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I. Introduction  

This comment is submitted to the Cal Fire Timber Harvest Review Team regarding plan 
number 2 -20-00159 SHA named Powerhouse. This plan was previously submitted in 2017 
as the Artemis plan,  2-17-070 SHA, which was withdrawn in 2018. All of the problems 

that we wrote of regarding the Artemis plan are still present or exacerbated. This 
resubmitted plan continues the ongoing practice of prov iding no factual, valid cumulative 

impacts analysis and continues to ignore the downstream cumulative effects which have 
been documented by many sources.  

  
An approval of this plan by Cal Fire will fail to uphold the environmental protection 
requirements o f the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and will trigger a legal 

challenge.  
 

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Battle Creek Alliance (BCA ), California 

Chaparral Institute, Center for Biological Diversity (CBD), Environmental Prote ction Center 

(EPIC), John Muir Project , Shasta Environmental Alliance (SEA) , and Wild Nature Institute  

regarding this plan submitted by Si erra Pacific Industries (SPI ). Please consider these 

comments as significant environmental concerns raised  during the review team process.  

Our  comments and substantive evidence sho w that the  material sub mitted by SPI :  

1. is  largely not relevant to the logging plan , the wa tershed area affected by the plan, or 

plan -related adverse cumulative watershed effects;  
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2. contains confusing, false, contradictory,  insufficient,  and purposely  misleading 

information;    

3. fails entirely to address the significant environmental concerns raised  here ;  

4. is based on subjective, unsupported conclusions and speculation;  

5. d oes not provide a substantial, factual, evidentiary basis for C al Fire to determine that 

the Powerhouse logging plan  is in conformance with the Forest Practice Act and Rules  and 

will not add to significant cumulative impacts which already exist . In light o f the f ull record, 

approval of this plan  would be an abuse of discretion.  

A full list of additional information and materials being submitted as part of these 

comments is at the end of this document . These materials were provided to Cal Fire Nov. 

12th, 2020 on a flash drive delivered to their office on Airport Road, in Redding, CA ; more 

have been sent by email subsequently . Cal Fire agreed to add the past logging plans and 

their Official Responses to the record  for this plan . (Logging plans  and Cal  Fire's Official 

Responses to plans  2-03-158 Digger, 2 -04-166 Hazen, 2 -04-181  Willow Spring,  2-06-173 

Lookout, 2 -08-052 Bailey's, 2 -08-097 Long Ridge, 2 -09-027 Plateau Flat, 2 -10-003 Dry 

Gulch, 2 -10-034 Grace , 2 -10-067 Blue Ridge, 2 -12-026 Reynolds Flat, 2 -12-031 

Hendrickson -Defiance,  2-17-070 Artemis,  2-18-055 Graceland, 2 -19-00180 Rio Gatito.)  

II. BCA Background  

BCA was formed in 2007 by local residents due to the ongoing logging, primarily by 

clearcutting, of the industrial timberland in the mid -zone of the Battle Creek watershed. 

Since that time we have read dozens of logging plans submitted for this, and other, 

California watersheds. We have submitted comments on over a dozen THPs, and spent 

thousands of h ours on research regarding the natural resources of this, and other, areas. 

All of our comments have raised concerns about the declining health of the biological 

resources in this watershed which support and enhance the common good of the 

inhabitants of Ca lifornia. (Eg. SPI logging plans, BCA comments, and Cal  Fire's Official 

Responses to plans : 2-06-173 Lookout, 2 -08-052 Bailey's, 2 -08-097 Long Ridge, 2 -09-027 

Plateau Flat, 2 -10-003 Dry Gulch, 2 -10-034 Grace, 2 -10-067 Blue Ridge, 2 -12-026 

Reynolds Flat, 2 -12-031 Hendrickson -Defiance, 2 -18-055 Graceland, 2 -19-00180 Rio 

Gatito.)  Table 1 and Figure  1 illustrate the industrial timberland area and acreages that the 

logging plans mentioned above are part of.  

In 2009, BCA began collecting water quality  data, and has collected nearly 14 ,000 (as of 

Dec. 2020 ) samples since then. The record of these samples is in the California State Water 

Resources Control Board's CEDEN site ( California Environmental Data Exchange Network  

online) .  A research paper by two hydrologists and a GIS specialist/senior scientist 

regarding this data was published in the scie ntific journal, Environmental Management , in 

2019  (Lewis et al.)  Previous technical reports regarding our data include Myers 2012, Lewis 

2014, and Lewis 2016.  BCA felt compelled to collect data due to the fact that the regulatory 
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agencies were collecting l ittle to no data to base their decisions on. As far as we know, we 

collect the only long -term, year round water data in the Sierra/Cascade region to track 

upland disturbance's impacts. Cal Fire acts as the lead agency in the logging plan review 

process and  has consistently approved plans as having "no significant impacts" while using 

no factual, quantitative data. The Review Team spends little time in the field; this writer 

has spent  over 30 years and many thousands of hours in the field.  

 
Table 1. Cal Fire FPGIS table of timberland in Battle Creek watershed.  Industrial timberlands represent 

the majority of the acreage and are the predominant land use in the mid -elevation range of the 

watershed.

 
Figure 1. Cal Fire FPGIS map of timberland in Battle Creek  watershed. Industrial timberland accounts 

for 34% of the watershed's land area, as detailed in Table 1.  
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III. Cal Fire's Ongoing Practices Demonstrate a Prejudicial Abuse of Discretion  

A. Cal Fire practices do  not require, gather or disper se information neede d by their 

agency and the public to make informed decisions.  

The Rio Gatito logging plan, 2 -19-00180 , which is slightly south of this plan, wa s approved 

in April 2020 . During the comment period for that plan we requested that Cal  Fire provide 

us with documentation (map, written description) of where their Review Team went during 

the pre -harvest inspection, how many acres were reviewed, and how they looked for 

cumulative impacts, as required by law. They refused to give us the informatio n stating 

that "Routes taken, or acreages actually reviewed, are not required to be reported, and would be difficult to 

actually determine. " (Cal Fire Ramaley, 2019.)  Once again, on Oct. 14th, 2020, with this plan 

we requested documentation of the pre -har vest inspection with a record of GPS locations 

kept and given to us. Once again, Cal  Fire refused. "There are no requirements for this to be 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘΦ L ŀƳ ŎŎΩƛƴƎ Ƴȅ ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ 5Ŝƴƴƛǎ Iŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀƴȅ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛŦ ƘŜ ǿŀƴǘǎ 

to." (Ramaley 2020.) Apparently Dennis Hall "didn't want to" since we received no 

information or contact. On Oct. 28th we found that the pre -harvest inspection had 

occurred on Oct. 26th, not because it was updated on the Cal  Fire CalTrees site, but 

because we sent  an email to John Ramaley since there were different dates listed on the 

CalTrees site, neither accurate.  The public may  only be allowed 30 days to comment after 

the inspection; it is crucial to have accurate information, but the Cal  Fire system is often 

behind, adding an additional  burden on  public commenters.  This is part of the ongoing 

obstruction that Cal Fire has practiced for many years  which blocks  public knowledge  

regarding logging plans  and comments as much as possible.  The continuation of that 

practice with this plan  does not uphold the law.  

The California Co de of Regulations addresses logging plans (THPs) : 

14 CCR 897 The information in [THPs] shall also be sufficiently clear and detailed to permit adequate and 

effective review by responsible agencies and input by the public. . . 

 

14 CCR 898.2 The Director shall disapprove a plan as not conforming to the rules of the Board if . . .there is 

evidence that the information contained in the plan is incorrect, incomplete or misleading in a material way, or 

is insufficient to evaluate significant environmental effects. 

 

Cal  Fire is violating both of these regulations by not collecting or providing  sufficient 

information needed by  the public to effectively review the plan or Cal  Fire's process. 

Withholding this information also does not provide the public with sufficient information to  

ascertain whether  Cal  Fire has adequately  evaluated significant environmental effects.  This 

practice is part of Cal Fire's ongoing pattern of dismi ssing the public and refusing to 

answer questions the public asks. (See BCA comments and Cal Fire Official Responses 

regarding logging plans 2-06-173 Lookout, 2 -08-052 Bailey's, 2 -08-097 Long Ridge, 2 -09-

027 Plateau Flat, 2 -10-003 Dry Gulch, 2 -10-034 Grace , 2 -10-067 Blue Ridge, 2 -12-026 

Reynolds Flat, 2 -12-031 Hendrickson -Defiance, 2 -18-055 Graceland, 2 -19-00180 Rio 

Gatito.)  
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An important part of any cumulative impacts analysis is comparing current conditions with 

past conditions to track what changes are oc curring. The Powerhouse logging plan 

continues on the path of significant adverse effects being amplified because no baselines or 

thresholds are ever set or used.  14 CCR 15064.7  states: ò(a) [e]ach public agency is 

encouraged to develop and publish thres holds of significance that the agency uses in the 

determination of the significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an 

identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental 

effect, non -compliance  with which means the effect will normally be determined to be 

significant by the agency and compliance with which means the effect normally will be 

determined to be less than significant.ó 

The Board  of Forestry is responsible for enacting rules to uphold the legislative intent of the 

CCRs, but has never created  any  rules to set  òthresholds of significanceó. Therefore, there 

are not any òidentifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance levelsó to adequately 

determine what significant cumulative environ mental impacts are occurring in the physical 

reality of Californiaõs forests and watersheds. Nonetheless, the legislative intent is clear, 

and this plan offers only SPI -produced concealments which do not adhere to the intent of 

California's lawmakers.  

This logging plan is more fiction on paper to disguise the facts which are occurring on the 

ground.  

B.  Cal Fire practices demonstrate bias against environmentalists.   

During the comment period for the former iteration of this plan  (Artemis) we submitted a 

Pub lic Record s Act Request  and received emails between the Cal  Fire Review Team. T he 

following emails exhibit a pre -determined approval on the Review Tea m's part, and an 

intent t o use th eir Official Responses from a decade  ago for a copy and paste response  to  

our comments . These practices do not uphold the guiding principle for  the review of 

projects under CE QA, including the review of logging plans.  That principle is that CEQA 

must be interpreted so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment.  There 

is nothing in the rules or law that upholds the regu latory agency acting in the manner  

demonstrated in the following emails. Our experience is that these cursory practices will be 

repeated with this plan.  

The first  email  image is a Cal  Fire Review Team email from  Adam Deem on Feb. 2, 20 18, 

before the close of the Public Comment deadline  for the Artemis plan . This email  exhibits a 

planned decision made  on how to reject our  comments  before wei ghing the evidence we 

presented , by using their Offic ial Responses to our comments from  plans in 2010 and 

2012 : 
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The following  are Cal  Fire Review Team emails during the Artemis  plan,  Jan. 26th to 29th, 

2018. These emails sho w the behind -the -scenes actions  to undermine public comments, 

inclu ding contacting an  employee (Ed Murphy)  of the company  (SPI) Cal  Fire is supposed to 

be regul ating, to obtain  information  to use against our comments : 

 

These emails do not reflect regulatory staff having an attitude  or practice  of striving to do a 

thorough and honest evaluation of cumulative impacts. The emails  show a b iased and 

discriminatory practice  in their treatment of our co mments. Further evidence of these 

practices and treatment are  included in our references (Battle Cre ek Alliance 2010, 2011, 

2012, 2013, 2017, 2018,  2019, 2020, Cal Fire whistleblower emails 2015 , Cal Fire Official 

Responses to our past comments ) and summarized in Battle Creek Alliance (2020 ) 

"Intimidation and Suppression  Timeline".  



8 | P a g e  B a t t l e  C r e e k  A l l i a n c e  c o m m e n t  P o w e r h o u s e 2- 2 0 - 0 0 1 5 9 
 

This writer has been r eading logging plans for the Battle Creek watershed since 2007 along 

with Cal  Fire's Official Responses to public comments. I have found that the majority of the 

plans are copied and pasted repetitions of the same information, with no site -specific 

verifiable or factual evidence provided. Cal  Fire's Official R esponses utilize the  same 

repetitive copy and paste dismissal of anything that dis agrees with the timber industry, 

while offering no factual evidence to support their approvals.  No ongoing factu al data is 

collected or presented to detect trends and changes over the two decades that the majority 

of the forest cover in the industrial ti mberland has been logged. Credible  science collects 

evidence over time to compare the changes which have occurred in order to determine what 

impacts there are. None of that has happened over the course of the 2 dec ades Cal  Fire has 

blindly approved logging plans as having "no significant effects".  

State agencies, including Cal Fire, are bound by ethics laws. One of t he key concepts of 

those laws is that a public agency's decisions should be based solely on what best serves 

the public's interest.  

Cal Fire's behind -the -scenes biased review practice  does not uphold the intent of the State's 

laws and rules , nor does it up hold the part of Cal Fire's stated mission to protect 

California's natural resources.  

The Powerhouse plan at issue here suffers from the same ongoing deficiencies that the past 

plans have by not providing a robust and defensible cumulative impacts analysi s.   

IV.  Information in the Logging Plan is Incorrect, Incomplete, and Misleading, and 
Therefore Insufficient to Evaluate Cumulative Impacts  

A. Contrary to law, Cal Fire has a pattern and practice of accepting and approving 

logging plans that lack factual, quantitative data or valid Cumulative Impacts 

analyses  

The following map  (Figure  2) shows the withdrawn  2017 Artemis plan  (the previous 

iteration of the current plan)  in red with the white border s around the red  representing the 

current  Powerhouse  plan. Th e purple borders are the Rio Gatito  plan  that was approved in 

April  2020 . This  plan abuts the 2012 Ponderosa Fire area which was heavily logged post -

fire under Emergency  exemptions, as well as being situated upstream of  tens of thousands 

of acres cut in th e past ~20 years. Contrary to law, no analysis has ever been performed to 

ascertain the cumulative impacts  or the cumulative watershed effects (CWE) downstream  of 

all the plans together.  This plan continues that practice.  

According to Cal Fire's records  (CA Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection FPGIS 2018), 67 

logging plans  covering over 61,000 acres have been filed  primarily  in the industrial 

timberland block  of the Battle Creek watershed between 1997 and 2016. (Figure  2.) The 

61,000 acres of plans do  not include additional acres logged under emergency and other 

types of exemptions, such as the post -fire salvage logging of the 2012 Ponderosa Fire which 
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covered over 27,000 acres. 61,000 acres is over 80% of the 75,874 acres of industrial 

timberland.  The Rio Gatito plan added 822 acres; this plan adds another 1,102 acres.  

 

Figu re 2 . GIS map of the current Powerhouse plan units laid over the 2017 Artemis plan units that was 

withdrawn, shown in red and white markings. The purple markings are of the 2019 Rio Gatito plan, 

approved in April 2020.  

According to Cal Fire Forest Practice GIS data (FPGIS) , over 75 ,000 acres of industrial 

timberland exists in a large, contiguous block  in the Battle Creek watershed . (Figure1, 

Table 1.) The cumulative impacts to this large block of land have never been analyzed  in 

SPI's logging plans under the practices Cal Fire  has followed for decades. The effects on 

downstream waterways have not been monitored or accounted for  or protected f rom 

significant effects, by these ongoing  practice s. The biota population was not assessed prior 

to the major landscape changes, and no ongoing study has been undertaken to assess what 

changes have occurred. For decades, professional hydrologists have made observations 

such as: "Examination of rec ently approved THPs and SYPs indicates that plans are 

being approved that do not contain technically valid cumulative impact 

assessments." (Reid 1999, see also Dunne  et al.  2001.)  
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Cal Fire has a historical pattern and practice of accepting the same type of factually -void 

logging plans  throughout the Battle Creek watershed, never providing the public or other 

decision makers with the information necessary to knowledgably assess the cumulative 

environmental impacts of each logging plan. While decisions concern ing whether or  not to 

ultimately approve a plan  are matters left to the judgment of Cal Fire, Cal Fire does not 

have discretion to take short cuts through the environmental review process, compromise 

its core obligations under CEQA, and approve a plan with  significant impacts that have not 

been fully analyzed.  

Although  the Forest Practice Rules contain a number of generic best management practices 

(òBMPsó) or mitigation measures to reduce the environmental impacts of logging, experts 

have understood for decades now that the measures are not sufficient to prevent 

cumulat ive watershed effects (òCWEsó) from occurring. CEQA does not permit mitigation 

measure s to be used to avoid assessing whether a projectõs cumulative impacts will be 

significant  (San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 

645, 663 ). Merely the inclusion of mitigation measure s in the plan  description does not 

make any potential impacts auto matically less than significant  (Lotus v. Dept. of Transp. 

(2014) 223 Cal.App.4th 645, 656 ). 

In a report titled, òA Scientific Basis for the Prediction of Cumulative Watershed Effectsó 

(Dunne  et al.  2001 , "CWE Report ") a òblue ribbon panel of expertsó on the University of 

California Committee on Cumulative Watershed Effects comprehensively reviewed the 

Fores t Practice Rules, dozens of logging  plans , and ongoing water quality impacts. The CWE 

Report explains the inadequacy of Cal  Fireõs application of the Rules to avoid cumulative 

watershed effects. The CWE Report pointed to three reasons why CWEs are occurring, 

despite Cal Fireõs application of the Forest Practice Rules. The first problem is that Cal  Fire 

does not require that plans  contain sufficient data to allow the agency and the public to 

assess existing and expected impacts. (òInformation provided in individual THPs that we 

examined was o ften incomplete or too subjective to assess current resource conditions, 

lingering cumulative effects, or the potential for additional impacts.ó) The second problem, 

the CWE Report explains, is that Cal  Fire operates under the premise that, even if a loggi ng 

plan may have adverse impacts, òit can be mitigated out of existence by application of a 

Best Management Practiceó found in the Forest Practice Rules.  The third problem is that 

Cal  Fire never looks at the watershed as a whole in assessing cumulative imp acts . Having 

reviewed dozens of logging plans , the CWE Report records the damage caused to 

watersheds when Cal  Fire allows the òpostage stampó approach, looking only at a small 

fraction of the watershed in w hich the logging plan is located.  This òôpostage-stampõ, or 

ôparcel-by-parcelõ, approach, in which only the immediate project area of a single, small 

timber harvest is ever reviewed . . . does not capture the cumulative influence of multiple 

harvests over a long period of time in a large, complex watersh ed.ó Ultimately, the CWE 

Report concluded that a process ð indistinguishable from the review relied on in  all of the 

past Battle Creek watershed logging plans  ð òcontains no method for recognizing damage 

across entire ecosystems or watershedsó and òneeds to be replaced with a true, watershed -
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scale assessment.ó While the CWE Report was written nearly 20 years ago, e ach of these 

problems remains, and c an be seen  again  in the Powerhouse plan  at issue here.  

B.  Powerhouse plan similarly lacks scientific, site -specific data regarding cumulative 

impacts; therefore, approval would be contrary to law.  

The following sectio n will demonstrate that this logging plan  lacks the s cientific, site -

specific evidence required for a cumulative impacts analysis. As such, if Cal  Fire were to 

approve this plan  as currently presented (lacking the required elements of a cumulative 

impact assessment), Cal  Fire would be committing an abuse of discretion by failing to 

proceed in the manner required by law. (Joy Road Are a Forest and Watershed Assn v. Cal. 

Dept. of Forestry & Fire Prot. (2006) 142 Cal. App.4th 656, 674 -78. ) 

Plan  page 7 and 209  refer to the "Campbell Creek" watershed. There is no Campbell Creek 

in the Bat tle Creek watershed. We presume the plan means the Canyon Creek planning  

watershed. The plan's lack of  even know ing  what creeks are in the area does not inspire 

confidence  in th e preparer's ability to accurately determine cumulative effects . This plan 

continues the practice s used  in the past  dozens of plans and  61,000 acres of logging --  

practices  that every plan  has stated are causing "no  significant adverse impact s" while 

provid ing no factual evidence.  

Plan p ages 139 - 155  are the same copied and pasted pages which SPI has put in every plan 
for over a decade. They contain no verifiable evidence and are not site -specific to this plan, 

although on page 139 they write that they have "site -specific data and scientific studies on 
a number of terrestrial and aquatic wildlife species that are incorporated into our individual 

THPs". Where is it then? Writing baseless sentences such as this does not make them true. 
In our experience, the sm all amount of site -specific water quality data SPI presents has 
been collected at the highest upstream  points of SPI's land, making the data worthless for 

assessing downstream  cumulative impacts. We examine some other SPI documents 
throughout this comment that have been copied and pasted into their plans for years. 

There is almost nothing regarding wildlife in the upper Digger Creek planning watershed 
included in the plan, other than generic lists of species which  provide no level of 

understanding how populations are being affected or are changing.  
 
Plan p age 7 Item 13  marked the box that the logging operations WILL NOT  HAVE A 

SIGNIFICANT adverse impact on the environment, and Page 167 of the pla n presents a box  
divided into 8 different resources with a question regarding if the project will impact any of 

the resources and will "have a reasonable potential to cause or add to significant 
cumulative impacts...". The "no" box is checked for every resource including Watershed, 

Soil Productivity, Biological, Recreation, Visual, Traffic, Greenhouse Gases, and Wildfire 
Risk and Hazard. Every one of SPI's past plans has said the same thing. The information 
we present in this comment  (and past comments)  shows that there are existing significant 

impacts to  the listed resources, which have been completely ignored in the plan.  It's 
reasonable to assume that further logging from this additional proposed plan will be an 

additive factor to existing  adverse eff ects.  
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C. Powerh ouse Plan will Affect the Downstream Area s 

 1. Limiting the  Assessment Area  in the P owerhouse Plan is an Attempt to Avoid the 

Required Cumulati ve Impact Analysis of the Downstream  Watershed.  

Although the Rules permit òplanning watershedsó to be used as a starting point for 

cumulative watershed assessments, Cal  Fire is required to look beyond the planning 

watershed to ensure all relevant information is considered (such as the greater watershed 

and fluvial system). 14 CCR § 898; see also East B ay Mun. Utility Dist. v. Cal Dept. of 

Forestry & Fire Prot. (1996) 43 Cal.App.4th 1113, 1133 (òduty to require supplementations 

is entirely consistent with the agencyõs duty under CEQA to use its best efforts to find out 

and disclose all that is reasonably  canó). 

The small geograph ic scope used by SPI in this logging plan  is exactly the type of 

inadequate analysis that the cumulative impact assessment is intended to prevent ( EPIC v. 

Cal Dept. of Forestry & Fire Prot. (2008) 44 Cal.4th 459, 525 ). CEQA requir es the scale of 

the cumulative impact assessment area to be based on the nature of the impacted 

resourc e, not the scale of the project  (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 

221 Cal.App.3d 692, 722 -723 ). 

The following section demonstrates how SPI has tried to avoid a full cumulative impact 

analysis by limiti ng the scope of the project, thereby  ignoring the devastating cumulative 

impa cts the addition of this plan  will have ð in combination with prior plans  ð with in  the  

Battle Creek Watershed.  

Plan p age 139   SPI states: "According   to  the  SNEP analysis,  for  project  planning  and  management  

decisions,  the  scale should  be the CALWATER planning watershed units (a subdivision of the major 

river basins, used by SNEP and delineated by the California Department of Water Resources) (SNEP 

1996)."  

 
This appears to be more purposely misleading information in the logging plan. SNEP (Sierra 

Nevada Ecosystem Project) was a multi -volume, thousands of pages document produced in 

1996. SPI's 3 references to it on  page 173 list 3 titles which do not exist in the report. As far 

as we can tell,  the titles are headings in the Appendices which include multiple chapters 

from the report. We can find nothing in SNEP which recommends the use of the 

CALWATER planning waters hed system for practices such as SPI employs or Cal Fire 

approves ; the CALWATER system was in its earliest stage of development in 1996 .  

According to this USGS link online,  https://water.usgs.gov/GIS/metadata/usgswrd/XML/ca_provinces.xml 

" This digital data set was created to provide a context for developing a  

statewide, comprehensive ground - water monitoring and assessment program as  per the 

requirements of the California State Assembly bill AB599. The  

development of this data set facilitated analysis an d identification of the  priority 

basins and areas outside basins.  
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This data set was developed from previously developed digital data sets of  ground - water 

basins (California Department of Water Resources, 2002) and  watersheds (California 

Department of Fo restry and Fire Protection, 1999). "  

AB599 was filed in 200 1, 5 years aft er the SNEP report was released:  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=200120020AB599&search_keywords=groun

dwater 

"AB 599, Liu. Groundwater contamination: quality monitoring program. 

Existing law declares that groundwater is a valuable natural resource in the state and should be managed to 

ensure its safe production and its quality. Existing law authorizes specified local agencies to adopt and 

implement groundwater management plans. 

This bill would require the State Water Resources Control Board to integrate existing monitoring programs and 

design new program elements, as necessary, for the purpose of establishing a comprehensive monitoring 

program capable of assessing each groundwater basin in the state through direct and other statistically reliable 

sampling approaches, and to create an interagency task force to identify actions necessary to establish the 

monitoring program and to identify measures that would increase coordination among state and federal agencies 

that collect groundwater contamination information. The bill would require the state board to convene a 

described advisory committee to the task force. The bill would require the state board, in consultation with other 

specified agencies, to submit to the Governor and the Legislature, on or before March 1, 2003, a report that 

includes a description of a comprehensive groundwater quality monitoring program for the state." 

On Nov. 23rd, 2020 we emailed Cal  Fire to ask for the document in SNEP that the plan on 

page 139  (mentioned above) referred to. On Dec. 2nd we received this reply: "The original 
CALWATER digital production occurred during 1993.  The current version of the digital boundaries was 

finalized during 1999, with additional attribute data updated during 2004 (CALWATER version 2.2.1).  Some of 

the assessments described in The Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) used CALWATER data, which was 

readily available at the time of the 1996 publication.  References to CALWATER appears in several locations in 

the SNEP reports.  The SNEP reference used in the THP refers to SNEP Volume I, page 106, which is part of 

the Distributed Forest Conditions (DFC) Strategy discussion included in the Management Strategy section of 

the Late Successional Old-Growth Forest Conditions Chapter (Chapter 6).  The DFC strategy distributes forest 

seral diversity across the landscape, benefitting organisms and ecological functions using a patchy 

distribution.  Existing small patches of late successional forest would be maintained where they occur, and 

these stands would be evenly distributed across the landscape.  The CALWATER planning watershed unit scale 

is the appropriate planning and management scale for such a strategy.   

 Document reference: 

 Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP).  1996.  Final report to Congress. Vol. I, Assessment Summaries and 

Management Strategies.  Wildland Resources Center Report No. 37.  Centers for Water and Wildland 

Resources, University of California, Davis." 

We reviewed the SNEP chapter mentioned in the re ply , which is about "Late Successional 

Old -Growth Forest Conditions"  which does not describe SPI's land  at all . The map shows 
the study areas as only national forest lands  (which are managed completely differently 
than industrial timberland)  and the text s tates: "The objective of the DFC strategy is to meet overall 
forest goals by creating a forest landscape on the east side of the Sierra Nevada (primarily east-side pine)". 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=200120020AB599&search_keywords=groundwater
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=200120020AB599&search_keywords=groundwater
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The industrial timberland in Battle Creek and most of the Sierra Nevada is on the west  side 
of the mountain range , does not consist of east -side pine,  and very little of it is in old -

growth condition due to  logging  throughout the 20th century . This SNEP Chapter has no 
relevance to SPI's practices and the use of one sentence from it to j ustify decades of 

utilizing  misleading, reductive assessment areas is contrary to the intent of environmental 
protection laws.  

SPI has chosen to confine their assessments to the small planning watersheds for many 
years and Cal Fire has approved thousands  of plans  in California  using this faulty 
assessment system.  In past plans and approvals within Battle Creek watershed, neither SPI 

nor Cal Fire have ever provided adequate justification, supported by substantial evidence, 
as to why they refuse to look for  water quality impacts downstream of the individual plans 

beyond the planning watershed boundaries. As a result, both the past logging plans and 
this current one fail to inform the public and decision makers of the true environmental 

consequences which are  occurring.  

The practice  of the misuse of the planning watershed deli neations has prevented any 
meaningful cumulative impact analyses and allowed many of California's important 

watersheds to be over -cut.  There is no excuse for this and it must stop.  Cal Fire's approvals 
are not upholding the  laws or the intent of the laws, and are not preventing or repairing the 

well -known significant adverse effects that were detailed in the SNEP report and 
throughout many scientific studies.  

The SNEP report is the antithesis of an approval of SPI's practices.  Cal Fire has the report 
in their files, but apparently neither they, nor SPI, have ever read any of it.  In Volume I 
Chapter 8, "Watersheds and Aquatic Diversity" the report writes:  

"CRITICAL FINDINGS  

Aquatic Habitats: The aquatic/riparian systems are the most altered and impaired habitats of the Sierra.  

Stream Flow: Dams and diversions throughout most of the Sierra Nevada have profoundly altered stream-flow patterns 

(timing and amount of water) and water temperatures, with significant impacts to aquatic biodiversity.  

Riparian Status: Riparian areas have been damaged extensively by placer mining (northern and west-central Sierra) and 

grazing (Sierra-wide), and locally by dams, ditches, flumes, pipelines, roads, timber harvest, residential development, 

and recreational activities.  

Sediment: Excessive sediment yield into streams remains a widespread water-quality problem in the Sierra Nevada.  

Water Quality: Major water-quality impacts on the Sierra are (1) impairment of chemical water quality downstream of 

urban centers, mines, and intensive land-use zones, (2) accumulation of near toxic levels of mercury in many low- to 

middle-elevation reservoirs of the western Sierra, (3) widespread biological contamination by human pathogens 

(especially Giardia), and (4) increased salinity in east-side lakes as a result of water diversions.  

Introduced Aquatics: Introduction of non-native fishes (primarily trout) has greatly altered aquatic ecosystems through 

impacts on native fish, amphibians, and invertebrate assemblages.  

Amphibian Status: Amphibian species at all elevations have severely declined throughout the Sierra Nevada.  
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Anadromous Fish: Anadromous fish (chinook salmon, steelhead), once native to most major Sierran rivers north of the 

Kings River, are now nearly extinct from Sierran rivers.  

Aquatic Invertebrates: Local degradation of habitats has led to significant impacts on aquatic invertebrates, which make 

up the vast majority of aquatic species in the Sierra Nevada. 

/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ŘŜǊƛǾŜǎ ŜƴƻǊƳƻǳǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŘƛǾŜǊǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǊŜŀƳǎΣ ǊƛǾŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƪŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ƛŜǊǊŀ 

Nevada. A major cost associated with these benefits has been deterioration of the biotic integrity and sustainability of 

the aquatic systems, as reflected in declines in the distribution and abundance of native aquatic and riparian organisms. 

Water determines the distribution and abundance of many plants and animals throughout the Sierra Nevada by shaping 

and providing habitat. Lakes and streams support rich communities of native organisms both in the water and in 

adjoining riparian areas. These water bodies also support cities, farms, and industries within and distant from the 

mountains...Development of streams and other resources of the Sierra Nevada over the past 150 years has met the 

downstream demands of society throughout California but has impaired the quality and availability of water for both 

ecological and social needs in many parts of the mountain range." 

Also in SNEP Volume III, Chapter 2 "Cumulative Watershed Effects: Applicability of Available Methodologies 

to the Sierra Nevada" Berg et al. wrote : "Only recently has formalization of concerns gone beyond the effects of 

site-specific, single impact land management. Gooselink and Lee (1989), however, point out that the roots of the issue 

can be viewed as a communal response to accumulating individual acts of environmental degradation, none particularly 

large or damaging, but when taken together sum to significant and potentially dramatic impacts. Hardin (1968) 

described this principle elegantly as the tragedy of the commons: the unrestricted use of a common resource by 

individuals to maximize individual profits, leads to a loss of the resource for both individuals and the public." 

Battle Creek -specific documents that include cumulative impacts aspects related to the 

SNEP findings detailed above are: Kier 2003, Kier 2009, Myers 2012, Henkle 2016, Pacific 

Watershed Associates 2017/2018, Lewis 2019, Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 2 019.  

All of these relevant reports are conspicuously ignored in the Powerhouse plan at issue, as 

well as having been ignored in past plans and approvals.  

This plan does not include the impacts of past projects, instead conf ining itself to the 
reductive  area of a planning watershed and essentially considering its impacts alone , while  
willfully  ignoring Battle Creek specific research . The Battle Creek Watershed Based Plan 

(2019), overseen by the Central Valley Regional Water Board and paid for with State 
fund ing, details impacts of past projects and occurrences in the area and  in the 

downstream drainages which will be affected by this plan . Here are some examples in  the 
document which support our concerns:  

 
According to the geology map on page 8 of the 2019 B attle Creek Watershed Based Plan  
(WBP), part of the planning watershed in this plan has rhyolitic soil. Rhyolitic soil is known 

to be highly erosive. We see no discussion of this in the THP.  In fact, this Powerhouse plan 
presents misinformation regarding the EHR (erosion hazard rating) on pages 224 -225 , and 

265 -269, rating the EHR as mostly low. There is no substantive discussion of the basic  
methodology used to determine the EHRs such as wh o was the person/what training the 

person had, how much of the area was actually surveyed, or when and how often,  what 
specific measurements were collected in the field,  or how the ratings were arrived at. This 
lack of substantive evidence regarding method ology is evident throughout this, and past, 
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plans which leads to the conclusion that the ratings are just unsourced opinion on paper 
with no connection to the reality of the land.  

 
The Digger THP (2 -03-158) is not listed in the "Past Projects" section of t his plan, but some 

of its units abut the projected units to be logged by this plan  (this is not shown on this 
plan 's maps) . On page 244 of the Digger THP file there is a Cal Fire letter that states there 

were active operations in 2011.  In the Digger plan t he Review Team wrote : "Published geologic 
mapping shows the southern part of the THP area 5 ~(south of South Fork Digger Creek) to be underlain by 
rhyolitic rocks. These rocks are known to weather to soils that (a) are highly erodible, and (b), in a manner 
similar to decomposed granite (DG) soils, may potentially erode at rates exceeding those that would be 
expected from the calculated erosion hazard rating (EHR). Sediment resulting from such erosion could then be 
delivered to downslope streams. Timber harvest operations have the potential to accelerate the erosion and 
sediment delivery rates significantly above the pre-harvest rates." 
 

(See Figures  25 to 34 for some of the adjacent Digger plan's units which this plan will cut 

next to.)  
 

The EHR rating tables on pages 265 -268 of the THP appear to be generated by a computer 
program of some sort.  The tables use specifically selected, repeated numerical designations, 

so are purely speculation. The tables do not mention rhyolitic soil at all.   
 
WBP Pages 8-11 detail the loss  and change in area  of forest cover between 1985 and 2017. 

(A significant effect.)  
 

WBP Page 12 describes Beneficial Uses and Sediment Stresses and states "beneficial uses 
of any specifically identified water body generally apply to all o f its tributaries." In this plan, 

that would specifically pertain to  Digger Creek  and its downstream drai nage into  Battle 
Creek.  
 

WBP Page 12-13 spells out the water quality objectives encoded in the Basin Plan. BCA's 
water quality data collection site s are all  downstream of this plan ; they show  exceedances 

of turbidity, temperature, and pH standards  (Lewis et al. 2019, Lewis 2018, Lewis 2016, 
CEDEN) . 

 
WBP Page 15 discusses that there has been some recovery, but a large amount of sediment 
is still being mobilized into the mainstem of Battle Creek, which is in a "likely altered" 

condition. (A significant downstream effect.)  
 

WBP Page 16 states:  Digger Creek has " the highest estimated rates of sediment delivery " 

and  "The greatest sediment delivery contribut ions are spread throughout the m id to upper 
elevations" which encompasses  the large contiguous block of timberland detailed in Figures 

1 and 2. This plan is an additi ve factor to the past effects. This is another significant effect 
which is completely igno red within the Powerhouse logging plan.  

 
WBP Page 19 states: Rhyolitic soils within the Ponderosa fire footprint are confined to 

Northern slopes of the South Fork Battle Creek watershed (lower South Fork and Panther 
Creek HUC 12õs) and the Digger Creek watershed. Terraqua (2018) concluded that wildfire, 

wildfire prevention measures (fire lines) timber harvest activities, and roads have all 
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contributed to the initiation of landslides in recent years.  This is another significant effect 
which is completely ignored within the Powerhouse logging plan.  

 
WBP Page 24 states "Areas within the Upper and Lower South Fork Battle Creek, Panther 

Creek, and Digger Creek indicate the highest relative sensitivity to combined factors of 
erodibility, landslide potential, an d chronic road sediment delivery." (A significant effect.)  

 
Our water quality data has been reviewed by 6 hydrologists, as well as the monitoring 
coordinator at the State Water Board ( BCA QAPP 2019 ). The Battle Creek Watershed Based 

Plan document reinforce s our water quality data findings and research paper ( Lewis et al. 
2019 ), and is additional evidence of the concerns we have been raising for years regarding 

the significant impac ts which are occurring. This plan  excludes our recent research paper, 
the Wat ershed Based Plan, and the other documents that speak of the ongoing declines in 

the watershed. Most of the declines are occurring downstream of this proposed project   
(Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 2019, Bottaro 2019, Lewis et al. 2019 ). 
 

 
There  is a  new example of  SPI's evasion of relevant information regarding the Battle Creek 

watershed added to this logging plan, as follows:  

Plan p age 216 -217   SPI has inserted an erroneous paragraph into this plan on these pages 

regarding the Lewis et al. research paper that was published online in 2018 and in the 

scientific journal "Environmental Management" in 2019. This paper analyzed BCA's water 

data that began being collected in 2009. We provided evidence to Cal Fire and asked for the 

paragraph to be removed, b ut Cal Fire refused (Battle Creek Alliance "Erroneous paragraph 

in THP letter (2020)" and Cal Fi re Ramaley "Erroneous paragraph  email, (2020) ".) The 

inclusion of this paragraph in this logging plan is another attempt by SPI to invalidate 

evidence that demonstrates their ongoing practices have significant adverse effects. Cal 

Fire's acceptance of it is an extension of their past practices which have continuously 

evaded their responsibility to uphold environmental laws which would serve to maintain 

and pr otect functional ecosystems and safeguard the public trust.  

Technical Rule addendum No. 2 states under Section C "Identification of Information 

Sources" that Records Examined can include "k. Relevant watershed or wildlife studies 

(published or unpublished) ". As we detail later, this plan includes many references to 

information from far away from this plan's area. Yet, it includes no references to the 

documents which are actually about the area within, adjace nt, and downstream of the 

Upper Digger  Creek plann ing watershed  that detail significant adverse impacts occurring . 

This is materially misleading and insufficient for an informed decision making process.  

The following figures ( Figures  3 to 7 ) demonstrate the progression of what  the  evasive 

practices of SPI and Cal Fire have done to  the Battle Creek watershed since the 1996 SNEP 

report  was released, the report which  SPI has  deceptively  cited as supporting their 

practices . 
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Figure 3 . Battle Creek watershed in 1976. Hwy 44 and 36 are the approximate boundaries of the 

watershed.  
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Figure 4 . Battle Creek watershed in 1998, before the clearcuts began to appear.  The blue line is Digger 

Creek, the boundary between Shasta and Tehama counties.  

 

Figure 5 . Battle Creek watershed in 2004. The brown holes which  are ~20 acre clearcuts began to 

appear.  
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Figure 6 . Battle Creek watershed in 2012, before the Ponderosa Fire.  

Figure 7 . Battle Creek watershed in 2017 with 2012 Ponderosa Fire imprint.  2017 is the most recent 

Google Earth image available.  
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All of the plans  shown  in Figures 3 through 7 were submitted and approved  as having no 

significant, adverse impacts. None of the plans included one measurement taken of 

downstream water quality, or populations of plants, birds, animals, amphibians, and fish , 

or chang es in climate .  

Page 169  of the plan writes that "The assessment area was chosen because this [planning] 

watershed is of sufficient size to analyze cumulative biological and hydrological effects..."  

This is a n in complete  and misleading portrayal of how fluvial systems work. Water quality 
impacts do accumulate in the planning watershed watercourses but they do not stay 

confined there. Sediment moves during large storm events and that is when cumulative 
impacts become activ e and move downstream, outside of any smaller planning watershed. 

Our Citizen's Water Quality Monitoring Project has found evidence of this for over 10 years 
now. " The data reveal strong associations of turbidity with the proportion of area harvested in 

wa tersheds draining to the measurement sites. " (Lewis 2019 , Figure 8 .) There is more 
discussion of our evidence, and other entities' evidence, in our reference documents which 

have been supplied to the Cal Fire office. Our reference file is incorporated by r eference into 
this comment. Some documents mention the data gaps which exist. This is a problem, but 
does not mean that this plan which has no evidence in it to prove anything it asserts , 

should be approved . BCA is  a small, little -funded organization and c annot perform the large 
studies that cost hundreds of thousands of dollars that many reports have recommended. 

But those large studies have never been carried out, while we have accomplished collecting 
the data we are able to for over 10 years.  Our downstr eam site s, which are downstream of 

this plan's planning watershed, show  elevated turbidity, temperature, and pH and 
exceedances of the numerical limits of the Water Board's Basin Plan.  
 

 
Figure  8. Purple stars mark BCA sampling sites in the Battle Creek  watershed where data has been 

being collected since 2009.  Digger Creek  (white dotted line)  is the boundary between Shasta and 

Tehama counties in this part of the watershed. SFB= south fork Battle Creek, NFB= north fork Battle 
Creek, RCP= Rock Creek Ponder osa, DCH= Digger Creek home,  DC= Digger Creek,  RC= Rock Creek, 

CC= Canyon Creek, CC2= second Canyon Creek, CCC= Canyon Creek culvert, BCT= Bailey Creek top.  
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Along with sampling data, we photograph each of our wa ter monitoring sites. Figures 9 to 
15  are a few visual comparisons of tributary creeks in Battle Creek watershed. All of our 

lower downstream monitoring sites have the same physical changes demonstrated  in 
Figures 10, 11 , 13 , and14 . 

 
Figure 9 . Above is a photo of our highest elevation site in January 2020, which is on Bailey Creek 

(BCT). Normally a reference site would be chosen by having no disturbance, but all the sites which are 

accessible to us have some disturbance. This site has the least. This photo demonstrates how little 
sand (known  as fine sediment) is present, how clear the water is, and how the substrate is composed of 

loose rocks not embedded by sediment.  

 

 
Figure 10 . This is our Rock Creek (RC) site on the same day in January 2020. Here can be seen the 
sand (fines) embedding th e rocks in the substrate. This site has changed significantly since we began 

our water quality sampling program in 2009. It used to be similar to the high Bailey Creek site.  
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Figure 11 . This is our north fork Battle Creek site in January 2020. The sandy b each on the edge of 
the creek that extends into the streambed was not there in the past but has persisted for years now.  

 

Figure  12  . Our upstream Digger Creek (DC) site on Jan. 26th, 2020. (See map figure 8.)  This site has 

less disturbance above it than our DCH site , but is downstream of this potential logging plan . It 

measured 25.4 NTUs. There was 1.44" of rain that day (CDEC Shingletown station).  



24 | P a g e  B a t t l e  C r e e k  A l l i a n c e  c o m m e n t  P o w e r h o u s e 2- 2 0 - 0 0 1 5 9 
 

Figure 13 . Our lower Digger Creek site  (DCH)  on Jan. 26th, 20 20. This site is approximately 4 miles 
downstream  of DC site in Figure 12 . It measured 53.5 NTUs, an increase of 111% over the upstream 

site.  Stream turbidity is highly influenced by amount of precipitation and its intensity, hence there is 

little turbidit y if there is little rain. The turbidity levels between sites during heavier precipitation 

show marked differences in relation to how much logged land there is upstream of a site.  

 

This writer has been wading the creeks since 1989, and personally saw what occurred in 
the 1997 flood which is discussed in logging plans  and other documents. After that flood 
which cleared the banks of the streams for about 5 feet on each side, the rocks in the 

streambeds continued to be loose and have very little sand present. The substrate began 
changing in the mid -2000s as clearcutting upstream became prevalent, and escalated post - 

Fire and post - tens of thousands of acres of salvage logging that were cut after the fire.  (See 
Figures 3 -7.) The physical evidence in the streams shows significant changes have 

occurred, have persisted, and h ave not been prevented or mitigated by SPI's practices. The 
Appendix of Technical Rule Addendum No. 2 covers these effects under A. Watershed 

Resources, particularly 1.a.: "Sediment-induced CWEs occur when earth materials transported by surface 
or mass wasting erosion enter a Watercourse or Watercourse system at separate locations and are then combined 

at a downstream location to produce a change in water quality or channel condition. The eroded materials can 

originate from the same or different Projects."  
 

There is no evidence in the Powerhouse plan that  anyone from SPI  or the regulatory 

agencies spent an appreciable amount of time looking for any of these significant adverse 
effects downstream of the plan area.  
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Figure 14 . Our south fork Battle Creek site in 2020. Sediment deposition may be seen on the bank in 

the lower right hand side of the photo. Significant channel modification has also occurred right above 

the sediment in the form of many more (and larger) boulders than in the past.  

 
Figure15 . Ou r south fork Battle Creek site in 2013 for comparison to the 2020 photo. There was 

neither as much prevalent sediment deposition nor channel modification yet.  
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 2. Plan Fails to Assess Cumulative Effects on the Water Cycle  

The very foundation of ecosystem health is the water cycle, yet there is no discussion in the 

plan of the cumulative effects that the vast changes to the landscape are producing.  

Removing forest cover opens the land to more solar radiation, producing land  degradation 

effects by drying out the soil more quickly. Logging leaves combustible slash about while 

drying out the  cutover and  surrounding area because forests create their own microclimate 

by releasing water vapor (evapotranspiration). The ongoing prac tices this plan continues  

contributes to climate change,  produces land degradation , and impacts the water cycle by:  

¶ increasing soil and ai r temperature (impacts: less rain and humidityƂ increased fire 

dangerƂ fire leads to more loss of forest cover) 

¶ increasing  erosion (impacts: soil lossƂ water pollution from point- and non -point 

sourcesƂ degradation of aquatic habitatƂ population loss in aquatic species) 

¶ causing loss of soil fertility from loss of nutrients and organic matter (impacts: less 

vegetati on growth Ƃ less evapotranspirationƂ less atmospheric moisture transportƂ 

higher, drier air and soil temperatures Ƃ more vegetation death and increased fire 

probability )  

As far as we are aware, there has been no attempt at the local , regional, or state  level to 

prevent or constrain these effects, or to collect factual evidence to determine what effects 

are occurring. There is no general or site -specific evidence provided in this plan regarding 

water cycle and climate change cumulative effects from logging, nor has there been in the 

multitude of past plans Cal Fire has approved.  

Lukovic et al. (2021) observes: " Californian hydroclimate is strongly seasonal and prone to severe water 

shortages. Recent changes in climate trends have induced shifts in seasonality, thus exacerbating droughts, wildfires, 

and adverse water shortage effects on the environment and economy... We discover that the onset of the rainy season 

has been progressively delayed since the 1960s, and as a result the precipitation season has become shorter and sharper 

in California." 

Ellison et al. (2017) presents the following figure to illustrate the interconnected function of 

forests to the water cycle  (Figure 16) : 
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Figure 16 . Ellison et al. 2017: " Effects of forests on water and climate at local, regional and continental scales 

through change in water and energy cycles. (1) Precipitation is recycled by forests and other forms of vegetation and 

transported across terrestrial surfaces to the other end of continents. (2) Upward fluxes of moisture, volatile organic 

compounds and microbes from plant surfaces (yellow dots) create precipitation triggers. (3) Forest-driven air pressure 

patterns may transport atmospheric moisture toward continental interiors. (4) Water fluxes cool temperatures and 

produce clouds that deflect additional radiation from terrestrial surfaces. (5) Fog and cloud interception by trees draws 

additional moisture out of the atmosphere. (6) Infiltration and groundwater recharge can be facilitated by trees. (7) All 

of the above processes naturally disperse water, thereby moderating floods." 

Ellison further explains: " By evapotranspiring, trees recharge atmospheric moisture, contributing to rainfall 

locally and in distant locations. Cooling is explicitly embedded in the capacity of trees to capture and redistribute the 

ǎǳƴΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ όtƻƪƻǊƴȇ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΣ нлмлύΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘǊŜŜǎΩ ƳƛŎǊƻōƛŀƭ ŦƭƻǊŀ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻƎŜƴƛŎ ǾƻƭŀǘƛƭŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛŎ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ 

promote rainfall. Trees enhance soil infiltration and, under suitable conditions, improve groundwater recharge. 

Precipitation filtered through forested catchments delivers purified ground and surface water (Calder, 2005; Neary et al., 

2009)." 

Pokorny et al. (2010)  wrote : "Ecosystems use solar energy for self-organisation and cool themselves by 

exporting entropy to the atmosphere as heat. These energy transformations are achieved through 

evapotranspiration, with plants as óheat valvesô... While global warming is commonly attributed to atmospheric 

CO2, the research shows water vapour has a concentration two orders of magnitude higher than other 

greenhouse gases. It is critical that landscape management protects the hydrological cycle with its capacity for 

dissipation of incoming solar energy." 

This plan fails to provide any assessment or mitigation for t hese ongoing cumulative 

impacts that affect lives locally, regionally, nationall y, and internationally. Barnosky et al. 
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2012  wrote of these problems : "Localized ecological systems are known to shift abruptly and irreversibly 

from one state to another when they are forced across critical thresholds. Here we review evidence that the 

global ecosystem as a whole can react in the same way and is approaching a planetary-scale critical transition 

as a result of human influence. The plausibility of a planetary-scalŜ ΨǘƛǇǇƛƴƎ ǇƻƛƴǘΩ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ 

improve biological forecasting by detecting early warning signs of critical transitions on global as well as local 

scales, and by detecting feedbacks that promote such transitions. It is also necessary to address root causes of 

how humans are forcing biological changes." 

There are many studies available throughout science that pertain to these effects. The 

availability of science that documents well -understood processes within the water cycle 

makes the absence of any  discussion or consideration of the cumulative effects that this  

plan increases even more disturbing. (Some Battle Creek specific documents that include 

cumulative impacts aspects are: Kier 2003, Kier 2009, Myers 2012, Henkle 2016, Pacific 

Watershed Associ ates 2017/2018, Lewis 2019, Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 2019.)  

Battle Creek watershed is part of California's Mediterranean climate, defined as consisting 

of hot, dry summers and cool wet winters. The disruption from ongoing climate change, 

coupled  with the loss of  thousands  to millions  of acres of canopy cover, has produced 

lengthier hot and dry seasons and fire seasons both here and in California in general, as 

documented in Williams et al. 2019, and Williams et al. 2020. There is less snow than i n 

the past. Droughts  and low water years  have been more frequent and extreme in the first 

20 years of the 21st century, yet there is no mention in this plan, or past plans, of how 

intricately linked forests are with the water cycle (Fischer et al. 2014, EPA 2017, Vose et al. 

2017,  Cook 2018 , CDEC 2004 -2020 ). 

On page 169 , the plan lists the precipitation average as 50". The CDEC station in 

Shingletown, situated near Highway 44 adjacent to SPI's land, has precipitation data 

beginning in 2004. As may be seen in  the file  BCA submitted,  "CDEC 2004 -2020" , the 

average has been below that. Eight of the years each had less than 40" of rain with an 

average of 35".  The 2019 -2020 water year had only 33.64" of rain, with 17.84" by Feb. 

15th, 2020, even though there was no  rain at all in February. As of Feb. 15th, 2021 there 

has only been 15.49" of rain. It appears this water year will be another dry year in the 

ongoing sequence, which this plan fails to acknowledge or address  as an important 

cumulative impact aspect.  Ludovic et al. (2021) discuss ongoing weather pattern alterations 

in California and show a later and shorter rainy season.   

Figure  17   is a graph of the flow (cfs) at the CDEC Battle Creek station which covers 2011 

to March 1st, 2021. It illustrates the l ack of water in 2020 and currently in 2021. The creek 

levels have rarely been above summer level flows from June 2019  to currently in 2021.  Our 

comments on the 2017 Artemis logging plan and the 2019 Rio Gatito plan both contain 

additional graphs which docu ment water temperature increases as well. (S ee also Lewis 

2016, "  An Analysis of Water Temperature  and the Influences of Wildfire and Salvage 

Logging  in the Battle Creek Watershed, northern California .") 
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Figure  17  . The mean daily flow at the CDEC Battle Creek station from 2011 to March 1st 2021, 

downstream of this plan. The creek levels have rarely been above summer level flows between June 
2019 and March  2021.  

 

 

Beginning on page 301  SPI presents maps  of the area of  this logging plan. As has been 

SPI's consistently misleading practice for years, the maps show only the proposed units and 

show none of the past logging that abuts them. This practice is another attempt to 

circumvent environmental protection laws by provi ding only insufficient and misleading 

information.  

The map in Figure 18  is an honest example of what the ground conditions are in reality. 

Some of the proposed units of this plan , colored  orange , abut past logged areas (Willow 

Spring and Digger THPs), ess entially creating solidly logged areas of hundreds of acres. This 

combination of more logged units added to existing ones create larger places in the 

landscape with the significant adverse effects associated with water cycle disruption, 

habitat fragmentati on, higher heat and less humidity , and homogenous and flammable 

ponderosa pine tree plantations.  
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Figure  18 . Some of the proposed units of this plan (in orange), abutting past u nits from the Willow 

Spring THP. These adjoining units from past plans are not shown on the plan's maps.  

Figure 19  is a map of the same area that the plan provides on page 301. Providing maps 

that do not disclose past logging has been SPI's practice in past plans and is continued in 

this plan. The reality of the  ground conditions  is deceptively  misrepresented in this plan , 

subsequently failing to provide a factual representation of cumulative impacts .  
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Figure 19 . One of  t his plan's map s which fails to disclose past logging which is  adjacent to the 

proposed units.  This has been the common practice in past plans also.  

Figure 20  shows the Rio Gatito logging plan (approved in April 2020 ) in red and this 

additional proposed plan in orange. Page 216 of this plan dismisses the Rio Gatito plan as 

being "a mile away" as if  downstream cumulative impacts are defined by a distance. They 

are not. Both of these plans drain to tributaries of Battle Creek and both are upstream of 

planning watersheds that are designated as "Threatened and Impaired / Anadromous 

Salmonid Protection ". 
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Figure 20 . Some of the Powerhouse units are shown in orange. Red units are the Rio Gatito plan, 

approved in April 2020.  The Rio Gatito plan was approved as having "no significant effects" ; every  

si ngle past   p lan  has been  approved as having no adverse im pact s. 

 3. Cumulative Watershed Impacts  Must Include Analysis of Past Logging Effects  

Statistical hydrologist Jack Lewis wrote an expert opinion letter in 2018 regarding the 
earlier submission of this plan and known cumulative watershed impacts. He stated: 
"Processes linking clearcutting to surface erosion and changes in turbidity include (1) destruction of herbaceous 

cover, (2) exposure of bare soils to raindrop impacts, (2) compaction and destruction of soil structure, (3) 

reduced infiltration, (4) delayed revegetation from herbicides, (5) increased overland flow leading to sheet 

erosion, rilling and gullying, (6) delivery of augmented overland and subsurface flows to erodible road 

cutbanks, (7) erosion of roadside ditches from increased surface runoff, (8) reduced evapotranspiration 

augmenting subsurface flows, (9) erosion of subsurface pipes, (10) loss of soil cohesion due to reduction in the 

subsurface root network, (11) increased blowdown and rootwad upheaval in the WLPZ (12) heavy logging 

equipment and increased truck traffic, especially during wet conditions, (13) expansion of the road network to 

facilitate timber access and hauling, (14) mass wasting of roads and hillslopes due to augmented pore water 

pressures, (15) culvert failures due to increased debris-laden runoff. No amount of care in executing a THP can 

eliminate all these processes. The data suggest that past salvage logging as well as clearcutting, which has 

become routine practice in the area, has impacted turbidity in Digger Creek and other Battle Creek tributaries."  

 

Lewis wro te of further linkages regarding water temperature:  "Recognizing the current highly 
impaired condition, no project should be approved that could reasonably add to those effects. While it is 

difficult to quantify, there can be little doubt that more clearcutting will add to those effects... 

 

Temperatures high enough to eliminate all salmonids (>22-24°C) are now common during the summer in lower 

Digger Creek as well as in nearby Rock Creek, Canyon Creek, and the South Fork of Battle Creek. All of these 

overheated streams create a cumulative impact on the main stem of Battle Creek. Harvesting with riparian 

buffers should moderate stream temperature increases and changes to riparian microclimate, but substantial 
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warming has nevertheless been observed in many studies of harvesting near streams with both unthinned and 

partial retention buffers (Moore et al., 2005). 

Forest harvesting increases advection and sensible heat exchange from clearings to the riparian zone, and 

conduction between stream water and nearby soils or substrates also may be an important factor (Johnson and 

Jones, 2000)".  

 

This resubmitted logging plan continues to ignore the cumulative watershed impacts  from 
past logging  and addresses none of the impacts Mr. Lewis outlined in his letter. This has 

been SPI's ongoing practice which Cal Fire has approved for years, as demonst rated in the 
past plans and our comments (see: SPI logging plans, BCA comments, and Cal  Fire's 

Offici al Responses to plans : 2-06-173 Lookout, 2 -08-052 Bailey's, 2 -08-097 Long Ridge, 2 -
09-027 Plateau Flat, 2 -10-003 Dry Gulch, 2 -10-034 Grace, 2 -10-067 Blue Ridge, 2 -12-026 

Reynolds Flat, 2 -12-031 Hendrickson -Defiance, 2 -18-055 Graceland, 2 -19-00180 Rio 
Gatit o). 
 

 4. No Factual Evidence Provided for Stream Channel Conditions  

Plan pages 210 -212   Section C "Current Stream Channel Conditions"  

Here the plan answers questions regarding the "beneficial uses of water" by stating there 

are no impacts without offering any factual evidence. The plan conspicuously stays silent 

regarding cumulative impacts to the downstream waters. There is no mention of Battle 

Creek specific documents such as Kier 2003, Kier 2009, Myers 2012, Henkle 2016, Pacific 

Watershed Associates 2017 /2018, Lewis 2019, Battle Creek Watershed Conservancy 2019, 

which all detail impacts throughout the watershed.  

The plan offers a table (page 211) rating "Stream Inventory Segments" but as we have 

stressed in past comments, there is no factual detail of where the survey was performed, 

who performed the survey, what their training is, what stream length was surveyed, or 

what measurements were taken that the ratings were based on. Without such supporting 

information, the ratings given to the stream segments ar e meaningless  subjective opinion . 

The stream segments are listed as North and South Fork Digger Creek. No description is 

given as to where they lie in relation to the level of disturbance; no map is given. The 

potent ial logging units 26 and 66 the segments  are listed as near made it possible for us to 

use the unit maps in the plan to create a map of where the stream segments were that were 

listed as having "none" or "slight" effects and "good" ratings. (Plan maps for Units 26 and 

66, listed with the table, are on page 301 and 318 of the plan.) As may  be seen on the 

maps, Figures 21 -22 , the stream segments for the survey were mostly, or completely, above 

any of the logging disturbance , just downstream of the edge of Lassen National Forest, 

which has suffered very little disturbance. That means the segments are likely to be the 

cleanest, least -impacted segments that could be found and are not representative of effects 

occurring in downstream r eaches.  

The use of two stream segments from the highest upstream portion of SPI's ownership in 

the watershed, coupled with them being on the edge of Lassen National Forest's 
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undisturbed land, is not even vaguely representative of what is occurring in down stream 

stream reaches. It is insufficient and misleading information. It fails to provide the hone st 

and adequate evidence  needed to prove there are no significant impacts occurring already 

or with the addition of this plan.  

The use of the cleanest upstrea m sites, and the omission of any downstream sites, does not 

uphold CEQA's rules regarding cumulative impacts  analysis or  prevention. The only 

usefulness of the highest upstream and cleanest sites is to determine a baseline that the 

lower, more impacted str eams could be measured against to fully understand what 

significant impacts are occurring. Unfortunately though, the Tables on page 211 of the plan 

are not even really serviceable for that purpose because they offer only subjective one word 

rating opinions  from an undisclosed person (s), instead of numerical measurements by a 

person known to be trained in hydrology.  

¶ The stream ratings in this plan are the subjective, ocular opinions of a person (s) with 

unknown training, observed in the least damaged, upstrea m portion of the land. This 

person is in the employ of the company with vested economic interests in 

maintaining the fallacy that their practices have no adverse impacts. This is a wholly 

inadequate assessment of what downstream impacts are occurring due t o the long -

term practices that have been approved by Cal Fire. These practices are not providing 

the environmental protections encoded in the laws.  

 

 

Figure 21 . A closer view of where the stream segments listed on page 211 of the plan are, in relation to 

past disturbance. The segments are marked with yellow diamonds. The smaller brown holes are ~20 

acre units logged by past logging plans. The large brown area on the left is part of the area of the 2012 

Ponderosa Fire. The white dotted line is Digger Creek,  which is the border between Shasta and Tehama 

counties. Streamflow is from east (right) to west (left).  
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Figure 22 . A more distant view of the Digger Creek surveyed stream segments (marked with yellow 

diamonds). The small brown holes are ~20 acre logged u nits from past plans, the red outline 

approximates where the 2012 Ponderosa fire burned and was logged. The border of Lassen National 

Forest is where the logged units stop, to the right of center in the map.  

 

5. Logging -Road Density  Harms the Habitat and Increases Sediment in the Watershed  

Page 228 and 251  of the plan address r oad density . 

The previous submittal of this plan, the 2017  Artemis THP , stated  the density  of roads wa s 

1.95 miles per square mile. When GIS specialist Curt Br adley mapped the road density it 

was actually an average of ~7 miles per square mile with some sections containing 8, 9 or 

11 miles of roads per square mile (Bradley 2018 , Figure 23 ). Page 228 of this plan states 

that the road density is 1.93 km/per sq. km . It isn't. Page 251 of the plan rates the road 

density of the plan area as "moderate". There is no science which supports such high road 

density as "moderate" ( e.g. Trombulak 2000, Kier 2009).  


