a Paradox between desiring high density forests versus resilient landscapes 
 
In my remarks here today I will try to demonstrate a paradox that has evolved over the past 20 years.  
That paradox is, every time there is a species-specific habitat designation put in-place, the tendency is to 
stop forest health and fuels reduction projects.  In the case of the Spotted Owl, the reduction in activity 
is to promote increased canopy cover and other characteristics for species, which then leads to an ever-
increasing tree density on California’s National Forests.  The result is increases in number, size, and 
intensity of wildfires that destroy the forest, the integrity of the watershed, and the wildlife habitat that 
is trying to be promoted.  Today, 1/3 of all wildfire burned acres on California National Forests are high 
intensity stand-replacing fire; and the trend continues to increase (Enclosure #3). 
 
The stage was set back in the early 1990’s with the debate over the Northern Spotted Owl that led to 
the 1994 Northwest Forest Plan (NWFP) and, in California, adjustments in management for the 
California Spotted Owl. 
 
Out of a 24 million acre productive national forest land base, the NWFP established 18.5 million acres in 
WA, OR, and northern California of Congressional set-asides, late successional reserves, riparian 
reserves, Administrative Withdrawals, . . . 
 
The biology suggests that Spotted Owl needs late successional habitat with 50-70 percent or greater 
canopy cover.  When a pair of California spotted owls are found through project surveys on California’s 
National Forests, 1 ½ mile territories (1,400 acres) are established around the pair and the territory is 
managed toward achieving a minimum of 50 percent canopy cover.   In a July 2012 publication by Forest 
Service Pacific Southwest Research Station Regional Ecologist, Malcolm North, historically the canopy 
cover in the Sierra Nevada Mountains was 18 percent on ridgetops and averaged 44 percent on all other 
slope positions (Enclosure #4).  There was heterogeneity in the landscape but it certainly was not 
dominated by high canopy cover. 
 
In the words of NWFP lead scientist and former Forest Service Chief, Jack Ward Thomas, “The Northwest 
Forest Plan has been more successful in stopping actions thought to be harmful to conservation of Late 
Successional forests and aquatic systems than it has been in promoting active restoration and adaptive 
management and in implementing economic and social policies set out under the plan.” (April 2006. 
Jack Ward Thomas, etal.  “The Northwest Forest Plan: Origins, Components, Implementation Experience, 
and Suggestions for Change”, p. 277) (Enclosures 5 & 6). 
 

Previous U.S. Fish and Wildlife Regional Director for California, Steve Thompson, publically stated that 
the biggest threat to the owl is catastrophic wildfire and continued Forest Service fuels reduction is 
essential to keep the CA Spotted Owl from being listed (May 23, 2006 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Press 
Release) (Enclosure #7). 
 



3 

 

Just in the last five years, wildfire on the Plumas and Lassen National Forests has incinerated 30 
California Spotted Owl territories.   
 
Since 2001 on California’s National Forests, the average acres burned in wildfire is 558,000 acres 
(National Interagency Fire Center (www.nfic.gov)).   In comparison in 2012, the Forest Service 
accomplished 39,952 acres of mechanical thinning and 52,905 acres of prescribed burning for a total of 
92,857 acres; just 17 percent compared to average acres burned the past 11 years in wildfire.  The 
Regional Forester, Randy Moore, recognized in 2010 that wildfire was taking over the landscape.  He 
prepared a “Leadership Intent” paper in May 2010 and then a second version in March 2011 that called 
for forest health and fuels reduction projects on up to 9 million acres over the next 15-20 years (450,000 
acres/year (Enclosure #8).  There has been no increase in pace and scale since 2010. 
 

The Barred Owl adds to the Paradox 
 
“ During the last several decades, the Barred Owl has expanded its range into the Pacific Northwest 
(Campbell 1973, Hamer et al. 1994, 2001, Dark et al. 1998, Herter and Hicks 2000, Pearson and Livezey 
2003) where it is known to displace (Dunbar et al. 1991, Iverson 1993, Kelly et al. 2003), hybridize with 
(Hamer et al. 1994, Herter and Hicks 2001, Peterson and Robins 2003), and possibly kill Northern 
Spotted Owls (Leskiw and Gutiérrez 1998).” (2004, Courtney etal, Scientific Evaluation of the Status of 
the Northern Spotted Owl, p. 2-4) (Enclosure #9). 
 
We now know that the Barred Owl is expanding into Spotted Owl territory faster than anticipated.  The 
Barred Owl has marched down into northern California Northern Spotted Owl Territory, across the 
Klamath Mountains, and is marching down the Sierra Nevada Mountains.  Dr. Jerry Franklin and Dr. 
Steve Courtney recognized that the Barred Owl was a problem clear back in 1994 when the NFWP was 
implemented.  Their belief was that habitat designations for the Spotted Owl would have to be 
increased to a point where Barred Owl and Spotted Owl could co-exist. 
 
Round 2 was the court-ordered Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Plan, which culminated January 2013 
with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service adding 9.6 million acres of Northern Spotted Owl “critical habitat 
designation” of which 2.1 million acres is in Northern California primarily on Forest Service lands 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-12-04/pdf/2012-28714.pdf).  Surprise, surprise, part of the 
rationale for the 9.6 million acre increase in habitat designation is because of the expansion of the 
Barred Owl, which forces the Spotted Owl out of its previously occupied territory. 
 
Right, wrong, or otherwise, the additional critical habitat designation will lead to exactly the same 
outcome that Jack Ward Thomas saw with implementation of the NWFP.  With additional habitat 
designated by the regulatory agency, that means additional process and procedures (Consultation) and 
new “fertile territory” for lawsuits.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service already cannot carry out its duties 
in a timely manner with available staff and funding with its current workload.  This additional “critical 
habitat designation” will simply further slow the process for the Forest Service to prepare forest health 
and fuels reduction projects with a further tendency to reduce or stop vegetative removals; exactly the 
opposite of what must occur to return to healthy forest conditions. 
 
To further complicate the processes and procedures of surveying and managing for Spotted Owl, “In the 
past decade [1994-2004], it has been noted that Spotted Owls seem to respond less when Barred Owls 
are present and several incidences of Barred Owls replacing Spotted Owls have been recorded (Iverson 
1993, Hamer et al. 1994, Gutiérrez et al. 1995, Dark et al. 1998, Kelly et al. 2003). It is possible that 

http://www.nfic.gov)/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-12-04/pdf/2012-28714.pdf
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Spotted Owls exhibit reduced response rates when Barred Owls reside nearby (Gutiérrez et al. 1995).” 
((2004, Courtney etal, Scientific Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl, p. 2-7) (Enclosure 
#9).  Northern Spotted Owls and California Spotted Owls, when Barred Owls are in the vicinity, are not 
responding to calling protocols.  Hence it’s now more difficult than ever to determine the presence or 
absence of Spotted Owls. 
 
Spotted Owls are doing just fine in California 
 
Fortunately, in California, research by large forest landowners is finding Spotted Owls are doing very 
well.  In fact, it’s now known there are over 3,000 pairs of Northern Spotted Owl and 2,400 pairs of 
California Spotted Owls (Enclosure #10).  Not all Forest Service and non-industrial lands have been 
surveyed; hence there are likely more owls than have been documented. 
 
“Studies of the Northern Spotted Owl have been on going on Green Diamond Company second growth 
private industrial lands in coastal northern California since 1989.  During the course of the studies, 783 
nests have been located and 1428 owls have been captured and banded.” (2004. Diller etal. “Ecology 
and Management of Northern Spotted Owls on Commercial Timberlands in Coastal Northern California”) 
(Enclosures #11 & #17).  Preliminary results of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife-directed experimentation of 
shooting Barred Owls is also showing that the Northern Spotted Owls are still in the vicinity and 
immediately reoccupy their former habitat when the Barred Owl(s) is removed. 
 
Consequences of Species-Specific Habitat Designations in Northern and Central California 
 
Habitat designations and management standards and guidelines driving the Forest Service to have high 
tree densities and high canopy cover on the northern California National Forests are simply 
unsustainable.  After 20 years of Spotted Owl management, the National Forests average 266 trees/acre 
on a landscape that can only sustain 40-100 trees/acre.   Trying to manage for canopy cover of a 
minimum of 50 percent has also been documented to be outside the historical range of variability. 
 
The consequence is natural disturbance agents are taking over, particularly wildfire.  The trend is 
increasing number, size and intensity of wildfire (Enclosure #3).  Spotted Owl territories are being 
incinerated.  Wildfire behavior due to the high tree density and dense canopy cover are leading to 
explosive fire behavior that has never been seen before.  The integrity of watersheds is being 
compromised as a result of these wildfires with erosion rates up to 1,200 times pre-wildfire conditions 
(Enclosure #12).  Until the tree density and canopy covers are reduced, number, size and severity of 
wildfires will continue to increase with devastating results. 
 
In the early 1990’s when Spotted Owl designations were established, a precipitous drop in vegetative 
removal on California’s National Forests followed.  
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 Harvest on the National Forests (http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvyr2.pdf) (Enclosures 13 & 
14) was: 
 

Year Volume Harvested 
(million board feet) 

Reduction  in Harvest 
Compared to 1990 
Harvest 

Percent of Annual 
Growth 

1990 1,326  29% 

1994 344 74 % 8 % 

1998 254 81 % 6 % 

2001 128 90 % 3 % 

2007 187 86 % 4 % 

2012 150 89 % 3 % 

 
The result has been 20 years of annual growth that has dramatically increased tree density.  An 
additional consequence of overly dense vegetation is a reduction in water yield.  Dr. Roger Bales’ (U.C.-
Merced) evapotranspiration studies on the Sierra National Forest estimates that reducing forest 
vegetation in the Sierra Nevada Mountains by 40% would provide a 9 percent increase in water yield (1 
million acre-feet); sustained extensive treatments could produce a 16 percent increase in water yield)      
(http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf) (Enclosure 
#15) .   With the potential of additional water yield approaching 2 million acre feet, 70 percent of the 
water shortage for agriculture in the San Joaquin Valley would be overcome. 
 
Consequences to Rural Counties 
 
From Board of Equalization timber yield data, the average harvest rate on the National Forests since 
1990 has been 295 million board feet per year or a loss of 1.03 billion board feet per year compared to 
1990. 
 
From a study done by William McKillop, U.C. Berkeley (Enclosure #16), we know that there are about 6.4 
direct jobs per 1 million board feet harvested and an economic multiplier of 2.1 for indirect and induced 
jobs.  Therefore, for northern and central California’s rural counties (Mendocino, Humboldt, Del Norte, 
Trinity, Siskiyou, Modoc, Shasta, Lassen, Plumas, Sierra, Nevada, Placer, El Dorado, Alpine, Amador, 
Calaveras, Tuolumne, Madera, Mariposa, Fresno, Tulare, and Kern Counties), since the early 1990’s, the 
Forest Sector of the Economy due to reduced harvest on the National Forests is down about 6,600 direct 
jobs and 13,860 indirect and induced jobs.  Forest Sector direct jobs are about $50,000/year and indirect 
and induced are estimated at $30,000/year.  The total loss to the rural counties is nearly $750 
million/year. 
 
The Paradox for Yellow-Legged Frogs and Yosemite Toad 
 
The Paradox for Yellow-Legged Frogs and Yosemite Toad is somewhat different than the Spotted Owl 
Paradox.  The 2 million acre critical habitat designation proposal by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for 
Frogs and Toads completely misses the reasons for the population declines. 
 
It’s well known that there are 2 primary causes of population decline for the Yellow-Legged Frogs and 
Yosemite Toad: 
 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvyr2.pdf
http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf
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1)  Stocking of alpine lakes by State Fish and Wildlife with non-native fish (that ate the amphibians) 
2) The Chytrid Fungus being spread by amphibians that are immune but the fungus is lethal to the 

Yellow-Legged Frogs and Yosemite Toad 
 
What’s known: 
 

1)  State Fish and Wildlife has recognized their mistake and has quietly stopped the stocking of 
alpine lakes with non-native fish.  There are efforts underway to eradicate the non-native fish 
and translocate Yellow-Legged Frogs back into their previous habitat. 

2) A known bacteria will destroy the Chytrid Fungus; the problem is the implementation of 
inoculating existing infected Yellow-Legged Frogs and Toads. 

3) The wet meadow habitat on the National Forests is a fraction of what it was 70 years ago.  
Down-cutting stream channels and other similar degradation led to lowering of water tables in 
the meadows followed then by the encroachment of adjacent vegetation substantially reducing 
the size of the meadows.  The Forest Service is already addressing the issue in every vegetation 
Ecological Restoration project by inventorying the current meadow condition and identifying the 
cause and remedy.  The 1944 aerial photography provides a good reference point of what the 
wet meadow system use to be in the Sierra Nevada Mountains. 

 
The Paradox for the Frogs and Toad is that U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing a cure (“critical 
habitat designation”) that will not address the population decline.  The Service already has inadequate 
staff and funding to take care of its existing workload.  To install a critical habitat designation will 
increase their workload and not lead to any improvement in addressing the non-native fish and Chytrid 
Fungus causes of the population decline.  Limited human and monetary resources will be misdirected. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Focusing on reduction in non-native fish, translocation of Yellow-Legged frogs back into those habitats, 
finding a remedy to introduce bacteria to kill the Chytrid Fungus, and wet meadow reestablishment are 
the important remedies for the Yellow-Legged Frogs and Yosemite Toad population declines.  No other 
actions need to be taken. 

 
 

 
 

STEVEN A. BRINK 
Vice President – Public Resources 
California Forestry Association 
1215 K St., Suite 1830 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
steveb@calforests.org 
916-444-6592 

mailto:steveb@calforests.org
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Enclosures: 

1) February 2011. Summary of Growth, Mortality, and Forest Health Accomplishments on National 

Forests in California. 

2) California’s National Forests Average 266 trees/acre on 7 million acres of productive forestland 

3) Miller and Safford, 2012. Trends in Wildfire Severity: 1984-2010 in the Sierra Nevada, Modoc 

Plateau and southern Cascades, California. 

4) July 2012. Jamie Lydersen and Malcolm North etal. “Topographic Variation in Structure 
of Mixed-Conifer Forests Under an Active-Fire Regime”.   Go to 
(http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20vari
ation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf) to view the 
document. 

5) April 2006. Jack Ward Thomas, etal.  “The Northwest Forest Plan: Origins, Components, 

Implementation Experience, and Suggestions for Change”.  This document can be found at: Go 

to 

(http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Revie

w_CB_2006.pdf) to view the document. 

6) June 28, 2003.  Jack Ward Thomas on the shortcomings of the Northwest Forest Plan 

7) May 23, 2006. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Press Release.  “Listing of California Spotted Owl 

Found Not Warranted”.  [Steve Thompson, USFWS Regional Director, states the biggest threat 

to the owl is catastrophic wildfire; continued fuels reduction by the U.S. Forest Service is 

essential to keep the CA Spotted Owl from being listed]. 

 

8) March 2011. Randy Moore. Forest Service, California Region, “Leadership Intent”.  

 

9) 2004. Courtney etal. “Scientific Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl, p. 2-4)”. 

 

10) April 12, 2012. California Forestry Association.  “Spotted Owls Thrive in California”. 

 

11) 2004. Diller etal.  “Ecology and Management of Northern Spotted Owls on Commercial 

Timberlands in Coastal Northern California”. 

 

12) Post-Fire Sediment Rates up to 1,200 times pre-Fire condition 

 

13) California Board of Equalization Timber Yield Tax Harvest Statistics for public and private land 

1978-2012. Go to (http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvyr2.pdf) to view the document. 

http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20variation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf
http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20variation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf
http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Review_CB_2006.pdf
http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Review_CB_2006.pdf
http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvyr2.pdf
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14) California Board of Equalization Timber Harvest Statistics by County for public and private land 

1994-2012.  Go to (http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/yr3694to11.pdf) to view the 

document. 

 

15) November 29, 2011. Bales etal.  “Forests and Water in the Sierra Nevada: Sierra Nevada 

Watershed Ecosystem Enhancement Project”.  Go to 

(http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf) to 

view the document. 

16) McKillop, 2001. Economic impacts of Revised 2001 Ancient Trees Initiative”. 

17) Aug. 10, 2006.  Letter from California Forestry Association to USFWS on Northern Spotted Owl 

Recovery. 

 
 
 

 
 

 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/yr3694to11.pdf
http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf
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California’s  

 

Enclosure #2 -- 7 million acres of California’s National Forests are in 

this overly dense condition averaging 266 trees/acre.  
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Enclosure #3 

 

Number of forest wildfires greater than 1,000 acres 

(Miller and Safford, 2012. Trends in Wildfire Severity: 1984-2010 in the Sierra Nevada, Modoc Plateau 

and southern Cascades, California) 
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Enclosure #3 – Trend in High Severity (Stand-Replacing) Fire 
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Enclosure #4: 
 
July 2012. Jamie Lydersen and Malcolm North etal. “Topographic Variation in Structure 
of Mixed-Conifer Forests Under an Active-Fire Regime”.   Go to 
(http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20vari
ation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf) to view the 
document. 

 
 

Enclosure #5: 

 

April 2006. Jack Ward Thomas, etal.  “The Northwest Forest Plan: Origins, Components, 

Implementation Experience, and Suggestions for Change”.  This document can be found at: Go 

to 

(http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Revie

w_CB_2006.pdf) to view the document. 

http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20variation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf
http://www.plantsciences.ucdavis.edu/affiliates/north/Publications/Stand%20structure%20variation%20with%20topography%20Lydersen%20North%20Ecosystems.pdf
http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Review_CB_2006.pdf
http://faculty.washington.edu/jff/Thomas_Franklin_Gordon_Johnson_NW_Forest_Plan_Review_CB_2006.pdf
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Enclosure #6: 
 
Former agency chief flunks Northwest plan  

Jack Ward Thomas says plan isn't fulfilling promises to people, environment  

By Jeff Barnard, Associated Press 
June 28, 2003  

REDDING, Calif. — The man who helped write the Northwest Forest Plan says it is not working.  

After a week of reviewing the on-the-ground reality of the plan intended to balance logging in 
Northwest national forests against the Northern spotted owl and salmon, former U.S. Forest Service 
Chief Jack Ward Thomas said it is failing to fulfill its promises to people as well as the environment.  

The plan has been overcome by lawsuits and political and economic pressures to the point that a timber 
harvest that was supposed to continue at a reduced, but reliable level has degenerated to thinning and 
salvage operations that cannot keep up with the need to protect forests from catastrophic wildfire, 
Thomas said Friday.  

"The promises of the Northwest Forest Plan to the people of the communities has taken a back seat to 
the precautionary principle," Thomas said. "We've been so careful to do no harm that we've overlooked 
the promises to the people.  

"My mantra (while serving as chief of the Forest Service) was to tell the truth, obey the law and take 
care of the land," Thomas added. "I've got real terrible concern whether we are taking care of the land."  

As a wildlife biologist for the Forest Service, Thomas helped write the court-ordered protections for old 
growth forests and wildlife that become the Northwest Forest Plan in 1994. President Clinton named 
Thomas chief of the Forest Service in 1993. He served through 1996 and is now a professor of 
conservation at the University of Montana.  

Thomas was called in by Pacific Southwest Regional Forester Jack Blackwell as a consultant to a team 
reviewing the plan's performance on four national forests in Northern California — the Klamath, Six 
Rivers, Shasta-Trinity and Mendocino — which make up a third of the area covered by the Northwest 
Forest Plan.  

In the first eight years under the plan, the California forests produced 775 million board feet of timber, 
compared to 1.3 billion board feet promised under the plan, Blackwell said.  

The review found that thinning projects to promote old growth forest characteristics in younger stands 
inside late successional reserves — areas off-limits to commercial logging to provide habitat for species 
like the spotted owl — have not been carried out, leaving them vulnerable to fire, Blackwell said. Only 3 
percent of the 546,600 acres proposed for thinning have been done.  

Thomas leveled particular blame on the policy known as Survey and Manage, which requires surveys for 
304 sensitive species of plants and animals before logging can take place.  
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Thomas said the surveys put too fine a screen on evaluations of logging projects, and suggested the 
policy be reviewed by the National Academy of Sciences.  

The surveys drive up the cost of forest management by $36 to $115 per acre, and seriously slow the 
timetable for being able to turn out timber harvest projects, Blackwell said.  

The Forest Service is currently working on an environmental impact statement to loosen the 
requirements under Survey and Manage.  

The review team's suggestions for improving the performance of the plan includes ways to speed up 
thinning projects to reduce wildfire danger in forests close to rural communities, an area known as the 
Wildland Urban Interface, or WUI (pronounced WOO-EY).  

One suggests amending individual forest management plans to exempt wildfire thinning projects inside 
the WUI from Survey and Manage requirements before offering logging projects. Another would speed 
up consultations over impacts to endangered species inside WUIs by lumping individual projects into 
broad programs.  

At Thomas' suggestion, the review team also called for increasing Forest Service flexibility in spending its 
budget, which is now strictly controlled by law. Forest managers are barred, for example, from using 
money allocated for timber harvest for thinning projects.  

Northwest Regional Forester Linda Goodman said national forests in Oregon and Washington have faced 
the same problems, and she looks forward to changes in Survey and Manage.  

"If we can make those changes ... I think we will see pretty major differences in (timber) outputs," she 
said.  

Andy Stahl, executive director of the Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics, was skeptical 
about the need for change.  

"If the Forest Service just obeyed the law and followed the plan, all its troubles would be over," he said. 
"It was a decade of lawbreaking that led to the Northwest Forest Plan."  

Chris West, vice president of the American Forest Resources Council, a timber industry group, said the 
changes have been sought by the timber industry for a decade.  

"At least now we have an administration committed to meeting these changes and once and for all 

implementing the plan as envisioned," he said. 
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Enclosure #7: 

Listing of California Spotted Owl Found Not Warranted 

May 23, 2006 

Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Press Release,  

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has concluded that most owl populations in the Sierra Nevada are stable or 
increasing and is denying a petition to list the California spotted owl under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  

In responding to a second petition to list the species in three years, the Service conducted a comprehensive study 
of the California spotted owl populations. It assessed the best scientific and commercial information available; 
reviewed comments and information received during two public-comment periods; and consulted with recognized 
spotted-owl experts and Federal and state resource agencies, including an interagency Science Team. The agency 
has concluded that the California spotted owl should not be listed as a threatened or endangered species under 
the ESA.  

Among the Services conclusions:  

 The best available data indicate most California spotted owl populations in the Sierra Nevada are stable or 
increasing and adult survival rates show an increasing trend.  

 The San Bernardino population in Southern California does show a statistically non-significant decline. But 
in light of the health of all California spotted owl populations, this decline does not warrant a listing of the 
California spotted owl.  

 Forest fuels reduction activities, notably those provided for in the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment 
of 2004, may have a short-term impact on owl populations. But fuels reduction will have a long-term 
benefit to California spotted owls by reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfires that pose a major threat to 
California spotted owl habitat.  

 Barred owls, which have had an adverse impact on northern spotted owls in Washington and Oregon, 
have not been detected in the mountains of Southern California and have moved into the Sierra Nevada 
at much slower rates than they did in other parts of western North America. 

 The largest private landowner in the Sierra Nevada, Sierra Pacific Industries (SPI), has outlined strategies 
that provide certain owl protections on their land. SPI conducts surveys for spotted owls before timber 
harvests, buffers nest centers from disturbances, and protects forest units with nesting spotted owls from 
harvest altogether. According to documents the company submitted to California forestry officials, the 
company estimates that, as its forests mature, habitat with nest-site characteristics will more than double 
during the next 100 years.  

“According to a team of scientists convened especially to review the status of the California spotted owl, 
catastrophic wildfire is the primary threat to spotted owls,” said Steve Thompson, manager of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, California/Nevada Operations Office.  “While the current evidence does not support listing the 
owl at this time, the fuels-reduction efforts begun by the U.S. Forest Service in the Sierra Nevada and Southern 
California will be essential to keeping the California spotted owl off the endangered species list in the future.” 
[emphasis added] 

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/ea/news_releases/2006%20News%20Releases/CSO_2006_petition_QA.htmQ&As%20on%20California%20Spotted%20Owl%3c/A%3e%3cbr%20/%3e%3cA%20href=
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"We support fuel reduction efforts," said Ryan Broddrick, director for the California Department of Fish and Game. 
"Our desire is to monitor the habitat for all species and insure the overall health of our forests, avoiding the 
impacts on wildlife from catastrophic wildfires."  

This is the Services second review of the species in recent years and both were triggered by petitions or lawsuits by 
the Center for Biological Diversity, the Sierra Nevada Forest Protection Campaign and other organizations.  

In February 2003, the Service found that listing of the California spotted owl was not warranted because the 
overall magnitude of threats did not rise to the level requiring protection under the ESA. In May 2004, the 
petitioners filed a lawsuit challenging that finding. In September 2004, they submitted a new petition to list the 
California spotted owl. 

The petition contended that several changes have taken place in recent years that may affect the status and 
distribution of the California spotted owl. They include further range expansion of the barred owl (which competes 
with the spotted owl and takes over its territory); recent fires in spotted owl habitat; revisions to the Sierra Nevada 
Forest Plan Amendment; new state forestry regulations, and new information regarding the status of owl 
population. 

In June 2005, the Service completed an initial review, known as a 90-day finding under the ESA, finding that 

conditions have changed, which warranted a more extensive study. This announcement is the result of that study.  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for conserving, protecting and 
enhancing fish, wildlife and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people. The Service 
manages the 95-million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System which encompasses 544 national wildlife refuges, 
thousands of small wetlands and other special management areas. It also operates 69 national fish hatcheries, 63 
fishery resource offices and 81 ecological services field stations. The agency enforces Federal wildlife laws, 
administers the Endangered Species Act, manages migratory bird populations, restores nationally significant 
fisheries, conserves and restores wildlife habitat such as wetlands, and helps foreign governments with their 
conservation efforts. It also oversees the Federal Aid program that distributes hundreds of millions of dollars in 
excise taxes on fishing and hunting equipment to State fish and wildlife agencies. 
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Enclosure #9: 

2004. Courtney etal. “Scientific Evaluation of the Status of the Northern Spotted Owl, p. 2-4”.  Go to 

(http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/BarredOwl/Documents/CourtneyE

tAl2004.pdf) to view the document. 

 

 

Enclosure #10: 

 

 

 

 

http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/BarredOwl/Documents/CourtneyEtAl2004.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/NorthernSpottedOwl/BarredOwl/Documents/CourtneyEtAl2004.pdf
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Enclosure #11: 

Ecology and Management of Northern Spotted Owls on 

Commercial Timberlands in Coastal Northern California1 

Lowell Diller,2 Keith Hamm,
2 

Joel Thompson,
2 

and Trent McDonald3  

Northern spotted owls (Strix occidentalis caurina) have been studied on Simpson Resource 

Company’s (formerly Simpson Timber Company) approximately 450,000 acres in coastal Del Norte and 

Humboldt Counties for the last 14 years. With the exception of a few small isolated old growth stands 

representing less than 1percent of the ownership, Simpson’s land base is made up of a mosaic of second 

and third growth forests. The primary silvicultural technique has been and continues to be even age 

management with clearcutting.  

Surveys for spotted owls on Simpson’s ownership have occurred continuously since 1989 when the 

first “hooting transects” were established. The following year in 1990, mark-recapture demography and 

population density studies were initiated. Since then, a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) was developed 

for the species in 1992 and two master’s studies were completed in 1993 and 1997. The first master’s 

study was done by Lee Folliard from the University of Idaho and focused on the nesting habitat 

associations of spotted owls. The data from this study provided much of the basis for the conservation 

strategy of the HCP. The second master’s study, which quantified the habitat associations of spotted owls 

with low versus high nesting success, was done by Darrin Thome from Humboldt State University 

(HSU). An “in-house” radio telemetry study was conducted from 1998 to 2000 to quantify night-time 

(“foraging”) habitat associations of spotted owls. As a corollary to the spotted owl studies, two master’s 

studies out of HSU were conducted on dusky-footed woodrats (Neotoma fuscipes); the primary prey of 

spotted owls in this region. Both of these studies estimated the abundance of woodrats in different aged 

stands. However, the first by Keith Hamm was conducted in coastal redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) 

forests, while the second thesis by Kevin Hughes was in the Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) zone.  

During the course of these studies, 783 nests have been located, 1,428 owls have been captured and 

banded, and movement and foraging data have been obtained using night vision scopes and telemetry on 

35 owls. Some of the most important conclusions generated to date from the extensive dataset are as 

follows:  

1. Despite extensive past and current timber harvesting activities, portions of the study area have the 

highest densities of spotted owls reported in the northwest. Landscapes with the highest densities of 

spotted owls are a mosaic of mature second growth and recently harvested clearcuts (Diller and Thome 

1999).  

1 

An expanded version of this paper was presented at the Redwood Science Symposium: What does the future hold? March 15-

17, 2004, Rohnert Park, California.  
2 

Stillman Resource Company, PO Box 68 Korbel, CA 95550, (707) 668-4428. email:Ldiller@simpson.com  
3 

Western EcoSystems Technology, Cheyenne, WY.  

USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-194. 2007. 157 Session 4—Ecology and Management—Diller, Hamm, 
Thompson, and McDonald  
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2. Survival rates of adult owls have been high (mean annual rate = 0.85) and the owl population was 

relatively stable throughout the early 1990s. However, consistent with range-wide trends, presumably 

mostly due to unfavorable spring weather conditions and reduced fecundity, spotted owl numbers have 

declined in recent years.  

3. Structures used for nesting by spotted owls were approximately equally divided between 

“enclosed” structural nests (for example, broken tops, cavities and lateral platforms) and “open” nests (for 

example, abandoned small mammal and bird stick nests and debris platforms) (Folliard and others 2000). 

Success of nests did not appear to be influenced by the type of nest, but turnover in the pair did have a 

negative influence on nesting success (Thome and others 2000).  

4. Based on a habitat selection model developed using telemetry locations, night-time activity and 

foraging of spotted owls was associated with sites that were low on the slope, had relatively large trees, 

but also consisted of a mosaic of stand ages six to 20, 21 to 40 and >41 years of age. Direct observations 

of spotted owls at night indicated that they did forage in recent clearcuts, but the greatest amount of time 

was spent in 10 to 20 and >60 year old stands.  

5. Both master’s studies on spotted owls indicated that residual older trees (trees left from the initial 

entry) were an important element associated with nesting habitat for spotted owls (Folliard and others 

2000, Thome and others 1999). In addition, a habitat selection model developed for successful spotted 

owl nests in second growth forests indicated nests were most likely to occur low on the slope in mature 

second growth (60 to 100 years) with substantial amounts of residual basal area. However, in an area 

around the nest stand, a high amount of edge and good foraging habitat suitability were also included in 

the model to predict a high probability of locating a successful nest.  

6. A mosaic of young and older forest stands provide ideal habitat for spotted owls in coastal 

northern California, because the owls roost and nest in the older forests, while the young forests provide 

habitat for their primary prey, dusky-footed woodrats.  

In addition to the conclusions described above, there are other factors not specifically addressed in 

any of the studies on Simpson’s ownership that we believe contribute to the occurrence of spotted owls on 

commercial timberlands. The mild climate and abundant rainfall provide ideal growing conditions, and 

forest structure regenerates in a fraction of the time that may be required in harsher regions with poorer 

forest site classes. In addition, the region has an abundance of hardwoods (for example, tanoak, 

Lithocarpus densiflorus, madrone, Arbutus menziesii and California Bay Umbellularia californica) whose 

coppice growth insures a significant hardwood component in most managed stands despite efforts to 

control them. The hardwood component maintains vegetative diversity that is important to promote 

structural complexity in managed forests.  

Our current knowledge of the ecology of spotted owls is sufficient to provide a high level of 

confidence in knowing how to provide for the future habitat needs of the species on managed timberlands 

lands. However, it is obviously essential that timber management be implemented in a manner consistent 

with the needs of spotted owls. The important habitat heterogeneity created by a mosaic of young and old 

stands is virtually assured by the current California forest practice rules (FPR) regulating even-age 

silvicultural systems. This habitat component could become problematic if extensive uneven-age 

management were practiced in coastal northern California.  

158 USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-194. 2007. Session 4—Ecology and Management—Diller, Hamm, 
Thompson, and McDonald  
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Probably the single most critical factor in any silvicultural system is the retention and future 

recruitment of residual structure with late seral habitat elements (e.g. large green wildlife trees and snags). 

Under Simpson’s spotted owl HCP, this type of structure is being retained and recruited as individual tree 

clumps (10 to 20 trees) or habitat retention areas of 0.5 acre or greater in size. However, the majority of 

future residual structure will likely be associated with Class I and II riparian management zones that will 

be the product of current water and lake protection zones required by California FPR and Simpson’s 

aquatic conservation planning.  

Although we may be able to provide for the future habitat needs of spotted owls, other threats may 

exist that are beyond our control. The invasion of northern barred owls (Strix varia varia) into northern 

California, although still a minor component on Simpson’s ownership, creates a future unknown factor in 

the long-term persistence of spotted owls in coastal northern California.  

References  
Diller, L.V.; Thome, D.M. 1999. Population density of northern spotted owls in managed young-growth forests 

in coastal northern California. The Journal of Raptor Research 33(4): 275-286.  

Folliard, L.B.; Reese, K.P.; Diller, L.V. 2000. Landscape characteristics of northern spotted owl nest sites in 

managed forests of northwestern California. The Journal of Raptor Research 34(2): 75-84.  

Thome, D.M.; Zabel, C.J.; Diller, L.V. 1999. Forest stand characteristics and reproduction of northern spotted 

owls in managed north-coastal California forests. Journal of Wildlife Management 63(1): 44-59.  

Thome, D.M.; Zabel, C.J.; Diller, L.V. 2000. Spotted owl turnover and reproduction in managed forests of 

north-coastal California. Journal of Field Ornithology 71(1): 140-146.  
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Enclosure # 12 -- Sediment Increase Following Wildfire 

Can Be Up to 1,200 Times Normal Sediment Rates 
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Enclosure #13: California Board of Equalization Harvest Statistics, Public and Private, 1978-2012 
 
 
 
 
Enclosure #14: California Board of Equalization Timber Harvest Statistics by County, 1994-2012 
 

California Board of Equalization Timber Harvest Statistics by County for public and private land 

1994-2012.  Go to (http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/yr3694to11.pdf) to view the 

document. 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/yr3694to11.pdf
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Enclosure #15: 

 

November 29, 2011. Bales etal.  “Forests and Water in the Sierra Nevada: Sierra Nevada 

Watershed Ecosystem Enhancement Project”.  Go to 

(http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf) to 

view the document. 

http://snri.ucmerced.edu/sites/snri/files/public/documents/SWEEP_published_112911.pdf
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Enclosure #16: 
 
 

Economic impacts of Revised 2001 Ancient Trees Initiative 
 

William McKillop 
 

Professor Emeritus of Forest Economics, University of California, Berkeley. 
 

APPENDIX I 
 

I asked the California Forestry Association to have their members and other timberland owners 
give to me estimates (as accurate as feasible) of the effect of the Ancient Trees Initiative on their 
timber harvest levels.  I applied standard economic procedures to those estimates to assess the 
impacts of the initiative.  Impacts are calculated from estimated effects due to the initiative on 3.4 
million acres owned by companies who responded.  These acres are approximately 46 percent of 
the area of private timberland in California.   Total 2000 private harvest in California was 
1,701million board feet (log scale) valued at  $494 per thousand board feet Responders' harvests 
represent 67% in short-term and 64% long-term of California 2000 total private timber harvest 
 
                                                             Estimates based only on responses    Expanded estimates 
                                                         Short term         Long-term            Short term        Long-term 
                                                              (first 10 years)   (after 10 years)     (first 10 year)  (after 10 years) 
 
% reduction in responders' harvest level due to initiative              32                   39 
 
Reduction in annual timber harvest million board feet                  371                 422                         551.4                658.9 
 
Timber industry (SIC 241& 242) job loss thousand jobs                 2.4                  2.7          3.5                   4.2 
  (does not include losses in SIC 243 - independent remanufacturing etc) 
 
Regional employment loss thousand jobs                   5.1                  5.8                            7.5                   9.0 
   (does not include effect of losses in SIC 243) 
 
Total  annual payroll loss million $                           125.9               143.5                       187.3               223.8 
 
Annual state personal income tax loss million $                             1.5                  1.7               2.3                  2.7 
 
Annual federal income tax loss million $                                42.3                48.2                          62.9                 75.1 
 
Annual loss in harvest value million $                                           183.0               208.6                        272.3               325.4 
 
Annual loss in yield tax million $                                                      5.3                   6.0                           7.9                   9.4 
 
Annual sales tax loss  million $                            1.3                  1.5           1.9                   2.3 
 
Approx. loss in property values billion $                              3.7                  4.2        5.4                   6.5 

 
Annual state business franchise tax loss                          likely to be significant but not estimated 
Losses in lumber remanufacturing sector (SIC 243)        likely to be significant but not estimated 
Increased California dependence on lumber  imports     likely to be significant but not estimated 
Consumer losses due to higher prices                              likely to be significant but not estimated 
Increased state fire-fighting costs and wildfire damage  likely to be significant but not estimated 
Increased state expenditures for enforcement                 likely to be significant but not estimated 
Number of closures of sawmills and other plants            likely to be significant but not estimated 
Reduction in output of biomass energy plants                 likely to be significant but not estimated 
 
Notes:  Volume and value per thousand board feet for 2000 California private harvest: Board of  
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Equalization web site http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvhist.pdf.   Jobs per million 
board f6.4 calculated for California sawmill and logging sectors (SIC 241 and 242) from 
1996 Annual Survey of Manufacturers website 

http://www.census.gov/epcd/ec97sic/E97SCAD.HTM.   $ values are in constant dollars for the 
year 2000.  Employment multiplier:  2.1 calculated for California from USDA Forest Service 
FEMAT report.  July 1993. Portland OR.   Expanded estimates calculated by applying 
responders' percent harvest reduction to 2000 total private harvest in California.  
Approximate loss in property values calculated by dividing annual timber harvest value by 
5 % (0.05) interest rate (Present value of an infinite series).  
 

http://www.boe.ca.gov/proptaxes/pdf/harvhist.pdf
http://www.census.gov/epcd/ec97sic/E97SCAD.HTM
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Enclosure #17: 

August 10, 2006 

 

David J. Wesley, Deputy Regional Director, Pacific Region and Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Team 

Leader 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

911 NE 11th Avenue,  

Portland, Oregon 97232 

 

Dear Mr. Wesley: 

The California Forestry Association appreciates the opportunity to provide written comment to the 

Northern Spotted Owl Recovery Team’s efforts. 

The California Forestry Association (CFA) has a long-standing interest in the issues surrounding 

the Northern Spotted Owl.  We have actively functioned as an interested party in the issues, 

debates and decisions surrounding the species, habitat consideration, and management options 

for the Northern Spotted Owl.  CFA is a trade association whose members are producers of 

forest products, forest landowners, and natural resource professionals committed to 

environmentally sound policies, sustainable use of renewable resources and responsible 

forestry.  We are deeply committed to forest management activities that promote and sustain 

healthy forest ecosystems and viable populations of wildlife.  The forest products industry and 

our members manage, sell, and purchase forest products from private, state, and federal 

sources and they will continue to be impacted by the threatened status of the Northern Spotted 

Owl.  As our comments will show, we believe that the listing of the Northern Spotted Owl in 

Northern California is no longer warranted and that habitat requirements can be written to 

assure a the population remains healthy. 

CFA does not understand how the South Pacific Island Biogeography hypothesis, applied 

throughout the range of the Northern Spotted Owl, can be supported any longer.  Studies of the 

Northern Spotted Owl have been on going on Green Diamond Company second growth private 

industrial lands in coastal northern California since 1989.  During the course of the studies, 783 

nests have been located and 1428 owls have been captured and banded as reported in Lowell 

Diller, etal’s paper “Ecology and Management of Northern Spotted Owls on Commercial 

Timberlands in Coastal Northern California.”   

Despite extensive past and current timber harvesting activities, portions of the Green Diamond 

lands have the highest densities of Northern Spotted Owls reported in the northwest.  
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Landscapes with the highest densities are a mosaic of mature 60-100 year old second growth, 

recently harvested clearcuts and stands less than 20 years old.  At the individual nest site scale, 

a high amount of edge and good foraging habitat were good predictors for a high probability of 

locating a successful nest. 

Of course, much of these coastal northern California habitat observations are associated with 

the primary prey species being the dusky-footed woodrat.  According to Diller and other 

scientists, the prey “proved to be key in understanding the presence and prosperity of the 

[Northern] spotted owl in this region” (Publications of Hamm, Diller and Kitchen).  Woodrats 

were found to be “most abundant in young stands - those that were 10-20 years old.”  The 

studies indicated that: “opening up the forest to allow sunlight to reach the forest floor allows 

the growth of shrubs on which woodrats depend for food.”  

Since there is now 17 years of research on Green Diamond Co. land that shows the highest 

density of Northern Spotted Owl in a mosaic of second growth forest, how could the Recovery 

Team conclude that a continuation of the Island Biogeography late successional reserves is the 

best approach to recover the owl? 

It seems like another reasonable hypothesis is that the Northwest Forest Plan has enhanced 

habitat for the barred owl rather than the Northern Spotted Owl.  Perhaps it’s the barred owl 

that prefers late successional forest.  Clearly Green Diamond Co. research has shown that the 

Northern Spotted Owl is doing better in second growth than in late successional forest.  If we’re 

truly interested in providing suitable habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl, it should be a mosaic 

of second growth forest rather than late-successional forest. 

Further, we’d like to point out that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s conclusions in its recent 

review of the California Spotted Owl are noteworthy for considerations regarding the Northern 

Spotted Owl.  Their finding was that “catastrophic wildfire is the primary threat to spotted 

owls.”  Those portions of the range of the northern spotted owl that are at risk to catastrophic 

wildfire likely should raise similar concerns.  Rapid fuels reduction is of extreme importance.  

Society is not going to allow the use of fire as a significant tool to provide healthy forests 

resistant to catastrophic fires.  As long as Society requires fire suppression, then active 

management utilizing mechanical means is the only way to maintain healthy forests and suitable 

wildlife habitats. 

Last, private woodlot and industrial landowners that want to actively manage their forestlands 

can be major players in providing suitable habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl.  However, 

without incentives to do so, most forestland owners will in the long run either cut their forest 

down and convert it to some other land use, or sell the land allowing a new landowner to 

change the land use.  Either way, obviously, the owl loses.  Based on Green Diamond Co.’s 

research results, it seems like there is a clear path to providing management practices that will 

allow private landowners to actively manage their forests while providing suitable habitat.  

 



33 

 

It seems pretty clear that: 

 

1. The island biogeography hypothesis that has been in-place throughout the range of the 
Northern Spotted Owl is false and should be abandoned (at least in northern California).  
The pro-old growth special interests simply have no data to support their notion that 
the Northern Spotted Owl requires large expanses of late successional forests. 

 

2.  At least in coastal northern California, Northern Spotted Owl densities are the highest in 
actively managed second growth forests. 

 

3. The best predictor of successful nest sites, where dusky-footed woodrats are the 
predominant prey, is 60-100 year old second growth in close proximity to edge with 
recent clearcuts and or 10-20 year old stands. 

 

4. Continued listing of the Northern Spotted Owl in coastal northern California is 
questionable at best.  

 

5. Those areas at risk to catastrophic wildfire should be the biggest habitat concern as it 
relates to the northern spotted owl.  Only aggressive active fuels reduction returning 
forests to healthy conditions resistant to wildfire can have the opportunity to provide 
suitable habitat for the owl. 

 
6. Private landowners can play a significant role in providing suitable second growth 

habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

STEVEN A. BRINK 

Vice President – Public Resources 

 

Enclosure: Bibliography 
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