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Cal Fire Timber Harvest Review Team  
6105 Airport Rd.  

Redding, CA 96002  
(submitted electronically)  

 
Comments regarding THP 2 -17 -070 SHA  "Artemis"  
 

Dear Timber Harvest Review Team , 
 

Battle Creek Alliance (BCA) wishes to provide additional comments and documentation to 
your departments regarding the Battle Creek watershed and the new plan which has been 

proposed fo r it.  
 
Overview  

 
In this watershed, i ndustrial timberland  covers  approximately 85,000 acres. A pproximately 

30,000 acres of those have been  cut,  or 1/3rd. Based on the unique HD_Num in the FRAP 

database there have been 56 completed THPs in this watershed since 1997. There are 14 

more THPs which  are approved but not completed.  (Figures 1, 2 and Attachment 1 

demonstrate this.)  This alone is evidence of signifi cant cumulative impacts which have not 

been disclosed in this THP under review. Yet, page  85 of the THP states in eight places that 

there are "No Reasonably  Potential Significant Effects". There is no explanation of what 

that determination is based on, an d there is no evidence to support that declaration. In 

fact, this THP minimizes , ignores,  and obscures the ongoing significant  effects which the 

approval of this THP will add to. The THP presents only conclusory statements and 

generalized lists, unsupport ed by material facts, measured data, or population surveys. The 

THP presents a small amount of old data regarding Sierra Pacific Industries' (SPI) herbicide 

usage, but the samples were taken across SPI's 1.5 million acres of land holdings and there 

is no m ethodology included of how the samples were taken.  

 14 CCR  § 953.11(a)  states that a  THP is meant to identify  the potential significant effects 

as required by CEQA.  This THP fails to do this  by being willfully ignorant of the real land.  
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Fig. 1 . The realistic view of logging projects in the Battle Creek watershed, produced by GIS specialist 

Curt Bradley.  Source of data: http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/resource_mgt_forestpractice_gis 
 

This THP  also fails to accurately disclose Past Projects on Page 124  by confining its list to 
the Planning Watershed and a one mile radius. It lists only 5 THPs. It lists THP 2 -10-003 

TEH  (Dry Gulch) which is still bein g cut, as 234 acres. In actuality, that is a 1,048 acre 
plan. This THP also lists only 200 acres for 2 -EM-106 -SHA. There are 9 Emergency Notices 
we know of; there may be more but they are not posted online. The ones we are aware of 

are numbered 2 -12EM -016 through 2 -12EM -027, so there seems to be an error in the one 
listed in the THP. The  EMs are  part of the 2012 Ponderosa Fire  area . That fire burned  over 

27,676 acres and was extensively salvage logged.  These deceptive omissions render this 
THP factually fal se and misleading. It does not serve to uphold 14 CCR § 897(b)(2): 

òIndividual THPs shall be considered in the context of the larger forest and planning 
watershed in which they are located, so that  biological diversity and watershed integrity are 
maintaine d within larger planning units and adverse cumulative impacts, including 

impacts on the quality and beneficial uses of water, are reduced. " 
 

If it is the THP's position, and/or the Review Team's, that the adjacent plans are in different 
planning watersheds , there is still a  cumulative watershed effect when all the planning 

http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/resource_mgt_forestpractice_gis
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watersheds are part of a larger watershed. For example, this new plan and the Dry Gulch 
THP (2-10-003) both drain to Digger Creek (i.e. they are part of the Digger Creek 

watershed). But, Digger Creek and all the other tributary streams in Fig.1 which have been 
used to delineate the planning watersheds, drain to the main stem of Battle Creek. Hence, 

they are also part of the larger Battle Creek watershed.  
 

 
Fig. 2 Curt Bradley's KML file map linked to information in Cal Fire's database. (Attachment 1.)  

Source of data: http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/resource_mgt_forestpractice_gis 

 
 

We are extremely  disappointed to see that  the plan's cumulative impacts  (CI) section  is 
primarily a copied and pasted version of the same verbiage which has been used in the 

dozens of plans which have been filed for this watershed before/ since we began working  on 
the  issue s in 2007.  As we will state again for the administrative record, this copied and 
pasted CI assessment  (CIA) is a carefully constructed omission and misrepresentati on of 

science and knowledge which  has only served  in the past  to let this  watershed's forests, 
water, soils, and wildlife be decimated by excessive industrial logging.  It is an egregious 

fraud  which rapaciously destroys irreplaceable resources.  
 

This THP narrows the scope of the CIA to a limited area, ignoring the aggregate of the 
numerous past THPs and post -fire Emergency notices. This does not conform to CEQAõs 
intent or laws, nor to the Forest Practice Rules (14 CCR 897 and 898.2 ) which demand 

sufficient detail and clarity of a THP, while expressly prohibiting misleading, inc orrect, or 
insufficient information.  

 

http://www.calfire.ca.gov/resource_mgt/resource_mgt_forestpractice_gis
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This THP is full of sweeping generalizations which have no particular relevance to the 
actual Battle Creek watershed. By omitting mention of the real number of acres which have 

been logged in the Battle Creek watershed , this THP fails to honestly provide sufficient 
information to make an informed decision. This THP fails utterly to provide any real 

measurements regarding this actual place.  
 

Following are just a few points to outlin e how much is missing from this THP's  CIA.  Our 
comments about t he lack of relevant, specific information applies to the complete CIA 
though. As the agency which determines compliance with California's environmental laws, 

it is your responsibility to honestly evaluate the CI s of an additional plan . This evaluation 
must include information from all sources, not just information from the submitter of the 

plan  who is supposed to regulated by you . Your mandate is to protect the public trust 
resources. Your decision must uphold tho se protections, and must be based on best 

available science and reality -based knowledge.  
 
Water Quality  

 
 

BCA has been collecting water quality data since 2009. As of December 31st, 2017 we have 
collected 8,491 samples that measure  turbidity (NTUs), water and soil temperature, and 

water pH. Jack Lewis, one of the hydrologists who has analyzed our work, states  "BCA 
sampling program has been ambitious by USGS standards and these data show that both turbidity and 
summer water temperatures have increased in spatiotemporal association with fire and salvage logging.  
USGS is the primary agency in the U.S. that monitors water quality in rivers and streams. They still use manual 
sampling at the overwhelming majority of their sites, and have used such data in hundreds if not thousands of 
reports.  BCA sampling frequency (about 31 samples per station-year) is typical or greater than the average 
USGS sampling frequency, which has for example remained at 20-30 per year for the past 25 years at stations 
in the highly valued Lake Tahoe basin. BCA has 13 sampling sites in Battle Creek.  It is exceedingly rare (if not 
impossible) to find a watershed of this size where USGS has taken so many water quality samples over a 7-
year period."   
 
Our measurements have been taken in the actual place this THP encompasses and reflect 

the progression of concrete significant changes in the resources. It  is reasonable to 
hypothesize this THP would add more significant changes. The THP fails to provide any 

verifiable  evidence from the land here. Although SPI has produced several reports in the 
past, they have been reviewed by professionals and judged to ha ve significant flaws in their 

methodol ogy. (Attachments 2,3.)  

 
Attachment 4  is the water temperature data analysis from our water sam pling program. We 

have sampling sites on Digger Creek --  a tributary of Battle Creek. This plan proposes 
logging more of the land where Digger Creek flows.  Our lower site on Digger Creek (DCH) 

was heavily impacted by salvage logging after the 2012 Ponderosa fire. There had not b een 
recent logging near our upper Digger Creek site (DC) until recently. Page 25 of the report 
states: " At Digger Creek, maximum summer water temperatures at DCH tracked those upstream at 
DC fairly closely in 2010 and 2011 (Fig. 16). Starting late in June 2012, after portions of the 
watershed between the two stations had been clearcut, the DCH maxima started to rise while those 
at DC continued to decline. The clearcuts (about 75 ha) did not extend to Digger Creek but did 
include some surface water in smaller tributaries. DCH was affected heavily by the fire in late August 
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but no salvage logging occurred until after September. Salvage logging removed a great number of 
burned trees from the riparian zone and, from June to early September of 2013, maximum water 
temperatures in DCH were 8-10°C higher than in DC, exceeding 20°C on most days. The 2013 
temperature pattern persisted in the summers of 2014 and 2015." 
 
Our data continues to show higher summer temperatures in Digger Creek  below the logged 

acres  as of th is date.  
 

Our turbidity data has also been analyzed by five hydrologists in 2011, 201 2, 2014, an d 
2016. These are Attachments  5, 6 , 7, 8 . 

 
As part of the analysis for our 2014 report and 2016 paper, l ogged areas were identified 
using 1 meter resolution ima gery from the US Department of Agricultureõs National 

Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP) that was acquired on 8/17/2014 and digitized into a 
GIS program  at a scale of 1:24, 000 by GIS specialist Curtis Bradley. Jack Lew is identified 

areas within the Ponder osa fire that were salvage logg ed using Google Earth imagery. Lands 
zoned timber production were identified with GIS da ta and  maps from Shasta and Teha ma 

County.   We then intersected the logged and salvaged logged areas with the areas zoned for 
timber prod uction to determine the proportion of timber producing lands that were logged.  
Looking at lands zoned for timber pr oduction within the watershed, 28,483 acres of 85,385 

acres of those  lands had  been cut or about 33% . 
 

The rate of harvest (ROH) contributes to significant cumulative watershed effects, whic h 
have been occurring for  20 yea rs under the current practices . These effects have not been 

alleviated by Best Management Practices (BMPs). As Lewis et al. states "Cumulative impact 

assessments in California  THPs routinely state that there are no 'reasonably potential significant adverse 

effects' (possibly after mitigation) on watersheds, soil productivity, biological and other resources; and that 
any nearby THPs or other projects produce no significant envir onmental impacts. However,  it is well -

documented that BMPs do not completely eliminate logging impacts on accelerated sediment delivery (Ziemer 

and Lisle 1993; GLEC 2010; Klein et al. 2012; Wagenbrenner et al. 2015, 2016). These studies are consistent 
with  our results indicating strongly that BMPs did not prevent major increases in turbidity and,  hence, 

sediment delivery associated with logging in the study area.  

 

A central issue is whether cumulative impacts from a large number of spatially and temporally 
proximal logging activities deemed òinsignificantó in THPs, are significant at the watershed scale. Our 

results indicate that they are significant, despite BMPs, with negative impacts on water quality, 

aquatic habitats, and imperiled salmonids. While regul atory agencies have assumed otherwise, 
removing the forest canopy affects both hydrology and slope stability/erodibility and, regardless of 

road design or harvest method, increases sediment delivery to waterways, especially in mountainous 

terrain. The resu lts of this and other studies (e.g. Klein et al. 2012; Lewis et al 2001) indicate that 
individual logging operations cumulatively elevate sediment delivery to streams. Thus, a high 

concentration of projects in space and time is likely to degrade water qual ity and aquatic ecosystems 

via sedimentation, and it is unlikely that such negative impacts can be prevented or avoided without 
limiting the total area logged in watersheds."  

 

 
In 2015, fish biologist Matt Brown from the US Fish & Wildlife Service wrote to  the Regional 

Water Board regarding his  department's concerns about  increasing fine sediment in Battle 

Creek . (Attachment 9 .) His departmen t's observations and analysis are  diametrically 

opposed to SPI's  THP. He wrote:  
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" ... an RBFWO employee responsible for collecting temperature data from temperature loggers deployed 

throughout the Battle Creek watershed was tasked to collect, in addition to temperature data, information on 

the condition of SF Battle Creek and related tributaries in regards to increased sedimentation... He noted that 

there was a considerable increase in sand throughout Battle Creek in this area and significant erosion and 

evidence of high flows in Soap Creek. This area of the Battle Creek watershed is influenced by effects 

stemming from t he Ponderosa Fire, which occurred in this area 8 -31 -2012. " (Page 2.) 

"During trap sampling from all years prior to the Ponderosa fire, the maximum reading was 35.4 NTUõs. Since 

August 2012, the maximum reading was 832 NTUõs during a thunderstorm in May 2015. We think that the 
increase in turbidity is a result of the August 2012 Ponderosa Fire, subsequent salvage logging and other 

forest management practices, and highly precipitous òAtmospheric River,ó rain events in December of 2012 

and 2014 within the Batt le Creek watershed. We plan to further analyze our data as it becomes available.  
4) Additional turbidity measurements. Turbidity samples have also been collected when the BCJSMP fish 

traps were not fishing or during the course of other studies. In some ca ses samples were taken because 

turbidities were remarkably high. This data was not used in the previous analysis because sampling effort has 

increased in recent years due to the increase in turbidity. Many samples taken during high flow events since 

August  2012 were higher than 832 NTUõs. The maximum reading of a non-sampling day in February of 2014 

was over 1700 NTUõs." (Page 6.) 

 

 

 

Fig.  3. Evidence of ongoing significant impacts. There was .6" rain Thursday night 10/19 /17 . This is  
South fork Battle Creek  at Manton Rd./Wildcat 10:30 a.m. Friday 10/20 /17 . It measured 357  NTUs. 

 

 
 


