
From: Scott Wachenheim
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: COMMENT: EIS
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 9:57:47 PM

To Fema:

As important as reducing fire risk is, I think reducing the effects of 
carbon pollution is even more important.  Cutting thousands of oxygen-
producing--carbon absorbing trees will add to our already spectacular 
climate changes.

Fire risk reduction is done in a variety of ways.  City planning rules 
disallowing wooden buildings up against vines with dead undergrowths, 
to be built on narrow winding streets  would, in retrospect, have been 
a brilliant foresight making some of this unnecessary.

Now, at this point, we need to require cleared areas, defensible 
space, so fuel isn't present.  Regulations outlawing vegetation like 
junipers, dead pines, untended eucalyptus , ceanosis, all so ubiquitus 
in our landscape, are "no brainers."  Eucs can be tended by sidewalk 
community groups paid to gather those ribbony bark strips  and prune 
low branches.  jobs!

Limiting wildlife ranges (and therefore causing them not to thrive) 
should not be our domain  (which clearcutting and risking water 
pollution would do.)

Use of toxic herbicides ( the monsanto and dow chemical corporations 
kind) have added hugely to our diseases as well as changing our soil 
health.  We need healthy soil to keep our natural vegetation which 
lessens landslides.  Let's give humans jobs instead of corps who 
produce toxins and monotise every cause.

We need our trees even more in our lives when chemical-producing corps 
rule.

Sincerely,   Beth Wachenheim
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Comments	on	Hazardous	Fire	Risk	Reduction,	East	Bay	Hills,	CA,	
Draft	EIS	

Prepared	by	Christopher	Adams	
2701	Virginia	St,	Berkeley,	CA	94709	

cristoforoadami2@gmail.com	
	

Introduction:	
My	comments	here	are	made	solely	in	my	capacity	as	a	private	citizen,	but	I	think	it	
is	germane	to	state	my	background.		I	am	a	retired	university	planner,	and	for	
several	years	I	directed	the	office	which	was	responsible	for	review	of	every	
environmental	document	prepared	by	all	the	campuses	and	other	facilities	of	the	
University	of	California.		In	addition,	I	was	directly	involved	with	the	drafting,	the	
public	hearings,	and	the	response	to	comments	and	preparation	of	two	major	
Environmental	Impact	Reports,	prepared	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	for	a	UC	campus.		I	also	live	near	the	EB	Hills	in	an	area	subject	to	wild	
fires	and	share	the	concerns	of	others	about	the	risk	of	fire.			

Summary:	
The	Hazardous	Fire	Risk	Reduction,	East	Bay	Hills,	CA,	Draft	EIS	is	a	deficient	
document,	beginning	with	its	basic	premise.		While	purportedly	for	the	purposes	of		
fire	management,	the	proposed	actions	appear	to	be	mostly	motivated	by	a	dream	of	
a	restoring	the	EB	Hills	to	some	imagined	Eden	prior	to	the	European	and	American	
colonization	of	California.	Instead	of	applying	scientific	and	policy	analysis	to	the	
impacts	of	the	proposed	actions	the	DEIS	authors	appear	to	have	decided	that	the	
proposed	clear	cutting	and	herbicide	measures	are	the	right	ones	for	fire	protection	
and	then	cherry‐picked	evidence,	whether	in	the	description	of	existing	conditions	
or	the	possible	alternatives	solutions,	which	supports	this	conclusion.		The	DEIS	
rejects	out	of	hand	fire	management	alternatives	that	do	not	involve	clear	cutting	
and	massive	application	of	herbicides.		In	so	doing	the	DEIS	is	a	classic	example	of	
post	hoc	rationalization.		Unless	the	DEIS	is	re‐issued	with	corrections	and	additions	
responding	to	the	comments	below,	I	believe	that	FEMA	is	seriously	exposed	to	
potential	litigation.		More	significantly,	if	FEMA	does	not	consider	other	less	
draconian	and	less	expensive	fire	management	measures,	it	will	not	be	serving	the	
interests	of	the	citizens	most	impacted	by	fire	danger,	not	to	mention	the	taxpayers	
who	will	ultimately	foot	the	bill.	

Specific	Comments:		

The	DEIS	fails	to	note	the	existence	of	native	trees	which	are	specifically	
susceptible	to	the	effects	of	one	of	the	herbicides	proposed	for	use.			
Section	4.2.2.2.1	notes	that	the	native	trees	in	the	woodlands	include	madrone	
(arbutus	menziesii).		However,	in	Section	3.4.2.1.1	Strawberry	Canyon‐PDM	there	is	
no	mention	of	madrones	in	the	list	of	trees	in	the	“native	forest”	(first	paragraph	of	
section).		This	is	a	significant	omission,	because	there	are	madrones	in	Strawberry	
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Canyon,	yet	in	the	third	paragraph	of	this	same	section	one	of	the	two	herbicides	
proposed	for	use	to	stifle	stump	regeneration	is	Stalker	(imazapyr)	which	has	been	
identified	elsewhere	as	being	used	specifically	to	eliminate	madrones.	According	to	
the	EPA	Reregistration	Eligibility	Decision	for	Imazapyr:	“Imazapyr	use	at	the	
labeled	rates	on	non‐crop	areas	when	applied	as	a	spray	or	as	a	granular	to	forestry	
areas	present	risks	to	non‐target	plants	located	adjacent	to	treated	areas.”1	
	
	
The	DEIS	fails	to	acknowledge	the	growing	threat	of	French	broom	in	the	UCB	
area.			
While	the	presence	of	eucalyptus,	Monterey	pine,	and	acacia	is	repeatedly	discussed,	
there	is	almost	no	mention	of	the	rapid	invasion	of	French	broom.		It	is	mentioned	
only	in	passing	and	without	its	scientific	name	in	the	discussion	in	Section	4.2.2.2.3	
under	“Northern	Coastal	Scrub.”	While	French	broom	has	been	rapidly	increasing	in	
the	upper	slopes	of	the	Strawberry	Canyon	PDM	and	Claremont	PDM	areas,	there	is	
no	mention	of	it	at	these	locations	in	the	DEIS.	This	plant	is	an	active	pyrophyte	
which	chokes	out	native	vegetation,	can	be	poisonous	to	livestock,	and	is	of	limited	
benefit	to	native	animals.	The	increase	in	sunlight	from	the	proposed	removal	of	
large	amounts	of	eucalyptus	will	encourage	its	spread.		There	is	no	mention	of	the	
fire	risk	from	French	broom	in	the	discussion	of	fire	risk	in	Northern	Coastal	Scrub,	
Section	4.3.3.2.5,	and	I	could	find	no	mention	of	its	removal	anywhere	in	the	
document.			
	
The	UCB	project	description	does	not	explain	if	a	fuel	break	is	planned	in	the	
UCB	areas	and	if	so	to	describe	it.	
Section	1.1.1	UCB	states	that	it	will	follow	the	“same	general	approach…which	is	
included	in	Oakland’s	grant	application	(se	Section	1.1.2	below).”	In	Section	1.1.2	it	
is	stated	there	the	Oakland	PDM	would	“create	a	fuel	break	on	the	west	side	of	
Grizzly	Peak	Boulevard	north	and	east	of	the	Caldecott	Tunnel	[presumably	this	
means	the	west	entrance	to	the	tunnel].”	UCB	Strawberry	Canyon	properties	also	
abut	Grizzly	Peak	Boulevard,	so	the	statement	of	“the	same	general	approach”	
implies	that	UCB	also	proposes	a	“fuel	break,”	but	none	is	described.			Since	the	term	
“fuel	break”	implies	clearing	to	the	bare	soil,	with	potential	significant	
environmental	impacts,	this	is	a	serious	omission.	
	
The	DEIS	fails	to	consider	the	impact	on	global	climate	change	by	the	
wholesale	destruction	of	trees.	
The	DEIR	states	that	for	UCB	Strawberry	Canyon	alone	12,000	trees	will	be	
destroyed.		Because	trees	absorb	CO2	at	an	average	rate	of	13	pounds	per	year,	this	
represents	a	potential	loss	in	CO2	absorption	of	78	tons	per	year.		Given	the	growth	
patterns	of	native	trees	in	Berkeley,	which	tend	to	be	riparian	or	to	grow	on	north	
facing	slopes	in	a	widely	scattered	pattern,	the	number	of	replacement	trees	will	not	
come	close	to	compensating	for	those	destroyed.		The	difference	should	be	
estimated	and	calculated.	
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The	DEIS	fails	to	consider	an	actual	and	accomplished	fuel	management	
program	when	dismissing	the	alternative	described	in	Section	3.3.1.1.	
The	Lawrence	Berkeley	National	Laboratory	(LBNL)	is	located	on	175	acres	on	the	
north	side	of	Strawberry	Canyon	immediately	adjacent	to	the	UCB	and	EBRPD	areas	
described	in	the	DEIS.		LBNL,	which	is	managed	by	the	University	of	California,		
employs	more	than	4,000	persons	on	this	site	in	laboratory	buildings	and	with	
equipment	that	is	worth	several	billion	dollars.		LBNL	has	recently	completed	a	fire	
management	program	which	is	essentially	what	is	described	in	Section	3.3.1.1	of	the	
DEIS,	Removal	of	Brush,	Surface	Fuels,	Lower	Limbs	and	Small	Trees.	The	entire	
project	was	completed	within	the	LBNL	maintenance	budget	without	special	grants	
and	has	given	the	laboratory	a	great	deal	of	fire	security,	according	to	its	
professional	fire	personnel.		Yet	there	is	no	reference	to	this	in	the	DEIS.	The	LBNL	
program	is	further	described	in	the	following	links.	This	first	links	to	a	powerpoint	
slides;	the	second	to	a	video	discussion	of	the	slides.	http://www.lbnl‐
cag.org/docManager/1000000159/Berkeley%20Lab%20Fire%20Safe%20Vegetati
on%2C%20Lab%20Fire%20Marshal.pdf	
http://www.lbnl‐cag.org/Content/10024/preview.html	
The	links	convey	much	more	effectively	than	my	comments	how	an	alternative	to	
massive	clear	cutting	and	massive	application	of	herbicides	will	effectively	
accomplish	the	goal	of	managing	fire	in	the	East	Bay	Hills.		
	
The	DEIS	is	incomplete	and	verging	on	the	dishonest	about	the	use	of	
herbicides.			
“Management	of	resprouts	without	herbicides	is	expensive….and	thus	was	removed	
from	further	study.”		This	ignores	the	management	of	resprouts	used	successfully	by	
LBNL	as	described	in	the	above	referenced	powerpoint	and	video.	There	is	no	study	
about	the	use	of	herbicides	at	the	scale	proposed,	e.g.	12,000	trees	in	Strawberry	
Canyon	alone,	on	human	populations,	let	alone	native	plants	and	animals.			
	
The	DEIS	fails	completely	to	discuss	the	realities	of	encouraging	native	plant	s	
after	the	clear	cutting	and	heavy	and	repeated	application	of	herbicides.			
1)	Restoration	ecology	is	a	barely	in	its	infancy,	yet	this	DEIS	expects	us	to	accept	on	
faith	alone	that	when	the	clear	cutting	is	done	and	the	slopes	sprayed	with	
herbicides	the	native	vegetation	will	miraculously	reappear.			
	2)	At	the	present	time	live	oaks	and	bays	are	common	on	the	north	side	(south	
facing	side)	of	Strawberry	Canyon	under	eucalyptus.		This	is	probably	because	the	
fog	drip	from	the	eucalyptus	and	the	shade	encourage	their	growth	in	what	would	
otherwise	be	a	very	dry	area.		Compare,	for	example,	similar	slopes	on	slopes	of	
similar	aspect	in	portions	of	the	EB	Hills	behind	El	Cerrito	or	Fremont.		There	is	
nothing	in	the	DEIS	to	explain	how	native	trees	will	increase	or	survive	after	the	
clear	cutting	has	destroyed	their	source	of	water	and	shade.		
3)	Because	of	the	abundance	of	deer	in	Strawberry	Canyon	and	adjacent	areas,	small	
trees	need	to	be	protected	against	browsing.		(See	the	LBNL	powerpoint		for	an	
illustration	of	wire	protective	cages.	http://www.lbnl‐
cag.org/docManager/1000000159/Berkeley%20Lab%20Fire%20Safe%20Vegetati
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on%2C%20Lab%20Fire%20Marshal.pdf)		The	DEIS	says	nothing	about	preventing	
deer	browsing.				
4)	California	native	oaks	of	several	species,	including	Quercus	agrifolia	are	subject	to	
the	fungal	disease	Sudden	Oak	Death	Syndrome	(SODS),	which	has	been	found	in	the	
East	Bay	Hills.		The	DEIS	fails	to	discuss	the	existence	of	SODS	or	its	impact	on	
replacement	vegetation	after	the	clear	cutting	and	application	of	herbicides.		
	5)	The	DEIS	states	that	“alleopathic	oils”	in	the	leaves	and	bark	of	eucalyptus	which	
suppress	the	growth	of	other	vegetation.		Yet	the	DEIS	fails	to	state	how	covering	
slopes	two	feet	deep	with	eucalyptus	slash	will	not	inhibit	growth	of	new	“native”	
plants.		
6)	Native	California	bunch	grasses	have	largely	been	supplanted	by	European	
annual	grasses,	many	of	which	form	mats	which	choke	out	other	plants.		Similarly	
native	shrubs	such	as	coyote	bush	(Baccharis	species)	are	being	supplanted	by	
invasive	plants	such	as	broom.	The	DEIS	fails	to	explain	how	native	plants	will	
succeed	in	competition	for	sun	and	water	with	these	plants.			
	
The	DEIS	fails	to	consider	the	aesthetic	impact	to	views	from	the	trails	and	
roads	within	the	canyon	and	from	houses	near	it	after	the	clear	cutting.	
Section	4.12.2	of	the	DEIS	states	that	a	goal	of	the	UCB	LRDP	(2005)	is	to	“Maintain	
the	visual	primacy	of	the	natural	landscape	in	the	hill	campus”	but	there	is	no	
mention	of	the	impact	of	clear	cutting	on	this	natural	landscape.	The	north	side	of	
the	lower	portion	of	Strawberry	Canyon	forms	the	main	campus	of	Lawrence	
Berkeley	National	Laboratory	(LBNL).		While	individual	buildings	at	LBNL	are	
attractive	in	design,	the	overall	effect	of	the	site	is	essentially	industrial,	similar	to	
an	office	park	one	might	see	along	a	freeway.		The	views	of	LBNL	from	the	fire	road	
that	winds	through	the	canyon	are	now	largely	screened	by	the	large	trees	which	
will	be	destroyed	by	clear	cutting.		The	trees	also	offer	cooling	shade	to	those	using	
the	area	for	recreation.	The	fire	road	is	a	major	recreation	amenity	for	UCB	students,	
employees,	and	neighbors,	used	daily	by	hundreds	of	hikers,	joggers,	dog	walkers,	
and	mountain	bikers.		Removal	of	most	of	the	trees	as	proposed	will	completely	
change	the	views	enjoyed	from	the	fire	road.		The	DEIR	provides	absolutely	no	
analysis	of	this	impact	either	verbally	or	by	providing	illustrations	of	any	viewing	
point	in	Strawberry	Canyon.		Most	of	the	discussion	of	Section	5.8	is	oriented	to	
views	over	the	hills	from	high	points	to	the	bay,	which	indeed	may	be	improved	by	
clear	cutting.		There	is	no	discussion	of	views	from	within	the	areas	to	be	clear	cut	
and	no	reference	to	Strawberry	Canyon.			
	
The	DEIS	bases	its	list	of	plant	species	slated	for	destruction	on	incomplete	
and	inaccurate	botanical	and	fire	danger	information.	
The	authors	of	the	DEIS	seem	not	to	understand	the	difference	between	“native”	and	
“endemic.”	and	they	seem	to	have	arbitrarily	selected	some	“native”	plants	to	
extirpate	while	keeping	others	based	on	criteria	having	little	or	no	relationship	to	
fire	hazards.		Section	3.4.2.1.1	states	that	“Non	native	trees,	including	all	eucalyptus,	
Monterey	pine,	and	acacia	would	be	cut	down.”		The	Jepson	Manual	2,	which	is	the	
definitive	source	for	California	plants	divides	the	state	into	geographic	areas.		
According	to	Jepson	Monterey	pines	(Pinus	radiata)	are	native	to	California,	and	
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while	not	endemic	to	the	EB	Hills,	they	are	native	in	the	geographic	area	CCo,	which	
includes	both	portions	of	Monterey	County	and	the	EB	Hills	with	similar	climatic	
conditions.	Coast	redwoods	(Sequoia	sempervirens)	are	also	found	in	Strawberry	
Canyon	but	not	as	an	endemic.		They	are	also	native	to	the	geographic	area	(CCo).		In	
contrast	to	Montery	pines,	however,	Coast	Redwoods	appear	to	escape	destruction	
by	clear	cutting;	at	least	there	is	not	mention	of	such	action	in	the	DEIS.		Another	
native	and	Strawberry	Canyon	endemic,	California	Bay	(Umbellularia	californica),	is	
specifically	listed	in	the	DEIS	to	be	retained.		But	in	a	publication	of	the	University	of	
California	Cooperative	Extension3	it	is	listed	as	a	“High	Fire	Hazard	Native	Tree.”		
Note	that	these	comments	are	not	meant	to	imply	favoring	destruction	of	redwoods	
or	bay	trees	but	to	further	illustrate	the	inaccurate	information	and	the	arbitrary	
nature	of	the	DEIS	conclusions.		Similarly	cypress	species	which	grow	in	parts	of	
Strawberry	Canyon	are	also	listed	as	pyrophites	in	the	this	UC		document,	but	the	
DEIS	does	not	propose	their	extirpation.	
	
The	DEIS	fails	to	consider	the	impact	on	Strawberry	Creek	of	run‐off	from	the	
predicted	massive	amounts	of	slash,	from	the	standpoint	of	hydrology	and	
flood	control	or	the	impact	on	the	biota	of	the	creek.	
Section	3.4.2.1	of	the	DEIS	states	within	Strawberry	Canyon	there	will	be	clear	
cutting	on	56	acres	and	that	the	downed	trees	will	be	chipped	and	left	on	20%	of	the	
site	at	a	depth	of	2	feet.		Based	on	these	numbers	the	cumulative	amount	of	material	
on	the	ground	will	be	975,744	cubic	feet	(.2	x	56	x	43,560	x	2).		If	merely	1%	of	this	
material	is	washed	away	in	a	storm,	which	seems	a	very	conservative	estimate	
considering	the	slopes	where	the	material	would	be	placed,	there	could	be	more	
than	1,000	cubic	yards	of	slash	material	washed	into	Strawberry		Creek.		The	DEIS	
does	not	discuss	the	impact	on	the	biota	of	the	creek	of	this	potential	massive	
amount	of	new	material.		Nor	does	the	DEIS	discuss	the	impact	of	this	material	on	
stream	flow	in	storm	conditions.		Given	that	the	culverts	in	the	lower	levels	of	the	
creek,	near	the	Haas	Clubhouse	and	the	University	Botanic	Garden,	are	only	about	
9.5	square	feet	in	cross	section	(See	Figure	1.),	there	is	a	strong	likelihood	that	the	
slash	material	would	block	the	culverts	and	cause	flooding.		Section	3.4.2.1	states	
that	“if	the	site	yields	a	large	number	of	large	tree	trunks,”	some	“may”	be	removed	
or	used	for	other	purposes	than	left	on	the	site;	however,	the	DEIS	fails	to	state	the	
criteria	for	determining	what	the	“large	number”	is	that	would	trigger	such	action.		
The	hydrologic	and	ecological	impacts	are	presumably	left	to	the	loggers	to	evaluate.			
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Figurre	1,	Culvertt	on	lower	ffire	trail,	neaar	Botanic	GGarden	
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The	DEIS	implies	that	treees	other	than	eucalypptus,	Monteerey	pines,	and	
acacias	will	nott	be	cut,	buut	current	aactions	in	SStrawberryy	Canyon	suuggest	that	
UCB	will	cut	annything	at	aany	time	regardless	off	environmmental	reguulations.		
The	DEIS	must	be	amendeed	and	re‐issued	to	innclude	otheer	UCB	actioons	as	partt	
of	cuumulative	impacts.	
Durinng	the	past	week		(Junee	6‐13,	20133)	I	have	personally	observed	the	cutting	of	att	
least	six	healthyy,	mature	Caalifornia	livee	oaks,	bays,	and	cypressses	in	Strawwberry	
Canyyon.		(See	Figgures	2	andd	3.)	The	oakks	were	parrticularly	maagnificent,	aand	their	
destrruction	is	trragic.		I	am	familiar	withh	the	needs		for	passagee	of	fire	truccks	as	I	ownn	
wooddland	propeerty	on	a	narrow	privattely	maintaiined	road.		NNone	of	the	trees	just	
cut	wwould	have	pprevented	ppassage	of	trucks,	but	I	was	told	byy	one	of	the	tree	cutters	
that	tthe	excuse	wwas	“Firemaan.”		To	my	knowledgee	this	cuttingg	was	done	without	anyy	
comppliance	withh	the	Califorrnia	Environnmental	Quality	Act	(CEEQA),	whichh	is	the	statte	
equivvalent	of	NEEPA	and	appplies	to	all	UUCB	actions..	This	cuttinng	constitutees	a	
violaation	of	the	CCEQA	Guideelines	Sectioon	15304,	wwhich	statess	that	exempptions	from	
CEQAA	apply	onlyy	to	actions	“which	do	nnot	involve	the	removaal	of	healthyy,	mature,	
sceniic	trees.”	If	UUCB	is	flagrrantly	cuttinng	trees	noww,	while	the		DEIS	is	outt	for	public	
commment,	what	can	we	expect	once	thee	NEPA	proccess	is	comppleted?	
	
Figurre	2.	Bay	stuump	on	lowwer	fire	trail,,	cut	on	or	aabout	June	111	2013,	diaameter		
+/‐422”	

f
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Figurre	3.	Live	oaak	stump	in	on	lower	fire	trail,	cut	on	June	10,,	2013,	diammeter	+/‐	388”	

	

1	EPAA	738‐R‐06‐‐007,	2006	
2	Thee	Jepson	Mannual	of	Vasccular	Plants	of	Californiaa,	2nd	Editioon,	UC	Presss,	2012	
3	Pyrrophytic	vs.	FFire	Resistannt	Plants,	FireSafe	Mariin	in	Cooperration	with	University	
of	Caalifornia	Coooperative	Exxtension,	Occtober	19988	
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Monica Jane Albe 
Education and Outreach Coordinator 

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology 
3101 Valley Life Sciences Building 

University of California 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

FEMA 
East Bay Hill$ Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Plan 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 

16 May 2013 

Dear FEMA, 

I have just learned of plans for cutting trees in the Strawberry Canyon Area of the East Bay Hills 
for fire control purposes. I understand the need to control growth of introduced (and fire 
hazardous) trees and plants such as eucalyptus and Monterey pines, but cutting down native 
plants and trees should not be part of the plan. 

The north facing sides of the canyon are filled with largely native plants, known locally as soft 
chaparral, and it is excellent wildlife habitat, filled with birds, small mammals and salamanders. 
This area is critical for the museum as we use it every semester for undergraduate training in 
biological field techniques such as identification of local species and collecting field observations 
and data. We train 100-120 students each semester in our undergraduate program, and with 

. the loss of easily accessible natural habitat, we will struggle to maintain the quality of our 
award winning education program. This area also has a natural creek and is closely linked to 
the UC Botanical Gardens, which I would think would be greatly affected by any ground 
pesticides applied in the area. 

Please reconsider your plans and think of using less invasive/devastating control methods in the 
East Bay Hills. The Oakland Mountain View Cemetery recently used grazing goats to reduce a 
lot of their understory to better control the risks of fire, and this appears to have worked very 
well without having such a devastating effect on the trees. It also appears to be much more 
economical and easier to maintain - the goats are rented and can be brought back in every few 
years, if need be. This avoids using chemical applications that may destroy all living things in a 
patch of land. (Note: in areas of California where Oak Woodland has been cut down, there is 
very little regrowth, so please consider leaving the oaks be). 

Scientists at the UC Museum of Vertebrate Zoology would be happy to lend their expertise for 
plan improvements, to assist in creating a plan that is economical, effective, and without having 
lasting effects on local native flora and fauna declines. · · 
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From: Vivas, Alejandro (CDPH-FDLB)
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Strawberry and Claremont Canyon areas,
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 1:30:57 PM

Dear EIS/FEMA,
 
In researching and considering the upcoming plan to remove non- native trees from the Strawberry
and Claremont areas it became apparent that while efforts to reduce impact of non-native species
is a worthwhile and notable consideration in our ecosystem, the reasoning behind removal of such
species is myopic and faulted.  The amount of dead woodchips left behind will serve as a further
fire risk and will create a drier environment even more susceptible to fire.  The potential benefits
(which do not seem probable given current environmental factors) do not outweigh the destruction
of this area that provides a richer atmosphere, wildlife and natural beauty this area is known for. 
Please take these facts into consideration before doing long lasting damage to a community so
deeply cared about.
 
Thank you,
 
Alejandro Vivas
Department of Public Health
Division of Food, Drug and Radiation Safety, FDLB
510.412.1606
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From: Nicolle Aleman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills hazardous fire risk reduction project
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 6:55:29 AM

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am writing to respectfully ask FEMA to withdraw its proposal for the EIS hazardous
fire risk reduction project. 

While I agree that the risk of wildfire does need to be addressed in the East Bay,
this proposal is not the answer. It will have a devastating effect on the ecological
balance of the wildlife in the East Bay and puts the public at unneeded risk of toxic
exposure with the spraying of the highly carcinogenic chemical Roundup. My family
enjoys walking and riding our bikes through the hills of the East Bay on a regular
basis. This proposal, if it is put into action, will ruin that for us. 

"You can call eucalyptus “alien,” but it is now part of the ecology of this area. It is
home to many rodent predators, who keep the rodent population in check. Cut it
down, and there will be rodent infestations in Berkeley and Oakland. 

Sudden Oak Death is incureable. Cut down most of the non-oak tree population, and
you run the risk of losing everything. 

We have the example of Russian River, where they clearcut a forest and the houses
got destroyed by landslides rather than fire. We have to resist companies, agencies,
and people who love technological destruction (chemicals and chain saws) without
attention to side-effects. 

The FEMA funds are to be spent on a one shot project, but the problem is an on-
going one. It can’t be dealt with in a one-shot fashion. It will take yearly
maintenance. 

How can we do this for people-benefit and not corporate-benefit? Leave the trees
standing, and hire the unemployed in this area to do three things. 

1- prune lower branches of trees to remove the fire-ladder by which fire would reach
the upper branches. 

2- clear away dry underbrush and grass, both under trees and in dry areas, and
clear away fallen leaves, all of which provide fuel for fires. But leave the shade of
trees to keep forest areas moist. 

3- Help home-owners cut back vegetation close to their houses, to keep their
houses safer in case of a fire. 

By hiring the unemployed, we keep the funds used for this project in the area, to
benefit our economy and not someone else’s. 

By refusing FEMA’s destructive proposal, we maintain an ecological system that
benefits us. We simply have to intervene to mitigate a certain danger (fire). 

By using the money offered by the government, we can set up an agency that will

 7_Aleman_Nicolle 
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give the problem the yearly attention it requires, rather than a one-shot destructive
fix that will provide false security, along with a host of detrimental and unhealthy
effects. 

FEMA says it is their plan or nothing. Doing nothing is NOT the alternative. A rational
people-oriented plan is. What FEMA is proposing is simply plain ordinary destruction,
at many levels." Source: http://www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue/2013-05-
24/article/41091?headline=FEMA-Proposal-is-Not-the-Answer--By-Steve-Martinot

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, Nicolle Aleman

 7_Aleman_Nicolle 

http://www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue/2013-05-24/article/41091?headline=FEMA-Proposal-is-Not-the-Answer--By-Steve-Martinot
http://www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue/2013-05-24/article/41091?headline=FEMA-Proposal-is-Not-the-Answer--By-Steve-Martinot


 10_Alex_Glenn 

June 8, 2013 

2715 Alcatraz Avenue 
Berkeley, California 94705 

FEMA, Region IX 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 
[EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov) 

n 1 2 u 
BY:. _____ _ 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction, East Bay Hills, California 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 
Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction project, East Bay Hills. The Draft EIS fails to analyze 
a reasonable range of alternatives, including deliberate sequencing, thinning, and 
replacement planting with fire-resistant native trees including redwoods; and misses 
several potentially significant environmental effects and their mitigations, as 
discussed below. 

For the past 24 years, I have lived about a mile from the bottom of Claremont Canyon, 
one of the proposed project sites most affected by the proposed project. I hike throughout 
the east bay hills. I run regularly on the track above the Clark Kerr campus of UCB, 
adjacent to a eucalyptus grove extending uphill towards Claremont Canyon. The 
residential evacuation line for the East Bay Hills Tunnel Fire of 1991 was just east of 
Claremont Ave. , about 100 yards from where I live. 

The EIS addresses four applications submitted to the Department of Homeland Security' s 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) by the East Bay Regional Parks 
District, the University of California at Berkeley (UCB), and the City of Oakland. 1 The 
applications are for grant funds to remove perhaps 70,000 eucalyptus and Monterey pine 
trees from 105 project areas, mostly in the East Bay hills, including in Claremont 
Canyon. 

FEMA's involvement in the hazardous fire risk reduction projects invokes the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321--4327), which requires an 
evaluation by federal agencies of the potential environmental impacts of proposed actions 

1 Cal EMA is the official applicant, and UCB, Oakland, and EBRPD are subapplicants. 
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Comments on Draft EIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills 

and a consid.eration of the impacts during the decision-making process.2 NEPA requires 
federal agencies to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives 
and to discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were not developed in 
detail (40 CFR § 1502.14). Federal agencies must consider reasonable project 
alternatives. 

Overview 

The idea of the proposed fire-reduction project is, in general, to chop down perhaps 
70,000 trees and then "let nature take its course," anticipating that, in the ensuing 
decades, live oaks and bay laurels in the region may spread over a portion of the resulting 
barren land, stumps, and weeds. (But even these trees could be cut down as part of the 
project, where "overly dense.") UCB alone proposes to eliminate approximately 22,000 
eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and other non-native trees. (EIS§ 7.2.1.) Oak and bay trees 
and other native vegetation present under the larger non-native trees would be preserved 
and "encouraged to expand." The project proponents will apply herbicides extensively 
and repeatedly, up to two ounces per eucalyptus tree, repeated twice a year as needed. 

Many areas would be left as grasslands-with non-native grasses that dry out and create a 
fire hazard. Yet, as the EIS acknowledges, many wildfires have begun in grass. The 
1991 Oakland Tunnel Fire began in an area that was mostly grass. (FEMA 1991.) 
Removal of the trees will promote more growth of non-native grasses and weeds, creating 
the need for continued mowing or grazing, as the EIS states, and perhaps application of 
herbicides. 

The existing trees don't cause fires. They provide habitat for animals, shade in 
parklands, and a visual resource. They also sequester carbon. In Marin County, fires 
have more than once burned clear through Point Reyes, and Mt. Tamalpais is ready to 
explode-in neither case primarily because of eucalyptus or Monterey pine trees. 

On the other hand, the trees in question in the East Bay hills can be more flammable than 
some other types, justifying the evaluation of potential actions. Thus, consideration of a 
project to reduce fire hazards is appropriate. But while at least several project 
alternatives readily suggest themselves, the EIS artificially evaluates and compares only 
the proposed project and doing nothing. This does not comply with the "all reasonable 
alternatives" requirements ofNEPA, especially when the effects of the proposed project 
will be so significant. 

2 See also the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ's) NEPA implementing regulations in Title 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500 through 1508, and FEMA's NEPA procedures in 44 CFR Part IO. 
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Comments on Draft EIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills 

Project alternatives 

Fire danger in the Oakland hills is not new, and the types of trees in question have been 
there for the past 100 years. As the EIS admits, even the drastic proposed approach to 
reduction in fire hazards will not eliminate the danger; fire danger can't be eliminated 
without eliminating all combustible material. There is a need for balance, and the issue is 
reasonable reduction. Tree removal does not have to be all or nothing, and more 
flammable trees can be replaced with fire-resistant trees. Here are some alternatives that 
should be discussed in the EIS with a comparison of their respective significant effects on 
the environment and proposed mitigation measures: 

1. Remove the trees but actively plant fire-resistant natives, especially redwoods and live 
oaks, in a predetermined ratio (2:1, 3:1, etc.). This would reduce the fire hazard while 
replacing lost values such as habitat, shade, and visual qualities. At least some of the 
proposed project areas used to host redwood forests (see below). This alternative 
would thus undo some of the past human damage to the environment, instead of 
inflicting more. 

2. Remove the trees area by area, sequentially over a long time, allowing recovery 
before moving on. This would allow bird nesting, and flora and fauna in general, to 
adjust. The time lag would also allow for evaluation and "adaptive management." 

3. Remove trees from some areas, but not from others. The EIS notes a few areas in 
which not all trees would be removed, but lacks an analysis as to which areas could or 
should be treated in this way. The existing variation in the EIS seems to depend most 
on the proclivities of the particular project proponent, rather than on factors related to 
fire hazards or the environment. 

4. Thin the trees, but don't clearcut any areas. This approach is proposed for the 
Claremont Canyon Regional Preserve (see EIS at§ 3.4.2.2.6); contrast that with 
UCB's approach in the adjacent Strawberry Canyon. This shows that clearcutting is 
not necessary. Again, the existing variation in the EIS seems to depend most on the 
proclivities of the particular project proponent. 

5. Remove the trees by uniformly thinning over time, slowly; progressively replant with 
native trees. 

6. Remove some trees, but combine this with other fire-risk-reduction techniques such as 
removal ofunderstory, duff, and low branches. 

7. Implement the proposed project, but without herbicides. 

8. Various combinations of the above. 

3 
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Comments on Draft EIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills 

Significant environmental effects not considered or not adequately considered in the 
EIS 

1. Oak and other native trees may not be able to colonize, or may not be able to 
sustain themselves, leaving permanently scarred and barren areas subject to 
erosion, landslides, and grass fires. The EIS fails to consider this. 

The EIS needs to consider factors that could limit or prevent colonization by native trees. 
These include sudden oak death (caused by the plant pathogen Phytophthora ramorum), 
other pathogens, insects, and climate change. Sudden oak death has already been found 
south of the UCB campus3 and has wiped out large groves of oaks in northern California. 
Sudden oak death spreads from bay laurel to oak, and could result in acres of denuded 
hills. Bay laurels, among other flora, are thought to harbor the disease.4 

Further, the project itself may spread sudden oak disease or other diseases by means of 
people, equipment, and vehicles. Dead oaks or other remnant trees would add to the fire 
danger. The EIS needs to analyze the problem for significance and mitigate it, but has 
not. Similarly, the question of harmful insects that might spread from the_ cut trees to 
those remaining. (Oaks can be harmed or killed by two hundred different kinds of 
insects. 5) 

The effects of increasing climate change on area flora and fauna are also uncertain, with 
no guarantee that native trees will be able naturally to colonize or survive. 

The project should mitigate some of these environmental effects by requiring planting of 
native species including redwoods. 

2. Cutting trees without replacing them will cause the spread of non-native species 
of grasses and brush, with attendant fire danger. 

The EIS calls for creation and maintenance of grasslands in various areas where the 
project would eliminate trees. 

According to the EIS, grasslands burn more frequently than scrub or shrub lands, scrub 
burn more frequently than some forests. EIS § 4.3.3.1.2. And grasslands can be very 

3 See, for example, http: //nature .berkeley.edu/blogs/news/20 I 0/ 10/sudden oak death plotting trai.php. 

4 Indeed, in Marin County, there has been discuss ion of removing bay laurels in a (probably misguided) effort to 
save the oaks. 

5 http://www.nps .gov/history/h istory/on I ine books/shirley/sec6.htm. 
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Comments on Draft EIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills 

ignition-prone and are dangerous because of the potential for rapid rates of fire spread. 
EIS § 4.3.3.2.7. 

In the East Bay, "before the entrance of people into the region, grasslands were of limited 
extent. Native Americans played a major role in creation of grasslands through repeated 
burning and these disturbance-dependent grasslands were maintained by early European 
settlers through overstocking of these range lands with cattle and sheep."6 

From my own observation, removal of some of the eucalyptus trees between the entrance 
to Claremont Canyon on Stonewall Street and the running track above the Clark Kerr 
campus of UCB over the past few years has resulted in very significantly increased 
growth of weeds and thistles, which then die and dry out, providing fire fuel. A related 
result is long-term potential need for herbicides to suppress growth. 

Instead of creating unnatural grasslands with potential fire danger and the need for 
continual maintenance, the project should mitigate the effect of non-native tree removal 
by requiring replacement planting of native species of trees including redwoods, whose 
fallen needles suppress undergrowth. 

3. The EIS does not adequately address climate change. 

Even if the EIS is correct in concluding that the climate change effects of the project are 
not individually significant, greenhouse gases are cumulative the world over and 
cumulatively extremely significant. The project can do a lot more to reduce the emission 
of greenhouse gases, and indeed to sequester carbon, rather than releasing it. The EIS 
must properly analyze this issue and require adequate and readily achievable 
modifications to the project. 

"Forest loss and degradation is in fact our second largest source of C02 emissions, 
contributing over a third of all emissions . . .. Forests are nature's carbon banks .... "7 

"There are three things we must do to enable forests to work for us rather than against us, 
in climate change. We need to: ii Reduce forest loss by conserving our existing forest 
land base; ii Restore these forests to more natural levels of carbon stocks and 
sequestration; ii Reforest former forests where possible .... "8 

In other words, trees are vital to the fight against global warming. The project should 
seek to reduce the loss of trees where possible. But if the project removes tens of 

6 http://www.met.sjsu.edu/- clements/met164 papers/Keely SFBA FireHistory.pdf. 

7 Forestlife, Pacific Forest Trust, Spring 2013 , at p. 7. 

8 Id. , at p. 8. 
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thousands of trees, the project must plant replacements. As it happens, redwoods, which 
are native, are especially helpful in sequestering carbon. "[C]arbon sequestration, is 
something California' s redwoods do better than just about any other species on the 
planet. When given the right conditions, redwood trees gain height and girth quickly. 
Underground, forest soils and root structures store even more carbon. Because redwoods 
live for thousands of years, they are a very long-term source of carbon storage."9 

The project provides for much of the cut material to be driven to Yolo County to be 
burned to generate power. Biomass burning is a significant source of atmospheric 
carbon, 10 and hauling the large number of heavy loads 75 or more miles generates 
additional greenhouse gas emissions. Another portion of the biomass is to be burned on 
site. And some is to be chipped and left to degrade on site. All of these activities will 
release stored carbon to the atmosphere. 

The EIS needs to analyze possible reductions in these emissions. First, shorter and fewer 
vehicle hauling trips should be sought. Second, alternatives to burning, whether for 
energy or for disposal of trees, should be explored. Many cities in the San Francisco Bay 
area have extensive local composting and mulching programs. Mulching itself can help 
reduce release of soil carbon to the atmosphere. 11 

Also, conditions should be imposed on use of equipment and fuels. Low emission, well-
tuned vehicles and equipment should be used, and idling should be expressly forbidden. 
Finally, turning chipped wood under the soil would reduce the fire danger from biomass 
left on site, and obviate the need for burning. 

4. Herbicides from the project may be applied for up to ten years and will enter the 
environment. The EIS does not adequately analyze the effects on the 
environment and on people. 

The EIS discusses intended herbicide use on eucalyptus stumps, and concludes that the 
effects on the environment and workers would be minimal with proper precautions. 
However, the magnitude, number of applications, and possible exposure of hikers and 
children are not adequately discussed. 

If 50,000 eucalyptus trees are chopped down, and if two ounces are used per tree, twice a 
year, then herbicide usage would exceed 1,500 gallons per year. With the large number 

9 http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=26 I 07 . 

10https: //sustainabi I ity. water.ca. gov/documents/ 18/3407 623/So i l+carbon+seg uestration+to+m iti gate+c Ii mate+chang 
e.pdf. 

11 Id . 
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of applications, even if workers are properly protected, there is a likelihood that a few 
hikers or children, for example with short pants, will sit on stumps soon after herbicides 
are applied. Similarly, that small ground animals such as squirrels will ingest some of the
chemicals and, in tum, be ingested by predators. 

The EIS needs to discuss the breakdown of herbicide chemicals-how soon is toxicity 
lost, and what are the resulting chemicals and their effects? What are the short- and long-
term effects of human and animal exposure soon after application? What are the short-
and long-term effects of exposure to the residue? How do the chemicals dissipate into 
the environment and when? 

Finally, the EIS needs to discuss alternatives. What happens if no herbicides are used? 
What are the likely environmental effects then? 

5. The EIS does not adequately consider degradation of hiking and other 
recreational activities, and loss of aesthetics and shade. 

Logging of 70,000 trees will provide some increased views of the San Francisco Bay 
from the hills, as the EIS notes. But the EIS understates the significance of the visual and 
aesthetic qualities of the project areas themselves. There will be stumps and loss of 
forests for decades, perhaps permanently, particularly in the absence of planting 
replacement trees. Residences and other built structures will also lose their screening, 
adversely affecting the recreational experience in these areas and exposing the residents. 

Other types of exposure will occur as well. Hikers and others using the project areas will 
experience increased exposure to the sun. (As I know from personal experience, it is 
sometimes vital to health to find shade, particularly on hot days when ascending steep 
trails such as the trail in Claremont Canyon.) Certain animals will experience increased 
exposure to predators. Birds will lose nesting sites. 

Herbicides will be applied widely and frequently (as discussed elsewhere in these 
comments.) 

All of these project effects degrade recreational and hiking experiences. But at least 
some of these effects can be lessened or avoided by delaying some tree removal, 
especially along trails, until planted replacement trees have established. The EIS should 
address these problems and provide potential mitigations. 

7 
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6. The EIS does not adequately consider the alternative of restoring historic 
redwood forests as mitigation for the project's significant effects. 

The EIS acknowledges the miles-long redwood forest that used to extend through the 
East Bay. (EIS § 4.8.2.3.2.) "Because of the extremely high demand, the East Bay 
redwoods were almost entirely logged over by 1860; not a single old-growth tree remains 
today (Bagwell 1982, Banks 1982)." 12 Id. "Until the early 1900s when all its redwoods 
were logged as part of the building boom that followed the 1906 earthquake, Oakland's 
famous old-growth redwoods were visible from all over the Bay Area. The famous 
Navigation Trees in the Oakland Hills were used as a landmark by early explorers and 
Gold Rush era ship captains as they entered the bay ... . All those trees are long gone." 13 

Redwoods are "exceedingly resistant" to fire and its effects. 14 They are scenic, screen 
views, sequester carbon, provide habitat, and historically covered at least part of the East 
Bay hills. Active planting of redwoods in at least some areas where other trees have been 
removed should be considered as an alternative to the proposed project, or as required 
mitigation. 

7. The EIS provides inadequate support for its conclusion about the effects of 
habitat loss or alteration. 

The EIS acknowledges that alteration of habitat could result in short-term, significant and 
unavoidable impacts on wildlife. (EIS § 5.1.4.2.2.) The EIS goes on to state that "the 
transition of habitats from dense stands of non-native eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and 
French broom to woodlands, brushlands, and grasslands comprised mostly of native 
species would benefit wildlife in the long-term." However, the EIS does not provide 
support for this assertion. Nor does it analyze the comparative effects of feasible 
alternatives, such as those proposed in these comments. 

8. The EIS provides an inadequate analysis of the effects of project noise. 

The EIS acknowledges that heavy equipment will cause significant noise impacts within 
the project areas and at the homes nearby. (EIS§ 5.15.9.) To address this effect, the 
project would limit hours of work to 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 

12 Actually, a single old-growth redwood does remain. See http: //www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/EAST-BA Y-The-
Grandfather-of-Oakland-s-redwoods-2491 122.php. 

13 Id ., http: //www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/EAST-BA Y-The-Grandfather-of-Oakland-s-redwoods-2491122.php. 

14 http://www.nps.gov/history/h istory/onl ine books/sh irley/sec6.htm, supra. 
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8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. This is not an adequate mitigation for those who 
work and sleep late. A later start should be prescribed. 

The EIS also fails to evaluate the effects of project noise on wildlife and needs to do so. 

9. The EIS incorrectly concludes that visual screening is not possible. 

The EIS states that changes to prolonged views from homes and recreation sites are a 
significant adverse effect that cannot be avoided or mitigated; removal of vegetation 
required for fire-hazard reduction would reduce existing visual screening. (EIS § 5.8.4.) 
This conclusion cannot be supported without a proper analysis of alternatives. Some of 
the feasible alternatives proposed in these comments, above, would require the planting 
of native, fire-resistant trees including redwoods. This would decrease the fire hazard, 
while at the same time preserving visual screening. 

Conclusion 

Fire danger to residential communities in the East Bay can' t be entirely eliminated. 
Indeed, if an earthquake breaks both gas and water lines, massive fires may result, having 
nothing to do with trees in the hills. While reasonable steps can and should be taken to 
reduce the danger from flammable types of trees, the draft EIS has failed to analyze many 
feasible alternatives that would have less significant effects on the environment, and has 
ignored many useful mitigation measures. 

Reduction in fire danger can be accomplished in a balanced way that does not entail 
denuding the East Bay hills for generations and using herbicides, potentially for decades, 
to control resulting grass and brush, most of which will be non-native and will itself 
cause fire danger. 

Instead, the project proponents should pursue an approach that will help restore the hills 
to their historic condition by actively planting fire-resistant trees, especially redwoods. 
This will not only address the adverse environmental effects of the proposed project on 
biological, aesthetic, and recreational resources, but will reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and even foster carbon sequestration in aid of controlling climate change. 

Yours truly, 

~~-~
Glenn C. Alex 
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From: Alexandra Posey
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills hazardous fire risk reduction project
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 1:29:51 PM

Hello,

My name is Alexandra Posey, and I am a UC Berkeley alumna and current Oakland
resident. I have a stake in the safety of both of these communities, and understand
the danger posed to them by wildfires. However, I think the proposed plan to
decimate the trees that currently exist in the Berkeley and Oakland Hills, including
those within the historic Strawberry and Claremont Canyon areas, is a short-sighted
solution that negatively affects these communities to a far greater degree than it
protects them. 

The trees in these areas have stood for decades. They are home to wildlife and are
an essential component of the beautiful natural landscape that surrounds Alameda
county and draws residents, businesses, students and professors to the area. I
personally have chosen to live in Oakland, despite working in San Francisco, in no
small part because of the proximity to these beautiful natural landscapes. I hike
these areas frequently, and would be devastated to lose the trees that make the
hills so beautiful.

While wildfires pose a very legitimate threat to these areas, I believe that
attempting to prevent them by essentially clear-cutting large swatches of forest
increases the likelihood of a truly devastating fire in the future. Deforestation
contributes to global warming, very likely the culprit responsible for the severity of
the wildfires in the West in recent years. Numerous studies also conclude that fire
prevention in the form of brush clearing and clear-cutting prevents natural, small,
and easily contained cyclical wildfires from occurring, which makes the area much
more susceptible to a devastating and uncontrollable fire in the future.

Protecting Oakland and Berkeley residents and homes from fires is a worthwhile
pursuit. However, I believe the proposed plan to clear-cut 85,000 trees is drastic and
ultimately damaging to these communities and the environment. Please pursue
alternative and less environmentally-invasive means of preventing fires in the area.

Sincerely,
Alexandra Posey

189 Vernon Terrace, Apt 8
Oakland, CA 94610
alexandra.e.posey@gmail.com
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From: Doc Holliday
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: RE: East Bay Project Tree Removal!
Date: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:19:21 AM

http://milliontrees.me/2013/05/09/nearly-a-half-million-trees-will-be-destroyed-if-these-east-bay-
projects-are-approved-revised/

Subject: East Bay Project-Nearly A Half Million Trees Will Be Removed
Date: May 20th, 2013

To Whom it may concern:

I'm writing to express my comments on the planning of removing of almost
a half million trees as noted in the story at above link.(East Bay
Project)  I believe that doing this will create even more long term
problems in the future.  Trees naturally protect against erosion where
the wood chips will not.  And, if the wood chips were to catch fire at
any time, the fires would burn down deep into the mulch making it even
harder to stop the burning. Just as underground roots can burn for weeks
causing more erosion and further spread of fires. Then there is the
destruction of the beauty these trees provide from anyone who looks upon
them will be gone. There are other reasons besides the ones mentioned
above, that should be considered before authoring a project such as
this. The foremost being the voice of the people in this matter to do
this with taxpayer's funds which can be more well spent on more
important things. In these days of hard economic times this is a wasted
project to say the least.

I am shocked by the way the government throws money around for dumb
projects such as these!

Sincerely,
Alfred Zlotopolski
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From: Aly Condon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills EIS for Hazardous Fire Reduction
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 2:52:42 PM

Dear Sir or Madam:

As I'm sure you can tell from the title of this e-mail, I am writing to you regarding
my concern about the East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS. I am a
resident of Berkeley, CA, zip code 94703, and have lived in Berkeley and Oakland
area for the last eight years. Further, I have a BS in Applied Ecology and
Environmental Science from Michigan Technological University. To clarify: I am not
only a concerned citizen, I am one who is capable of understanding the necessity of
plans to reduce fire hazards in the area. When  living in Wisconsin, a decade ago, I
participated in planned prairie burns to minimize risk of hazardous fires and promote
the growth of native plant species. I am not some random, hollering "hippy".

My main concerns are thus:
- Cutting and chipping the trees in place, spreading a thick layer of wood chips and
mulch on the ground, has been shown to be ineffective in preventing fires. The
types of fires you get in this area are instead spontaneous ignition, and fires can
spread under the chips, in the mulch, (subterranean) for great distances before even
being noticed. In such a densely populated area, this would do little to nothing to
reduce the potential financial devastation in the event of a fire.

- While you have, in your EIS, responsibly pointed out that you would be removing
non-native species of plant - such as Eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and French broom -
and leaving the natives in place, you seem to have failed to take the next,
conclusive step. The plants that will grow up are chaparral plants. Chaparral plants
burn quite easily; they have evolved to propagate in a frequent-fire ecosystem.

- This area has quite a few earthquakes, as I am sure you are aware. Reducing the
amount of tree roots holding the soil in place will increase erosion. What that
amounts to is an increase in landslides and mudslides after quakes. Additionally, it
will increase slump at areas with roads. All of that will substantially increase property
damage costs.

- The level of proposed cutting will virtually devastate the raptor population. It
doesn't seem like much, perhaps, but in such a densely populated area - these areas
are, as it even states in the EIS, next to residences and neighborhoods! - it will
mean a significant, possibly exponential, rise in the rodent population. You may not
be aware, but the Bubonic Plague a.k.a "Black Death" that devastated the world's
population in the Dark Ages (nearly to the point of extinction of humanity, I might
add) is present in the rodent population here in the San Francisco Bay Area. Without
birds of prey (raptors) to eat the rodents, we will likely see a rise of incidence of this
nasty disease once more.

- Additionally, the use of herbicides required to keep the areas clear will mean that
the entire San Francisco Bay watershed will be adversely effected. We work very
hard here to get enough clean water to support our population density. Please do
not make it any harder for us. Thank you. 

Having pointed out my major concerns - and I do apologize for the lengthy nature of
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this e-mail! - I would like to suggest that you retract this EIS. Re-submit a new EIS,
considering the above points, focusing on methods initially more expensive but
ultimately much more likely to minimize long-term property damages and deaths
due to wildfires. Eliminate ground fuels, limb up the trees, and put in fire breaks.
Eliminate the fire ladder. Don't chip up the cut trees on site. (Did you know that
Eucalyptus wood explodes when it burns? It does. I'm sure Eucalyptus wood chips
are a bad idea for reducing the spread of fire.) Keep in mind the importance of the
ecosystem when making your plan - the animals and the watershed are very
important to our lives and livelihoods! 

We residents thank you ahead of time for your extra time and extra diligence, which
could mean extra lives and homes saved in the event of a disaster. (And that means
tax dollars saved, too!)

Regards,
Alysia Condon
Berkeley Resident
Oakland Business Owner
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From: Anita Barrows
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: I am not in favor of the grant to UC to clear the eucalyptus and Monterey Pines from the Berkeley Hills
Date: Saturday, June 01, 2013 6:05:45 PM

I am a tenured professor of psychology at The Wright Institute, Berkeley, and I have lived in Berkeley
since 1974.  I walk several times a week in the Berkeley Hills area that is about to be denuded by U.C.
Berkeley should their plan to raze the eucalyptus and Monterey Pines go ahead. 

While I love these hills and their trees, I am writing not only out of my heartbreak that they might be
changed forever; I am writing also because I feel it is an ill-thought plan, one which does not take into
account the potential for mudslides in our rainy seasons once all the trees are gone.  It also does not
take into account the disruption to the habitats of wildlife, including owls and hawks.  Some countries,
notably the Philippines and Ecuador. have accorded rights to nature;  have we no interest in extending
rights to our environment?

I am also appalled at the prospect of the use of a herbicide to prevent further growth.  Herbicides are
known endocrine disruptors, and -- being a mother and a grandmother and working in clinical practice
with children who have neurodevelopmental disabilities -- I am extremely concerned about the presence
in such great quantities of a known endocrine disruptor in our hills.

It has been suggested that clearing the underbrush would work just as well as a deterrent to fire. 
Something by way of management has worked, since these trees have been there and we have not had
a major fire in these hills since 1991.  Why does UC want to do this now?  What plans do they have --
which they are not telling us -- for the use of this land?

I strongly urge you not to fund this grant.

Thank you,

Anita Barrows, PhD
Institute Professor
The Wright Institute
Berkeley
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From: Anna
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: comment
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 12:53:31 AM

To the parties involved,

Please only remove non-native plants and this plan may not be a guise to clear vegetation to allow
development. Are the areas in question already actively maintained? Shouldn't those in charge of
maintenance already have a non-native vegetation removal plan? If so, then is it necessary to have a
large scale, potentially expensive, fire hazard reduction plan? Is it also necessary to use herbicide?
Can a cheaper and/or more environmentally friendly alternative be used? Will native vegetation be
planted in replacement? What will happen to felled trees? Will they be sold? If so, where will the
money go? Aren't wildfires an integral part of California's ecosystem? Please provide a summary of the
environmental impacts conducted and written by a qualified and unbiased environmental scientist.

Regards,
East Bay resident
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From: Arnita Bowman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Oppose wasting FEMA funds for distructive non-native plant removal
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 8:15:01 AM

 

I oppose this massive plan to remove non-native trees from the Bay Area East Bay Hills
and Miller Knox/Shoreline and to misdirect FEMA money to promote the native plant
ideology.  Removing the trees will contribute to global warming, worsen air quality,
increase poison oak and herbicide health risks, damage the existing ecosystem, increase
erosion, and damage the scenic landscape.  Most disturbing is that the plan does not
even restore native plants but merely removes "non-natives".  This is destruction of
healthy ecosystems without even an attempt to restore.

 

FEMA should not use the “native” status of trees to determine whether to remove trees
or not.  If the trees were “oaks” and not “eucalyptus” or “Monterey Pines”, would FEMA
support removing the trees or wasting limited funds for destroying forests?  This plan
certainly makes me loose faith that the government is wisely spending taxpayer dollars or
has a shortage of funds.

 

Regards,

Arnita Bowman

638 29th Ave

San Francisco, 94121
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From: Joseph Avalos
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: In regards to the clear-cutting of trees in the East Bay of California
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 1:35:02 PM

To whom it may concern,
My name is Joe Avalos, I am composing this missive to inform you that
I fervently oppose your intent to clear-cut the bucolic forests of the Strawberry and
Claremont Canyon areas in the East Bay of California. This plan is abominable,
utterly revolting, and should not be allowed come to fruition.

This deforestation will haphazardly disrupt the ecological niches for all organisms in
the forest, including the humans outside. I am sure you are aware of the ecological
importance that trees play in balancing the CO2/O2 levels in our atmosphere as well
as providing a home to many keystone species which inhabit our forests.

While I understand that a periodically need to thin out the forest to prevent
uncontrollable fire hazards (due to the fact that we prevent the natural course of
forests fires which paves way for new species and prevents the buildup of
underbrush, the main contributor to the uncontrollable factor of modern forest fires)
one must understand that clear-cutting then dumping an estimated thousands of
gallons of MONSANTO'S ROUNDUP is not the path to take! The destructive
repercussions of such thoughtless actions are incalculable!

This will lead to soil erosion, disruption of the nitrogen fixation that composes
nutrient rich oil, contamination of our soil and water, loss of the home for native
species, possible emergence of invasive species and those are just to name a few.
As a humble human being whose strength lies solely in his words, I beg you—please
do not further destroy my planet, my homeland, my beautiful state of California. We
are much better than this, we are, or at the very least should be striving to become
better than thoughtless profits and blind destruction.

-A decent human being,

Joe Avalos
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From: Lorenzo Avila
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Please Abandon East Bay Hills Tree Destruction Project
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 11:21:40 PM

This plan lacks scientific basis, dharma consciousness, and civic common sense.
 
I have lived next to these hills since l971.  Before, I lived next to the Los Padres
Forest
behind Santa Barbara, witnessing  huge fires (e.g. l964, if memory serves; in l990
these same mountainsides burned, this time the fire did not stop until it reached the
ocean).
 
In the major East Bay fire this scheme claims to avoid repeating, the initial cause
was failure by the Fire Dept. to quench a tiny blaze near the ridgeline the day
before; when the Santana wind kicked up, it blew sparks into nearby grass. 
Thousands of homes burned, a fire crew was incinerated with their truck....no
question, a tragedy.  But trees did not start it, and it was the HOMES that caught in
such a way that control became impossible.
 
Got a spare $6 million?  Want to reduce risk?  Work with homeowners to make the
buildings fire-defensible and at the same time seismically safer.  Harden the water,
gas  and electrical systems against earthquakes and electromagnetic pulses.  There
are plenty of ways to protect human life without destroying an ecosystem.  Your
own document admits that these trees  significantly reduce fire danger because they
precipitate fog into rain.  Climb into the groves above the Claremont Hotel and
elsewhere  on a foggy SUMMER morning or evening before you imagine you are
doing  good by eradicating trees and dosing the hills with poisons.   The wind drives
the fog up the hill; you feel no moisture until you walk under the trees, when you
simply get drenched.  Birds, frogs, deer come alive..
 
Personally I wish the acacias weren't proliferating near my house.  Damn shame the
lumber speculators brought the wrong variety of eucalyptus after the original trees
were clear-cut to build our cities.  But the nativist fantasy of grasslands, or
indigenous species only, makes as much sense as playing God to enthrone the
Aryan race and gas the others .  At least some of the Aryans are good-looking --
there will be no reason to look up at the hills if this silly waste goes forward.   Do
you think a Santana can't  turn a  dead pile of wood chips into a firestorm?
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May 20, 2013 

ECrE 

BY:--~-FEMA 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, CA. 94607 

RE: Draft EIS (UCB, City of Oakland, EBRP) 

To V\lhom It May Concern: 

As written, the Draft EIS for East Bay Regional Park, University of California and the City of 
Oakland vegetation management projects is unacceptable since it does not adequately address 
the effects of these projects on Greenhouse Gas emissions and carbon sequestration capacity. 
The EIS uses an inappropriate baseline and also. fails to consider the loss of ongoing carbon 
sequestration that will certainly result from these projects. The EIS baseline only accounts for 
the difference between a full forest of trees and a completely denuded area of that forest. What 
happens six months or a year after the clear cutting? 

I believe the EIS inadequately addresses the cost and risk to small animals and children 
associated with the use of Herbicides. By reducing the number of trees they propose to clear 
cut, they would substantially reduce the amount of toxic herbicides and reduce the cost as well. 

EBRPD has come closest to what seems a logical approach towards fire risk mitigation with 
their proposal to eliminate understory from the forest then trim up branches of all trees as well 
as cut down smaller trees to give space for the larger trees to continue to grow their canopes. 

I respectfully request that you ask all three agencies to redirect their work towards fire risk 
mitigation and not native plant restoration. There simply is no physical way for all the non-native 
trees to be eliminated without causing dramatic changes in the hills environment. 

Thank you the time and effort you and your staff have put into these projects. Sincerely, 

Jl ,
/IJ 1

Baer 
1227 Alvarado Road 
Berkeley, CA 94705 
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From: Aimee Baldwin
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley, Oakland Hills Fire hazard reduction plan
Date: Sunday, June 09, 2013 1:55:26 PM

To whom it may concern,

I disapprove of the currently proposed East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Project.  In my review of the proposal to cut down all non-native trees, chip them, and apply
localized poisons to tree stumps, I find that the plan is cheap and lazy, and just as likely to
produce unexpected negative environmental impacts as it is to fix any perceived fire risk
problem.  Clear cutting trees without having a sufficient amount of already established
mature trees to take their place is likely to cause major landslide issues, that simply laying
down a few large logs as "erosion control" will not fix.  There is no proposed long term
prevention of new invasive species from re-growing in place of the ones removed:  just
poisoning eucalyptus stumps does not prevent scotch-broom and pampas grass from growing
in its place.  A chipped mulch of Eucalyptus will contain oils (the same ones that make them
"explosive" in fires), which will prevent native plants from being able to be established in
that area:  we will not have a healthy selection of plants to grow in eucalyptus mulch.   The
long-term negative impact of application of poisons on the local wildlife, ecosystems and bay
water quality is not an acceptable solution.

I have not heard of alternative plans proposed.  Why have there not been other solutions
proposed and presented for public review?  Why can't there be a solution that involves slower
change, transitioning the flora over a number of years, without the clear-cutting,
chipping/mulching, and without the poison?  We have a wealth of highly educated
individuals who have dedicated their careers to understanding the workings of local
ecosystems within our urban landscape. I am sure many of them could propose a solution
with low-negative impacts. I know there are many individuals in the community who would
support a better, well thought-out solution.

I disapprove of the proposed East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Project as it is
currently proposed.  I believe there are simple alternative solutions possible, if only FEMA
would be willing to work with people who closely understand the local ecosystem and what
it could handle. 

Sincerely,
Aimee Baldwin
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From: Barbara Jefferson
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: In protest of the Oakland Hills Tree Removal
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2013 1:16:17 PM

To Whom it May Concern, 

As an Oakland resident, Berkeley employee, and environmental steward, I am writing in protest of the
removal of more than 10,000 trees in the Oakland and Berkeley Hills. 
Not only will this removal project cause incredible devastation to the wildlife,
ecosystem, and interdependent systems that rely on these trees, the chemicals you
intend to use will pollute our water with toxins that are know to cause major health
issues that lead to both cancer and chronic illness. 

The waters that run from these hills wash across the same landscape where families,
students, businesses, homeless, etc. are already struggling to find health and
happiness. It has been predicted by experts that in the next 30-50 years over half of
our population will have cancer in their lifetime. Do you want to be a cause or a
cure?

Stripping our environment of these precious trees and spreading poison in their
wake is something I cannot allow to happen. I want to raise children here.... What
kind of investment is that in their future? What kind of world are we creating for
them? 

I hope that you will pass this email on to anyone and everyone who has a say in this
decision. 

From my heart to yours. 

~ Barbara Jefferson ~
Trainer|Facilitator|Raven

~Young Women's Leadership
~Generation Waking Up

 23_Jefferson_Barbara 

mailto:thedrivingforces@gmail.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
http://ywleadership.org/
http://genup.net/


 25_Batchelder_Philip 

nECEIVEn n JUN 1 72013 u 
BY:------ 2 9 I SA Wheeler Street 

Berkeley, CA 94 705 
15 June 20 I 3 

Re: EIS for FEMA's proposed fire-reduction projects in the East Bay Hills of the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

With reservations, I generally support the proposed plan as outlined in the EIS. I believe the EIS 
is deficient, however, in its lack of a realistic plan to respond to a particular and very significant problem 
that will result from the project as described. 

Maintenance for I 0 years may result in elimination of large-stature trees that are especially fire-
prone. but a much longer-term program will be needed to ensure that the proposed project doesn't 
result in low-value. broom-dominated environments that remain at extreme risk of fire . The various 
land-management entities should consider a staged implementation of the overall project (having 
identified the most fire-prone priorities) to avoid being immediately overwhelmed in the maintenance 
phase. 

For almost 20 years, I have been involved in wildlands weed management, mostly as a volunteer. 
I have worked with professional land managers, using mapping to identify and track weed populations, 
and using a variety of methods to control exotic and invasive plants. This work has included mass 
removals of large, long-standing French broom infestations, along with careful---and sometimes not 
careful enough---programs of post-removal follow-up. During this same 20 years, I have regularly visited 
various East Bay Regional Parks and UC Berkeley land, spending most of my time in the area of 
Claremont and Strawberry Canyons. I am an inveterate weeder. 

In many areas (e.g., the generally south-facing slopes of Claremont-PDM) where Eucalyptus and 
other exotic trees will be el iminated, there will be an explosion of French broom that will be extremely 
difficult to control. Eliminating eucalyptus and other exotic sprouts and re-sprouts will be comparatively 
easy lE the monitoring and maintenance is regular and thorough for I 0 years. That job will be severely 
hampered, however, by the surging growth of scrub species (native or not) when competition for light 
is reduced. 

Seeds of French broom remain viable for many decades. In Claremont Canyon-PDM, for 
example (much of which was already logged decades ago) large, mature broom have been flowering for 
years, deep in the understory. There is an enormous volume of seeds waiting to explode. These sprouts 
will probably begin producing additional seed in as few as two years. If this is not diligently and 
thoroughly controlled, the long-term problem of this particularly troublesome species will grow out of 
control. 

The results will be I) the mass displacement of numerous native species that the proposed plan 
supposedly favors; 2) long-term establishment of broom monocultures that are of low biological value; 
and 3) very significant fire risk, as broom is highly flammable and fast burning. 

This likely scenario belies the statement on p. 5.1-2 of the EIS, that "[t]hrough eradication of 
non-native, invasive, and fire-prone species (eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia) , native vegetation 
communities would experience long-term beneficial effects." How can th is be so if the result is a broom 
monoculture? 
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It would be a terrible shame for the proposed project---which I generally support---to result in 
the explosion of broom. Yet, the proposed plan's I 0-year monitoring and maintenance plan will surely 
have this result in numerous parts of the project area, especially if implementation of follow-up measures 
is inconsistent or ineffective. 

The draft MMPs (see Section 5.1 ), which are cited by the EIS to describe the different 
proposals for follow-up control of exotic invasive species, do not inspire confidence when viewed in the 
context of some landowners' present methods. While it would be unreasonable to expect the reviewing 
agencies to attempt to analyze and implement a 60-year program for the elimination of broom, we all 
need to recognize, for example, that EBRPD and UC Berkeley already lack the resources and/or 
organization to deal with the most damaging exotic-species infestations in an effective manner. Trailside 
broom thickets (and hemlock, milk thistle, Italian thistle, mustard, euphorbium, etc.) are allowed to grow 
in Strawberry Canyon, for example. Then, they are either cleared with bulldozers (with resulting soil 
disturbance that exacerbates infestations) or sprayed with foliar herbicides and left standing. In the 
latter instance, some dead broom thickets have remained for years, preventing access to control living 
broom farther from the roads---and just waiting to be ignited. 

The sensible policy would be to implement the fuel-reduction program in steps to ensure that 
no more land is cleared each year than the amount for which a systematic, thorough, long-term (20 
years) can be initiated. Under the proposed plan, completion of the tree removal within just a few years 
will almost assuredly leave us with horrendous broom infestations that are biologically impoverished---
and still dangerously flammable. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Philip Batchelder 



From: beneficialbug@sonic.net
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Revised to include UC quotes..
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:57:18 PM
Attachments: EBPA, FEMA, 2013.txt

East Bay Pesticide Alert / Don't Spray California's
2013 Submitted OPPOSITION TO FEMA GRANT for UC; EBRPD; Oakland,
dEIS response
submitted 6/16/13

To Whom It May Concern:

East Bay Pesticide Alert, also known as Don’t Spray California, is taking this opportunity to respond to
any FEMA grant requests from the University of California (UC); the East Bay Regional Park District
(EBRPD); and the city of Oakland for what the agencies refer to as ‘wildfire prevention projects’ in the
East Bay Hills.  For over 8 years we actively have opposed these entities’ attempts to continue various
and related wildfire projects which often include the use of pesticides, and in the case of tree fellings
which for these agencies is paired with pesticide use, cause increased fire danger to people, wildlife,
structures. These plans violate at least two out of three parameters of FEMA’s Wildfire Mitigation Policy,
MRR-2-08-1, “Wildfire Mitigation Policy for the HMGP and PDM Program”.

PESTICIDES, TOXICITY, and FIRE DANGER DUE TO MISMANAGEMENT
UC, EBRPD, and the city of Oakland amply have demonstrated their wildfire prevention protocols in the
past and have, in the EIR process of EBRPD quite recently, shown their intentions to continue what has
caused fire danger in the hills. Each of these entities’ practices, irregardless whether people support
more tree fellings or pesticide use, routinely have included spraying pesticides and leaving dead
vegetation throughout the hills, a clear fire danger adding to grossly mismanaged understories
throughout the hills. These agencies each have acted in  negligence, continuing practices which abetted
the ’91 fire. For this reason alone, they should not be granted FEMA wildfire prevention monies. They
have demonstrated incompetence in the past and their future plans would jeopardize the health and
wellbeing of people, pets, wildlife, insects, soil, and vegetation, as well as structures, a misuse of public
funds. For a flammability study conducted in the East Bay, near Claremont Canyon, please see
"http://pesticides.intown.biz/Cheriel%20Response.html"
http://pesticides.intown.biz/Cheriel%20Response.html .

Perhaps an example of intention would be enlightening. The only specific general management practices
mentioned in the EBRPD’s Draft EIR were an inadequate requirement for notification signs, and
reference to the size and smoothness of cut tree stumps. EBRPD appears to have no interest in serious
notification which might allow people plans to avoid treated areas or better yet make arrangements to
stay away from nearby homes for a time period, and seems to be more concerned about the potential
for splinters from logged trees than about chemical poisoning from contact, drift, and other mobility of
pesticides applied to and around the stumps and other vegetation, a subject they avoid.  Please see 
"http://twnside.org.sg/title/service76.htm" http://twnside.org.sg/title/service76.htm on Denmark’s ban
on RoundUp because it was found in groundwater.

The toxicity of the various pesticides in the plans was handed to representatives of the various agencies
involved;  Jean Quan; Jake Sigg of the CA Native Plant Society; the two Friends of Sausal Creek
"leaders" at the January 26, 2005 hearing whom Jean Quan identified as having come to her asking her
help to get another exemption to the city "ban" on pesticide use so that they could use it around Sausal
Creek. We have various toxicological profiles looking at Triclopyr-based pesticides; Glyphosate-based
pesticides; and Imazapyr-based pesticides on our site's wildfire pages, what was handed to these
people in 2005 (http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html), along with some other toxicological
profiles of other pesticides used by EBRPD, for instance Surflan. An excellent essay follows those
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East Bay Pesticide Alert / Don't Spray California's 
2013 Submitted OPPOSITION TO FEMA GRANT for UC; EBRPD; Oakland, 
dEIS response
submitted 6/16/13

To Whom It May Concern:

East Bay Pesticide Alert, also known as Don’t Spray California, is taking this opportunity to respond to any FEMA grant requests from the University of California (UC); the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD); and the city of Oakland for what the agencies refer to as ‘wildfire prevention projects’ in the East Bay Hills.  For over 8 years we actively have opposed these entities’ attempts to continue various and related wildfire projects which often include the use of pesticides, and in the case of tree fellings which for these agencies is paired with pesticide use, cause increased fire danger to people, wildlife, structures. These plans violate at least two out of three parameters of FEMA’s Wildfire Mitigation Policy, MRR-2-08-1, “Wildfire Mitigation Policy for the HMGP and PDM Program”. 

PESTICIDES, TOXICITY, and FIRE DANGER DUE TO MISMANAGEMENT
UC, EBRPD, and the city of Oakland amply have demonstrated their wildfire prevention protocols in the past and have, in the EIR process of EBRPD quite recently, shown their intentions to continue what has caused fire danger in the hills. Each of these entities’ practices, irregardless whether people support more tree fellings or pesticide use, routinely have included spraying pesticides and leaving dead vegetation throughout the hills, a clear fire danger adding to grossly mismanaged understories throughout the hills. These agencies each have acted in  negligence, continuing practices which abetted the ’91 fire. For this reason alone, they should not be granted FEMA wildfire prevention monies. They have demonstrated incompetence in the past and their future plans would jeopardize the health and wellbeing of people, pets, wildlife, insects, soil, and vegetation, as well as structures, a misuse of public funds. For a flammability study conducted in the East Bay, near Claremont Canyon, please see "http://pesticides.intown.biz/Cheriel%20Response.html" �http://pesticides.intown.biz/Cheriel%20Response.html� .

Perhaps an example of intention would be enlightening. The only specific general management practices mentioned in the EBRPD’s Draft EIR were an inadequate requirement for notification signs, and reference to the size and smoothness of cut tree stumps. EBRPD appears to have no interest in serious notification which might allow people plans to avoid treated areas or better yet make arrangements to stay away from nearby homes for a time period, and seems to be more concerned about the potential for splinters from logged trees than about chemical poisoning from contact, drift, and other mobility of pesticides applied to and around the stumps and other vegetation, a subject they avoid.  Please see  "http://twnside.org.sg/title/service76.htm" �http://twnside.org.sg/title/service76.htm� on Denmark’s ban on RoundUp because it was found in groundwater.

The toxicity of the various pesticides in the plans was handed to representatives of the various agencies involved;  Jean Quan; Jake Sigg of the CA Native Plant Society; the two Friends of Sausal Creek "leaders" at the January 26, 2005 hearing whom Jean Quan identified as having come to her asking her help to get another exemption to the city "ban" on pesticide use so that they could use it around Sausal Creek. We have various toxicological profiles looking at Triclopyr-based pesticides; Glyphosate-based pesticides; and Imazapyr-based pesticides on our site's wildfire pages, what was handed to these people in 2005 (http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html), along with some other toxicological profiles of other pesticides used by EBRPD, for instance Surflan. An excellent essay follows those toxicological profiles, describing synergistic effects of pesticide products which are combinations of chemicals thrown together to make a pesticide product such as Garlon; Rounup; Stalker.


SYNERGISM

From the dEIS:
<<
5.1.1.3 Cumulative Effects 
Frequently herbicides are applied as a mixture. For example it is common practice to mix Garlon 4 (triclopyr) with Stalker (imazapyr). It is not possible to calculate the hazard for a mixture but hazards were calculated for each herbicide in the mixture and then combined if appropriate. 

5.1.1.4 Adjuvants 
Adjuvants are solution additives that are mixed with an herbicide solution to improve performance of the mixture. Adjuvants can enhance activity of an herbicide’s active ingredient (activator adjuvant) or offset any problems associated with spray application. Activator adjuvants include surfactants, wetting agents, sticker-spreaders, and penetrants. Surfactants, or surface-acting agents, facilitate and enhance the absorbing, emulsifying, dispersing, spreading, sticking, wetting, or penetrating properties of herbicides. 
Adjuvants are not under the same registration guidelines as pesticides. US EPA does not register or approve the labeling of adjuvants. California Department of Pesticide Regulation does require the registration of those adjuvants that are considered to increase the action of the pesticide/herbicide it is used with. 
Based on the analysis of possible adjuvants that may be used in the proposed and connected actions (see Section 2.1.2), including the design features, the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates provided in proposed and connected actions would be low.
>>
 
Again, conflictual statements in the dEIS. Above in 5.1.1.3 we read, "It is not possible to calculate the hazard for a mixture." Whether it is possible or not is a separate issue but they just have stated they cannot. Next they say, "but hazards were calculated for each herbicide in the mixture and then combined if appropriate." In fact, this statement does not make sense. When chemicals are mixed synergism, potentiation can occur. This is the effect of two chemicals combined creating what is considered a higher level of toxicity than the sum effects of two chemicals. What do they mean? Hazards were combined? Do they mean that hazards were added up in sums, like 2 + 2 on a chalkboard. That is not useful to us if we want to know the real effects on living organisms. In fact, they have given the very reason that pesticide use must not be allowed at all, because even for those who feel fine about risking their own families' lives by having pesticides used around them, this document clarifies that the combined chemicals according to them cannot be understood in terms of their effects, and therefore their statement in 5.1.1.4, "the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates provided in proposed and connected actions would be low," cannot be made. It is illegal to call pesticides safe. Is this an attempt to do an end run around this law? In fact, we have known since at least 1988 (Sawada) about POEA, a surfactant used in Roundup in some formulations,  being linked with cancer, that its inclusion activated and potentiated the "work" of the "active ingredient", Glyphosate. This is no new news. As it says in the dEIS, "Adjuvants can enhance activity of an herbicide's active ingredient." This fact is not being disputed so it is unconscionable that the dEIS authors conclude that, "the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates provided in proposed and connected actions would be low".

ALTERNATIVES to PESTICIDES
These agencies’ plans are to cut trees and use pesticides. There is no safe use of pesticides. By nature they kill, cause genetic mutations, neurological problems, hormonal disruption and dysfunction. They translocate and endanger water supplies. We offered them alternatives in 2005, most absolutely standard practices, focusing on fuel reduction by employing people who need jobs to do manual labor of understory removal without the use of chemicals. And in the case of any tree fellings, solarization of tree stumps, a standard practice relying on elementary school and backyard gardeners’ basic principles of starving plant life of the photosynthesis process. No photosynthesis, no sugars to feed the plant (read: resprouts).  A dark tarp stapled down is a standard practice, but it is possible to use a natural tar (as opposed to a petrochemically-derived product) instead. Alternatives to pesticides abound, as we made clear in 2005; yet, just days after our presentation, Tom Klatt of UC put out his 10 year plan for Strawberry Canyon and Claremont Canyon, which is enlightening. It says labor and chemicals are about $100 per acre each of two times per year, expecting it to take 1-1/2 hours per acre. That’s probably a crew of several working to apply pesticides (it’s only the Licensed Pesticide Applicators overseeing spray projects who make huge salaries; people doing the dangerous work rarely make much above minimum wage). The $4000 management for $6716 in labor and $1125 in chemicals for 45 acres for Claremont Canyon for 10 years may well be part of the Licensed Pesticide Applicator salary of $125,000 common in 2005. So in the event of tree fellings, a crew going in with weed wrenches for baby trees or weed whackers for resprouts should be able to be paid if instead applying most or all of that “management” $4000 for their wages, an assertion we have made all these years. Additionally, what is not outlined in Klatt’s plan, nor in any of the agencies’ project plans or grant requests is who covers the costs of lost productivity for those sickened by pesticide exposures, whether workers applying pesticides or otherwise working in the hills, residents, or visitors to the hills. Without such plans specified it appears that the burden is shifted to individuals, cities, or counties. 

SCARE TACTICS
The issue we brought up in 2005 remains today; mismanagement. Even in the very few cases of diseased trees which legitimately should be felled if they would be likely to collapse in an area where people or homes would be damaged, after fellings these agencies could be cutting back resprouts, solarizing, or employing one of the many other alternatives we offered as examples. But the city of Oakland is a prime example of mismanagement creating fire danger. Eucalypts cut down in Montclair were left to resprout and in 2005, after this resprout museum had grown tall once more, but with multiple sprouts creating fire ladders everywhere, the city council woman who wanted to join in the hills pesticide use pushed by UC and EBRPD used these resprouts as an example to scare people. What scared us was the city’s irresponsible behavior in cutting the trees in the first place if they didn’t plan to cut them back after, or dig out the stumps. City representatives kept talking about the massive danger of that stand of resprouts but never bothered in that time period to have the sprouts cut back down. Further, Jean Quan, City Council member then, Mayor now, recently was cited for creating fire danger in her neighborhood by negligence around her home (September 2011: http://www.ktvu.com/news/news/irate-neighbor-calls-oakland-mayor-quan-queen-of-b/nD5P5/). These requests for FEMA grants were in many ways fueled by Jean Quan who has proven herself to be irresponsible around her own neighborhood in the most basic of ways. FEMA should take no lead from someone apparently placing having no interest in universally-agreed upon fire safety methods of keeping areas around homes clear of brush. 

TOXICOLOGICAL PROFILES OF PESTICIDES
In January of 2005, EBPA/ DSC handed representatives of each of these entities toxicology of the pesticides UC and EBRPD already were using, and pushing Oakland to use in the hills. We offered many quite standard alternatives to pesticide use while pointing out the danger to other species of removing Eucalyptus from the hills (Eucalyptus was the only tree being discussed at public hearings at that time).  Please see "http://dontspraycalifornia.org/wpad.html" �http://dontspraycalifornia.org/wpad.html� for more info on our opposition in that time period.  Also, please see the toxicology of Monsanto’s RoundUp http://www.alternatives2toxics.org/catsoldsite/round.htm".  http://www.alternatives2toxics.org/catsoldsite/round.htm�), the toxicology of glyphosate, the “active” ingredient of the product called RoundUp "http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/glyphosate" �http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/glyphosate�  ), and that of Garlon’s triclopyr  "http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/triclopyr" �http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/triclopyr� ), at least the formulation used at that time. Formulations are changed routinely due to pesticide resistance. In fact, part of the danger of a pesticide approach is that when a pesticide stops performing as expected, use of a new formulation is planned. Look at our wildfire page to see a group of toxicological profiles partway down the page: http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html 

What about environmental oversight of new formulations? Is that part of FEMA’s oversight when granting monies for wildfire prevention projects? Does FEMA plan to leave oversight around product and formulation use to these agencies if FEMA should grant them public monies to fund their requests? Please see  "http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html" http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html�  for details of the other pesticides UC uses in the hills. 

DOES THE DECEIT NEVER END?

From the dEIS: 
<< 
None of the herbicides proposed fro use in this project were identified as carcinogens; therefore, only non-cancer hazards were evaluated. Adverse ecological effects were evaluated by comparing exposure concentrations to reference doses or toxicity values. The ration of exposure to toxicity is refeered to as a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ assumes that some level of exposure exists below which even sensitive populations are unlikely to experience significant adverse effects. HQs below 1 suggest acceptable risk, while HQs equal to or exceeding 1 may suggest unacceptable risk.
>> 

Once again, we must consider synergism. Possible carcinogenicity of pesticide products is based on so-called "active ingredients", what are called 'inerts' (can be 99.99% of a product) not evaluated for carcinogenicity, and as they are proprietary, we have no ability to try to evaluate carcinogenicity by identifying separate chemicals and checking for whether any of them are carcinogens. We are left in the dark. 


LOW DOSE and the NON-MONOTONIC DOSE RESPONSE
New formulations cannot be expected to be “less toxic”, though that phrase also has absolutely no legal meaning, which may be why we have seen these agencies use such language trying to assuage the public throughout time as people have opposed pesticide use.  In fact, pesticides can hit hardest in small, repeated, cumulative doses which build up in the body, and by the ‘non-monotonic dose response’. The NMDR results in a larger response with less of a dose. This is the theory and basis of the practice of the healthcare modality, Homeopathy, practiced around the world; less can be more.  Researchers long have described the cumulative effects of low doses of chemicals, which they consider more dangerous than the occasional major exposure in otherwise-healthy individuals. For more detail on low-dose chemical responses, please see  "http://web72345.ntx.net/article/gulfwar.shtml" �http://web72345.ntx.net/article/gulfwar.shtml� or "http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/content/68/1/1.full" �http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/content/68/1/1.full� . Endocrine disruptors are one example of chemicals that cause a non-monotonic dose response. Or, as the body is secreting what it can of the toxin, toxic effects can increase as well. An example dating back to 1888 is that of fungicidal chemicals such as mercuric chloride increasing fermentation in yeast "http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/77/1/151" �http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/77/1/151�). This kind of process was demonstrated in Sonoma and Napa Wine Country, where health surveying revealed common, overwhelming, systemic yeast overgrowth in people (animal testing was not done to ascertain statistics on farm or domestic animals). Fungicides such as Copper Hydroxide, and Sulfur scraped from industrial smokestacks, are used everywhere in the vineyards and inversion layers in the valleys trap people and animals in a chemical soup.  Another fairly common example shows itself around varied responses to coffee. While the general expectation is that a cup of caffeinated coffee will give people energy and a “pick up”, for many caffeinated coffee has a physically relaxing effect while decaffeinated coffee, containing much less caffeine, gives them alertness and a  burst of energy. 

RESPONSE TIME AFTER EXPOSURE
In the case of pesticide applications, people might not have their primary reactions at the time of highest exposure but as the exposure tapers off, they can have even fatal responses. In the case of carbamate and organophosphate pesticides, commonly people don’t experience any significant response until 8-12 hours after exposure, and responses to pesticides can last weeks to years, in the case of a response taking someone past a point of her/his body’s ability to metabolize the toxins in question. Just as one person can metabolize a 6-pack of beer quickly, another can be asleep, or otherwise affected, after a sip or two. We, and wildlife and pets, are individual biological beings which variously are damaged by pesticides, as is soil and vegetation. The medical establishment has not been taught to recognize even the most common symptoms of exposure to even the most commonly-found pesticides, and typically is not familiar with appropriate tests such as the cholinesterase test which looks for depressed levels of this enzyme, seen with carbamate and organophosphate poisoning, but must be checked within a few hours of exposure to provide an accurate assessment. Thus, when people die of heart attacks or asthma attacks due to pesticide exposures, their death certificates give no indication of the part pesticides have played. This results in any epidemiological or other health studies and data kept by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) and other agencies being skewed. It doesn’t help statistical understanding that undocumented workers, many who do the dirty work of applying chemicals which can kill them, are not going to be showing up in OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) files, DPR’s source for records on work-related pesticide poisonings, as DPR’s staff scientist, Louise Mehler, acknowledged to us in the latter 90’s. 

RISK ASSESSMENT: THE UNETHICAL PRACTICE OF DECIDING SOME PEOPLE AND OTHER BIOLOGICAL ORGANISMS ARE AN "ACCEPTABLE RISK"
Risk Assessment is the game played by the pesticide industry, busily trying to keep people from thinking critically about pesticide use. Risk Assessment, the methodology used by the chemical industry and authors of Environmental Impact Reports and Statements and seekers of any number of grants for projects including pesticide use, or the downing of trees, for instance, theorizes which risks are “significant” or “acceptable” to those who are paid to evaluate the financial cost-effectiveness of a plan. First, do no harm, Hippocrates’ motto, and that of healthcare workers and medical doctors everywhere, recognizes that it is not ethical to call anyone an Acceptable Risk, nor is it ethical, from a standpoint of environmental sustainability, to apply Risk Assessment to wildlife, pets, insects, vegetation, and soil. Biology is clear: neither humans nor wildlife, pets, insects, vegetation, nor soil exist in a vacuum. Each is part of an intricate web from which one cannot be spot-removed without endangering the others. In fact, the USDA’s Light Brown Apple Moth debacle has been exposed for the danger eradication attempts represent to biological habitats, meaning any habitat. Trying to eradicate something naturalized can create a hole of unknown consequences which we cannot predict so could not possibly know how such potential damage might be mitigated. 

Repeatedly in the dEIS, what are called "Best Management Practices" are based in vagueries and sometimes conflicting numbers such as reference to "windless nights", "apply on windless days to reduce drift", "when wind speed is low" or "less than 2 mph" winds, or "wind must be less than 3-5 mph". 

Who determines wind speed? A quick internet search of 'wildfire abatement wind speed predictor tool' and 'wind speed predictor tool' show no item which, on the spot, would provide such information as the wind speed and directions change; indeed, it appears that the methods a Sonoma County Deputy Ag. Commissioner, Jim Sallee, told Sonoma Pesticide Alert in the mid-90's were the ways that growers were using to determine whether it was a "good" time to apply pesticides in vineyards or on oats and hay, looking at a wind sock, or burning old tires, is seems to be approximately what is being suggested in this dEIS. Based on 5 months of photography of pesticide applications in the Sonoma Valley primarily in 1998 and 2000, every time of day and night, photos demonstrate why there is not going to be a "windless" situation and that, there is no way to be able to assume that even if specific wind speed could be stated in one moment, it would remain so. 

From the introduction to the Screening Level Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment section of the dEIS: 
<<.... herbicides would not be applied to foliage outside the buffer when wind speed is greater than 10 mph or less than 2 mph. Very low wind speeds are conducive to drift because very light winds are highly variable and are associated with inversion conditions, in which mists and vapors tend to stay near the ground rather than dispersing upward.>>  Photos on our website (photos of changing winds taken by author literally a few seconds between photos) show a typical "low wind" night in the Sonoma Valley where, like in the East Bay, inversion layers are common:  http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/pixwc.htm. Here in the dEIS  direction for applying only between 2.01 mph and 9.99 mph is given, while in the "Best Management Practices" sections 3-5 mph is one directive. What will determine the difference between 2.01 and 2.99 mph for the pesticide applictors applying toxics? Wind speeds change continuously; this is inexact and conflictual direction posing as science. Perhaps we should collect old tires and haul them to the hills for disposal.

From the dEIS: 
<< Surface water could be impacted by herbicides being directly sprayed on the water, by windblown spray reaching the water, or by precipitation and runoff carrying herbicides from the application site to surface water. Visitors participating in recreational activities such as swimming or boating could then be exposed through skin contact to contaminants in surface water or through incidental ingestion of the water. Further, anglers may, in theory, be exposed to chemicals taken up into fish through consumption of fish taken from nearby surface water bodies. 
Groundwater could also be impacted if precipitation percolating through soil transports herbicides to groundwater. Surface water or groundwater affected by herbicides could in theory be used for drinking water or irrigation of home grown vegetables; therefore, risks to residents should be considered for these possible exposure pathways. However, most residents use public water supplies. In addition, surface water or groundwater in the area may be used for irrigation of agricultural crops. Uptake of chemicals into crops and subsequent consumption by people in the area is a possible exposure pathway.>> 

There is no reference for the meaning of 'most', or for which residents the dEIS authors include. Many residents of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, including the author of these comments, are on well water, without potential protections of municipal water supplies. That is many hundreds of people in the development in which my family lives, probably 400 or more people. One may reasonably conclude that they consider all people on well water, in two counties, an acceptable risk. 
 
Environmental reviews should be based on the Precautionary Principle, which in a nutshell states “better safe than sorry”, with a particular view toward protecting vulnerable species and populations, and not on a theoretical risk assessment approach, which determines how much risk to the lives of others, and other organisms, is acceptable to those who theorize about the potential impacts of an action. 

INFORMATION and FACTS IGNORED
Shocking to many is how much information these agencies have been given for years about the dangers of the use of pesticides, and abundant alternatives, but also that their plans for, and execution already, of tree fellings is actually a “native plant restoration” project, masked as a wildfire prevention project. Almost 6 years ago we were challenging the city of Oakland over what was very publicly being touted as a “native plant restoration” project alongside the more formal ‘wildfire prevention project’ titling, pointing out the irony that, using pesticides in Sausal Creek or other hills areas would in fact serve to kill off the web of mycorrhizal fungi which nourish native plants and are an essential part of healthy soil which supports healthy vegetation. Pesticides damage immune systems of all biological beings. In spite of this fact, the city councilwoman, Jean Quan, and Friends of Sausal Creek, continued to push for pesticide use in the creek and on the 1,023 acres the city oversees in the hills, being actively pushed by UC’s Tom Klatt and EBRPD’s Nancy Brownfield, under whose tenure EBRPD increased use of pesticides, even taking into consideration acreage added over the years.  

ENDANGERED SPECIES in the HILLS
We countered that in fact there are endangered species in the hills, both animal and vegetation and that, pesticides would endanger them.  Finally, the city attorney said to us, “Okay, you got us. This does fall under CEQA (the California Environmental Quality Act).” As we continued to attempt to follow up, to make sure plans were not continuing without formal environmental review, including more public, advertised hearings, we were stonewalled. No one contacted at city offices would talk. Later we discovered that apparently to do an end-run around our expose, the city quietly made an alliance with UC and has plowed ahead with cutting down healthy trees and using pesticides, in spite of the fact of endangered species in the hills. While the endangered Pallid Manzanita, Alameda Whipsnake, Pallid Bat, and the Red-legged Frog all reside in the East Bay Hills we see no significant plans to protect them nor the raptors who depend on tall trees for their survival. Findings of ‘no significant impact’ abound in the EBRPD’s EIR; yet it is scientifically-impossible for their plans to have ‘no significant impact’ when they plan to down around 500,000 trees, then apply pesticides for the next 13 years. By virtue of the fact of this agency’s arrogance in its statement that there would be ‘no significant impact’, we feel any assertion they make must be questioned and researched for facts. In light of this, their request for FEMA wildfire prevention grant funding should not be provided so that it is available for true emergency wildfire prevention work. 

TIMBER HARVEST PLANS ROUTINELY ARE DENIED 
It is routine practice to deny timber harvest plans which will lead to clearcutting or deforestation, as UC already has demonstrated by its clearcutting in the Berkeley Hills. The erosion that has been created by UC's actions clearcutting in the Berkeley hills already has caused landslides, and danger to residents and visitors to the hills, while damaging the habitat of many species. Tree removals commonly can lead to erosion of stream banks. 

Creek bank stability is the very reason that eucalyptus was planted over 100 years ago in San Leandro Creek, to stop erosion, which it has accomplished handsomely, while providing generous raptor habitat and the only safe crossing between the hills and flatlands for terrestrial creatures since Highways 580 and 13 were created. Yet, the county has the intention of removing these glorious trees, wrecking the habitat, again with Jean Quan seeming to be behind it. She has met with a creeks group, Friends of San Leandro Creek, making plans for yet another "native plant restoration" project, as she had met behind closed doors with some self-appointed leaders of Friends of Sausal Creek in 2004 to plan to get an exemption to what was called a city "ban" on pesticide use, and as she did in 2012 to plan the removal of nearly 100 year-old redwoods from Sausal Creek, which runs through Dimond Park. Neighbors of Dimond Park had not even been notified of the plan, as most members of FOSC had not been, until 2 days before the felling was to occur. This plan was based on lies and deceit by some people from FOSC who were leading the charge, and confused many of the hundreds of people they refer to as FOSC members. https://www.facebook.com/SaveOurDimondParkTrees?


OAKLAND MISLEADS
Look at the city’s website and you see talk of sustainability and environmental health, and the old pesticide industry line, “best management practices”. The words ‘pesticides’ and ‘herbicides’ are nowhere to be seen. It would appear the city continues to try to pull the wool over people’s eyes as in spite of having what the city attorney likes to call a ‘ban’ on pesticide use by the city, it uses herbicides citywide on medians, and in some parks, such as on the paths within a few feet of Children’s Fairyland, and along narrow roads in the hills on Joaquin Miller Road, among others. In addition, subcontractors use pesticides without oversight by the city, as acknowledged to us by Noel Gallo early in 2005. This results in people not being able easily or accurately to track pesticide use in the city associated with city use as county agricultural records for the city’s use do not reflect the contractors' or subcontractors’ use, and records for contractors and subcontractors do not have to specify as clearly what products they are using where and when, or in what amounts. 

The Oakland city people behind plans to remove eucalyptus (and Redwoods) seem to miss the irony of the city Office of Parks and Recreation boasting photos in their marketing materials showcasing eucalyptus (and Redwoods), probably because most people agree it is beautiful, and are acclimated to eucalyptus surrounding us in the hills and creek areas and all around the Bay Area. 

UC ACQUIRES MONEY FROM PESTICIDE COMPANIES
People would like to believe that a public university system will be devoted to seeking truth in science. UC has contracts with pesticide companies such as Novartis and Syngenta, Dow, Bayer, and Monsanto. Suffice it to say, UC is not objective; it receives masses of money directly and indirectly from pesticide companies so of course it will push pesticides. At the same time, UC has been clearcutting areas of the East Bay Hills and we have pointed out that the reason UC may have set its sights so aggressively on Claremont Canyon’s trees is that to get rid of them now clears the way more easily for their Lawrence Berkeley Lab extensions to proceed without getting bogged down later in the EIR process around: trees. UC seems to have a stronghold over the city of Berkeley but it also is apparent that, that stronghold is acquiring breadth with passing time. Oakland has latched on, and a series of agencies with oversight of one area or another in the hills (eg. EBMUD and PG&E) seem to tag along fairly quietly with whatever UC asserts. 

EBRPD DISAPPOINTS, CONFUSES, and IGNORES
EBRPD is expected to be acting in the public and environment’s best interest in work it does in the regional park system and, indeed, its union employees sometimes have taken public stands in support of worker and visitor park safety, such as their strong resolution opposing the Light Brown Apple Moth pesticides program. See resolution: "http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/AFSCME%202428%20resolution.pdf" �http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/AFSCME%202428%20resolution.pdf�.  Our experience with the union and park rangers throughout the park system is frustration, almost uniformly, with Nancy Brownfield, at the center of controversy, who had a misleading title of “Integrated Pest Management Specialist”. Ms. Brownfield, now deceased of cancer, as we were told by a former EBRPD worker, pushed pesticide use, to the chagrin of many of the workers who understand that visitors, wildlife, vegetation, soil, and they, are being endangered. They want money put into hiring more workers, not paying for chemicals. In fact, under her tenure pesticide use increased, as we had noted in 2005, and as is noted in this dEIS. 

To make matters worse, EBRPD has jumped headlong into the Spartina Project which uses pesticides in efforts to eradicate cordgrass in the Bay (brought in originally by the military). As would be expected, the state and federally-listed California Clapper Rail population has significantly decreased. When reading minutes of the EBRPD’s Board’s September 7, 2010 meeting, one might want to assume that this is due simply to the removal of habitat. But for more insight into the chemicals the Rails are ingesting, inhaling, and absorbing, please see    "http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/spartina.html" �http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/spartina.html� .   You might note that Imazapyr is being used by UC in the hills and RoundUp is being used by EBRPD and Oakland.  Still, the plan is to continue this pesticide use around the Bay. 

WHAT IS NATIVE? WHO IS BEHIND ‘INVASIVE SPECIES COUNCILS’?
We have seen repeatedly that ‘native plant restoration’ projects are being masqueraded as wildfire prevention projects and more insidiously, taxpayer self-assessments along with tax-supplied grants such as the FEMA grants requested by these agencies, are sold to taxpayers as necessary for wildfire safety. These scare tactics are unethical and, worse, will lead to an unwillingness in the future to supply money readily, when it might actually be needed, to fund manual removal of excess understory or grasslands vegetation, some of it ironically native and quite flammable as wildfire historically blazed through these hills bursting seedpods and covering them in what amounted to rich compost. These scare tactics could lead, therefore, to more fire danger in the future as threats continue to build due to mismanagement. 

UC, EBRPD, and the city of Oakland have seemed fixated on getting rid of what they refer to as non-native plants. Invasion Biologists have differing scientific opinions on when species have 
reached acclimation, at which point even trying to remove them can pose biological danger. Acclimation and naturalization are normal evolutionary processes and have resulted in monarch butterflies overwintering in the East Bay Hills, where they might not if most or all of the eucalyptus were cut down. 

David Theodoropoulos, an Invasion Biologist who is deeply critical of his field, and points to the historic involvement of the pesticide industry in establishing invasive species councils to do their bidding "http://www.jlhudsonseeds.net/NativesVsExotics.htm" �http://www.jlhudsonseeds.net/NativesVsExotics.htm�), shows photos of eucalyptus in the Oakland Hills during the 1991 fire, in areas where the understory had been kept down "http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=543758534586424176" �http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=543758534586424176�). The fire burnt out before igniting the trees in those areas. Just as we see with many trees in the neighborhood of the San Bruno PG&E gas pipeline explosion and resulting inferno. Many living trees surround burnt homes. 

Where agencies mismanaged in the East Bay Hills and failed to cut back the understory since it hadn’t been properly attended as an Urban-Wildlands interface or a Residential-Wildlands interface, the hills inferno flourished. But many eucalyptus trees acted as windbreaks that hot, windy day, and the moist, cool forest floor around these trees reduced the potential for ignition in some areas.  What we see in photos of the 2003 Scripps Ranch fire in Southern California is classic; homes full of gas lines and gas appliances, and cars, exploded, completely surrounded by massive, unaffected eucalyptus trees. See photos:  "http://graphics7.nytimes.com/images/2003/10/27/national/28fire.l.jpg" �http://graphics7.nytimes.com/images/2003/10/27/national/28fire.l.jpg�  and: "http://www.scrippsranch.org/special/Fire2003/Ward/MVC-002F.jpg" ��http://www.scrippsranch.org/special/Fire2003/Ward/MVC-002F.jpg�. The first shows a whole cul-de-sac of houses and cars exploded, completely surrounded by healthy eucalyptus, the second shows exploded cars and only a chimney of a house left (much like Broadway Terrace in ’91), many healthy eucalyptus trees right there, unscathed. 

WHO PROFITS IN THIS ATTACK ON “NON-NATIVES”?
The question is, who profits by manufacturing an emergency around getting rid of anything non-native? Pesticide companies, for one, and in the case of felling trees, there are many contracts to be written, much money changing hands already as consultants are sent in to do their studies and estimates, and years of work and money are assured if final decisions reflect taking down a million or more trees, some of the lungs of the earth.  

A  history of mismanagement is no excuse for allowing further mismanagement, unleashing potent toxins upon us. 

Landscape aesthetics are in the eye of the beholder and forcing nature into the aesthetic preferences of a few comes at the expense of ecological health. Continued widespread removal of trees is leading to mudslides in the hills, removing whole sections of habitat. As important, pesticides used on and around the stumps remain in the area and translocate. Innocent pedestrians or bicycle riders in some areas walk or ride through pesticide residues while inhaling residual drift (indoors, insecticides can take two weeks to stop floating around and begin to settle down onto furniture and floors, stuffed animals and dishes—source: Designer Poisons, Marion Moses, MD). People track them and spray them around further as they walk, jog, or bike. Wildlife in the area is exposed through inhalation, absorption and ingestion. One of our considerable concerns is that in the Bay Area we have immigrant populations from Asia who use plants found in the hills medicinally as well as for food (blackberry shoots being popular in some cuisines), and people practicing Western Herbalism frequently gather herbs in the hills. They can unwittingly be sickened ironically as they are gathering Horsetail to aid respiratory distress, or other herbs for other medicinal purposes. 

This plan brings to mind the county of Alameda’s plan to remove all the century-old Eucalypts along San Leandro Creek, in fact the only wild corridor for miles which links the flatlands and hills. As another story of deception has been revealed, tree by tree, parcel by parcel, we find that the purpose of the county’s removal plans is, once again, according the county’s chief arborist, Jim Brown, a “native restoration project”. The grand plan was to quickly clearcut three areas to provide the easiest access/removal areas and spend the next few years chopping down one tree after another, dragging them up the creek further to ruin remaining habitat, then nicely (maybe) replanting some trees. Among those considered by the county is willow, a fine choice if you want to end up with no water at all in the creek. Oh, yes, and pesticide use on the banks of the creek, too, though no one has yet revealed which products after months of requests.  And when you read the fine print on their documents, you see that a primary “Reason for Action” to remove the trees again and again is listed as: Tree will require substantial on-going resources to evaluate and maintain. 

Money, time, the hassle factor. Not that they don’t have money. In fact, the county hired a “very expensive” (according to a county person) p.r. firm, the same one the state hired to push their Light Brown Apple Moth pesticides program, and an arborist who has created her own ranking system for tree danger, at odds with that used by many certified arborists. One has to wonder why the county would want to rely on a new system while the arborists with her company keep saying they can’t guarantee anything. Not that we are expecting many guarantees when dealing with nature. But there are some guarantees in this situation in the hills and the SL creek: down trees and you lose oxygen and gain carbon, increasing the numbers of people who will be sickened. Change the environment so drastically by removing these trees and you will have a hotter environment, not able to support life which has acclimated over a century. Use pesticides and you will ruin soil and water health and endanger people, wildlife, pets and insects. 

WHAT WOULD AN HONEST LOGGER SAY ABOUT THESE PLANS?
As the author of this writing was at work assembling notes for this response she contacted a gentleman who comes from a logging family from the Central Coast area to hear his response to the general plans by these agencies. His response was swift and clear. He pointed out that in spite of herbicides which might be used, stumps are open wounds, attractive to insects and more so as they degrade. They are prone to disease which then endangers the trees nearby left standing.  He put it this way, thinking of clearcutting and replants he’s seen in the logging world, “In the infant stage replants are attacked by insects gathering at the open wounds of cut stumps. They are still weak in their infant stages, and more so if exposed to herbicides. Disease can spread easily in that environment, building on the stronghold on a stump. The secondary militia creates infection on many standing trees, a disease ward for any trees in the area.” He went on to give more perspective. “If there’s 300 tree stumps in one area and 500 are nearby, if there are infantile trees nearby many are likely to become diseased. What can happen to the rest of the forest of 2000 surrounding that area? What are the chances of survival?” 

CARBON SEQUESTRATION; WHY SHOULD PEOPLE OPPOSED TO PESTICIDE USE CARE? 
The East Bay is home to a population considered to have 16.3% already somewhere on the continuum of chemically-sensitive. Those of us with Multiple Chemical Sensitivity (MCS), or concerned about becoming victims of this debilitating chronic disease which can bring with it myriad life-threatening problems such as high blood sugar, high blood pressure, high cholesterol, heart problems, kidney disease, asthma, and hormonal disruption and dysfunction, are concerned about the effects of any quickly shifting climate changes on either global levels or local levels, shifts which can completely change the ecology of an area and put our bodies, already physiologically-challenged, at increased risk for health problems.  We have co-evolved over the past few generations in the Bay Area with hills covered in oxygen-producing, carbon-sequestering trees. To wholesale remove, and to use pesticides in addition, killing off most living things in their midst, creates dramatic imbalance in an already rapidly-changing world.  These trees are lungs for us. They have taken in carbon and given us oxygen. We cannot lose this oxygen and on top of it face yet more carbon, made even more stark in these plans which in addition to felling trees, and killing many species of vegetation, includes chemical toxins which also would kill off many kinds of wildlife, directly and indirectly. 

It is ironic to know that UCSF, home of an acclaimed medical school, is behind plans to remove all the eucalyptus from Mt. Sutro in San Francisco. We were busy assembling our response to UCSF’s requests for a FEMA grant for what was being called a ‘wildfire prevention project’ but was actually another ‘native plant restoration’ project. Happily, before we could send in our response, we got the good news that FEMA had realized the grant request was not legitimate and refused to grant it this money to UCSF without an EIR. It is ironic that the home of a medical school is not willing to go through that health and environmental process, and instead intends to march ahead, funding the felling of trees itself. A foggy mountain in the city, providing so much needed oxygen, to be decimated by UCSF. 


OUR RECOMMENDATIONS
We want FEMA to be clear that these agencies have had information in their hands for many years clarifying dangers of pesticides and offering multiple standard alternatives, easily applied with the funds available through various pools of tax monies in addition to the regular streams of funding for maintenance. They have failed in their most basic maintenance duties. 

Too, we want FEMA to remember that there is no emergency here other than the lack of proper maintenance over decades by agencies with lack of competence or interest. That is no reason to grant emergency monies which need to be available for emergencies that arise unexpectedly. What’s going on here is entirely predictable and reversible with common sense oversight. FEMA’s wildfire prevention project granting stream should not be used to make up for incompetence if it will result in that incompetence being allowed to remain, and continue, resulting in future wildfire dangers being created. 

These agencies have been expected by people living in the hills to do reasonable understory management, a standard expectation in an Urban-Wildland interface. They have failed to act reasonably, and sensibly, to safeguard people and now are ready to release massive amounts of carbon into the environment, completely change habitats in the hills, and try to create native plant nurseries in pesticide-laden soils. The irony is that they seem completely unaware that many native plants which used to thrive in the East Bay Hills are highly flammable. Perhaps it’s time to stop assuming that if something is called native it’s preferable, and if it’s called non-native it’s bad. Time to move beyond that severely limited thinking. 

Our climate has changed drastically, quickly, and we cannot assume that pulling down a million eucalyptus, acacia, and monterey pine, and planting native plants, or waiting for vegetation to fill in, will mean we will end up with anything actually resembling the East Bay Hills of a century ago. And as one man said some time ago about ‘native plant restoration’ projects, “Looks a lot like gardening to me.” An ongoing maintenance project, exactly what these agencies all seem to want to avoid: maintenance.

What do you teach a toddler if you give her sweets? Don’t fill up on healthy foods; leave room for the sugar. 

What do you teach these agencies if you give them these FEMA grants? Don’t bother with the regular maintenance with which you are charged; let it go and you’ll get the spoils. 

These agencies’ histories of action have violated at least two of the three parameters of FEMA’s Wildfire Mitigation Policy, MRR-2-08-1, in their not doing reasonable maintenance to create defensible space around homes, and their not limiting hazardous fuels, in fact increasing fuels by pesticiding and leaving behind dried out vegetation, as described above. 

East Bay Pesticide Alert asks that you deny UC; UCRPD; and Oakland the FEMA ‘wildfire prevention project’ grants they have requested based on the above points, and on the fact that these are ‘native plant restoration’ projects being masqueraded as ‘wildfire prevention projects’, an old game it seems we must  keep exposing. EBPA points out that, in this case FEMA should choose the
No Action Alternative.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Maxina Ventura
Chronic Effects Researcher
East Bay Pesticide Alert 

additional quotes regarding UC: 

http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/gwss/031901santabarbara.htm
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 3/19/01 
805-681-5600 fax: 805-661-5603 
263 Camino Del Remedio, Santa Barbara 93110
I spoke with Ag. Commissioner, William Gillette
<<M: I brought up Sudden Oak Death Syndrome and how by following media in the Bay Area and a San Jose Mercury News spread of a couple month ago, it is apparent that the State's approach is the same: yell emergency and push chemicals.
W: That's coming out of UC, much to my dismay. I'm perfectly OK taking the rap for the county or state when we make a mistake. I've been vocal about that… it's carefully written. They say materials to use but say they don't know if they are effective or how to use them! It's just wrong. It's a classic… we have a problem…people want answers now. We jump the gun to take the pressure off but can't put out info that way. Yeah, the pattern is pretty similar. That one's coming from the UC.
If you want to be really cynical, this fight (around the GWSS) involves a lot of job security. 
The key is buying enough time.>>
*****
http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/gwss/everettdietrich3-19.htm
Everett Dietrich of Rincon Vitova Insectiary. Mentor of Kate Burroughs, 80 yrs old, going strong, 50 years in the biocontrol business. He worked 15 years for UC in the Department of Biological Controls. On aphids.*** He said, laughing, You can quote me on this, I don't work for the University anymore!: But with all the money going into this, they're gonna have to justify what they have done."
He said there are a number of contracts out to grow these parasites, but he hasn't found any successful way of doing it. It is not cost-effective unless you have a steady market. 
*** If I grow gwss parasites, it will go away by itself and I will have no market.
The other insectiaries [?that are growing the wasps??] have a subsidiary company that has Pesticide Control Advisors, the find a spot where every insect they grow can be sold. As long as you have a place to put every insect. 
The University needs money, so their policy is "Make as big a deal of it as you can"
********




toxicological profiles, describing synergistic effects of pesticide products which are combinations of
chemicals thrown together to make a pesticide product such as Garlon; Rounup; Stalker.

SYNERGISM

From the dEIS:
<<
5.1.1.3 Cumulative Effects
Frequently herbicides are applied as a mixture. For example it is common practice to mix Garlon 4
(triclopyr) with Stalker (imazapyr). It is not possible to calculate the hazard for a mixture but hazards
were calculated for each herbicide in the mixture and then combined if appropriate.

5.1.1.4 Adjuvants
Adjuvants are solution additives that are mixed with an herbicide solution to improve performance of
the mixture. Adjuvants can enhance activity of an herbicide’s active ingredient (activator adjuvant) or
offset any problems associated with spray application. Activator adjuvants include surfactants, wetting
agents, sticker-spreaders, and penetrants. Surfactants, or surface-acting agents, facilitate and enhance
the absorbing, emulsifying, dispersing, spreading, sticking, wetting, or penetrating properties of
herbicides.
Adjuvants are not under the same registration guidelines as pesticides. US EPA does not register or
approve the labeling of adjuvants. California Department of Pesticide Regulation does require the
registration of those adjuvants that are considered to increase the action of the pesticide/herbicide it is
used with.
Based on the analysis of possible adjuvants that may be used in the proposed and connected actions
(see Section 2.1.2), including the design features, the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates
provided in proposed and connected actions would be low.
>>

Again, conflictual statements in the dEIS. Above in 5.1.1.3 we read, "It is not possible to calculate the
hazard for a mixture." Whether it is possible or not is a separate issue but they just have stated they
cannot. Next they say, "but hazards were calculated for each herbicide in the mixture and then
combined if appropriate." In fact, this statement does not make sense. When chemicals are mixed
synergism, potentiation can occur. This is the effect of two chemicals combined creating what is
considered a higher level of toxicity than the sum effects of two chemicals. What do they mean?
Hazards were combined? Do they mean that hazards were added up in sums, like 2 + 2 on a
chalkboard. That is not useful to us if we want to know the real effects on living organisms. In fact,
they have given the very reason that pesticide use must not be allowed at all, because even for those
who feel fine about risking their own families' lives by having pesticides used around them, this
document clarifies that the combined chemicals according to them cannot be understood in terms of
their effects, and therefore their statement in 5.1.1.4, "the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates
provided in proposed and connected actions would be low," cannot be made. It is illegal to call
pesticides safe. Is this an attempt to do an end run around this law? In fact, we have known since at
least 1988 (Sawada) about POEA, a surfactant used in Roundup in some formulations,  being linked
with cancer, that its inclusion activated and potentiated the "work" of the "active ingredient",
Glyphosate. This is no new news. As it says in the dEIS, "Adjuvants can enhance activity of an
herbicide's active ingredient." This fact is not being disputed so it is unconscionable that the dEIS
authors conclude that, "the risk of adjuvants (at the application rates provided in proposed and
connected actions would be low".

ALTERNATIVES to PESTICIDES
These agencies’ plans are to cut trees and use pesticides. There is no safe use of pesticides. By nature
they kill, cause genetic mutations, neurological problems, hormonal disruption and dysfunction. They
translocate and endanger water supplies. We offered them alternatives in 2005, most absolutely
standard practices, focusing on fuel reduction by employing people who need jobs to do manual labor
of understory removal without the use of chemicals. And in the case of any tree fellings, solarization of
tree stumps, a standard practice relying on elementary school and backyard gardeners’ basic principles
of starving plant life of the photosynthesis process. No photosynthesis, no sugars to feed the plant
(read: resprouts).  A dark tarp stapled down is a standard practice, but it is possible to use a natural tar
(as opposed to a petrochemically-derived product) instead. Alternatives to pesticides abound, as we
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made clear in 2005; yet, just days after our presentation, Tom Klatt of UC put out his 10 year plan for
Strawberry Canyon and Claremont Canyon, which is enlightening. It says labor and chemicals are about
$100 per acre each of two times per year, expecting it to take 1-1/2 hours per acre. That’s probably a
crew of several working to apply pesticides (it’s only the Licensed Pesticide Applicators overseeing spray
projects who make huge salaries; people doing the dangerous work rarely make much above minimum
wage). The $4000 management for $6716 in labor and $1125 in chemicals for 45 acres for Claremont
Canyon for 10 years may well be part of the Licensed Pesticide Applicator salary of $125,000 common
in 2005. So in the event of tree fellings, a crew going in with weed wrenches for baby trees or weed
whackers for resprouts should be able to be paid if instead applying most or all of that “management”
$4000 for their wages, an assertion we have made all these years. Additionally, what is not outlined in
Klatt’s plan, nor in any of the agencies’ project plans or grant requests is who covers the costs of lost
productivity for those sickened by pesticide exposures, whether workers applying pesticides or otherwise
working in the hills, residents, or visitors to the hills. Without such plans specified it appears that the
burden is shifted to individuals, cities, or counties.

SCARE TACTICS
The issue we brought up in 2005 remains today; mismanagement. Even in the very few cases of
diseased trees which legitimately should be felled if they would be likely to collapse in an area where
people or homes would be damaged, after fellings these agencies could be cutting back resprouts,
solarizing, or employing one of the many other alternatives we offered as examples. But the city of
Oakland is a prime example of mismanagement creating fire danger. Eucalypts cut down in Montclair
were left to resprout and in 2005, after this resprout museum had grown tall once more, but with
multiple sprouts creating fire ladders everywhere, the city council woman who wanted to join in the hills
pesticide use pushed by UC and EBRPD used these resprouts as an example to scare people. What
scared us was the city’s irresponsible behavior in cutting the trees in the first place if they didn’t plan to
cut them back after, or dig out the stumps. City representatives kept talking about the massive danger
of that stand of resprouts but never bothered in that time period to have the sprouts cut back down.
Further, Jean Quan, City Council member then, Mayor now, recently was cited for creating fire danger in
her neighborhood by negligence around her home (September 2011:
http://www.ktvu.com/news/news/irate-neighbor-calls-oakland-mayor-quan-queen-of-b/nD5P5/). These
requests for FEMA grants were in many ways fueled by Jean Quan who has proven herself to be
irresponsible around her own neighborhood in the most basic of ways. FEMA should take no lead from
someone apparently placing having no interest in universally-agreed upon fire safety methods of
keeping areas around homes clear of brush.

TOXICOLOGICAL PROFILES OF PESTICIDES
In January of 2005, EBPA/ DSC handed representatives of each of these entities toxicology of the
pesticides UC and EBRPD already were using, and pushing Oakland to use in the hills. We offered many
quite standard alternatives to pesticide use while pointing out the danger to other species of removing
Eucalyptus from the hills (Eucalyptus was the only tree being discussed at public hearings at that time). 
Please see "http://dontspraycalifornia.org/wpad.html" http://dontspraycalifornia.org/wpad.html for more
info on our opposition in that time period.  Also, please see the toxicology of Monsanto’s RoundUp
http://www.alternatives2toxics.org/catsoldsite/round.htm". 
http://www.alternatives2toxics.org/catsoldsite/round.htm), the toxicology of glyphosate, the “active”
ingredient of the product called RoundUp "http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-
factsheets/factsheets/glyphosate" http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-
factsheets/factsheets/glyphosate  ), and that of Garlon’s triclopyr  "http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-
facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/triclopyr" http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-
factsheets/factsheets/triclopyr ), at least the formulation used at that time. Formulations are changed
routinely due to pesticide resistance. In fact, part of the danger of a pesticide approach is that when a
pesticide stops performing as expected, use of a new formulation is planned. Look at our wildfire page
to see a group of toxicological profiles partway down the page:
http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html

What about environmental oversight of new formulations? Is that part of FEMA’s oversight when
granting monies for wildfire prevention projects? Does FEMA plan to leave oversight around product and
formulation use to these agencies if FEMA should grant them public monies to fund their requests?
Please see  "http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html"
http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/wildfire.html  for details of the other pesticides UC uses in the hills.
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DOES THE DECEIT NEVER END?

From the dEIS:
<<
None of the herbicides proposed fro use in this project were identified as carcinogens; therefore, only
non-cancer hazards were evaluated. Adverse ecological effects were evaluated by comparing exposure
concentrations to reference doses or toxicity values. The ration of exposure to toxicity is refeered to as
a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ assumes that some level of exposure exists below which even sensitive
populations are unlikely to experience significant adverse effects. HQs below 1 suggest acceptable risk,
while HQs equal to or exceeding 1 may suggest unacceptable risk.
>>

Once again, we must consider synergism. Possible carcinogenicity of pesticide products is based on so-
called "active ingredients", what are called 'inerts' (can be 99.99% of a product) not evaluated for
carcinogenicity, and as they are proprietary, we have no ability to try to evaluate carcinogenicity by
identifying separate chemicals and checking for whether any of them are carcinogens. We are left in the
dark.

LOW DOSE and the NON-MONOTONIC DOSE RESPONSE
New formulations cannot be expected to be “less toxic”, though that phrase also has absolutely no legal
meaning, which may be why we have seen these agencies use such language trying to assuage the
public throughout time as people have opposed pesticide use.  In fact, pesticides can hit hardest in
small, repeated, cumulative doses which build up in the body, and by the ‘non-monotonic dose
response’. The NMDR results in a larger response with less of a dose. This is the theory and basis of the
practice of the healthcare modality, Homeopathy, practiced around the world; less can be more. 
Researchers long have described the cumulative effects of low doses of chemicals, which they consider
more dangerous than the occasional major exposure in otherwise-healthy individuals. For more detail on
low-dose chemical responses, please see  "http://web72345.ntx.net/article/gulfwar.shtml"
http://web72345.ntx.net/article/gulfwar.shtml or "http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/content/68/1/1.full"
http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/content/68/1/1.full . Endocrine disruptors are one example of chemicals
that cause a non-monotonic dose response. Or, as the body is secreting what it can of the toxin, toxic
effects can increase as well. An example dating back to 1888 is that of fungicidal chemicals such as
mercuric chloride increasing fermentation in yeast
"http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/77/1/151"
http://toxsci.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/77/1/151). This kind of process was demonstrated in
Sonoma and Napa Wine Country, where health surveying revealed common, overwhelming, systemic
yeast overgrowth in people (animal testing was not done to ascertain statistics on farm or domestic
animals). Fungicides such as Copper Hydroxide, and Sulfur scraped from industrial smokestacks, are
used everywhere in the vineyards and inversion layers in the valleys trap people and animals in a
chemical soup.  Another fairly common example shows itself around varied responses to coffee. While
the general expectation is that a cup of caffeinated coffee will give people energy and a “pick up”, for
many caffeinated coffee has a physically relaxing effect while decaffeinated coffee, containing much less
caffeine, gives them alertness and a  burst of energy.

RESPONSE TIME AFTER EXPOSURE
In the case of pesticide applications, people might not have their primary reactions at the time of
highest exposure but as the exposure tapers off, they can have even fatal responses. In the case of
carbamate and organophosphate pesticides, commonly people don’t experience any significant response
until 8-12 hours after exposure, and responses to pesticides can last weeks to years, in the case of a
response taking someone past a point of her/his body’s ability to metabolize the toxins in question. Just
as one person can metabolize a 6-pack of beer quickly, another can be asleep, or otherwise affected,
after a sip or two. We, and wildlife and pets, are individual biological beings which variously are
damaged by pesticides, as is soil and vegetation. The medical establishment has not been taught to
recognize even the most common symptoms of exposure to even the most commonly-found pesticides,
and typically is not familiar with appropriate tests such as the cholinesterase test which looks for
depressed levels of this enzyme, seen with carbamate and organophosphate poisoning, but must be
checked within a few hours of exposure to provide an accurate assessment. Thus, when people die of
heart attacks or asthma attacks due to pesticide exposures, their death certificates give no indication of
the part pesticides have played. This results in any epidemiological or other health studies and data kept
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by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) and other agencies being skewed. It doesn’t help
statistical understanding that undocumented workers, many who do the dirty work of applying
chemicals which can kill them, are not going to be showing up in OSHA (Occupational Safety and
Health Administration) files, DPR’s source for records on work-related pesticide poisonings, as DPR’s
staff scientist, Louise Mehler, acknowledged to us in the latter 90’s.

RISK ASSESSMENT: THE UNETHICAL PRACTICE OF DECIDING SOME PEOPLE AND OTHER BIOLOGICAL
ORGANISMS ARE AN "ACCEPTABLE RISK"
Risk Assessment is the game played by the pesticide industry, busily trying to keep people from thinking
critically about pesticide use. Risk Assessment, the methodology used by the chemical industry and
authors of Environmental Impact Reports and Statements and seekers of any number of grants for
projects including pesticide use, or the downing of trees, for instance, theorizes which risks are
“significant” or “acceptable” to those who are paid to evaluate the financial cost-effectiveness of a plan.
First, do no harm, Hippocrates’ motto, and that of healthcare workers and medical doctors everywhere,
recognizes that it is not ethical to call anyone an Acceptable Risk, nor is it ethical, from a standpoint of
environmental sustainability, to apply Risk Assessment to wildlife, pets, insects, vegetation, and soil.
Biology is clear: neither humans nor wildlife, pets, insects, vegetation, nor soil exist in a vacuum. Each is
part of an intricate web from which one cannot be spot-removed without endangering the others. In
fact, the USDA’s Light Brown Apple Moth debacle has been exposed for the danger eradication attempts
represent to biological habitats, meaning any habitat. Trying to eradicate something naturalized can
create a hole of unknown consequences which we cannot predict so could not possibly know how such
potential damage might be mitigated.

Repeatedly in the dEIS, what are called "Best Management Practices" are based in vagueries and
sometimes conflicting numbers such as reference to "windless nights", "apply on windless days to
reduce drift", "when wind speed is low" or "less than 2 mph" winds, or "wind must be less than 3-5
mph".

Who determines wind speed? A quick internet search of 'wildfire abatement wind speed predictor tool'
and 'wind speed predictor tool' show no item which, on the spot, would provide such information as the
wind speed and directions change; indeed, it appears that the methods a Sonoma County Deputy Ag.
Commissioner, Jim Sallee, told Sonoma Pesticide Alert in the mid-90's were the ways that growers were
using to determine whether it was a "good" time to apply pesticides in vineyards or on oats and hay,
looking at a wind sock, or burning old tires, is seems to be approximately what is being suggested in
this dEIS. Based on 5 months of photography of pesticide applications in the Sonoma Valley primarily in
1998 and 2000, every time of day and night, photos demonstrate why there is not going to be a
"windless" situation and that, there is no way to be able to assume that even if specific wind speed
could be stated in one moment, it would remain so.

From the introduction to the Screening Level Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment section of
the dEIS:
<<.... herbicides would not be applied to foliage outside the buffer when wind speed is greater than 10
mph or less than 2 mph. Very low wind speeds are conducive to drift because very light winds are
highly variable and are associated with inversion conditions, in which mists and vapors tend to stay near
the ground rather than dispersing upward.>>  Photos on our website (photos of changing winds taken
by author literally a few seconds between photos) show a typical "low wind" night in the Sonoma Valley
where, like in the East Bay, inversion layers are common: 
http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/pixwc.htm. Here in the dEIS  direction for applying only between
2.01 mph and 9.99 mph is given, while in the "Best Management Practices" sections 3-5 mph is one
directive. What will determine the difference between 2.01 and 2.99 mph for the pesticide applictors
applying toxics? Wind speeds change continuously; this is inexact and conflictual direction posing as
science. Perhaps we should collect old tires and haul them to the hills for disposal.

From the dEIS:
<< Surface water could be impacted by herbicides being directly sprayed on the water, by windblown
spray reaching the water, or by precipitation and runoff carrying herbicides from the application site to
surface water. Visitors participating in recreational activities such as swimming or boating could then be
exposed through skin contact to contaminants in surface water or through incidental ingestion of the
water. Further, anglers may, in theory, be exposed to chemicals taken up into fish through consumption
of fish taken from nearby surface water bodies.
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Groundwater could also be impacted if precipitation percolating through soil transports herbicides to
groundwater. Surface water or groundwater affected by herbicides could in theory be used for drinking
water or irrigation of home grown vegetables; therefore, risks to residents should be considered for
these possible exposure pathways. However, most residents use public water supplies. In addition,
surface water or groundwater in the area may be used for irrigation of agricultural crops. Uptake of
chemicals into crops and subsequent consumption by people in the area is a possible exposure
pathway.>>

There is no reference for the meaning of 'most', or for which residents the dEIS authors include. Many
residents of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, including the author of these comments, are on well
water, without potential protections of municipal water supplies. That is many hundreds of people in the
development in which my family lives, probably 400 or more people. One may reasonably conclude that
they consider all people on well water, in two counties, an acceptable risk.

Environmental reviews should be based on the Precautionary Principle, which in a nutshell states “better
safe than sorry”, with a particular view toward protecting vulnerable species and populations, and not on
a theoretical risk assessment approach, which determines how much risk to the lives of others, and
other organisms, is acceptable to those who theorize about the potential impacts of an action.

INFORMATION and FACTS IGNORED
Shocking to many is how much information these agencies have been given for years about the dangers
of the use of pesticides, and abundant alternatives, but also that their plans for, and execution already,
of tree fellings is actually a “native plant restoration” project, masked as a wildfire prevention project.
Almost 6 years ago we were challenging the city of Oakland over what was very publicly being touted
as a “native plant restoration” project alongside the more formal ‘wildfire prevention project’ titling,
pointing out the irony that, using pesticides in Sausal Creek or other hills areas would in fact serve to kill
off the web of mycorrhizal fungi which nourish native plants and are an essential part of healthy soil
which supports healthy vegetation. Pesticides damage immune systems of all biological beings. In spite
of this fact, the city councilwoman, Jean Quan, and Friends of Sausal Creek, continued to push for
pesticide use in the creek and on the 1,023 acres the city oversees in the hills, being actively pushed by
UC’s Tom Klatt and EBRPD’s Nancy Brownfield, under whose tenure EBRPD increased use of pesticides,
even taking into consideration acreage added over the years. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES in the HILLS
We countered that in fact there are endangered species in the hills, both animal and vegetation and
that, pesticides would endanger them.  Finally, the city attorney said to us, “Okay, you got us. This does
fall under CEQA (the California Environmental Quality Act).” As we continued to attempt to follow up, to
make sure plans were not continuing without formal environmental review, including more public,
advertised hearings, we were stonewalled. No one contacted at city offices would talk. Later we
discovered that apparently to do an end-run around our expose, the city quietly made an alliance with
UC and has plowed ahead with cutting down healthy trees and using pesticides, in spite of the fact of
endangered species in the hills. While the endangered Pallid Manzanita, Alameda Whipsnake, Pallid Bat,
and the Red-legged Frog all reside in the East Bay Hills we see no significant plans to protect them nor
the raptors who depend on tall trees for their survival. Findings of ‘no significant impact’ abound in the
EBRPD’s EIR; yet it is scientifically-impossible for their plans to have ‘no significant impact’ when they
plan to down around 500,000 trees, then apply pesticides for the next 13 years. By virtue of the fact of
this agency’s arrogance in its statement that there would be ‘no significant impact’, we feel any
assertion they make must be questioned and researched for facts. In light of this, their request for
FEMA wildfire prevention grant funding should not be provided so that it is available for true emergency
wildfire prevention work.

TIMBER HARVEST PLANS ROUTINELY ARE DENIED
It is routine practice to deny timber harvest plans which will lead to clearcutting or deforestation, as UC
already has demonstrated by its clearcutting in the Berkeley Hills. The erosion that has been created by
UC's actions clearcutting in the Berkeley hills already has caused landslides, and danger to residents and
visitors to the hills, while damaging the habitat of many species. Tree removals commonly can lead to
erosion of stream banks.

Creek bank stability is the very reason that eucalyptus was planted over 100 years ago in San Leandro
Creek, to stop erosion, which it has accomplished handsomely, while providing generous raptor habitat
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and the only safe crossing between the hills and flatlands for terrestrial creatures since Highways 580
and 13 were created. Yet, the county has the intention of removing these glorious trees, wrecking the
habitat, again with Jean Quan seeming to be behind it. She has met with a creeks group, Friends of
San Leandro Creek, making plans for yet another "native plant restoration" project, as she had met
behind closed doors with some self-appointed leaders of Friends of Sausal Creek in 2004 to plan to get
an exemption to what was called a city "ban" on pesticide use, and as she did in 2012 to plan the
removal of nearly 100 year-old redwoods from Sausal Creek, which runs through Dimond Park.
Neighbors of Dimond Park had not even been notified of the plan, as most members of FOSC had not
been, until 2 days before the felling was to occur. This plan was based on lies and deceit by some
people from FOSC who were leading the charge, and confused many of the hundreds of people they
refer to as FOSC members. https://www.facebook.com/SaveOurDimondParkTrees?

OAKLAND MISLEADS
Look at the city’s website and you see talk of sustainability and environmental health, and the old
pesticide industry line, “best management practices”. The words ‘pesticides’ and ‘herbicides’ are
nowhere to be seen. It would appear the city continues to try to pull the wool over people’s eyes as in
spite of having what the city attorney likes to call a ‘ban’ on pesticide use by the city, it uses herbicides
citywide on medians, and in some parks, such as on the paths within a few feet of Children’s Fairyland,
and along narrow roads in the hills on Joaquin Miller Road, among others. In addition, subcontractors
use pesticides without oversight by the city, as acknowledged to us by Noel Gallo early in 2005. This
results in people not being able easily or accurately to track pesticide use in the city associated with city
use as county agricultural records for the city’s use do not reflect the contractors' or subcontractors’ use,
and records for contractors and subcontractors do not have to specify as clearly what products they are
using where and when, or in what amounts.

The Oakland city people behind plans to remove eucalyptus (and Redwoods) seem to miss the irony of
the city Office of Parks and Recreation boasting photos in their marketing materials showcasing
eucalyptus (and Redwoods), probably because most people agree it is beautiful, and are acclimated to
eucalyptus surrounding us in the hills and creek areas and all around the Bay Area.

UC ACQUIRES MONEY FROM PESTICIDE COMPANIES
People would like to believe that a public university system will be devoted to seeking truth in science.
UC has contracts with pesticide companies such as Novartis and Syngenta, Dow, Bayer, and Monsanto.
Suffice it to say, UC is not objective; it receives masses of money directly and indirectly from pesticide
companies so of course it will push pesticides. At the same time, UC has been clearcutting areas of the
East Bay Hills and we have pointed out that the reason UC may have set its sights so aggressively on
Claremont Canyon’s trees is that to get rid of them now clears the way more easily for their Lawrence
Berkeley Lab extensions to proceed without getting bogged down later in the EIR process around: trees.
UC seems to have a stronghold over the city of Berkeley but it also is apparent that, that stronghold is
acquiring breadth with passing time. Oakland has latched on, and a series of agencies with oversight of
one area or another in the hills (eg. EBMUD and PG&E) seem to tag along fairly quietly with whatever
UC asserts.

EBRPD DISAPPOINTS, CONFUSES, and IGNORES
EBRPD is expected to be acting in the public and environment’s best interest in work it does in the
regional park system and, indeed, its union employees sometimes have taken public stands in support
of worker and visitor park safety, such as their strong resolution opposing the Light Brown Apple Moth
pesticides program. See resolution:
"http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/AFSCME%202428%20resolution.pdf"
http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/AFSCME%202428%20resolution.pdf.  Our experience with the union
and park rangers throughout the park system is frustration, almost uniformly, with Nancy Brownfield, at
the center of controversy, who had a misleading title of “Integrated Pest Management Specialist”. Ms.
Brownfield, now deceased of cancer, as we were told by a former EBRPD worker, pushed pesticide use,
to the chagrin of many of the workers who understand that visitors, wildlife, vegetation, soil, and they,
are being endangered. They want money put into hiring more workers, not paying for chemicals. In
fact, under her tenure pesticide use increased, as we had noted in 2005, and as is noted in this dEIS.

To make matters worse, EBRPD has jumped headlong into the Spartina Project which uses pesticides in
efforts to eradicate cordgrass in the Bay (brought in originally by the military). As would be expected,
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the state and federally-listed California Clapper Rail population has significantly decreased. When
reading minutes of the EBRPD’s Board’s September 7, 2010 meeting, one might want to assume that
this is due simply to the removal of habitat. But for more insight into the chemicals the Rails are
ingesting, inhaling, and absorbing, please see    "http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/spartina.html"
http://www.eastbaypesticidealert.org/spartina.html .   You might note that Imazapyr is being used by UC
in the hills and RoundUp is being used by EBRPD and Oakland.  Still, the plan is to continue this
pesticide use around the Bay.

WHAT IS NATIVE? WHO IS BEHIND ‘INVASIVE SPECIES COUNCILS’?
We have seen repeatedly that ‘native plant restoration’ projects are being masqueraded as wildfire
prevention projects and more insidiously, taxpayer self-assessments along with tax-supplied grants such
as the FEMA grants requested by these agencies, are sold to taxpayers as necessary for wildfire safety.
These scare tactics are unethical and, worse, will lead to an unwillingness in the future to supply money
readily, when it might actually be needed, to fund manual removal of excess understory or grasslands
vegetation, some of it ironically native and quite flammable as wildfire historically blazed through these
hills bursting seedpods and covering them in what amounted to rich compost. These scare tactics could
lead, therefore, to more fire danger in the future as threats continue to build due to mismanagement.

UC, EBRPD, and the city of Oakland have seemed fixated on getting rid of what they refer to as non-
native plants. Invasion Biologists have differing scientific opinions on when species have
reached acclimation, at which point even trying to remove them can pose biological danger. Acclimation
and naturalization are normal evolutionary processes and have resulted in monarch butterflies
overwintering in the East Bay Hills, where they might not if most or all of the eucalyptus were cut
down.

David Theodoropoulos, an Invasion Biologist who is deeply critical of his field, and points to the historic
involvement of the pesticide industry in establishing invasive species councils to do their bidding
"http://www.jlhudsonseeds.net/NativesVsExotics.htm"
http://www.jlhudsonseeds.net/NativesVsExotics.htm), shows photos of eucalyptus in the Oakland Hills
during the 1991 fire, in areas where the understory had been kept down
"http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=543758534586424176" http://video.google.com/videoplay?
docid=543758534586424176). The fire burnt out before igniting the trees in those areas. Just as we see
with many trees in the neighborhood of the San Bruno PG&E gas pipeline explosion and resulting
inferno. Many living trees surround burnt homes.

Where agencies mismanaged in the East Bay Hills and failed to cut back the understory since it hadn’t
been properly attended as an Urban-Wildlands interface or a Residential-Wildlands interface, the hills
inferno flourished. But many eucalyptus trees acted as windbreaks that hot, windy day, and the moist,
cool forest floor around these trees reduced the potential for ignition in some areas.  What we see in
photos of the 2003 Scripps Ranch fire in Southern California is classic; homes full of gas lines and gas
appliances, and cars, exploded, completely surrounded by massive, unaffected eucalyptus trees. See
photos:  "http://graphics7.nytimes.com/images/2003/10/27/national/28fire.l.jpg"
http://graphics7.nytimes.com/images/2003/10/27/national/28fire.l.jpg  and:
"http://www.scrippsranch.org/special/Fire2003/Ward/MVC-002F.jpg"
http://www.scrippsranch.org/special/Fire2003/Ward/MVC-002F.jpg. The first shows a whole cul-de-sac
of houses and cars exploded, completely surrounded by healthy eucalyptus, the second shows exploded
cars and only a chimney of a house left (much like Broadway Terrace in ’91), many healthy eucalyptus
trees right there, unscathed.

WHO PROFITS IN THIS ATTACK ON “NON-NATIVES”?
The question is, who profits by manufacturing an emergency around getting rid of anything non-native?
Pesticide companies, for one, and in the case of felling trees, there are many contracts to be written,
much money changing hands already as consultants are sent in to do their studies and estimates, and
years of work and money are assured if final decisions reflect taking down a million or more trees, some
of the lungs of the earth. 

A  history of mismanagement is no excuse for allowing further mismanagement, unleashing potent
toxins upon us.

Landscape aesthetics are in the eye of the beholder and forcing nature into the aesthetic preferences of
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a few comes at the expense of ecological health. Continued widespread removal of trees is leading to
mudslides in the hills, removing whole sections of habitat. As important, pesticides used on and around
the stumps remain in the area and translocate. Innocent pedestrians or bicycle riders in some areas
walk or ride through pesticide residues while inhaling residual drift (indoors, insecticides can take two
weeks to stop floating around and begin to settle down onto furniture and floors, stuffed animals and
dishes—source: Designer Poisons, Marion Moses, MD). People track them and spray them around
further as they walk, jog, or bike. Wildlife in the area is exposed through inhalation, absorption and
ingestion. One of our considerable concerns is that in the Bay Area we have immigrant populations from
Asia who use plants found in the hills medicinally as well as for food (blackberry shoots being popular in
some cuisines), and people practicing Western Herbalism frequently gather herbs in the hills. They can
unwittingly be sickened ironically as they are gathering Horsetail to aid respiratory distress, or other
herbs for other medicinal purposes.

This plan brings to mind the county of Alameda’s plan to remove all the century-old Eucalypts along
San Leandro Creek, in fact the only wild corridor for miles which links the flatlands and hills. As another
story of deception has been revealed, tree by tree, parcel by parcel, we find that the purpose of the
county’s removal plans is, once again, according the county’s chief arborist, Jim Brown, a “native
restoration project”. The grand plan was to quickly clearcut three areas to provide the easiest
access/removal areas and spend the next few years chopping down one tree after another, dragging
them up the creek further to ruin remaining habitat, then nicely (maybe) replanting some trees. Among
those considered by the county is willow, a fine choice if you want to end up with no water at all in the
creek. Oh, yes, and pesticide use on the banks of the creek, too, though no one has yet revealed which
products after months of requests.  And when you read the fine print on their documents, you see that
a primary “Reason for Action” to remove the trees again and again is listed as: Tree will require
substantial on-going resources to evaluate and maintain.

Money, time, the hassle factor. Not that they don’t have money. In fact, the county hired a “very
expensive” (according to a county person) p.r. firm, the same one the state hired to push their Light
Brown Apple Moth pesticides program, and an arborist who has created her own ranking system for tree
danger, at odds with that used by many certified arborists. One has to wonder why the county would
want to rely on a new system while the arborists with her company keep saying they can’t guarantee
anything. Not that we are expecting many guarantees when dealing with nature. But there are some
guarantees in this situation in the hills and the SL creek: down trees and you lose oxygen and gain
carbon, increasing the numbers of people who will be sickened. Change the environment so drastically
by removing these trees and you will have a hotter environment, not able to support life which has
acclimated over a century. Use pesticides and you will ruin soil and water health and endanger people,
wildlife, pets and insects.

WHAT WOULD AN HONEST LOGGER SAY ABOUT THESE PLANS?
As the author of this writing was at work assembling notes for this response she contacted a gentleman
who comes from a logging family from the Central Coast area to hear his response to the general plans
by these agencies. His response was swift and clear. He pointed out that in spite of herbicides which
might be used, stumps are open wounds, attractive to insects and more so as they degrade. They are
prone to disease which then endangers the trees nearby left standing.  He put it this way, thinking of
clearcutting and replants he’s seen in the logging world, “In the infant stage replants are attacked by
insects gathering at the open wounds of cut stumps. They are still weak in their infant stages, and
more so if exposed to herbicides. Disease can spread easily in that environment, building on the
stronghold on a stump. The secondary militia creates infection on many standing trees, a disease ward
for any trees in the area.” He went on to give more perspective. “If there’s 300 tree stumps in one area
and 500 are nearby, if there are infantile trees nearby many are likely to become diseased. What can
happen to the rest of the forest of 2000 surrounding that area? What are the chances of survival?”

CARBON SEQUESTRATION; WHY SHOULD PEOPLE OPPOSED TO PESTICIDE USE CARE?
The East Bay is home to a population considered to have 16.3% already somewhere on the continuum
of chemically-sensitive. Those of us with Multiple Chemical Sensitivity (MCS), or concerned about
becoming victims of this debilitating chronic disease which can bring with it myriad life-threatening
problems such as high blood sugar, high blood pressure, high cholesterol, heart problems, kidney
disease, asthma, and hormonal disruption and dysfunction, are concerned about the effects of any
quickly shifting climate changes on either global levels or local levels, shifts which can completely
change the ecology of an area and put our bodies, already physiologically-challenged, at increased risk
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for health problems.  We have co-evolved over the past few generations in the Bay Area with hills
covered in oxygen-producing, carbon-sequestering trees. To wholesale remove, and to use pesticides in
addition, killing off most living things in their midst, creates dramatic imbalance in an already rapidly-
changing world.  These trees are lungs for us. They have taken in carbon and given us oxygen. We
cannot lose this oxygen and on top of it face yet more carbon, made even more stark in these plans
which in addition to felling trees, and killing many species of vegetation, includes chemical toxins which
also would kill off many kinds of wildlife, directly and indirectly.

It is ironic to know that UCSF, home of an acclaimed medical school, is behind plans to remove all the
eucalyptus from Mt. Sutro in San Francisco. We were busy assembling our response to UCSF’s requests
for a FEMA grant for what was being called a ‘wildfire prevention project’ but was actually another
‘native plant restoration’ project. Happily, before we could send in our response, we got the good news
that FEMA had realized the grant request was not legitimate and refused to grant it this money to UCSF
without an EIR. It is ironic that the home of a medical school is not willing to go through that health
and environmental process, and instead intends to march ahead, funding the felling of trees itself. A
foggy mountain in the city, providing so much needed oxygen, to be decimated by UCSF.

OUR RECOMMENDATIONS
We want FEMA to be clear that these agencies have had information in their hands for many years
clarifying dangers of pesticides and offering multiple standard alternatives, easily applied with the funds
available through various pools of tax monies in addition to the regular streams of funding for
maintenance. They have failed in their most basic maintenance duties.

Too, we want FEMA to remember that there is no emergency here other than the lack of proper
maintenance over decades by agencies with lack of competence or interest. That is no reason to grant
emergency monies which need to be available for emergencies that arise unexpectedly. What’s going on
here is entirely predictable and reversible with common sense oversight. FEMA’s wildfire prevention
project granting stream should not be used to make up for incompetence if it will result in that
incompetence being allowed to remain, and continue, resulting in future wildfire dangers being created.

These agencies have been expected by people living in the hills to do reasonable understory
management, a standard expectation in an Urban-Wildland interface. They have failed to act
reasonably, and sensibly, to safeguard people and now are ready to release massive amounts of carbon
into the environment, completely change habitats in the hills, and try to create native plant nurseries in
pesticide-laden soils. The irony is that they seem completely unaware that many native plants which
used to thrive in the East Bay Hills are highly flammable. Perhaps it’s time to stop assuming that if
something is called native it’s preferable, and if it’s called non-native it’s bad. Time to move beyond that
severely limited thinking.

Our climate has changed drastically, quickly, and we cannot assume that pulling down a million
eucalyptus, acacia, and monterey pine, and planting native plants, or waiting for vegetation to fill in, will
mean we will end up with anything actually resembling the East Bay Hills of a century ago. And as one
man said some time ago about ‘native plant restoration’ projects, “Looks a lot like gardening to me.” An
ongoing maintenance project, exactly what these agencies all seem to want to avoid: maintenance.

What do you teach a toddler if you give her sweets? Don’t fill up on healthy foods; leave room for the
sugar.

What do you teach these agencies if you give them these FEMA grants? Don’t bother with the regular
maintenance with which you are charged; let it go and you’ll get the spoils.

These agencies’ histories of action have violated at least two of the three parameters of FEMA’s Wildfire
Mitigation Policy, MRR-2-08-1, in their not doing reasonable maintenance to create defensible space
around homes, and their not limiting hazardous fuels, in fact increasing fuels by pesticiding and leaving
behind dried out vegetation, as described above.

East Bay Pesticide Alert asks that you deny UC; UCRPD; and Oakland the FEMA ‘wildfire prevention
project’ grants they have requested based on the above points, and on the fact that these are ‘native
plant restoration’ projects being masqueraded as ‘wildfire prevention projects’, an old game it seems we
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must  keep exposing. EBPA points out that, in this case FEMA should choose the
No Action Alternative.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Maxina Ventura
Chronic Effects Researcher
East Bay Pesticide Alert

additional quotes regarding UC:

http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/gwss/031901santabarbara.htm
SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 3/19/01
805-681-5600 fax: 805-661-5603
263 Camino Del Remedio, Santa Barbara 93110
I spoke with Ag. Commissioner, William Gillette
<<M: I brought up Sudden Oak Death Syndrome and how by following media in the Bay Area and a
San Jose Mercury News spread of a couple month ago, it is apparent that the State's approach is the
same: yell emergency and push chemicals.
W: That's coming out of UC, much to my dismay. I'm perfectly OK taking the rap for the county or state
when we make a mistake. I've been vocal about that… it's carefully written. They say materials to use
but say they don't know if they are effective or how to use them! It's just wrong. It's a classic… we have
a problem…people want answers now. We jump the gun to take the pressure off but can't put out info
that way. Yeah, the pattern is pretty similar. That one's coming from the UC.
If you want to be really cynical, this fight (around the GWSS) involves a lot of job security.
The key is buying enough time.>>
*****
http://www.dontspraycalifornia.org/gwss/everettdietrich3-19.htm
Everett Dietrich of Rincon Vitova Insectiary. Mentor of Kate Burroughs, 80 yrs old, going strong, 50
years in the biocontrol business. He worked 15 years for UC in the Department of Biological Controls.
On aphids.*** He said, laughing, You can quote me on this, I don't work for the University anymore!:
But with all the money going into this, they're gonna have to justify what they have done."
He said there are a number of contracts out to grow these parasites, but he hasn't found any successful
way of doing it. It is not cost-effective unless you have a steady market.
*** If I grow gwss parasites, it will go away by itself and I will have no market.
The other insectiaries [?that are growing the wasps??] have a subsidiary company that has Pesticide
Control Advisors, the find a spot where every insect they grow can be sold. As long as you have a place
to put every insect.
The University needs money, so their policy is "Make as big a deal of it as you can"
********
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TRANSMITTED BY FAX - ORIGINAL FOLLOWS BY USPS 

June 17, 2013 

Federal Energy Management Agency, Region IX 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-85 79 

Re: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Draft Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay Hills, California, 
dated April 20 I 3 

To whom it may concern: 

There are valid reasons for removal of non-native trees to reduce hazardous fire risk. However, I object to 
what the aftermath of the above-referenced project would be - denuded hills partially covered with logs 
and chips, 2600 feet of additional "temporary" access roads, potential runoff of toxic herbicides, and soil 
erosion. As currently described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), for its stated 
objective the project appears too large in terms of the number of trees that would be cut. If a tree-removal 
project is implemented in any form, the following measures also should be implemented to keep all 
stakeholders informed and to mitigate the negative effects that could ensue. 

NOTICE 

Notice so far has been inadequate even if it complied with legal requirements. The East Bay hills are 
used by thousands of people for hiking, running, bicycling, swimming, boating, horseback riding, and 
picnics. They do not scan the Federal Register on a daily basis to ascertain whether federal , state, and/or 
local entities are proposing to cut significant populations of trees in areas where they recreate. 

Henceforth, notice regarding all aspects of the project must be publicized in widely-read local and 
regional media, both on line and in print. Notice must cover all aspects of the project, for example, but 
not I im ited to, key dates such as commencement of important stages and/or operations, project changes 
in scope and methods, response deadlines, availability of documents, discoveries of adverse impacts, 
etc. 

On the basis of inadequate notice alone, the project should not move forward until adequate notice is 
given so that all interested parties have time to respond to the DEIS. 

TREE REMOVAL 

Protect bay laurel. Bay laurel trees are closely interspersed with eucalyptus at the higher elevations. 
They grow on west and some south slopes in addition to growing in riparian habitat, strictly defined. 
Adequate care must be taken during cutting and removal of eucalyptus to protect and preserve even 
smaller bay laurel in addition to specimen trees. This will help to mitigate the visual impact of tree 
removal as well as to reduce soil erosion. Currently the DEIS does not account for this degree of care. 

Raise funds to replant. Prior to tree cutting, identify millers and buyer:s (ideally the same entities) for 
the Monterey pine and acacia Isolate the proceeds from sale of the lumber, and use it exclusively for 
purchase and replanting native species of trees. 
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HERBICIDE SPRAYING 

Monitor for runoff, and mitigate if it occurs. Despite implementation of best practices. runoff of 
herbicides may occur, and their negative effects may not appear immediately. Prior to spraying Garlon 
or any other herbicide, design measures to mitigate the effects of runoff if it occurs. Install long·term 
monitoring devices to monitor the sites that are sprayed for runoff of toxic residues. Implement the 
mitigation measures if runoff is detected. 

TEMPORARY ROAD IMPROVEMENT AND/OR CONSTRUCTION 

Make them truly temporary. After the roads are no longer needed for the project, replace the soil that 
was removed. Fill in the cuts in the hillsides and re·grade them to restore the original slopes. Re·plant 
with shrub or trees as appropriate to the locations. This will mitigate the negative visual impacts of the 
roads and will reduce erosion caused by road construction. 

EROSION MITIGATION 

Remove logs that were left to prevent erosion; do this after grass and brush grow back. While fallen 
logs are a natural phenomenon in a forested environment, they are not on un-forested slopes. Removal 
of logs must be balanced by the risk of damaging the growth that has occurred and disturbing habitat 
that some logs may have provided. 

The negative impacts noted arise in part from the project's extensive scope - the cutting of 54,000 to 
85,000 trees. Significant reduction of the scope would reduce the impacts, but regardless of the final 
number of trees cut, the mitigation measures described above must be implemented carefully to reduce the 
project's negative impacts. ,,,, 

Sincerely, 

Peter Benenson, Ph.D. 

Peter Benen.son Page2of2 
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From: Pamela Berkowitz
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EIS Deforesting Project
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 10:12:07 PM

Dear FEMA representative,
 
I URGE you not to pass the the current draft of EIS.  Please help save over a half a million of our
tallest and oldest exotic trees that are planned for killing in  the East Bay hills parks in the name of fire
prevention. In reality, this  planned environmental devastation will make the East Bay far more
vulnerable to  fires.
 
1. The proposed plan of eliminating exotic trees will cause more wildfire danger, not less, by leaving
tons of dead wood on the ground, by causing more  flammable grasslands, which is where fires start,
by eliminating shade
and fog  drip which moistens the forest floor, by destroying the windbreak barriers, and  by killing the
trees who help prevent fires. There are much cheaper ways of  reducing fire danger.
 
2. Many native trees are extremely flammable, but eucalyptus are NOT a  fire hazard, and have been
demonstrated to help forests prevent and contain fires. (A member of the Hills Conservation Network
testified at the first FEMA
public comment meeting that the 1991 fire came close to  her house, but stopped at three tall
eucalyptus trees up the street that did not ignite and may have blocked the fire and the wind.  She
also told of a neighbor's  tall eucalyptus and redwood that grew beside each other.  The redwood 
ignited and burned to the ground, but the eucalyptus did not ignite, even though  it was cut down after
the fire.)
 
3. The eco-system is already changed to where native animals rely on, need,  and often prefer non-
native trees for survival. Killing those trees as well as the horrific use of machinery will destroy the land
and kill millions of native  animals, including some endangered, who will die as a result of being
deprived       of their food and homes.
 
4. The clear-cutting will destroy the East Bay forests from Richmond and El  Sobrante through
Berkeley and Oakland to Castro Valley. Almost 600 acres are  proposed, so that some parks will have
almost no trees left.
 
5. Ten years of using thousands of gallons of toxic, dangerous herbicides in the parks are planned,
which will cause cancer and other illnesses, as well  as killing native animals and making the parks
unsafe to use.
 
6. Without the tall trees gathering moisture from fog, there will be less water for all the plants and
animals and increase fire danger.
 
7. The   project involves massive burning, which will add to air pollution and global  warming, and could
spark wildfires.
 
8. The clear-cutting of hundreds of thousands of trees will eliminate the shade canopy which people
need when going to parks, as well as destroying the  beauty of the parks.
 
When our trees are gone, so will the animals and our  parks be gone. WHY is desperately needed
money being spend on such a  disaster?
 
Sincerely,
Pamela Berkowitz
1534 Fairview Street, Apt. B
Berkeley, CA  94703
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From: Betsy Bigelow-Teller
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Tree removal in Berkeley and Oakland
Date: Tuesday, May 21, 2013 5:07:07 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing to register my strong opposition to the current FEMA plan to remove 
thousands of trees in the Berkeley and Oakland hills, then use herbicide to inhibit 
regrowth.

While I agree with selective removal of non-native trees, the plan as it has been 
shared with the public inadequately addresses the future of the deforested land.

Was the environmental impact review performed starting in 2010 objective if it 
was conducted by those who wish to remove the trees?
How will the herbicide be kept contained and out of the Bay once the rains 
return and there is runoff? 
Why, if the trees have been there for decades is there such an urgent need to 
remove them now? 
Is there no more moderate tree removal option?

This plan will have a huge impact on the surrounding human and wildlife population, 
and should receive a more thorough public hearing before going forward.

Sincerely,

Betsy Bigelow-Teller
Berkeley, CA
_____________________________________________
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Carolyn Blair 
San Francisco Tree Council 

June 10, 2013 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579. 

RE: Public Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills, California 

I am the retired Executive Director of the San Francisco Tree Council and former member of the City and County of San 
Francisco's Urban Forestry Council. In that capacity, I have witnessed many similar projects in the San Francisco Bay 
Area over the past 15 years. 

All these projects have in common that they destroy non-native trees. These projects have used different strategies to 
accomplish this goal. In the case of the "Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction" project in the East Bay Hills, the strategy is to 
claim that destroying tens of thousands of non-native trees will reduce fire hazard. This particular strategy was 
necessary to apply for funding from the Federal Emergency Management Agency because its funding is available only to 
reduce catastrophic hazard or to restore communities after a catastrophe. 

This project will not reduce fire hazard. Rather it will increase fire hazard by promoting a more flammable landscape of 
grass and shrubs, removing shade and eliminating fog drip that keeps the ground cool and moist, by destroying the 
windbreak that stops the wind driven fires of the Bay Area, and by distributing tons of dead wood on the ground. 

In addition to increasing fire hazard, this project will damage the environment because it will require huge amounts of 
herbicide to prevent the trees from resprouting. The stumps of the trees will be sprayed with herbicide which will be 
taken up by the roots of the trees and distributed throughout the soil, damaging the trees and vegetation that remain. 

The trees that will be destroyed are performing valuable ecological functions such as storing tons of carbon that will be 
released into the atmosphere as carbon dioxide as the wood decays on the ground. California law prohibits such an 
enormous increase in the release of the greenhouse gases that are causing climate change without mitigation which is 
not provided by this project. 

The native plant movement has demanded the destruction of tens of thousands of non-native trees on public lands in 
the San Francisco Bay Area in the past 15 years. These projects have a cumulative impact on the environment that has 
not been adequately evaluated by the DEIS. 

The "no project" alternative is the only legal alternative available to FEMA. Funding of this project would violate FEMA's 
mission as well as damage the environment in violation of California law. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sine~_ • 
c...~
Carolyn Blair 
2310 Powell Street, #305 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
(415) 982-8793 



June 4, 2013 

~~~~~~3EU
BY: _____ _ 

East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Project 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland , CA 94612-8579 

Hello, 

I am writing to adamantly request you reconsider the proposed removal of some 
85,000 trees from East Bay communities. My reasons for opposing it are many, 
some of which are: 

1. Surely I do not have to remind the powers that be that one of the few 
mitigators of carbon that remain with us is trees. Wangari Matthai , my 
mentor, received the 2004 Nobel Peace Prize for her work on the planting of 
trees globally in th is interest and would be appalled at this plan which does 
just the opposite. 

2. At Wildcare Wildlife Hospital, we serve over 8,000 patients brought to us who 
are victims of human thoughtless and greed . I invite anyone to visit the 
hospital or any other wildlife facility , speak with professionals and inform 
themselves of the unspeakable destruction this plan will impose. Removing 
85,000 trees abruptly will leave untold thousands of wild animals with whom 
we share this landscape homeless , those homes removed forever. In 
addition , we are in a migratory path with migrating birds depending on 
established landscapes. 

3. Few informed citizens will feel comfortable with a plan to douse our 
communities with herbicides particularly at the scale recommended. Will you 
be living there with your children and domestic animals while this is being 
done for years? 

Thank you for reconsidering this and for doing the right thing for all concerned. 
Return to the drawing board and present a plan for fire remediation that 
considers all parties affected please. 

ully, 

J ine Boneparth 
1 0 Liberty Dock 
Sausalito, CA 94965 
Wildcare Wildlife Hospital 
San Rafael, CA 94901 
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From: Ralph Boniello
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Claremont & Strawberry Canyon tree removal
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:52:33 AM

I am writing in strong support of removal of the the non-native and fire prone
vegetation in Claremont and Strawberry Canyons.

I have a Ph.D. on ecology with a focus on forestry and plant biology, and have been
involved in invasive plant removal in our parks, open spaces, and wildlands for more
than a decade.  I recognize that it takes a concerted effort to get rid of invasive
species and maintain the site afterwards.  I see this project as beneficial to our
native flora and fauna and as beneficial to residents in the Oakland-Berkeley Hills
who are at risk of catastrophic wildfire.  

I have concerns about herbicide application on the project site, yet I recognize it as
a necessary component to long-term site goals.  Herbicide applications should be
limited to stump or sprout painting.

The portion of the plan that I have the most concern over is the plan to spread up to
2-feet of mulch over the project area.  I understand that recruitment of new
unwanted individuals from the seed bank on site is a problem.  However, the
nationwide Joint Fire Science fire-fire surrogate study that compared fuel treatments
(including mastication) clearly found that fire severity is increased by leaving these
mulched fuels on the ground.  This research supports similar Forest Service findings
that have have looked at the effects of fuel treatments on naturally occurring
wildfire.  

So while I support the removal of the non-native trees, I don't support mulching and
leaving the fuels on-site.  By leaving the mulch on site there is no actual fuel
reduction- it just gets compressed into an smaller area where it will burn more
intensely.  In addition, this is litter that is composed of flammable oils and is meant
to burn.  This mulch should be removed from the project site, or at the minimum
should not be applied as thickly.  I would look to fire ecologists for a better
understanding of what constitutes a safe level of mulch on the project site.

Sincerely,

Ralph Boniello
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From: Marilyn Borchardt
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Proposed cut of trees in Strawberry and Claremont Canyons of Berkeley/Oakland hills
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 8:09:23 AM

I oppose the use of Roundup and other herbicides that will enter our watershed.
This is not healthy for humans nor animals. Cut the trees, mulch heavily and then
keep cutting as sprouts emerge. Perhaps various public and private organizations
can adopt sections of the hills to perform this routine cutting of the sprouts.

Thank you for considering this request.

Marilyn Borchardt
6035 Ocean View Dr
Oakland, CA. 94618
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From: Rk Bose
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment on East Bay Hills Draft EIS
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 8:00:37 AM

Dear FEMA,

This is to comment on the East Bay Hills EIS.

Please do not fund a futile Native Plant restoration project that will only increase the fire hazard by:
destroying the wind-break; converting living trees into dead fuel on the ground;  reducing landscape
moisture from fog drip during the summer; and encouraging the growth of more-flammable plants.

It will also use thousands of gallons of toxic pesticides on steep hillsides where they can get into the
watershed. It will release carbon emissions on a huge scale. This project is not only environmentally
destructive, it is a huge waste of funds that should be used to actually reduce hazards, not increase
them.

The only rational alternative is the No Project alternative.

A LOSING PROPOSITION

This project will be a no-win propostion for everybody. Not only will it increase the fire hazard by
substituting a drier and windier landscape with more-flammable plants, it will not produce the pristine
native landscape that the sponsors seek. 
    
The Native Plant enthusiasts who hope that Native Plants and trees will recolonize the treated areas
will be disappointed. There’s no plan to replant or to garden those areas; the only tools are a deep
mulch of eucalyptus chips and non-selective pesticides. The most likely plant to move into such areas
would be broom – which is non-native and considered invasive because it can actually deal with the
kind of conditions that will result. 

The environment will suffer from the loss of carbon storage and pollution control, not to mention the
beauty of the trees. Actually, most of the residents of the Bay Area.
   
 FEMA could use these funds for other projects that actually reduce, not increase, hazards.

The worst of it is that it is essentially irreversible. If the planners realize that most of what the
opponents say is true, they cannot grow back trees that took decades to become what they are now.
They cannot sequester the carbon they’ve released. They cannot cure the people whose health has
been adversely affected by pesticides. All they can do is declare victory and move on.

Is there a potential win for anyone? Well, maybe the contractors and the pesticides suppliers.

And UC Berkeley, whose Long Range Development Plan calls for building 100,000 square feet of
additional space in the hills, would undoubtedly find it convenient to have the tree removal funded by
FEMA.

PROBLEMS WITH THE PROJECT AND THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This plan will convert living trees full of moisture into fuel – dead wood and wood chips on the ground.
These are much more flammable than any living tree. In fact, even one of the research papers the EIS
quotes says as much: “Sites where the activity fuels piles had not been burned or where they had been
masticated (mechanically chipped into small pieces and spread over the treatment area) were excluded
from the study because research suggests these additional fuels increase fire severity.” (Malcolm North
and Matthew Hurteau, “High-severity wildfire effects on carbon stocks and emissions in fuels treated
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and untreated forest,” Forest Ecology and Management 261 (2011))

The wood chips could take up to 20 years to decompose. According to the EIS, they have a “half-life”
of 5 years, meaning that half of it will be gone in five years. A pile that’s 2 feet high would be 12 inches
deep in 5 years, and 6 inches deep in 10 years – leaving a fire hazard there for decades. And there’s
also the potential for subsurface smouldering fires that can burst out under the right conditions.

Wind speeds will rise since the wind breaks provided by the trees would be gone. Fires in the East Bay
are wind-driven fires, and eucalyptus and other tall trees actually fight fire by breaking the wind-flow.
Even the EPA recommended preserving large and tall trees in place (according to Appendix K2 of the
EIS).

The replacement landscape will be more flammable. Removing trees will encourage grasses and
shrubs, making for a more flammable landscape of faster-moving fires that can reach structures more
quickly. The forest shade tends to inhibit the growth of these plants. The plans intend to encourage the
growth of native plants – but doesn’t provide for planting or tending them. They assume that the
existing seed banks and seeds from adjacent areas will grow there. Actually, it’s more likely that broom
and other fast-growing non-native species will take over. When these dry out, they are much more
flammable than the trees. In any case, the native chapparal is also very flammable.

The loss of shade and the moisture harvested from the fog will make for a drier, more fire-prone
landscape. The EIS suggests that the harvested moisture is compensated by the trees using moisture
from rain, so the net amount of water is the same. This is just silly: the fog comes in California’s dry
season, and provides additional moisture at a time when the landscape is dry and thus lessens
flammability. During the rains, the landscape is green and not flammable.

If some of this acreage does actually become oak-bay woodlands, as the land managers hope, there’s
another problem: Sudden oak death, which is spreading through California and could provide dead
trees as fuel. The EIS ignores this threat entirely.

The Draft EIS significantly understates the effect on carbon sequestration. The trees will no longer
store carbon; instead, they will be releasing thousands of tons of it into the atmosphere. But the EIS
ignores the carbon stored in the branches, leaves, and roots of the felled trees, and in the soil. They
also miscalculate the amount of carbon that will be released in the EBRPD section of the plan. They
may have ignored 80% of the actual carbon emissions caused by the project.

The EIS fails to consider the following: Thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides will be spread over the
East Bay; Prescribed burns will further affect air quality, and could get away and cause wildfires and
serious damage; Erosion and landslides could occur on steep slopes when the tree roots no longer
stabilize the slopes; Increased wind speeds with the loss of wind-breaks will affect quality of life, and
likely cause the wind-throw of non-targeted trees.

Altogether it is difficult to see how these projects could actually benefit any Bay Area resident.
 

Sincerely,

Rupa Bose, 

63 Forest Knolls Drive, San Francisco CA 94131
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From: Summer Brenner
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: FEMA"s Proposal for Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 10:29:25 PM

June 13, 2013

To FEMA:

The citizens of the East Bay are very concerned about fire in the hills. Of equal concern
is FEMA's Proposal for Fire Risk Reduction: logging 80,000 trees, spreading
wood chips, and applying highly toxic herbicides. It's radical surgery! The
equivalent of slash and burn techniques that devastate landscapes for generations.

Instead, FEMA's millions of dollars should be spent on gentler methods
that respect the area's entire ecology. 

The loss of tens of thousands of large trees means the loss of shade. Shade works to
inhibit the growth of flammable grasses that can easily ignite and cause fires. Massive
tree removal also releases huge amounts of CO2, adding to greenhouse gases and
contributing to Climate Change. The fog drip which nourishes plants and replenishes the
water table would be severely curtailed, creating further drought, desertification, erosion
and increasing the risk of landslides. The impact on fauna habitat from massive tree
removal and woodchips is devastating. 

Please reconsider your Draft Environmental Impact Statement by keeping
in mind these grave concerns.

Sincerely yours, 
Summer Brenner
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From: Mary Ann Brewin
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA EIS draft for UC, Oakland and EBRPD
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:35:00 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

I think that the  FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD
vegetation management projects in the East Bay hills should be
retracted and reworked due to the following considerations:

---The Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down 100,000 tall trees.

--- The initial amount of herbicides to be used is unacceptable, and
would probably need to continue as  hemlock, broom, thistle, and
poison oak would emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy.

--- the possibility that shortly after the projects are completed,
the fire danger will increase as more flammable weed/brush and tall
grass vegetation takes hold.

--- the potential erosion, mud and landslides which could happen in
the first rains after the cutting, and later as logs placed as
buffers breakdown.

--- the two-four feet of wood chips to be used as mulch are also a
potential fire hazard

--- a provision for continuous vigilance and management to encourage
native trees to grow back and to eliminate the growth of invasive
non-native plants (Scotch Broom, Himalayan Blackberry etc).

--- the possibility of a slower removal of Eucalyptus and Monterey
PInes over several years.

--- this plan may get bogged down in lawsuits and protests, so that
the East Bay could actually become more of a fire hazard during that
time.

The EIS needs to be retracted and reworked  to analyze reasonable
alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without any serious
analysis.

I hope you will consider this.

Thank you,

Mary Ann Brewin
Summer St.
Berkeley, CA 94709

I would like for this plan to be reconsidered to address these concerns:
  - too many pesticides being used
  - potential landslides in heavy rain
  - thick mulch, which can be a fire hazard itself
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  - how will natives be encouraged?  The CA Indians used fire
management extensively, and as a result many natives have seeds and
growing patterns that require fire or similar stress to be able to
sprout.  Obviously we have gotten ourselves in a situation where fire
management has become dangerous, but whatever management we do will
require making sure that natives rather than the invasive non-natives
(scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry, etc.) will be growing back.
Otherwise we're just back to cut and poison in 10 to 20 years.
  - balance between reducing fire load and keeping carbon sequestered.
I recognize that this is a hard one, but clear cutting probably is
not the answer.
  - a plan that will not become hopelessly bogged down in lawsuits and
protests, so that the East Bay will actually become less of a fire
hazard in a short amount of time.

Thank you for addressing the fire hazard in a balanced, wise way.

Sincerely,

 38_Brewin_Mary Ann 



From: crystalmettamega@gmail.com on behalf of jessica britt
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley between 700 and 1400 gallons of Round-UP you are not serious -
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 9:00:53 AM

dear FEMA

this is a horrible plan, if the clear cut must be done - at least use Vinegar instead of
Round up, my lungs are already in shock at just the thought - 

has no one been reading what is happening to the bee population - there must be
other choices

http://www.agardenforthehouse.com/2011/06/got-weeds-use-vinegar-not-roundup/
  

Please consider this deeply

Jessica Britt

-- 
mega metta

jessica
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From: Caroline Taymor
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Concerns about the proposed fire hazard reduction by cutting trees in the East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, May 20, 2013 9:18:42 AM

To Whom It May Concern,
I'm an Oakland resident. I'm very concerned that the proposed plan to
cut down non-native trees, spread the wood chips, and treat the stumps
with herbicides will be detrimental for the community. The plan does not
include a plan to plant native trees to replace the non-native trees
being cut. In China Camp, a similar plan to cut non-natives down to
reduce fire hazards was accompanied with a plan to replant trees, and
even with the replanting of trees, the hills have stayed mostly bare.
Most of the replanted trees did not take. Given the serious threat of
Sudden Oak Death in the Bay Area, threatening not only various
California Oak species, but also Bay Laurels, Madronas, and recently
even some redwoods and firs, destroying trees which provide animal
habitats, and prevent erosion without planting natives and making active
efforts to replace the removed trees with native plants is faulty. This
plan is unacceptable without a serious plan to replant native trees and
species to replace the non-natives cut down, and without consideration
as to how herbicides might be used most sparingly, if at all.
Sincerely,
Caroline Taymor
Oakland Resident

--

Caroline Taymor
ctaymor@gmail.com
415-302-2416
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From: CeliaSue Hecht
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Stop the deforestation of the Berkeley/Oakland Hills
Date: Monday, June 03, 2013 7:42:42 AM

The current Draft EIS is unacceptable as it will inflict enormous

environmental damage, expose the public to thousands of gallons of toxic

herbicide, destroy raptor habitats, destabilize steep slopes, and actually

increase the risk of hazardous wildfires.

FEMA should retract this EIS and remove those portions of the EIS that

call for clear-cutting tall trees. The EIS should instead support a far less

destructive methodology that would focus on a "species-neutral" approach,

focusing on eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder, thinning where

appropriate, and limbing up as needed to ensure minimal risk of crown

fires. Killing more than 50,000 trees and poisoning them for up to 10 years

will have disastrous effects on this beautiful and healthy ecosystem, and

cannot be allowed to happen.

These projects are more likely to increase the risk of wildfires than to reduce that risk.

     By distributing tons of dead wood onto bare ground

     By eliminating shade and fog drip which moistens the forest floor, making ignition more likely

     By destroying the windbreak that is a barrier to wind driven fires typical of wildfires in California

     By expanding the oak-bay woodland being killed by Sudden Oak Death, thereby adding more dead

wood

*  These projects will damage the environment by releasing hundreds of thousands of tons of carbon

dioxide into the atmosphere from the destroyed trees, thereby contributing to climate change.

*  These projects will endanger the public by dousing our public lands with thousands of gallons of

toxic herbicides.

*  Erosion is likely on steep slopes when the trees are destroyed and their roots are killed with
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herbicides.

*  Non-native vegetation such as broom, thistle, and hemlock are more likely occupants of the

unshaded, bared ground than native vegetation which will not be planted by these projects.

*  Prescribed burns will pollute the air and contribute to the risk of wildfire, endangering lives and

property.

*  These projects are an inappropriate use of the limited resources of the Federal Emergency

Management Agency which are for the expressed purpose of restoring communities destroyed by

disasters such as floods and other catastrophic events and preparing communities for anticipated

catastrophic events. Most of the proposed projects in the East Bay are miles away from any residences.

-- 
CeliaSue Hecht
Monterey Bay area newshound  
Seaside, CA 93955
702-225-8206

Monterey Bay area journalist, dog travel writer with blog, writes/edits articles, books, copy, on topics
angels to zen, dogs, romanic and worldwide travel

http://cshecht.wordpress.com/

http://asea.myvoffice.com/suemagic/

http://suemagic5.wix.com/celiasue 

    

 

Visit:

http://celiasue.com/

http://www.trustedbusiness.com/celiasue_ink

Follow me on Twitter: @suemagic

Become a fan on Facebook:

https://www.facebook.com/pages/CeliaSue-Ink/113672075372035

https://www.facebook.com/pages/Have-Dog-Blog-Will-Travel/186797244691306
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http://www.facebook.com/pages/Young-Living-Essential-Oils/185232124846870

About me:

http://about.me/writerink/bio

http://sites.google.com/site/celiasueink/

http://www.linkedin.com/in/celiasuehecht

https://shiftnetwork.infusionsoft.com/go/swgm/cici/

http://www.cafepress.com/k9cici

http://twtbizcard.com/suemagic

https://be.freelancersunion.org/f/member/38867
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From: Doug Giancoli
To: baha-pac@yahoogroups.com; EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Re: [BAHA PAC] Re: Draft EIS for the UC Berkeley/Oakland/East Bay Regional Park Deforestation Plan
Date: Monday, June 10, 2013 12:31:48 AM

 Susan,
This is a great response.  Thank you so much.
Arlene

-----Original Message-----
From: sdinkC <sdinkC@aol.com>
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX <EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov>
Sent: Mon, Jun 10, 2013 7:11 am
Subject: [BAHA PAC] Re: Draft EIS for the UC Berkeley/Oakland/East Bay
Regional Park Deforestation Plan

 
  
Susan Cerny
860 Keeler Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94708
 
 
June 9, 2013
 
 EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov 
 
Re: UC Berkeley/Oakland/EastBay Regional Park Deforestation Plan
 
 
To Whom it May Concern,
 
I am writing in response tothe Draft EIS for the UC
Berkeley/Oakland/East Bay Regional Park DeforestationPlan.
 
Table 1-1 
Comment: The total of 993.3acres is huge and spans most of the ridges
of the East Bay Hills.  Cumulatively this will have asignificant impact
on wildlife habitat. The loss of so many trees andunderbrush will have
a huge negative impact especially on birds.
 
2.1    Purpose andNeed 
Thepurpose of the project is to substantially reduce hazardous fire
risk to peopleand structures in the East Bay Hills and the vicinity of
Miller/Knox RegionalShoreline.
 
Comment:  While fire is a threat and reality, thetype of clearing
described in your plan CAN NOT guarantee that no fires willever occur.
In fact by creating much more open hillsides, grasses will grow
andthese also catch fire and get out of control. Even your own DEIS
states---   # 3.3.1.3  Keeping Grass Short
Keepinggrass short by mowing or grazing, especially along roads, is a
basic element ofan effective wildfire hazard reduction program. ….
Grass was not the fuel thatmade the fire so destructive, however. It
[the fire] was fed mainly by trees, brush,and houses (emphasisadded).
 
3.4.2.1.1  Strawberry Canyon-PDM
Non-nativetrees, including all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia,
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would be cut down.Eucalyptus and acacia would be prevented from
resprouting by application ofherbicides to the stumps.
 
Comment:The use of herbicides is unacceptable. Please address the cost
and the risksassociated with the herbicide use
 
DEIS:  The objective is to leave all downedmaterial on site. 
 
Comment:After reading this I ask:  how would this be accomplished?  It
gives me the impressionthat a serious fire hazard would be created.  24
Inches of wood chips and tree limbs scattered about ?  If a fire should
begin in the woodchips please explain why this wouldn’t cause a
smoldering and potentially firedangerous situation.
 
3.4.2.1.2   Claremont-PDM
Three––  12 foot wide 2600 foot long roads? Theroads would mainly
follow
existinglogging roads created during work done in 1974 and 1975 when
the site was lastcleared.
 
Comment:  So this enormous and destructiveendeavor, costing the tax
payers millions was last done nearly 40 years ago---?  Why didn’t that
clearing producepermanent results?   Why wouldthis clearing be better?
You have not adequately analyze reasonablealternatives proposed for
fire risk mitigation.
 
Inconclusion, The FEMA Draft EIS for UC Berkeley, Oakland, and EBRPD
vegetationmanagement projects is unacceptable. It relies on a fire
model that is fundamentally flawed. The EIS does notexplain how the
project will be maintained in the future. After the clearingprojects
are complete, the fire danger will continually increase as
moreflammable weed/brush and tall grass vegetation grows––– as it
obviously didafter the 1974-5 clearings.
 
Clearingdry underbrush and dry grasses is mandatory for keeping
hillsides safe fromfire. But this needs to be regular maintenance,
every year. Such regularmaintenance has not been done––– always the
excuse of lack of money––– 
 
TheFEMA grant should be for some clearing of dry underbrush and dense
tree groupsetc. –– and then be spread out over 10 years for regular
maintenance. Wholesalestripping of the hillsides will only temporarily
reduce fire hazard–––   the denuded hillsides willre-sprout and become
renewed fire hazards because, again, there will not be any regular
maintenance.
 
Sincerely,
 
SusanCerny 
 
CC  http://www.boxer.senate.gov/en/contact/policycomments.cfm 
 
 
 
 
 
 

             __._,_.___
 Reply
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via web post                                                         
Reply to sender                                                        
   Reply to group                                             Start a
New Topic                                                Messages in
this topic                (1)                                          
            Recent Activity:                                            
                     Visit Your Group

       Switch to: Text-Only, Daily Digest • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use •
Send us Feedback

     .

__,_._,___
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From: Jonathan Chiu
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Opposition to vegetation management plan
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 9:59:22 PM

Hello, please do NOT add me to the mailing list. I just wanted to voice my opinion
on the matter. See the following letter.

Dear FEMA, 

I am a long term resident of the Bay Area. I understand the risks that come with
living near Tilden Regional Park. I am opposed to the current FEMA Draft EIS for UC,
Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management plan.

This projects is NOT a long term solution to forest fires. Rather than achieving its
stated goal of reducing flames to 2 feet, the data set used to construct the EIS
shows that the proposed treatments will result in an environment with flame lengths
of between 14 feet and 69 feet. This flame length is worse than what could be
expected with the trees that currently exist. 

This project relies on a fire model that is fundamentally flawed in that it compares
the risk of the current environment with the environment that will exist the day after
100,000+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison, as the EIS does not
specify any means by which the project proponents will maintain the environment in
this condition. Because of this, shortly after the projects are completed the fire
danger will begin to increase. I ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to include
a fire model that analyses the expected end result vegetation rather than an
essentially irrelevant state. 

Furthermore, the plan  does not adequately analyze reasonable alternatives
proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging,
and far more effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to consider
them. The EIS needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable
alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without any serious analysis.

The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland and EBRPD vegetation management projects is
environmentally toxic. It does not adequately address the effects of these projects
on Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration
capacity. The analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to
adequately consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from
these projects. Additionally, it does not adequately analyze the effects on air quality
resulting from the proposed plan. Nearby residents (such as myself) will be
consistently exposed to smoke from the debries burning. I ask that you retract the
EIS and rework it to fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting
down, and burning, 100,000 tall trees. 

Furthermore, this proposed project does not adequately address the cost or the risks
associated with the herbicide use that is being proposed. There is increasing
research that suggests Roundup is far more harmful to individuals and the
environment than originally thought.  The repeated spraying after the clear cutting
will result in continued exposure of local residents to toxins as well as continued
pollution of our creeks and watersheds. Removal of the eucalyptus roots is more
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effective than ongoing spraying of the clear cut areas. I ask that you retract the EIS
and rework it to fully consider all the implications of the expected herbicide use not
only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak
that will emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy. 

I STRONGLY oppose this plan, and ask that you consider my opposition in reworking
a new plan.

Regards,
Jonathan Chiu
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From: Patty Clary
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Draft Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay Hills, California
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:36:05 PM
Attachments: FEMA com let 0613.doc

Please accept the attached comments on behalf of Californians for Alternatives to Toxics and
Environmental Information Protection Center.

Sincerely,

Patty Clary
Executive Director
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics
315 P Street, Eureka, CA 95501
707.445.5100 http://www.alternatives2toxics.org
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Environmental Protection Information Center


145 G Street, Suite A, Arcata, CA 95521

June 17, 2013


Allesandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer


Region IX


Federal Emergency Management Agency

P.O. Box 72379 


Oakland, CA 94612-8579


EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov

Regarding: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Draft Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay Hills, California


Dear Mr Amaglio or Who it May Concern,


These comments are written on behalf of the membership of Californians for Alternatives to Toxics, aka CATs, and the Environmental Protection Information Center, aka EPIC. Many of CATs’ members live, work, recreate, study and otherwise participate in activities in the communities of the East San Francisco Bay. CATs is a public interest organization with membership throughout northern California, including many who live in the East Bay communities. The members of CATs are concerned about the negative effects of toxic chemicals in the environment.  CATs has a history of 35 and more years of opposition to harmful herbicide use in forestry operations, the issue that brought about the formation of CATs. Our members are concerned about the effects of the use of toxic chemicals, as described for the proposed and related projects, on the environment on which they are dependant for health, home, work, recreation and culture. 


EPIC is a non-profit public interest organization formed to promote environmental values and environmental protection. While EPIC's office is located in Humboldt County, its membership is from throughout the State of California and beyond, including in the East Bay area.  Members of EPIC live and enjoy and recreate in the East Bay Hills near the project areas.  EPIC members live and or travel within the East Bay hills region for personal, aesthetic and recreational pursuits, including hiking, bird watching and enjoying this region’s incredible natural beauty.  EPIC members derive professional, scientific, aesthetic, spiritual, recreational, economic, and educational benefits and well-being from the project area and its resources.   


Project Purpose and Need


We understand the purpose of the proposed project is to reduce wildfire hazard by removing certain vegetation and recruit native vegetation. While the EIS provides information as to the removal of vegetation, there is scant evidence as to how the agencies intend to recruit native vegetation. The EIS provides a general statement at outset advises that native vegetation will be preserved and encouraged to expand, but no details are provided. 1.1.1. While the EBRPD apparently intends to protect native vegetation, 3.4.2.3, there are no standards identified as to how that will happen.   


The MMPs rely on “recruitment of native vegetation,” yet provides no detail as to how that will happen. Hydroseeding is be used as erosion control method, “if severe erosion is occurring at a site,” 5.3.2.4, but is not proposed to recruit or establish native vegetation. While the EIS states that seed sources of native grasses, shrubs and trees are regionally abundant and would be used “to assist in the recovery of the areas,” 5.1.2.2.1, we did not find a requirement or information to detail how and when those sources would be used.  


It is clear that the proposed activities will damage existing vegetation, including non-target species.  5.1.5.1. It is also clear that the understory of existing eucalyptus stands support native shrubs and plants.  4.2.2.2.2. This vegetation will be damaged, if not entirely eliminated, as consequence of project activities. Yet no articulated standards and protocols are in place to ensure recruitment of native vegetation.  


As an example, UCB intends to cut nearly 50,000 trees, yet has no protocol for restoration of the three areas (Strawberry Canyon, Claremont, Frowning Ridge).   Its project will take upwards of 2-3 years, with an estimate that “success” will occur within 7-10 years.  But in the absence of any defined plan to actually plant and ensure growth of native vegetation, the “success” may simply be a denuded landscape with struggling native species.  The project purpose and need is not justified in the absence of clearly enforceable and defined protocols to ensure native species protection and development.   There is no long term effectiveness in the absence of a rigorous replanting program.


An additional concern about the project is the disclosure that Timber Harvesting Plan(s) (THPs) may be required by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.  That regulatory regime has extensive information requirements, many of which are not met through this EIS.  Moreover, typically THPs are required for commercial operations, or where the landowner intends to do logging operations to advance a commercial operation.  Hazard removal typically does not require a THP.  In this instance, from what we read in the EIS, there is one commercial operation disclosed – UCB’s plan to use the Claremont Canyon project area for development of faculty housing and a campus retreat center. 5.12.2.4.   Given this disclosure those project elements should be fully disclosed and examined.


Alternatives

A core defect in the Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement , aka EIS , is its failure to consider a range of viable alternatives. 


The very “heart” of a NEPA procedure is the range of alternatives. The FEMA EIS fails this central requirement. The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) makes it clear :


The phrase "range of alternatives" refers to the alternatives discussed in environmental documents. It includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated from detailed study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14.  [NEPA 40 Questions http://www.bing.com/search?q=CEQ+NEPA+40+Questions&FORM=QSRE6]


What’s more, eliminating, ignoring or simply not exploring viable alternatives severely limits FEMA’s ability to modify its funding conditions that might be required to secure a better alternative.   The EIS here actually presents only one alternative that could be modified, as “no action” can’t be modified.  This in large part eliminates any possibility that a reasonable and viable alternative “would evolve through the EIS process.” 3.3.


Because [a] decisionmaker must not consider alternatives beyond the range of alternatives discussed in the relevant environmental documents. Section 1505.1(e). [NEPA 40 Questions], the lead agency, in this case FEMA, must provide a range of alternatives or there can be no substantial changes made by the decisionmaker. The FEMA EIS as currently drafted limits FEMA’s ability to undertake its obligation to present a range of alternatives, as FEMA is limited to merely adopting or deleting whole or parts of the one modifiable alternative as presented in the FEMA EIS.  To be valid, based on the project, the FEMA EIS cannot stand on just two alternatives, with one being unmodifiable, as the “no action” alternative, and the other is simply inadequate.  The EIS fails to comply with NEPA as it presents just one alternative that may be in parts eliminated or reduced but to which no new or different alternative can be added despite what FEMA may learn during the evolution of this EIS process.


The public, too, must know what significant alterations might become part of the Record of Decision in advance of its publication. When the public is deprived of knowing what may be chosen as the final project description, the NEPA process has failed. The FEMA EIS cannot hold itself above the public by informing decisions for which the public has no opportunity to provide input at the end of the process.


Just how many alternatives need to be discussed is not set by the CEQ, but certainly more than two are necessary, especially for a complicated proposal with many significant environmental effects as are analyzed for the proposed and connected projects in the FEMA EIS.  


When there are potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS…What constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case. [Ibid] 


We believe the facts support the development of several alternatives; examples of reasonable alternatives are described below but should not be limited to these examples or even those proposed by the public during scoping. Science and the development of information where it is currently limited should be a primary determining factor for the development of alternatives.


A significant failure in development of alternatives is that FEMA did not prepare an Integrated Vegetation Management, or IVM, alternative. Professors and researchers at UCB have a long history of developing Integrated Pest Management (IPM), of which IVM is a subset. Oakland and EBRPD have both adopted IPM programs. Another local jurisdiction, the City of Berkeley, has adopted IPM guidelines. Given that the proposed and connected projects are so wide in scope, an IPM alternative of greater scope than Oakland’s, Berkeley’s or EBRPD’s should be developed.


A true combined alternative, as part of a “range of alternatives” would offer a less intensive and environmentally damaging alternative.  The EIS at 3.3.1.4 rejects a “combined alternative program.” by entirely rejecting actions, instead of requiring them as part of the overall project as a means to reduce use of herbicides and clearcutting. 


It is clear from the EIS that the EBRPD uses, and has been successful in using, an integrated vegetation removal program that incorporates removal of underbrush, surface fuels, lower limbs and small trees, and restricts the use of herbicides.  For example, the EIS discloses that the EBRPD will thin dense eucalyptus stands, favoring retention of large trees to create an open eucalyptus stand with minimal understory.  3.4.2.2.6.  This is a viable alternative, which can and should be incorporated by all agencies.  It is less damaging than UCB’s intention to remove 50,000 trees. 


A “combined alternative” of greater scope than the local IPM policies referenced in the FEMA EIS should be further developed as an Integrated Vegetation Management alternative that would encompass some of the alternative proposals for maintenance eliminated from review. For example, regarding resprouts --for which applying herbicides is the solution provided in the one proposed action alternative – a combination of manual removal, covering stumps with plastic – both proven methods of preventing resprouting of targeted tree species – and other options not discussed in the FEMA EIS, including prescribed burning, the most effective alternative, could be instituted in parts if the proposed project was extended over a greater period of time and if funds were spent not to clearcut and eradicate but rather to reduce and gradually change species content.  An IVM maintenance plan would embrace these rejected alternatives, none of which should be seen as a fully complete alternative but constitute components of a complete alternative, to be utilized in certain areas to reduce dependence on herbicides.


Another alternative, or another part of a more comprehensive, integrated alternative, would be to develop an Integrated Fire Management (IFM) alternative. For this proposal, other alternatives eliminated in the current FEMA EIS could become components of an integrated comprehensive plan. Firefighting agencies reduced in effectiveness due to budget shortfalls of recent years would be strengthened, not as a stand-alone alternative but to provide one component of an IFM alternative. FEMA could “lean on” local governments to demonstrate enforcement of residential clear and defensible space areas, as required by California law, to condition funding for fire hazard reduction by entities owning wildlands where vegetation may threaten residences of those communities. FEMA could fund infrastructure improvements such as water storage for firefighting in residential areas. Hardening of residences most vulnerable to wildfire could be provided directly or in low-cost loans. FEMA could fund undergrounding of utility lines in the most vulnerable areas. Developing integrated alternatives would provide viable alternatives to the “bare earth” strategies envisioned for large parts of the project areas and enable landowners to take a slower, more environmentally benign approach to converting the landscape, thus reducing environmental impacts such as the reliance on herbicides for a decade or more. 


None of these components have been shown to be impossible or not viable by the FEMA EIS except if used as complete alternatives unto themselves. We concede this point but believe the FEMA EIS fails until integrated practices and other potentially viable, but perhaps not “preferred,” alternatives are provided as part of “the range of alternatives” required by NEPA. 


California Environmental Quality Act


Although FEMA has chosen to be lead agency, several agencies organized under the State of California are significantly more than cooperating agencies in the implementation of the FEMA EIS. For example, while the U.S. Forest Service is clearly a cooperating agency, the same is not entirely true of EBRPD, Oakland or UCB, each of which have written distinctly different plans and will implement them, thus making these actually lead agencies.  With the burning component of EBRPD’s program where carbon monoxide levels are expected to exceed California Air Resources Board thresholds and with the potential for Timber Harvest Plans to be obtained from the California Department of Forestry/CalFire, a concurrent CEQA procedure in the form of an Environmental Impact Report must be undertaken.


California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires coordination of federal and state environmental review documents. Here, there is no effort to combine an environmental impact report (EIR) with this EIS, thereby undermining CEQA’s goals, as well as its more rigorous substantive requirements.


Project Impacts 


Herbicides are not clearly nor adequately described or analyzed


The EIS must explain or summarize methodologies or research and modeling, and the results of research that may have been conducted to analyze impacts and alternatives. CEQ. 40 Questions


A plain language summary of the analysis and conclusions of that technical discussion should go in the text of the EIS. Ibid


The EIS fails to inform regarding the number of trees that will be treated with herbicides. For example, 12,000 eucalyptus, pine and acacia trees will be cut down in Strawberry Canyon and herbicide applied to all but the pine trees. 3.4.2.1.1 


However, the EIS does not identify how many trees into which herbicides will be applied, the rate of application, or the gross amount per year of herbicide projected to be used in Strawberry Canyon and other sites. Not providing these critically important descriptions renders analysis of the impacts of herbicides a failure. If 10,000 of 12,000 trees are treated, and some are sprayed and others painted, depending on distance to waterways, it takes a wild guess to know how much herbicide will be introduced to the canyon watershed. Year two and on could involve significantly more herbicide as sprouts could reach 6 feet in height, requiring more herbicide application higher into the air, potentially increasing adverse impacts. The Garlon 4 label at http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld0B0013.pdf, for example, directs that higher rates of Garlon 4 be applied later in the summer and fall season. The EIS fails to evaluate the impact of late season application on the level of use rates of Garlon 4. These gaps in the herbicide analysis render analysis unreliable.


Neither eucalyptus nor acacia are listed as susceptible species on the Garlon 4 label. What evidence is there that either species will be adequately susceptible to the chemical? What impact will susceptibility or lack of it have on total herbicide use and environmental impact?


Herbicides will be applied twice a year to control sprouts, but fails to disclose when those applications will occur, and what effects may be associated with that seasonal application. Eucalyptus seedlings will be “managed.” It is not clear if management will be with herbicides or other means, as this is not defined. Herbicides are to be applied by a licensed pesticide applicator, but it is unclear whether this means that each individual applying herbicide will be licensed or that they will be under the supervision of a licensed applicator, who may not be on site.


Herbicide active ingredients are mixed with other compounds in the formulation. Impacts of these mixtures is not adequately described or analyzed in the EIS. 


Garlon 4’s active ingredient is triclopyr and 38.4% other ingredients. 72.3 % of Stalker is “other ingredients.” Up to 31% of Garlon 4 formulation is kerosene. What impact on fire risk might the addition of kerosene, combined with oil, have on increased fire risk? Which formulation of “Roundup” will be used? POWERMAX, PRO, ProDry, QuikPRO, Ultra Dry, Ultra Weathermax?  The differences in these formulations will have differing environmental impacts. For Roundup Pro, “other ingredients” make up 59% of the formulation. Roundup PowerMAX “other ingredients” are 51.3 % of the formulation. The active ingredient of PowerMAX is a potassium salt of glyphosate. Roundup Ultra is an isopropalamine salt; various formulations may have varying environmental impact.  For Roundup Ultra, “other ingredients” make up 59% of the formulation. These differences translate into varying environmental impacts which are not evaluated in the FEMA EIS.  Nor does the EIS evaluate the impact that these varying “other ingredients” will have on the environment.


For example, Roundup formulations include polyethoxylated tallowamine (POEA), isopropylamine, and diethanolamide.  Each of these compounds has been shown to exhibit toxicity at much higher levels than glyphosate alone.  POEA has been shown to be three times as acutely toxic to humans as glyphosate alone. http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS0140-6736(88)90379-0/fulltext 

One surfactant commonly used in Rodeo (similar to Roundup) was found to be 100 times more toxic to aquatic invertebrates than glyphosate alone. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3607312 

Other inert ingredients have been shown to be genotoxic, carcinogenic, teratogenic and disruptive to reproductive function in both humans and animals. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12821000

These environmental variables are not adequately described in the EIS and may have significant impacts on the environment. This gap and others described in these comments render herbicide analysis inadequate for NEPA compliance. 

While the EIS states that spraying of herbicides will be allowed with 60 feet of water, to stumps, but not foliage, it later indicates that spraying will occur on returning vegetation 3 to 6 feet in height, for up to 10 years.  This means there will be spraying of foliage within 60 feet of water, as no other proposals are identified.  


The rate of application of herbicides – within 60 minutes of the felling of each tree – indicates an intensity of application that must be evaluated, particularly as to safety to workers as well as concentration of the herbicides used.  And while no herbicides are to be “intentionally” applied to nontarget species, 5.4.4.2, there is little consideration of what to do in the event that nontarget species are exposed to herbicides.  


A key failure is the lack of analysis of the toxicity of surfacants and adjuvants to be used in conjunction with the disclosed herbicides.  While some mention is made in the Appendices F and L, there is no analysis provided, even though the EIS admits that surfactants can likely be more toxic than the herbicides themselves. 5.10.2.3.1.  Indeed, surfactants are not even mentioned in the impacts analysis Section 5.  The EIS is lacking in the absence of this disclosure and analysis.   


The Garlon 4 and Stalker http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld01R013.pdf labels provide directions for use. For cut stumps, oil is to be mixed with the herbicide formulation and a surfactant emulsifier is also projected for use. The EIS fails to identify the full tank mixture of surfactants and adjuvants that will be used, nor is their environmental impact discussed and analyzed in the EIS. Whether tank mix is projected to be the same throughout the proposed and connected project area or vary with implementing landowner is not disclosed. The environmental impact of tank mix and variations is not considered in the EIS.

Marking dye is not analyzed for impacts in the EIS though it can have toxic impacts to susceptible nontarget organisms. Marker dyes commonly used are Colorfast Purple or Hi-Light. Colorfast Purple may contain acetic acid, dipropylene glycol, gentian violet and other ingredients. The Material Safety Sheet for Colorfast Purple http://www.beckerunderwood.com/media/products/resources/Colorfast_Purple_MSDS_64D2DC206E76C.pdf  indicates that the liquid is expected to be corrosive and to cause burns and permanent injury if eye contact occurs. 

According to the MSDS of another spray dye, Colorfast Red, http://www.beckerunderwood.com/media/products/resources/Colorfast_Red_MSDS_B43F5A0C7EE42.pdf the compound contains acetic acid but does not have the corrosive and injurious characteristics of Colorfast Purple. This indicates that another, trade secret ingredient may have greater toxicity in one formulation but is not present in another. 


The effect Colorfast Purple may have on frogs and other herps, particularly remnant populations of the endangered Red Legged frog is not considered in the EIS. As no analysis is made of surfactants, dyes and other adjuvants that may be added to tank mixes used in the proposed and connected projects, potentially significant adverse environmental impacts are not assessed in the EIS.


EBRPD proposes to use herbicide on “noxious weeds, such as poison oak, [which] would be treated by spraying their leaves if this could be done without affecting nontargeted plants.” First, by no authority has poison oak been determined a “noxious weed.” It is not listed by California. http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=06

In fact, poison oak is an important California native plant. FEMA’s cooperating agency, the U.S. Forest Service has this to say about its benefits to the environment:


IMPORTANCE TO LIVESTOCK AND WILDLIFE : 

Black-tailed deer and all classes of livestock browse Pacific poison-oak [53].


It is the most important black-tailed deer browse in some areas of


California [5,6].  Birds eat Pacific poison-oak fruits [53].


PALATABILITY : 

Pacific poison-oak palatability is rated good to fair for horses and deer; and


fair to poor for cattle, sheep, and goats [53].


NUTRITIONAL VALUE : 

Percent crude protein in Pacific poison-oak foliage collected throughout


California averaged 24.2 in March, 20.6 in May, 10.1 in July, and 6.5 in


September [5].  Pacific poison-oak is relatively high in phosphorus, sulfur,


and calcium as compared to other browse species [24].  The following


mineral content (percentage basis) was reported for the foliage [54]:


                   Ca     P     K     Mg     S


                 1.00   0.23  1.13  0.59   0.19


COVER VALUE : 

The federally endangered least Bell's vireo uses Pacific poison-oak for nest


sites in oak woodlands [25]. 


Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii)/Pacific poison-oak woodlands contribute


to bird diversity and density in California [28].  A rare colony of


ringtail was found inhabiting a Fremont cottonwood/Pacific poison-oak woodland


on the Sacramento River [3].


VALUE FOR REHABILITATION OF DISTURBED SITES : 

Pacific poison-oak has been recommended for use in restoration projects.


Information on propagation and handling methods to "minimize risks" to


planting crews is available [23].  Having worked on field crews in the


Sierra Nevada foothills, however, this author recommends using native


shrubs other than Pacific poison-oak for restoration.


OTHER USES AND VALUES : 

Urushiol has been found to mediate DNA strand scission.  This activity


may have application in DNA sequence studies [70].


Native Americans used the stems to make baskets and the sap to cure


ringworm [15,60].  Chumash Indians used Pacific poison-oak sap to remove warts,


corns, and calluses; to cauterize sores; and to stop bleeding.  They


drank a decoction made from Pacific poison-oak roots to treat dysentery [60].


Index of Species Information. US Forest Service. http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/vine/toxdiv/all.html

The EIS fails to disclose if other “noxious weeds” or otherwise undesirable plants are targeted for herbicide application nor does it describe what herbicides would be used. The use of herbicides to destroy poison oak is not part of a fire fuels plan. This should be clarified in the EIS.


At 5.1.3.3.1 Best Management Practices, to require as BMPs the application of  herbicides during dry weather and low wind conditions fails as a mitigation as these are already  regulatory requirements of California and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and cannot be considered mitigations. Mitigations must provide relief in addition to regulatory requirements. 


The same use of regulatory requirements to substitute for mitigation is found at 5.1.3.3.2, where regulation and court orders are relied on in large part to substitute for mitigation. Labels for the herbicides proposed for use REQUIRE that herbicides not be applied when rainfall is expected or winds are greater than 10 mph, that their application be directly to stumps or not be allowed to drift into surface water. Once the already established regulatory requirements are removed from the mitigations presented for herbicide use in the EIS, there is little left to mitigate potential harm. This is another failure of the EIS to comply with the requirements of NEPA.


Impacts from chipping and leaving material on site


The EIS discloses that all material will be left on site, either through chipping to create up to 24 inch deep layer of wood chips between 1 and 4 inches long, or placement of trunk cut into 20-30 feet lengths.  The EIS lacks an adequate discussion of the environmental effects associated with this, particularly in terms of fire potential, spread of disease, killing of undergrowth, and prevention preventing natural regeneration.   The EIS indicates it will take up to 5 years for this material to decompose, and there is no mention of replanting native vegetation.  What will be the effects of this treated material decomposing into the soil? What impact on soil nutrient composition and soil microorganism populations will be the result of the application and decomposition of wood chips?  Can nutrients be discharged to water bodies from the decomposing chips, and what effect would this have? These are significant environmental impacts for which analysis is missing from the EIS.


As the EIS discloses, the wood chip mulch application may lead to a substantial reduction in tree growth in some sites. 5.3.2.2.2.  While this may be advantageous in efforts to eliminate eucalyptus and Monterey Pine, it likely will restrict natural vegetation.  The EIS extrapolates from other studies, indicating that decomposition for eucalyptus in the East Bay Hills could take up to 10 years. In the absence of site specific study, the effects of this use of wood chip mulch could further undermine the recruitment of native vegetation, defeating a project purpose.    


Impacting native vegetation

In addition, as noted above, the EIS acknowledges that existing and native vegetation will be harmed during project implementation due to use of heavy machinery and pruning.  The use of herbicides will further exacerbate this impact. 


Impacts to species

The EIS dismisses potential impacts to migratory birds, by claiming that “work during avian nesting and fledging season (February through July 31) would only be undertaken if the treatment areas was cleared by an avian biologist.”  5.1.4.3.1.  Yet, the EIS states that the work is to be done between August and November, which is a different time frame, and out side of the nesting and fledging season.  Thus, it appears that project work can occur between February through July 31.  This must be fully disclosed and analyzed, as it is not within the so-called “work window[]” referenced.       


The EIS also attempts to dismiss potential impacts to the CRLF, by assuming herbicide application will occur during the dry season, at a time when it is unlikely that the CRLF would be present.   5.1.6.2.2.  But the EIS states that the projects will go forward between August through November (3.4.2.1), which clearly includes more than just the “dry” season.  Further analysis and consideration of impacts on the CRLF is required given this discrepancy.         


Carbon impacts

Removing tens of thousands of trees will remove valuable carbon sinks, in an urban which needs this growth for our health.   Indeed, 80% of carbon currently stored by vegetation in the project area is stored in the eucalyptus vegetation.  4.7.3.1.  Decomposition of the tree material will also create CO2.   This will have a long term impact that is not evaluated.  Again, in the absence of a rigorous program to replant, the East Bay Hills will lose a valuable resource.  While we understand the need to address wildfire hazard, what is being proposed — and particularly by UCB — is literally overkill, in that there are more constrained and environmentally sensitive means, as EBRPD has illustrated, which can achieve the same purpose without the dramatic impacts associated with clearcutting mature eucalyptus stands and using an intensive herbicide regime.    


In addition, removing trees will remove vital summertime fog drip, making these areas hotter and drier.  This will make it even more difficult for seed generation. 5.6.2.3.2.  The EIS’s reliance on the Caspar Creek study, which focuses on a high rainfall forested watershed in Northern California, is inappropriate, as the site conditions are not at all similar.

We request that FEMA amend the draft EIS and present it again for public review, providing an adequate range of alternatives and informed by an analysis that complies with the requirements of NEPA.


Sincerely,
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Environmental Protection Information Center 
145 G Street, Suite A, Arcata, CA 95521 

June 17, 2013 

Allesandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Offi cer 
Region IX 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 
EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov 

Regarding: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Draft Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay 
Hills, California 

Dear Mr Amaglio or Who it May Concern, 

These comments are written on behalf of the membership of Californians for Alternatives to 
Toxics, aka CATs, and the Environmental Protection Information Center, aka EPIC. Many of 
CATs' members live, work, recreate, study and otherwise participate in activities in the 
communities of the East San Francisco Bay. CA Ts is a public interest organization with 
membership throughout northern California, including many who live in the East Bay 
communities. The members of CA Ts are concerned about the negative effects of toxic 
chemicals in the environment. CATs has a history of 35 and more years of opposition to 
harmful herbicide use in forestry operations, the issue that brought about the formation of 
CA Ts. Our members are concerned about the effects of the use of toxic chemicals, as 
described for the proposed and related projects, on the environment on which they are 
dependant for health, home, work, recreation and culture. 
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EPIC is a non-profit public interest organization formed to promote environmental values 
and environmental protection. While EPIC's office is located in Humboldt County, its 
membership is from throughout the State of California and beyond, including in the East Bay 
area. Members of EPIC live and enjoy and recreate in the East Bay Hills near the project 
areas. EPIC members live and or travel within the East Bay hills region for personal, 
aesthetic and recreational pursuits, including hiking, bird watching and enjoying this 
region's incredible natural beauty. EPIC members derive professional, scientific, aesthetic, 
spiritual, recreational, economic, and educational benefits and well-being from the project 
area and its resources. 

Project Purpose and Need 

We understand the purpose of the proposed project is to reduce wildfire hazard by 
removing certain vegetation and recruit native vegetation. While the EIS provides 
information as to the removal of vegetation, there is scant evidence as to how the agencies 
intend to recruit native vegetation. The EIS provides a general statement at outset advises 
that native vegetation will be preserved and encouraged to expand, but no details are 
provided. 1.1.1. While the EBRPD apparently intends to protect native vegetation, 3.4.2.3, 
there are no standards identified as to how that will happen. 

The MMPs rely on "recruitment of native vegetation," yet provides no detail as to how that 
will happen. Hydroseeding is be used as erosion control method, "if severe erosion is 
occurring at a site," 5.3.2.4, but is not proposed to recruit or establish native vegetation. 
While the EIS states that seed sources of native grasses, shrubs and trees are regionally 
abundant and would be used "to assist in the recovery of the areas," 5.1.2.2.1, we did not 
find a requirement or information to detail how and when those sources would be used. 

It is clear that the proposed activities will damage existing vegetation, including non-target 
species. 5.1.5.1. It is also clear that the understory of existing eucalyptus stands support 
native shrubs and plants. 4.2.2.2.2. This vegetation will be damaged, if not entirely 
eliminated, as consequence of project activities. Yet no articulated standards and protocols 
are in place to ensure recruitment of native vegetation. 

As an example, UCB intends to cut nearly 50,000 trees, yet has no protocol for restoration of 
the three areas (Strawberry Canyon, Claremont, Frowning Ridge). Its project will take 
upwards of 2-3 years, with an estimate that "success" will occur within 7-10 years. But in 
the absence of any defined plan to actually plant and ensure growth of native vegetation, the 
"success" may simply be a denuded landscape with struggling native species. The project 
purpose and need is not justified in the absence of clearly enforceable and defined protocols 
to ensure native species protection and development. There is no long term effectiveness 
in the absence of a rigorous replanting program. 



 45_Clary_Patty 

An additional concern about the project is the disclosure that Timber Harvesting Plan(s) 
(THPs) may be required by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. That 
regulatory regime has extensive information requirements, many of which are not met 
through this EIS. Moreover, typically THPs are required for commercial operations, or 
where the landowner intends to do logging operations to advance a commercial operation. 
Hazard removal typically does not require a THP. In this instance, from what we read in the 
EIS, there is one commercial operation disclosed - UCB's plan to use the Claremont Canyon 
project area for development of faculty housing and a campus retreat center. 5.12.2.4. 
Given this disclosure those project elements should be fully disclosed and examined. 

Alternatives 

A core defect in the Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement, aka 
EIS, is its failure to consider a range of viable alternatives. 
The very "heart" of a NEPA procedure is the range of alternatives. The FEMA EIS fails this 
central requirement. The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) makes it clear : 

The phrase "range of alternatives" refers to the alternatives discussed in environmental 
documents. It includes all reasonable alternatives, which must be rigorously explored and 
objectively evaluated, as well as those other alternatives, which are eliminated from detailed 
study with a brief discussion of the reasons for eliminating them. Section 1502.14. [NEPA 40 
Questions http://www.bing.com/search?q=CEQ+NEPA+40+Questions&FORM=QSRE6} 

What's more, eliminating, ignoring or simply not exploring viable alternatives severely 
limits FEMA's ability to modify its funding conditions that might be required to secure a 
better alternative. The EIS here actually presents only one alternative that could be 
modified, as "no action" can't be modified. This in large part eliminates any possibility that 
a reasonable and viable alternative "would evolve through the EIS process." 3.3. 

Because [a] decision maker must not consider alternatives beyond the range of alternatives 
discussed in the relevant environmental documents. Section 1505.l(e). [NEPA 40 Questions], 
the lead agency, in this case FEMA, must provide a range of alternatives or there can be no 
substantial changes made by the decisionmaker. The FEMA EIS as currently drafted limits 
FEMA's ability to undertake its obligation to present a range of alternatives, as FEMA is 
limited to merely adopting or deleting whole or parts of the one modifiable alternative as 
presented in the FEMA EIS. To be valid, based on the project, the FEMA EIS cannot stand on 
just two alternatives, with one being unmodifiable, as the "no action" alternative, and the 
other is simply inadequate. The EIS fails to comply with NEPA as it presents just one 
alternative that may be in parts eliminated or reduced but to which no new or different 
alternative can be added despite what FEMA may learn during the evolution of this EIS 
process. 

The public, too, must know what significant alterations might become part of the Record of 
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Decision in advance of its publication. When the public is deprived of knowing what may be 
chosen as the final project description, the NEPA process has failed. The FEMA EIS cannot 
hold itself above the public by informing decisions for which the public has no opportunity 
to provide input at the end of the process. 

Just how many alternatives need to be discussed is not set by the CEQ, but certainly more 
than two are necessary, especially for a complicated proposal with many significant 
environmental effects as are analyzed for the proposed and connected projects in the FEMA 
EIS. 

When there are potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of 
examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the 
EIS ... What constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives depends on the nature of the 
proposal and the facts in each case. [Ibid} 

We believe the facts support the development of several alternatives; examples of 
reasonable alternatives are described below but should not be limited to these examples or 
even those proposed by the public during scoping. Science and the development of 
information where it is currently limited should be a primary determining factor for the 
development of alternatives. 

A significant failure in development of alternatives is that FEMA did not prepare an 
Integrated Vegetation Management, or IVM, alternative. Professors and researchers at UCB 
have a long history of developing Integrated Pest Management (IPM), of which IVM is a 
subset. Oakland and EBRPD have both adopted IPM programs. Another local jurisdiction, 
the City of Berkeley, has adopted IPM guidelines. Given that the proposed and connected 
projects are so wide in scope, an IPM alternative of greater scope than Oakland's, Berkeley's 
or EBRPD's should be developed. 

A true combined alternative, as part of a "range of alternatives" would offer a less intensive 
and environmentally damaging alternative. The EIS at 3.3.1.4 rejects a "combined 
alternative program." by entirely rejecting actions, instead ofrequiring them as part of the 
overall project as a means to reduce use of herbicides and clearcutting. 

It is clear from the EIS that the EBRPD uses, and has been successful in using, an integrated 
vegetation removal program that incorporates removal of underbrush, surface fuels, lower 
limbs and small trees, and restricts the use of herbicides. For example, the EIS discloses 
that the EBRPD will thin dense eucalyptus stands, favoring retention of large trees to create 
an open eucalyptus stand with minimal understory. 3.4.2.2.6. This is a viable alternative, 
which can and should be incorporated by all agencies. It is less damaging than UCB's 
intention to remove 50,000 trees. 

A "combined alternative" of greater scope than the local IPM policies referenced in the 
FEMA EIS should be further developed as an Integrated Vegetation Management alternative 
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that would encompass some of the alternative proposals for maintenance eliminated from 
review. For example, regarding resprouts --for which applying herbicides is the solution 
provided in the one proposed action alternative - a combination of manual removal, 
covering stumps with plastic - both proven methods of preventing resprouting of targeted 
tree species - and other options not discussed in the FEMA EIS, including prescribed 
burning, the most effective alternative, could be instituted in parts if the proposed project 
was extended over a greater period of time and if funds were spent not to clearcut and 
eradicate but rather to reduce and gradually change species content. An IVM maintenance 
plan would embrace these rejected alternatives, none of which should be seen as a fully 
complete alternative but constitute components of a complete alternative, to be utilized in 
certain areas to reduce dependence on herbicides. 

Another alternative, or another part of a more comprehensive, integrated alternative, would 
be to develop an Integrated Fire Management (IFM) alternative. For this proposal, other 
alternatives eliminated in the current FEMA EIS could become components of an integrated 
comprehensive plan. Firefighting agencies reduced in effectiveness due to budget shortfalls 
of recent years would be strengthened, not as a stand-alone alternative but to provide one 
component of an IFM alternative. FEMA could "lean on" local governments to demonstrate 
enforcement of residential clear and defensible space areas, as required by California law, to 
condition funding for fire hazard reduction by entities owning wildlands where vegetation 
may threaten residences of those communities. FEMA could fund infrastructure 
improvements such as water storage for firefighting in residential areas. Hardening of 
residences most vulnerable to wildfire could be provided directly or in low-cost loans. 
FEMA could fund undergrounding of utility lines in the most vulnerable areas. Developing 
integrated alternatives would provide viable alternatives to the "bare earth" strategies 
envisioned for large parts of the project areas and enable landowners to take a slower, more 
environmentally benign approach to converting the landscape, thus reducing 
environmental impacts such as the reliance on herbicides for a decade or more. 

None of these components have been shown to be impossible or not viable by the FEMA EIS 
except if used as complete alternatives unto themselves. We concede this point but believe 
the FEMA EIS fails until integrated practices and other potentially viable, but perhaps not 
"preferred," alternatives are provided as part of "the range of alternatives" required by 
NEPA. 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Although FEMA has chosen to be lead agency, several agencies organized under the State of 
California are significantly more than cooperating agencies in the implementation of the 
FEMA EIS. For example, while the U.S. Forest Service is clearly a cooperating agency, the 
same is not entirely true of EBRPD, Oakland or UCB, each of which have written distinctly 
different plans and will implement them, thus making these actually lead agencies. With the 
burning component of EBRPD's program where carbon monoxide levels are expected to 
exceed California Air Resources Board thresholds and with the potential for Timber Harvest 
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Plans to be obtained from the California Department of Forestry /CalFire, a concurrent CEQA 
procedure in the form of an Environmental Impact Report must be undertaken. 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires coordination of federal and state 
environmental review documents. Here, there is no effort to combine an environmental 
impact report (EIR) with this EIS, thereby undermining CEQA's goals, as well as its more 
rigorous substantive requirements. 

Project Impacts 

Herbicides are not clearly nor adequately described or analyzed 

The EIS must explain or summarize methodologies or research and modeling, and the results 
of research that may have been conducted to analyze impacts and alternatives. CEQ. 40 
Questions 

A plain language summary of the analysis and conclusions of that technical discussion should 
go in the text of the EIS. Ibid 

The EIS fails to inform regarding the number of trees that will be treated with herbicides. 
For example, 12,000 eucalyptus, pine and acacia trees will be cut down in Strawberry 
Canyon and herbicide applied to all but the pine trees. 3.4.2.1.1 

However, the EIS does not identify how many trees into which herbicides will be applied, 
the rate of application, or the gross amount per year of herbicide projected to be used in 
Strawberry Canyon and other sites. Not providing these critically important descriptions 
renders analysis of the impacts of herbicides a failure. If 10,000 of 12,000 trees are treated, 
and some are sprayed and others painted, depending on distance to waterways, it takes a 
wild guess to know how much herbicide will be introduced to the canyon watershed. Year 
two and on could involve significantly more herbicide as sprouts could reach 6 feet in 
height, requiring more herbicide application higher into the air, potentially increasing 
adverse impacts. The Garlon 4 label at http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldOB0013.pdf, for 
example, directs that higher rates of Garlon 4 be applied later in the summer and fall season. 
The EIS fails to evaluate the impact oflate season application on the level of use rates of 
Garlon 4. These gaps in the herbicide analysis render analysis unreliable. 

Neither eucalyptus nor acacia are listed as susceptible species on the Garlon 4 label. What 
evidence is there that either species will be adequately susceptible to the chemical? What 
impact will susceptibility or lack of it have on total herbicide use and environmental 
impact? 

Herbicides will be applied twice a year to control sprouts, but fails to disclose when those 
applications will occur, and what effects may be associated with that seasonal application. 
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Eucalyptus seedlings will be "managed." It is not clear if management will be with 
herbicides or other means, as this is not defined. Herbicides are to be applied by a licensed 
pesticide applicator, but it is unclear whether this means that each individual applying 
herbicide will be licensed or that they will be under the supervision of a licensed applicator, 
who may not be on site. 

Herbicide active ingredients are mixed with other compounds in the formulation. Impacts of 
these mixtures is not adequately described or analyzed in the EIS. 

Garlon 4's active ingredient is triclopyr and 38.4% other ingredients. 72.3 % of Stalker is 
"other ingredients." Up to 31 % of Garlon 4 formulation is kerosene. What impact on fire risk 
might the addition of kerosene, combined with oil, have on increased fire risk? Which 
formulation of "Roundup" will be used? POWERMAX, PRO, ProDry, QuikPRO, Ultra Dry, 
Ultra Weathermax? The differences in these formulations will have differing environmental 
impacts. For Roundup Pro, "other ingredients" make up 59% of the formulation. Roundup 
PowerMAX "other ingredients" are 51.3 % of the formulation. The active ingredient of 
PowerMAX is a potassium salt of glyphosate. Roundup Ultra is an isopropalamine salt; 
various formulations may have varying environmental impact. For Roundup Ultra, "other 
ingredients" make up 59% of the formulation. These differences translate into varying 
environmental impacts which are not evaluated in the FEMA EIS. Nor does the EIS evaluate 
the impact that these varying "other ingredients" will have on the environment. 
For example, Roundup formulations include polyethoxylated tallowamine (POEA), 
isopropylamine, and diethanolamide. Each of these compounds has been shown to exhibit 
toxicity at much higher levels than glyphosate alone. POEA has been shown to be three times as 
acutely toxic to humans as glyphosate alone. 
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article /PI ISO 140-6 73 6 (88)903 79-0 /full text 

One surfactant commonly used in Rodeo (similar to Roundup) was found to be 100 times more 
toxic to aquatic invertebrates than glyphosate alone. 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pub med /3607312 

Other inert ingredients have been shown to be genotoxic, carcinogenic, teratogenic and 
disruptive to reproductive function in both humans and animals. 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed /12821000 

These environmental variables are not adequately described in the EIS and may have 
significant impacts on the environment. This gap and others described in these comments 
render herbicide analysis inadequate for NEPA compliance. 

While the EIS states that spraying of herbicides will be allowed with 60 feet of water, to 
stumps, but not foliage, it later indicates that spraying will occur on returning vegetation 3 
to 6 feet in height, for up to 10 years. This means there will be spraying of foliage within 60 
feet of water, as no other proposals are identified. 

The rate of application of herbicides - within 60 minutes of the felling of each tree -
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indicates an intensity of application that must be evaluated, particularly as to safety to 
workers as well as concentration of the herbicides used. And while no herbicides are to be 
"intentionally" applied to non target species, 5.4.4.2, there is little consideration of what to 
do in the event that nontarget species are exposed to herbicides. 

A key failure is the lack of analysis of the toxicity of surfacants and adjuvants to be used in 
conjunction with the disclosed herbicides. While some mention is made in the Appendices F 
and L, there is no analysis provided, even though the EIS admits that surfactants can likely 
be more toxic than the herbicides themselves. 5.10.2.3.l. Indeed, surfactants are not even 
mentioned in the impacts analysis Section 5. The EIS is lacking in the absence of this 
disclosure and analysis. 

The Garlon 4 and Stalker http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ld01R013.pdf labels provide 
directions for use. For cut stumps, oil is to be mixed with the herbicide formulation and a 
surfactant emulsifier is also projected for use. The EIS fails to identify the full tank mixture 
of surfactants and adjuvants that will be used, nor is their environmental impact discussed 
and analyzed in the EIS. Whether tank mix is projected to be the same throughout the 
proposed and connected project area or vary with implementing landowner is not 
disclosed. The environmental impact of tank mix and variations is not considered in the EIS. 

Marking dye is not analyzed for impacts in the EIS though it can have toxic impacts to 
susceptible nontarget organisms. Marker dyes commonly used are Colorfast Purple or Hi-
Light. Colorfast Purple may contain acetic acid, di propylene glycol, gentian violet and other 
ingredients. The Material Safety Sheet for Colorfast Purple 
http:/ /www.beckerunderwood.com/media/products/resources/Colorfast_Purple_MSDS_6 
402DC206E76C.pdf indicates that the liquid is expected to be corrosive and to cause burns 
and permanent injury if eye contact occurs. 

According to the MSDS of another spray dye, Colorfast Red, 
http://www.beckerunderwood.com/media/products/resources/Colorfast Red MSDS 843 
F5AOC7EE42.pdf the compound contains acetic acid but does not have the corrosive and 
injurious characteristics of Colorfast Purple. This indicates that another, trade secret 
ingredient may have greater toxicity in one formulation but is not present in another. 
The effect Colorfast Purple may have on frogs and other herps, particularly remnant 
populations of the endangered Red Legged frog is not considered in the EIS. As no analysis 
is made of surfactants, dyes and other adjuvants that may be added to tank mixes used in 
the proposed and connected projects, potentially significant adverse environmental impacts 
are not assessed in the EIS. 

EBRPD proposes to use herbicide on "noxious weeds, such as poison oak, [which] would be 
treated by spraying their leaves if this could be done without affecting non targeted plants." 
First, by no authority has poison oak been determined a "noxious weed." It is not listed by 
California. http://plants.usda.gov/java /noxious?rptType=State&statefips=06 
In fact, poison oak is an important California native plant. FEMA's cooperating agency, the 
U.S. Forest Service has this to say about its benefits to the environment: 
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IMPORTANCE TO LIVESTOCK AND WILDLIFE: 
Black-tailed deer and all classes of livestock browse Pacific poison-oak [53}. 
It is the most important black-tailed deer browse in some areas of 
California[£§}. Birds eat Pacific poison-oak fruits [53]. 

PALATABILITY: 
Pacific poison-oak palatability is rated good to fair for horses and deer; and 
fair to poor for cattle, sheep, and goats [53}. 

NUTRITIONAL VALUE: 
Percent crude protein in Pacific poison-oak foliage collected throughout 
California averaged 24.2 in March, 20.6 in May, 10.1 in July, and 6.5 in 
September [5_]. Pacific poison-oak is relatively high in phosphorus, sulfur, 
and calcium as compared to other browse species [24}. The following 
mineral content (percentage basis) was reported for the foliage [54}: 

Ca P K Mg S 
1.00 0.23 1.13 0.59 0.19 

COVER VALUE: 
The federally endangered least Bell's vireo uses Pacific poison-oak for nest 
sites in oak woodlands [25}. 

Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii)/Pacific poison-oak woodlands contribute 
to bird diversity and density in California [28}. A rare colony of 
ringtail was found inhabiting a Fremont cottonwood/Pacific poison-oak woodland 
on the Sacramento River [J}. 

VALUE FOR REHAB/LITA TION OF DISTURBED SITES: 
Pacific poison-oak has been recommended for use in restoration projects. 
Information on propagation and handling methods to "minimize risks" to 
planting crews is available [23]. Having worked on field crews in the 
Sierra Nevada foothills, however, this author recommends using native 
shrubs other than Pacific poison-oak for restoration. 

OTHER USES AND VALUES: 
Urushiol has been found to mediate DNA strand scission. This activity 
may have application in DNA sequence studies [70}. 

Native Americans used the stems to make baskets and the sap to cure 
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ringworm {15.,60). Chumash Indians used Pacific poison-oak sap to remove warts, 
corns, and calluses; to cauterize sores; and to stop bleeding. They 
drank a decoction made from Pacific poison-oak roots to treat dysentery {60). 
Index of Species Information. US Forest Service. 
http:!jwww.{s.fed.us/databaselfeis!plants!vine!toxdiv!all.html 

The EIS fails to disclose if other "noxious weeds" or otherwise undesirable plants are 
targeted for herbicide application nor does it describe what herbicides would be used. The 
use of herbicides to destroy poison oak is not part of a fire fuels plan. This should be 
clarified in the EIS. 

At 5.1.3.3.1 Best Management Practices, to require as BMPs the application of herbicides 
during dry weather and low wind conditions fails as a mitigation as these are already 
regulatory requirements of California and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
cannot be considered mitigations. Mitigations must provide relief in addition to regulatory 
requirements. 

The same use of regulatory requirements to substitute for mitigation is found at 5.1.3.3 .2, 
where regulation and court orders are relied on in large part to substitute for mitigation. 
Labels for the herbicides proposed for use REQUIRE that herbicides not be applied when 
rainfall is expected or winds are greater than 10 mph, that their application be directly to 
stumps or not be allowed to drift into surface water. Once the already established 
regulatory requirements are removed from the mitigations presented for herbicide use in 
the EIS, there is little left to mitigate potential harm. This is another failure of the EIS to 
comply with the requirements of NEPA. 

Impacts from chipping and leaving material on site 

The EIS discloses that all material will be left on site, either through chipping to create up to 
24 inch deep layer of wood chips between 1 and 4 inches Jong, or placement of trunk cut 
into 20-30 feet lengths. The EIS Jacks an adequate discussion of the environmental effects 
associated with this, particularly in terms of fire potential, spread of disease, killing of 
undergrowth, and prevention preventing natural regeneration. The EIS indicates it will 
take up to 5 years for this material to decompose, and there is no mention of replanting 
native vegetation. What will be the effects of this treated material decomposing into the 
soil? What impact on soil nutrient composition and soil microorganism populations will be 
the result of the application and decomposition of wood chips? Can nutrients be discharged 
to water bodies from the decomposing chips, and what effect would this have? These are 
significant environmental impacts for which analysis is missing from the EIS. 

As the EIS discloses, the wood chip mulch application may lead to a substantial reduction in 
tree growth in some sites. 5.3.2.2.2. While this may be advantageous in efforts to eliminate 
eucalyptus and Monterey Pine, it likely will restrict natural vegetation. The EIS extrapolates 
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from other studies, indicating that decomposition for eucalyptus in the East Bay Hills could 
take up to 10 years. In the absence of site specific study, the effects of this use of wood chip 
mulch could further undermine the recruitment of native vegetation, defeating a project 
purpose. 

Impacting native vegetation 

In addition, as noted above, the EIS acknowledges that existing and native vegetation will be 
harmed during project implementation due to use of heavy machinery and pruning. The 
use of herbicides will further exacerbate this impact. 

Impacts to species 

The EIS dismisses potential impacts to migratory birds, by claiming that "work during avian 
nesting and fledging season (February through July 31) would only be undertaken if the 
treatment areas was cleared by an avian biologist." 5.1.4.3.1. Yet, the EIS states that the 
work is to be done between August and November, which is a different time frame, and out 
side of the nesting and fledging season. Thus, it appears that project work can occur 
between February through July 31. This must be fully disclosed and analyzed, as it is not 
within the so-called "work window[]" referenced. 

The EIS also attempts to dismiss potential impacts to the CRLF, by assuming herbicide 
application will occur during the dry season, at a time when it is unlikely that the CRLF 
would be present. 5.1.6.2.2. But the EIS states that the projects will go forward between 
August through November (3.4.2.1), which clearly includes more than just the "dry" season. 
Further analysis and consideration of impacts on the CRLF is required given this 
discrepancy. 

Carbon impacts 

Removing tens of thousands of trees will remove valuable carbon sinks, in an urban which 
needs this growth for our health. Indeed, 80% of carbon currently stored by vegetation in 
the project area is stored in the eucalyptus vegetation. 4.7.3.1. Decomposition of the tree 
material will also create C02. This will have a long term impact that is not evaluated. 
Again, in the absence of a rigorous program to replant, the East Bay Hills will lose a valuable 
resource. While we understand the need to address wildfire hazard, what is being proposed 
- and particularly by UCB - is literally overkill, in that there are more constrained and 
environmentally sensitive means, as EBRPD has illustrated, which can achieve the same 
purpose without the dramatic impacts associated with clearcutting mature eucalyptus 
stands and using an intensive herbicide regime. 

In addition, removing trees will remove vital summertime fog drip, making these areas 
hotter and drier. This will make it even more difficult for seed generation. 5.6.2.3.2. The 
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EIS's reliance on the Caspar Creek study, which focuses on a high rainfall forested 
watershed in Northern California, is inappropriate, as the site conditions are not at all 
similar. 

We request that FEMA amend the draft EIS and present it again for public review, providing 
an adequate range of alternatives and informed by an analysis that complies with the 
requirements of NEPA. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Clary 
Executive Director 
Californians for Alternatives to Toxics 

Andrew Orahoske 
Conservation Director 
Environmental Protection Information Center 
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From: Cameron Colson
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Commercially Available Natural Land/Vegetation Control Product (Non-Chemical Invasive Plant Management
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 3:17:56 PM

SUBJECT: Public Response to EIS and other similarly proposed programs agency
wide
Instuctions: Disseminate this entire communication widely: 

Attn: Land Managers, Environmental and Safety Compliance Officers, and directly to
Procurement Directors responsible for implementing latest executive mandates on
the simplified purchase of non-toxic alternatives and natural land care products and
services by the government. 
(BAA) BROAD AGENCY ANNOUNCEMENT 
Introducing the latest in commercially available green products to replace toxics.

You have received this communication as a public comment to the proposed uses of
regulated toxic materials to control unwanted vegetative growth under your
responsibility. This communication is from the inventor of a revolutionary patented
natural control method to improve the onsite management policy of unwanted,
invasive, hazardous, or flammable vegetations. EIS describes a traditional
management plan using regulated products defined legally as an Economic Poison,
this definition includes the products proposed in EIS management plan. 
Purpose of Communication: Discovery and Introduction of a new and improved
way to expedite procurement of natural land care technologies offered by Cameron
Colson, Sole-proprietor Inventor of patentedly novel water based process known as
"hydromechanical obliteration".
Outcome: Improve environment and public safety. Proposal is the delivery of a
better outcome in land mangement. Proposed product/service offering, an
economically superior ecological vegetation management and greenwaste reduction
product designed to crosscut multiple legal issues facing regulated land management
in current proposal. 
DETAILS of PROPOSAL: An intellectually and scientifically proven improved land care
and fire protection product to replace traditional / toxic management policy.
Proposed program delivers a needed upgrade in landcare with unmeasued benefits
ecologically/socially. Said product improves short and longterm land stewardship
outcomes as compared to traditional methods. 
SUMMARY
The above response proposes a non-toxic alternative land care product with superior
results compared to traditional policy. The described superior vegetation
management program; meets and exceeds this agency mandate to reduce the
environmental burden of regulated materials in it's currently proposed plan of non-
native plant growth management. 

RESPONSE REQUIRED: Please notify me to schedule a policy process review of
the current and future proposed management plans describing the use of regulated
toxic substances on your site. This comment requests agency to replace proposed
management proposal with a environmentally superior mangement product,
streamlined for simplified procurement. The above represents legal notice to a
commercially proven alternative process of natural land care with cross-cutting
benefit to the agency, environment, economy and public.
Respond by e-mail message to "cameroncolson@californiacompliant.com." 
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From: Jeanne Corsick
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley/Oakland Hills Fire Prevention Proposal
Date: Monday, June 03, 2013 1:40:07 PM

Dear FEMA,

 

I am a native CA resident, raised in Santa Clara, CA. I am proud to be a citizen of the Bay Area. For decades

there has been an incredible amount of progress emanating from this land, from Santa Clara to Fremont, Foster

City to Mountain View, San Francisco to Sausalito, and of course Berkeley to Oakland and the surrounding area.

The Bay Area is on the forefront of our nation, and our nation to the world. We need to be extremely cautious

of the decisions we make here at home, not only for our residents, but also because of the effect we have on

other locales in America and the world at large.

 

I urge you to continue extensive research into what is the most viable option for fire prevention control in the

Berkeley Oakland hills prior to executing the plan as it currently stands.

 

Is removal of the non-native Eucalyptus truly the best answer to this serious issue?

 

Will these plots without vegetation truly prevent fire from spreading? 

 

The local fire department has contained fires in the hills since 1991 successfully. That's 22 years without any

major threat to communities living in the hills. They have learned how best to handle fires through continued

extensive training. Their mistakes of the past have pushed them to where they are now, able to successfully

control fire in the area. Additionally, those that choose to live in such close proximity to this potential threat

have begun to better educate themselves and are continuing to take better preventative fire control measures

around their properties.

 

If it comes to light through extensive research that the removal of these non-native species is warranted, then

why is there no plan to plant native species?

 

And of more concern to me, why is the plan to use toxic chemicals such as RoundUp to prevent future growth?

These are protected lands free from major industrialization and commercialization. Please seriously consider

alternatives to chemical based herbicides and pesticides. States such as Massachusetts and Oregon have had

similar needs for such research and have found positive results for their areas. We would need to conduct

similar research to ascertain what could work in this area - let's do it! Please see this document for information

regarding what Massachusetts found in it's

research: http://www.mhd.state.ma.us/downloads/vmp/Herbicide_Alternatives.pdf. And this for

Oregon: http://www.corvallisoregon.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4567

 

We cannot simply take what appears to be the easiest route. The plan as it currently stands will have long term

effects on not only human health, but also animal habitats. Water and air quality will potentially be effected.

People who walk the surrounding trails will be much less likely to visit, etc.

 

In all honesty none of us truly know the effects of what will happen. And that is really my point. A lot more

research is needed before moving forward with this project. Who will be effected, man and animal? How will

water be effected? How will air be effected? Where will the animals go? And many more questions have not

satisfactorily been answered.

 53_Corsick_Jeanne 
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I am strongly opposed to this project moving forward.

 

Thank you for your time.

-- 
Best,

Jeanne
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From: Anja Crickmore
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills EIS for Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 6:30:21 PM

June 17, 2013
FEMA
To whom it may concern:
 
I am writing in support of the no-action alternative for the East Bay Hills EIS for Hazardous
Fire Risk Reduction.  The plan to cut and chip trees on this order of magnitude was not a
convincing method for reducing fire, and the treatments to allegedly enhance abundance of
native plants seemed unlikely to achieve success.
Concerns have been raised that leaving several feet of chipped eucalyptus will enhance rather
than reduce fire risk.
I've lived in the East Bay for most of my life and have observed that disturbed areas become
thickly colonized with broom and other undesirable species.
A friend of mine, who has been active in the Contra Costa County Breeding Bird Atlas,
frequently commented on the rich avian biodiversity present at the first ridgeline east of the
Bay.  The understory of snowberries and native blackberry is an important nesting area for
song sparrows, spotted towhees, and a very unusual (for this location) Nuttall's white-
crowned sparrow.  It is difficult to tell from the figures, but the treatment area seems to be
excessively wide, and will have a very significant negative impact on the view shed, as well
as on wildlife resources.
Also, I was shocked to observe that areas with relatively few structures, such as at Miller-
Knox Regional Shoreline, were also proposed for treatment.
Again, I urge you to adopt the no-action alternative.  This plan would have catastrophic
impacts on one of our most treasured resources -- our East Bay Regional Parks.
Thank you for consideration of my view,
Anja Crickmore
5814 Fresno Ave.
Richmond CA 94804                                                  
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From: Tim Cull
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: public comments for east bay hills fire risk reduction
Date: Monday, May 20, 2013 11:34:25 AM

Hello,

I'd like to submit my public comments for the East Bay Hills fire risk reduction
project.
http://ebheis.cdmims.com/ContactUs.aspx

While I do support a reduction in fire hazard and the removal of non-native species,
I'm concerned about the way this project will be carried out.  Specifically:

1) it sounds like entire forests of trees will be cleared out in one fell swoop, leaving
a devastated landscape that is ugly, prone to landslide, and a terrible habitat for
wildlife.  I'm also skeptical that the intent to preserve native species described in the
environmental impact report will actually be followed in practice.

2) herbicides will be used in fairly large quantities.  Even with the protections
described in the environmental impact statement (60 buffer to water, hand
application to stumps) I still think that's too much herbicide.  I'm also skeptical that
the precautions described in the environmental impact report will actually be
followed in practice.

3) I want to re-iterate that I am concerned about landslides in the abated areas.

4) There isn't any replacement planting involved, which means it will take a hundred
years or more for native woodland to fill in with anything like the forest we have
now.

I would like to see the following changes to the plan:

1) replacement planting with native trees like bay, oak, and redwood

2) even stricter policies around herbicides, as well as some description of how the
policies will be enforced and some mandatory penalties for contractors who do not
follow the policies.

3) graduated cutting of sections of trees instead of doing entire hillsides all at once.

4) specific penalties for contractors who "accidentally" destroy native plants and
trees while cutting down non-native ones.

Thank you,

Tim Cull
1438 Grizzly Peak Blvd
Berkeley, CA 94708
510.409.5418
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From: lcurriedesign@aol.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Cutting Trees in the East Bay Hills, California
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:48:27 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

In dealing with the East Bay Hills trees, I support the suggestions of the Berkeley Fellowship, below.

Sincerely,
Linda Currie
1359 Tomlee Drive, Berkeley, CA 94702

The Berkeley Fellowship of Unitarian Universalists Social Justice Committee submits the
following public comment. We find the Environmental Impact Statement for the East Bay Hills
fire reduction plan to be especially inadequate regarding the use of toxic herbicides.  If trees are
to be cut, we request nontoxic alternatives to deal with re-sprouting. We also object to
inadequate public notice re the EIS.

1. The BFUU Social Justice Committee objects to the lack of adequate
public notice re the East Bay Hills fire reduction plan.  Our first request,
therefore, is that the public comment deadline be re-opened until the end of 2013, that there be
more public hearings in the fall, and that the hearings be widely publicized in advance.

2. The BFUU Social Justice Committee finds the current EIS to be
inadequate because it disregards harms caused by toxic herbicides.  The
current Draft EIS is unacceptable as the plan, if enacted, would expose the public and wildlife to
thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides, inflict enormous environmental damage, and destroy
raptor and other habitats. We request that you retract this EIS and insist that those portions of
the EIS calling for toxic herbicides be replaced by nontoxic alternatives. Four different toxic
herbicides are proposed - Roundup, Stalker, Garlon 4 Ultra (from the Garlon 4 Ultra MSDS: “…
highly toxic to aquatic organisms…; “Prevent from entering soil…waterways and/or
groundwater”; “decomposition products can include…: hydrogen chloride, nitrogen oxide,
phosgene.” (All toxic)) and Garlon 3A - to be applied over a period of as long as ten years. The
risk that any of these poisons will make their way down the watershed into the creeks, the parks,
or nearby residential communities, is unacceptable. Even with the mitigation precautions outlined
in the Draft EIS, thousands of pounds of chemicals would be applied by many users over many
years and it takes only one unanticipated rainstorm, rogue windstorm, or human error to carry
these toxins outside the arbitrary boundaries they have set. 
There are viable alternatives!

1st best practices alternative to herbicides for re-sprouts - GRIND the
STUMPS:

Journal of Arboriculture 8(12): December 1982 327
*EUCALYPTUS STUMP SPROUT CONTROL*
by W. Douglas Hamilton and W.B. McHenry
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100% control.  No sprouting had occurred two years after 12 blue gums were felled and
stumps cut to 6 inches below the soil line. A survey of where blue gum sprouts occur indicated
that most sprouts originate at the ground surface and none are attached deeper than 4 inches
below the ground line.
http://www.google.com/search?client=safari&rls=en&q=stop+felled+eucalyptus+trees+from+resprouting&ie=UTF-
8&oe=UTF-8
Stump grinding can eliminate sprouting, as well as remove all evidence of
trees....fill resulting craters with soil Stump grinding can eliminate sprouting, as well as remove
all evidence of trees....fill resulting craters with soil (or sawdust from the tree per a local master
arborist who estimated that grinding will add 10% to the cost of cutting, but the cost of herbicides
and their licensed application would be saved, as well as the cost of litigation.)  

2nd best practices alternative to herbicides for re-sprouts - TARP the
STUMPS:
National Park Service experiment
*Light deprivation (TARPING)*
Experiments with tarping have used light deprivation and a physical barrier to prevent
resprouting. This involves stapling heavy black plastic over the stump, and burying it with duff
and mulch onsite:
http://www.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/upload/firemanagement_fireeducation_newsletter_eucalyptus.pd
Conservation Corps workers would return to remove the tarps, and re-tarp if necessary, before
the tarps disintegrate.

3rd best practices alternative to herbicides for re-sprouts - CLIP the
SPROUTS:
Manual removal of eucalyptus sprouts from stumps results in eventual control as food resources
are exhausted.  This method of control is effective, though labor intensive.  There are thousands
of unskilled, unemployed youth in the East Bay who would appreciate this low paid work via the
Conservation Corps.  They need merely be equipped with hiking boots, hats, gloves, long-
handled clippers, a hand saw for the occasional sprout that is too thick to clip, log carriers for
transporting sprouts off site, and a GPS device for locating stumps.

COMBO ALTERNATIVE:
A combination of above methods will get best results.  Grind wherever
possible.  Tarp the approximately 20% of targeted trees that are on inclines
too steep to grind.  Hire the Conservation Corps to:
a. clip what rare sprouting results despite grinding/tarping as well as
sprouting from seeds 
b. inspect, remove, and replace if needed, tarps before they disintegrate.

Other possible alternatives to herbicides 
a. Prescribed, very careful burning can reduce fuels in blue gum stands, although the species is
fire tolerant so only seedlings can be killed by fire. 
b. Biological control is tricky, but could there be possibilities? 
http://www.cal -ipc.org/ip/management/ipcw/pages/detailreport.cfm@usernumber= 48&surveynumber=182.php
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c.  A local tree service claims 100% efficacy in applying a thin layer of motor oil to the cadmium
periphery of freshly cut stumps.  Could that be less toxic than the proposed herbicides? 
d. There may well be other, more acceptable alternatives, such as goat
grazing: http://eucalyptusway.blogspot.com/2010/07/goat-world.html  

salt, or potassium nitrate: http://aroundtheyard.com/organic/organic-stump-removal -t6413.html   

All current plans violate the Americans with Disabilities Act. Using toxic
herbicides would render the entire area inaccessible to people who are chemically sensitive or
who are merely health conscious. In addition to lawsuits, there may be numerous tree sits. At
the last public hearing, Jean Stewart who was disabled by herbicides vowed to chain herself and
her wheelchair to trees to prevent their being cut. For the safety and health of wildlife and of
potential protesters, as well as for the safety and health of all those passing through or near the
areas in question in decades to come, and those who could be downwind or whose water could
be contaminated, we reiterate our objection to the use of toxic herbicides.

Furthermore, we object on moral grounds, as the manufacturers of the
proposed poisons, Monsanto Inc. and Dow Chemical Inc., are among the
least trusted corporations on the planet. From Agent Orange, rBGH2 and GMO
contamination, to the Bhopal chemical disaster, these two corporations have repeatedly and
egregiously harmed the public without accountability. Even if we believed that some of their
products were safe, we would not choose to support those corporations by giving them any
business.

Please note that our timely comment was received by the midnight deadline.  Please consider
and respond to all of our concerns and suggested alternatives regarding toxic herbicides and
adequate public notice.

Sincerely,

Phoebe Sorgen, on behalf of the Berkeley Fellowship of Unitarian Universalists Social Justice
Committee which voted to authorize this public comment
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From: D
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Draft EIS for UC, Oakland and EBRPD
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 1:49:56 PM

Dear FEMA,  
I am totally opposed to the clear cutting and especially the use of toxic pesticides
being poured into the hills and destroying the fresh water in the water table.  How
will UC Berkeley feel when the water in the creeks kills the magnificent redwoods
and other trees that line the streams in the main campus?  This is really unacceptable
and ridiculous as a fire mitigation measure.  Have you talked to EBMUD about what
you are about to do to the water for the Bay area?  Below are the points from the
Hills Conservation Network  which I totally agree with. I own a house in the
Panoramic Hills area above Berkeley, and if you had property there I'm sure you
would not approve of what is proposed. Americans already have too much toxic
material in their body tissues to spray more of this in one area over and over again
over 10's of years.

>The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately address the effects of these projects on
Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration capacity. The
analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to adequately consider the loss
of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from these projects. We ask that you retract
the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down
100,000 tall trees.

>The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as currently
written in that it does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the
herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully
consider all the implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but
also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of the loss of
shade canopy. 
>The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately analyze reasonable alternatives proposed
for fire risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far more
effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS needs to
be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable alternatives rather than simply dismissing
them without any serious analysis.
>The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately address the effects on air quality
resulting from the proposed plan. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully
consider all the implications of the proposed projects on air quality.
>The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it relies on a fire model that is fundamentally flawed in that it
compares the risk of the current environment with the environment that would exist the day
after 100k+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison as the EIS does not specify any
means by which the project proponents will maintain the environment in this state. Because of
this, shortly after the projects are completed, the fire danger will increase as more flammable
weed/brush and tall grass vegetation takes hold. Because of this, we ask that you retract the
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EIS and rework it to modify the fire modeling to compare the current state to the expected
new equilibrium state, not a completely meaningless state.

Sincerely,   Dora Chang
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From: johndanek@aol.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay HIlls Tree Removal Proposal
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 10:00:00 PM

June 15, 2013

Dear Sir or Madam:

Removing the proposed swath of trees from the East Bay Park properties is a "Pig in a Poke."

This proposal will cause serious soils erosion including washing excessive soils into the Bay and our
local reservoirs, create loss of habit for MANY animals, drive property prices downward becasue of
denuded landscapes and just be a sorrowful eye-sore to most residents. 

If people want to live without trees, why don't they move to Arizona or some similar arid climate? 

These established trees do not require any additional water for survival and they add incredible beauty
to our East Bay environment.

Cancellation and absence of funding for this proposal would be most appreciated. 

John Danek

41 year East Bay Resident
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From: Daphne Tooke
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the hills is unacceptable....
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2013 6:25:52 AM

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management 
projects in the hills is unacceptable because is does not meet its own 
stated goal of reducing flame lengths to 2 feet. The proposed 
treatments will result in an environment with flame lengths of between 
14 feet and 69 feet, based on the same data set that was used to 
construct the EIS. This flame length is worse than what could be 
expected with the trees that exist currently. We ask that you retract 
the EIS and rework it to develop a proposal that actually fixes the 
problem.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management 
projects in the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately 
address the effects of these projects on Greenhouse Gas emissions and 
the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration capacity. The analysis 
not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to adequately 
consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result 
from these projects. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to 
fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down 
100,000 tall trees.

The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable 
as currently written in that it does not adequately address the cost 
or the risks associated with the herbicide use that is being proposed. 
We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all 
the implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill 
eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak 
that will emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management 
projects in the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately 
analyze reasonable alternatives proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far 
less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far more effective 
methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The 
EIS needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable 
alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without any serious 
analysis.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management 
projects in the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately 
analyze the effects on air quality resulting from the proposed plan. 
We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all 
the implications of the proposed projects on air quality.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management 
projects in the hills is unacceptable because it relies on a fire 
model that is fundamentally flawed in that it compares the risk of the 
current environment with the environment that will exist the day after 
100,000+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison, as the EIS 
does not specify any means by which the project proponents will 
maintain the environment in this condition. Because of this, shortly 
after the projects are completed the fire danger will begin to 
increase. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to include a 
fire model that analyses the expected end result vegetation rather 
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than an essentially irrelevant state.

Daphne Tooke
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From: David
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Claudia Delman
Subject: East Bay Hills Fire Prevention
Date: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 12:06:07 PM

Greetings,

I live in the Berkeley Hills and am extremely happy to see FEMA working to reduce fire risk
in my area. There are three obvious objectives:

1)      Reduce fire risk
2)      Reduce cost
3)      Be responsible to the environment (both functionally and aesthetically)

 

However, the current plan is to simply cut down a LOT of trees, especially eucalyptus…and
to put a "check in the box" that fire risk has been lowered. I think we could do MUCH better,
by creating firebreaks instead of clear cutting.

 

PROPOSAL

I am in favor of a revised plan that would focus on:

1) Creating firebreaks (and/or isolating groves of tall trees) rather than simply cutting down
groves. While I understand this approach takes more time to design, cutting down far fewer
trees will lower overall cost of the project. Firebreaks would barricade populated areas as
well as isolate regions of the forest itself.

2) Lower cost. Creating firebreaks (100 yard gaps between groves) and/or isolating groves of
tall trees will require removal of far fewer trees and therefore cost much less. Maybe some of
the money saved by cutting down fewer trees is put into a fund for long-term maintenance,
including not using toxins.

3) Thinning. Rather than clear cutting, and causing dramatic aesthetic and environmental
changes, it is far more responsible to remove half the trees from specific groves, as part of an
overall strategy to lower the fire risk, and to transition to  native vegetation. I understand this
also entails some degree of maintenance, but to devastate a forest in order to protect the
region… is government thinking at its worst.

This three point approach seems to be the most responsible… AND least expensive. I'm very
much hoping someone in government will become the champion for a plan that is clearly
better than allowing inertia to create a disaster by our own hands.

Please consider a plan focused on creating firebreaks rather than clear cutting.  Please
seek to tackle the problem at hand without creating new problems.

 

Thank you very much.
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David Levy
-- 
David Levy Ph.D.
President
Tricatalyst, LLC
1069 Miller Ave
Berkeley, CA 94708

w 510-705-1959
c 617-794-1285
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From: Janine deManda
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Don"t deforest Oakland!
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 9:16:28 PM

To whom it may concern:

I’ve lived in Oakland since 2002, and one of the many things I love about this city are the
wooded public lands.  Not only do I love walking the woods myself, but I’ve taken my
children, other people’s children, and a goodly numbers of out-of-state guests to enjoy
them as well.  Replacing thousands of those trees with insecticide-laden piles of woodchips
is going to render those beloved and popular-with-visitors woods much less appealing and
no more safe.  I love oaks and bay laurels, but that doesn’t mean they should be alone in
the forests of Oakland, particularly given the disease threat looming over Oakland’s oaks. 
As a resident and tax-payer, I would very much prefer the funds allocated for this spurious
project be used to protect the oaks instead of to destroy the eucalyptus trees.  

My daughter, eight and a half years old, wanted me to add that she likes eucalyptus and
does not want thousands of Oakland’s trees destroyed.

Thank you,
Janine deManda
5546 East 16th Street
Oakland  94621
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From: dead tree
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: COMMENT ON THE PLAN TO DEFOREST BERKELEY/OAKLAND HILLS
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:54:38 PM

Dear persons,  
        Many people have provided more detailed opposition to this plan but I include
my simple reasons for hoping to dissuade you from funding this. Our environment is
far from the "native" landscape of the past...most notably the tremendous number of
people living in the area. We need the oxygen & life-energy these trees are giving us
as well as the entire web of insects, birds, & small animals that call the area home.
The plan doesn't even acknowledge the effect of killing tens of thousand living
beings!
         As demonstrated by the devastation in Oklahoma this week, FEMA funds need
to be on hand for the real purposes for which they were intended. PLEASE do not
fund this crazy idea which has not been deeply understood or conceived with an
broad look at the many implications it would set in motion.
          Thank you for not wasting our tax dollars on this foolish idea which goes
opposite to our interests.                    BOB DEWHURST
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From: julianna dickey
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley Trees Issue
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 5:01:49 PM

Dear FEMA:

As a Berkeley resident, but of more importance, as an inhabitant of 
the planet, I would urge you to put more thought into the plan to 
clear cut
the Berkeley trees.

But at the very least, PLEASE DO NOT PUT 700 TO 1400 GALLONS OF THE 
HERBICIDE ROUNDUP ON THE WOOD CHIPS THAT ARE TO
COVER 20% OF THE DENUDED AREA.  THIS HERBICIDE IS KNOWN TO BE HARMFUL 
TO ALL LIVING THINGS, INCLUDING HUMANS,
AND IS IMPLICATED IN THE "MYSTERIOUS" COLONY COLLAPSE AMONG THE BEE 
POPULATION.  IT IS ACTUALLY NOT A MYSTERY
ANYMORE.  THE PESTICIDES AND HERBICIDES COATING ALL OF OUR NATURAL 
WORLD ARE KILLING OFF THE BEES.  AND YOU
KNOW WHAT THAT MEANS!

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Juli Dickey
Berkeley
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Sonia Diermayer  
12721 Brookpark Rd. 
Oakland, CA 94619 
 
FEMA, Region IX 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA  94612-8579  
 
June 17, 2013 
 
(Submitted as email attachment sent to: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov) 
 
Re: FEMA East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS – OPPOSE 
 
Dear Officials at FEMA, Region IX, 
 
I strongly oppose the conclusions of the EIS covering a suite of tree and vegetation 
removal projects along the East Bay Hills urban-wildlands interface, proposed by UC 
Berkeley, City of Oakland and the East Bay Regional Parks District. Cumulatively, this 
draconian intervention would make the East Bay hills a hotter, dryer, more slide-prone, 
less healthy, comfortable and less safe environment for human habitation and recreation, 
and would drastically impact local ecosystem and watershed values.  
 
While stands of eucalyptus, acacia and monterey pine--the main targets of the projects—
may be non-native to our area, they have come to fulfill innumerable useful roles for 
people and the environment. For wildlife they provide direct cover, food, roosting and 
nesting habitat. And the aesthetic, recreational and property-enhancing values of trees 
and forested groves on the UC Campus, along the hills and in the East Bay Regional 
Parks are obvious and indisputable. The long-term or permanent impacts to these values 
are poorly described and not mitigated in the EIS and there is no way to mitigate the 
damage, which will be inflicted at the proposed scale. 
 
However there are innumerable other serious flaws in the EIS and its basic assumptions, 
which I will elaborate on below. These center around devastating effects on Water 
Resources, Air Quality, and Climate and Microclimate, and Cumulative Effects, as well 
as the flawed assumptions about reduction of fire hazards. 
 
 
Cumulative Impacts on Water Resources, Air Quality, and Climate and 
Microclimate insufficiently addressed 
 
The trees, groves and forests targeted by these projects fulfill extremely important 
physical and watershed functions in the environment. The detrimental cumulative 
impacts on Water Resources, Air Quality, and on Climate and Microclimate that would 
result from the loss of such ecosystem services, and the accompanying consequences for 
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environmental and human health and safety are not sufficiently analyzed and 
acknowledged by the EIS. 
 
Factors which would be very significantly impacted on a continuous basis by the 
proposed tree and vegetation removal include ground shading, temperature reduction, fog 
capture and drip, soil enrichment and moisture retention, carbon absorption, oxygen 
production, precipitation-slowing, erosion control, runoff filtration, hillside stabilization, 
and wind protection. Cumulatively, these factors provide a tremendous amount of water-
retention and air quality improvement in the environment, ensuring cooler, moister, more 
comfortable, and safer climatic conditions for residents, wildlife benefits, and more 
pleasant, healthier conditions for recreational users of public lands.  
 
These climatic and watershed benefits in turn provide economic and health benefits for 
business and private property owners through improved property values, greater climate 
comfort, lower water and energy use, translating into smaller carbon and water use 
“footprints” as the shade, moisture and cooler temperatures allow them to forgo air 
conditioning and landscape irrigation. 
   
The promise of native species spontaneously replacing the removed trees is repeatedly 
held out as mitigation in the EIS. But the projects do not include significant planting of 
native oaks, bays or other trees, and even if they did, it would take many decades before 
those would mature sufficiently to provide anything approaching replacement of the lost 
ecosystem cumulative services. 
 
 
Water Resources  
 
Specifically, Water Resources are defined far too narrowly in the EIS. Only impacts on 
water quality are considered—not on water quantity or seasonal timing. The importance 
of fog drip for the entire watershed and water cycle is mentioned but not taken seriously. 
The fact that more precipitation immediately hits the ground during winter rain events 
after tree removal in no way helps the watershed compensate for the loss of summer fog 
drip and summertime moisture retention in the landscape due to shading! 
 
The massive logging operations that will be needed to carry out the proposed work will in 
themselves cause immeasurable harm to the affected watersheds. Similar to logging in 
the Sierra Nevada, even with good faith attempts at mitigation there will be vehicle and 
equipment pollution, groundcover damage, soil erosion and compaction, and herbicide 
runoff from cutting, loading, chipping and hauling operations.  
 
Likely leaching of eucalyptus or pine resin from chipped wood into ground or surface 
water with potential effects on aquatic habitat is mentioned, but impacts are not 
addressed.  
 
BMP’s to protect surface water from herbicides (50 foot buffer, etc) do not prevent 
herbicides from percolating into groundwater (5.4.2.3). 
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Air Quality 
 
Specifically, CO2 emissions under the No Action Alternative would not only be 
negligible, they would be NEGATIVE due to carbon sequestration by the vegetation. So 
they MUST be compared to the Project emissions, because it means that the effects of 
project emissions are relatively greater than stated.  
 
The Project Alternative mostly addresses air quality impacts of vehicle and equipment 
use and burning of slash. The EIS fails to quantify the CO2 that is removed from the 
atmosphere yearly by the current forest and vegetation, which would further reduce the 
emissions under No Action Alternative. The loss of that sequestration capacity needs to 
be accounted for under Proposed and Connected Actions (EUC=327 metric tons/acre, 
Mont Pine=185 m tons/acre; project total= 78,600 m tons). Yearly additional CO2 
sequestration is not quantified and included in the comparison. 
 
Carbon emissions from decomposing wood chips are NOT included in this section. 
 
Climate and Microclimate 
 
This portion of the EIS relies on very questionable reasoning. Again, significant CO2 
emissions are listed for the No Action Alternative, based on a highly improbable 
cataclysmic fire event. But the definite known carbon sequestration resulting from the 
yearly activity of tens of thousands of large mature trees is not considered. This is a 
serious misrepresentation of the climate change calculus. 
 
Under the Project Alternative projected emissions from decomposing wood chips total 
1,500 m tons/yr and are totally discounted by claiming it will be absorbed by new 
vegetation. Also the total anticipated emissions of 2,050 m tons/yr does not include those 
caused by burning, due to a claim that new vegetation will absorb them.  New vegetation 
will not grow while the chips are covering the ground and certainly not before the 
burning occurs! (Not to mention that fast-growing new vegetation would be invasive 
species which will be herbicided away!)  
 
The reasoning for no significant climate impacts also claims that while microclimate will 
have more extreme daily swings, the daily “average will be unaffected”. People and the 
environment do not live by averages, but by rather realtime conditions. According to the 
EIS, those will be hotter and dryer during the day. That already means more likelihood of 
fire, decreased comfort for residents and recreational users.  
 
The EIS fails to consider that the cooler, moister ambient conditions resulting from 
current tree cover indirectly do a great deal to stave off the increasing effects of climate 
change. The current project will create dryer, hotter ambient conditions in soil and air on 
more days along a wide swath of the East Bay ridgeline, on the UC Berkeley Campus and 
on Oakland hillsides. Additional projects envisioned by the City Of Oakland on public 
and private lands will compound these harmful effects. Vegetation removal on the scale 
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proposed will magnify the impact of two very dry winters and hasten and increase the 
detrimental impacts of global climate change. These impacts have secondary human 
health, safety and economic repercussions. 
 
In conclusion, the loss of the services that the targeted trees and groves currently 
provide—particularly in the areas of Water Resources, Air Quality, and Climate 
and Microclimate—are not sufficiently described and accounted for under the 
specific topic areas nor under Cumulative Impacts, and these issues cannot be 
adequately corrected through mitigations in the current EIS. 
 
 
Fire Danger – Flawed Comparisons, Assumptions  
 
The conclusion that favorably compares the ES.7.2 Proposed and Connected Actions  
with the ES 7.1 No Action Alternative is based on fundamentally flawed logic. The 
damage from logging operations and the lost watershed and ecosystem services under the 
ES.7.2 Proposed and Connected Actions would definitely occur within the 10 years of the 
project, and would last many decades. The harmful effects listed under No Action across 
many of the environmental impact categories, are based on the assumption of an equally 
definite single fire event simultaneously devastating the entire project area. In fact, 
disastrous wildfires have a relatively small statistical likelihood of occurring, and 

practically no likelihood of affecting the entire project area within the same 10-year 

span.  
 
So, while under the No Action Alternative qualitatively fire might cause significant 
damage to the environment at a given location if and when it occurred, the multi-agency 
vegetation removal proposal will quantitatively far exceed them in absolutely certain, 
immediate, long-lasting detrimental implications for the entire East Bay ridgeline 
environment from Richmond to Oakland. The purported comparison of effects from two 
scenarios with completely different probabilities is misleading and inappropriate. This 
flawed comparison invalidates the conclusion favoring ES.7.2 Proposed and Connected 
Actions over ES.7.1 No Action Alternative. 
 
Another major flaw is that the EIS assumes that the draconian changes to the East Bay 
Hills will actually reduce property damage or loss of life. Rare wildfires are a natural part 
of California’s landscape. Any desire to alter that regimen is unrealistic. Fire will 
undoubtedly continue to shape the East Bay ecosystem, with somewhat unpredictable 
ignition points and burn patterns. Burns may well ignite within urbanized areas of the 
hills, where the proposed vegetation reduction will have no benefits.  
 
In fact the proposals cannot offer any guarantees of lessening the danger, and in fact may 
contribute in multiple ways to raising the fire danger. Many work teams using diesel 
fueled and mechanized equipment to remove vegetation in and of itself represents a  
hazard. Deep layers of chipped wood could spontaneously combust during the 
decomposition process. And the reduced moisture levels and higher temperatures 
resulting from removal at this scale will undoubtedly worsen fire hazard.  

 71_Diermayer_Sonia 



It would be utterly foolhardy to voluntarily destroy vast portions of the well-
established natural system that provides the East Bay Hills with free air 
conditioning, moisture, slope stabilization, living watersheds and attractive, healthy 
recreational opportunities, and in doing so worsen the effects of climate change and 
fire danger, all under an assumption and a hope that it might prevent wildfire losses. 

 
I strongly urge FEMA to adopt the ES.7.1 No Action Alternative and reject the 
funding application, and I urge all the agencies involved to immediately abandon 
their implementation plans and seeking of funds for the proposed environmentally 
damaging suite of projects presented under ES.7.2 Proposed and Connected 
Actions!  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Sonia Diermayer 
Homeowner 
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From: Pierre Divenyi
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Connie Field
Subject: Against the deforestation of the Oakland CA hills
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 10:05:43 AM

As a resident of the Oakland-Berkeley hill area, I am thoroughly familiar with the hills and 
want to express my unmitigated opposition to the FEMA's deforestation plan. That plan has 
been drawn up without any consideration of its short-, medium-, and long-term 
environmental and social consequences. 

I strongly urge you to reconsider your plan and draw up a sensible alternative in 
collaboration with environmental, civil, and social agencies.

Dr. Pierre Divenyi
1029 Keeler Avenue
Berkeley CA 94708
510-289-5024

 74_Divenyi_Pierre 

mailto:pdivenyi@ccrma.stanford.edu
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:connie@clarityfilms.org


From: D Dorenz
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: re: non native tree removal in Berkeley"s Strawberry Canyon and surrounding hills
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 9:21:59 PM

As a Berkeley resident, I am writing to object to the removal of so many trees by UC
Berkeley in the Berkeley Hills. The rationale for this removal is supposedly fire
suppression so that native trees will grow there instead. 
It takes a long time for trees to grow after so many are chopped down and when
herbicides are used to prevent future growth. 

Native trees in the Strawberry Canyon area are suffering from the beatle -fungal
blight and so the natives, Oaks and Bay Laurel, are dying at an alarming rate. If you
want to see a fire hazard, all one has to do is walk the Strawberry Canyon trail to
see the dying trees which are skeletons of their former selves and make great food
for fires. What this means is that if the University really cared about fire suppression,
the University would cut those dead and almost dead NATIVE trees to prevent fires
there. This would be very sad, but truth is, they aren't thriving. Why does the
University think that natives will thrive in the Berkeley Hills when they have no
means to control this blight? I can see that the new growth of these native trees are
also infected.

Cutting down thousands of trees is harmful to the environment due to soil erosion
and the fact that the trees are no longer helping to create oxygen to purify our air.
We need those trees. In the areas where UC has already chopped down many trees,
they never replanted new ones. It is unsightly and worse: there is erosion that has
to be held back by tarps and other weird contraptions which are not very effective.
It would be a far healthier approach to thin the Eucalyptus trees to prevent fires and
leave the other non natives. But the University has a vendetta against non natives
that leads to bad policy: soil erosion and loss of our air purifiers when there is no
assurance that native trees can survive under the current environmental conditions
that make the beatle/fungus blight so pervasive and destructive. Please do not allow
this bad policy to proceed using FEMA funding. Thanks for your attention to this
matter.
Sincerely,
Dorothea Dorenz
1200 Neilson St. B
Bereley, Ca. 94706

-- 
Dorothea
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From: D.Prose
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: COMMENTS: DRAFT EIS FOR HAZARDOUS FIRE RISK REDUCTION
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 1:47:00 PM
Attachments: MontPines_1998_millar006.pdf

Dear FEMA EIS Staff,

I am strongly opposed to FEMA providing grants of any amount to the California
Emergency Management Agency so that subapplicants UC Berkeley, the City of
Oakland, and the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) can utilize the funds for
the fire risk reduction plan in question.  I strongly favor the no action alternative.

I have been a Bay Area resident since 1979 and have lived in Oakland very near the
lands to be treated for 20 years.  I am a geologist with familiarity of some of the key
issues involved in this matter.  My family and friends are frequent hikers along trails
that are currently within or near to the proposed treatment areas.  We find the
parks and UCB lands exceedingly beautiful and very comforting to visit.  The
diversity and high density of trees, including eucalyptus and Monterey pines, is
wonderful to us and is a highly valued part of living here in the East Bay.  

In my view, the vast reduction of trees and other vegetation, and application of toxic
pesticides proposed in over 100 project areas under this FEMA grant application:
1. is severe, heavy-handed, poorly planned, and politically-motivated.
2. will, after all the destruction and poisoning of the land, possibly increase the fire
risk in the region.
3. is highly experimental, scientifically controversial, and not at all based on
adequately tested fuel model analyses.
4. will needlessly destroy many hundreds of acres of highly productive land and
important wildlife habitat.
5. will leave very ugly, erosion-prone scars on the landscape, and dangerous
chemicals such that the enjoyment and use of these areas by myself and thousands
of other residents will be greatly impaired for many years to come.
6. will contribute to global warming at a critical time when government agencies
should be acting with utmost haste to combat this threat.
7. will increase cancer and other health problems in people and wildlife.
8. is motivated in part by people who very much despise the exotic tree species,
mainly eucalyptus, growing in the project areas, and who are attempting to have
public open space ecosystems 'engineered' more to their liking at all costs.

I do not mind whatsoever that many of the species of trees targeted for removal are
not native to this area. Those trees have become vital to the broader ecosystem's
health and are dear to most residents living here.  Only a small minority of residents
are pushing for the massive disruption of this ecosystem and are using fear tactics
and deception to further their cause.  One of the chief proponents of this tree
removal proposal is a citizen's group that stands to directly benefit financially by
receiving contracts to perform the treatments.

Monterey pine trees (Pinus radiata), one of the "bad guys" targeted for eradication,
is actually a native to this region if one looks back in time far enough, but still within
the modern climatic period called the Holocene (the last 11,000 years).  This species
should not be considered an exotic.  In fact, the California Native Plant Society once
recommended increasing the presence of this tree in the East Bay hills, as Joaquin
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RECONSIDERING THE CONSERVATION OF MONTEREY PINE 
' by Constance I. Millar 


ONTEREY PINE (Pinus radiata) is a well known 
and much loved rare endemic of California and 
Raja California. Over the past two million years, 


its distribution has fluctuated regularly in response to cli- 
mate change, Today, the species is contained in five small 
disjunct native populations: at Point AAo Nuevo, the Mon- 
terey Peninsula, and Cambria in central California, and 
two Mexican islands, Gedros and Guadalupe. Monterey 
pine has been the focus of increasingly urgent conserva- 
tion concern (Fremontia, 1997, vol. 25 no. 2), with the 
populations facing various onslaughts of human cause. 
For instance, the Cuadalupe Island population has long 
been threatened by goats introduced to the island in the 
late 1800s to provide meat for passing sailors. By 1978 
only 320 individual trees remained, and recent accounts 
indicate that many of these are now dead. The mainland 
California populations have faced impacts since the mid- 
twentieth century from land conversion and urbanization, 
genetic conwnat ion from non-local plantings (includ- 
ing naturalized stock from New Zealand), threats from 
native pathogens, especially western gall rust (Peridemium 
harknessii) and pine needle cast (Dothistrom pini), and 
fire suppression. Since 1986 threats to the mainland popu- 
lations have rapidly accelerated due to the appearance and 


spread of the lethal pitch canker fungal disease, caused by 
fisarium subglutinans formapini. Pitch canker has spread 
at an alarming rate, first through planted pines, and more 
recently in native stands, threatening to decimate Monterey 
pine forests within the next decade. 


The urgency to protect Monterey pine arises from sev- 
eral sources. As a dominant member of some closed-cone 
pine ecosystems, Monterey pine plays a keystone ecologi- 
cal role in these unique closed-cone California forests. 
The conservation biology community in California has 
focused considerable attention on the protection of native 
forests in their native habitat. In addition, the Monterey 
pine is an icon of the central California coast, framing 
beaches and creating dramatic coastal forest scenery. Last 
but not least, the Monterey pine is also an extremely 
important commercial species. In the United States its use 
is primarily for Christmas trees and horticulture, but inter- 
nationally it is a dominant crop for lumber and paper. Of 
the more than ninety species of pines in the world, Monterey 
pine is the most widely planted outside its' native range, 
and a primary timber species in New Zealand, Australia, 
and Chile. In New Zealand, for instance, Monterey pine 
accounts for one-twelfth of the country's gross domestic 
product, and one-eighth of its export receipts, a figure 


Native populations of the Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), shown here overlooking the Pacific Ocean at Monterey, grow at only five locations in the 
world. Photograph by the author. 







expected to triple within twenty-five years, In most of 
these countries, active breeding and tree-improvement 
programs are in place, Several studies have indicated that 
native populations in California are diverse geneticially. . 


By chance, however, original introductions of Monterey 
pine to these other countries were quite narrow geneti- 
cally, giving the diverse and unexplored gemplasm in the 
native California and Mexican populations inestimable 
value. Many of these countries have expressed urgency, 
commitment, and concern for conservation of native popu- 
lations, and are organizing programs of ex-situ conserva- 
tion (plantations and seed banks) in their own countries, 
fearing the loss of other native populations. This presents a 
twist to the more common situation in which northern 
countries call for consewation of a globally valued species 
in exploited southern ecosystems. With Monterey pine, 
we have an opportunity to demonstrate local stewardship 
of a rare species native to the northern hemisphere that has 
value widely in southern hemisphere countries. 


Current Conservation 


California populations of Monterey pine are the pri- 
mary target of conservation activities, although the most 
threatened population is that on Guadalupe Island. Prior to 
the 1990s conservation in California was conducted on a 
site-by-site basis through the efforts of local conservation 
groups and public agencies. With the increased threat 
from pitch canker, coordinated efforts are convening un- 
der the auspices of the Monterey Pine Pitch Canker Task 
Force of the California Forest Pest Council, and combined 
strategies for conserving the native populations and eco- 
systems are emerging, such as those prepared by the Cali- 
fornia Native Plant Society (CNPS) and the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFC). 


The focus of these efforts is captured in goals defined 
by the CNPSICDFG strategy (Fremntia, 1997, vol. 25 
no. 2) as "to conserve the full range of species and genetic 
diversity of the [Monterey pine] forest, to maintain a 
viable, self-sustaining ecosystem, and to improve and main- 
tain ecosys tem health, and to allow for economic growth." 
In these goals, both Monterey pine itself and its associated 
animals and plants and their habitats become the target for 
conservation. Three key aspects of the strategy are to 
identify relative priority of different sites for forest conser- 
vation areas, develop regulatory and planning strategies 
for protecting the forests, and develop an ecosystem man- 
agement program for improving and maintaining ecosys- 
tem health. This strategy began by evaluating sites within 
the Californian Monterey pine forests, defining priorities 
areas for conservation, and developing management strat- 
egies, such as natural community conservation planning 
(NCCP) and a coordinated management and planning 
(CRIMP) process. 


Activities to conserve Monterey pine are also under- 


way within the California Forest Pest Council program 
(Fremontia, 1997, vol. 25 no. 2). The action plan, ap- 
proved by the State Board of Forestry in 1996, identifies 
key management, research, and education priorities. These 
focus on reducing the threat to Monterey pine forests from 
pine pitch canker, including ways to protect native 
Monterey pine stands from the canker. Other conserva- 
tionists likewise have focused on preservation of large, 
unfragmented, genetically intact stands of native Monterey 
pine forest. 


Internationally, the value of Monterey pine and the 
importance of as yet unutilized natural genetic variation 
drive a conservation imperative in the forest industries of 
several countries. In every case the greatest desire is pro- 
tection of uncontaminated and pest-free Monterey pine in 
its native habitats. Back-ups (or alternatives, in the event 
of loss of a native population) include large and heteroge- 
neous germplasm collections outside the native range. In 
places where Monterey pine is subject to advanced breed- 
ing and fiber production, four types of genetic populations 
are maintained: base (or gene conservation populations), 
breeding populations, propagation or production popula- 
tions, and wood-producing populations. New Zealand and 
Australian breeders, for instance, are working to develop a 
standardized way for these four Monterey pine genetic 
groups to be managed in integrated and international ge- 
netic conservation programs. 


Over the past two hundred years Monterey pine has 
also been widely planted beyond its native range in Cali- 
fornia, In many coastal and near-coastal sites it has sur- 
vived and thrived following both direct planting and aerial 
seeding. In these non-native sites, Monterey pine is viewed 
in one of two ways. Where it is intentionally planted (for 
horticulture, erosion control, wind breaks), it is valued and 
protected. Where it has escaped cultivation and become 
naturalized, or where old plantations occur within the 
bounds of current wildlands or parks, it is viewed as an . 
invasive exotic weed. In these situations, Monterey pine 
has been aggressively removed through ecological resto- 
ration projects, such as at Jughandle State Reserve in 
Mendocino County. 


The general approaches to managing Monterey pine in 
California-focusing on maintenance and restoration of 
native populations and controlling or eliminating exotic 
stands-derive from basic tenets of conservation biology. 
In the case of Monterey pine they also rely on the wide- 
spread acceptance that the species is an evolutionary relict 
and that the five native populations are its last remnant 
occurrences. In this article I summarize new information 
on Monterey pine's evolutionary history and introduce a 
broader conceptual framework for conserving Monterey 
pine. With the possibility that Monterey pine will be 
petitioned for listing as a threatened or endangered species 
in the near future and conservation strategies formalized, 
it is vital to review the eco-evolutionary foundations of its 
biogeography with a fresh perspective. 
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Traditional Evolutionary Understanding 


Monterey pine and its close relative, bishop pine (Pinus 
muricata) have held the attention of California's preemi- 
nent paleontologists since the early 1900s. Many fossils, 
especially seed cones readily identifiable as mode13 closed- 
cone pines, have been collected over coastal California 
sites from Pt. Reyes to the Baja California border. These 
have been dated from the mid-Tertiary (about fifteen mil- 
lion years ago) to the early Holocene (1 1,000 years ago). 
The early Californian paleontologist Herbert iMason first 
thought that the present locations of Monterey and bishop 
pines, combined with the additional locations of fossil 
pines, provided evidence that the closed-cone pines evolved 
on Tertiary islands. Mason thus interpreted the present 
locations to be representative of distributions that had 
been fragmented throughout the history of the pines in 
California. 


The interpretation of Tertiary islands was challenged 
on several grounds by Daniel Axelrod. Spanning nearly 
six decades of work, Axelrod has added most of the 


Monterey pines (Pinus radiata) in the fog, Carmel Hill, Cannel. Photo- 
graph by William T. Follette. 


currently known fossil discoveries, and has developed 
much of the currently accepted early evolutionary and 
biogeographic interpretation. Using geoiogical, pins fos- 
sil, and associated floristic evidence, Axelrod has sug- 
gested that the California closed-cone pines originated in 
Central America from a diverse progenitor group whose 
ancestral member most resembled present-day Central 
American Pinus oocarpa. The closed-cone pines migrated 
to California about fifteen million years ago, by which 
time Monterey pine was a distinct species. The many 
coastal sites occupied by Monterey pine over the millen- 
nia, together with climate evidence, led Axelrod to infer 
that Monterey pine found favorable habitat widespread 
along the California coast. He inferred that the species 
continuously occupied widespread coastal distribution 
throughout the Pleistocene (the period of major ice ages, 
from 2.5 million years to 1 1,000 years ago). Axelrod 
postulated that the warm, dry period, which he called the 
Xerotherm-now commonly referred to as the Climatic 
Optimum or early Holocene warm period---of 4,000 to 
8,000 years ago, caused the extirpation of many Monterey 
pine populations and the break-up of continuous Monterey 
pine distribution. Because habitats were no longer widely 
available, Monterey pine's range was drastically reduced 
during this hot period, eventually to its five current sites, 
where local climate conditions allowed the species to 
persist through the Climatic Optimum. 


Revised Evolutionary Interpretations 


Recent advances in Quaternary science have led to 
remarkable breakthroughs in our understanding of earth's 
climate over the last two million years. High-resolution 
climate records, sometimes datable to individual years and 
extending hundreds of thousands of years into the past, 
have been developed from marine sediments and ice cores 
taken from the Atlantic, Pacific, and Arctic oceans. From 
shells of marine organisms and gases trapped in ice, reli- 
able indicators of temperature can be derived. These meth- 
ods provide, for the first time, a consistent and detailed 
yardstick for analyzing cycles of glacial and interglacial 
periods. These records reveal regular patterns of at least 
eleven ice ages (each of about 90,000 years duration) 
alternating with warm interglacials (each of about 10,000 
years duration) over the last million years. NotabIy, there 
is nothing particularly unusual about the current intergIa- 
cial, what we call the Holocene or modern period (the last 
11,000 years). For instance, the Climatic Optimum (Axel- 
rod's Xerotherm) appears to have had analogs in other 
interglacials, in that each interglacial period has a peak 
warm period that appears to be at least as warm as the early 
Holocene. In fact, the previous interglacial period ( I  1 1,000 
to 125,000 years ago) appears to have had peak tempera- 
tures at least two degrees C. warmer than the Climatic 
Optimum of our present interglacial (Holocene). The cores 
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reveal a wealth of information about shorter duration cli- 
mate periods as well, and have opened the door to under- 
standing complex cycles of climate that operate on thou- 
sand-year scales down to decadal, such as El Niiio inter- 
vals, The most striking pattem is one of regular fluctua- 
tions between cold and warm periods of several scales of 
duration. 


Pollen grains and other plant parts are often present in 
marine cores, as well as In sediment cores taken from 
terrestrial bogs and lakes. These can be identified taxo- 
nomically and provide detailed information about vegeta- 
tion response to historic climate changes at a scale hitherto 
unimagined. By and large, wherever cores are analyzed 
over long periods, changes in vegetation compositions and 
abundances are documented that correlate with regular 
fluctuations in climate. 


Recent data of this nature about past climates and 
vegetation in the California coastal area provide new in- 
sights into the history of Monterey pine. Cores from ma- 
rine sediments in the Santa Barbara Basin yield climate 
and vegetation information that record the same patterns 
and fluctuations in ice ages and interglacials that have 
been seen elsewhere in the world. When the data are put 
together, a more complete story for Monterey pine emerges 
than has been possible earlier, as follows. 


Over the last two million years, the distributional his- 
tory of Monterey pine-measured by total pollen abun- 
dance as well as by number of locations-appears to have 


I fluctuated regularly along the California coast. It was least 
abundant during full interglacials (i.e., the Holocene and 
previous interglacials), when oaks dominated coastal habi- 
tats, and was also uncommon during the cold periods of 
the glacials, when junipers dominated. Monterey pine, as 
well as other coastal pines, increased dramatically in abun- 
dance and shifted in coastal location during climate peri- 
ods intermediate between these extremes-that is, at times 
such as the end of the ice ages (climate warming), during 
"interstadial periods" (warmish intervals within the ice 
ages), and at the end of interglacials (climate cooling). 
Times of abundance of Monterey pine correlated also with 
increases in charcoal abundances in the sediment cores, 
corroborating that fire plays an important role in dispersal 
and spread of Monterey pines by opening cones and pre- 
paring seed beds. 


The picture that emerges from analysis of these long 
cores is one of Monterey pine as a species with a dominant 
"metapopulation" strategy. That is, its populations likely 
have been fragmented, small, and discontinuous through- 
out its history in California. During favorable climate in- 
tervals, populations expanded and colonized new sites, 
aided by fire, which increased also during these intervals. 
During unfavorable climates, Monterey pine populations 
contracted, some appear to have gone extinct, andlor shifted 
in location. There is no evidence that Monterey pine was 
ever widely or continuously distributed during the last two 
million years, nor that the warm Climatic Optimum of 


4,000 to 8,000 years ago (the Xerotherm, per Axelrod) was 
either unusual or the cause of even the most recent frag- 
mentation or range reduction. Records suggest that by the 
time the climate warmed to a peak in each interglacial 
period, pine populations had already contracted. That they 
were able to expand and colonize repeatedly when climates 
turned favorable testifies to their aggressive colonization 
ability, the importance of fire, and the topographic and 
edaphic variability of the California coast, which allows 
favorable spots for pine to persist during regularly adverse 
climate periods, and potential habitat for expansion during 
favorable periods. In short, Monterey pine appears to have 
existed in fragmented populations throughout its Quater- 
nary history in California, and thus to be adapted to small 
population sizes, to fluctuations in size, to colonizations of 
new locations, and even to local extirpations. 


Implications for Conservation 


This revised reconstruction of Monterey pine's his- 
tory provides a new foundation for conservation strate- 
gies of the species and its associated ecosystems. If Mon- 
terey pine has long existed in small, disjunct populations 
and if these have regularly shifted in location and size 
over the California coast in response to fluctuating cli- 
mates (i.e., metapopulation behavior), then it would be 
consistent to extend our conservation scope beyond areas 
occupied by the five current populations, which represent 
only a snapshot in time of Monterey pine's dynamic bio- 
geography. 


Given the nature of land use and development along the 
coast, Monterey pine is unlikely to be able to expand in the 
manner it might naturally. Areas not currently within its 
native range could be considered suitable habitats for 
Monterey pine conservation. Many of the areas where 
Monterey pine has naturalized along the coast coincide 
with fossil sites for the species. Several of these also 
currently contain associates that were to be found aligned 
with Monterey pine fossils (as well as with extant popula- 
tions), such as bishop pine, cypresses (Cupressus spp.), 
and several shrubs. In many of these coastal sites Monterey 
pine thrives. The naturalized sites that coincide with 
Monterey pine's historic range and include many of its 
historic associates could be considered candidate "neo- 
native'>opulations, that is, human-assisted sites for 
Monterey pine expansion and restoration. High priority 
areas would include the Point Reyes coast and vicinity, the 
San Francisco peninsula, Big Sur coast, many locations 
along the San Luis ObispolSanta Barbara coast, and coastal 
areas near San Diego. Such populations could be managed 
as new native populations, providing opportunity for ge- 
netic recombination, divergence, and adaptation. Sites that 
might be considered for conservation would be specifi- 
cally selected from among the many where Monterey pine 
grows. Historic habitat, current floristic composition, soils, 
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and fire regimes would be important elements determining 
which sites might be valued for conservation. 


Concerns that Monterey pine would displace native 
species in these areas may be allayed by the fact that 
because they are historically native sites, associated biotic 
controls (pathogens) are likely nearby, as conoborated by 
experience with planted pines. If the presence of Monterey 
pine in these communities causes shifts in other native 
plant diversities, these would likely be within the range 
expected based on natural dynamics of pine expansion and 
colonization under climates similar to those at present. 
The  maintenance of fire in pine ecosystems and the role it 
would play in pine expansion are also important to foster 
in both native and neo-native populations. 


The rationale for this expanded view of Monterey pine 
conservation comes from not just the identification of 
historic habitat, but the recognition that under current 
climate conditions Monterey pine would likely be expand- 
ing. Cooling climates of the late Holocene (the current 
period) relative to the early-mid Holocene are analogous 
to historic periods when Monterey pine extended in abun- 
dance and location along the California coast. Thus, it 
might be expected to naturally colonize new coastal sites 
and perhaps diminish in other areas. The fact that Monterey 
pine appears not to have expanded naturally during the last 
3,000 to 4,000 years, when the climate has been cooling, 
may relate to Native American land uses, chance events, 
or natural changes in opportunity for Monterey pine ex- 
pansion. In the last two hundred years, however, urban 
development, land conversion, and an attitude that natu- 
ralization outside the native range is undesirable, inhibit or 
seek to reduce natural population establishment of distant 
sites. Human activities often are accused of fostering un- 
wanted and disruptive invasion of species into native eco- 
systems. In the case of Monterey pine, however, inten- 
tional and accidental planting may be viewed as an assis- 
tance to Monterey pine in achieving conditions that natu- 
ral migration might have promoted. 


None of this should be interpreted as recommendation 
or license for allowing Monterey pine to diminish in any 
way at any of its present five locations. Nor does it imply 
that conservation activity shouldn't rightly focus on these 
areas. Further, this is absolutely not an argument that can 
be extended simplistically to other species that are acting 
as exotics. Because ginkgo grew in California fifty million 
years ago is not license to argue for its nativeness now. 
The unique history of Monterey pine, especially including 
its apparent rnetapopulation behavior, fluctuating range 
within a fluctuating climate history, and the recency and 
similarity of these past conditions to those of the present 
are some of the elements that make Monterey pine's case 
special. Outside its narrow (but larger than present) recent 
historic range, Monterey pine may well be treated as an 
inappropriate exotic. What is offered here is an appeal to 
expand the conservation strategy for Monterey pine in 
ways consistent with its eco-evolutionary behavior, and a 


plea to consider the dynamics of individual species9 histo- 
ries as much as static structure when developing conserva- 
tion plans. Ultimately, the choice of where to focus con- 
servation priorities is a social one. However, where con- 
servation approaches and goals attempt to ground their 
actions in evolutionary and ecological theory, then the 
present information may apply. Further, by better under- 
standing this species' evolutionary history and ecological 
behavior, we may better anticipate the results of our eon- 
servation actions, whether they seek to mimic natural 
dynamics or not. 
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EDITORIAL 


In this issue of Fremontia, Reid Moran provides readers 
with an account of his work on Guadalupe Island which 
is located 165 miles off the peninsula of Baja California. 
Reid's work, The Flora of Guadalupe, Mexico, Memoir 19, 
was published by the California Academ~: of Sciences in 
1996. His article will be of particular interest to those inter- 
ested in the flora of the Channel Islands. 


Connie Millar has contributed an article with an historic 
view of the distribution of Monterey pine in California 
which is part of her research on the origins of forests. Con- 
nie's perspective is particularly interesting in view of the 
current ravages of pine pitch canker on Monterey pine trees. 


Following the theme of exploration and historic per- 
spective, we present another chapter, the decade from 18 10- 
1820, of early explorations in California with an account 
taken from Susan Delano McKelvey's Botanical Explora- 
tion of the Trans-Mississippi West, 1790- 1850. 


And finally, Bob Ornduff, professor emeritus at the Uni- 
versity of California, Berkeley, provides readers with an 
account of the vegetational changes taking place at his study 
site where, in 1995, a disastrous fire occurred on Mount 
Vision in Point Reyes, Marin County. 


Phyllis M. Faber 


THE COVER: Cones of the Monterey pine (Pinus rudiatu) are typically closed but open with the heat of fire or long summer days. Drawings 
are by C.L. Taylor in Forpest Trres of the Pacific Slopr by G.B. Sudworth. 







Miller did, because it has become a very rare endemic species in its native west
coast range largely due to development (reference article is attached).   

Several years ago, EBRPD conducted a horrific Monterey pine tree and eucalyptus
removal project in Redwood Park along East Ridge Trail, cutting hundreds of medium
and large diameter trees in the name of hazardous fire risk reduction.  The project
was a failure in many respects.  The removal of the tree canopy triggered a very
vigorous and highly flammable growth of thistle, poison oak, grass, broom, and
other fast-growing species, now requiring intensive, on-going pesticide application,
as well as manual clearing that will continue indefinitely.  Understory control was
only minimally required before this treatment.  Some "native" oaks and bay trees
are growing in the cleared areas but very slowly and in far lower densities than
treatment proponents claimed would occur, and these species will offer no increased
protection from fire than the Monterey pines.  Furthermore, huge amounts of highly
toxic Garlon were sprayed on cut tree stumps right up to the edge of highly-used
park trails, a terribly abusive and dangerous practice by the park staff.  Warning
signs, when posted at all, were only left on site for a few days and were quite
ignored by many young children, dogs, and of course wildlife.  What will the impact
be on those exposed to the chemicals?  We will probably never know.  What is the
impact on the enjoyment of the park after this destructive project?  It will never be
known quantatively, either, but I can tell you that I have lost interest in visiting this
trail and so have many other people who once cherished this park.  For many East
Bay residents, it has been ruined aesthetically and the fire risk has not been
decreased.

I believe that a similar fate awaits the lands, people, and wildlife in the project areas
if the highly experimental treatments proceed as proposed in this EIS.

There is a far greater threat confronting the residents of the East Bay hills and those
of us who live below the ridges on the alluvial plain alongside San Francisco Bay,
and that is the threat of a major earthquake.  Such a quake, predicted to occur very
soon, will cause far more destruction and loss of life than a wildfire ever will.  THIS
IS A RISK WE ALL CHOOSE TO TAKE BY LIVING HERE.  Yet no one is calling for
severe measures to interfere with nature and attempt to lessen the danger that the
Hayward Fault presents to us.  At least not today; Edward Teller, one of the creators
of the hydrogen bomb, did in fact strongly advocate using nuclear explosions placed
within fault zones to release stored seismic energy and thereby make fault zones
"safer."  Luckily, his idea, now seemingly ludicrous, was never accepted or applied!
 So we guard against the earthquake hazard by strengthening our buildings and
infrastructure and by being prepared to take mitigative measures when the quake
does come.  In a similar way, people living in the hills region, a region historically
visited by fire, can take effective measures to defend their property against fire and
be prepared.  FEMA should not support a highly experimental, highly destructive tree
removal project that negatively impacts entire ecosystems and millions of people,
and possibly exposes thousands of East Bay residents to a greater fire risk in the
end.

Again, I urge FEMA to not fund the proposal and elect the NO ACTION
ALTERNATIVE.

Sincerely,
Doug Prose
470 Cavour St.
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Oakland, CA 94618
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From: Mary Doyle
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: comment on the East Bay Hills
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 5:17:39 PM

Hello,

I have been a resident of Berkeley for 28 years and am deeply concerned about the 
plans to eradicate so many trees in the East Bay Hills.   A graduate of UC Berkeley  I 
have studied ecology and plant biology and am deeply concerned about the removal 
of so many trees and the use of herbicides to suppress further growth.  I have seen 
the failure of this plan in Claremont Canyon where many trees were eradicated and 
left on the ground.  I commute daily by areas of clear cut where low growing shrubs 
have grown, increasing fire danger.   There is no plan or money for replacing native 
grasses so the resulting destruction will only increase fire danger.  Thinning trees is 
the reasonable solution.

I ask that FEMA revise its Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement regarding 
reducing the risk of fire in the East Bay Hills. 
The draft EIS as it now stands poses too 
many risks to our watershed, to wildlife 
habitat, to the carbon sequestration of trees, 
and to the ecosystem itself. Also, it is 
detrimental to community character, to the 
aesthetic look and overall feel of the human 
community. The draft EIS especially in the 
UC Berkeley area would increase the risk of 
fire instead of reducing it.  

FEMA must revise its Draft EIS to use 
alternative methods to reduce the risk of fire. 
The use of herbicides should be forbidden, 
especially the planned semi-annual 
applications. Thinning dense groves, and 
clearing the debris from the understory 
would be far more effective. Funding this 
more moderate method is far preferable to 
funding applications of toxic herbicides.

Thank you sincerely for listening to the voice 
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of our local community

Mary Doyle
Resident of Berkeley
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From: Rick Drain
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: No clear-cut
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 5:30:04 PM

I'm astonished.
Clear-cutting canyons is an absurd over-reaction. Trying to keep the
areas clear by poisoning them periodically (forever?) is utterly absurd.

I'm not sure what part is worst. The poison? The landslide risk? The
destroyed habitat?

Why not propose something more sensible? Try adding a few fire roads
for emergency access (and everyday hiking) and thinning the
vegetation where needed. Extend water mains into the area to provide
quicker response by firefighters. There are so many positive
alternatives. How could you propose something so simple-mindedly destructive?

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Rick Drain      Rick@Ricks-Cafe.net     http://www.ricks-cafe.net

"Do what you can, with what you have, where you are."

                                         - Theodore Roosevelt
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From: Richard Drechsler
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Tree-felling Comment
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:25:01 PM

Dear Sir/Madam FEMA official,

I am writing to register my opposition to your plan to destroy thousands of trees in the
communities of the east San Francisco Bay area. I support the "No Project" alternative of
your EIR because it is healthier for the environment and for the people and animals who rely
on the current arborial habitat.

I look to science, experts and government to provide an example for me and my neighbors
on which to base beliefs and guide behavior with respect to the treatment of the natural
world.

Years ago I learned from the government how increases in global temperature can produce
disastrous effects upon the habitat on which all organisms rely. 

I have been informed by the U.S. Forest Service about how the amount CO2, (the gas that
causes increased temperatures) is reduced and sequestered by the (relatively small number of)
trees in the city where  I live. Precisely the same species of trees that you plan to destroy
stores 196,000 tons of CO2 and sequesters an additional 5,200 tons every year. Further, these
trees remove 260 tons of pollution yearly.

I'm not sure how these statistics precisely translates to the tens of thousands of trees that
FEMA proposes to destroy in towns located  across the bay from me, but your plan delivers a
very clear message to an impressionable public. That message is that "Climate Change" is
NOT  a very important phenomena or great threat to society or nature.

I also wonder if this decision and your concern about fire will act as a precedent for other
areas of the country. Will fires fueled annually by other species of trees in Southern
California make this area your next target? What about Colorado where 500 houses were
recently destroyed by wildfire? Will FEMA propose to destroy the forest in this state also?

In general the San Francisco Bay area is  very safe when it comes to forest fires, partially
because of the moisture and cooling affect of the trees themselves. Although we can benefit
from lessons learned from the Oakland fire that occurred over 20 years ago, we should not
use it to generate arcane catastrophic theory designed to scare people. 

There has not been such a disaster either before or after 1991.This is a fact that should be
make people feel grateful, not threatened.

Sincerely,

Richard Drechsler
S.F,  CA
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From: Robyn Duffy
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Oakland & Berkeley Hills
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 8:52:57 PM

Dear Fema,

It is with great frustration and sadness that I write to you. You have always been an
organizational that is supposed to be helpful to people, yet what you are proposing for our
beautiful hills is beyond belief. I take walks in the Oakland and Berkeley Hills 2-3 times a
week. I don't always like living in the city so these natural areas provide me with peace and
natural beauty. I understand that some clearing may need to happen but not to the extent that
is being suggested. 

As a registered nurse, I am also greatly concerned about the mass amounts of herbicides that
will be dumped into our environment. Public health should be of utmost concern but when I
read the current proposal it's almost as if the health of people doesn't matter. Think of the
impacts to our health and our children's future health. More and more diseases such as
asthma are linked to chemical exposure and poor air quality. This proposal would potentially
contribute to both. 

Please consider: 

Greenhouse gas implications from cutting down so many trees. 
Risk of herbicide exposure
Loss of shade canopy
Air quality
Increased fire danger

Please rework the plan so that it is something safe, effective, environmentally beneficial, and
keeps the natural beauty of our most beloved area. 

Thank you for your consideration!

-Robyn Duffy, BSN, RN
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From: Indigo Dutton
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: (EIS) on proposed hazardous fire risk reduction activities in the East Bay Hills
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 8:45:32 PM

Hello,

I understand this is the email address to submit public response to this proposal. I own a home on
McBryde Ave. facing the proposed area for tree clearing and burns.  It appears that under your plan,
most of the tree filled view we now see of Wildcat Canyon Park will turn to wood chip ground cover,
grass (weeds) and "islands" of shrubbery. There would be regular fires over 10 months burning some of
what has been cut. The wind break would be gone, so we could expect even stronger winds coming off
the canyon than we already experience, which is considerable even now. And we would encounter
more soil erosion with the trees no longer "rooting" the soil. The Roundup spraying would also be done
right above the Creek that flows through the area, a creek that dogs drink from and children splash
around in. 

With the ground covered in drying wood chips instead of trees holding moisture and capturing fog to
add even more moisture to the area, we could expect more fires. With no wind break, we could expect
the fires to coming roaring into the residential areas where we live.

This is a very bad fire reduction plan, as it is likely to lead to more and worse fires. 

A much better idea would be to simply think out the foreign trees that are here and instead of spraying
pesticide, plant native trees to take the place of each tree removed. There should be no net change in
the number of trees protecting the canyon, which already experiences a great deal of soil movement
and wind. Home values will plummet in this area if this plan goes forward. I for one will definitely be
selling my home and moving far away. I have no intent of experiencing a year of "controlled burns" only
to be left more vulnerable to wild fires in the area, not to mention the loss of privacy once the now tree
filled area becomes open expanses looking right into our homes from public land. I find it difficult to
imagine what impact was considered on the residents of the area when this plan was devised.  For
surely it not only does not improve anything, but levies considerable harm upon current and future
residents. Please revise. FEMA is known for indisputably good works, not destroying neighborhoods.
Let's not change that.

Sincerely,
Indigo Dutton
5881 McBryde Ave.
Richmond, CA
510-859-3295

 83_Dutton_Indigo 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 122

mailto:iodutton@gmail.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov


From: Eileen Cohen
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment on Draft EIS for Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Projects in East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:47:38 PM

To whom it may concern:

This is a comment on FEMA Draft EIS for the University of California,
City of Oakland Oakland, and East Bay Regional Park District proposed
vegetation management projects in the hills in the East Bay Hills in
Northern California. I am a Berkeley resident and homeowner (since 1994).

I believe that the Draft EIS does not adequately take account of the
impacts on humans, other animals, climate, and vegetation in the areas
concerned and is therefore unacceptable. For the following specific
reasons I ask that you with draw and rework the EIS.

The EIS:

- Does not meet its own stated goal of reducing flame lengths to 2 feet.
The proposed treatments will result in an environment with flame lengths
of between 14 feet and 69 feet, based on the same data set that was used
to construct the EIS. This flame length is worse than what could be
expected with the trees that exist currently.

- Does not adequately address the effects of these projects on
greenhouse gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon
sequestration capacity. The analysis not only uses an inappropriate
baseline, but also fails to adequately consider the loss of ongoing
carbon sequestration that will result from these projects.

- Does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the
herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you retract the EIS
and rework it to fully consider all the implications of the expected
herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock,
broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of the loss
of shade canopy.

- Does not adequately analyze reasonable alternatives proposed for fire
risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and
far more effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to
consider them.

- Does not adequately analyze the effects on air quality resulting from
the proposed plan.

- Relies on a fire model that is fundamentally flawed in that it
compares the risk of the current environment with the environment that
will exist the day after 100,000+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless
comparison, as the EIS does not specify any means by which the project
proponents will maintain the environment in this condition. Because of
this, shortly after the projects are completed the fire danger will
begin to increase

- Provides no evidence that eucalyptus are more flammable than low scrub
oak and bay

- Doesn't include plans for removing flammable debris
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- Doesn't take account of the small and large animals that live in
Strawberry and Claremont Canyons, and of what will happen to each
species during and after tree removal

- Doesn't indicate what will be done with all the understory of shrub,
scrub oak, bay, mountain ash when shade from the large trees is gone and
the trees no longer condense the fog.

- Doesn't consider meaningful past history. (Why did Angel Island begin
to burn only in 2004, 2005, and 2008 -- long after the eucalyptus had
been cut down in 1990-1996? What had replaced them?)

Thank you for your consideration,

Eileen Cohen
2162 North Valley St.
Berkeley, CA 94702

 85_Cohen_Eileen 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 124



From: M.V. Eitzel
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments on proposed plan to cut trees in East Bay
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 10:37:18 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a graduate student at Berkeley in Environmental Science, Policy,
and Management.  I work on forest modeling in the Sierra Nevada, Coast
Ranges, and Sierra Foothills.

As a Bay Area native who grew up during the oakland hills fire, I am
glad to hear that there are plans for reducing fire risk in the hills,
and I am in favor of at least some cutting of eucalyptus due to high
fire risk.  I also understand that herbicide is necessary to prevent
resprouting.

I have two concerns, however.

1) I am worried about the assumption that oaks and other native tree
species will repopulate these areas without any assistance.  We still
don't concretely know what causes slow or no oak recruitment, and it
is quite likely that we'll get lots of shrubs (some of those
non-native too, in particular scotch broom) growing in cleared places
in a way that might not allow a forest to come back. There needs to be
a plan for replanting or preventing broom invasion.

2) Fire-proofing homes and maintaining defensible space may be even
more important than the species surrounding homes.  I think a better
use of FEMA money might include homeowner assistance in managing
vegetation around the home, in combination with some treatment of the
wildlands.  As a homeowner myself, I understand the cost and
difficulty in managing trees and other vegetation around my home.
Definitely awareness needs to be raised about fire risk for individual
homeowners.

Thank you for your time,

Melissa Eitzel
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
PhD Candidate
UC Berkeley Environmental Science, Policy, and Management
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From: Emily Lundberg
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: 85,000 Trees in the East Bay
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 7:00:47 AM

The trees in Strawberry and Claremont Canyon have been there for decades and hardly constitute a "hazard." But pouring 1400 gallons of

herbicide on the currently pristine hills will create a real hazard, and UC Berkeley even plans to use the highly toxic herbicide "Roundup" to

squelch the return of non-native vegetation.

These projects are more likely to increase the risk of wildfires  than to reduce that risk.

     By distributing tons of dead wood onto bare ground

     By eliminating shade and fog drip which moistens the forest floor, making ignition more likely

     By destroying the windbreak that is a barrier to wind driven fires typical of wildfires in California

     By expanding the oak-bay woodland being killed by Sudden Oak Death, thereby adding more dead wood

*  These projects will damage the environment by releasing hundreds of thousands of tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere from the

destroyed trees, thereby contributing to climate change.

*  These projects will endanger the public by dousing our public lands with thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides.

*  Erosion is likely on steep slopes when the trees are destroyed and their roots are killed with herbicides.

*  Non-native vegetation such as broom, thistle, and hemlock are more likely occupants of the unshaded, bared ground than native vegetation

which will not be planted by these projects.

*  Prescribed burns  will pollute the air and contribute to the risk of wildfire, endangering lives and property.

*  These projects are an inappropriate use of the limited resources of the Federal Emergency Management Agency which are for the expressed

purpose of restoring communities destroyed by disasters such as floods and other catastrophic events and preparing communities for anticipated

catastrophic events.  Most of the proposed projects in the East Bay are miles away from any residences.

These public lands belong to us and the money that will be used to implement these projects is our tax dollars -- do not cut down those

trees!

Emily E. Lundberg, 

1500 Park Ave., Emeryville, CA 94608
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June 2, 2013 

DECEiV ~~~\ n JUN 1 , 2013 u
BY: _____ _ 

 

18 Pearce Street 
Petaluma, Ca . 
94952 

Dear People, 

Remove those trees and you' ll have greatly increased erosion potential. The understory you 
claim exists in a suppressed state will be destroyed by the overstory removal when large logs 
and brush is skidded to landings. There are other ways to reduce fire potential through removal 
of fuel ladders and reduction in debris on the ground using small skid steer loaders. The Park 
Service reduces stocking in Marin through repeated thinning going from 400 stems per acre to 
100 stems acre. Complete eradication of the overstory is expensive and unnecessary. Thin out 
the stands carefully using methods that preserve and protect residual trees and you will reduce 
wildfire potential. 

By the way the State Parks removed 90% of their eucalyptus on Angel Island and still had a very 
large wildfire burn a lot of the island. The fire burned with great intensity in the pyrophytic 
native chaparral and coastal sage scrub. Are you sure you won't be creating an "Angel Island 
Scenario" for the future in your East Bay Tree Removal Plan? 

Don't spend money unwisely. Get your money to the state of Oklahoma and the TriState areas 
of New York, Connecticut and New Jersey. 

Sincerely, 
Peter Ehrlich 

Son~unt~ia 

tX~
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From: Jenny Falcon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FUNDING FOR TREE REMOVAL
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 9:14:30 AM

Dear FEMA,

I am opposed to the plans for tree removal in the Oakland/Berkeley area. I believe it will
disrupt a fragile ecosystem, add toxic herbicides to the environment and displace all types of 
flora and fauna.

The trees in this area are a part of our history that should be preserved and appreciated.
 People start fires, not 
trees.

This taxpayer money would be better spent doing seismic retrofitting of older buildings in the
area, especially
for low income people.

I am an Oakland fire survivor who lost family in the 1991 firestorm.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Falcon
4068 Everett Ave
Oakland CA 94611
510-482-2115
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From: Bob Flasher
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Input on East Bay Fuelbreak Hazardous Risk Reduction
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 3:04:54 PM

 

FEMA.

Please take the following into consideration when deciding whether or not to fund the fire
risk reduction in the east bay hills.

RECOMMENDATION TO SUPPORT A MORE CREATIVE OPTION THAT WILL REALLY MAKE A
DIFFERENCE FOR HAZARDOUS FIRE RISK REDUCTION ACTIVITIES IN THE EAST BAY HILLS.
SHORT OF THAT, THE “NO ACTION” ALTERNATIVE IS THE MOST SENSIBLE COURSE OF
ACTION.

I was a member of the original EBRPD crew that cut the east bay fuelbreaks in the 1970s.  I
have come to believe that this was a mistake.  It would be an even bigger mistake to throw
more money at the fuelbreaks at this point.  Since then, I have been a Ranger/Wildland
Firefighter and was one of the firefighters at the 1991 Tunnel Road Fire. This fire reminded
me of the ones I saw as a kid growing up in LA, where east-wind-driven fires leapt 12-lane
freeways and burned all the way to the Pacific. While I was on the 1991 fire with my crew,
looking at the path of the fire, I said, “If the wind doesn’t stop, this fire will burn all the
way to the bay.”  Fortunately, the wind stopped and we were able to extinguish the blaze.

Background from the perspective of a wildland/urban interface firefighter:  Since the first
FEMA grants in the 1970s, the EBRPD, City of Oakland, and UCB have collectively spent
over $50 million to maintain the fuelbreaks. This is money that could otherwise have been
spent maintaining our public parks, providing healthy outdoor recreational experiences,
hiring the unemployed to do vegetation management on the urban interface, and
increasing public safety services. The three agencies are hoping that FEMA will once again
throw money at the problem like they did in 1973. But the proposed logging, herbiciding,
goat grazing, and prescribed burning will actually do little to make the urban interface
safer. In fact, the 10 years of follow-up herbiciding with Garlon or Roundup will make it
way unhealthier for people and wildlife.

Historic perspective:  Since 1923, 15 large fires have burned through the east bay hills.  In
total, they burned over 9000 acres, over 3600 homes, and took 26 lives.  The 1991 Tunnel
Road fire was responsible for most of this, destroying 3000 homes and taking 25 lives.  The
real issue with large wildfires is that they occur when Diablo winds are blowing from the
east at 40-60 mph.  These fires are impossible to stop until the wind dies.  No fuelbreak
will protect the urban interface from these wind-driven fires.  All the current FEMA
proposal will accomplish is a temporary reduction in vegetation, the application of diesel-
based carcinogenic and mutagenic herbicides over close to 1100 acres of parklands, the
erosion of topsoils by goats grazing on steep slopes afterwards, the destruction of habitat
for dozens of native animal species, and the creation of a false sense of security.

When the fuelbreaks were first developed, they were a well-intentioned mistake.  The
“dead” eucalyptus trees were still alive and re-sprouted months after the original FEMA
monies were being spent to log them off.  If the trees had been allowed to remain, and the
forest managed similar to those in Australia, we wouldn’t have the need for the current
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request. The trees would have continued to shade the ground, preventing the current
growth of flammable chaparral communities.  Fog drip from the eucalyptus would keep the
understory moist and fire-resistant. The forest floor could then have been burned
periodically before the eucalyptus duff reached dangerous levels, as they do “down
under.”  This could be done on a rotating basis at times of the year when the maximum
species of wildlife would be protected and citizens would breathe the least amount of
smoke.  If we had taken this course, the homes in the nearby fire zones would be safer
today.

Bottom line: The current FEMA grant proposal requests funds for fuelbreak maintenance
that will provide close to zero protection during the Diablo wind events that lead to the
most catastrophic fires in the East Bay hills. During normal weather conditions, these
fuelbreaks basically only protect the parks from fire—not local homes and business
districts. There are several other significant problems with the current proposal:

·       The current proposal is to remove exotic trees, many of which provide significant
wildlife habitat for many species of raptors, songbirds, rodents and amphibians. 
The rodents in particular, form the basis of the food chain that supports many other
species of significant wildlife that the parks have pledged to protect.

·       Removal of trees allows sunlight to reach the ground, which in turn leads to the
growth of very flammable grassland and chaparral communities filled with
undesirable invasive weeds—not wonderful natives that magically recruit
themselves as stated by the three agencies.  These plant communities, as well as re-
sprouting eucalyptus and acacia trees, require regular controlled burns or repeated
application of toxic herbicides to prevent re-sprouting, the first of which harms air
quality and the second of which violates the EBRPD’s IPM policy, pollutes topsoil in
our parks, and is toxic to wildlife. Why propose a plan that will lead to the
application of herbicides to over 11 miles of fuelbreak in public parks?

·       The increase in acreage of the fuelbreaks being proposed will actually lead to a
greater percentage of park, city and university revenues spent to maintain them.
This will inevitably deplete monies that would otherwise be spent on more
important services like sanitation, recreation, education and public safety.

Alternative:  I recommend that FEMA choose a middle course, one that makes sense
financially, ecologically, and realistically.  An option that is not being offered, but which
would really improve safety—instead of just giving the appearance of doing so—would be
to spend FEMA monies to help homeowners retrofit their homes and cut down unnecessary
flammable vegetation on their property.

Other essential improvements might include:

·       undergrounding of utilities along the main arteries that could serve all areas of east
bay cities as escape routes during an emergency; decent escape routes would have
saved most of the lives lost in 1991.

·       creating a firefighter reserve force to augment current staffing and fill in for
vacancies created by leaves of absence; more available firefighters might be able to
stop small fires before they grow or at least “babysit” fires that have been
controlled so they don’t burst into flame the next morning and destroy lives and
homes

·       encouraging citizens to take CERT classes to merit neighborhood disaster cache
supplies, particularly in underserved neighborhoods; this will bring more focus to
preparing in advance for disasters
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·       providing economic incentives that encourage homeowners in the fire zones to
install double-paned windows, Class A roofing, and remove unnecessary vegetation;
defensible homes are way more essential than removing forests in enabling control
of wildfires and protection of lives

·       implementing some combination of widening narrow, winding streets in the fire
zone, requiring off-street parking, or installing “no parking” signs along one side of
these streets to allow access by emergency vehicles and egress during evacuations

As citizens pointed out at the public meetings, we choose to live next to the parks in a
state famous for its earthquakes.  Why should FEMA and nationwide taxpayers pay for the
risks we have voluntarily decided to take?  But if money were to be spent, fire-proofing
properties, setting limits on vegetation allowed in urban interface fire zones, and creating
safe escape routes are the only hope of slowing the destruction of these catastrophic fires
and allowing safe and efficient evacuation of citizens. Saving lives is way more important
than throwing money at fuelbreaks that have very limited utility, provide a false sense of
safety, and have many toxic, negative side-effects.

 

Bob Flasher

Former Ranger/Wildland Firefighter with EBMUD and EBRPD

California Facilitator of Firewise Communities

Current member of Berkeley’s Disaster & Fire Safety Commission

Member of EBRPD’s Fuelbreak  Crew from 1973-1977

 

(All the above are provided as information; I am providing my own perspective with this
letter)
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5 June, 2013 

EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX 
PO Box 723379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579

I would like to take a minute to voice my concerns over the proposed clear cutting 
of nonnative trees and use of pesticides as a means to reduce the threat of wildfires in 
Strawberry Canyon and adjacent areas in the Oakland and Berkeley Hills . 

My initial thoughts on this proposed plan is that it's very extreme. While I can 
understand the concern surrounding overgrown forested areas near homes, the UC 
Berkeley campus and research facilities , this recommended plan of action seems to 
ignore key features of sane, safe and sustainable forestry. The overly liberal use of 
pesticides, the apparent misunderstanding of how how forests and an imals adapt to 
invasive species and the threat of erosion are the main points I'd like to address. 

First, as far as the use of pesticides, I've read different figures regarding the 
amount of pesticides that will be used to prevent nonnative trees and brush from 
growing again. But the one thing these different figures have in common is that they are 
all absurdly high. Dumping tens to hundreds of thousands of gallons of herbicide in the 
proposed areas poses a grave threat to the wildlife who make their homes in these 
regions. Moreover, in an era where pesticide use has been proven to contribute to the 
massive loss of vital insect and amphibian populations and is being fiercely debated in 
other parts of the state and the country (i.e. the ongoing debate over the role of 
herbicides in the collapse of key bee colonies), this liberality with highly toxic chemicals 
seems very short sighted . The sheer numbers are mind numbing. Dumping these large 
amounts of herbicide could have larger unintended consequences affecting local animal 
and human food chains and industry in ways we cannot grasp at present. 

Secondly, the plan to destroy nonnative species is in itself flawed , as it fails to 
account for how plant and animal species adapt to 'invasive' species over time. While in 
general I support conservation efforts to preserve and restore Native California plant 
and animal species, I also believe these efforts needed to be guided by reason . In the 
areas where the proposed tree removal will take place, plant and animal species have 
been adapting for at least a couple centuries . This change commenced with the advent 
of the first Spanish settlers and continues to this day. For the most part this adaptation 
has been a gradual process, working over long periods of time. Suddenly gutting the 
forest of nonnative trees and toxifying the forest to ensure their ultimate death would be 
a much more sudden and dramatic change that, again , could alter these tenuous 
ecosystems in ways we can't predict. More importantly, it would upset the balance 
adapting species have patiently pursued over the last couple centuries by destroying 
key habitats. 

Lastly, the plan as it stands seems to assume that, once trees and plants are 
removed , the earth and soil will just of its own accord stay put. Forests and hillsides are 
in a constant state of flux, and it's often only the deep network of a healthy forest that 
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keeps a hillside from sliding. The plan as it stands would be like an architect deciding to 
suddenly rip up the foundations of a structure without any sort of contingency. We'd all 
agree that such a contractor had lost his mind. While this analogy may not play out in 
the short term, in the long term the proposed plan is essentially as crazy. Even the 
slight contingency written into the proposal doesn't seem to account for the fact that 
forests and hillsides are mobile, living entities and not static, and so take very little 
account of the possibilities of drastic erosion and hill slides over longer periods of time. 

There's more I object to in the proposal but these are the salient points. I also 
firmly believe that all the objectives sought after - as far as reducing the danger of wild 
fires - could just as easily be obtained by more traditional forestry methods, without 
resorting to the mass destruction that herbicides would undoubtedly wreak upon these 
natural resources. 

Thank you, 

Sam Foster 
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From: Jamey Frank
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills EIR
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 5:14:34 PM

Pleasd do not fund a futile Native Plant restoration project that will only increase the fire hazard by:

Destroying the wind-break;
Converting living trees into dead fuel on the ground;
Reducing landscape moisture from fog drip during the summer; and
Encouraging the growth of more-flammable plants.
It will also use thousands of gallons of toxic pesticides on steep hillsides where they can get into the
watershed. It will release carbon emissions on a huge scale. This project is not only environmentally
destructive, it is a waste of funds that should be used to actually reduce hazards, not increase them.

Approve the No Project alternative.

Sincerely,

--Jamey Frank, San Francisco
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From: Rasjidah Franklin
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Rasjidah Franklin; Carole Swain
Subject: Deforestation in Oakland Hills
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 8:46:44 AM

This proposed project is unacceptable.  We moved to the Oakland hills in order to live in a forest and
enjoy the wildlife which lives in it.   The deforestation project you propose will ruin the beauty of the
area, destroy the environment which supports deer, owls, coyotes , foxes and numerous other species,
will promote mud slides which will endanger my home and will poison our groundwater.   Please stop
your disastrous plan to rape our hills!

Dr. Rasjidah Franklin
6421 Heather Ridge Way
Oakland, Calif 94611

Sent from my iPad
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From: Nicholas Galloro
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public Comment
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 6:36:27 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am interested in removing the Eucalyptus trees from the East Bay Hills and East
Bay Area because  they constitute a clear and dangerous fire hazard.
However, I do not agree with the use of pesticides to stop them from resprouting.
First, these pesticides are hazards to people and native species. Second, hiring
workers  to manage the sprouts either by destroying the stumps or pulling up the
sprouts would give jobs to many people who are sorely in need of work. I only see a
need for herbicides in  those areas that are too steep to be reached by people.
 
Sincerely yours,
Nicholas Galloro
2122 Sacramento St.
Berkeley, CA 94702
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From: Mauricio Garzon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Re: East Bay Hills Environmental Impact Statement
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 12:07:57 AM

I would like to attach this reference to my opposition to the FEMA proposal for EBH
fire mitigation as currently outlined:

April 25, 2013 (Reuters) - Heavy use of Roundup, could be linked to a range of health problems
and diseases, including Parkinson's, infertility and cancers, according to study.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/04/25/roundup-health-study-
idUSL2N0DC22F20130425

On Mon, May 27, 2013 at 8:54 PM, Mauricio Garzon <mxgarzon@gmail.com> wrote:
I would like to express my strong opposition to the FEMA proposal for EBH fire
mitigation as currently outlined.  The plan presents an excessive use of herbicides
for this area.  there is significant concern about the toxicity of glycophosphate not only
for myself and my dog, but for the various creatures and kids that use the land as their sanctuary.

There has been insufficient notice to the public about this plan.  I hike the hills
several times a week and have just started hearing about it, and I can tell you
there are many, many people who are outraged they have not been notified about
this in time to attend the public hearings.

If you move ahead with this plan as is, you're going to have an outpouring of
anger from the community as people become aware of the proposal.

Fire mitigation can be achieved with alternative methods, which have been posted
online and will be much less destructive and poisonous to the parkland many of us
consider our sanctuary and public treasure.
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From: Gelles R.
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Tree Removal in Oakland and Berkeley hills
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 12:24:11 PM

It is with disbelief that I read of the program to remove the trees in the Strawberry
and Claremont canyons.  This type of removal will destroy the natural beauty which
anyone who travels in these areas loves.  If there are fire hazards, selective cutting
would be an appropriate approach.

To put over a thousand gallons of Roundup insecticide on the ground will contribute
to soil sterility.  Why on earth would 2 feet deep wood chips be deemed appropriate
to avoid erosion - the chips will simply move down the hill and erosion will only be
delayed on all hillsides.  

As a UCB graduate, I am ashamed that the Forestry Department hasn't come up
with a better solution.

Please stop this ill conceived plan to destroy ecologically established habitats -  an
area enjoyed by thousands yearly and millions over the years.

Kate Gelles
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From: paul gilbert
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Gilbert,  Jaine M
Subject: restoration of ancient redwood habitat
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 8:07:52 PM

Dear U.C.,
 
According to the east bay express there are no plans to replant redwoods after the large
scale removal of non-native trees in the strawberry canyon area.
 
It is a fact the redwood groves create their own eco-system. Please start mapping the area
for the best physical geography , within the affected area , that can sustain new groves of
redwoods.
 
The scientific evidence that redwoods are the best trees to  grow in this area  is over
whelming because they FIX water in the soil and   create cooler micro climates.
 
From a fire management redwoods are the best ecological solution.
 
There many other reasons why redwoods are  most appropriate tree to plant
including there iconic status in both Berkeley and California.
 
Thank you,  Paul Gilbert   ( concerned citizen )
 
Sent from Windows Mail
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From: Art Goldberg
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills Clear Cutting
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 7:51:11 PM

    I strongly protest and urge FEMA not to fund the proposal by the City of Oakland, the EBRPD and
UC-Berkeley to clearcut thousands of trees in the East Bay Hills.

    The proposal ignores the fact that the East Bay fire in 1991 started in an open area above the
Caldecott Tunnel, with no trees around. It was spread by winds into the trees, but the fire did not start
in the trees.  EBRPD acknowledged this fact by employing a herd of goats several years ago to eat the
underbrush, which was considered a more likely source of another fire than the trees. 
     
     The people of this area have spoken often and loudly against clear cutting and against the use of
herbicides, as proposed in the tree removal plan.  Furthermore, denuded hillsides frequently lead to
mudslides in the rainy season.

      I have serious doubts that if FEMA allocates the billions of dollars the applicants request, it will be
used for the purpose intended.  The City of Oakland is a financial mess, and I can see many millions of
dollars of FEMA money going to other purposes.  Likewise, UC-Berkeley has tremendous financial
problems, notably its inability to raise enough money to pay for its retrofitted football stadium and high
performance gym.  Here again, I see FEMA money going to unintended uses.

       I believe people in the East Bay would welcome a plan that gradually cuts down trees deemed to
be hazardous over a 10-12 year period, and couple it with a vigorous replanting program.  The idea
that only native plants be used in replanting is ridiculous.  Many different kinds of trees can grow here
and would be welcome.  Redwood trees, which used to cover these hills would be particularly welcome,
 but I don't see much of a replanting agenda in the proposal.

        For these reasons and several others, I strongly urge you to reject this plan.

                                                                                                                              Art Goldberg 
                                                                                                                              1814 Cedar St.
                                                                                                                               Berkeley, Ca.
 94703
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adgoldsmith 

To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov 
Subject: Cutting down thousands of trees considered to be a fire hazard 

Dear Staff Members and Administrators: 

Please reconsider this latest proposal to cut down thousands of trees; and, to pour pesticides to prevent any 
regrowth of trees. 
These trees help to reduce the horrific pollution in the Bay Area . And, they provide habitat for a multitude of 
animals and 
birds in this area. 

Fire prevention was never meant to involve devastating the environment, to solve the issue of fire danger. 
Many of us think there are far too many pesticides being utilized on our planet already. To have more 
harmful toxics 
draining into the soil and into our streams, which empties into the San Francisco Bay, is not the best kind of 
fire-management, 
nor is it healthy for humans and other forms of animal-life. 

Thank you for considering different points of view on this important issue. DECEIVt=jj n JUN 1 2 2013 
BY:. _____ _ 

u Very truly, ~n£!/6 

(Mr~oldsmith 
326 Watson Hollow Drive 
Rio Vista, CA 94571 

e-mail address: adgoldsmith@frontiernet.net 
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From: Galina Gorodetsky
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Fwd: I"m asking you to do something again:
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:50:01 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From:  <apglk@comcast.net>
Date: Sun, Jun 16, 2013 at 4:13 PM
Subject: I'm asking you to do something again:
To:

Today is the last day for the public comment on the East Bay tree
cutting plan - about half of million of them.
I've written a short letter. If you can just e-mail it from yourself
(or change it if you feel like it - thereis plenty of the information
in the link below) - it would be great.

Here is information about the project (with all the related links):
http://sfforest.net/2013/06/16/action-alert-today-comments-due-on-the-east-bay-tree-felling-plan/

And if you haven't signed the East Bay petition I'm including the link
here separately:
http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/stop-the-deforestation-3.fb28?source=s.icn.fb&r_by=2464736

Thank you,
AG

________________________________
From: apglk@comcast.net
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 3:35:26 PM
Subject: Public Comment DEIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction - East Bay Hills

Public Comment

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction - East Bay Hills

It’s an outrage that FEMA is even planning to waste public money to
cut the hundreds of thousands East Bay trees. The project which would
increase -not decrease - the likelihood of the fire.

It looks like FEMA does not work for the people of the US but instead
for chemical companies peddling their poisons, and the tree cutting
companies earning big profits from the government contracts.

Here is a short statement against this criminal project.
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It is estimated that almost half a million trees in the East Bay would
be killed if the project is implemented. It actually is a futile
native plant restoration project not a hazardous fire risk reduction
project.

The fire risk will be increased due to:

-        Destruction of the wind-break;

-        Conversion of the living trees into dead fuel on the ground;

-        Reduction of landscape moisture from fog drip during the summer;

-        Encouraging the growth of more-flammable plants.

In addition to the increased fire hazard the project will damage the
environment in many other ways:

-        The trees will no longer store carbon; instead, dead trees
will be releasing thousands of tons of it into the atmosphere. The
Draft EIS understates the effect on carbon sequestration by ignoring
the carbon stored in the branches, leaves, and roots of the felled
trees, and in the soil: 80% of the actual carbon emissions caused by
the project may have been ignored.
-        The air quality will suffer - the live trees eliminate air
pollution – the dead trees do not. Prescribed burns will further
affect air quality, and could get away and cause wildfires and serious
damage.
-        Thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides will be spread over
the East Bay. They will be used on steep hillsides where they can
easily get into the watershed. There are epidemiological links of
these herbicides to cancer and other significant health problems.
-        Erosion and landslides could occur on steep slopes when the
tree roots no longer stabilize the ground.
-        Increased wind speeds with the loss of wind-breaks will
affect quality of life, and likely cause the wind-throw of
non-targeted trees.
-        Birds and animals residing in the forests will be killed by
poisons and the loss of habitat.

The NO PROJECT alternative is the only acceptable one. It is bad
enough that so much money has already been wasted on this EIS.

 I am signing this letter in full support of the content
Galina Gorodetsky

Sincerely,

name, address (or just name)
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From: B Gray
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Nix the FEMA EIS
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 7:06:14 AM

Subject: FEMA plans for fire control "clearing" of Strawberry Canyon and 
Claremont Canyon:

Cutting down thousands of trees -- which provide soil moisture, and erosion control and 
assist the watershed of Strawberry Canyon, and then polluting the natural landscape with 
enough Glyphosate (Roundup) for weed control is a terrible idea.  

Adding Roundup=Blyphosate=Poisoning our local watershed?
A peer-reviewed report, published last month in the scientific journal Entropy stated: 
"Negative impact on the body (of glyphosate) is insidious and manifests slowly over time 
as inflammation damages cellular systems throughout the body.

First reduce soil control and natural ecosystem for water drainage by cutting thousands of 
trees and then poison the soil? 
Where is your research on the long-term human as well as ecological effects.  What an 
ill-thought proposal.

Bettina Gray
1700 Shattuck Ave #59
Berkeley, CA
Berkeley resident since 1970
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From: Christie McCarthy
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EB Regional Park eucalyptus removal: YES
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 11:30:03 AM

We strongly support the proposed removal of eucalyptus trees.  These trees are fire hazards, and given
our experience in the Hills Fire, we would be very naive to NOT take advantage of this opportunity to
replace eucalyptus and Monterey pines with alternative native flora.

Best,

Christie & David McCarthy
6000 Ocean View Drive
Oakland CA 94618
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From: Anna Griffin
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills EIS
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 3:53:43 PM

June 12, 2013

Dear FEMA,

I’m writing in reference to the FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD
vegetation management projects in the hills. This document is a totally misguided
and deeply flawed attempt to deal with the very real danger of fire in the East Bay
hills, and is unacceptable in its current form. I encourage you to retract and revise
this plan to assure that our taxpayers’ money is spent on effective, reasonable fire
mitigation measures, and not ones that are destructive to the ecosystems they
purport to protect.

In particular, the UC proposal to cut down nearly 60,000 non-native trees in the
Strawberry/Claremont Canyon and ridge areas, with no provisions for replanting of
native vegetation, and with repeated applications of toxic herbicides to prevent
resprouting is completely unacceptable. Let me enumerate just a few of the reasons
why this is a terrible idea.

Habitat: Great horned owls nest in these trees, as do other raptors, keeping rodent
populations in check. These trees also hydrate the hills environments, creating shade
and fog drip which moisten the forest floor, even during the dry season. The stands
of tall trees create wind breaks, which are an essential part of slowing fire spread in
a wind-driven fire. The trees anchor hillsides and the steep slopes of the canyons;
without their canopy to diffuse the raindrops, every rainstorm will erode the shorn
ground and add to the silting of the creeks. These trees’ shading prevents the
growth of the fire-prone, invasive non-native grasses and shrubs such as broom,
thistle, blackberry and hemlock, which will quickly fill the bare, unshaded ground if
the UC plan is implemented.

Air quality: With global warming accelerating, and carbon dioxide recently found to
exceed 400 ppm in the atmosphere, how can cutting down over 80,000 trees be a
good idea? These trees sequester greenhouse gases, they remove carbon dioxide
from the atmosphere, they transpire moisture back into the air, they shade and cool
the earth. In addition, the current EIS allows for prescribed burns and a mammoth
chipping operation, both of which would release enormous amounts of greenhouse
gases into the environment. These chips, to be left on site, create a mulch layer
which is itself a fire hazard.

Toxicity: Four different toxic herbicides are proposed for this project - Roundup,
Stalker, Garlon 4 Ultra (from the Garlon 4 Ultra MSDS: “…highly toxic to aquatic
organisms…; “Prevent from entering soil…waterways and/or groundwater”;
“decomposition products can include…: hydrogen chloride, nitrogen oxide,
phosgene.” (All toxic)) and Garlon 3A - to be applied over a period of as long as ten
years. The claim that none of these poisons will make their way down the watershed
into the creeks, or that they will have no adverse effects on recreational users of the
parks, or nearby residential communities, is pure wishful thinking. Even with all the
mitigation precautions outlined in the Draft EIS, thousands of pounds of chemicals,
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applied by many users over many years – it takes only one unanticipated rainstorm
or rogue windstorm to carry these outside the arbitrary boundaries we imagine we
have set.

Yes, we have a wildfire hazard in the hills. And, yes, if we cut down all the tall trees,
they won’t be there to burn. (“We must kill the patient to save the patient.”) But we
can achieve an equivalent mitigation outcome with much less drastic – and
damaging – interventions.

The East Bay Regional Park District has found that selective thinning of non-native
trees, combined with regular removal of understory fuels, is an effective fire
mitigation strategy. When there are ground fuels in abundance, (this could include
the 20+ inches of wood chips the UC plan would leave on the ground) they provide
ready fodder for a fast moving fire. These ground fuels were a major source of the
rapid spread of the 1991 fire in the hills. If these had been controlled, we would not
have had the laddering effect that led to torching and crown fires.

What I am proposing is a series of amendments to the Draft EIS that incorporate
these alternative solutions to fire mitigation. The current version is an invitation to
habitat destruction and has the potential to worsen the fire danger by removing
wind breaks and creating more ground fuel.

The choice is not between wildfire destroying our homes, or razed hills and
herbicides in the hills. These are false extremes. The East Bay hills, with their stands
of trees, rolling hills and beautiful watersheds, are a model to other urban areas,
many of whom have lost their natural landscapes to development. We can reduce
fire danger and maintain the best aspects of our green belt, with selective thinning
and understory removal.

One of the least quantifiable aspects of this Draft EIS is what our woodland
“management” will do to the recreational and aesthetic qualities of the tree-covered
hills that hug our eastern borders. Walkers, hikers and joggers, school groups and
families, dog owners and bird watchers, all are regular users and appreciators of the
East Bay hills. These tree-covered slopes are a treasure worth saving. When fewer
urban kids have contact with trees and nature, we risk raising a generation of young
adults who will not value the preservation of wildness and natural settings. And that
would be a loss to us all.

Sincerely,

Anna Griffin

626 El Dorado Avenue, Apt. 1

Oakland, CA 94611
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From: Guy Karen Benveniste
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley hills FEMA project (UC Berkeley/Oakland/
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2013 5:51:51 PM

We, the undersigned respectfully request that this project be reviewed
in light of the following:

1) A large number of Berkeley citizens strongly object to the use of
herbicides to control regrowth. Ordinary forestry maintenance should be
considered.

2) Removal of large swathes of trees is overkill, has many ecological
repercussions and unnecessary. Selective removal is preferable to
maintain balance. Native trees should be protected as much as possible.

3) Funding for more fire fighting capability should be added. For
example insuring that fire hoses of distant fire fighting units can be
used on local fire hydrants. In 1991 this lack of coordination was a
significant problem.

Guy Benveniste
Karen Nelson Benveniste
150 Montrose Street
Berkeley CA 94707
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From: Margaret Hall
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments to FEMA
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 7:05:11 PM

To: FEMA , draft EIS comments, East Bay Hills Fire Mitigation Project

From: Marg Hall; 1927 Fairview St; Berkeley Ca 94703

510-654-1366 

1. The alleged benefits of this proposal do not justify the risks. 
There is no accounting required from applicants for a-long 
term plan. One kind of landscape with specific fire hazards will be 
replaced by another landscape with different fire hazards. Additionally, 
there will be the added hazard of herbicides.  There is a great deal of 
uncertainty about precisely what kinds of plants will spontaneously 
grow once the massive tree cutting occurs, and what kind of fire 
hazard the new vegetation will represent. To maintain a completely 
barren land scape will require massive and long-term applications of 
herbicides. This was the landscape assumed in the fire modeling.  It 
appears that this will be the path chosen by the applicants for fire 
management many years into the future, since that is likely to be the 
quickest and easiest way to suppress fuel and “non-native” vegetation 
when the tall trees are removed.  If that is not the plan, then the fire 
model must reflect an accurate post project landscape, and a more 
accurate level of fire hazard.

 2. There is not enough research on the short and long-term 
effects of the proposed herbicides to justify a claim that they 
are safe.  There is growing evidence of widespread chemical 
contamination of water, soil and air in our environment and in our 
bodies. There is also evidence that this is a threat to human health in a 
multitude of mechanisms scientists are just beginning to understand.  
Many medical experts and scientist agree that the current regulatory 
framework is faulty and out of date. The toxicology screen in the EIS is 
based upon standards woefully inadequate to truthfully determine 
safety. Pesticide regulators rely on safety date submitted by 
manufacturers, who provide a very minimal level of research in order to 
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gain approval for use. 

Recently published research  (Annals of Family Medicine; July-Aug 
2012) found that 1:5 patients met criteria for chemical intolerance. This 
figure is consistent with other estimates of the prevalence of this 
condition in the population. You have failed to investigate the extent to 
which this project will do further harm to the health of these individuals 
(a significant and growing sub-population) and the ways in which it will 
create a barrier to our use of public parks. As a result, a decision on 
your part to implement this plan with no investigation whatsoever of 
this impact, would constitutes a violation of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act.

 In addition, the draft EIS minimizes the risk to human and animal 
health by refusing to require an accounting from applicants for long-
term herbicide use. Why not project 10, 20 or more years into the 
future, assume several spontaneous re-vegetation scenarios, and then 
attempt to quantify and evaluate the types and amounts of herbicides 
that will be used? Furthermore, by calculating exposure on a lb/acre 
basis, the EIS grossly underestimates exposures to local concentrations 
of herbicides that are sure to occur.

 Once 100-year old trees are cut down, there is no going back. 
Returning the tall old trees is not possible. The consequences of 
massive tree removal are so grave for all of the animal species that use 
or live in this area, including humans, that the burden of proof must be 
very strong in the direction of ensuring long-term safety.

 I urge you to do a more long term and comprehensive human health 
impact assessment of this proposal, including a detailed examination of 
the following: what are long term cumulative effects of exposure to 
these chemicals, how multiple chemicals (including so called “inert” 
ingredients) interact with each other, the persistence and hazard of 
these chemicals as they break down into other ingredients, and how 
these mechanisms could affect the health of children and people living 
with chemical sensitivities, respiratory illness and compromised immune 
systems.

 

3. The EIS has failed to properly weigh the impact of this 
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proposal upon climate change. One of the 5 primary FEMA funding 
criteria stipulates that proposals for hazard mitigation funding must be 
consistent with the State Hazard Plan (SHMP). The state plan accepts 
the fact that if it is not reversed, climate change will INCREASE fire 
hazard. Cutting thousands of trees, 85,000 or 400,000, depending 
upon the methodology used, is an irreversible act and will destroy 
hundreds of thousands of tons of sequestered carbon and contribute to 
greater fire hazard.  We are going in the wrong direction!

 

4. The fire hazard mitigation assessment is biased.

Nothing in this proposal, if implemented, would have prevented the 
actual fire that occurred in the Oakland Hills in 1991. That fire started 
in a densely populated residential area. It moved quickly through this 
area because of wind and temperature, topography, climate, and 
hazardous fuel conditions in very close proximity to houses-many of 
which provided a fuel load because of their construction details.  The 
parkland areas targeted in this plan did not contribute to that fire. 

The fire model used in the draft EIS addresses flame height and the 
spread of fire through firebrands, but does not address some of the 
specific hazards that led to the disaster in 1991. (dead wood on the 
ground from a winter freeze ignited a crown fire, combined with a fuel 
load of combustible houses densely situated in the midst of poorly 
managed vegetation)  Those hazards could be mitigated through 
careful management of vegetated areas, removing wood roofs and 
decks, and maintenance of defensible space. If funded, this proposal 
will destroy and poison public lands in order to mitigate a hazard 
created in part by the choice of individuals to build in the urban-wild 
land interface areas.  The inability of local government to effectively 
manage lands, enact and enforce reasonable codes with respect to 
defensible space, and require the retrofit of combustible construction in 
existing hillside buildings is no justification for implementing this 
dangerous shortcut to hazard mitigation.

 The fire model does not weigh the fire related benefits lost by this 
plan: ie loss of the tall trees that capture a tremendous amount of 
moisture from fog, the suppression of undergrowth fuel by eucalyptus 
trees, and the potential of these trees to provide a windbreak during 
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fire.

The flame heights and firebrands count in the fire model is based upon 
the situation immediately after the massive cutting and mulching. 
Surely, it makes sense to have some modeling done 10 or 20 or more 
years later in order to have a more truthful basis for comparison. If 
those projections are done, flame height and firebrand counts will 
dramatically increase. That would provide a fairer basis upon which to 
judge the value of this project.

 Finally, the fire model only quantifies firebrands released, and does 
not consider where they land. This plan will increase the ignition 
potential of the landscape by the addition of large areas of highly 
combustible horizontal surfaces (grasslands and brush).

5. This plan is an attempt to further native plant restoration in 
the name of fire hazard mitigation. After the 1991 fire, the mayors 
of Oakland and Berkeley convened a panel of scientists, fire experts 
and citizens to make recommendations on fire hazard mitigation. They 
recommended the following: “The most important factor in reducing 
fire danger from vegetation is not removing specific species but 
regular on-going maintenance. …The current emphasis on Blue 
gum (Eucalyptus globulus) and Monterey pine (Pinus radiata) as 
primary culprits in the recent fire, and calls for quick removal of them, 
are an oversimplification that can lead to negative environmental 
consequences.”

 If the applicants want to undertake a massive native plant restoration 
plan, then they shouldn’t use fire hazard mitigation funds as an excuse 
to further this goal. 

This is plan is ill-advised and a very poor use of taxpayer’s money. The 
community is deeply divided on the wisdom of this project.  The draft 
EIS should reflect more accurately the true health and environmental 
hazards, and the lack of consensus among fire scientists about the 
alleged benefits of this precipitous action plan. 
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From: Susan Harleman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Environmental Statement on Strawberry and Claremont Canyons Project
Date: Sunday, June 09, 2013 5:03:04 PM

Dear Environmental Impact Statement Review Committee:

I am writing to express my deep concern over the Environmental Impact Statement
concerning the proposed project to cut thousands of trees in the Strawberry and Claremont
Canyons.  The proposed project and supporting Environmental Impact Statement fail to take
into account the incredible environmental harm the project will do.  The harm includes:

-willful destruction of a fully functioning environment
-destruction of a meaningful and active habitat for animals
-creation of an even more dangerous fire hazard:  acres of dry grass
-incredible misuse of gallons upon gallons of herbicide
-misuse of government funds intended for "emergencies"
-misplaced support for a "native only" plant/tree policy
-intrusion into the local preferences of canyon neighbors and canyon users
-destruction of an 100 year old existing ecosystem
-increasing risk of flood and water damage by eliminating trees
-increasing fire hazard with creation of a 24 inch layer of cut trees
-eliminating shade on virtually all well used paths, roads, etc.
-interfering in local land use decisions in favor of a university

I could go on and on with a longer list of concerns, but my biggest concern is that you take
an more extended and comprehensive look at all aspects of the proposed plan to eliminate
thousands upon thousands of perfectly healthy trees from a well functioning and frequently
used environment that will be destroyed by such a mindless act.

I urge you with all my heart to not support this proposal with any funding whatsoever.  As
Ralph Waldo Emerson noted, "the happiest man is he who learns from nature."  All of us
who live and learn from nature in the Strawberry and Claremont canyons plead with you to
listen to the call of nature who does not benefit from such mindless destruction.

Sincerely, 
 
 
Susan Harleman
510 517-5996
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From: Bob Hedges
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Duh..
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 8:35:41 PM

You want to cut all those trees that are quite distant from homes,
yet you don't propose to cut a reasonable firebreak, cutting the
brush that runs behind all the homes along the ridge.  You only send
sheep to do brush cutting ONLY at trail entrances.  You also need to
provide maps of what you're proposing on the website, and be honest
about the many thousands of gallons of herbicide you also plan.  Too
much is buried in the massive amount of text in your proposals.

Our family is against the massive tree removal, and the lack of a
proposal to create a brush firebreak along the EBRPD acreage that
abuts residential properties.
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From: tina heringer
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Pat.Briggs@calema.ca.gov; Sabra.Hernandez@calema.ca.gov; James.Lewis@calema.ca.gov;

Jennifer.Kolbe@calema.ca.gov
Subject: East Bay Hazardous Fire Reduction
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 5:31:13 PM

To All it May Concern:  

I am writing to express sincere concern regarding the dumping of  up to 6,572 gallons of
herbicide in the East Bay in a misdirected effort toward fire hazard mitigation.   As a 7th
generation northern Californian with a family heavily involved in agriculture (Heringer Ranches,
Heringer Estates Winery and Fred Heringer was twice president of the California Farm Bureau
as primary examples) I can tell you as a first hand witness to the devastation well-meaning use of
herbicide has done to the wildlife populations of Northern California.  It is well documented that
due to the widespread use of Roundup and other less well known herbicide and pesticide, once
plentiful, hard working populations of birds, reptiles, rodents, amphibians and insects have
dwindled drastically within the last 10 to 20 years.  The last thing our state needs is more
spreading of herbicide to systematically kill the much needed wildlife populations which do the
literal ground work of our entire ecosystem.    

While the attention to fire prevention is much appreciated and needed, this plan is misguided in
its decision to destroy extremely valuable trees, natural habitat and other vegetation and the
unnecessary use of highly toxic herbicides in order to prevent future growth of invasive trees
that could otherwise be toppled.  

I have witnessed the many successes and mistakes of government and private intervention in
natural processes in order to improve the lives of tax paying Californians.  Sadly, I firmly believe
that these grant applications for fire mitigation would fall into the file of Mistakes.  For instance,
replacing the habitat of countless species with wood chips not only removes a living
environment but creates a real fire hazard of dry, dead wood in open space.  Every child under
the tutelage of Smokey the Bear is not only aware of the need for natural fires in a forested area
to reduce large scale wildfires and the need for trees as a windbreak.  Every Scout knows that a
good way to start a fire is to combine dry wood on dry ground that is exposed to sun and wind.
 Most Californians should also understand the flammability of the Eucalyptus slated for removal.
 

I remember and understand well the concern over the 1991 fires in the Berkeley Hills and the
fuel of Eucalyptus oil and fallen leaves.  Yet, herbicide, while convenient and less labor intensive,
has a long term impact on residents beyond the Eucalyptus.  Toppling the trees would allow for
the same prevention of re-sprouting without contaminating soils for other residents, human and
non-human alike.  And instead of putting the money toward Roundup, our tax dollars can hire
the workers needed to remove hazardous trees and replant native vegetation the traditional way:
by hand.

This plan under the current four grant applications does not implement risk reduction but rather
imposes a long term environmental hazard to humans and wildlife given direct exposure to such
vast amounts of toxic herbicides.

I beg you to join me and thousands of other Californians to disapprove  the current grant
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applications and push for more thoughtful tree management in the East Bay Regional Park
District and disallow any use of herbicide on these public lands.  Despite the lack of easy
answers, please reconsider a better plan which involves reforestation of native vegetation and the
use of labor for much needed jobs as opposed to herbicides when implementing risk reduction
of fires in the East Bay.  

Sincerely Yours,

Tina Heringer
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From: Hills Conservation Network
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: 795 signers: Stop the deforestation of the Berkeley/Oakland Hills petition
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 10:49:43 AM

Dear FEMA,

I started a petition to you titled Stop the deforestation of the Berkeley/Oakland Hills.
So far, the petition has 795 total signers.

You can email all petition signers by clicking here:
http://petitions.moveon.org/target_talkback.html?tt=tt-42455-custom-21317-
20130530-zoUPTn

The petition states:

"The current Draft EIS is unacceptable as it will inflict enormous environmental
damage, expose the public to thousands of gallons of toxic herbicide, destroy
raptor habitats, destabilize steep slopes, and actually increase the risk of
hazardous wildfires. FEMA should retract this EIS and remove those portions of
the EIS that call for clear-cutting tall trees. The EIS should instead support a
far less destructive methodology that would focus on a "species-neutral"
approach, focusing on eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder, thinning
where appropriate, and limbing up as needed to ensure minimal risk of crown
fires. Killing more than 50,000 trees and poisoning them for up to 10 years will
have disastrous effects on this beautiful and healthy ecosystem, and cannot be
allowed to happen."

To download a PDF file of all your constituents who have signed the petition,
including their addresses, click this link:
http://petitions.moveon.org/deliver_pdf.html?
job_id=859340&target_type=custom&target_id=21317

Thank you.

--Hills Conservation Network

If you have any other questions, please email petitions@moveon.org.

The links to download the petition as a PDF and to respond to all of your
constituents will remain available for the next 14 days.

This email was sent through MoveOn's petition website, a free service that allows
anyone to set up their own online petition and share it with friends. MoveOn does
not endorse the contents of petitions posted on our public petition website. If you
don't want to receive further emails updating you on how many people have signed
this petition, click here: http://petitions.moveon.org/delivery_unsub.html?
e=xH6bm7btHgt1XQnAc8fwEiBFQkgtRUlTLUZFTUEtUklYQGZlbWEuZGhzLmdvdg--
&petition_id=42455.
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From: Jennifer Hoffman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment on the draft EIS for East Bay Hills fire risk reduction
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:00:14 PM

    Dear FEMA representatives,

    I am a former resident of the East Bay hills and became aware of the recently
proposed fire reduction project when some friends living in the area brought it to my
attention. I hope you will accept comments from someone who is no longer living in
the affected area, but retains a strong sense of identity with the East Bay and its
environment.

    I urge you to reconsider the draft EIS and seek more moderate alternatives to the
proposed project. While I am generally sympathetic to efforts to reduce the effects of
invasive plants and reintroduce native species, the plan to clear over 75,000 trees
from the East Bay hills seems extreme and short-sighted. My main objection is that
the proposed clear-cutting would cause major disruptions to existing ecosystems
without provisions for damage mitigation or for ensuring reforestation by native
species. I am also very concerned about the widespread use of pesticides to prevent
regrowth and the many acres of wood chips that would replace existing complex
(even if not completely native) ecosystems, resulting in a fire hazard of a different
sort. 

    This seems to me a very crude, simplistic solution to a complex and far-reaching
problem. Surely there are more moderate fire-reduction techniques that could be
applied here that would take a broader and more balanced view of the existing
ecosystem and result in a smoother and less damaging transition from the current
mix of plant, tree, and animal species to a more fire-resistant one with a higher
proportion of native species.
    
    It will be tempting to dismiss public concerns about this project as coming from
"tree-hugging wackos" who love all plant life indiscriminately and automatically
distrust any plan arising from government, academia, or the business world. I call
on you to resist that temptation, take seriously your roles as public servants, and
reconsider these plans, with an eye to their broader, long-term impacts on
environmental and human health. There is much here for a reasonable person to
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question. Thank you for allowing this period of public comment and for considering
my contribution.

    Sincerely,

    Jennifer L. Hoffman
    Former resident of Berkeley and El Cerrito
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From: Lindsey Hogg
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Strawberry and Claremont Canyon tree removal
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 12:39:09 PM

To whom it may concern:

As a resident of the Bay Area, I would like to voice my opinion that I do not approve of the current plan
of fire hazard mitigation as outlined here: http://milliontrees.me/2013/05/09/nearly-a-half-million-trees-
will-be-destroyed-if-these-east-bay-projects-are-approved-revised/

I grew up in a midwestern state that also suffered from destructive wildfires, so I understand that there
may be a need to reduce the amount of dense vegetation in urban areas that could cause a lot of harm
to the cities in the area. I also understand that the trees to be cut down are non-native trees, and
removing them will make way for native vegetation to return. The problem that I see lies in the massive
use of Roundup and other herbicides; I believe this is hazardous to human and animal health and
should be avoided. I would also like to see a plan to replant native vegetation, to speed up the process
of plants returning to the area. Perhaps the vegetation that is removed could be broken down into
compost or used in a better way than wood chips as ground cover. 

Thank you for your time,

Lindsey Hogg
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From: Tara Holmes
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public Comment on FEMA Draft EIS Published for East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Sunday, May 12, 2013 10:32:43 AM

Dear Sir or Madam,

I would like to present in this email my official public comment on the FEMA Draft EIS Published for East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire 
Risk Reduction.  

Similar to efforts taking place in San Francisco to restore "native" vegetation to regional natural space, I am against FEMA Draft EIS 
Published for East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction.  I have done much research with respect to Mount Sutro and UCSF's 
plan to fell tens of thousands of eucalyptus trees for a similar "fire hazard" prevention measure and the numbers do not add up. Native 
California hills are designed to ignite and burn periodically -- that's the "natural" cycle of this area.  Maintaining tree cover, 
particularly trees with high canopy like eucalyptus, not only provide shade and habitat for wildlife, but actually decrease the risk of 
fire hazard.  By felling and therefore clearing the area, you are inherently remodeling the entire ecosystem into something, ironically, 
that is more likely to ignite (see the historic fire of Angel Island when eucalyptus were removed in a similar fashion and a great fire 
soon followed). 

In addition to sheer beauty, these trees also give a great deal back to the region and the climate at large acting as a significant carbon 
sink.  To quote the UCSF Draft EIR regarding Mount Sutro: “A total of 38,918 tons of CO2e (35,306 metric tons of CO2e), or 639 
tons per acre of CO2e (579 metric tons of CO2e per acre), is sequestered in the above-ground live and dead tree biomass of the 
Mount Sutro Open Space Reserve. Of this, approximately 98.76% is sequestered in the Reserve’s live blue-gum eucalyptus trees.” 
This is an impressive number that we, as as a collective community, should be proud of, particularly in this age of dire climate 
change. The East Bay Hills host even more trees that are vital to our regional and global ecosystem, particularly as we just surpassed 
atmospheric 400 PPM.  

In addition, California State AB32, the Global Warming Solution Act states: “(f) In developing its plan, the state board shall identify 
opportunities for emission reductions measures from all verifiable and enforceable voluntary actions, including, but not limited to, 
carbon sequestration projects and best management practices.”  Valuing the East Bay Hills as a carbon sink is reason alone to keep the 
tree canopy as-is and in tact.  In a world facing the dire impacts of climate change, what we need more than anything are trees to help 
absorb excess carbon and replenish our air supply, both locally and globally.  And, the East Bay is not known for its stellar air quality, 
making air-filtering and purifying trees all the more vital.  

Furthermore, the East Bay Hills act as a significant habitat for wildlife, including many birds such as the Great Horned owl, in 
addition to bees, coyotes and insects.  Surely these creatures, who have lived in the area for many years, some well beyond human 
inhabitation, deserve to call the city home just as much as any “native species.”  In fact, I believe it to be discriminatory to determine 
what species should and should not continue to survive, particularly when it involves killing off one species to resurrect another.   
Who are we to make that call?  Can an environment that hasn't been a natural area for hundreds of years actually be restored?  And to 
what exactly?  To what the land was pre-human development?  And this "restoration" will be achieved by using noxious chemicals 
and pesticides within close proximity to city residents and wildlife?  This is simply unacceptable. Please consult: 
http://www.thenakedscientists.com/HTML/articles/article/reconsidering-non-native-species/ and see: 
http://sutroforest.com/2013/01/24/sfs-natural-areas-program-uses-even-more-pesticides/

The ecosystem that exists today within the East Bay Hills has adapted and has become home to countless creatures that call it  home.  
Who are we do deny their existence in place of something more "native"?  This is a subjective value-based question.  Eucalyptus, for 
example,  a tree often resented by area "naturalists," in fact does not make the USDA list of invasive and noxious plants in California: 
http://plants.usda.gov/java/noxious?rptType=State&statefips=06 and possess many positive qualities that should be considered before 
mass eradication occurs. See: http://sutroforest.com/eucalyptus-myths/.  

Last, but surely not least, a recent popular article in the Atlantic cited that “when trees die, people die” ( 
http://www.theatlantic.com/health/print/2013/01/when-trees-die-people-die/267322/-).  While this may sound extreme, the article 
makes sound scientific and psychological correlations that are worth taking seriously.  I recommend you do the same before moving 
forward with such a controversial, costly and unnecessary plan as outlined in the Draft EIR, a plan that would permanently destroy a 
unique and glorious asset to the Bay Area and its residents.

Regards,

Tara M. Holmes
San Francisco, CA
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From: Lynn Horowitz
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the hills
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 10:24:27 AM

Re: The Fire Mitigation Project in the Berkeley/Oakland hills

As a local resident and naturalist of the East Bay Regional Park District, I am writing 
because I am extremely concerned about the potential deforestation of the 
Berkeley/Oakland hills as outlined in the current Draft EIS.
Although it is important to reduce fire risk, there has clearly been a trend to 
demonize all non-natives that does not reflect the reality of how adaptive ecology is 
to non-natives species.
Please consider an alternative species-neutral approach which targets the elimination 
of ground fuels to ensure the minimal risk of crown fires. The proposed clear cutting 
and poisoning of more than 50,000 trees will destroy our beautiful parks, introduce 
new hazards, and is fundamentally an overreaction to a fire risk problem.

Please look at the contrasting images below in these 2 photos taken along Skyline 
Blvd.:
1. The hill of Eucalyptus trees has been clear cut and sprayed with Garlon, resulting 
in a flammable hillside of weeds and toxic runoff to the houses below.
2. The neighboring hillside has instead been thinned, the fire ladder of ground fuels 
removed, and the ecology left intact.

Please FULLY DISCUSS the simpler approach, illustrated in photo #2, as an 
alternative project.
Why is the Photo #2 approach not adequate for fire risk reduction, a long term low 
cost solution which conserves our healthy enough, not perfect, but beautiful parks?

Thank you for your consideration,
Lynn Horowitz

                         1                                                   2
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_________________
Lynn Horowitz
lynn@riolago.com
138 The Uplands
Berkeley, CA  94705

H: 510-654-0154
C: 510-915-2424
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FEMA DEIS East Bay Hills California                    Madeline Hovland                                                          1  

COMMENT on Draft EIS Hazardous Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement,  
East Bay Hills, California

From: 
Madeline Hovland
 781 Alvarado Road
Berkeley, CA 94705

June 16, 2013

To Whom It May Concern:

The FEMA Draft EIS is seriously flawed and, therefore, unacceptable as currently written. Among the 
many reasons the DEISis not acceptable, are the following:

1.  The proposed projects focus completely on clearing vegetation; yet research (and FEMA's 
own mitigation policy MRR-2-08) state that the best way to protect lives, property and the 
environment is to address the ignitability of structures, reducing the threat to at-risk structures 
through creating defensible space. The focus of the FEMA MRR-2-08 policy is, as it should be, 
structural protection through the application of ignition-resistant construction, the creation of defensible 
space, and limited hazardous fuels reduction to protect life and property, not removing tens of 
thousands of trees to clear forests (in most cases, miles away from structures) while transforming the 
natural landscape to one that a small percentage of hills residents arbitrarily prefer.   

As can be seen from Figure ES-1, showing the location of the proposed projects, these forests are, in 
almost every case, far from any residence in the wildland/urban interface. When local matching funds 
are included, more than 7 million dollars of taxpayer money would be wasted on destroying trees in 
forests that have never burned and that are far from any structures.  Reference:  Figure ES-1 Proposed 
and Connected Project Areas. FEMA Mitigation Policy MRR-2-08.

2. Public involvement was far too limited, and has contributed to feelings of alienation and anger 
within the East Bay community. 

3. The DEIS does not address the concerns of taxpayers who live outside the hills areas, but do 
reside in the East Bay. 
It is clear from repeated comments from the public, notably at the third FEMA public comment session 
on Saturday, May 18, and also from comments made by hundreds of signers to petitions protesting 
these projects, that many citizens were not informed about these grant applications (and are upset that 
they were not notified about these proposed projects that would have an unfavorable impact on them.  

It should be noted that the time and location of public comment sessions is important. Citizens who 
work during the week and have only public transportation cannot be expected to attend meetings at the 
Trudeau Center. To send notification of the DEIS only to those who previously commented at scoping 
meetings in August 2010 is insufficient. 

It is unfortunate that the people who received notification of the DEIS are primarily residents of the 
hills. Even though those residents will be impacted by the cutting of thousands of trees in wildlands and 
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parklands of Berkeley and Oakland, many other people in the East Bay from Richmond all the way to 
San Leandro hike, bike, jog, walk their dogs, and take their children to those forests and groves that are 
slated for tree removals. Even if they do not use the proposed project areas for recreation (and have 
concerns about the use of pesticides, no-longer-shaded hiking trails , the noise of tree-cutting 
equipment, traffic diversions and air pollution), they enjoy looking at the trees, and would be dismayed 
when the landscape is transformed to chaparral brush or grassland or oak bay woodland. 

Countless residents of neighborhoods below the hills, because of fewer financial resources, enjoy 
nature in the hills with their families and may even depend on it for their outdoor recreation. They do 
not support the proposed projects, as was demonstrated by the overwhelming response at the May 18th 
FEMA public comment meeting and more than 5000 signatures on the petition posted on MoveOn.org 
by the Hills Conservation Network:  Reference: http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/stop-the-
deforestation-3
Several other petitions protesting the projects were posted. They include but were not limited to 
the following: http://www.thepetitionsite.com/638/686/167/dont-let-fema-and-uc-berkeley-cut-
down-70k-california-trees/ http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/fema-do-not-fund-clear?
source=c.em.mt&r_by=7883632
http://www.avaaz.org/en/petition/Save_the_Urban_Forest/?tcPoKeb

The number of citizens who have signed petitions protesting and commenting on these projects and/or 
asking that they be modified will undoubtedly total well over 6000. It should be noted that if the people 
who do not support the proposed projects are against it because they have not read the 3000+ pages in 
the DEIS, and misunderstand what these projects entail, that cannot be used as an excuse for ignoring 
their concerns.  The DEIS should have clarified and explained the fuel reduction projects in ways that 
might have at least attempted to allay people's fears (if that were possible) instead of obscuring the 
issues or pretending that they do not exist.

4. The DEIS is seriously flawed in that it appears to be responding to and agreeing with only a 
small percentage of taxpayers who would be impacted by the proposed projects.  The hills do not 
belong to this small group that has lobbied to remove the non-native trees for years. The areas to be 
cleared of non-native trees are public land, even those that are said to be on “UCB property.” Most of 
this small percentage that have lobbied for years (even before the 1991 Tunnel fire) to have the non-
native trees removed belong to an elitist organization, the Claremont Canyon Conservancy (CCC), 
which is committed to landscape transformation and native plant restoration,. The CCC has done its 
best to convince the community at large that non-native trees were primarily responsible for the spread 
of the 1991 Tunnel fire, and that if these trees could be removed, houses in the WUI would be safe 
from fire.

The consultants who created the DEIS should have known that this attack on non-native trees would 
convince only nativists and eucaphobes.  The Mayors' 1992 Task Force and the Grand Jury that 
investigated the causes of the 1991 Tunnel fire both concluded that the spread of the fire was mostly 
due to the heat and embers generated by burning houses, not primarily by burning trees, eucalyptus or 
any other species. Reference: The final report of the Mayors 1992 Task Force is available at both 
the Berkeley and Oakland public libraries. Jon Keely, in his article “Housing Arrangement and 
Location Determine the Likelihood of Housing Loss Due to Wildfire,” points out that the important 
factors in whether a house burns or not are a structure's location relative to predominant wind patterns 
and direction. He states that property loss is more likely to occur “within herbaceous fuel types [grass] 
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than within the higher fuel-volume woody types [trees] that are typically considered as the most 
hazardous fuels.” In other articles Jon Keeley has made it clear that reduction of fuel load and 
replacement of one vegetation species with another does not mitigate the risk of a climate-driven fire. 
Reducing the likelihood of ignition is the key element in reducing fire risk,
Reference: http://www. Plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi%2F10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0033954

5.The EIS is flawed as a document so biased from the outset that the research and conclusions it 
presents cannot be trusted. 
The EIS assumes that the claims of nativist advocates are true; it does not analyze the characteristics of 
many species of native vegetation that make some native trees and vegetation, for instance, ceanothus, 
scrub oak, coyote bush, manzanita and other species of chaparral, that could move into areas where the 
non-natives are removed.  According to the URS document letter to FEMA of May 27, 2009 (obtained 
through the Freedom of Information Act), grassland and chaparral species “would create a fire-hazard 
profile with its own suite of concerns” and some of these species are more ignitable and even more 
flammable than non-native trees. Reference: URS letter to FEMA, May 27, 2009.

According to the U.S. Forest Service, the increase in fires in California has been caused by the 
suppression policies that allowed for the accumulation of fuel in the form of fallen leaves and branches 
as well as excessive plant overgrowth and  understory in forest areas, increasingly dry, hot weather, 
changing weather patterns, and increased development in the wildland/urban interface. Reference: 
http://www.smokeybear.com/wildfire-science.asp

6. The DEIS  presents two alternatives that represent extreme choices (1)  the proposed and 
connected actions--removing thousands of trees with the inevitable consequences that would 
follow (with those consequences presented ultimately as benefits even though many would 
consider them a disaster) or (2) no action, with "greater potential for large and intense wildfire" 
resulting in all kinds of terrible effects, as listed in Table ES-3.  Since both of these alternatives 
are analyzed in ways decidedly biased in favor of removing all of the non-native trees in the 
proposed project areas, this DEIS is simply and conclusively illegal.  The Proposed and Connected 
actions for the projects of all three agencies are listed together as if they are inseparable, when 
obviously, the East Bay Regional Park District's plans for selective thinning and removal of flammable 
ground fuels are less drastic and less damaging to the environment.  Why not present the EBRPD's 
methods for mitigating the wildfire hazard as a separate alternative?  The EIS is remiss and may be 
illegal because it did not present alternatives that would be less damaging to the environment than the 
proposed and connected action alternative.

The DEIS is also flawed in that it does not present other alternatives such as selective tree removal or  a 
species neutral approach. Partial clearance and alternatives such as removing flammable understory, 
picking up debris and litter, etc. are treated as part of the proposed project instead of as alternatives on 
their own. The DEIS thus avoids the necessity of identifying the alternative that is most favorable to the 
environment, and the alternative that is most favorable for fire risk mitigation. 

7. The DEIS is flawed because two of the agencies involved in these grant applications, UCB and 
the City of Oakland have not completed an EIR or a CEQA, which is necessary before any of 
these projects can move forward.

8. The DEIS is flawed in that no estimate of the number of trees to be cut is given. Reference 
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Table 1.1 Acreage for the Proposed Action. Because the EIS does not include this information, it 
appears to have been deliberately hidden from the public.  Specifying acreage means very little when 
one is considering the effects of these tree removals.  In order to evaluate what the impact will be on 
carbon storage, for instance, citizens need to have some idea of how many trees of each species will be 
destroyed, and the sizes (diameters and height) of those trees. The DEIS does not include whether trees 
of large size, medium size  or slender stems are to be removed. Because of these omissions, it is 
impossible to estimate with any accuracy how much stored carbon in the trees will be lost when they 
are cut, how much Garlon will be used on the stumps, how large the root systems are that hold the 
slopes in place and help to prevent erosion.  The DEIS is flawed in that it does not include this 
information, and it is therefore hidden from the public.

9. The DEIS is flawed because UCB's proposal to eliminate only certain species of non-native 
trees is native plant restoration, not fire risk mitigation, which would demand a species-neutral 
approach. Advocates of native plant restoration must not be allowed to use taxpayer money to 
advance their personal agenda on public lands.  The hills need fuel reduction that will result in 
the mitigation of fire risk, not fuel reduction that will result in a more flammable landscape. 
There is absolutely no scientific evidence for the claim that non-native trees and non-native vegetation 
support and spread wildfire while native trees and native vegetation somehow resist fire.  That is such a 
ridiculous claim that I am embarrassed that anyone connected with a world-class university such as 
UCB would make it.  The FEMA DEIS must modify this claim and adopt a species-neutral approach to 
fire risk mitigation.

I live in the area of the Oakland hills that burned in the 1991 Tunnel fire, and I witnessed both native 
and non-native trees being burned down to their roots in that fire.  Across the street from my house was 
a stand of coast live oak that burned completely, along with the California bays close to it.  I know of 
cases where eucalyptus and redwoods were standing close to each other; the redwood was ignited by an 
ember, and burned to the ground while the eucalyptus did not ignite at all.  Fire does not discriminate 
between native and non-native vegetation and trees.  To say that non-native trees are prone to fire 
because they are non-native is xenophobic and totally without basis in fire science.  

Scientists at the University of Tasmania conducted experiments on leaves of plants and trees in the 
Tasmanian forest. They found that leaves of blue gum eucalyptus  presented the greatest resistance to 
ignition of all the eucalyptus trees studied.  Even though there is oil in the leaf (but less oil than there is 
in the oil of leaves of California bays)  the blue gum leaf is relatively thick. Reference: Jorunal of 
Biogeography, 1985, study by Dickinson, K.J.M. And J. B. Kirkpatrick. According to USDA, blue 
gum leaves are classed as “intermediate in their resistance to combustion, and juvenile leaves are 
highly resistant to flaming.” The leaves of California bay laurel trees contain 7.5% of essential/volatile 
oils, more than twice the amount of oil in leaves of blue gum eucalyptus leaves which range from less 
than 1.5 to over 3.5%. Reference: http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/plants/medicinal/eucalypt.html
http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/eucglo/all.html; 
http://www.paleotechnics.com/articles/Bayarticle.html

10. The DEIS does not analyze the characteristics of many species of native vegetation that make 
some native trees and vegetation more flammable than non-native trees and plants. The DEIS is 
deficient in that none of the possible highly flammable vegetation types that might thrive in the post-
treatment areas were analyzed; specifically the native species were not analyzed, as if the DEIS agrees 
with the unscientific proposition that all native vegetation is less fire-prone than non-natives.  The 
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characteristics of plants and trees that make them more or less resistant to fire have been listed and 
described in several peer-reviewed, scientific studies.  I have referenced one that focuses on vegetation 
in the southern U.S. but its findings are applicable to anywhere in the U.S. including the East Bay Hills. 
This analysis does not state, suggest or even consider the idea that native vegetation is less fire prone 
than non-native simply by virtue of being native. Reference: Fire in the Wildland-Urban Interface, 
Doran, Randall and Long, U. of Florida and USDA Forest Service, 2004. 
http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/fr147

After all, what does the word "native" even mean?  If one assumes that native vegetation is descended 
from whatever vegetation was  here in prehistoric times, what is the date that separates native from 
non-native times?  The concept of preferring native to non-native vegetation makes no sense if the goal 
is fire-risk mitigation. (The native Americans had no trouble burning their native grasslands every few 
years.)                                             

There is no analysis of the characteristics of acacia that cause it to be on the UCB instituted pogrom 
against non-native trees.
 
11. The DEIS gives no reason why the city of Oakland apparently decided to follow the disastrous 
goals and methods of UCB instead of the more rational methods of EBRPD.  This decision is 
mysterious since many of the EBRPD properties are located in Oakland, so one would think that, if 
Oakland could not manage its own properties, it would have asked EBRPD to do it, instead of 
proposing to hand over millions of dollars to UCB to remove all of the non-native trees on Frowning 
Ridge, an Oakland property, with consequent environmental damage, and at a higher cost than  
EBRPD's more moderate approach.

The DEIS should have provided the reasons, if there are any, why Oakland appears to be in lockstep 
with UCB because this decision simply does not make sense (unless one considers the fact that 
Oakland's Mayor and several city council members are eager to please wealthy property owners in the 
hills who are vocal members of the CCC).  

12.  The EIS gives no logical reason why the anticipated "conversion" of mostly forests to 
grassland with islands of shrubs, will happen. It also does not explain why preserving native oaks 
and bays, makes any sense as fire risk mitigation. Most ecologists who are not nativists no longer 
believe in the process of natural succession or conversion. This process does not take place, they say, 
except in a completely undisturbed area, such as possibly on a small island.  As the climate warms, 
many native species, such as oaks and redwoods will move further north. Reference: Emma Marris in
Rambunctious Garden: Saving Nature in a Post-Wild World.

Arthur Shapiro. Distinguished Professor of Evolution and Biology at U.C. Davis, has written, “Species 
and communities come and go. The ideology (or is it faith?) that informs 'restoration ecology' basically 
seeks to deny evolution and prohibit change. But change will happen in any case, and it is foolish to 
squander scarce resources in pursuit of what are ideological, not scientific, goals with no practical 
benefit to anyone and only psychological 'benefits' to their adherents.” Reference: letter to Bill 
Wycko, SF Planning Department, October 6, 2011.

Grasslands and shrubs are easier to ignite and more flammable than forests, especially when trees have 
been well maintained, with debris and understory removed every two or three years. When hillsides are 
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cleared of eucalyptus trees (that have average flame lengths of 6-21 feet, and Monterey pines, with 
flame lengths averaging 2-16 feet, the conversion (if it happens) will result in grasslands, with flame 
lengths of 12 to 38 feet, and shrubs, which can reach flames in excess of 69 feet.  As for oak woodlands 
(including bays), the flame length figures are 1 to 34 feet. Reference: Hills Emergency Forum 
Management Recommendations.

So what is being gained here, at the expense of cutting down thousands of trees, transforming the 
landscape (from tall trees to impenetrable thickets of chaparral and high grass) that thousands of 
residents now enjoy, and destroying habitat for many animal species (including raptors and snakes as 
well as many birds, bees, and 4-footed creatures)?  Who wants this to happen? Certainly not the more 
than 6000 citizens who signed petitions against it. 

To please a small number of property owners in the hills who have been propagandized by 
exaggeration and misinformation about the flammability of non-native trees, the hills landscape would 
be transformed to easily ignitable chaparral (including scrub oaks, weeds, grass, hemlock, thistle, and 
broom. This vegetation, most of it native, ignites much more easily than trees because it is closer to 
ignition sources, lower to the ground.  During the fire season, the dead wood under the waxy, resinous, 
green leaves of chaparral are dry as kindling.  The thick trunks of tall trees, on the other hand, do not 
burn easily, and fire does not reach tree crowns (except in extreme conditions of high temperatures) 
unless there are surface fuels and ladder fuels such as weeds and grass under them. Reference: Project 
Vesta—Fire in Dry Eucalypt Forest: fuel structure, fuel dynamics and fire behavior, also the 
Field Guide for the same project, Interim Edition, 20007,  Jim Gould and others, Ensis Bushfire 
Research, Department of Environment and Conservation, Canberra, Australia.

To have real fire-risk mitigation, tall trees of every species need to be preserved. Trees may be thinned, 
but a canopy should be maintained to prevent the rampant growth of grassland and chaparral, the most 
fire-prone of all species because they ignite more easily and burn hotter and faster than trees. 

David Carle, in his Introduction to Fire in California, does not mention eucalyptus trees at all in his 
book. He combines the information about eucalyptus trees with other hardwood trees.  He does 
mention, however, that crown fires can occur in shrublands as well as in forests during extreme winds. 

13. UCB, a taxpayer-funded agency, profits from clearing the land. UCB  admits to possible 
expansion of its campus with faculty housing and other development in the Claremont 
Canyon/Frowning Ridge area.  FEMA, a taxpayer funded agency, should not pay to clear land for 
UCB, another taxpayer funded agency, for the purpose of UCB's further development in areas that are 
currently wildland forests.  Ironically, if UCB gets the FEMA grant, it will undoubtedly construct 
structures (which are highly ignitable) where forests (that have never burned) once existed. Thus, UCB 
(and FEMA if it gives UCB the money) will be increasing the fire danger, not reducing it, in Claremont 
Canyon and Frowning Ridge.

14.  The FEMA EIS is unacceptable because it does not meet its stated goal of reducing flame 
lengths to 2 feet. “The calculated flame length under the proposed and connected actions is 
approximately 2 feet, with 89% of the areas in low or moderate fire behavior categories.” Reference: 
DEIS 5.2-4 Yet, in the fire appendix, this statement is contradicted.  “ In almost all post-treatment 
locations, flames are predicted to be no greater than 4 feet in length and to produce only surface fires, 
with little torching after treatment.” Reference: DEIS Appendix M-13. Both goals are impossible if 
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the present landscape is converted to grassland and chaparral, oak woodland or oak savanna.

15. The FEMA Draft EIS  is unacceptable because it relies on a fire model that is fundamentally 
flawed in that it compares the risk of the current environment with the environment that will 
exist only in the few days  after 100,000+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison, as the EIS 
does not specify any means by which the project proponents will maintain the environment in this 
pristine condition, and in fact maintaining it in that condition is impossible.  Shortly after the projects 
are completed the fire danger will begin to increase, either as a result of wood chips spread on the 
ground, or weeds, grasses and brush moving into the wasteland areas. In any case, the flame lengths in 
post treatment locations will be much greater than they would have been in eucalyptus forests.

16. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the 
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately address the effects of these projects on 
Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration capacity. The 
analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to adequately consider the loss of 
ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from these projects. The EIS must be revised to fully 
consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down 100,000 tall trees.  Also, see No. 18 and 
23 below.

17. The FEMA draft EIS is unacceptable in that it does not adequately address the human cost or 
the risks associated with the herbicide/pesticide use that is being proposed. The EIS must be 
revised to fully consider all the implications of the expected pesticide  use not only to kill eucalyptus 
trees, but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of the loss of 
shade canopy. The number of expected years of applications of Roundup, for instance, has been stated 
as anywhere from 3 years to 13 years.  These herbicides/pesticides wlll be applied by low-wage 
workers who cannot be expected to closely follow so-called “best management practices.”

A recent article in the journal of the American Cancer Society pointed out that pesticide use (both 
active ingredients and surfactants) is associated with increased cancer risk to workers who apply the  
pesticides/herbicides, and also to the general public. Several European countries have initiated policies 
that will reduce their nation-wide pesticide use. Reference:
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23322675

Pesticide use on the scale that these projects would require could harm not only the chemically sensitve 
among us, but also dog walkers who use the trails and the children who play there.  We have witnessed 
pesticides being sprayed broadcast into the air (not directly on plants) close to Claremont Avenue. We 
have met many people in the East Bay who have testified that chemicals in pesticides have caused 
severe disabilities in themselves and their children. 

The documentary film More than Honey implies a strong connection between colony collapse disorder 
in bees because of pesticides. A review of that film states that in northern China, where pesticides are 
heavily used, bees have all but vanished, and peasants are reduced to laboriously importing pollen from 
the south and daubing it by hand on blossoms. Reference: NYTimes, “In Fields and Hives, Zooming 
In on What Ails Bees,” June 12, 2013.  Pesticides kill bees and invertebrates. We have seen Garlon-
treated stumps, with Garlon leaking into a stream.  It is inevitable that careless applications of 
pesticides such as those we have observed in Claremont Canyon will eventually get into waterways and 
eventually cause increased risk of cancer in humans.
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18. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the 
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately analyze the effects on air quality and human 
health resulting from the proposed plan.  All of the implications on air quality of the proposed 
projects must be considered. The EIS does not deal with the many beneficial effect of trees in 
providing oxygen and filtering particulate matter. Instead the EIS goes on for pages and pages about 
how the air might be briefly affected by the equipment used to take down the trees.  We do not want the 
trees taken down. We need to keep as many trees as possible, and plant more trees that will grow tall 
and provide canopy to protect us from the pollution that humans have created. Trees absorb polluting 
gases, not only CO2, but also carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and sulfur dioxide. 

19. The EIS is deficient in that it does not include any record of attempts by UCB, EBRPD and 
Oakland to mitigate risk by maintenance, although we know that such records exist in the case of 
EBRPD (which does maintenance on a regular basis) and Oakland (which cuts ignitable 
vegetation along roadsides and has done some fuel reduction using WPAD funds).  If these 
undeveloped areas in the East Bay Hills are in such high-hazard zones, why hasn't UCB attempted over 
these past 22 years since the 1991 Tunnel fire to pick up ground litter and remove understory?  Instead, 
UCB appears to have focused time and energy, working with Claremont Canyon Conservancy 
volunteers, to prove (against all reason) that native plant species will replace non-natives in one small 
area off Claremont Avenue in Claremont Canyon.  This demonstration project proves nothing except 
the dedication of volunteers to restore native plants; it has not decreased the fire danger even in that 
area which is now filled with highly ignitable fuels. 

20. The EIS is deficient in that it does not include any real comparative analysis of the damage 
caused by the 1991 fire vs. the damage caused by other fires, that burned more acres (and were 
mostly brush, chaparral and grassland fire, not fires on acres that included trees). The 1991 
Tunnel fire is considered more damaging than the other fires—not because of the eucalyptus—but 
because it involved so many structures, which in many cases ignited the surrounding vegetation, not the 
other way around.  The EIS is deficient in that the solution it seems to recommend—removing the non-
native trees—has little or nothing to do with why the 1991 Tunnel fire was considered most damaging.

21. The EIS is deficient in that it gives no cost estimates for removing brush, surface fuels, lower 
limbs, and smaller trees vs cost estimates for the favored proposed alternative, so how can readers 
come to any conclusion that one alternative is better than the other?  In fact, the statements made about 
the advantages of the proposed alternative are highly suspicious and biased in its favor.  The EIS, for 
instance, claims that “continuous regular maintenance on steep slopes can destabilize soils and lead to 
erosion.  More than the heavy equipment used on those slopes to remove thousands of trees, plus the 
disastrous effects of removing trees with roots that hold the soil and the slopes in place?  

22. The EIS is deficient in that it should have obtained more evidence than that provided by 
Robert Santos, a CSU librarian who wrote a much-referenced, unscientific study of eucalyptus,  
about how freezing and other changes in weather might affect eucalyptus trees. Santos does not 
mention other tree species and compare, for example, how such weather changes and events might 
affect them. The Santos  study is replete with misinformation about eucalyptus trees.  I have lived in 
the East Bay Hills since 1974 and I most certainly do not recall the temperature ever dropping to 10 
degrees F, as Santos claims.  There was, I believe, a freeze in the earlier 70s, but in order to kill a euc 
tree or have branches drop, there has to be a hard freeze, with temperatures below 32 degrees F for 
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several days. Thousands of healthy eucalyptus trees were cut down after the freeze, with the excuse that 
they might fall over.  A hard freeze that would affect trees seems unlikely as the planet warms, in part 
due to CO2 emissions when millions of hardwood trees are cut down. 

The EIS is flawed in that it does not go into any details about how and why trees of any species 
(including native coast live oaks, redwoods, etc.) might freeze and die, or be affected by extremes of 
wind or heat. 

23. The EIS is fundamentally flawed in that it does not include the benefits of carbon 
sequestration that would be lost if tens of thousands of trees are cut down.  Even if another fire 
were to happen, it is unlikely to affect all of the areas where the planned tree removal will take place so 
the carbon release would be limited.  However, if the trees are cut down, there would be a huge loss of 
carbon sequestration.  Eucalyptus trees, of all tree species, store and sequester the most carbon 
(approximately 24.4% of the total carbon stored by all vegetation and 16.3% of all sequestered carbon. 
Eucalyptus trees grow quickly so they take up carbon quickly; they grow large, often topping out at 
100-150 feet, which means they store more carbon in their trunks, branches, and root systems.

Two of the three large eucalyptus trees on Alvarado Road at the edge of Garber Park have been 
measured and analyzed for their carbon storage capability.  The bigger the tree's diameter, the greater is 
the loss of carbon storage capability when it is cut down. One of those trees absorbs 650 pounds of 
CO2 each year. The other one absorbs 1980 pounds of CO2 each year.  A large tree has an average 
mass of about 3 tons; roughly 2/3 of this is cellulose matter consisting of carbon.  Therefore, the 
conclusion is that a large tree will have sequestered 2 tons of carbon over a 70-year period.  Reference:
“Carbon Storage in Two Trees,” HCN Newsletter, July 2011; measurements and calculation 
performed by John Hovland, PhD, using the CUFR Tree Carbon Calculator developed by the 
Center for Urban Forest Reseach. U.S. Forest Service, in partnership with the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.

24. The DEIS is flawed in that it claims that aesthetics and visual quality favor cutting down the 
trees. It claims also that  people prefer open sight lines to views that include tall trees. What studies or 
surveys have been done to support this claim?  Trail users will be especially affected by the loss of 
trees that now provide shade.  As for property values, the prices of houses in the areas that burned in 
the 1991 fire are higher than ever.  People move into the  hills, despite the hazards, because they like 
trees.  If they knew that these projects would convert tree vistas to slopes covered with fire-prone 
chaparral brush and grassland, they would be less likely to buy properties in the hills.

25. The DEIS is deficient in that it does not consider the importance of eucalyptus trees for 
wildlife habitat. Blue gum eucalyptus flower in the winter, when few other plants or tree bloom in the 
Bay area. Its flowers provide nectar for bees and other insects, Monarch butterflies, and many bird 
species, who also use the tree branches and trunk for their nests. Raptors such as hawks and owls prefer 
tall trees such as eucalyptus.  As we saw after the 1991 fire,  the rodent population increased when the 
balance of nature was upset and predators chose to move to places where they could find the tall trees 
they favor.

26. The DEIS does not mention the effects that Sudden Oak Death will have on the hills 
landscape. Researchers tell us that S.O.D. Is rampant in the Bay Area, and that it is spreading rapidly 
especially to native oaks such as coast live oaks and tanoaks. The spread of S.O.D is associated with 
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climate change. California bay trees appear to be the vector for S.O.D. although the bays do not die 
from the disease. As the oaks die, the risk of severe wildfire will increase through the oaks' dry, dead 
branches and leaves.  The dead oaks typically remain standing for years, greatly increasing the risk of 
crown fire.  The DEIS is deficient in not dealing with the consequences of S.O.D. in the oak-bay 
woodlands and oak savannas that nativists expect to replace the non-natives after they have been 
destroyed. The DEIS should consider what trees will be left after the eucalyptus, Monterey pines and 
acacia are gone-- and the oaks die.

27. The DEIS does not acknowledge or deal with the URS comments critical of the proposed 
actions, as stated in the letter to FEMA of 27 May 2009 obtained through a Freedom of 
Information Act request. These comments will have been dealt with elsewhere, especially by fire 
scientist Kelly Close, so I will mention them only briefly. URS points out that UCB has inaccurately 
characterized the fire hazard of Monterey pine and acacia which are fire risks only when they occur as 
understory or a kind of middle story within a eucalyptus forest.
 
The critical issues in the URS letter concern UCB's plan to chip non-native trees on site and spread the 
chips up to 2 feet over the ground. URS notes that UCB is inaccurate in the comparisons it made of 
expected decomposition rates and depth of chips between what it plans to do and what has been done in 
other studies. It is clear from the URS letter that UCB does not provide convincing data that the mulch 
at the proposed depth would decompose in 3-5 years.  URS also points out that there is no reason to 
believe that the mulch would suppress non-natives while encouraging native revegetation. The most  
irresponsible aspect of UCB's chip/mulch plan is that, because of the possibility of spontaneous 
combustion, easier ignitabililty of wood chips than tree trunks, and the dangers of a smoldering fire that 
could creep unnoticed under the chips until a wind gust disturbs the chips and embers are cast out , 
UCB's chipping plan would result in a higher fire danger than leaving the non-native trees alive and 
standing in place.  

As a member of both the Hills Conservation Network board of directors, and the board of 
directors of the North Hills Community Association, as well as a resident in the hills for 40 years, 
I am deeply concerned about fire risk mitigation, and I want some form of fuels reduction in the 
proposed project areas to happen.  However, I am convinced that the proposed projects described 
in the DEIS will only increase the fire danger in the hills as well as having disastrous effects on 
animal habitat, the quality of life, and the landscape that my family and I love. 

Sincerely,

Madeline Travers Hovland   
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From: Wes Isberg
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Re: draft EIS insufficient
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 2:38:53 AM

I live on a hill above trees that will be removed.  The ground is so steep that
removing the trees will take out the top soil and having the trees gone will
contribute to erosion, as will the lack of forest canopy to protect against direct sun. 
This may lead to fire due to overgrowth of underbrush.

On Mon, Jun 17, 2013 at 2:35 AM, Wes Isberg <wes.isberg@gmail.com> wrote:
It doesn't cover pesticide use or the impact of removing the trees.

Please don't accept it in its current form.

 136_Isberg_Wes 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 180

mailto:wes.isberg@gmail.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:wes.isberg@gmail.com


From: James Snyder
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA Plan to Clear-Cut 85,000 Trees in Berkeley and Oakland, California
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2013 12:04:00 AM

I'm writing to voice my objection to this plan.  The Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) has been considering grant applications for “fire hazard mitigation”
in the East Bay since 2005, when the first of several applications was submitted. 
After years of debate about whether or not the projects achieve the stated purpose
and at what cost to the taxpayers and the environment, FEMA finally agreed to
resolve the controversial issues by mandating an environmental impact review. 
Although FEMA paid for the environmental review, the grant applicants conducted it
and it represents their opinions of their own proposed projects!  This is crazy.

The trees in Strawberry and Claremont Canyon have been there for decades and
hardly constitute a hazard.  Pouring thousands of gallons of herbicide on these
pristine hills will create a real hazard and destroy a large area of natural beauty. 
This plan is especially misguided at a time when the world is undergoing global
warming and in need of all of its forested areas.  The plan being considered is an
outrageous and destructive attack on our environment.

The proposed projects are more likely to increase the risk of wildfires than to reduce
that risk by distributing tons of dead wood onto bare ground, by eliminating shade
and fog drip which moistens the forest floor, making ignition more likely, and by
destroying the windbreak that is a barrier to wind driven fires typical of wildfires in
California.

The proposed projects will damage the environment by releasing hundreds of
thousands of tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere from the destroyed trees,
thereby contributing to climate change.

The proposed projects will endanger the public by dousing our public lands with
thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides.  Erosion is likely on steep slopes when the
trees are destroyed and their roots are killed with herbicides.  Non-native vegetation
are more likely to take hold in the unshaded bared ground than native vegetation
which will not be planted by these projects.  Prescribed burns will pollute the air and
contribute to the risk of wildfire, endangering lives and property.  Finally, these
projects are an inappropriate use of the limited resources of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency which are for the expressed purpose of restoring communities
destroyed by disasters such as floods and other catastrophic events and preparing
communities for anticipated catastrophic events.  Most of the proposed projects in
the East Bay are miles away from any residences.

I truly hope these projects will be summarily rejected.

Yours truly,
James Snyder
JamesLSnyder@gmail.com
902 South Springer Road
Los Altos, CA 94024
650-274-2777
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From: janet kessler
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Please do NOT, NOT, NOT fund the futile Plant restoration project in the East Bay Hills
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 1:43:51 PM

Dear FEMA --

We love our trees, we love our wildlife habitat. PLEASE, PLEASE don't fund the project that will be
destroying half a million trees in the East Bay. Besides the aesthetics and what people want for their
environment, please consider real harmful effects for the environment which will be caused by the
destruction of our trees:

*The trees serve as a huge windbreak; removing these trees will increase winds which will increase the
risk of fire.

*Distributing dead wood chips as ground cover seems insane -- why cover the ground with dry fuel,
which also will increase the risk for fire?

*We all know that these trees collect moisture from the atmosphere and turn it into drip which reaches
the ground and keeps everything moist, reducing any fire risk. Remove the trees and their moisture
collecting capacity, and you'll have a dryer ground which is much more prone to fire than what exists
there now.

*Dry scrub and grasses, will be replacing the trees. Everyone knows that these are much more fire-
prone than the Eucalyptus which will be taken down. As an example, in San Francisco last month,
note this photo of Bernal Heights taken exactly one month ago: An entire scrub and grasses hillside
burned -- but the trees -- Eucalyptus -- on the edges the big fire were not singed at all. 

*We've been told that thousands of gallons of toxic chemical will be needed to prevent the trees from
re-sprouting. This is OUR environment. We don't want it poisoned. We are environmentalists wanting a
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naturally sustainable environment. That is what we have now. Please don't take down the trees which
will add poisonous chemicals to our environment. Do this for the people I know, and you know, who
already have suffered from cancer. These chemicals will be used on a hillside where they will get into
the water shed. A huge number of people will be affected.

*Have you thought of the carbon emissions which will be emitted on a large scale, or the carbon
sequestration capability which will be eliminated if the trees come down. 

*Wildlife is what I devote my time to. If you spend time in the trees and forests -- Eucalyptus forests --
you'll find a magical world of owls, hawks, monarch butterflies, an incredible number of birds, bats,
squirrels, honey bees, etc. I'm a photographer -- I see these animals all the time in Eucalyptus trees.
There is plenty of grassland already for other species to use, we don't need more of it for our many
wildlife species which in fact depend on the trees for their survival. By cutting down the trees, you will
be displacing and killing a huge number of animals.

Please approve the NO PROJECT alternative, which will allow us to retain our trees, and preserve an
environment we all cherish.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very Sincerely,
Janet Kessler
Urbanwildness.com
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From: Jayah@AdventureBuddies.net
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA in Berkeley
Date: Friday, May 31, 2013 7:00:03 AM
Importance: High

Please do NOT chop down Berkeley trees.
 

Jayah Faye Paley

These projects are more likely to increase the risk of wildfires than to reduce that 
risk:
 
*    By distributing tons of dead wood onto bare ground

*    By eliminating shade and fog drip which moistens the forest floor, making 

ignition more likely

*    By destroying the windbreak that is a barrier to wind driven fires typical of 

wildfires in California

*      By expanding the oak-bay woodland being killed by Sudden Oak Death, thereby 

adding more dead wood.

Additionally:

*  These projects will damage the environment by releasing hundreds of thousands of 

tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere from the destroyed trees, potentially  

contributing to climate change.

*  These projects will endanger the public by dousing our public lands with thousands 

of gallons of toxic herbicides.

*  Erosion is likely on steep slopes when the trees are destroyed and their roots are killed 

with herbicides.

*  Non-native vegetation such as broom, thistle, and hemlock are more likely 

occupants of the unshaded, bared ground than native vegetation which will not be planted 

by these projects.

*  Prescribed burns will pollute the air and contribute to the risk of wildfire, 

endangering lives and property.

*  These projects are an inappropriate use of the limited resources of the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency which are for the expressed purpose of restoring 
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communities destroyed by disasters such as floods and other catastrophic events and 

preparing communities for anticipated catastrophic events. Most of the proposed projects 

in the East Bay are miles away from any residences.

   * The projects will likely negatively affect  the UC BOTANICAL GARDEN, 
CALIFORNIA NEWT HABITAT, STRAWBERRY CREEK AND WATERSHED 
HABITATS, BIRD LIFE, HIKING JOGGING, BIKING ACTVITIES IN THESE TWO 
LARGE CANYONS.
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From: Jeannie Mckenzie
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Oakland hills fire revention project comment
Date: Saturday, June 01, 2013 11:24:31 PM

I am writing to express my concern about the current fire prevention plan.  As a long-time Montclair
resident, I understand and appreciate the need for fire prevention.  However, I also am very concerned
with the enormous scope of the plan and its potential for serious dangers for erosion, water-system
health, animal health, and enjoyment of the natural beauty of the area.  I live in the Oakland hills
because I love being surrounded by big trees, and I accept the risks that involves and recognize the
other risks caused by the proposals here. 

With that in mind, I would support some relatively minor and gradual thinning of the large, non-native
trees, such as the Eucalyptus.  By thinning, I mean removal of up to one third of the trees in a given
area, if the trees are touching each other or their branches are within 20 feet of each other, and
removal of lower branches.  I could envision more non-native trees being removed over a long time
period, but  the sudden removal of all or the majority of trees within a few years would cause serious
risks to our delicate eco-system. I think the potential risks from wide-spread removal are outweighed by
the value the trees bring to our environment, and I would object strongly to the expenditure of our
resources on their removal. 

While the EBRPD's plan removes more trees than I would prefer and uses herbicides, I find its
"selective thinning" plan to be substantially preferable to UCB's clear-cutting approach.  I would prefer
that EBRPD not use herbicides and remove fewer trees than they are proposing.  I hope that they
would consider my comments and not remove as many trees as they are suggesting and would look for
an alternative to herbicides, such as hand-pulling. 

I've also noticed that the proposals do not indicate an interest in re-building redwood forests.  I
understand this is a complicated issue, but I would support trying to introduce more redwoods to the
areas, and not just focus on oak and bays, which are experiencing a number of difficulties these days. 

In sum, I strongly object to clear-cutting of all of any species of tree from any area and to the use of
herbicides once they are removed.  Some strategic thinning of trees in areas where they are
particularly close together is acceptable and beneficial.  I am especially concerned about the impact on
wildlife and erosion that the current plans create.  I appreciate this opportunity to comment and I would
like to be more involved, as this area is incredibly important to me.

 sincerely,

 Jeannie Mckenzie
"Don't ask yourself  what the world needs. Ask yourself  what makes you come alive and then go do that. Because what the world
needs is people who have come alive." -Howard Thurman
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From: Jeannie Mckenzie
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Oakland hills fire revention project comment
Date: Saturday, June 01, 2013 11:24:31 PM

I am writing to express my concern about the current fire prevention plan.  As a long-time Montclair
resident, I understand and appreciate the need for fire prevention.  However, I also am very concerned
with the enormous scope of the plan and its potential for serious dangers for erosion, water-system
health, animal health, and enjoyment of the natural beauty of the area.  I live in the Oakland hills
because I love being surrounded by big trees, and I accept the risks that involves and recognize the
other risks caused by the proposals here. 

With that in mind, I would support some relatively minor and gradual thinning of the large, non-native
trees, such as the Eucalyptus.  By thinning, I mean removal of up to one third of the trees in a given
area, if the trees are touching each other or their branches are within 20 feet of each other, and
removal of lower branches.  I could envision more non-native trees being removed over a long time
period, but  the sudden removal of all or the majority of trees within a few years would cause serious
risks to our delicate eco-system. I think the potential risks from wide-spread removal are outweighed by
the value the trees bring to our environment, and I would object strongly to the expenditure of our
resources on their removal. 

While the EBRPD's plan removes more trees than I would prefer and uses herbicides, I find its
"selective thinning" plan to be substantially preferable to UCB's clear-cutting approach.  I would prefer
that EBRPD not use herbicides and remove fewer trees than they are proposing.  I hope that they
would consider my comments and not remove as many trees as they are suggesting and would look for
an alternative to herbicides, such as hand-pulling. 

I've also noticed that the proposals do not indicate an interest in re-building redwood forests.  I
understand this is a complicated issue, but I would support trying to introduce more redwoods to the
areas, and not just focus on oak and bays, which are experiencing a number of difficulties these days. 

In sum, I strongly object to clear-cutting of all of any species of tree from any area and to the use of
herbicides once they are removed.  Some strategic thinning of trees in areas where they are
particularly close together is acceptable and beneficial.  I am especially concerned about the impact on
wildlife and erosion that the current plans create.  I appreciate this opportunity to comment and I would
like to be more involved, as this area is incredibly important to me.

 sincerely,

 Jeannie Mckenzie
"Don't ask yourself  what the world needs. Ask yourself  what makes you come alive and then go do that. Because what the world
needs is people who have come alive." -Howard Thurman

 142_Mckenzie_Jeannie 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 189

mailto:jeanniemck@yahoo.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov


From: hawkannej@comcast.net
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS, East Bay Hills, California
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 7:55:13 PM

Dear Agency:
 
This is in regards to the removal of eucalyptus in the Berkeley Hills by the University
of California, East Bay Regional Parks District and City of Oakland which FEMA has
been asked to fund.  I oppose the University's project project and believe it should be
modified or dropped for the reasons set forth below.
 
My Experience:  From July, 1979 until January, 2000 I was a Deputy Attorney
General for the State of California in what was then the Public Resources section.  In
that capacity I represented state agencies that managed California's resources and
regulated various activities on private land that affected public resources in all the
courts of California and in the federal courts.  Among the agencies I represented were
the Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
Department of Water Resources, State Water Resources Control Board and Regional
Water Quality Control Boards and the Department of Food and Agriculture.  I worked
with agency scientists and reviewed many environmental documents prepared under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy
Act  (NEPA).  In particular I am familiar with the use of herbicides in forestry and
vegetation management on both public and private lands.  Among these cases were
some involving vegetation management in Mount Diablo State Park.  Following my
retirement I occasionally assisted in environmental litigation including cases involving
forestry and vegetation management on federal lands.  I am familiar with the Project
Area as I was born and raised in Berkeley and have lived in Berkeley for
approximately 60 of the past 70 years and continuously since 1974.  I received my
BA, MA and LLB from UC Berkeley.  I have hiked, run and recreated in the Project
Area, and own a home near the University.
 
Basis for opposition:   The environment of California in general and the Project
Area in particular has been greatly changed over the last 200+ years.  Native
vegetation has been replaced by a plethora of non-native species, many of them
extremely well-adapted to this climate.  All around the Project Area as well as within it
these non-native species  are growing vigorously.  The University's project proposes
wholesale removal of eucalyptus and other non-native species.  In my experience it is
very, very difficult in this environment to remove non-native vegetation wholesale and
expect native species to regenerate in the area without planting of the
desired species.  Redwoods receive competition from hardwoods and replanting
after harvesting is essential.  Native grasses must be planted if they are expected to
return.  Native shrubs must also be planted.  Desirable native species simply will not
recolonize an area after wholesale vegetation removal without a great deal of active
assistance from project managers and staff.
 
Agencies frequently rely on herbicides, thinking that they can remove large swathes
of vegetation and apply large amounts of toxic chemicals as a substitute for careful
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removal of non-natives and replacement with native plants.  This is akin to
"destroying the village in order to save it" and repeated projects have demonstrated
that it does not work, ends up costing more in the long run, and pollutes the
environment.
 
Instead the University should greatly reduce the scope of the project, remove
vegetation from much smaller areas over a longer period of time and do revegetation
with natives rather than rely on the application of herbicides in this urban area.  In
addition, many of the eucalyptus in this area are very large, being over 100 years old
and in some cases two feet or more in diameter. Removal of these large trees cannot
be done without great damage to the surrounding vegetation and to the watershed
itself. 
 
The ostensible purpose of the project is to reduce the fire hazard posed by the
eucalyptus.  The more sensible course is to remove the underbrush and leave the
large trees standing.  Fire spreads quickest through the underbrush.  In addition,
defensible perimeters around buildings in wooded areas and proper building
materials are essential to preventing the spread of fire and the defense of structures. 
Since the 1992 Berkeley Hills fire much has been done to make the hill areas safer.
 
The project proposed by the University is poorly thought out and does not reflect the
experience of agencies such as the East Bay Regional Park District and California
State Parks in dealing with similar fire safety and vegetation management issues.  If
undertaken it will not accomplish its stated purposes, will cost the cash-strapped
University system money it does not have and will introduce large amounts of toxics
into the local environment, home to hundreds of thousands of people.  It is just the
latest bit of arrogance by the University toward the community in which it is situated. 
 
FEMA should not fund the University's proposed projerct.  The EIS should be revised
to reflect a much smaller project done over a longer period of time with alternatives
that are much less environmentally damaging and have a greater likelihood of
success.
 
 
M. Anne Jennings
1515 Edith Street
Berkeley, CA 94703
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From: Darla Ken Jensen Pearce
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Project
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 10:39:51 PM

This is a public comment about the above proposed destruction of 85,000 beautiful
living trees. It cannot be justified by any means. When a government agency begins
to destroy the people's habitat and environment, they harm the people themselves.

It doesn't matter what you use by way of fire threats or pre~emptive strikes again
the Earth ~ the fact is that these trees have survived many extreme weather
elements for a hundred years or more and this idea is a harmful and destructive
alternative to good land management. When government inflicts harm, they need to
be replaced. If you can't manage to be productive in non-harmful ways, there is no
further ~ future need for your agency to exist.

Please do not harm any of these trees. We are each interconnected in a web of life.
To wantonly destroy living trees cannot be allowed or sanctioned by any thoughtful
or responsible people. The fact that you wish to pour "Roundup" a pesticide that has
been found to be harmful to all forms of life not just weeds adds insult to actual
injury. But in this case, to prevent the natural growth of beautiful trees back into
this area is nothing short of abuse. Roundup and pesticides are poisons that HARM
people, property and living things that do not belong to you. Please do not take this
action.

Thank you for your courtesy and cooperation in maintaining a healthy environment
by not destroying anything further. Trees are living beings and need to be respected
for the oxygen they provide so that humans can breathe. Do not destroy their
beneficial existence for all. To go forward will bring some form of natural Karma that
would not be nice to witness upon your shoulders. In this life what goes around,
comes around, so we must be respectful and kind or suffer the consequences of our
own "great ideas" that fall short as this one does in it's entirety.

Darla K. Pearce
1986 Yosemite Drive
Milpitas, CA 95035

A resident of Milpitas for over 30 years.

Current address:  1258 Janish Dr., Sandpoint, ID 83864
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From: Joanne Yeaton
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland and EBRPD
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:59:43 AM

June 14, 2013
 
Dear FEMA,
I’m writing in reference to the FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management
projects in the hills. This document is a totally misguided and deeply flawed attempt to deal with the
very real danger of fire in the East Bay hills, and is unacceptable in its current form. I encourage you to
retract and revise this plan to assure that our taxpayers’ money is spent on effective, reasonable fire
mitigation measures, and not ones that are destructive to the ecosystems they purport to protect.
 
In particular, the UC proposal to cut down nearly 60,000 non-native trees in the Strawberry/Claremont
Canyon and ridge areas, with no provisions for replanting of native vegetation, and with repeated
applications of toxic herbicides to prevent resprouting is completely unacceptable. Let me enumerate
just a few of the reasons why this is a terrible idea.
 
Habitat: Great horned owls nest in these trees, as do other raptors, keeping rodent populations in
check. Without the raptor, the rodent population could pose a serious health risk. These trees also
hydrate the hills environments, creating shade and fog drip which moisten the forest floor, even during
the dry season. The stands of tall trees create wind breaks, which are an essential part of slowing fire
spread in a wind-driven fire. The trees anchor hillsides and the steep slopes of the canyons; without
their canopy to diffuse the raindrops, every rainstorm will erode the shorn ground and add to the silting
of the creeks. These trees’ shading prevents the growth of the fire-prone, invasive non-native grasses
and shrubs such as broom, thistle, blackberry and hemlock, which will quickly fill the bare, unshaded
ground if the UC plan is implemented. Clear-cutting will increase the risk of fire because more
flammable weeds and brush will take hold.
 
Air quality: With global warming accelerating, and carbon dioxide recently found to exceed 400 ppm in
the atmosphere, how can cutting down over 80,000 trees be a good idea? These trees sequester
greenhouse gases, they remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, they transpire moisture back into
the air, they shade and cool the earth. In addition, the current EIS allows for prescribed burns and a
mammoth chipping operation, both of which would release enormous amounts of greenhouse gases
into the environment. These chips, to be left on site, create a mulch layer which is itself a fire hazard.

Toxicity: Four different toxic herbicides are proposed for this project - Roundup, Stalker, Garlon 4 Ultra
(from the Garlon 4 Ultra MSDS: “…highly toxic to aquatic organisms…; “Prevent from entering soil…
waterways and/or groundwater”; “decomposition products can include…: hydrogen chloride, nitrogen
oxide, phosgene.” (All toxic)) and Garlon 3A - to be applied over a period of as long as ten years. The
claim that none of these poisons will make their way down the watershed into the creeks, or that they
will have no adverse effects on recreational users of the parks, or nearby residential communities, is
pure wishful thinking. Even with all the mitigation precautions outlined in the Draft EIS, thousands of
pounds of chemicals, applied by many users over many years – it takes only one unanticipated
rainstorm or rogue windstorm to carry these outside the arbitrary boundaries that have been set.

Fire control: There are far better ways to reduce the danger of wildfires than those in the current
proposal. The East Bay Regional Park District has found that selective thinning of non-native trees,
combined with regular removal of understory fuels, is an effective fire mitigation strategy. When there
are ground fuels in abundance, (this could include the 20+ inches of wood chips the UC plan would
leave on the ground) they provide ready fodder for a fast moving fire. These ground fuels were a major
source of the rapid spread of the 1991 fire in the hills. If these had been controlled, we would not have
had the laddering effect that led to torching and crown fires. 
The current plan  has the potential to worsen the fire danger by removing wind breaks and creating
more ground fuel. 
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The choice is not between wildfire destroying our homes, or razed hills and herbicides in the hills.
These are false extremes. The East Bay hills, with their stands of trees, rolling hills and beautiful
watersheds, are a model to other urban areas, many of whom have lost their natural landscapes to
development. We can reduce fire danger and maintain the best aspects of our green belt, with
selective thinning and understory removal.

I am strongly opposed to the current proposal and urge FEMA to withdraw their support. 
Yes, we have a wildfire hazard in the hills. And, yes, if we cut down all the tall trees, they won’t be
there to burn.  But we can achieve an equivalent mitigation outcome with much less drastic – and
damaging – interventions.

One of the least quantifiable aspects of this Draft EIS is what our woodland “management” will do to
the recreational and aesthetic qualities of the tree-covered hills that hug our eastern borders. Walkers,
hikers and joggers, school groups and families, dog owners and bird watchers all are regular users and
appreciators of the East Bay hills. These tree-covered slopes are a treasure worth saving. When fewer
urban kids have contact with trees and nature, we risk raising a generation of young adults who will not
value the preservation of wildness and natural settings. And that would be a loss to us all.
 
Sincerely,
Joanne M. Yeaton
Berkeley, CA
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From: J.dulaney
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: add me to mailing list
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 6:11:56 PM
Importance: High

This is really concerning me.  I do not live in the area but have many friends who do who are opposed
to this and sent it to me.  Why not do controlled burns like we do here in Texas to simulate natural fires
but to also create the buffer zone that you want to achieve.  This will add natural carbon materials back
into the soil rather than adding Roundup and other chemicals into the system.  How has Monsanto
gotten its hands into so many parts of our lives?  I do not want my federal tax dollars going toward
activities that sacrifice so much for so little.
 
Add me to your email list because I do want to keep tabs on where this is going and what reasoning
there is beyond expediency and corporate interests.
Joelle Dulaney
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From: jon@earcom.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Re: Proposed plan for East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 3:45:02 PM

To Whom it May Concern at FEMA,

I object to the proposed plan to assist the City of Oakland, UC Berkeley and EBPRD in removing tens of
thousands of trees and dispensing large quantities of herbicide in the Easy Bay Hills as part of a fire
prevention effort. This plan is a drastic and devastating measure that fails to address many if not most
of the critical factors that create the conditions for fires like we have experienced in the East Bay Hills.

The primary objective of this plan is to mitigate fire risk, yet the preliminary findings issued for FEMA by
the U.S. Fire Administration and the recent EIS Report draw conclusions seemingly at odds with one
another:

Our worst fires on record were directly attributable to Diablo winds present at the time of the fires.

One of the primary consequences or outcomes of the plan would be an increase in wind speed due to
removal of the ridge line trees.

The FEMA report identifies the proposed application of herbicide as a possible risk. Modern regulations
identify and measure contaminants, carcinogens and toxins down to parts per million (or billion), so in
this instance, what is the acceptable amount that is allowed to leach into and remain upon our hillsides
and in our streams? Urban and residential development undergo a rigorous process of remediation and
cleanup of identified hazardous waste sites, so how will FEMA propose to assist in cleanup efforts when
sampling later reveals that contaminants remain in the soil or groundwater beyond the worst
projections? Are the City of Oakland and UC Berkeley already asking FEMA to assist in the event of such
an outcome, or will they come back later, hat in hand?

The '91 fire was largely due to deferred maintenance and negligence, yet this plan would enable the
City of Oakland and UC Berkeley to continue shirking their current responsibilities, which are to:

        remove dead fuel in the parks and hills

        carefully enforce local residential building and fire codes

        ensure that personnel, water supplies, trucks and hydrants with standard hose pipe fittings,
functioning communications equipment that works across multiple agencies and volunteer units from
other areas are all available during emergencies.

        regularly engage in a trimming or thinning schedule for specific areas.

The eradication of 50,000-100,000 trees on our hillsides and contaminating our soil and groundwater
certainly goes against the philosophy of each party that solicits your assistance, yet they remain oddly
silent on the issue. That the environmentally conscious and forward-thinking UC Berkeley has somehow
failed to identify any potential short or long term risks associated with implementing such a drastic
alteration to the East Bay Hills is preposterous. No thanks to our local civic leaders, many of us found
out about this plan at the last minute. If not for public hearings scheduled by FEMA, most of us
probably wouldn't have known about the issue at all. 

The proverb "measure twice, cut once" comes to mind. Oakland, UC Berkeley and EBPRD are seeking
Federal assistance in a manner that does not demonstrate any such care or caution, rather, it reveals a
reckless approach that favors expediency over a commitment to environmental stewardship.
Furthermore, it shows a blatant disregard for public opinion, feedback and oversight. This is a
maintenance issue that can and should be effectively managed by implementing and adhering to a
reasonable plan to preserve our most precious resources -as opposed to destroying them.
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Respectfully,

Jon Hudson
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From: B. Judd
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Think of the Salamanders!
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 4:32:23 PM

In regards to clearcutting Strawberry Canyon and Claremont Canyon, and
applying Roundup(tm).

Ripping out trees (admittedly some non-native) to replace them with
compost and poison is a terrible thing to do to our hillsides.  The
amphibians and reptiles will be severely affected, the birds lose their
nesting sites and food sites, and who would want to hike the denuded
trails?  I assume you'd leave some window-dressing along the roads for
people in cars to avoid complaints, but a lot of people here hike beyond
the roads.  Yes, trees are a problem with fire, but underbrush can be
managed with goats as it is in Tilden.  The only reason the 1991 fire
was so bad was bad decisions and management at the start of the fire. 
You could pave all the wild sections to prevent fire, but I think there
would be more damage from the city people deprived of the glorious
nearby beauty.

The U.C. Botanical Garden would remain an oasis I guess, but they'd have
to deal with the increased runoff, which would include the Roundup.

Please do not destroy the trees of the East Bay hills, and do not use
Roundup.
--Barbara Judd
3134 California St
Berkeley, CA 94703
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From: Julie Jaycox
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Stop the East Bay Clear Cutting with "Bonus" Poisonous Herbicide for All
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 6:27:38 PM

To the Management at FEMA:

The current FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as it will inflict
enormous environmental damage, expose the public to thousands of gallons of toxic
herbicide, destroy raptor and bird habitats, destabilize steep slopes, and actually
increase the risk of hazardous wildfires, while following a genocidal non-native species
agenda.

FEMA should retract this EIS and remove those portions of the EIS that call for clear-cutting tall trees.
The EIS should instead support a far less destructive methodology that would focus on a "species-
neutral" approach, focusing on eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder, thinning where appropriate,
and limbing up as needed to ensure minimal risk of crown fires. Killing more than 50,000 trees and
poisoning them for up to 10 years will have disastrous effects on this beautiful and healthy ecosystem,
and cannot be allowed to happen.

The DEIS has dismissed proposed "species neutral" fire mitigation strategies that would be cheaper,
would use far fewer herbicides, and would be far more effective in lessening fire risk because the
native plant restoration agenda wouldn't be advanced.

Not only is the Federal Government doing a genocidal clear cutting project that will lead to erosion 
and unstable hillsides, the FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as
currently written in that it does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the
herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all
the implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock,
broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy. 

FEMA needs also to consider the uncontrollable flow of the herbicide through the
environment into wells and groundwater, seriously affecting the health of the people
living near or below this clear cutting site, and not only killing non-native plants -
but killing ALL plants.

Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far more effective methods have been
proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze
reasonable alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without any serious analysis.
 
Julie Jaycox
PO Box 330362, SF CA 94133
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From: Karla Milosevich
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: plans to clear-cut 85,000 Berkeley and Oakland Trees
Date: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:48:08 PM

Hello, 

I am writing for the trees who should not be clear-cut. Plans to cut them down and
then put herbicide is a danger beyond what a threat of fire could be. Our
environment is toxic enough, we don't need to destroy it further. Roundup is
insidious and horrid, and gets in the water, kills off so many beneficial insects, that
feed birds, etc... It is our food chain. It is not just fire that we are in danger of, it is
the destruction of our entire eco-system. It is delicate, and you can't just scorch the
earth for humans and not be mindful of the destruction it creates. The plan to clear-
cut then put down herbicides is not sustainable and it is not healthy. Please abandon
this project and leave the trees and animals in peace for future generations.

Please do not cut down those beautiful trees and poison the ground with herbicide. 

Thank you,
Karla Milosevich
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From: Kate Wilkin
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Native plant concerns for the Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 4:54:42 PM

As a fire scientist, I recognize that Eucalyptus increase fire risk which needs to be
mitigated in the Wildland Urban Interface. Given the history and probability of fire in
the Berkeley/Oakland Hills it is negligent to not reduce risk in the Wildland Urban
Interface and beyond to protect people and homes. Please note that treating the
entire landscape, even outside of the Wildland Urban Interface, reduces fire risk with
and without direct fire suppression efforts whereas only treating the Wildland Urban
Interface requires direct fire suppression efforts during severe fire events. I
commend your landscape-wide reduction of fuel hazard which will protect both
homes and lives in the most severe circumstance. I wish this mitigation, for both
non-native AND native fuel hazards, was completed before the 1982 Tunnel
firestorm in the Oakland Hills which killed 25 people and destroyed about 4,000
homes (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oakland_firestorm_of_1991). 

However, I am quite disconcerted about (1) mitigation for the fire hazard mitigation
plan, (2) the short-term fire risk created by mulch, and (3) the focus on non-native
fuel hazards.The current plan does not meet professional standards for ecological
plans and is short cited.

(1) The ecological mitigation for the fire hazard mitigation is not sufficient. My
concerns are (A) mulch will inhibit native plant recruitment and (B) native
plants will most likely not come to dominate the area if the regions are
colonized by non-native and/or invasive plants first, and (C) this novel
community may provide ecosystem services which may not persist once the fire
risk mitigation is complete. I urge you to reconsider the long-term ecosystem
services of this region such as soil stabilization, aesthetic beauty, and places
for recreation near an urban center. Please edit your plan to include a small-
scale pilot study of plant succession with and without native, low fire risk plant
seeding/planting OR incorporate native, low fire risk plant seeding/planting into
your restoration plan to maintain ecosystem services. 

(2) The eucalyptus mulch will be fuel hazard for five to ten years and this can
be mitigated in manner which benefits the community.  Some mulch could be
removed and donated to beautify UCB campus, public gardens, or community
gardens. I believe this donation may educate many community members about
their current wildland fire hazards. 

(3) Both native and non-native plants contribute heavily to fire risk. This plan
should focus on creating low fire-risk plan communities rather than removing
high risk species. The removal of non-native species alone may not be
sufficient to reduce risk.

Please do not approve the plan in its current form, instead please require
ameliorations addressing my concerns such as ones I suggested above.

Regards, 

Kate Wilkin
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PhD candidate
Stephens Lab: Research and Education in Wildland Fire Sciences
Division of Ecosystem Science
Environmental Science, Policy, and Management Department
University of California at Berkeley

Kate.Wilkin@berkeley.edu
276-492-9236 (c)
510-642-4934 (w)
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From: Kathy Ottesen
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: I oppose the deforestation of the Oakland/Berkeley Hills
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 2:00:22 PM

To Whom it May Concern,
 
I disagree in the current FEMA plan to cut down more than 100,000 trees in the Oakland/Berkeley Hills
and to then spray herbicides over that area.  It is not an intelligent and well thought out plan.  The
impact on the environment of spraying the herbicides has not been thoroughly studied.  The plan also
does not follow the goals stated by your organization in reducing flame lengths- I propose that you
withdraw the plan and submit another that actually meets the goals as stated.  Also, your plan does
not adequately address the Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon
sequestration capacity.  The analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to
adequately consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from these projects.  The
plan also does not adequately analyze and consider other options to meet the fire risk management
goals.  It appears that this plan was getting rushed through in hopes that residents would not realize
what was happening until it was too late.
 
 
A very angry Oakland Hills resident,
Kathy Ottesen
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From: Revital Katznelson
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: revitalk@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Comments on East Bay Hills tree-cutting EIS
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:07:51 PM

Dear FEMA,
 
Below please find my comments on your Draft
“Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement
East Bay Hills, California”
Dated April 2013
 
 
Section 3.4.2.1.1 Strawberry Canyon-PDM
 
Paragraph 1:
A.  “Non-native trees, including all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia”:
(1) Clear-cutting has caused tremendous impacts in the past, and will probably do it again.
Proponents should consider selective harvest.  I did not see such alternative considered
seriously.
(2) The EIS does not specify the species of eucalyptus and acacia targeted. The eradication
strategy does not appear to be species-specific.  Koa “infestations” are not mentioned in this
section.
 
B.  …”to a native forest of California bay laurel, oak, big-leaf maple, California buckeye,
California hazelnut, and other native tree and shrub species currently present beneath the
eucalyptus and other non-native trees.”: The assumption is that young native trees already
exist in all locations to be clear-cut, and there is no discussion of planting natives in this
section.
 
 
Paragraph 5:
“wood chips … to a maximum depth of 24 inches.”: That is a very thick layer. Will there be
any effort to stabilize it? How will this thick, woody ground cover prevent the spread of fire?
?
 
Paragraph 9:
“Twice a year, herbicides (Garlon 4, Garlon 3A, Stalker, or Roundup3 [glyphosate]) would
be applied to any sprouts emerging from stumps.”  “On some resprouts and seedlings,
Roundup may be applied to foliage in combination with Stalker.":  Why “twice a year” and
WHEN in the year?  Glyphosate works on GROWING foliage; application should be timed
to growing season only.
 
 
General comment: I believe that the aggressive clear cutting proposed in this EIS will be
environmentally counterproductive in that is will certainly NOT help Nature do her good
work. Beyond damage to habitat, soils, water, wildlife, our hiking trails, and so many other
things we cherish, the proposed operations will not even satisfy the Native Plant folks.  I
think the option of gradual vegetation replacement, as is already done near  many of the trails
I walk, will be healthier for us all.
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Respectfully,
Revital Katznelson,
Berkeley CA

 
 

always look forward with hope
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From: Kerstin Feist
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:36:22 AM

Dear Fema,

I was born and raised in Montclair and still live in the East Bay. I enjoy walking in the parks and many
other activities that are offered in the Oakland/Berkeley hills.

I am opposed to the proposed plan to cut down thousands of non native trees in the Berkeley and
Oakland hills.  As someone who lived in the Hills after the firestorm in 1991, I know that the fire
department's continual monitoring of the Hills and requirements for us to keep grasses cut, lower tree
branches pruned and other fire safety measures have been effective in preventing another severe fire. 
The devastation that removal of all non native trees will cause to our Regional Parks, along with UC
Berkeley and Oakland plans for tree removal, will leave our most beautiful Parks and greenbelt areas
barren and unprotected from soil erosion as well as additional fire hazards from lack of shade and
moisture given by the non native trees.  In addition, as the environmental engineering company, URS,
has written, "Monterey Pine and Acacia trees in the treatment area only pose a substantial fire danger
when growing within a eucalyptus forest."  They also write that the Eucalyptus wood chips up to 2 feet
in depth that would be left also pose a fire danger.   If Eucalyptus trees and dead, dying or
dangerous trees of other species must be removed for fire safety then they should be removed.  But
this massive cutting down of healthy trees followed by a massive use of toxic herbicides is a danger to
us, our children and pets.
I believe a less drastic plan would result in a safer and more aesthetic result.  As someone who greatly
enjoys the beauty of our greenbelt areas and Regional Parks, I hope this plan will not be approved in its
present form.
 
Sincerely,

Kerstin Feist
931 Madison Street
Albany, CA 94706
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From: Kitty Jones
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Please do not destroy Berk/Oak ecosystem
Date: Thursday, May 23, 2013 6:52:06 AM

As a student of the College of Natural Resources at UC Berkeley and someone who
jogs through the Berkeley/Oakland hills on a daily basis, I am deeply concerned
about FEMA's plan to clear-cut nearly 100,000 trees in the region. 

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects
in the hills terribly flawed because is does not meet its own stated goal of reducing
flame lengths to 2 feet. The proposed treatments will result in an environment with
flame lengths of between 14 feet and 69 feet, based on the same data set that was
used to construct the EIS. This flame length is worse than what could be expected
with the trees that exist currently. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to
develop a proposal that actually fixes the problem.

The plan also does not adequately address the effects of these projects on
Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration
capacity. The analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to
adequately consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from
these projects. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the
Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down 100,000 tall trees.

Nor does the plan adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the
herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it
to fully consider all the implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill
eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that will
emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy. 

This plan neglects to sufficiently analyze reasonable alternatives proposed for fire
risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far more
effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS
needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable alternatives rather than
simply dismissing them without any serious analysis.

The effects to air quality resulting from the proposed plan have not been entirely
addressed. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the
implications of the proposed projects on air quality.

Lastly, the plan relies on a fire model that is fundamentally flawed in that it
compares the risk of the current environment with the environment that will exist
the day after 100,000+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison, as the EIS
does not specify any means by which the project proponents will maintain the
environment in this condition. Because of this, shortly after the projects are
completed the fire danger will begin to increase. We ask that you retract the EIS and
rework it to include a fire model that analyses the expected end result vegetation
rather than an essentially irrelevant state.

Again, please DO NOT waste taxpayer money to cut down ANY trees in the
Berkeley/Oakland area.
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Thank you for your time and consideration,

Kitty Jones

-- 
"The animals of the world exist for their own reasons. They were not made for
humans any more than black people were made for whites or women for men."
Please don't eat animals. :)
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From: klebans@wellsfargo.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public Comment DEIS: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction - East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:44:32 AM

Public Comment
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction - East Bay Hills
 
It’s an outrage that FEMA is even planning to waste public money to cut the hundreds of thousands East Bay trees.
The project which would increase -not decrease - the likelihood of the fire.
 
It looks like FEMA does not work for the people of the US but instead for chemical companies peddling their
poisons, and the tree cutting companies earning big profits from the government contracts.
 
Here is a short statement against this criminal project.
 
It is estimated that almost half a million trees in the East Bay would be killed if the project is implemented. It
actually is a futile native plant restoration project not a hazardous fire risk reduction project.
 
The fire risk will be increased due to:

-        Destruction of the wind-break;
-        Conversion of the living trees into dead fuel on the ground;
-        Reduction of landscape moisture from fog drip during the summer;
-        Encouraging the growth of more-flammable plants.

 
In addition to the increased fire hazard the project will damage the environment in many other ways:
 
-        The trees will no longer store carbon; instead, dead trees will be releasing thousands of tons
of it into the atmosphere. The Draft EIS understates the effect on carbon sequestration by ignoring the
carbon stored in the branches, leaves, and roots of the felled trees, and in the soil: 80% of the actual
carbon emissions caused by the project may have been ignored.
-        The air quality will suffer - the live trees eliminate air pollution – the dead trees do not. Prescribed
burns will further affect air quality, and could get away and cause wildfires and serious damage.
-        Thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides will be spread over the East Bay. They will be
used on steep hillsides where they can easily get into the watershed. There are epidemiological links of
these herbicides to cancer and other significant health problems.
-        Erosion and landslides could occur on steep slopes when the tree roots no longer stabilize the
ground.
-        Increased wind speeds with the loss of wind-breaks will affect quality of life, and likely cause
the wind-throw of non-targeted trees.
-        Birds and animals residing in the forests will be killed by poisons and the loss of habitat.
 
The NO PROJECT alternative is the only acceptable one. It is bad enough that so much money has already been
wasted on this EIS.
 
 
Sincerely,
Susanna Klebaner
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From: Georgette Korsen
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: "Alan Korsen"; gkorsen@cox.net
Subject: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE ON EAST BAY & OAKLAND HILLS PROJECTS
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:58:25 PM

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
 
Please pursue the NO project alternative on the East Bay Hills projects that threaten nearly
500,000 trees - about 77,000 in Berkeley and the Oakland Hills, and another 409,000 in the East
Bay Regional Parks District.
 
It’s unimaginable how there can be so little concern for the wildlife which currently resides in these
forests that will be without habitat if this plan proceeds.  There are so many issues associated with
this project that will have devastating effects on the environment.  It will:  
Destroy the wind-break;
Convert living trees into dead fuel on the ground;
Reduce landscape moisture from fog drip during the summer; and
Encourage the growth of more-flammable plants.
Employ the use of thousands of gallons of toxic pesticides on steep hillsides where they can get
into the watershed.
Release carbon emissions on a huge scale from the mass felling of trees.
 
This project is not only environmentally destructive, it is a waste of funds that should be used to
actually reduce hazards, not increase them.
 
Our planet clearly needs MORE trees, NOT LESS.  We should plant native plants, but not undertake
a mass removal of thousands of trees that are not only worth their weight in gold because of the
carbon they store, oxygen they release and the watershed and habitat they provide, but which we
are actually fortunate to have.  Trees are increasingly falling victim to diseases and pests, and just
like our precious wildlife, are diminishing in numbers.  This project employs flawing thinking…
please pursue the NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE.

Georgette and Alan Korsen
245 Calle Familia
San Clemente, Ca. 92672
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From: Helen Kozoriz
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: HCN
Subject: EBH FEMA EIS Public Comment
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:21:31 PM

Dear Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Officials, 
 

I am a resident of Montclair in the Oakland Hills who has been living in the East Bay for almost 30
years. My husband's family has been living in Berkeley since 1912. He was born and raised on the
Oakland/Berkeley border of Panoramic Hill which is located behind the University of California (UC)
between Strawberry Canyon, Frowning Ridge and Claremont Canyon, in the proposed UC fire risk
mitigation project areas. Our residence in Montclair is near Redwood Regional Park, not far from
Huckleberry and Sibley Regional Parks, which are all in the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD)
proposed project areas. 

During the 1991 Oakland/Berkeley Hills firestorm, I was forced to evacuate as the fire approached
Montclair. Having survived the fire, I understand the risks of living in the East Bay Hills Wildland/Urban
Interface. We all want fire risk mitigation. However, if we are to proceed with any plan that attempts to
reduce fire risk, it must be balanced by the concerns of those who lost their homes and loved ones in
the 1991 fire (predominantly the Claremont/North Oakland Hills neighborhoods) and those who are
concerned about the environmental impacts of removing over 80,000 trees throughout the hills and the
use of toxic herbicides in a long-term 10-year program (proposed action alternative).  

Public Opposition and Inadequate Public Noticing

Any proposals to reduce fire risk in the East Bay Hills must be carried out in a manner that respects
all stakeholders. The proposed action alternative which involves clear-cutting all eucalyptus, Monterey
pine and acacia trees, which is essentially a non-native tree eradication and deforestation project, is an
extreme measure that the vast majority of public stakeholders do not support. 

The final FEMA listening session was well-attended by the public with the vast majority speaking out
against the proposed action. Some members of the public threatened civil disobedience to stop the
projects should they be approved. One such example is Jean Stewart from El Sobrante who is disabled
and confined to a wheelchair from pesticide exposure. Ms. Stewart said, "If necessary I'll place my
body and my wheelchair in the path of the bulldozers." See: FEMA EIS Public Comments Session,
May 18, 2013 (minute 25:00), http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iWXLFVtqKv8.

The previous FEMA listening sessions were sparsely attended. FEMA failed to effectively notify the
public about the proposed projects. At the last meeting, numerous members of the public said they
were unaware of the projects, had only found out about the meeting the day before through an online
petition and/or the news media, and had not been properly notified.

Growing public opposition to the proposed action alternative can be demonstrated by an online petition,
Stop the Deforestation of the Berkeley/Oakland Hills, which has collected 5,608 signatures as of the
writing of this letter. In contrast, a petition which supports the proposed projects, Support East Bay Hills
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to Promote Fire Safety and Science-based Conservation, has
gathered only 478 signatures to-date. See: http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/stop-the-deforestation-3 and
http://petitions.moveon.org/sign/support-east-bay-hills.fb28?r_by=7930438.

It is reasonable to expect a public backlash given the widespread opposition to the proposed action
alternative should the projects move forward. Therefore it is imperative that FEMA retract the draft EIS
and revise it to consider public opinion before releasing a Record of Decision on the final EIS.
A compromise solution must be found which addresses all the concerns that have been raised at the
public scoping sessions.
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Draft EIS is Insufficient 

The draft EIS is insufficient in that, among other things, it presents a lack of reasonable alternatives to
the proposed action; specifically "no action" or "proposed action." 

The alternative proposal presented by the Hills Conservation Network (HCN) may be a viable
compromise solution between the proposed action and no action alternatives, provided the number of
trees targeted for selective thinning can be reduced enough to minimize adverse ecological impacts to
the forest floor and eliminate the use of toxic pesticides, while effectively reducing the risk of fire. This
would result in less work and expense in maintenance costs for limbing up trees for fire safety
purposes and periodic clearing of underbrush to reduce fuel load. 

UC Berkeley's Proposal Poses Its Own Fire Risk

UC Berkeley's proposed plan to clear-cut all eucalyptus, Monterey pine and acacia trees in Strawberry
Canyon, Frowning Ridge, and Claremont Canyon, and deposit two-feet of wood chips onsite, may in
itself pose a fire risk. 

According to a recent news story, Is UC Berkeley's Plan to Cut Down 54,000 Trees Necessary?, "A
letter obtained by the [East Bay] Express that was written by a respected environmental engineering
company challenges several aspects of UC Berkeley's plan. The letter from URS Corporation, which
regularly contracts with numerous public agencies and was initially hired to be a consultant on the tree-
cutting project, even questions whether UC Berkeley's proposal poses its own fire risk."
See: http://www.eastbayexpress.com/oakland/is-uc-berkeleys-plan-to-cut-down-54000-trees-
necessary/Content?oid=3577198.

Furthermore, the article states, "As the draft EIS notes, UC's 2020 Long Range Development Plan
includes the possibility of building faculty housing and a campus retreat center at its Claremont Canyon
Regional Preserve study area." FEMA taxpayer dollars which are intended for fire risk mitigation should
not be used to fund clearing trees on public land for facilities expansion by UC Berkeley. 

EBRPD Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan
 

With the approval of the Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan by EBRPD,
funded by Measure CC, a number of trees have been removed, primarily eucalyptus, Monterey pine
and acacia, on land administered by EBRPD within the Montclair District. Increasing numbers of tree
stumps are an eyesore along Skyline and Grizzly Peak bordering the East Bay regional parks in the
Oakland Hills. 

In Redwood Regional Park, a majority of tall, mature Monterey pines were removed on the East Ridge
Trail, exposing park visitors to hot sun in the afternoon on a trail that was formerly shady where many
local residents walk their dogs. The removal of these pine trees irreparably transformed a much-
beloved trail in the Oakland Hills neighborhood to an eyesore with dead tree stumps. 

Moreover, EBRPD workers have in the past applied pesticides to cut eucalyptus stumps, and broom,
thistle, hemlock and poison oak that have replaced these trees after the shade canopy was removed
on Skyline near Grizzly Peak. Pesticide drift has impacted neighboring residential areas posing a public
health hazard. Pesticide application signs were not properly posted and park workers did not wear
protective clothing. 

According to HCN, EBRPD has been changing their methodologies and moving towards selective
thinning and clearing underbrush to manage fire risk, which is less environmentally damaging than
clear-cutting tall trees and removing the shade canopy. We encourage EBRPD to use less destructive
methods in its vegetation management practices. Montclair is predominantly forested with eucalyptus,
Monterey pine, and acacia trees so the permanent loss of these trees is of great concern to local
residents. 
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Fire mitigation practices should include preserving tall trees (which are favored by raptors) to retain the
shade canopy and reduce highly flammable weeds. We ask that EBRPD eliminate pesticide use on all
public park lands.

Environmental Impacts of Pesticides: Triclopyr and Glyphosate

Triclopyr, the active ingredient in Garlon 4 Ultra, and glyphosate, the active ingredient in Roundup,
have been linked to cancer. Both of these products have been proposed for use in a ten-year
vegetation management program in the draft EIS. 

Caroline Cox, now research director at the Center for Environmental Health in Oakland, reported
extensively on triclopyr and glyphosate when she was editor of the Journal of Pesticide Reform.  She
said, "Triclopyr's carcinogenicity has been studied in rats and mice. In both species, feeding of triclopyr
significantly increased the frequency of breast cancer (mammary adenocarcinomas)." See: Herbicide
Factsheet Triclopyr, http://www.pesticide.org/triclopyr.pdf.

Cox described three separate studies which show "a link between glyphosate exposure and non-
Hodgkin's lymphoma, a type of cancer." In a fourth study "the incidence of another cancer, multiple
myeloma, showed a 'suggestive association' with glyphosate exposure." See: Herbicide Factsheet
Gyphosate, http://www.pesticide.org/get-the-facts/pesticide-factsheets/factsheets/glyphosate.

Pesticides leach into soil, contaminate ground water, and poison the watershed. Pesticides drift into
neighboring residential areas, adversely impacting public health. Pesticides are hazardous to wildlife,
especially for threatened and endangered species such as the Alameda whipsnake and the California
red-legged frog. Garlon 4 is highly toxic to fish. Triclopyr has been found in streams and drinking
water. 

Additional Concerns

Additional concerns of the proposed action alternative include, but are not limited to, the following
issues: loss of wildlife habitat from large-scale tree removal and pesticide use; visual aesthetics;
psychological impacts; erosion; loss of recreation; noise from tree-felling operations; loss of carbon
sequestration from tree-felling; decreased property values; economic impacts from decreased tourism;
pesticide treadmill to control eucalyptus resprouts and weeds; high failure rate of species eradication;
removal of 100+ year-old trees in mature forests; destabilizing soils on steep slopes leading to erosion
from reentry to apply pesticides; impacts of heavy machinery in sensitive areas; and wasting 5.9-million
dollars of taxpayer money for a project that may not achieve its purported goal of fire risk reduction. 

Public Forum on FEMA EIS 

A panel discussion on the FEMA EIS in Berkeley revealed that a grand jury investigation of the 1970
Oakland/Berkeley Hills fire had three recommendations for the Oakland Fire Department (OFD):
convert hydrant hookups to a standard size so mutual aide could use them; improve radio
communications; and improve underground power lines for the pumps at the reservoirs.  After 21-
years, these things hadn't been done and they all became major problems in the 1991
Oakland/Berkeley Hills fire. OFD, the City of Oakland and public officials need to take responsibility. 

 A  new grand jury investigation was instigated after the 1991 Oakland/Berkeley Hills fire. The Hills
Emergency Forum was formed. There were lessons learned, and the subsequent Charing Cross and
Broadway Terrace fires several years later were managed well and aggressively fought.  See:  Fire
Risk Reduction and Tree Removal Plans for the East Bay Hills' Public Lands Forum, June 12, 2013,
Dan Grassetti (minute 8:45) and Peter Gray Scott (minute 24:30), http://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=R3_WdR7OGb4.

Conclusion
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The EIS as currently written is seriously flawed and needs to be retracted. Further study is necessary
as this issue remains highly controversial.  The process to determine this decision has been wholly
inadequate. It must be more inclusive of the general public and should not be lead by a vocal minority
of stakeholders.  There needs to be a plan to reduce fire risk that strikes a balance between fire
mitigation and forest preservation which affects the quality of life for all residents in the Bay Area.  A
"species neutral" fire risk reduction approach proposed by HCN may be a compromise solution and
should be reconsidered in the revised EIS.< /span>

Respectfully submitted, 

Helen Kozoriz Shoemaker
1 Rydal Court
Oakland, California  94611
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From: Yonti Kristan Willits
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: PLEASE DON"T
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 9:50:42 AM

I am writing to STRONGLY oppose the plan to cut large areas of trees in the 
Berkeley hills, fill with wood chips and
spray with herbicide to prevent re-growth.

I oppose this for many reasons.

1. Trees are vital for keeping hillsides stable.  Cutting increases the danger of 
slides, putting many homes/lives at risk.  Those areas also support wildlife that is 
part of keeping our ecosystem functional.

2.  The herbicides will endanger wildlife AND HUMANS by ending up in our water 
supplies and air, posing serious health risks.

3.  Those areas are used regularly and well by citizens for 
recreation/fitness/enjoyment of nature.

4.  There are certainly other ways to deal with the fire dangers we face.

5.  This is being done with little media coverage and public input, which suggests 
that you already know that the public would oppose it if they knew about it.  We do.

PLEASE DISCONTINUE THIS PLAN IMMEDIATELY.
Kristan Willits, M.A.
Berkeley Resident

Visual Art Offerings at
THE ART OF ENERGY - www.kristanwillits.com

Musical Offerings (free download) at
www.yontikristan.bandcamp.com

"May the beauty that we love be what we do.  There are hundreds of ways to kneel and kiss
the ground."  -Rumi
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From: FRANK L. KUCERA Esq.
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: frankkucera@thomassenlaw.com
Subject: East bay hills EIS
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 2:56:27 PM

My name is Frank L. Kucera.  I live in Berkeley, CA and am a weekly user of the East
Bay Parks district Tilden Park
 
I am submitting the following to object to the EIS prepared on Hazardous Fire Risk
Reduction, East Bay Hills, California.  The report as it exists is flawed.
 
1.  The EIS only offers two alternatives for consideration and comparison.  Either do
nothing, or do what is proposed in the EIS.  This is flawed as there are any number
of alternatives that will reduce the fire hazard for the East Bay  Hills, but will not
destroy the parks and UC owned canyons.  There is no adequate analysis of
reasonable alternatives for fire risk reduction.  The only proposal in the EIS would
result in drastic measures that would strip the parks of trees and vegetation; the
result of fire mitigation could be obtained with fewer trees being removed and
regular maintainence and cleaning of the understory.reducing the risk of fire. 
EBMUD (the East Bay Municipalities Utilities District)maintains properties in the same
areas under its control without completely destroying the vegetation, trees and open
lands.  No such plans/alternatives were even considered.  There are alternatives to
the single proposal presented in the EIS.
 
2.  There is no consideration at all of the consequences of the proposed use of
herbicides included in the plan.    Nor is any given to the either the environmental or
longterm health effects of the proposed use of herbicides.  EBMUD maintains its
properties without the use of herbicides, and clearly there was no consideration of
the kind of plan it has in place to address these issues.
 
3.  There is no analysis at all of the effects of the EIS proposal on animals or birds
that currently inhabit the areas to be covered.  That too should be a consideration.
 
4.  There is no analysis of the consequences with respect to the air quality in the
region.
 
5.  No consideration is given to the uses of the park.  The proposed removal of the
trees would eliminate many uses of the park.  It is full on weekends, and used
during the week by a diverse population.  Picnicers, runners, bicyclists, religious and
civic organizations all use the park.  The elimination of the proposed number of
trees would eliminate most of the areas of the parks where these people gather.   
 
6.  There is no consideration given to other effects on the neighborhoods
surrounding the parks, e.g., landslides and water run off.  These could be as
destructive as fire for those living near the parks.
 
7.  As for the properties controlled buy the University of California:  UC's support for
the single proposal considered in the EIS, has nothing to do with hazardous fire risk
reduction and everything to do with its construction plans in, e.g., Strawberry
canyon.
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8.  And finally, the EIS plan would destroy the park as a park.  Empty fields will
eliminate most of the activities for which people come to the park.  People are not
going to gather in empty fields devoid of trees and full of herbicides.  The park is
visited and utilized by all the communities of the east bay, and its elimination would
have a profound effect on the quality of life in the east bay.  And again, it is worth
noting the park is used by all the diverse racial and ethnic groups residing in the
east bay.  Additionally, the parks are used for health reasons by many people.  The
herbicides and aesthetic destruction of the park will result in a loss of the park which
fulfills this function for many, many people.  While I have referred to the parks
throughout this comment, UC's Strawberry Canyon is also used by residents of the
East Bay. 
 
Frank L. Kucera
2606 Fulton St.
Berkeley, CA  94704
510-735-1120
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From: la creates
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD 
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 10:00:57 AM

I’m writing to voice my objection to the FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland and EBRPD.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects 
in the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately analyze reasonable 
alternatives proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally 
damaging, and far more effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to 
consider them. The EIS needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable 
alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without any serious analysis.

 

The current Draft EIS will inflict enormous environmental damage, expose the public 
to thousands of gallons of toxic herbicide, destroy raptor habitats, destabilize steep 
slopes, and actually increase the risk of hazardous wildfires.

 

The EIS  should support a far less destructive methodology that would focus on a 
"species-neutral" approach, focusing on eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder, 
thinning where appropriate, and limbing up as needed to ensure minimal risk of 
crown fires. Killing more than 50,000 trees and poisoning them for up to 10 years 
will have disastrous effects on this ecosystem, and cannot be allowed to happen.

 

The foundations of the draft EIS have been challenged by a local well respected 
engineering company which regularly contracts with numerous public agencies and 
was initially hired to be a consultant on the tree-cutting project. They found that the 
EIS may potentially create a fire hazard situation of it’s own because UC wants to 
spread chips of the cut trees up to two feet in depth, which is in itself a potential fire 
hazard, because of the chips themselves, and also that because UC has no plans for 
re-planting the area. So they would actually be creating a new fire hazard as all 
different types of vegetation may sprout up after the project is completed.

 

Finally, the fact that UC's 2020 Long Range Development Plan includes the possibility 
of building faculty housing and a campus retreat center at its Claremont Canyon 
Regional Preserve study area must be taken into account with respect to the drastic 
decision to clear cut vs. much less invasive and yet very effective methods of 
achieving the same result.

 

Please retract the draft EIS and support less drastic measures that would achieve 
the same result with much less damaging consequences.
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Laura Anderson

Oakland, CA. 
415.845.4386
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From: Jacki La Pointe
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: NO Clear Cutting in East Bay Parks!
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:40:04 PM

Re: East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS comment

To: Federal Emergency Management Agency

Cc: East Bay Regional Park District Board, EBRPD Park Advisory
Committee, UC Regents, UCB Chancellor Nicholas Dirks, Barbara Boxer,
Barbara Lee, George Miller, Dianne Feinstein, Loni Hancock, Nancy
Skinner, Jerry Brown, Gavin Newsom, Mayors and City Council Members of
Oakland, Berkeley, Albany, El Cerrito, San Pablo, and Richmond

Having lived in the East Bay for almost 50 years, with a deep connection
to its beautiful canyons, creeks, forests, and majestic ridge lines, I
am incredulous and horrified at the prospect of losing tens of thousands
of life-giving trees in the East Bay.

Responsible and balanced fire-risk mitigation is necessary in any park,
but FRAUDULENT CLEAR CUTTING of FORESTS for their non-native status and
fire prevention is a non-solution that would tragically alter our
environment forever.

I am shocked that the "East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction"
plan proposes annihilating  non-native forests, and thus their
inhabitants for 540 acres across 11 parks from Alvarado/Wildcat Canyon
and Miller-Knox Shoreline, all the way down to Chabot!

Most people in the Bay Area still have never heard about this proposal
and the critical threat it poses to present and future generations
because the EBRPD and UCB are quietly going through the motions,
salivating at the prospect of procuring massive FEMA funding. Many
extensive informational and public discussion meetings with expert
scientists should have been held for many months and been widely
announced in every Bay Area news source (there were apparently three
public comment meetings total, and I happened to learn about them after
the fact).

Here are just six of the reasons why this demonizing of non-native trees
is a transparent moneygrubbing scheme for FEMA funds that are
desperately needed elsewhere in the nation for actual emergencies:

1) Butchering every single exotic Monterey pine, Eucalyptus and Acacia
in 11 parks would not reduce fire risk. Scrub brush, dry ground fuel and
unprotected wood-framed structures are in fact the risk.

2) These tall oxygen-producing trees also precipitate inches of water
from the fog during the dry season, preventing fires, and providing
moisture for native animals and plants.

3) Enormous stands of Eucalyptus in parks such as Alvarado/Wildcat
Canyon Regional Park have never burned in 80 years.
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4) In addition to the fact that non-natives are now an integral part of
our cultural and environmental history, diversity of species is critical
because sudden oak death is sadly running rampant without a fully
effective cure. Destroy the non-natives, and what would remain after SOD
takes its toll on the native trees and plants? A barren, treeless landscape.

5) The proposed two-foot layer of wood chips from the killed tree
branches would not encourage growth of the native species that the EBRPD
claims to want.

6) With all the information readily available to the public, FEMA, UCB,
EBRPD, and the City of Oakland on climate change, I am flabbergasted
that there is any discussion at all of clear cutting. Wake up. It's 2013.

I am outraged because the FEMA proposal would:

* expose humans to thousands of gallons of cancer-causing herbicides for
a decade that would also kill incalculable numbers of native animals,
including protected species, and contaminate the earth, reservoirs,
groundwater, and streams

* create greater fire risk with discarded trunk sections which FEMA
proposes leaving on the clear-cut forest floor in addition to the stumps

* destroy critical high canopy habitat for raptors and other wildlife

* increase the rodent population dramatically with a decreased raptor
population

* release huge amounts of sequestered CO2 from the stumps which FEMA
proposes leaving

* destabilize hillsides and damage watersheds with erosion and toxic runoff

* leave an ugly wasteland of stumps, toxic chemicals and a proposed
two-foot layer of wood chips which would not be conducive to the growth
of native species

* leave devastation from heavy equipment use

* waste approximately $6 million of taxpayer funds that could be used
for real fire-risk mitigation; not to mention the waste of FEMA funds
desperately needed elsewhere

FEMA's EIS should instead support a far less destructive species-neutral
approach, focusing on eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder,
thinning where appropriate, and limbing up as needed to ensure minimal
risk of crown fires.

I urge you to please do everything in your power to STOP this fraudulent
attempt to destroy our beautiful and fragile East Bay ecosystem!

Thank you in advance,
Jacki La Pointe
El Cerrito, CA
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From: Lauri La Pointe
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Do not approve funding for deforestation in the East Bay
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:32:33 PM

I grew up across the street from Alvarado Park and now live a block away from
Wildcat Canyon in Richmond. I've lived here for 43 years and cannot fathom the hills
without the trees that have grown there for many more years than I have been
alive.

Do not approve emergency funds for clear-cutting and poisoning of our cherished
trees and everything else that lives surrounding the area.

Put together teen volunteer programs teaching them fire management, put together
training programs for the unemployed. Teach them about open space stewardship.
Teach them to appreciate our open space.

Do not allow the destruction of habitat.
Do not approve funds that will permanently negatively alter the face of hundreds
and hundreds of acres and poison our ground water.

Do the right thing. No money for destruction.

Thank you,
Lauri La Pointe
6317 Kensington Ave
Richmond 
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From: Nancy Lane
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment about UCB and Oakland proposed and connected actions
Date: Monday, June 10, 2013 5:26:52 PM

In sections 3.4.2.1 and 3.4.2.2 of the proposed alternatives for action, there is a statement that trees
with a diameter > 24" will be essentially lopped and dropped in place. 

Leaving the lopped branches scattered on site as well as the existing leaf debris is a very, very
frightening idea.  That makes a density ladder of highly burnable material - leaves, branches and the
large trunks. Many of those branches are 12-18" in diameter on a tree with a 36" trunk. 

Removing the lopped branches should help.Collect the lopped branches and skid them out with the
smaller trees. This is feasible though it implies a different work pattern for the crews, where they are
clearing smaller trees, then lopping larger trees and bundling lopped branches with their smaller
brethren.  

Are there really no plans to deal with the debris on the 80% of UCB and Oakland land that will not be
covered with chips? This sounds like a really, really bad idea. 

T hank you for collecting our feedback.  

-- 
- Nancy Lane 
Oakland CA 
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From: Carol LaPlant
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Opposition to Proposed East Bay Deforestation
Date: Wednesday, June 05, 2013 4:07:48 PM

I am a longtime Berkeley resident and a frequent visitor to the parks of the East Bay hills.  These
parks would be decimated if FEMA awards funds for the present proposal to clear cut vast areas of
forest and saturate these areas with a toxic herbicide.  The areas slated for destruction are filled
with magnificent towering trees, generally a mixture of eucalyptus, bay, oak and pine.  Some of
these trees are native and some were introduced over a hundred years ago, but together they
constitute the iconic forests of the East Bay hills, they line hundreds of miles of trails that are
beloved by runners, bicyclists and hikers, including myself, and they provide a habitat for raptors
and other wildlife that is both precious and irreplaceable. 
 
The Environmental Impact Statement that seeks to justify the destruction of our forests is based on
unsubstantiated premises concerning the necessity and the consequences of the proposed
deforestation.  The purported necessity is that eucalyptus trees present an insurmountable fire
hazard that can only be eliminated by the wholesale destruction of entire forests.  However, the
EIS fails to consider the less drastic and far more reasonable alternative of clearing underbrush,
even though underbrush is the principal source of fuel in a forest fire.  The EIS also fails to consider
the alternative of providing additional funding, equipment and support to the firefighters who
guard these areas.  The existing firefighting teams have successfully protected us and preserved
our property and parks for the past 22 years since the Oakland Hills fire. 
 
The EIS fails to address the consequences of the proposed deforestation and application of
herbicide.  Instead, the EIS assumes that native trees, such as oak and redwood, will just naturally
spring up to replace the destroyed forests.  How or when this fortuitous outcome may happen is
not explained.  Instead, the proponents of this project point to Claremont Canyon, where non-
native trees were removed in a relatively small area and replaced by redwoods.  The replanting of
this area of Claremont Canyon, however, was the result of years of work by local residents and
student volunteers to plant and cultivate those redwoods.  There is no provision whatsoever in the
EIS for the development of new forests after the proposed clear cutting and saturation with
herbicide.  Instead, the EIA is ludicrously optimistic that nature will eventually provide redwood
and oak forests.  
 
When the desired reforestation may happen, or if it will ever happen, is mere speculation.  What is
not speculation are the immediate consequences of the proposed plan.  The destruction of trees,
mainly eucalyptus, on University property has already destabilized embankments and caused trails
such as the Jordan Trail in Strawberry Canyon to be more muddy in wet weather.  The EIS makes no
provision for stabilization of land following clear cutting, or any other type of amelioration or
restoration.  Instead of dealing with the irreparable damage that will be caused by the loss of trees
that are essential to the enjoyment of the East Bay trails, as well as to the health of the
environment and the wildlife that depend on these trees, the EIS blithely concludes that the
eventual result will be positive.  Further, the EIS proposes to saturate the deforested areas with a
herbicide, Roundup, which will render the deforested areas toxic to humans, animals and plants,
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but here too the EIS minimizes or disregards the long and short term consequences of poisoning
the land, air and environment.  
 
 The requested funding should be denied because the proposed clear cutting and poisoning would
turn our majestic forests into vast wastelands.  The proposed destruction is an excessive and
unnecessary response to the theoretical danger of a major fire, while the harm that this proposal
would cause to people, wildlife and the environment is tremendous and certain.   The risks greatly
outweigh the benefits.     
 
Respectfully,
 
Carol P. LaPLant
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From: Larry
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:55:51 PM

I believe I can lay claim to being the first to have moved into the area affected by the 1991 firestorm,
since I was closing on my house when the fire occurred.  Houses within a couple hundred yards were
burned to slag and I was unsure whether my house survived.  That being said, I moved into a green,
forested area for a reason.  I treasure a natural environment.  The smell of eucalyptus and Monterey
Pine in the fog and rain, the shade provided on sunny days, the wildlife that make these trees their
home, are valuable.  If the question is whether folks would prefer living in a mature redwood forest as
opposed to a eucalyptus forest, I think there would be no debate.  However that is not the choice being
posed:  It is a many-decade old eucalyptus forest vs. a moonscape sporting poisoned stumps. 
Clearcutting will destroy the current ecosystem.  It may recover in many decades if replanting of trees
and irrigation / care is budgeted, but this is not the case.  Erosion, slides, fires from the cuttings, stump-
poisoning runoff, etc. are great concerns.  Grassland and shrubs are likely more prone to fast fire
movement, if not carrying the same fuel load.  I argue for less drastic and a focused, smaller scale
means to reduce fire risk with more input from local residents.  This monumental change in the
environment of the Hills does not seem to have received nearly the amount of publicizing and attention
that is appropriate to the proposed outcome.  I don't believe I have received any notice via mail or
public media.  Once the clearcutting of these targeted trees occurs, there is no way to reverse the
resulting damage.

Thank you,

-Larry Halme
6460 Farallon Way
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From: Laurie Gardner
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX; wdotson@ebparks.org; jsutter@ebparks.org; bdoyle@ebparks.org
Subject: Please don"t fumigate our neighborhood with Mansanto poison!!
Date: Saturday, May 25, 2013 6:13:49 PM

Dear Sirs and Madams who are making the decision about the FEMA/U Berkeley 
clear-cutting plan,

I am writing to urge you to oppose the current FEMA plan to clear cut our trees 
using Mansanto's highly toxic product, Roundup. I get you, on behalf of all of us who 
live nearby, to use the non-toxic cut and tarp method instead, which is non-toxic 
and won't pollute our health during the clear-cutting. I also urge high caution in 
burning Eucalyptus trees, which go up like oil-filled explosive poles.

Thank you for your attention to these requests.

Laurie Gardner, Berkely resident (within 0.25 miles of Claremont Canyon)

Laurie Gardner
www.lauriegardner.com
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From: Connie Lane
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: FEMA Draft EIS
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:05:46 PM

As a native to the East Bay. I fear that this  proposal is an overreaction to the Eucalyptus trees that
have been part of the Bay Area landscape for over 150 years.   I understand that a non native species
is not ideal for our area but I can’t believe a clear cut / pesticide option is the best solution that FEMA
can come up with. 

In a 2012 report by  Patrick R. Hennessy The History of Social Perceptions of Eucalyptus Globulus in
the  East San Francisco Bay Area.  He states that one effective method of eradicating Eucalyptus is
via goat grazing, which he considered extremely expensive. Has FEMA considered this option?  Have
they done any studies?  

in a Pavel Svihra's 1992 report .  The Oakland-Berkeley hills fire: lessons for the arborist.
 He  clearly states “It should be stressed, however, that native plants also build up
flammable fuel over time. For example, native perennial grasses die back to the
ground in the late summer or fall, producing a fine, dry material. When weather is dry
and windy, and this fuel is ignited, fire spreads very rapidly. It is misleading to claim
that dwellings would be safer surrounded by native, less combustible vegetation than
among introduced species, if no additional fire prevention measures have been
taken.”  It is well known that keeping a defensible area around structures is probably
the most effective method of reducing fire hazards.   Has FEMA considered using
their funds to create defensible spaces around structures only?   

Hennessy concludes “So, while the East Bay is not alone in the struggle to manage E. globulus, East
Bay residents and land managers must continue to be aware of the trees’ presence in the region, and
must adopt land management policies that are conscious of the trees’ continued existence.”  

 So I wonder what the real issue here is.  Why does FEMA and UC want to pollute our landscape with
chain saws and pesticides to remove a few trees when other options are available?  Easy and quick?
    We have been living with these trees for 150 years.  I think we have time.

 

Connie Laventurier
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From: Elizabeth Leite
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Projects, East Bay Hills
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 9:33:01 PM

Dear FEMA people,

No herbicides should be used in any proposed cutting or re-vegetation
within the planned project area. The only sound management practice is
one which allows natural re-seeding and re-sprouting of native species
while mechanically removing those species which are invasive exotics.
Introducing nursery-grown natives is unwise, as natural selection
processes are far more reliable and avoid the unintentional introduction
of non-adaptive genes. Plants which grow well in nursery containers,
with nursery soil and horticultural conditions are not the ones which
will ensure long-term survival of species. Natural revegetation may be
slower, more labor-intensive, and less tidy, but it will be the best in
the long run for the environment.  Similarly, allowing only non-Roundup
(or similar herbicide)-sensitive species to survive reduces the
likelihood of a natural succession process beginning which will result
in a healthy, self-sustaining, balanced flora.

I am a lifetime resident of the Bay Area and have been a licensed
landscape contractor specializing in the use of native CA plants.

George  Leite
77 Willow Avenue
Walnut Creek CA 94595
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From: makeroftoys@gmail.com on behalf of David Levy
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX; Simms, Mary
Cc: gilless@berkeley.edu; nwcapfc@gmail.com
Subject: East Bay Firebreak
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 5:18:24 PM

Hello,

I am writing with thoughts and concerns about this project. I am a Berkeley Hills
homeowner have great concerns about fire. However, I also have concerns about
livability. I believe my views are balanced and hope they help find a solution that is
balanced, cost-effective AND does the job. If my letter demonstrates ignorance of
the actual intent, know that I am not alone and that more education would be
appropriate.

1) Communication of Design Effort
I think "you" (all those trying to do the right thing) are having trouble winning
support of the community because not enough effort has been made to explain the
logic behind the design of the chosen firebreak locations. Seeking to prevent
the damage that could be done by fire.... by creating the damage that would be
done by a fire (over large areas), is a tough sell. Leaving tons of wood chips (also
known as: kindling) on the ground leaves the community perplexed. If you are
cutting the trees.... remove the fuel.

My understanding is that a 300 foot wide fuel gap is enough to provide a strong
firebreak, even in a wind and on a slope. I think the proposal would have a
significantly greater chance of success if the plan was directed to achieving this
specific goal. By way of explanation, "Cutting down acres of trees." Sounds
amorphous and undirected (and hard to support). The maps include areas that seem
quite large, much wider than 300 feet. 

Whereas "Creating a 300 foot wide firebreak" sounds of both effective, focused and
gives the community a sense that there is an effort being made to minimize the
impact. My understanding is that a firebreak can be significantly less than 300 feet
and still be effective, largely depending on slope.

Therefore I strongly suggest either: a) Creating a detailed map that explains how the
existing plan seeks to minimize the impact as described above; or b) creating a new
plan that truly minimizes the impact, as described above. The first objective of such
a plan would be to look at the terrain and to design a detailed solution that
minimizes the impact. While increasing the design time, I believe this approach will
significantly reduce the overall cost by reducing a number of acres that will fall under
the plan.

2) Herbicide

While the economic advantage of using Roundup is clear, there are independent
studies that indicate reproductive and carcinogenic issues exist. (Of course, tests
sponsored by Monsanto say otherwise.) 

The broader issue is I think we have progressed enough as a society to understand
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that releasing hundreds of gallons of poison is a bad idea. I think most people would
agree that the preferred strategy is to designate areas as "firebreak" and to
maintain them with ongoing maintenance until such time as a truly safe chemical
solution is available. It simply makes sense and would be received far better by
the community.

3) Native vs Non-native
If this issue is indeed a thrust of the project, is has been drowned out and it
appears inconsistent with using hundreds of gallons of Roundup. 
If the goal is to remove Eucalyptus, the plan needs to be explained more clearly to
the public. Removing one type of highly flammable tree and replacing it with others
(to reduce fire risk in an area that cannot have a firebreak for aesthetic reasons) is a
sensitive and thoughtful approach. If true, you could win many points with the
community by expressing it that way.

Furthermore, a plan to reseed with natives, would be great.

Preventing another East Bay fire disaster is extremely important. Thank you for
your work!

Sincerely,

Dr. David Levy
Berkeley Hills Resident
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From: Lillian Gonzales Brown
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: The destruction of 80,000 trees in Berkeley/Oakland area.
Date: Thursday, May 16, 2013 3:30:56 PM

While I am not currently living in the Berkeley/Oakland area, it has been my home in the past, and will
be in the future.  The plan to burn 80,000 trees in these areas and then pour herbicides to prevent
future growth is incredibly short sited and destructive.  I understand that Eucalyptus trees burn fast and
furious, but the approach of just chopping them down follows the sentiment of "If you've seen one
tree, you've seen them all".  There is no need to decimate entire areas. 

To add a plan of herbicide spraying is courting disaster.  The long term disastrous effects of using
products like Roundup is well documented.  While I understand the need to be cost effective, the
proposed plan is overkill to say the least.  The fires that devastated the Oakland/Berkeley Hills came
within a mile of my home, so I am well aware of what an out of control fire can do, but the proposed
solution is short of saying nothing that will burn can be put in those areas at all.  There are other
solutions that may take more time and cost more, but will serve the community better.  Please take this
letter into consideration, and know that it represents the feelings of many.  Thank you for your time
and consideration.

Lillian Gonzales Brown.

Sent from my iPad
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From: Stern, Lise S.
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public Comment re: FEMA tree cutting/Berkeley/Oakland
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 1:00:56 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am writing as a public citizen of the East Bay that I am strongly opposed to the clear cutting of
thousands of trees in the Berkeley and Oakland Hills, including Stawberry and Clarmont Canyons;
as well as the use of pesticides to control the spread of non-native plants. These canyons provide
much needed green space for the urban areas around them and are much loved by the
community. They are no more a fire hazard than all of the rest of our beloved park land. Given the
trend towards climate change we should be planting more trees, not cutting thousands down. And
we do not need to add to the environmental toxins already surrounding us with thousands of
gallons of herbicide (Round up). This is a public health risk.
 
I oppose this project in the strongest terms. Do not do this.
 

Lise Stern, MFT
Mental Health Clinician
Solano County Mental Health
 
Home) 1502 Laurel Avenue

Richmond, CA 94805
 

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may
contain information that is privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure under
applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited
and may be a violation of law.  If you have received this communication in error,
please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of the original
message.
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From: LJ Speakup
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public comment on the destruction of east bay trees
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:59:15 PM

I second these comments so articulately submitted by anger writer

The EIS posits a choice between only two alternatives: do nothing, or remove all the
eucalyptus and Monterey pine. And so the community appears to have divided:
those advocating wholesale acceptance of the FEMA proposed project, and those
advocating no action. This circumstance, which flows from legal error so gross as to
invite FEMA to withdraw the DEIS and proceed properly lest one of the interested
advocates prosecute a worthy legal challenge, represents a regrettable disservice to
the community. As I frequently advise my clients and my students, in the face of
extremes your challenge is to find the third way. FEMA must develop and implement
the third way of selective tree removal. 

This writer accepts the reality that eucalyptus and other exotics pose a fire threat in
the Claremont and Strawberry Canyon areas. This hazard must be moderated to the
greatest degree balanced with other considerations. At the same time, this writer
believes that stands of eucalyptus and Monterey pines within the two canyons form
an important element of the historic and evolving landscape. One need only consult
paintings from the California plein air school to comprehend that these trees have
for a century formed a recognizable part of our region's environment and ecology.
Just as the law recognizes that few absolutely natural watercourses remain in the
state, such that we treat the changed water resource as "natural" for regulatory
purposes, so should these trees be understood as earning recognition as part of the
landscape that we view and in which we recreate.  

Totalitarian elimination of this heritage landscape should be no more pursued than
would we pursue elimination of other exotics, for example the striped bass from the
Delta, or the post-McClaren vegetation in Golden Gate Park. And yet, action must be
taken to improve both the fire security and visual access in these two canyons. Not
all environmental conflicts lend themselves to beneficial resolution of competing
values, but this one does. On rewrite the authors of the EIS will have the
opportunity to honor the philosophy of Immanuel Kant and Isaiah Berlin, that all
values are relative. 

A thinning of the exotics to preserve the most prominent trees, while removing
concentrations that pose environmental risk and actually detract from the views of
both hikers and observers, should be developed as a third alternative. For example,
the prominent row of Monterey pines atop the north ridge of Claremont Canyon
provide a visual landmark to users of the canyon and to those from afar; these
should be maintained. Similarly, the landmark eucalyptus inside the elbow of the
second switchback on the Claremont Canyon trail -- that is, the switchback that
overlooks the Golden Bear soccer field -- would be unthinkable to destroy. Selective
thinning will leave these untouched, while promoting the health of the remaining
forest and improving visual access from points along the trails. Shade and habitat
will be preserved. This worthy example is the one followed by UC Berkeley a few
years ago in Strawberry Canyon, and which now forms the preferred method of fuel
reduction within the Tahoe National Forest. 

The EIS is fatally flawed by deliberately avoiding the development of this alternative,
instead including a partial clearance as a variant and part of the proposed project.
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This fallacy enables the decision-makers to avoid independent consideration of a
partial-clearance alternative on its own, and more regrettably, from conducting the
legally-required comparison of that alternative to both project and no action. The
present EIS enables the decision-maker to avoid the legal necessity of identifying the
alternative, other than no action, that is environmentally favorable; that strikes at
the heart of NEPA. 

Finally, the EIS fails to stand as a joint EIS/EIR, and thus cannot serve the state-law
actors (UC Berkeley and EBRPD) whose approvals to carry out the project also
require environmental documentation. This error is also more than academic, in that
not only must those local agencies make use of an EIR, but they must formulate and
adopt enforceable mitigation measures more potent than those required by NEPA;
and prior to that, consider alternatives that are capable of attaining most, if not all,
of the project objectives, which a thoughtfully-designed thinning project can
accomplish.

Sent from Joel Schipper's iPad
415-215-9644
Joel Schipper
146 Swiss Ave
San Francisco CA 94131
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From: Logan A
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Reconsider plans for East Bay Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 11:22:03 AM

Hello--I am a citizen of Oakland who has recently heard about the FEMA plans to
implement Fire Risk Reduction in the East Bay hills through cutting thousands of
trees in Berkeley and Oakland and using pesticides and wood chips to prevent
further vegetation growth. I am very alarmed to hear this. Pesticides pose a threat
to the environment via finding its way into our water systems. Cutting that many
trees will threaten or extinguish animal species including the California Red-legged
frog and the Alameda whipsnake. The risk of soil erosion and landslides without the
vegetation growing there is considerable. There are many environmental factors that
affect the health of the land and the surrounding communities (including human)
which do not appear to be taken into consideration by your proposal. These public
lands belong to the citizenry and your plans will be implemented using our tax
dollars. I do not at all support the current plan that FEMA has in mind for Hazardous
Fire Risk Reduction in the East Bay. Please contact your local conservation groups
who are most familiar with the local terrain to get their recommendations on how to
address this issue using the most sustainable methods to the environment and the
surrounding communities.

Thank you.

Logan Frederick
451 Wayne Ave. #2
Oakland, CA 94606
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June 17, 2013      Via Hand Delivery and E-mail 
 
Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer 
FEMA Region IX Headquarters 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 
alessandro.amaglio@dhs.gov 
EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov  
 
Re: Hills Conservation Network Comments Re: East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk 

Reduction EIS  
 
Dear Mr. Amaglio and FEMA Region IX: 
 

The following comments are submitted on behalf of the Hills Conservation Network 
(“HCN”) regarding the East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental 
Impact Statement (“East Bay Hills EIS”).  As you are aware, HCN is a dedicated group of 
volunteer citizens and residents seeking to ensure the implementation of effective and 
cost-efficient vegetation fire management in the East Bay Hills.  HCN’s members include 
homeowners who lost their homes in the 1991 Oakland Hills Fire and who must live every 
day with the environmental impacts and threats resulting from the fire management 
decisions of FEMA and the three applicant agencies on a daily basis.   

 
I. INTRODUCTION. 

 
HCN believes that, in their effort to expand their fire risk management goals to 

encompass habitat transformation goals, the three applicants, and particularly U.C. 
Berkeley and the City of Oakland, have lost sight of the truly profound impacts that cutting 
down well in excess of 100,000 trees – about 50,000 in a large swath looming over the 
U.C. Berkeley campus and adjacent popular parklands and open space – will have on the 
East Bay Hills for years to come.  Neither U.C. Berkeley nor Oakland have any 
revegetation plan or maintenance proposal that would assure that clear-cutting hundreds 
of acres of eucalyptus and other trees will magically transform into a pristine grasslands, 
coast shrub habitat, or oak woodlands.  See Letter from URS Corporation to Alessandro 
Amaglio, FEMA, p. 1 (May 27, 2009) (attached as Exhibit A).  The modeling effort 
underlying the DEIS models fire behavior as of the day the trees are cut down.  Little 
wonder that there is a substantial improvement.  HCN, however, is profoundly concerned 
that the DEIS and the proposed Project do not explain what happens after the trees are 
cut beyond painting the stumps with herbicides twice a year.  Expert review of the 
proposed Project indicates that, as described in the DEIS, it would not achieve FEMA’s 
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long-term goals of reducing fire hazards, will be very costly, and comes with a host of 
environmental impacts:   

 
the vegetation that the DEIS states will result from the proposed actions 
would result in median flame lengths that are significantly greater than 8 
feet, and maximum flame lengths many times the stated DEIS objective of 
eight feet. Clearly, if the objective is to reduce the average flame length to 
less than 8 feet, the proposed actions fail to accomplish this goal and in fact 
have the net effect of increasing the long-term wildfire hazard in treated 
areas. 

 
Comment Letter of Chief Kelly Close, M.S., p. 11 (attached as Exhibit B).   
 

As the DEIS acknowledges, and any resident of the East Bay Hills can attest, 
disturbed lands are the incubators of infestations of exotic weeds, such as thistle, French 
broom, and pampas grass.  Controlling these exotic invasives is a continuous challenge 
for each of the agencies.  Yet, for the proposed Project, the DEIS largely ignores this 
aspect of the projects.  No mention is made of the staffing, frequency, and fire hazards 
associated with maintaining clear cut areas once the loggers have departed.  The model 
relied upon by the DEIS makes no effort to model the fire hazard from regrowth of 
vegetation on the cleared sites with whatever level of maintenance the applicants have in 
mind.   

 
The available cost figures for removing trees in the East Bay Hills are very high.  

That up front cost is drastically reduced if selective thinning of trees is employed 
combined with removal of surface and ladder fuels.  Although reentries into treated areas 
is then required in order to remove additional surface and ladder fuels that will 
accumulate over time and to spray fewer stumps, these maintenance reentries may not 
be any costlier than the reentries necessary to maintain a clear cut area and prod it 
toward a mature native habitat.  HCN’s expert consultant has reviewed the available 
information and estimates that applying selective thinning to eucalyptus forests and 
Monterey pines throughout the Project area would be substantially less expensive over 
the five to ten year term that FEMA must evaluate to apply its long term funding goals.  
HCN’s consultant also demonstrates that a selective thinning alternative would achieve 
the purpose and need of significant fire risk reduction comparable or better than will be 
achieved by the proposed Project.  As a result, it was entirely arbitrary of FEMA to 
eliminate that alternative from consideration in the DEIS.   

 
In addition to that overriding concern, HCN is very disappointed at FEMA’s inability 

to provide access to data, studies, analyses and other documents referenced in the DEIS 
for review during the public comment period.  As a result, the scientific integrity of the 
NEPA process has been seriously compromised.  In addition, the DEIS ignores a critical 
study of eucalyptus forests and fire management that contradicts the basic theories 
underlying U.C. Berkeley’s and Oakland’s tree eradication proposals.   
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HCN believes the DEIS has understated numerous impacts of the Project by 
applying random thresholds of significance for both air quality impacts and cumulative 
global warming impacts.  By underestimating these impacts, FEMA fails to recognize the 
mitigation measures necessary to address the Project’s harm to air quality and the 
climate.  The DEIS fails to accurately describe or reasonably address the obvious threat 
posed by piling wood chips up to two feet deep over hundreds of acres.  Even U.C. 
Berkeley’s own 2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program limits mulch depths to 
between 2” and 5” in order to prevent ground fires.  2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management 
Program, p. 63 (“This is a compromise to allow for weed invasion control while controlling 
the increased hazard from ground fires”) (excerpt attached as Exhibit C).    

 
All in all, the DEIS comes across as an exercise in justifying the applicants’ 

proposed projects rather than the hard look and serious comparison of alternatives 
required by NEPA.  Many of the areas to be treated by the East Bay Regional Park 
District will employ the selective thinning alternative championed by HCN.  FEMA is 
proposing to fund those efforts.  Hence, the simplistic notion that a selective thinning 
alternative is either ineffective or too costly is refuted by FEMA’s proposed funding of 
numerous areas that will be using that very alternative.   

 
Since FEMA released the DEIS, an outpouring of public concern has flooded 

FEMA at the public meetings on the DEIS and reflected in the more than 5,000 signators 
who have signed HCN’s petition demanding that FEMA not fund the clear-cutting of trees 
in the East Bay Hills.  HCN is not surprised by the passion of many Bay area residents 
who do not wish to be confronted with weed-infested clearcuts for years to come and the 
knowledge that almost every stump in the East Bay Hills has been dosed with herbicides.  
Out of respect for these real concerns, and in order for the DEIS to comply with NEPA, 
FEMA must consider a Selective Thinning Alternative encompassing the entire Project 
area.    

 
We have prepared these comments with the assistance of an expert Fire Behavior 

Analyst, Kelly Close, who also currently serves as a Battalion Chief with the Poudre Fire 
Authority in Fort Collins, Colorado.  Chief Close’s areas of expertise include fire behavior 
analysis, wildland fire program management, hazardous fuel response and mitigation 
planning, and wildland fire operations.  Chief Close’s behavior knowledge and expertise 
includes broad experience in wildland fire investigations, including origin and spread 
analysis, fire behavior and movement in complex terrain, firefighter burnover 
investigations, and fire loss litigation cases. Chief Close has helped teach a national-level 
course, Advanced Fire Behavior Interpretation (S-590), for 12 years.  Chief Close also 
has extensive expertise in the use of geographic information systems, analysis of spatial 
information, and geospatial fire analysis and interpretation. In particular, he has 
performed numerous complex analyses of fire behavior, potential fire growth, forensic fire 
behavior analysis, and hazard fuel treatment effectiveness.  He has had extensive 
experience in the use of tools that include FARSITE (Fire Area Simulator), FlamMap, 
FireFamily Plus, BEHAVE, FSPro (Fire Spread Probability) and RERAP (Rare Event Risk 
Analysis Process).  Chief Close’s comments and curriculum vitae are attached hereto as 
Exhibit B, respectively and are incorporated herein by reference in their entirety.   
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HCN also submits the comments of expert hydrogeologist and air quality expert 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP.  Mr. Hagemann is the former Senior 
Science Policy Advisor, U.S. EPA Region 9 and Hydrogeologist, Superfund, RCRA and 
Clean Water programs.  Mr. Hagemann’s comments and curriculum vitae are attached 
hereto as Exhibit D and also incorporated by reference.   

 
Each of these expert comment letters require separate responses by BIA. 
 
II. The DEIS Fails To Comply With NEPA. 

 
“NEPA ... makes environmental protection a part of the mandate of every federal 

agency and department,” Calvert Cliffs’ Coord. Comm. v. United States, 440 F.2d 1109, 
1112 (D.C. Cir. 1971) and is the “basic national charter for protection of the 
environment.”  40 C.F.R. §1500.1(a);  Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. Nat’l Highway 
Traffic Safety Admin., 538 F.3d 1172, 1185 (9th Cir. 2008).  NEPA “is a procedural 
statute intended to ensure environmentally informed decision-making by federal 
agencies.”  Cal. ex rel. Lockyer v. Dep’t of Agriculture, 575 F.3d 999, 1012 (9th Cir. 
2009).  NEPA “does not ‘mandate particular results, but simply provides the necessary 
process to ensure that federal agencies take a hard look at the environmental 
consequences of their actions.’”  Id.  “The ‘hard look’ ‘must be taken objectively and in 
good faith, not as an exercise in form over substance, and not as a subterfuge 
designed to rationalize a decision already made.”  W. Watersheds Project v. 
Kraayenbrink, 632 F.3d 472, 491 (9th Cir. 2011).  Nor can an EIS’s discussion of 
adverse impacts “improperly minimize negative side effects.”  Id. at 491.  NEPA’s 
purpose is “to help public officials make decisions that are based on understanding of 
environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment.”  40 C.F.R. §1500.1(c).   

 
NEPA requires that an agency pay attention to the quality of the science used in 

an EIS.  The agency must “insure the ... scientific integrity of the discussions and 
analyses in environmental impact statements.”  40 C.F.R. §1502.24.  The Court’s role is 
not to decide whether the FEIS is based on the best scientific methodology available or 
otherwise resolve disagreements among experts.  Friends of the Endangered Species, 
Inc. v. Jantzen, 760 F.2d 976, 986 (9th Cir. 1985); Seattle Audubon Society v. Moseley 
(“SAS I”), 798 F. Supp. 1473, 1479 (W.D. Wash. 1992).  “Rather, the court’s task is to 
ensure that the procedure followed [by the agency] resulted in a reasoned analysis of the 
evidence before it, and that [the agency] made the evidence available to all concerned.”  
760 F.2d at 986.  A key NEPA procedure is to “insure that environmental information is 
available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made,” 40 C.F.R. §1500.1.   
This includes scientific data relied upon by an EIS.  40 C.F.R. §1502.24 “requires 
agencies to provide the public with the underlying environmental data from which an 
agency expert derives his or her opinion.”  Siskiyou Regional Education Project v. Rose, 
87 F. Supp. 2d 1074, 1096 (D. Or. 1999) citing Idaho Sporting Congress v. Thomas, 137 
F.3d 1146, 1150 (9th Cir. 1998); Earth Island Inst. v. United States Forest Serv., 351 F.3d 
1291, 1300-01 (9th Cir. 2003).  
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A. FEMA Failed To Make Data And Studies, Reports, And Treatises 

Referenced In The EIS/EIR, And Relied Upon By Staff Reasonably 
Available To The Public During The Comment Period On The DEIS 
In Violation Of NEPA. 

 
The DEIS relies in large part on a fire modeling effort conducted by FEMA’s 

consultant, Anchor Point.  The input data for that model included specific data about 
vegetation-type and fuel conditions unique to each of the polygons included in the 
Project.  See DEIS, p. 4.3-5 (“Fuel conditions and prevailing weather conditions were 
input into a quantitative spatial model (FlamMap version 5.0.1.2 64 bit) to predict fire 
behavior. This allowed comparison among the project areas and an assessment of how 
the proposed and connected actions as a whole would perform within the larger regional 
landscape”).  See also DEIS, pp. 4.3-10 – 11 (further describing the modeling effort).    

 
 “The purpose of NEPA is to ‘ensure that agencies carefully consider information 

about significant environmental impacts’ and ‘guarantee that relevant information is 
available to the public.’” Save the Peaks Coalition v. U.S. Forest Serv., 669 F.3d 1025, 
1035 (9th Cir. 2012) (emphasis added) (citing Lands Council v. McNair, 629 F.3d 1070, 
1075 (9th Cir. 2010).  “The very purpose of public issuance of an environmental impact 
statement is to ‘provid[e] a springboard for public comment.’”  N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. 
N.C. Dep’t of Transp., 677 F.3d 596, 603 (4th Cir. 2012), citing Dep’t of Transp. v. Pub. 
Citizen, 541 U.S. 752, 768 (2004).  “NEPA requires that ‘the public receive the 
underlying environmental data from which [an agency] expert derived her opinion.’” 
Earth Island Inst. v. U.S. Forest Service, 351 F.3d 1291, 1300-01 (9th Cir. 2003), 
quoting Idaho Sporting Cong. v. Thomas, 137 F.3d 1146, 1150 (9th Cir. 1998); 40 
C.F.R. §1500.1(b).  “An agency must also ‘identify any methodologies used’ and ‘make 
explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon for 
conclusions in the [EIS].’”  351 F.3d at 1301; 40 C.F.R. §1502.24.   

 
“NEPA does not permit an agency to rely on the conclusions and opinions [of 

experts] without providing both supporting analysis and data.” Idaho Sporting Cong., 137 
F.3d at 1150;  Sierra Nev. Forest Prot. Campaign v. Tippin, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 99458, 
at *29-37 (E.D. Cal. Sept. 6, 2006).  The CEQ regulations emphasize that “No material 
may be incorporated by reference unless it is reasonably available for inspection by 
potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.  Material based on 
proprietary data which is itself not available for review and comment shall not be 
incorporated by reference.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.21 (emphasis added).  Although supporting 
studies need not be physically attached to an EIS, the studies must be referenced in the 
EIS or its appendices and, most importantly, the studies must “be available and 
accessible” to the public. Coalition for Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 782 
(9th Cir. 1980) (emphasis added).  See also Trout Unlimited v. Morton, 509 F.2d 1276, 
1284 (9th Cir. 1974). “When relevant information ‘is not available during the [impact 
statement] process and is not available to the public for comment[,] . . . the [impact 
statement] process cannot serve its larger informational role, and the public is deprived of 
[its] opportunity to play a role in the decision-making process.’”  N.C. Wildlife Fed’n, 677 
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F.3d at 604-05, quoting N. Plains Resource v. Surface Transp. Bd., 668 F.3d 1067, 1085 
(9th Cir. 2011) (citing Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 
(1989).  “Failure to provide this information ‘either vitiates a plaintiff’s ability to challenge 
an agency action or results in the courts second guessing an agency’s scientific 
conclusions.’”  Earth Island Inst., 351 F.3d at 1301, quoting Idaho Sporting Cong., 137 
F.3d at 1150. See Sierra Nev. Forest Prot. Campaign, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 99458, at 
*29-37.   

 
Where an agency references studies in support of a material conclusion in its EIS, 

but fails to gather in the studies and independently review that referenced evidence, the 
agency cannot claim to have reviewed the evidence.  “[C]ourts must independently review 
the record in order to satisfy themselves that the agency has made a reasoned decision 
based on its evaluation of the evidence.”  League of Wilderness Defenders-Blue Mts. 
Biodiversity Project v. U.S. Forest Serv., 689 F.3d 1060, 1073 (9th Cir. 2012) (emphasis 
added), citing Earth Island Inst. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 442 F.3d 1147, 1160 (9th Cir. 2006), 
overruled on other grounds, Winter v. NRDC, 55 U.S. 7 (2008).  “If an agency has failed 
to make a reasoned decision based on an evaluation of the evidence, the Court may 
properly conclude that an agency had acted arbitrarily and capriciously.”  Earth Island 
Inst. v. Morse, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 68311, at *15-23 (E.D. Cal. Aug. 5, 2009) (emphasis 
added), citing Earth Island Inst., 351 F.3d at 1301. 

 
Unfortunately, that is exactly what FEMA is doing with this DEIS, expecting HCN 

and the public to blindly rely on its consultants’ undisclosed data and modeling runs.  
Likewise, numerous documents incorporated by reference into the DEIS were not 
available to HCN or any other members of the public during the comment period.  For 
these reasons, the DEIS must be recirculated while the references and data are gathered 
in by FEMA and made available to the public for the entire comment period. 

 
On May 8, 2013, HCN requested FEMA to allow HCN access to all of the studies 

and documents referenced in the DEIS that were not otherwise posted on the Project’s 
web-site or available by a functional web-link in the DEIS.  Letter from Michael R. Lozeau 
to Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Envt’l Officer, FEMA (May 8, 2013) (attached as Exhibit 
E).  FEMA staff responded promptly that day, indicating that it was passed on to FEMA 
Region IX’s regional counsel.  E-mail from Alessandro Amaglio to Michael R. Lozeau 
(May 8, 2013) (attached as Exhibit F).  On May 9, 2013, I received an e-mail from the 
Region X counsel indicating that HCN’s document request would have to be submitted as 
a formal request under the Freedom of Information Act and were not available at that time 
for an in-person inspection despite the 53-day comment period.  E-mail from John-Paul 
Henderson, Regional Counsel, to Michael R. Lozeau (May 9, 2013) (attached as Exhibit 
G).  On May 10, 2013, HCN objected to the delay in providing HCN access to referenced 
documents for the entire comment period and resubmitted its request as a FOIA request.  
Letter from Michael R. Lozeau to Alessandro Amaglio, et al. (May 10, 2013) (attached as 
Exhibit H).   In its request, HCN also requested access to all of the data that was utilized 
in the fire models relied upon by the DEIS’ analysis as well as data and cost analyses 
relied upon to reject alternatives to the proposed Project.  Id.   
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On May 21, 2013, FEMA responded, stating that it did not believe any of the many 
documents listed in the DEIS as “References” were incorporated by reference into the 
DEIS and, hence, the agency would not provide them, apparently even pursuant to 
HCN’s FOIA requests, except by updating web links once a final EIS is issued.  Letter 
from Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Envt’l Officer, FEMA, to Michael R. Lozeau (May 21, 
2013) (attached as Exhibit I).  FEMA’s analysis is incorrect.  Where a DEIS specifically 
identifies a document as a reference, that document is incorporated by reference in the 
DEIS.  See Kern v. United States BLM, 284 F.3d 1062, 1068, 1074 (9th Cir. 2002) 
(shorthand references to BLM guidelines deemed incorporated by reference).  Whether or 
not the citation form and the accompanying text in the DEIS complies with 40 C.F.R. § 
1502.21 is a separate question.  Moreover, whether formally incorporated by reference or 
not, many of the references listed in Chapter 9 and the various Appendices involve expert 
studies, analyses, data, and reports underlying various statements and conclusions in the 
DEIS.  The law is clear that “NEPA does not permit an agency to rely on the conclusions 
and opinions [of experts] without providing both supporting analysis and data.” Idaho 
Sporting Cong., 137 F.3d at 1150;  Sierra Nev. Forest Prot. Campaign v. Tippin, 2006 
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 99458, at *29-37 (E.D. Cal. Sept. 6, 2006).   

 
FEMA claims that the data requested by HCN already is set forth in Appendix M of 

the DEIS.  Id., p.2.  However, Appendix M does not set forth the specific data for each of 
the polygons (i.e., treatment areas) addressed in the DEIS.  DEIS, App. M.  Appendix M 
does set forth some entries which are the same for all of the Project areas.  However, 
without the data that varies from polygon to polygon, one cannot critique or understand 
how the model was utilized and whether it was done correctly for the Project.  Close 
Comment, pp. 17-18.  In its response, FEMA indicates that it will make available various 
documents requested by HCN “through the FOIA process.  Exhibit I.  As of the date of 
this comment, HCN has not received any of the documents referenced in the DEIS and 
sought by its FOIA request.   

 
As a result of FEMA’s unwillingness or inability to provide HCN access to 

numerous documents referenced in the DEIS as well as the data underlying key 
conclusions in the DEIS, HCN’s and its consultants’ review of the DEIS and its supporting 
materials has been substantially compromised.  Indeed, HCN retained Kelly R. Close, an 
expert fire behavior analyst who has experience with the BEHAVE and Flammap fire 
models.  Chief Close was prepared to review the data and re-run the models with the 
data utilized for the DEIS’s proposed Project to evaluate that application as well as for the 
Selective Thinning Alternative in order to evaluate further both alternatives’ effectiveness 
at significantly reducing the fire risk and loads in the East Bay Hills.  However, FEMA’s 
refusal to provide the data has frustrated this aspect of HCN’s and Chief Close’s review:   

 
The methodologies for three different fire modeling reports were described 
in some detail in the DEIS. However, the time and effort it would take to re-
create these data would be prohibitively excessive, given the short period 
for comment. Thus, it was not possible to examine the chain of facts and 
logic FEMA used to construct the DEIS, and difficult to validate that FEMA’s 
conclusions were warranted based on the inputs used. That FEMA did not 
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provide the requested data files for fire behavior modeling made 
independent assessment of alternative strategies, and comparison of those 
to the “no-Treatment” option and the chosen option, impossible. 

 
Close Comment, pp. 17-18.   

 
The DEIS also draws conclusions that appear to rely on some data that is not 

referenced or identified.  For example, the Selective Thinning Alternative is rejected out-
of-hand because it “does not adequately address the special characteristics of eucalyptus 
and Monterey pine trees that can make wildfires difficult or even impossible to control” 
and “its reliance on continuous removal of ladder fuels under tall trees on steep slopes 
would likely be prohibitively expensive and increase erosion by disturbing soils.”  DEIS, p. 
3-4.  No disclosure is made of, for example, a modeling run that substantiates removing 
leaf and bark litter and limbing up a eucalyptus grove – a common and effective 
management practice on many of EBRPD’s high fire risk lands – is any less effective at 
controlling fire risks than clearcutting such trees and replacing them with highly flammable 
bushes, exotic weeds, and grass.  Likewise, no cost figures have been disclosed or 
provided from which the public or FEMA could reasonably evaluate the assertion of high 
costs.  Nor is any data or studies disclosed that one could test the notion that hand 
removal of forest litter and limbing of trees would involve activities or occur on such a 
frequency as would result in some meaningful risk of erosion.  If clearcutting an entire 
area can manage erosion risk, removing leaf and bark litter every few years from a 
thinned forest surely does not pose any more significant risk.  Close Comment, p. 18.  
But, because FEMA did not provide any means for the public to access data underlying 
these assertions, the public’s review of the agency’s conclusions is undermined, 
rendering this NEPA process an exercise in self-fulfilling prophecy rather than serious 
comparison of alternatives designed to reduce environmental impacts as much as 
possible.   
 

B. Although The DEIS Indicates That Substantial Vegetation 
Maintenance Will Have To Occur After The Funded Activities Are 
Complete, The DEIS Does Not Attempt To Describe or Analyze The 
Environmental Effects From Those Maintenance Actions Or Model 
The Fire Risks That May Be Present At The End Of Ten Years Of 
Vaguely Defined Maintenance. 

 
The DEIS fails to address impacts associated with vegetation maintenance 

activities that will occur once the Project’s proposal to cut down entire groves and parcels 
of trees has occurred.  Although the DEIS acknowledges the Project’s need to treat 
resulting tree trunks with herbicides twice a year for several years after they are cut, the 
DEIS’s project description does not mention the other treatment actions that also must 
occur to prevent, for example, the areas disturbed by large-scale tree removals from 
being occupied by exotic weeds, such as thistle, French broom, and pampas grass.  See 
DEIS, pp. 3-21 – 3-27.   

 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 246



The DEIS’s project description does mention some effort by EBRPD to reenter 
sites to control seedlings:  
 

Seedlings of eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia would be hand-pulled or 
chemically treated depending on size. Seedlings 3 to 6 feet tall that are too 
difficult to pull out would be treated by hand-spraying their leaves with 
herbicide. Seedlings over 6 feet in height would be cut no more than 18 
inches above the ground and herbicide would be hand-sprayed on the cut 
stubble. Noxious weeds, such as poison oak, would be treated by spraying 
their leaves if this could be done without affecting nontargeted plants. If the 
sprayed herbicide would drift onto nontargeted plants, the weeds would be 
cut and herbicide would be sprayed on the cut stubble. 

 
DEIS, p. 3-27 – 3-28.  No insurmountable concern regarding erosion is identified.  DEIS, 
p. 3-28 (“Best management practices for erosion control would be implemented during 
and after vegetation removal”).  No such similar efforts are mentioned in the descriptions 
of the U.C. Berkeley and Oakland PDM proposed areas.  DEIS Chapter 3 only discusses 
treatment of eucalyptus and acacia stumps with herbicides as identified maintenance 
actions.  See DEIS, p. 3-22 (discussing U.C. Berkeley’s Strawberry Canyon-PDM, “[t]wice 
a year, herbicides (Garlon 4, Garlon 3A, Stalker, or Roundup3 [glyphosate]) would be 
applied to any sprouts emerging from stumps”);  Id., p. 3-23 (same for Claremont-PDM);  
Id., p. 3-24 (discussing Oakland’s  North Hills-Skyline-PDM, only follow-up mentioned is 
“[t]o suppress resprouting of eucalyptus, the cambium ring of stumps would be chemically 
treated with a combination of Garlon4 and Stalker”);  Id., pp. 3-24 – 3-25 (same for 
Caldecott Tunnel-PDM and Frowning Ridge-PDM).  

 
Only in discussing mitigations to impacts to vegetation does the DEIS provide 

some vague references to the maintenance and weeding activities that will follow the 
proposed initial vegetation removal for a period of ten years and the apparent existence 
of draft mitigation and monitoring plans (though the drafts plans are not included in 
appendices or otherwise made available).  DEIS, pp. 5.1-4 – 5.1-5.  There, the DEIS 
acknowledges that more aggressive removal of invasive exotic species would occur if 
certain performance standards are not met.  Id.  In Oakland, at least, “[t]he adaptive 
management process would use the same suite of management methods as used during 
the initial treatment to control non-native invasive plants[,]” i.e. lots of plant removal, 
potential soil disturbance, and spraying of herbicides.  Id., p. 5.1-4.   Where exotics 
control criteria are not met on U.C. Berkeley lands, “maintenance measures may be 
implemented more frequently or by use of different maintenance approaches, substituting 
new methods for those that do not demonstrate adequate efficacy.”  Id., p. 5.1-5.  
Likewise, EBRPD plans on yearly reviews of each treated area to reevaluate the 
vegetation treatment and adapt it as necessary to attain the vegetation management 
goal.  Id., p. 5.1-5.  What precisely all of this may add up to is not adequately described 
by these vague references.  However, it is clear there will be substantial on-the-ground 
activities and hand crews even in areas where clear-cutting has occurred.  See DEIS, p. 
5.2-2 (“For the effects of the proposed and connected actions to be long-lasting, 
maintenance and follow-up treatments would be required, as described in Section 3.4.2”).   
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The potential impacts of these follow-on efforts are never quantified or described.  

For example, although considerable herbicide application may result, the DEIS does not 
discuss those applications beyond the stump applications following tree cutting.  And 
although in rejecting a Selective Thinning Alternative the DEIS claims that it may have 
serious soil erosion impacts, no such concern is mentioned for the comparable entries 
over ten years to remove invading exotics from the Project’s disturbed areas. 

 
Although perhaps not funded by the proposed FEMA grants, these subsequent 

maintenance activities are part and parcel of the proposed Project: 
 

FEMA has concluded that a need exists to reduce hazardous fire risk to 
people and structures in these areas. FEMA proposes to address this need by 
providing financial assistance to the subapplicants through the PDM program 
and the HMGP for long-term, cost-effective fuel reduction measures to 
reduce risk of loss of life and damage to vulnerable structures from wildfire. 

 
DEIS, p. 2-2 (emphasis added).  A major goal of the grant program FEMA is administering 
is to provide “grants to states and local governments to implement long-term hazard 
mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration.”  DEIS, p. 2-1 (emphasis 
added).  By long term, FEMA’s funding criteria specify that a worthy Project must 
“[p]rovide for long-term effectiveness and benefits (between 5 and 10 years, depending 
on the type of action)….”  DEIS, pp. 2-2 – 2-3.   

 
The applicants’ maintenance efforts will have to be robust to achieve whatever 

results accrue upon the completion of the initial vegetation removal efforts.  “The 
immediate effect of the proposed fuel treatments will be to greatly reduce the fire hazard, 
including the potential for torching, crown fire, and spotting. However, this is only a 
temporary reduction in fire hazard.”  Close Comment, p. 9.  As the DEIS itself mentions 
“[d]isturbed areas are often susceptible to invasion by non-native species, including 
weeds, such as French broom, fennel, poison hemlock, and Italian thistle.”  DEIS, p. 4.2-
19 (emphasis added).  See also Close Comment, p. 9 (“Removing all eucalyptus, 
Monterey pine, and acacia trees will be a severe site disturbance. Such catastrophic site 
disturbances do not differentially favor less invasive native species, but rather favor more 
invasive species….”).  As the University’s 2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program 
explains:   
  

If the fire behavior goal is removal of exotic species, the entire watershed will 
need to be treated to be effective.  If the entire population of exotics is not 
removed, it will rapidly re-establish itself – and perhaps expand from its 
original extent due to the soil disturbance caused by the treatment.  Most of 
the exotic species in the program area – such as thistle, French broom, and 
pampas grass – invade sites that have been disturbed. 

 
2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program, p. 25.  To remove all the trees from an 
area but then failing to prevent the regrowth of new ignitable fuel that poses significant 
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fire risks over a ten year period would be a significant impact of the project.  See, e.g. id., 
p. 33 (“French broom can be a serious wildfire problem once ignited and may increase 
losses of native brushland and woodlands in proximity”).  As FEMA’s consultant has 
previously explained: 
 

[W]e question the assumption that the types of vegetation recolonizing the 
area would be native.  Based on conditions observed during site visits in 
April 2009, current understory species such as English ivy, acacia, vinca sp., 
French broom, and Himalayan blackberry would likely be the first to recover 
and recolonize newly disturbed areas once the eucalyptus removal is 
complete.  These understory species are aggressive exotics, and in the 
absence of proactive removal there is no evidence to suggest that they 
would cease to thrive in the area, especially the French broom which would 
be the only understory plant capable of surviving inundation by a 2-foot-deep 
layer of eucalyptus chips. 

 
Letter from URS Corporation to Alessandro Amaglio, FEMA, p. 1 (May 27, 2009) attached 
as Exhibit A).  Chief Close emphasizes the fire hazard concern raised by the Project’s 
lack of focus on maintenance after the initial aggressive treatments described for the 
Project: 
 

It is my opinion that, in the absence of any continued long-term maintenance 
beyond what is specified in the EIS, the stated reduction in fire hazard is 
temporary and only valid for a short period of time post-treatment. The 
proposed actions will cause severe site disturbance that will not differentially 
favor native species as claimed, but will favor aggressive, invasive non-
native species. Without further long-term maintenance that includes fuel 
reduction and extensive planting, the proposed actions will result in 
development of brush fields with characteristics much like native chaparral, 
leading to dangerous, intense, and destructive wildfires. The net effect is 
essentially trading one fire hazard for another – at a significant economic 
cost, detriment to the local ecosystems, and endangerment to the public. 

 
Close Comment, pp. 9-10.  Despite the need for active and aggressive ongoing 
maintenance of clear-cut areas, the DEIS simply treats this entire period as one long 
mitigation measure rather than an ongoing series of intrusive actions with environmental 
risks and impacts of their own.   
 

NEPA requires that “[p]roposals or parts of proposals which are related to each 
other closely enough to be, in effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in a 
single impact statement.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.4(a).  As the DEIS admits in the case of 
follow-up herbicide treatments of eucalyptus and Monterey pine trunks, post-tree removal 
maintenance is part of the proposed Project.  40 C.F.R. § 1508.23 (“Proposal” exists at 
that stage in the development of an action when an agency subject to the Act has a goal 
and is actively preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of 
accomplishing that goal and the effects can be meaningfully evaluated”).  “The purpose of 
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an [EIS] is to evaluate the possibilities in light of current and contemplated plans and to 
produce an informed estimate of the environmental consequences. …Drafting an EIS 
necessarily involves some degree of forecasting.”  Kern v. United States BLM, 284 F.3d 
1062, 1072 (9th Cir. Or. 2002) (emphasis in original), citing City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 
F.2d 661, 676 (9th Cir. 1975).  “Once an agency has an obligation to prepare an EIS, the 
scope of its analysis of environmental consequences in that EIS must be appropriate to 
the action in question. NEPA is not designed to postpone analysis of an environmental 
consequence to the last possible moment. Rather, it is designed to require such analysis 
as soon as it can reasonably be done.”  Kern, 284 F.3d at 1072. 
 

Whether post-tree removal maintenance activities are the same action as the 
proposed Projects, “connected actions,” “similar actions,” or cumulative actions, they all 
must be disclosed and considered in the same DEIS.  40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a).  Post-tree 
removal maintenance is part of the proposed Project or, at a minimum, is a connected or 
similar action that must be considered in the DEIS.  See Save the Yaak Committee v. 
Block, 840 F.2d 714, 720 (9th Cir. 1988) (an EIS must cover subsequent phases of a 
project when “the dependency is such that it would be irrational, or at least unwise, to 
undertake the first phase if subsequent phases were not also undertaken”).   
 
 The DEIS’ failure to analyze the full scope of the Project is underscored by the fire 
modeling effort underlying the DEIS.  The modeling effort described in the DEIS and 
Appendix M only models the initial vegetation removal efforts.  See Close Comment, pp. 
2, 15.  The DEIS only reports the project fire risks and projected flame heights as they 
would exist the day vegetation is cleared or removed.  Id., p. 15  The modeling effort does 
not attempt to evaluate flame heights and fire risks that will be present at the end of the 
10-year maintenance periods:  
 

The modeling of post-treatment conditions presented in the DEIS is invalid 
because it modeled a state of vegetation and fuels that is irrelevant in the 
long term. Modeling done for post-treatment conditions shows in many 
cases that the proposed actions do in fact reduce the fire hazard to 
acceptable levels as specified in the DEIS. However, these conditions exist 
only immediately post-treatment. Wildland fuel complexes are inherently 
dynamic. Several critical factors will change over time that in turn will 
change the fire hazard, both in nature and degree of severity. The modeling 
as presented in the DEIS did not assess any potential conditions of the 
proposed treatment sites 5-10 years in the future, and thus fails to show that 
one of the key FEMA criteria for funding – long-term effectiveness – will be 
met. The DEIS clearly states that the intended vegetation mix that will exist 
upon completion of these projects is an oak, bay, chaparral, and grasses 
environment, this is the environment that should have been modeled rather 
than one immediately post-treatment that was only very transitory, and 
would not exist for more than a few months after the current trees are 
removed. 
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Close Comment, p. 15.  The DEIS’ failure to evaluate the impacts of ongoing, aggressive 
maintenance activities of the proposed Project or model the fire risks during the Project’s 
ten year maintenance and monitoring period are serious deficiencies that preclude the 
public and FEMA from evaluating the Project’s true impacts and for FEMA to evaluate the 
Project’s ability to meet the agency’s long-term goals.   
 

C. The Failure To Address Most Post-Vegetation Management 
Activities Of The Preferred Alternative Is Inconsistent With The 
DEIS’s Rejection Of An In-Depth Analysis Of The Combined 
Alternative Program, i.e., Selective Thinning Alternative. 

 
FEMA also acknowledges that post-vegetation management maintenance is part 

of the Project to be reviewed in the DEIS in opting to reject consideration in the DEIS of 
the so-called “Combined Alternative Program.”  DEIS, p. 3-4.  The “Combined Alternative” 
or what HCN will refer to in these comments as the “Selective Thinning Alternative,” relies 
on selective thinning of trees, leaving large trees, even eucalyptus trees, in place, 
removing lower limbs from larger tree, and removing surface fuels, and ladder fuels.  
Close Comment, p. 6.  As is discussed below, the DEIS violates NEPA by failing to 
analyze that feasible alternative for meeting the Project’s purpose and needs.  However, 
FEMA’s rejection of that alternative from consideration is fundamentally flawed initially 
because FEMA claims that undisclosed costs to maintain that Alternative over a five to 
ten year period would be prohibitively expensive while at the same time ignoring the 
vegetation maintenance costs that will accrue to the Applicants to maintain their clear-cut 
areas as they attempt to goad those landscapes toward more natural vegetation-types 
rather than weed infested fire hazards.  DEIS, pp. 3-3, 3-4 (selective thinning alternative’s 
“reliance on continuous removal of ladder fuels under tall trees on steep slopes would 
likely be prohibitively expensive and increase erosion by disturbing soils”).   

 
FEMA cannot have it both ways.  If the DEIS is going to reject a Selective Thinning 

Alternative based on undisclosed costs of reentering thinned areas every couple of years 
to remove accumulated leaf litter and branches, it must disclose not only those allegedly 
prohibitive costs but also the full maintenance efforts and costs required to maintain its 
alternative to clear-cut large swaths of eucalyptus and pines and prevent those areas 
from degenerating into new fire hazards.  HCN believes that the follow-up efforts for 
either the proposed Project or a Selective Thinning Alternative would likely be 
comparable and would not pose any different risks of erosion.  However, because the 
DEIS improperly cuts off any detailed description or impact analysis of the maintenance 
portion of the proposed Project, the DEIS also has cut-off the ability of FEMA or the public 
to evaluate the relative post-treatment maintenance costs of the two alternatives.   
 

D. The DEIS Fails To Disclose Or Discuss Responsible Opposing 
Scientific Views And Contrary Expert Agency Comments. 
 

In the EIS, the agency “shall discuss at appropriate points in the final statement 
any responsible opposing view which was not adequately discussed in the draft 
statement and shall indicate the agency's response to the issues raised.” Ctr. for 
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Biological Diversity v. United States Forest Serv., 349 F.3d 1157, 1167 (9th Cir. 2003), 
quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(b).  “This disclosure requirement obligates the agency to 
make available to the public high quality information, including accurate scientific 
analysis, expert agency comments and public scrutiny, before decisions are made and 
actions are taken.”  Id., citing 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b).  

 
The DEIS fails to live up to these standards, ignoring the highly relevant 

eucalyptus studies and modeling that have been produced in Australia and failing to 
disclose comments of cooperating agencies, including in particular comments provided by 
the Forest Service.   

 
The DEIS entirely ignores the Vesta model, the fire prediction management that 

was expressly developed to address eucalyptus forests.  That model is based on factors 
applicable to eucalyptus trees that contradict the factors underlying the general Flammap 
model.  As Chief Close states: 

 
[Vesta] was developed specifically for assessing fire behavior in eucalyptus 
fuel types (Gould et al., 2009). Vesta determines a separate hazard rating 
for surface and near-surface fuels and bark fuels. It then determines the rate 
of spread based on surface and near-surface fuel characteristics, and fuel 
moisture.  Finally, Vesta combines the surface fuel hazard rating with the 
bark hazard rating and wind speed to determine the spotting potential. 
Vesta’s real strength is that it is the only fire behavior prediction system that 
is specific to eucalyptus fuel types. 

 
Close Comment, p. 7.  Chief Close explains the fundamental differences between the 
Vesta model and the models applied for the Project: 
 

There is a definite difference in how Vesta handles spotting and how the 
U.S. fire modeling system does so. In both cases, there is a rising column of 
hot air that initially comes from an intense surface fire. Once the base of the 
tree crown ignites, it adds to the intensity and vertical lift of the firebrand, 
which eventually is lofted above the tree tops and carried some distance by 
wind. 
 
In the U.S. system (which FlamMap, BEHAVE and other programs use), the 
firebrand is generated in the tree canopy low in the crown fuels, then lofted 
vertically.  Surface fuels initiate the process, but most of the fire dynamics 
happen in the burning tree crown.  
 
In Vesta, the firebrand is generated mostly from surface and near-surface 
bark fuels, and to a lesser extent by near-surface and elevated fuels (see 
attached diagram). Spotting is strongly tied to a factoring of surface fire 
spread rate and wind, which generates the surface fire intensity necessary 
for vertical rise. However, unlike the U.S. model, the tree canopy does not 
significantly contribute to firebrand production. Its primary role is in adding to 
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the intensity of the rising column of hot air and keeping the piece(s) of bark 
burning. 

 
Close Comment, p. 16.   
 
 If the Project applies the Vesta modeling effort, it would more accurately point out 
the effectiveness of the Selective Thinning Alternative, rejected out of hand as ineffective 
by the DEIS.  The intent of the study underlying the Vesta model was to develop a fire 
behavior prediction system based on real, in-the-field testing.  104 fires were intentionally 
set in Australian eucalyptus forests to document fire behavior and variables.  No such 
effort can be claimed for Flammap or any other model in regard to its application to 
eucalyptus forests.   
 
 What was learned in the development of Vesta is that the rate of fire spread is 
related to wind speed if it's over 3 mph, but the prime determinant of spread is the 
fine fuel on or near the ground.  "Rate of spread is directly related to characteristics of the 
surface fuel bed and understory layers, but only weakly related to fuel load alone.”  J.S. 
Gould, et al., “Project Vesta:  Fire in Dry Eucalypt Forest:  Fuel Structure, Fuel Dynamics 
And Fire Behavior” (Commonwealth Industrial and Scientific Research Organisation, 
2007) (available at GoogleBooks - http://books.google.com/books).  “Surface fuel layer – 
leaf, twig and bark of the overstory and understory plants – this layer usually makes up 
the bulk of the fuel consumed and provides the most energy released by the fire.”  Id.  
The Vesta report, in general concludes that “the best variables to build a model to predict 
fire spread were fine fuel moisture, wind speed, surface fuel hazard score and a 
combined variable of near-surface fuel hazard and height.”  Id., p. 27.     
 

Other conclusions drawn by the Vesta study also contradict key basic assumptions 
relied upon by the DEIS and its selection of a single, remove all eucalyptus alternative.  
Thus, the study underlying Vesta concludes that “[Eucalyptus] bark tends to burn in-situ 
on the stem rather than flaking off to form firebrands.”  Vesta Report, p. 46.  Similarly, the 
report explains that firebrands from eucalyptus trees generally burn out before they land:  
“[m]ost flakes of bark appeared to be only 1 or 2 mm thick and, because they would burn 
out quickly, would probably be effective firebrands to a few tens of meters.”  Vesta 
Report.  “All spot fires that did occur . . . were overrun by the main fire while they were 
small and did not have any effect in increasing the rate of spread of the fire.”  Id.    These 
results of the Vesta study directly contradict fundamental premises of the DEIS, including 
that ember cast from eucalyptus would pose a fire threat up to 2,000 feet away and that 
such embers are the main cause of propagating new fires and structure losses.  See 
DEIS, p. 4.3-11 (assuming structures are exposed to fire-inducing ember cast as far away 
as 2,000 feet);  DEIS, p. 5.2-1 (describing basic assumption that “[t]rees that burn 
intensely and generate greater numbers of flaming embers that can start new fires and 
ignite structures, such as eucalyptus and Monterey pine, would be thinned or removed 
entirely”);  p. 5.2-2 (“Reduction of torching is a significant benefit because the burning 
embers cast off as a result of torching are a major cause of structure loss”);  DEIS, p. 5.2-
3 (As trees torch and their tops burn they generate embers that move ahead of the main 
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fire front and propagate new fires.   Embers are the main cause of structure losses”);  Id.  
(“Under hot, dry, windy conditions, 50% of the embers could grow into new fires”).   

 
These presumptions underscore one of the two reasons that the Selective 

Thinning Alternative was rejected by FEMA.  DEIS, p. 3-2.  The Vesta report directly 
contradicts that rationale.   

 
In addition to ignoring the Vesta study and model, FEMA also has refused to 

disclose what HCN understands to be contrary expert opinion from various cooperating 
agencies on the Project.  In July 2011, HCN sent a FOIA request to FEMA specifically 
asking for documents relating to expert opinions of the proposed Project by the U.S. 
Forest Service and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.  On October 22, 2012, FEMA 
responded by providing totally redacted versions of documents submitted by those and 
other agencies.  Exhibit J.  FEMA claimed for the most part a deliberative process 
privilege.  HCN followed up more recently with additional FOIA requests for the same 
memorandums, among other documents.  See Exhibits E & H.  No documents have as 
yet been provided.   

 
FEMA cannot now rely upon a deliberative process privilege in this NEPA 

proceeding.  Such a privilege is inappropriate now that the DEIS is released.  As the 
Ninth Circuit states, FEMA is obligated “to make available to the public high quality 
information, including accurate scientific analysis [and] expert agency comments … 
before decisions are made and actions are taken.”  Ctr. for Biological Diversity v. United 
States Forest Serv., 349 F.3d at 1167, citing 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b).  40 C.F.R. § 
1506.6(f) expressly waives the deliberative process privilege in regard to interagency 
memorandum in the context of a NEPA process, requiring FEMA to make any documents 
underlying a DEIS “available to the public pursuant to the provisions of the Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. § 552), without regard to the exclusion for interagency 
memoranda where such memoranda transmit comments of Federal agencies on 
the environmental impact of the proposed action.”  40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(f) (emphasis 
added).  “When relevant information ‘is not available during the [impact statement] 
process and is not available to the public for comment[,] . . . the [impact statement] 
process cannot serve its larger informational role, and the public is deprived of [its] 
opportunity to play a role in the decision-making process.’”  N.C. Wildlife Fed’n, 677 F.3d 
at 604-05.  Hence, because FEMA failed to disclose the coordinating agencies’ 
comments and reviews, especially those views that critiqued the approach described in 
the proposed Project, FEMA is in violation of NEPA.   

 
E. The DEIS Arbitrarily Eliminates Review Of A Selective-Thinning 

Alternative Despite That Alternative’s Ability To Feasibly Achieve 
The Project’s Purpose And Goals. 

 
FEMA’s elimination of a Selective Thinning Alternative from detailed analysis in the 

DEIS is arbitrary and capricious.  Many of the polygons to be treated by EBRPD apply 
thinning and removal of surface and ladder fuels.  For example, EBRPD includes the 13.7 
acre Claremont Canyon Regional Preserve-PDM in its funding proposal.  DEIS, pp. 3-26, 
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3-15 (Figure 3-1(e) (site CC001-PDM)), 3-29.  That site abuts neighborhoods and 
structures immediately south and west of the Strawberry Canyon-PDM, the Frowning 
Ridge-PDM, and the Claremont-PDM, all of which are proposed by UC and include clear-
cutting of eucalyptus and Monterey pine.  DEIS, pp. 3-1(e), 3-21 (Strawberry Canyon 
PDM) (“Non-native trees, including all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia, would be 
cut down”); p. 3-23 (Claremont-PDM) (“About 10,000 trees would be cut down—mainly 
eucalyptus with some pine and acacia. As with Strawberry Canyon-PDM, the goal is 
complete eradication of eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia”);  pp. 3-24 – 3-25 
(Frowning Ridge-PDM) (“Approximately 25,000 eucalyptus and pine trees up to 48 inches 
DBH would be cut down”).  However, Claremont Canyon Regional Preserve-PDM 
proposes selective thinning instead:   

 
The dominant type of vegetation is eucalyptus forest.  EBRPD would thin 
existing dense eucalyptus stands, favoring retention of the larger trees, 
to create an open eucalyptus stand with minimal understory.  Elsewhere, oak-
bay woodland and California annual grassland on the site would be 
preserved.   

 
DEIS, p. 3-26 (emphasis added).  How EBRPD’s use of such an option is fundable, while 
an alternative that focuses on expanding that feasible option to all the treatment areas, or 
at least the areas proposed by UC and Oakland (especially Strawberry Canyon PDM, the 
Frowning Ridge-PDM and the Claremont-PDM, as well as Oakland’s North Hills-Skyline-
PDM [DEIS, p. 3-23]), cannot be reasonably explained.  Chief Close also identifies this 
inconsistency, reviewing the fire modeling done for EBRPD: 
 

the fire modeling Rice conducted for the DEIS (2011) showed that a number 
of EBRPD treatments, which are similar to the Combined Alternative 
Program, are very effective in reducing fire intensity to acceptable levels 
(flame lengths below 4 feet) and in minimizing or eliminating the potential for 
torching or crown fire (DEIS, Appendix M-2, pp. 17-39). The DEIS failed to 
acknowledge this in eliminating the Combined Alternative Program from 
consideration. This is puzzling in that the DEIS incorporated the EBRPD 
hazard reduction plan as a viable part of the overall strategy of reducing 
wildfire hazard in the East Bay Hills, yet the Combined Alternative Program, 
similar to the proposed actions in many polygons of the EBRPD’s plan, was 
not considered in DEIS. 

 
Close Comment, p. 14. 
 
 It is clear from DEIS, Appendix M, that the modeling of Claremont Canyon 
Regional Preserve-PDM (CC001-PDM) shows a fire risk reduction essentially equivalent 
to the fire risk reductions that will result immediately after the completion of clear-cutting 
within the Strawberry Canyon PDM, the Frowning Ridge-PDM and the Claremont-PDM.  
Thus, after treatment, modeling indicates that CC001 will only have a risk of surface fire 
with no flame lengths exceeding 4 feet.  DEIS, Appendix M, Rice, Carol, Fire/Fuels 
Analysis For FEMA Grants In The East Bay Hills, p. 19.  There is no risk of torching or 
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crown fire.  Id.  This result from selective thinning and surface and ladder fuel removal in 
CC001 is essentially identical to the result reported for the clear-cut treatments in the 
Strawberry Canyon PDM, the Frowning Ridge-PDM and the Claremont-PDM.  See id., p. 
34.    
 

An EIS’s review of a reasonable range of project alternatives “is the heart of the 
environmental impact statement.”   40 CFR § 1502.14.   The DEIS “should present the 
environmental impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus 
sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the 
decisionmaker and the public.”  Id.  The CEQ regulations require an EIS to state the 
purpose and need of the project and to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  
Western Watersheds Project v. Abbey, 2013 U.S.App. LEXIS 11533*25 (9th Cir. June 7, 
2013); 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.13, 1502.14.  “[A] project’s scope and purpose define the 
reasonable range of alternatives that must be analyzed.”  Id.  “[A] federal agency’s EIS 
must ‘[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives [to a 
proposed action], and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly 
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.’”  Southeast Alaska Conservation 
Council v. FHA, 649 F.3d 1050, 1056 (9th Cir. 2011), citing 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). The 
Ninth Circuit has “repeatedly recognized that if the agency fails to consider a viable or 
reasonable alternative, the EIS is inadequate.”  Southeast Alaska, 649 F.3d at 1056.   
Where the administrative record discloses that reducing a proposed project’s size would 
help bring it into compliance with applicable standards, evaluating a smaller alternative is 
necessary to a reasonable analysis.  See, e.g. W. Watersheds Project v. Salazar, 2011 
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 111728 at *36-37 (D. Idaho 2011).   

 
As noted above, the purpose of the Project is to substantially reduce fire risk to 

people and structures in the East Bay Hills.  DEIS, p. 2-1.  The Project need tracks the 
purpose, the DEIS stating that “FEMA has concluded that a need exists to reduce 
hazardous fire risk to people and structures in these areas.”  DEIS, p. 2-2.  “FEMA 
proposes to address this need by providing financial assistance to the subapplicants 
through the PDM program and the HMGP for long-term, cost-effective fuel reduction 
measures to reduce risk of loss of life and damage to vulnerable structures from wildfire.”  
Id.  The DEIS also identifies seven criteria, culled from FEMA’s grant criteria, that a 
feasible alternative should meet in order to be considered.  DEIS, p. 2-3.  The relevant 
criteria include: 
 

1) Be technically feasible and implementable, 2) Solve a problem 
independently, consistent with 44 CFR § 206.434(c)(4), 3) Be cost effective 

1 The DEIS text itself in Chapter 5 does not provide any kind of useful explanation to the 
public, Table 5.2-2 suggesting that many of the proposed treatments actually make the 
clear-cut areas worse fire hazards.  See DEIS, pp. 5.2-7 – 5.2-9 (Table 5.2-2).  Although 
HCN believes Table 5.2-2’s conclusions may unfortunately come true were FEMA to have 
run the fire models to determine flame lengths at the end of the 10-year maintenance 
period, currently the Table is of no value to the reviewing public and likely has misled a 
number of reviewers.    
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and able to substantially reduce the risk of future damage, hardship, loss, or 
suffering resulting from a major disaster, consistent with 44 CFR § 
206.434(c)(5) and related guidance…,  5) Provide for long-term effectiveness 
and benefits (between 5 and 10 years, depending on the type of action), 6) 
Be consistent with the goals and objectives identified in the current FEMA-
approved state mitigation plan and local mitigation plan for the jurisdiction in 
which the action would occur, 7) Conform to 44 CFR parts 9 and 10 and with 
all applicable environmental and historic preservation laws, implementing 
regulations, and executive orders, including the National Environmental Policy 
Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4347), National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 
U.S.C. §§ 470 et seq. ), Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544), 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management), Executive Order 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands), and Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
…. [and] 10) Meet the requirements of applicable local, tribal, state, and 
federal laws; implementing regulations; and executive orders.  

 
DEIS, pp. 2-2 – 2-3.   
 

Initially, FEMA’s effort to avoid considering an expanded alternative relying on 
selective thinning, similar to the selective thinning that EBRPD is planning on carrying out 
on many of its parcels, overlooks one of the “minimum project criteria” set forth in FEMA’s 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program:  “To be eligible for the Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program, a project must:  … (iii) Has been determined to be the most practical, effective, 
and environmentally sound alternative after consideration of a range of options….”  44 
C.F.R. § 206.434(c)(v)(iii) (emphasis added).  Notably, the criteria listed in the DEIS make 
no mention of this mandatory, minimum criterion.  The one clear option for FEMA to 
consider here is a Selective Thinning Alternative for all parcels covered by the requested 
grants.  As discussed further below, given EBRPD’s reliance on selective thinning and 
surface and ladder fuel removal for many of its parcels and an expert analysis confirming 
that management works as well and at less cost than the proposed clear-cutting projects, 
a Selective Thinning Alternative must be considered to meet Section  206.434(c)(v)(iii)’s 
criterion.  
 

FEMA relies on the first two criteria listed in the DEIS to claim that a Selective 
Thinning Alternative does not achieve the Project’s purpose and need.  The Selective 
Thinning Alternative identified by FEMA (the agency names it the “Combined Alternative 
Program”) includes the following components:   
 

Removal of brush and surface fuels  
Removal of lower tree limbs  
In areas where trees are thick, species-neutral removal of small trees and in 
some cases understory trees to remove ladder fuels and to create space 
between trees while maintaining shade to suppress growth of shrubs and 
grass  
Removal of eucalyptus debris that falls off the trees after a freeze 
Keeping grass short by mowing or grazing, especially along roads  
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DEIS, p. 3-2.  FEMA rejects this alternative from consideration based on the assertion 
that “[r]epeated removal of ladder fuels is expensive and can be difficult on the steep 
slopes so common in the proposed and connected project areas. In addition, continuous 
regular maintenance on steep slopes can destabilize soils and lead to erosion.”  Id., pp. 
3-3, 3-4 (alternative’s “reliance on continuous removal of ladder fuels under tall trees on 
steep slopes would likely be prohibitively expensive and increase erosion by disturbing 
soils”).  FEMA also asserts that this alternative’s “species-neutral approach does not 
adequately address the special characteristics of eucalyptus and Monterey pine trees that 
can make wildfires difficult or even impossible to control.”  Id., p. 3-4.   
 

FEMA’s rationales for deleting the Selective Thinning Alternative are unsupported 
by any references or evidence.  In the case of the special characteristics rationale, on its 
face, it is inconsistent with the DEIS’s acknowledgment that “[t]orching can be greatly 
reduced by removing surface fuels and “ladder fuels,” which include lower limbs, smaller 
trees, hanging strips of eucalyptus bark, and shrubs that can carry a fire up into the 
treetops (the crown or canopy).” DEIS, p. 3-3.  See also DEIS, p. 5.2-1 (“The proposed 
and connected actions would remove the lower limbs of trees, which would reduce the 
likelihood that surface fires would move up the trees to become crown fires”);  DEIS, pp. 
5.2-3 – 5.2-4 (“Where the tree canopy would be eliminated, the chance of torching and 
crowning would be eliminated. Where the tree canopy would be thinned, the potential for 
crown fires would be reduced.  Many remaining trees would be pruned up to 8 feet from 
the ground, reducing the chance of fire moving up into the tops of the trees and causing 
torching.  As a result, the potential for producing embers would also be greatly reduced”).  
Thus, on its face, the DEIS does not identify why this fact would not “address the special 
characteristic” of eucalyptus and Monterey pine trees sufficiently to achieve the Project’s 
purpose of reducing fire risks.  See UC 2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program, p. 
72 (hand labor effective to remove litter from mature eucalyptus forests).   

 
As Chief Close explains, the typical fire reduction strategy in eucalyptus forests is 

reducing surface fuels.  Close Comment, p. 11.  “In eucalyptus forests, the greatest 
hazards are intense surface fires and long-range spotting from bark. Reducing surface 
fuels has been found to be greatly successful in reducing these hazards, as well as 
minimizing the potential for crown fire.”  Id.  Likewise, the DEIS ignores established 
science on eucalyptus forests that finds eucalyptus trees actually help reduce fire hazard 
by breaking up turbulent flow dynamics of strong winds and reduce the hazard from flying 
embers.  Close Comment, p. 11 (“Clear cutting gum barks reduces safety from firestorms, 
both along the Urban Wildland Interface as well as internal defensible space areas where 
they assist with high-risk ground fuel mitigation.” Lofft, 2010).  Because the DEIS does 
not even consider this science, there is no explanation as to why eucalyptus forests in the 
Bay area would have a different affect from those reviewed in the referenced study.   

 
The assertion that the subsequent maintenance of Selective Thinning would be 

“prohibitively expensive” is not supported by any citation to evidence.  The grant 
applications indicate that the cost/acre of EBRPD including a significant number of 
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polygons applying a selective thinning approach are significantly less costly than the per 
acre costs proposed by U.C. Berkeley (U.C.’s proposal is twice as expensive per acre) 
and Oakland (Oakland’s proposal is three times as expensive).  See Close Comment, p. 
19.  And, as discussed above, even of all eucalyptus and Monterey pines are removed 
from an area, hand labor will be required to keep exotic weeds from establishing 
themselves in addition to the hand labor necessary to coat stumps with herbicides.  If 
there is no cost analysis underlying FEMA’s assertion, then its conclusion is entirely 
arbitrary.  If there is a cost analysis and it was not disclosed during the comment period, 
as requested by HCN, then the agency cannot rely upon it.  Either way, an 
uncorroborated, vague assertion that a Selective Thinning Alternative is expensive is an 
arbitrary rationale for not considering that alternative.   

 
FEMA cites to no evidence for the notion that hand removal of surface and ladder 

fuels would somehow create a greater risk of erosion than large-scale removal of tens of 
thousands of trees, manual application of pesticides, or the necessary vegetation 
maintenance that will be necessary under the proposed Project to prevent invasion of 
disturbed areas by invasive weeds.  See Close Comment, p. 18. 

 
Chief Close concludes that, “it is my opinion that the Combined Alternative 

Program approach is clearly a preferable alternative. It meets all of FEMA’s mandatory 
criteria, follows sound forestry practices, is consistent with current accepted hazard fuel 
reduction practices for eucalyptus, does not result in an increase in invasive brush 
species post-treatment, deposits far less flammable woody material on the treatment 
sites, and is more economically sound.”  Close Comment, p. 20.   

 
FEMA’s consultant also advised the agency that the Selective Thinning Alternative 

is feasible and should be considered in detail in the DEIS: 
 
Thinning targeted species rather than removing all and regularly clearing the 
understory.  The UC accurately cites increased costs and a longer time 
period to implement as reasons that this alternative is not preferred, but the 
UC does not provide information that demonstrates that the increased costs 
or longer implementation period make this alternative infeasible. This 
alternative would not be as effective as the proposed project at reducing the 
fire hazard. However, this alternative would reduce the fire hazard and 
would thus meet the purpose and need. This alternative should be 
evaluated in future NEPA documents. 

 
URS Report, p. 6.  Apparently, the only overarching advocate for not reviewing the 
Selective Thinning Alternative was U.C. – an applicant with an apparent bias toward its 
preferred vegetation management scheme.  Every neutral evaluation has determined 
Selective Thinning Alternative is reasonable and should be reviewed in detail.  FEMA 
should add that alternative to the DEIS’ detailed review.     
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F. The DEIS Fails To Mention Fire Risk Posed By Disposing Of Wood 
Chips In Large Areas Up To Two Feet Deep. 

 
The proposed project includes U.C. Berkeley’s and Oakland’s plans to spread 

chipped eucalyptus and pine trees at depths of up to two feet over vast areas covering up 
to 20 percent of those applicants’ portions of the Project site.  See DEIS, p. 5.1-25 (“The 
proposed and connected actions would generate wood chips that would be spread over 
approximately 20% of many project areas to a maximum depth of 2 feet”);  DEIS, p. 3-22 
– 3-24.  Contrary to the U.C. Berkeley and Oakland proposals, EPRPD proposes to chip 
fewer trees and “[w]ood chips left on site would be spread over up to 20% of each site to 
an average depth of 4 to 6 inches.”  DEIS, p. 3-27.    Likewise, U.C. Berkeley’s current 
2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program calls for mulch depths of between 2 and 5 
inches.  2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program, p. 63 (Exhibit C).  “This is a 
compromise to allow for weed invasion control while controlling the increased hazard 
from ground fires.”  Id. 

 
Chief Close walks through the clear science documenting the fire hazard posed by 

depositing wood chips at depths greater than five inches and their propensity to 
spontaneously combust.  Close Comment, pp. 12-13.  He also applies the site-specific 
factors that would increase the risk of mulch fires as a result of the Project, including the 
oil content of eucalyptus chips, the high winds in the area, and the drier conditions that 
will be present after implementation of the Project’s initial treatments.  Id.  “Given the 
warmer, drier conditions on the treated sites after canopy removal, the high oil and 
volatile chemical content of eucalyptus fuels, and the frequent occurrence of strong winds 
in the proposed treatment areas, it is my opinion the deposition of eucalyptus mulch 
outlined in the DEIS will pose a very significant fire hazard for a number of years post-
treatment.”  Id.  Chief Close also warns of the stealth character of chip fires, “[f]ires that 
ignite through spontaneous combustion or by other means of ignition may smolder and 
spread beneath the surface for days before being detected, making suppression of those 
fires extremely difficult and time-consuming.”  Id., p. 13.  And mulch fire impacts are long-
lasting because of the resulting harm to underlying soils.  Id, p. 13. Lastly, the fire 
modeling done for the Project fails to account for the fire risk posed by spreading fuel 
over vast portions of the Project area, again improperly discounting this risk.  Id., p. 15.   
As Chief Close states: 
 

the proposed treatments would convert non-fuels (standing trees) into 
available surface and ground fuels though a combination of mulching woody 
material and lop-and-scatter treatment of branches. This introduces a very 
significant amount of fuel onto the ground surface that was not there pre-
treatment and creates a new fire hazard posed by the heavy accumulation 
of wood chips and other woody debris. 

 
Close Comment, p. 9. 

 
The URS Corporation again agrees with all of Chief Close’s concerns.  URS notes 

that “[s]tudies have shown that mulch layers actually can pose a fire risk depending upon 
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the type of material, the depth of the mulch, and the climate at the mulch site.”  URS 
Report, p. 3.  URS then lists off all of the local factors that create a higher fire risk of 
creating 2-foot thick layers of eucalyptus wood chips in the east Bay Hills.  Id.  Rather 
than acknowledge these risks forthrightly, the DEIS goes about attempting to understate 
the concern.  The DEIS’s analysis of this potential impact is inadequate and does not 
reasonably address this impact. 

 
G. Thick Layers of Wood Chips Will Promote Non-Native Species And 

Prevent Establishment of Native Vegetation.  
 

The DEIS avoids discussing the impacts piling two-feet of wood chips over 
extensive areas will have on vegetation.  As Chief Close explains, “[the DEIS] fails to 
acknowledge the detrimental effect a 24-inch depth of mulch will have on the remaining 
vegetation.”  Close Comment, p. 12.  Chief Close cites to studies recommending no more 
than 2-3” depth of mulch in landscaping to minimize detrimental effects on the remaining 
trees.   Id.   He also underscores the DEIS’s internal inconsistency when discussing 
depositing two-feet of mulch, claiming on the one hand that it will disfavor non-natives 
while on the other hand favoring native plants.  No science supports this facially absurd 
proposition.  See id.  Again, FEMA’s consultant highlights this untenable proposition: 
 

Despite thorough research, we were unable to find documentation of the 
ability of exotic chip mulch to suppress undesirable species while 
encouraging favorable species. Chip mulch can be a successful deterrent to 
invasive plants, but would have to be coupled with selective native plantings 
if the intended long-term outcome was revegetation in native cover. In the 
absence of native plantings/seeding, it is likely that as the chips decompose 
(refer to Issue 6, below, for a discussion of decomposition rates) dormant 
seeds in the seed bed from the exotics that dominated the site pre-
treatment will germinate and regain dominance. As written, the proposed 
project would likely delay but not prevent the reestablishment of non-native 
vegetation communities. Native cover could develop in small areas around 
existing, patchy, coyote bushes, but it is highly unlikely that the site would 
naturally restore itself to native conditions given the aggressive nature of the 
weedy exotic species that are already established in the treatment areas 
and dominate the seed bed. 

 
URS Report, p. 2.  The research publications cited in the DEIS describe depths of no 
more than 12.5 cm (5 inches).  Close Comment, p. 12.  There is no valid rationale for 
allowing U.C. Berkeley and Oakland to pile 2-feet of woodchips over 20 percent of the 
Project area. 
 
/// 
 
///  
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H. The DEIS’s Analysis Of Air Quality Impacts Applies Arbitrary 
Significance Thresholds, An Exaggerated Time Frame That 
Emissions Will Occur Evenly Over a Ten Year Period, and Fails to 
Describe Feasible Mitigations. 

 
The fundamental assumptions underlying the DEIS’s air quality impacts analysis 

bear no resemblance to the Project’s proposed timeline and ignore expert significance 
thresholds established by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) 
designed in part to implement federal air quality standards.  As a result, the DEIS largely 
ignores numerous, relevant and necessary mitigation measures to assure the project’s air 
emissions do not result in significant impacts. 

  
1. The DEIS arbitrarily applies thresholds of significance for 

air pollutants that have nothing to do with the region where 
the project is located and entirely ignore thresholds 
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
implementing federal air standards in the project area.   

 
In purporting to evaluate the Project’s air quality impacts, the DEIS randomly 

selects the exact same significance thresholds of 100 tons per year for six distinct air 
pollutants despite the fact that the Bay Area regional air standards for those pollutants are 
all different and without any explanation of how applying an arbitrary 100 ton per year 
standard to all six pollutants is related to assuring achievement of standards or no 
degradation of air quality in the Project area or region.   

 
The 100 ton per year thresholds applied by the DEIS are borrowed from EPA 

General Conformity levels used to determine whether nonattainment and maintenance 
emissions are exempt from a formal General Conformity determination by federal 
agencies with EPA.  Applying these levels as stand-ins for air quality significance 
thresholds under NEPA is entirely arbitrary.  The trigger numbers were designed based 
largely on the resources of federal agencies to perform the EPA conformity review rather 
than a conclusive finding of whether a project’s air emissions might result in significant 
impacts.  As Mr. Hagemann explains, “[a]lthough the levels set forth in the EPA 
Conformity Review Rule may be reasonable emission levels at which a particular project 
may not violate by itself ambient air quality standards, the levels do not identify and do 
not preclude significant air pollution impacts or possible cumulative impacts under NEPA, 
including for example degradation from ambient pollution levels that currently are 
consistent with standards.”   Hagemann Comment, p. 3.   Nor do the numbers reflect 
conditions in the Project area or the Bay area and its applicable air quality standards.  Mr. 
Hagemann notes that: 
 

Most importantly, EPA’s General Conformity rules are general rules applicable to 
the entire country.  They were not developed for Contra Costa or Alameda County 
or any area associated with the Project.  Hence, such general numbers cannot 
reasonably be linked to rational significance thresholds designed to assist FEMA 
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or any agency in determining whether a Project’s air pollution emissions will have 
significant environmental impacts. 

 
Hagemann Comment, p. 3.   
 
 Contrary to the imprecise and irrelevant numbers selected by FEMA for the DEIS, 
very precise significance thresholds exist for the Project area developed by the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) to determine the very question at hand – 
the significance of a project’s air emissions.  Hagemann Comment, p. 3.  And, many of 
the air pollutants addressed by BAAQMD are part of its mandate to enforce federal 
standards in the Bay area approved by EPA.  As BAAQMD explains: 
 

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD 
considered the emission levels for which a project’s individual emissions 
would be cumulatively considerable.  If a project exceeds the identified 
significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, 
resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing 
air quality conditions. 

 
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, June 2010 (Hagemann Comment, p. 3).  In light of the San 
Francisco Bay Area Air Basin’s status as being in non-attainment for national particulate 
matter ambient air quality standards, selecting generic national levels designed to protect 
federal agencies budgets rather than local air pollution levels is entirely arbitrary.  See 
Hagemann Comment, p. 4;  BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, June 2010, p. 2-1.  For the 
DEIS and FEMA to ignore BAAQMD’s highly relevant thresholds designed to consider the 
significance of a project’s air quality impacts, is unreasonable and arbitrary and 
capricious.   
 

2. The DEIS unreasonably assumes the Project that will be 
implemented over one to three years will nevertheless emit 
air pollutants for ten years. 

The DEIS provides scant information about the schedule for implementing the 
Projects proposed to be funded by FEMA.  Review of the applicants’ original grant 
applications indicates that the funded actions will largely occur within one-year of receipt 
of FEMA funding and then include two years of follow-up herbicide spraying or, in the 
case of some of the EPRPD areas, hand-removal of fuels and weeds.  For example, 
EBRPD’s original FEMA application states unequivocally that “[t]he project will take three 
years to complete” with almost all of the heavy equipment work occurring within one year.  
EBRPD FEMA Application, p. 20 (attached as Exhibit K).  Oakland’s proposal is similar.  
Oakland FEMA Application, p. 11 (“The total project duration is anticipated to be 36 
months, with 12 to 24 months of actual vegetation removal work….”) (Exhibit L).  U.C. 
Berkeley’s proposal, however, is even shorter, all the work being completed within two 
years, and almost all of the tree removal involving heavy equipment being completed 
within six months. U.C. Berkeley FEMA Application, p. 10 (““The total project duration is 
anticipated to be 18-24 months, with 12 to 24 weeks of actual vegetation removal 
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work….”) (Exhibit M).  Thus, it is during the first six months to one year of FEMA funding 
when most of the heavy equipment needs of the proposed Project would occur by all 
three applicants.  Hence, any air quality analysis and impacts must reflect that scheduling 
reality.  There is no basis for the DEIS to extrapolate air emissions over a ten year period.   

 
The few times the DEIS actually mentions the duration of activities to be funded, 

they are consistent with the project durations described in the applications.  Thus, U.C. 
Berkeley’s vegetation removal within the Strawberry Canyon-PDM is expected to require 
20 to 40 weeks spread over 2 to 3 years.”  DEIS, p. 3-22.  Vegetation removal in the 
Claremont-PDM “would take 24 to 36 months, with 20 to 35 weeks of actual vegetation 
removal work.”  DEIS, p. 3-23.  Similarly, “vegetation removal at Frowning Ridge-PDM is 
expected to require 40 to 60 weeks spread over 2 to 3 years.”  DEIS, p. 3-25.  No other 
effort to describe the duration of the proposed Project is provided in the DEIS.  None of 
these durations come close to justifying a 10-year period for averaging out air pollution 
emissions.  As a result, the DEIS’ air quality impact discussion is arbitrary and capricious. 

 
By artificially treating the Project as a ten-year project, the DEIS drastically 

understates the resulting air pollution impacts.  Mr. Hagemann compares the actual 
emissions of the Project based on the expected duration of vegetation removal to the 
relevant regional air pollution significance thresholds: 
 

For example, the BAAQMD maximum annual emissions threshold for NOx 
is 10 tons per year.  The total NOx project emissions is 50.54 (Table 5.5-7).  
If the bulk of Project activity occurred over a two-year period, the annual 
NOx emissions would be on the order of 25 tons per year, greatly exceeding 
the BAAQMD maximum annual emissions threshold for NOx of 10 tons per 
year.  This estimate of 25 tons per year of NOx greatly exceeds the DEIR 
estimate of 5.05 tons per year (Table 5.5-9), inappropriately based on a ten-
year average emissions rate. 

 
Hagemann Comment, p. 5.  The same is true of most of the other pollutants generated by 
the project, including PM2.5, PM10, and ROGs.  The Project will result in significant air 
quality impacts that are not discussed or acknowledged in the DEIS.   
 

3. The DEIS ignores necessary air pollution mitigation 
measures. 

 
Applying available and relevant significance thresholds and the actual duration of 

the Project, it is clear that the Project results in significant air quality impacts for which 
mitigation must be identified and discussed in the DEIS.  NEPA’s regulations require that 
“[e]ach agency shall: … (b) Identify environmental effects and values in adequate detail 
so they can be compared to economic and technical analyses. Environmental documents 
and appropriate analyses shall be circulated and reviewed at the same time as other 
planning documents.  40 C.F.R. § 1501.2(b).  See Sierra Club v. Babbitt, 69 F.Supp.2d 
1202, 1218 (E.D. Cal. 1999).  Under NEPA, “mitigation measures must be discussed in 
sufficient detail to ensure that there has been a fair evaluation of environmental 
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consequences.”  Mandelker, NEPA Law and Litigation,” §10:44.  The DEIS’s discussion 
of possible mitigation measures must be reasonably complete.  League of Wilderness 
Defenders/Blue Mts. Biodiversity Project v. Forsgren, 309 F.3d 1181, 1192 (9th Cir. 
2002), citing Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 352 (1989).  A 
mere listing of mitigation measures without supporting analytical data does not suffice.  
League of Wilderness Defenders, 309 F.3d at 1192;  Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. 
Williams, 236 F.3d 468, 473 (9th Cir. 2000).  

 
 Mr. Hagemann describes the mitigation measures that must be discussed in the 
DEIS in order to address the Project’s emission of NOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5.  Noting that 
“[m]itigation measures in a revised DEIS should be much more prescriptive to reduce, in 
particular, NOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5 emissions”, Mr. Hagemann recommends the 
following measures be included in the DEIS’ analysis:  
 

• Water application rates and the timing of water is critical in ensuring 
the effectiveness of reducing PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions.  The DEIR 
should include specifications for the application of water by each 
grantee specific to each of the areas given awards, including 
requirements to apply water twice daily or apply soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at 
construction sites;  

• All trucks hauling wood chips, woody debris, and other loose materials 
should be tarped or be required to maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard;  

• Sweep streets at least twice daily (with regenerative sweepers) where 
haul trucks travelling on unpaved roads intersect paved roads 

• Implementing work stoppages if winds exceed 15 miles per hour 
• Condition Project on using newer technology Tier 4 standards for off-

road engines with advanced emissions control technologies.  Use of 
Tier 4 technology can reduce NOx and PM10 emissions by 90% as 
compared to using Tier 3 technology.  

 
Hagemann Comment, pp. 5-6.  Mr. Hagemann suggests some additional mitigations to 
protect children and other sensitive receptors from the ill-effects of PM-10 and NOx in 
those areas of the Project that border neighborhoods and any U.C. Berkeley facilities.  
Mr. Hagemann recommends that “all sensitive receptors (including residences, day care 
facilities, schools, and museums) within 1000 feet of the Project should be identified.”  
Hagemann Comment, p. 6.  Given the public health risks of PM-10 and NOx exposures of 
sensitive receptors within 1000 feet of the Project’s areas,  the DEIS should discuss the 
following mitigation measures recommended by Mr. Hagemann: 
 

Timing Project activities to coincide with periods when facilities are vacant 
(after hours, weekends, summer vacations);  
Fenceline monitoring of PM-10 and PM-2.5 and plans for work stoppage if 
levels exceed triggers; and  
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Additional dust control measures, such as watering at least three times 
daily and street sweeping three times daily where trucks intersect nearby 
paved roadways.   

 
Hagemann Comment, p. 6.  All of these mitigation measures should be discussed in the 
DEIS and, to the extent FEMA approves the proposed Project or a modified version of the 
project, FEMA should make each of these measures conditions of the Project. 
 

4. The DEIS fails to discuss impacts of diesel particulate 
matter and relevant mitigation measures.  

 
The DEIS does not address the Project’s likely impacts from diesel particulate 

matter (“DPM”) on residents and construction workers.  DPM exposure can cause cancer, 
especially for truck drivers and equipment operators.  Hagemann Comment, p. 7.   The 
DEIS makes no effort to quantify the health risks that will result to workers and residents 
from the Project’s DPM emissions.  Id.  “A human health risk assessment (HRA) to 
determine the cancer risks to workers and nearby residents from Project construction 
should be prepared.  HRA results should be compared to cancer risk significance 
thresholds set by the OEHHA and significant impacts should be disclosed and 
appropriately mitigated prior to DEIS certification….”  Id.  The DEIS also does not identify 
or discuss mitigation measures to address DPM emission impacts.  These should include 
regular preventive engine maintenance, requiring use of low sulfur and low aromatic fuel 
and 2007 or later model engines, and precluding diesel equipment from standing idle for 
more than five minutes with the exception of the rotating drum concrete trucks.  Id.   
 

I. The DEIS’s Discussion Of The Project’s Global Warming and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts Is Arbitrary For Numerous 
Reasons. 

 
The DEIS’s analysis of GHG emissions from the Project is rife with errors, watering 

down the CO2e emissions from decomposing chips be exaggerating their decomposition 
rate, applying a so-called threshold that CEQ says in not a significance threshold for GHG 
emissions, ignoring the Project’s elimination of significant yearly carbon sequestration 
that would occur if trees were left standing, and making unsupportable assumptions in its 
discussion.  Contrary to the DEIS’ assertion that the Project’s GHG emission will not be 
significant, an accurate analysis of this Project impact demonstrates that the Project’s 
GHG emissions and sequestration removal will have a significant environmental impact.  
That impact necessitates further the need for FEMA to analyze in detail the Selective 
Thinning Alternative and to describe other mitigation measures that could reduce the 
Project’s cumulative global warming impact.   

 
1. The DEIS Arbitrarily assumes the project’s GHG emissions 

will be spread out over ten years. 
 

As discussed above in the comments on the DEIS’ air quality impacts discussion, 
the DEIS once again arbitrarily attempts to extend the duration of the proposed Project 
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from a few years to ten years.  DEIS, p. 5.6-1 (“it was assumed that the implementation of 
the proposed and connected actions would occur over a 10-year period”).   This 
mischaracterization of the Project infects the estimated yearly emission of CO2e from 
heavy equipment, vehicles, and broadcast burning within the Project are.  It also 
understates the emission rate of CO2e from decomposing chips throughout the project 
area.   
 

According to the DEIS, direct emissions of CO2e from Project activities which 
include burning and equipment use equal 5,562 metric tons of CO2e.  DEIS, p. 5.6-6.  
The DEIS assumes all of the initial heavy equipment work and burning will occur evenly 
over ten years.  Hagemann Comment, p. 7;  DEIS, p. 5.6-7.  However, as EBRPD’s 
application makes clear, heavy equipment for removing trees and vegetation, broadcast 
burning, and most of the GHG emitting activities from the Project will occur during the first 
year of the Project.  EBRPD FEMA Application, p. 11.  None of the GHG emissions 
associated with these activities will occur over a ten-year period.  The DEIS must assume 
all of those GHG emissions will occur in one-year in order to provide a reasonable 
scenario consistent with the funding applications.   Even assuming a two-year period for 
the initial tree removal and broadcast burning, the number applied in the DEIS to GHG 
emissions from vehicles and burning would be dramatically increased.  Hagemann 
Comment, p. 8 (“if instead a two year Project duration is used, 2781 metric tons of CO2e 
per year will be emitted”).   
 

The ten-year averaging also unreasonably attenuates carbon emissions from the 
decomposition of wood chips generated by the project.  According to the DEIS, wood 
chips decay over 5 years.  Assuming the resulting GHG emissions would extend for ten 
years also is arbitrary.  As the DEIS states “UCB expects the chips to decompose in 
approximately 5 years, restoring the original contours of the portion of the site in which 
they would be spread and reducing the evidence of skid road creation.”  DEIS, p. 3-22.  
Likewise, the DEIS refers to several studies, interpreting them to conclude that, for a New 
Zealand study, “[a]t the rate of loss in the second year (16% of the original volume), the 
wood chips would be substantially decomposed in a total of between 5 and 6 years.”  
DEIS, p. 5.3-6.  Another Rhode Island study “suggests that decomposition might be 
substantially complete after 5 years.”  Id.   

 
The one study that the DEIS claims supports a 10-year decomposition rate is the 

Duryea study conducted in Florida which assessed decomposition of garden mulches, 
including a eucalyptus mulch.  Duryea actually observed that 21% of a eucalyptus mulch 
decomposed in a  single year.  This rate of decommission appears to be consistent with 
other studies which conclude that eucalyptus will decompose completely in about 5 years.  
The DEIS, however, attempts to formulate a rationale for reducing Duryea’s result to only 
10 percent:  

 
Respiration was measured at different temperatures. The respiration rate 
was significantly lower at temperatures typical of the East Bay Hills than at 
temperatures representative of the warm months in Gainesville. This 
indicates that the rate of decomposition would be lower in the East Bay Hills. 
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DEIS, p. 5.3-6.  Based on that assumption, the DEIS predicts a decomposition rate of 
about 10% per year, i.e. about 10 years to decompose entirely, rather than the 21% rate 
actually measured in the study.  DEIS, p. 5.3-6.  The DEIS’s selection of an 11 percent 
reduction in the study results in order to extrapolate the result to Oakland is arbitrary.  It 
fails to address the various other factors discussed in the study.  In particular, it fails to 
heed the study’s warning that “[i]n our study, the mulches were exposed to full sunlight, in 
contrast to the moist forest floor, possibly resulting in a lower moisture content throughout 
the year. This would result in lower decomposition rates compared to usual forest litter 
rates.”  Journal of Arboriculture 25(2): March 1999, p. 93.  See also id. (“Eucalyptus and 
GRU mulches had the highest respiration rates in November and January, showing active 
year-round decomposition”).  In short, all of the studies referenced in the DEIS indicate 
that eucalyptus likely will completely decay.   

 
Inconsistently, the greenhouse gas emission discussion states that eucalyptus 

decomposition has a half-life of approximately five years.  DEIS, p. 5.6-7.  Reviewing the 
studies referenced for this proposition, Duryea does not provide that figure, instead in that 
study of eucalyptus mulch, about 21% of the mulch decomposed in one year.  That figure 
would be more consistent with eucalyptus chips decomposing in five years rather than a 
half life of five years.  The Hernandez study referenced by the DEIS also suggests a 
much lower half-life for eucalyptus.  Only the bark component of eucalyptus trees had a 
half-life of about 5 years.  All other parts of the tree – leaves, branches, non-commercial 
logs, litter – had much lower half-lives ranging from 0.86 years (leaves) to 3.87 years 
(logs).  Chipped eucalyptus trees would be considerable smaller than branches and 
would include leaves and litter.  Hence, their decomposition half-life likely would be 
considerably less than 3.87.    

 
Thus, the GHG emissions associated with eucalyptus chips laid out in the first year 

of the Project would only extend five years, not ten years as assumed by the DEIS’ GHG 
analysis.   

 
In addition, the DEIS’ estimate of GHG emissions from chip decomposition also 

underestimates the percentage of eucalyptus trees that will end up as wood chips at the 
project site, leaves Monterey pine chips out of its calculation, and fails to provide an 
emission figure for decomposition from the connected actions.  The DEIS estimates that 
62,997 tonnes of CO2e is sequestered in eucalyptus trees within the Project area.  DEIS, 
Table 4.7-5.  To estimate chip decomposition GHG emissions, the DEIS assumes only 25 
percent of the eucalyptus within the project area will be chipped.  DEIS, p. 5.6-7.  Hence, 
the EIS divides 62,997 CO2e by four, resulting in 15,749.25 tonnes of CO2e in the 
decomposing wood chips.  The DEIS then assumes those chips will decay evenly over a 
10 year period, arriving at an estimate of 1,500 metric tons of CO2e per year from 
decomposing wood chips.  Id. 

 
The CO2e calculation omits any emissions from decomposing chips of pine trees.  

According to the DEIS, 6,807 tons of CO2e are sequestered in exotic pone trees in the 
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Project areas.  DEIS, Table 4.7-5.  Hence, the initial sequestration for pine and 
eucalyptics to be removed by the Project should be at least 69,804 tons of CO2e.  See id.   

 
The CO2e calculation also does not include the decomposition of chips associated 

with the connected actions.  This figure must be provided in order to identify the complete 
GHG emissions from the entire Project, including the connected actions.   

 
The DEIS’s CO2e calculation does not provide a rationale for assuming that only a 

quarter of the eucalyptic trees will end up as wood chips.  The U.C. Berkeley and 
Oakland areas indeed intend to completely eradicate all of the eucalyptic and Monterey 
pine trees in their Project areas.  And neither U.C. Berkeley nor Oakland are proposing to 
do any broadcast burning.  Thus, one hundred percent of those trees will end up as 
decomposing wood chips, not 25 percent.  Although EBRPD does not intend to eradicate 
every eucalyptus and Monterey pine tree in their Project areas, there is nothing in the 
DEIS, including Appendix D, that suggests only 25 percent of those trees will be chipped.  
Indeed, for those trees that are removed, Appendix D and its site specific summaries 
suggests that, in almost every instance, 50 percent of the eucalyptus and Monterey pine 
trees removed by the Project will be chipped.  Based on what little information the DEIS 
elucidates on this point, rather than a quarter ending up as chips, Appendix D appears to 
support an estimate of no less than 50% ending up as chips.  Applying that figure, rather 
than 25 percent, to the 69,804 tons of CO2e in eucalyptus and Monterey pine results in a 
total emission of CO2e from chip decomposition of 34,902 tons.  And because those 
chips will completely decompose in five years (DEIS, p. 3-22), averaging that emission 
over five years results in an annual emission of 6,980 tons per year.  See Hagemann 
Comment, p. 8.   
 

As a result, the annual GHG emission predicted by the DEIS of 2,050 metric tons 
is entirely inaccurate.  During the first two years, the GHG emissions from vehicles, 
equipment, burning, and decomposing chips is likely to exceed from 9,761 tons up to 
12,542 tons per year for the first year or two of the Project, depending on how quickly 
trees are removed and broadcast burns completed.  See Hagemann Comment, p. 8.  
Because that range omits GHG emissions from chip decomposition in connected 
projects, those estimates are surely underestimates of the actual GHG emissions that 
might occur from these activities.  Likewise, as is discussed below, this estimate range 
also does not factor in the annual sequestration by the approximately 100,000 trees that 
the project will eliminate by those trees’ removal.     

 
2. The DEIS’s GHG Analysis Fails To Account For The 

Project’s Elimination of Carbon Sequestration Per Year 
That Will Result From Cutting Down Upwards Of 100,000 
Trees. 

 
As the DEIS notes, “[g]iven the relatively high biomass of blue gum eucalyptus 

combined with the relatively high acreage of proposed cutting of the eucalyptus 
vegetation type, this vegetation type constitutes approximately 80% of the carbon 
currently stored by vegetation in the project area.  DEIS, p. 4.7-6.  As mentioned above, 
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the DEIS estimates that carbon sequestered in eucalyptus and pine trees just within the 
proposed Project area totals 69,804 tons of CO2e.  DEIS, p. 4.7-5.  However, this is an 
ongoing process.  As those trees grow, they sequester a large amount of carbon every 
year.  In 2008, EBRPD prepared a report estimating that the 98,600 acre East Bay park 
District sequestered on an annual basis 91,157 metric tons of carbon.  East Bay Regional 
Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation, p. 1 (Dec. 2008) (attached as Exhibit N).   

 
The DEIS fails to account for the amount of carbon sequestration that will be lost 

by removal of trees by the Project.  Hagemann Comment, p. 9.  “The eucalyptus and the 
Monterey pines trees felled by the project represent the loss of a carbon sink that is not 
factored into the GHG emissions estimates.”  Id.  In assessing the Project’s cumulative 
global warming impacting, the DEIS only looks at GHG emissions but ignores the loss of 
many tons per year of carbon sequestration that would result from the retention of the 
eucalyptus trees and Monterey pines proposed to be cut down.  In its 2008 report, 
EBRPD provides an estimate of annual carbon sequestration by various vegetation types 
within the District.  For eucalyptus trees, EBRPD estimates that the District’s 1,633 acres 
of eucalyptus have a “current mean flux density, i.e, “the per-acre quantity of carbon 
sequestered per year,” of 2,304 metric tons of carbon dioxide (“Mt CO2”).  EBRPD 
Carbon Sequestration Evaluation.  That breaks out to 1.41 metric tons per acre.  
According to the DEIS, the Project includes 824.3 acres of eucalyptus.  The DEIS does 
not provide a refined enough description to know how many of those acres will be cut 
down but, for the purpose of illustration and the importance of including a sequestration 
component in the DEIS’s greenhouse gas analysis, assuming all of the eucalyptus are 
cut, the Project would eliminate the sequestration of about 1,162 MT CO2 every year 
from the project area.  If half of those trees are cut down, a sequestration of 581 metric 
tons per year of CO2e will be lost.  Hagemann Comment, p. 9.  An accurate estimate of 
that foregone sequestration must be included in the total net GHG emissions associated 
with the Project in order to reasonably assess the Project GHG impacts.   

 
3. The DEIS Arbitrarily Applies An Emission Rate That CEQ 

States Is Not A Significance Threshold. 
 

FEMA avoids taking the requisite hard look at the Project’s GHG emissions by 
inflating and mischaracterizing the scope and content of a draft guidance document 
released by the Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) in 2010.   The DEIS applies a 
“threshold of quantification” of 25,000 metric tons per year which appears in CEQ’s “Draft 
NEPA Guidance On Consideration Of The Effects Of Climate Change And Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions.”  DEIS, pp. 5.6-4, 5.6-7.  Contrary to the DEIS’ suggestion, CEQ’s draft 
guidance does not establish any “threshold” nor does it suggest that agencies should not 
address indirect emissions or state-enacted thresholds.   

 
The draft guidance expressly states that it is not establishing any thresholds of 

significance and leaving that duty to the respective agencies:   
 
CEQ does not propose this reference point as an indicator of a level of GHG 
emissions that may significantly affect the quality of the human 
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environment, as that term is used by NEPA, but notes that it serves as a 
minimum standard for reporting emissions under the Clean Air Act.  
Evaluation of significance under NEPA is done by the action agency based 
on the categorization of actions in agency NEPA procedures and action-
specific analysis of the context and intensity of the environmental impacts.   
 

CEQ Draft Guidance (citing 40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.4, 1508.27) (emphasis added).  An 
agency’s environmental analysis is arbitrary where it attempts to fashion a significance 
threshold from a guidance or regulations that disavow such an intent.  Sierra Club v. 
United States DOT, 1990 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7811, 13-14 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 2, 1990) 
(misrepresentation of a federal “design noise level” as a “Federal standard” where noise 
level disavowed any such intention rendered EIS meaningless and misleading).  The 
DEIS is similarly misleading and arbitrary.   
 

Rather than an arbitrary number which CEQ disavows is a threshold, FEMA should 
apply an actual significance threshold derived by an expert air quality agency or 
organization.  BAAQMD has published a threshold of significance for greenhouse gas 
emissions of 10,000 metric tons per year.  The threshold is a technically sound value 
designed specifically to avoid significant cumulative impacts on global warming by 
individual projects.  Unlike CEQ’s threshold of quantification, the BAAQMD threshold is 
specifically designed to apply to reviewing the significance of a project’s GHG emissions.  
See also South Coast Air Quality Management District, Draft GHG Siginificance 
Threshold (3,000 MT/year CO2eq for commercial/residential projects) (attached as 
Exhibit O).  Another relevant threshold designed specifically to evaluate GHG emission 
cumulative impacts associated with an individual  project is that published by the 
California Air Pollution Control Officers (“CAPCOA”).  Hagemann Comment, p. 9.  Those 
agency officials established a GHG significance threshold of 900 metric tons of CO2e per 
year.   Id.  Applying either of those relevant thresholds, it is clear that the Project’s total 
GHG emissions, correcting the GHG calculation errors and including the termination of 
annual sequestering currently occurring within the Proposed and Connected Project’s 
eucalyptus and Monterey pine forests, easily exceed these thresholds.  Accordingly, the 
DEIS must reasonably consider this a significant impact of the Project.   

 
4. The DEIS Fails to Describe Feasible Mitigation Measures To 

Address The Project’s GHG Emissions and Elimination of 
Current Annual Carbon Sequestration. 
 

Because of the DEIS’ failure to properly assess the Project’s cumulative global 
warming impacts, it also fails to reasonably describe feasible mitigation measures.  As 
Mr. Hagemann explains, one obvious way to mitigate the Project’s GHG emissions is to 
evaluate and ultimately adopt the Selective Thinning Alternative discussed above:  
 

[A]n alternative that applies selective thinning to the entire project area 
would substantially reduce GHG emissions by reducing decomposition of 
chips, maintaining a significant amount of the currently sequestered carbon, 
and reducing the GHG emissions from equipment.  The reduced levels from 
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this alternative likely would be sufficient to achieve the BAAQMD’s or 
CAPCOA’s recommended threshold level, or any reasonable threshold 
selected by FEMA.   

 
Hagemann Comment, p. 9.   
 

In addition, Mr. Hagemann identifies other feasible measures to control emissions 
from construction and off-road equipment, including using alternative fuels for 
construction equipment, using electric and hybrid construction equipment, limiting 
construction equipment idling, instituting a heavy-duty off-road vehicle plan, implementing 
a vehicle inventory tracking system, and only using the latest diesel technology as 
discussed above.  Id.  Any remaining impacts should be addressed by purchasing carbon 
offsets.  Id.   
 

J. By Eliminating Summer Fog Drip In Fire Prone Areas, The Project 
Will Increase Fire Risk. 
 

Chief Close points out the DEIS’ omission of any discussion of the increase in fire 
risk that will result from loss of summertime fog drip in Project areas slated for complete 
eradication of eucalyptus and Monterey pines.  Close Comment, p. 10.  Fog drip in the 
East Bay Hills can produce up to 10 inches of precipitation per year.  Id.  The combination 
of lost fog drip with increased temperatures in clear cut areas increases fire risk: 

 
The EIS fails to mention that the combination of reduced precipitation and 
increased temperatures in the summer months will increase fire danger on 
treated areas. Thus, the fire danger will actually increase after the proposed 
actions are implemented. This is a serious and critical omission from the EIS.
  

Close Comment, p. 10.  This is one of the many reasons, discussed by Chief Close and 
in the above comments, that the Project fails to provide the public with an accurate 
assessment of the Project’s environmental impacts and fails to meet FEMA’s funding 
criteria.   
 

III. CONCLUSION. 
 
 As set forth in the DEIS, the proposed Project will not meet many of the criteria set 
forth by FEMA to guide its grant funding decisions.  HCN believes the DEIS is wholly 
inadequate and requires significant revision, recirculation and review.  Moreover, HCN 
believes that the Project as proposed would result in too many unmitigated adverse 
impacts on the environment to be justified.  HCN agrees with FEMA and the applicants 
that fire management is critically important in the East Bay Hills to protect both our homes 
and the environment.  However, the necessary fire management cannot be obtained at 
the expense of other important resources or by turning a blind eye to a Selective Thinning 
Alternative – an equally effective and more cost effective fire management option.  All of 
these considerations weigh against approval of the Project as proposed, and necessitate 
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Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer
June 17,2013
Page 35 of 35

revision to the DEIS to consider the Selective Thinning Alternative and to properly
analyze all impacts of the Project.

Thank you for your attention to these comments. Please include this letter and all
attachments and accompanying exhibits hereto in the record of proceedings for this
project. We look fonruard to FEMA curing the above flaws in the DEIS and an opportunity
to review a revised DEIS for the Proiect.

\Sincerely

%^-fFQd^-
Michael R. Lozeau 
Lozeau Drury LLP

cc: Dan Grassetti. Hills Conservation Network
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Mr. Alessandro Amaglio 
27 May 2009 

Page 2 of8 

native vegetation in the treated areas; instead they document (1) areas on the edge of 
treatment sites that are vegetated in native coyote brush both before and after treatment, (2) 
areas where mature coyote brush have survived a treatment, and (3) pre- and post-treatment 
conditions of a project that appears to be successful but lack dates or a description of how 
much time elapsed between the photographs. The photographs do provide evidence to 
support coyote brush survival at the edges of treatment sites. Coyote brush would be 
expected to survive treatment and inundation in chipped eucalyptus due to its shrubby, robust, 
woody form. However, the proposed treatment area does not contain an understory of coyote 
brush, nor would it be expected to as the species thrives on open dry sites, not under a closed 
eucalyptus canopy. The species is found in small openings of eucalyptus canopy within the 
proposed treatment area but these openings represent a small proportion of the entire 
treatment area. 

As written, the current plan assumes native vegetation will reclaim the treatment areas but 
does not include any plans for native revegetation. Instead, in order to "reduce undesirable 
weed invasions" and thus encourage the development of native grasslands, chaparral, and 
bay/redwood communities, UC plans to apply chip mulch to the ground. This mulch would 
be derived from the cut, non-native eucalyptus trees. It is not clear how the mulch would 
prevent the proliferation of invasive species while simultaneously encouraging the growth of 
existing native species. Despite thorough research, we were unable to find documentation of 
the ability of exotic chip mulch to suppress undesirable species while encouraging favorable 
species. Chip mulch can be a successful deterrent to invasive plants, but would have to be 
coupled with selective native plantings if the intended long-term outcome was revegetation in 
native cover. In the absence of native plantings/seeding, it is likely that as the chips 
decompose (refer to Issue 6, below, for a discussion of decomposition rates) dormant seeds in 
the seed bed from the exotics that dominated the site pre-treatment will germinate and regain 
dominance. As written, the proposed project would likely delay but not prevent the re-
establishment of non-native vegetation communities. Native cover could develop in small 
areas around existing, patchy, coyote bushes, but it is highly unlikely that the site would 
naturally restore itself to native conditions given the aggressive nature of the weedy exotic 
species that are already established in the treatment areas and dominate the seed bed. 
Additionally, in the 3 to 5 years that the UC claims the chips will decompose, it is anticipated 
that the proportion of aggressive non-native vegetation surrounding the treatment areas will 
have increased compared to native vegetation, unless a proactive eradication effort is 
implemented. Thus, the likelihood that seeding from surrounding vegetation will be 
aggressive exotic species will also have increased, thereby decreasing the likelihood of native 
species colonizing the treatment area. In the absence of a revegetation plan in the treatment 
area targeting native species plantings during the chip decomposition period, the risk of non-
natives colonizing the site once the chips have decomposed would have increased. Although 
in its letter the UC claims that it is "a regional standard to not re-vegetate as part of fuel 
management projects" because native species in the understory are responsive to improved 
growing conditions, it is also not a regional standard to recover the treated area in 2 feet of 
chips derived from an exotic fuel source. 
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Issue 2. Relative fire risk of current vegetation versus chip dominated landscape: there 
is no scientific evidence to support the project as proposed. 

The UC accurately claims that standing eucalyptus is a greater fire hazard, all things 
considered, than chipped eucalyptus. We concur that eucalyptus forests pose a high fire risk 
to surrounding communities due to high fuel loads in the canopy and on the ground. It is well 
documented that the unique arrangement of fuels, content of oils and other volatile chemicals 
in the foliage, size and shape of the fuels, location of fuels, and height of ember production all 
contribute to this risk and can be mitigated through removal and of eucalyptus trees. 
However, the comparative risk between eucalyptus in the form of a dense standing forest 
versus the form of a 2-foot-deep mulch layer on the ground is not well documented. Studies 
have shown that mulch layers actually can pose a fire risk depending upon the type of 
material, the depth of the mulch, and the climate at the mulch site. Studies at the Ohio State 
University Agricultural Technical Institute demonstrated that sparks from cigarettes or 
matches can lead to a subsurface smoldering fire in a variety of mulch materials 4 inches deep 
(Steward 2002). The recommended depth for landscape mulch is less than 4 inches (Appleton 
and French 1995) to avoid stifling growth of remaining trees and to avoid spontaneous 
combustion that can occur when decomposition of organic materials creates enough energy in 
a pile to ignite a fire. Fire Engineering Magazine (2008) reported that spontaneous 
combustion resulting in a catastrophic fire occurred in 10- to 20-foot piles. Although 
eucalyptus chips were not tested in these studies, Fire Engineering Magazine recommends 
that, to reduce the potential for fire in mulch, one should recognize that mulches high in oils 
ignite more easily and that mulch fires start more readily in hot climates where rain is scarce 
(and fuel moisture is low). Eucalyptus material is high in oils, and the East Bay Hills are 
subject to long annual periods that are hot and dry. The UC cites a study by Duryea et a1. 
(1999) where a high moisture level in mulch is assumed to assist the observed rapid 
decomposition rate in mulches; however, this study occurred in inland Florida where the 
climate is hot and humid and the study looked at a mulch layer that was less than 4 inches 
deep. It is likely that moisture retention would be significantly less in a thicker layer of mulch 
within a more moderate and arid climate such as the East Bay Hills. 

In its letter, the UC proposes leaving up to 2 feet of chipped eucalyptus spread across 
treatment areas as both a weed barrier and as a fire prevention measure. However, the UC's 
claim that "since a canopy is absent during the time when the landscape is covered in chips, 
the concern over embers being generated from this location is almost eliminated" is 
contradicted by the proposed treatment plan, which explicitly leaves native canopy cover in 
treatment areas (i.e., California bay and coast live oak trees). Although the fire risk of bay and 
coast live oak is lower than eucalyptus, the misleading statement about an absent canopy 
undermines the argument that the risk of embers is eliminated. 

Issue 3. Potential for introduction of chaparral-dominated landscape and issues 
associated with fuel-driven fires versus climate-driven fires. 

As claimed by the UC, the removal of eucalyptus trees in the treatment area would reduce the 
risk of catastrophic fires driven (but not necessarily initiated) by climate conditions, such as 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 277



Mr. Alessandro Amaglio 
27 May 2009 

Page 4 of8 

during periods with Diablo winds. One relevant metric for determining the level of risk a 
particular vegetation type poses as a wildland fuel in a wind-driven fire event is "spotting 
distance" (the distance an ember will carry beyond its source). As status by the UC, 
eucalyptus can spot up to 9 miles, which far exceeds the cited distances for other vegetation 
communities with potential to occupy the project area. Although chaparral is a high-risk 
vegetation type in fire-prone landscapes, its spotting distance is only 100 to 200 feet, and fires 
in this vegetation type are assumed to be driven by fuels. 

The behavior of fuel-driven fires, understood as fires whose behavior is determined primarily 
by the type of fuels found on the landscape, could vary greatly on the post-treatment 
landscape depending upon the vegetation communities that develop. In the absence of a 
revegetation plan for the site, all possible future vegetation types in the treatment area must be 
analyzed; these vegetation types include native and non-native grasslands, chaparral, non-
native shrub/scrub communities, and oak-bay forests. Fire conditions in each ofthese 
landscapes are unique, for instance grasslands fuels burn cooler and faster than eucalyptus 
material, yet they are easier to ignite and carry fire quickly across a landscape. Chaparral is 
one of the most hazardous wildland fuel types in California due to the woody, persistent 
nature of the plants. A chaparral-dominated landscape in the post-treatment project area 
would create a fire hazard profile with its own suite of risks and concerns for fire protection, 
including flame lengths that far exceed those of the other possible vegetation types (Carle 
2008). Although spotting distance is not as great for the fuels that make up chaparral 
communities when compared to a eucalyptus forest, chaparral fires burn with great intensity 
and are difficult to fight based upon the spatial arrangement of fuels on the landscape. Coast 
live oak forests are one of the most fire-resistant, tree-dominated fuel types due to 
characteristic thick bark and small persistent leaves (Sugihara et al. eds. 2006). To address 
the relative risk of fuel-driven fires in the various landscapes that could develop post-
treatment, UC provides an incomplete list of different vegetation-based "fuel model" 
scenarios in Appendix A, which was attached to the UC's letter. 

The proposed project assumes that regardless of the type and kind of vegetation community 
that forms in the newly cleared areas, the eucalyptus chip layer will retain adequate moisture 
to remove it as a concern in the fuel profile. As explained in the response to Issue 2, it may be 
inaccurate to assume that the chip layer, given its depth, can be ignored as a potential fuel 
source. However, such a deep chip layer may have the potential to not only sustain a 
localized burn but to connect fuels in vegetation types located adjacent to the treatment areas. 

Issue 4. Justification of two species (Monterey pine and acacia) targeted for removal are 
a risk. 

The DC accurately asserts that Monterey pine and acacia are regionally exotic species and, 
due to their success in the East Bay Hills, could undermine the establishment of native 
vegetation types in the post-treatment landscape by competing with oak and bay for 
dominance in the forest canopy. The UC inaccurately characterizes the fire hazard risk posed 
by the two species however. Monterey pine and acacia trees in the treatment areas occupy 
primarily the middle layers of the forest canopy. In limited areas individual Monterey pine 
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trees approach the eucalyptus canopy in height but this is not the case throughout the project 
area. Both the Monterey pine and acacia trees more likely serve as ladder fuels: during a 
forest fire they provide fuel continuity between flammable material on the ground and the 
lower branches of the dominant tree canopy in the overstory. However, they only serve this 
function in the presence of a taller overstory species such as blue gum eucalyptus. When 
found in forests in the absence of eucalyptus, Monterey pine trees are considered to be a fire 
hazard due to the accumulation of needles and branches below individual trees, but this would 
not pose a threat if the accumulated material was covered by 2 feet of eucalyptus chips. In the 
treatment area Monterey pine is found primarily in small patches of fewer than 5 trees, a 
spatial distribution that constitutes a low fire risk on the landscape. Acacia in the treatment 
area is concentrated around structures. These trees tend to accumulate quantities of seed pods 
and branches, but they would only be considered a risk based on their proximity to existing 
structures, not because of their vegetative contribution (i.e., fuel load) alone. Monterey pine 
and acacia trees in the treatment area only pose a substantial fire danger when growing within 
an eucalyptus forest. In the absence ofthe eucalyptus overstory, they do not pose a substantial 
fire hazard. 

Issue 5. Complete analysis of other practical alternatives-(a) regularly clearing ground 
litter, (b) thinning targeted species rather than removing all and regularly clearing the 
understory, and (c) creating strategic fuelbreaks. 

The UC states that alternatives to the proposed project should be analyzed for feasibility, 
effectiveness, and compliance with the Endangered Species Act. Feasibility is then described 
by the UC to include erosion, worker safety, costs, and endangered species. According to 
NEPA's implementing regulations, FEMA must "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate 
all reasonable alternatives" (40 CFR Parts 1500 et seq.). FEMA would not, however, be 
required to evaluate alternatives that would not satisfy the goals of the proposed project or 
alternatives that are "infeasible, ineffective, or inconsistent" with basic policy objective 
(Headwaters, Inc. v. Bureau of Land Management, 914 F.2d 1174,20 EnvtL L. Rep. 21,378). 
Thus, feasibility (including cost) and effectiveness to meet the purpose and need can be valid 
reasons to screen alternatives from further consideration. However, potential environmental 
impacts such as increased erosion and take of endangered species should not be used to omit 
alternatives from further analysis. Therefore, the UC's justifications for eliminating 
alternatives because they are environmentally more harmful than the proposed project are not 
discussed in further detaiL Follovving is an analysis ofUC's claims that the alternatives 
suggested would be infeasible or would not meet the purpose and need of the project. 

(aJ Regularly clearing ground litter. The UC makes a valid argument that this alternative 
would not meet the purpose and need. Removing ground litter would not address eucalyptus' 
primary fire-hazard characteristics (e.g., fuel density in canopies, spotting distance, aerial fuel 
loads) and the presence of shrubby surface fuels that could carry fires independent of cleared 
ground litter. Thus, the fire risk would essentially be the same pre- and post-treatment. Cost 
associated with annual work crews and disposal of material could also be prohibitive 
compared to the proposed project. Elimination of this alternative from further consideration is 
acceptable. 
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(b) Thinning targeted species rather than removing all and regularly clearing the understory. 
The UC accurately cites increased costs and a longer time period to implement as reasons that 
this alternative is not preferred, but the UC does not provide information that demonstrates 
that the increased costs or longer implementation period make this alternative infeasible. This 
alternative would not be as effective as the proposed project at reducing the fire hazard. 
However, this alternative would reduce the fire hazard and would thus meet the purpose and 
need. This alternative should be evaluated in future NEPA documents. 

(c) Creating strategic fuelbreaks. The UC makes a valid argument that this alternative would 
not meet the purpose and need as the fire risk would essentially be the same pre- and post-
treatment. Because of the height of the eucalyptus trees, the distance and topography between 
the project site and the ridgetop, and the fuel behavior in eucalyptus stands, a linear fuelbreak 
would not provide fire containment or fire control. Thus, the fire risk would essentially be the 
same pre- and post-treatment. Elimination of this alternative from further consideration is 
acceptable. 

Issue 6. Document chips will decompose in 3 to 5 years. 

The UC cites two published studies on eucalyptus chip decomposition to support its claim that 
the anticipated 2 feet of eucalyptus chips from the proposed project will decompose in 3 to 5 
years. Many factors (e.g., soil type, climate, chip size, chip depth, species of eucalyptus) 
likely contribute to decomposition rates of eucalyptus chips. A study by Grove et al. (2008) 
confirms a strong correlation between eucalyptus mass and decomposition rates. The highest 
decomposition rate of eucalyptus was shown, in a controlled experiment, to be 78 percent in 
the first year and 68 percent in the second year (Faber and Spiers 2004). Chip size was not 
provided in this study, though the eucalyptus mulch was referred to being "shredded/chipped" 
with a significant portion of the mulch consisting of leaf matter. Further, the starting depth of 
the shredded/chipped eucalyptus in this experiment was just under 4 inches (i.e., 100 
millimeters, not 100 centimeters as claimed in the UC summary of this study). Another study, 
based upon experimental conditions, demonstrated a 21-percent decomposition rate of 
eucalyptus mulch over 1 year (Duryea et a1. 1999). Similar to the Faber and Spiers (2004) 
study, the starting depth of the chip mulch in the Duryea et at. (1999) study was 3.5 inches. A 
thorough literature search did not identify any studies documenting decomposition rates in 
eucalyptus mulch deeper than 4 inches, which notably is the maximum recommended depth 
for landscaping (Steward 2002). 

In lieu of more relevant data, we generated a simple model using an average of the 
decomposition rates of the two studies, modified for negative exponential decay, as shown by 
Faber and Spiers (2004), Goya et a1. (2008), and Grove et a1. (2008). This model predicts that 
24 inches of eucalyptus mulch would take 10 years to decompose to a depth of less than 1 
inch. For reasons described above, the model is rough and should only be used in comparison 
with the time for eucalyptus mulch to decompose to depths of less than 1 inch calculated by 
extrapolating the decomposition rates provided by the two eucalyptus mulch studies from 
starting depths ofless than 4 inches to the proposed 24 inches: 3 years (per Faber and Spiers 
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Issue 1. Evidence that the supposed habitat restoration benefit will occur, since no 
plan for revegetation is included in the grant. 

• The DC responds accurately that, post-treatment, the project area will provide 
better growing conditions for plants in the understory because the plants will have 
increased access to resources (e.g., sunlight and soil nutrients) that will allow 
them to grow faster. 

• However, we question the assumption that the types of vegetation recolonizing 
the area would be native. Based on conditions observed during site visits in April 
2009, current understory species such as English ivy, acacia, vinca sp., French 
broom, and Himalayan blackberry would likely be the first to recover and 
recolonize newly disturbed areas once the eucalyptus removal is complete. These 
understory species are aggressive exotics, and in the absence of proactive removal 
there is no evidence to suggest that they would cease to thrive in the area, 
especially the French broom which would be the only understory plant capable of 
surviving inundation by a 2-foot-deep layer of eucalyptus chips. 

• It is not clear how the mulch would prevent the proliferation of invasive species 
while simultaneously encouraging the growth of existing native species. Despite 
thorough research, we were unable to find documentation of the ability of exotic 
chip mulch to suppress undesirable species while encouraging favorable species. 

Issue 2. Relative fire risk of current vegetation versus chip dominated landscape: 
there is no scientific evidence to support the project as proposed. 

• The comparative risk between eucalyptus in the form of a dense standing forest 
versus the form of a 2-foot-deep mulch layer on the ground is not well 
documented. 

• Fire Engineering Magazine recommends that, to reduce the potential for fire in 
mulch, one should recognize that mulches high in oils ignite more easily and that 
mulch fires start more readily in hot climates where rain is scarce (and fuel 
moisture is low). Eucalyptus material is high in oils, and the East Bay Hills are 
subject to long annual periods that are hot and dry. 

• DC proposes leaving up to 2 feet of chipped eucalyptus spread across treatment 
areas as both a weed barrier and as a fire prevention measure. Although the fire 
risk of bay and coast live oak is lower than eucalyptus, the misleading statement 
about an absent canopy undermines the argument that the risk of embers is 
eliminated. 

Issue 3. Potential for introduction of chaparral-dominated landscape and issues 
associated with fuel-driven fires versus climate-driven fires. 

• As explained in the response to Issue 2, it may be inaccurate to assume that the 
chip layer, given its depth, can be ignored as a potential fuel source. Also, such a 
deep chip layer may have the potential to not only sustain a localized bum but to 
connect fuels in vegetation types located adjacent to the treatment areas. 
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Issue 4. Justification of two species (Monterey pine and acacia) targeted for 
removal are a risk. 

• UC inaccurately characterizes the fire hazard risk posed by the two species 
however. Monterey pine and acacia trees in the treatment areas occupy primarily 
the middle layers of the forest canopy. 

Issue 5. Complete analysis of other practical alternatives-(a) regularly clearing 
ground litter, (b) thinning targeted species rather than removing all and regularly 
clearing the understory, and (c) creating strategic fuelbreaks. 

• UC's justifications for eliminating alternatives because they are environmentally 
more harmful than the proposed project are not discussed in further detail. 

• Thinning targeted species rather than removing all and regularly clearing the 
understory. The UC accurately cites increased costs and a longer time period to 
implement as reasons that this alternative is not preferred, but the UC does not 
provide information that demonstrates that the increased costs or longer 
implementation period make this alternative infeasible. This alternative would 
reduce the fire hazard and would thus meet the purpose and need. This alternative 
should be evaluated in future NEP A documents. 

Issue 6. Document chips will decompose in 3 to 5 years. 

• In lieu of more relevant data, we generated a simple model using an average of 
the decomposition rates of the two studies, modified for negative exponential 
decay, as shown by Faber and Spiers (2004), Goya et al. (2008), and Grove et al. 
(2008). This model predicts that 24 inches of eucalyptus mulch would take 10 
years to decompose to a depth of less than 1 inch. 

• The issue of chip decomposition also affects the evaluation of the UC's response 
to Issue 1 because the UC's argument for native revegetation is based upon its 
assumptions of the decay rate and behavior of the eucalyptus chips. 
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I. SUMMARY 

I was asked to evaluate the Hazardous Tree Reduction Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (herein referred to as “the DEIS”) and provide feedback regarding fire 
behavior and fuel treatment options. This feedback includes assessment of the fire 
behavior modeling in the FEMA proposal, the alternatives considered, the efficacy of the 
proposed alternative selected, and the potential fire behavior and landscape impacts 
post-treatment.  

I have reviewed all available components of the East Bay Hills DEIS for Hazardous Fire 
Risk Reduction and the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) Wildfire Hazard 
Reduction and Resource Management Plan (WHRRMP). The discussion that follows 
also includes other reference material pertaining to fuels and fire behavior. These are 
cited in the References section (Appendix B).  

Opinions and conclusions included in this document are based on the above sources of 
information, standard accepted fire behavior modeling methodology and procedures, 
and professional experience and observations.  

II. SCOPE AND SPECIFIC ISSUES 

Scope 

This report focuses on the proposed fuel treatments described in the 2013 East Bay 
Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Draft EIS. A synopsis of the specific issues to be 
addressed in Section IV is provided below.  

Specific Issues to be Addressed: 

Detrimental effect of the proposed fuel treatments in the DEIS on wildfire hazard 
mitigation.  

The immediate effect of the proposed fuel treatments will be to reduce the potential for 
torching, crown fire, and spotting. However, the proposed treatments will also increase 
the surface fuel loading substantially by converting non-fuels (standing trees) into 
surface fuels (lop-and-scatter treatment of branches). In the absence of any continued 
long-term maintenance beyond what is specified in the DEIS, it is my opinion that this 
change in fire hazard is temporary, valid only for a short period of time post-treatment, 
and trades one problem for another.  

Removing all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia trees will be a severe site 
disturbance. Such catastrophic site disturbances that include extensive canopy removal 
do not favor the less invasive native species such as oak or bay trees, but rather favor 
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more invasive species. As noted above, this phenomenon has been documented on 
numerous mechanical fuel treatments in the California Bay Area that are similar to 
actions proposed in the DEIS. In my opinion, that without further long-term maintenance 
that includes extensive planting of other species, the proposed actions will not 
differentially favor native species, but will simply favor invasive, highly flammable brush 
species, both native and non-native, leading to dangerous, intense, and destructive 
wildfires. It is further my opinion that the actions proposed in the DEIS will lead to 
dangerous, intense and destructive wildfires. The net effect is essentially trading one 
fire hazard for another, at a significant dollar cost and detriment to the local ecosystems.  

The DEIS states that removal of the tree canopy would increase the amount of rainfall 
that reaches the ground, rather than being intercepted by trees, and also acknowledges 
that precipitation reaching the ground by fog drip during the summer months, up to 10 
inches annually, would be reduced or eliminated. The DEIS does not acknowledge the 
critical impact the reduced precipitation from fog drip would have on fire danger and the 
greater potential for catastrophic fires due to reduced summer precipitation. This is a 
serious omission that incorrectly downplays the impact of tree canopy removal.  

Effect of depositing up to 24 inches of eucalyptus mulch on the ground surface.  

The DEIS justifies depositing up to 24 inches of mulch, primarily from eucalyptus trees, 
on the ground surface based on research involving decomposition and fire hazard 
posed by no more than 6 inches of mulch. It fails to acknowledge research that 
highlights the high potential for spontaneous combustion in deeper accumulations of 
mulch, the difficulty of fire suppression in such fuels, the severe long-term damage to 
soils by the intense heating in mulch and wood chip fires, and the documented spotting 
danger posed by mulch and other forms of masticated fuels. In my opinion, deposition 
of this much woody material on the surface of the ground in any form does not follow 
sound fire management practices and has the net effect of increasing surface fuel 
loads. 

Issues with fire behavior modeling conducted for the DEIS.  

Fire behavior modeling conducted for the DEIS (FlamMap) included an assessment of the 
no-treatment alternative and the chosen, aggressive treatment alternative involving removal 
of all eucalyptus, Monterey pine and acacia trees. No modeling was done to assess the 
effectiveness of any alternative, less aggressive strategy – the Combined Alternative 
Program (DEIS, 3.3.1.4) in particular – nor any longer-term post-treatment fire hazard 
conditions. FlamMap has powerful features that facilitate determining the optimum fuel 
treatment strategy, and timing of treatments, for an area. Contrary to this, the FlamMap 
modeling in the DEIS was done after the chosen alternative was designed and selected.  

Additionally, none of the fire behavior modeling in the DEIS addressed the Vesta model 
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developed by Australian researchers specifically for use in eucalyptus fuel types. This is 
a serious oversight considering the majority of the proposed hazard reduction work 
involves eucalyptus.  

In my opinion, FlamMap was used in the DEIS simply to justify the chosen alternative, 
not to compare alternative strategies and determine the optimum fuel treatment 
strategy.  

Further, FEMA could not, or would not, provide the data used for fire behavior modeling. 
This made independent assessment of alternative strategies, and comparison of those 
to the “no-Treatment” option and the chosen option, impossible.  

Failure of the proposed action to meet all mandatory FEMA criteria.  

The proposed action fails to meet all of the mandatory criteria as specified by FEMA’s 
Hazard Mitigation Program grant programs (DEIS, Section 2.2). In particular, for 
reasons described further in this document, it is my opinion they do not meet specific 
requirements for long-term effectiveness in reducing wildfire risk.  

Viability and feasibility of an alternative hazard mitigation strategy.  

The EBRPD fuel treatments for many polygons, planned and supported in part by the 
FEMA grant, use a less aggressive approach than the chosen fuel treatment strategies 
of the UC Berkeley or City of Oakland, and are similar to the Combined Alternative 
Program rejected in the DEIS. The proposed EBRPD treatments cost approximately 
$4,444/acre compared to over twice that cost per acre for the proposed UC treatments, 
and over three times that for the Oakland treatments. Given that, and the numerous 
detrimental factors of the proposed actions (UC-Oakland) in the DEIS, it is my opinion 
that the Combined Alternative Program approach is clearly a preferable alternative to 
the actions proposed by the UC and City of Oakland. It meets all FEMA’s mandatory 
criteria, accomplishes FEMA’s stated hazard reduction objectives, follows sound 
forestry practices, does not result in an increase in invasive brush species post-
treatment, deposits far less flammable woody material on the treatment sites, and is 
more economically sound.  

III. INTRODUCTION 

Terminology 

For the purpose of the discussion to follow, clarification of some basic fire behavior 
terminology is provided below. Fire behavior terminology was adapted from NWCG, 
2012. Fuel treatment descriptions were from Section 3 of the DEIS. 
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Fire Behavior Terminology 

Fire Behavior - The manner in which a fire reacts to the influences of fuel, weather, and 
topography. Fire behavior is further described by the following types of fire propagation: 

Ground Fire – Fire that consumes the organic material beneath the surface litter 
ground, such as a peat fire. Spread is primarily by smoldering combustion with 
low spread rates.  

Surface Fire – Fire that burns loose debris on the surface, which includes dead 
branches, leaves, and low vegetation.  

Torching – The burning of the foliage of a single tree or a small group of trees, 
from the bottom up.  

Crown Fire – A fire that advances from top to top of trees or tall shrubs more or 
less independent of a surface fire. Crown fires are sometimes classed as running 
or dependent to distinguish the degree of independence from the surface fire. 
Dependent crown fires are by far the most common form of crown fire, as the 
conditions required to sustain a crown fire independent of a supporting surface 
fire are very unusual.  

Spotting – Behavior of fire producing sparks or embers that are carried by the 
wind and which start new fires beyond the zone of direct ignition by the main fire.  

Crown Base Height – The vertical distance from the ground surface to the lowest 
available crown fuels.  

Fireline Intensity – The product of the available heat of combustion per unit of ground 
and the rate of spread of the fire, interpreted as the heat released per unit of time for 
each unit length of fire edge. The primary unit is Btu per second per foot (Btu/sec/ft) of 
fire front.  

Flame Length – The distance between the flame tip and the midpoint of the flame depth 
at the base of the flame (generally the ground surface), an indicator of fire intensity.  

Fuel Model – Simulated fuel complex for which all fuel descriptors required for the 
solution of a mathematical rate of spread model have been specified.  

Rate of Spread – The relative activity of a fire in extending its horizontal dimensions. It 
is expressed as rate of increase of the total perimeter of the fire, as rate of forward 
spread of the fire front, or as rate of increase in area, depending on the intended use of 
the information.  

Wildland/Urban Interface (WUI) – The line, area, or zone where structures and other 
human development meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels.  

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 291



Fuel treatment terminology and descriptions 

Canopy removal – The removal of all large trees to greatly reduce or eliminate overstory 
(crown) fuels. 

Limbing – The removal of all branches of a tree to a specified height for the purpose of 
eliminating vertical fuel continuity (ladder fuels) and reducing or eliminating the risk of 
torching or crown fire. 

Thinning – Selective removal of a portion of the trees, often favoring the removal of 
smaller trees, to create a more open stand of larger trees and reduce horizontal 
continuity of crown fuels. 

Proposed Actions – For the purpose of this document, this term describes the proposed 
actions in the DEIS wherein eucalyptus, Monterey pine and acacia trees would be 
eliminated from treatment areas. Woody debris from removed trees up to 24 inches dbh 
would be mulched and spread over 20% the ground surface to a depth of up to 24 
inches. Trees larger than 24 inches dbh would be cut to 20-30 foot lengths and left 
intact on the site as woody debris. Branches of trees larger than 24 inches would be 
lopped and scattered on the site. The stated objective is to leave all downed material on 
site (DEIS, 3.4.2). 

Combined Alternative Program – The hazard fuel treatment method referenced in 3.3.1 
of the DEIS, which includes: removal of brush and surface fuels; removal of lower tree 
limbs; species-neutral removal of small trees and understory trees to remove ladder 
fuels, increase tree spacing and maintain shade to suppress brush and grass; removal 
of eucalyptus debris that falls off trees after a freeze; keeping grass short by mowing or 
grazing. This treatment methodology is sometimes referred to as the “Selective 
Thinning Alternative” (Lozeau, 2013, pers. comm.).  

Hazard Mitigation and Fuel Management 

The primary purpose of hazard fuel treatments in WUI areas is to change the potential 
fire behavior in a way that lessens the destructiveness of wildfires and provides less 
dangerous working conditions for firefighters. A basic tenet of wildland fuel management 
is to use various tools, models and data to determine the optimum treatment type and 
frequency, given site conditions, desired post-treatment conditions, and economic and 
other constraints. Fuel treatment can consist of mechanical treatment, prescribed fire, 
herbicide application, or a combination of these.  

Wildland Fire Behavior Modeling 

In Rothermel (1972) described a means of modeling wildland surface fire spread and 
intensity through a set of mathematical equations and quantitative, stylized fuel models. 
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This system became known as BEHAVE (Rothermel, 1981) and has been a central 
component in fire behavior modeling for the past several decades. Like any model, 
BEHAVE has its inherent assumptions and limitations, and is intended as simply an 
approximation of real-world fire behavior that must be validated by observation and 
experience (Stratton, 2006). BEHAVE is a deterministic model, consisting of numerical 
inputs and outputs, and for many years was primarily a tabular model.  

In 2007, Australian researchers produced a system, known as Vesta, which was 
developed specifically for assessing fire behavior in eucalyptus fuel types (Gould et al., 
2007). Vesta was developed based on extensive field research in which 104 fires were 
set in eucalyptus forests to study fire behavior under an array of variables.  

Vesta determines a separate hazard rating for surface and near-surface fuels and bark 
fuels. It then determines the rate of spread based on surface and near-surface fuel 
characteristics, and fuel moisture. Rate of spread and firebrand production are directly 
related to surface and near-surface fuels, as well as bark fuels. Finally, the surface fuel 
hazard rating is combined with the bark hazard rating and wind speed to determine the 
spotting potential. Vesta’s real strength is that it is the only fire behavior prediction 
system that is specific to eucalyptus fuel types.  

 
Figure 1. Fuel Layers in eucalyptus forests. From Vesta, 2008. 
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Spatial Wildland Fire Analysis and Modeling 

The growth in the prevalence of geographic information systems (GIS) and associated 
data enabled the development of spatially-based fire growth models that simulated fire 
spread and fire behavior across a landscape. Unlike BEHAVE, these spatially-based 
models consider all the various combinations of inputs at each point in a digital 
landscape in assessing fire growth and behavior. The two prevalent spatially-based fire 
modeling systems are FARSITE, which simulates fire growth in a temporally and 
spatially variable environment, and FlamMap, which displays potential fire behavior 
across an entire landscape for a given set of spatially-variable inputs. Both FARSITE 
and FlamMap also have the capability to produce a variety of tabular and graphical 
outputs as well. 
 
FARSITE and FlamMap are not models per se, but rather a system of models that 
provides a variety of types of outputs. Each incorporates BEHAVE for surface fire 
modeling, along with several other fire behavior and fuel moisture models to enable 
assessment of crown fire and spotting, and fuel treatment planning (Rothermel, 1991; 
Van Wagner, 1993; Albini, 1981; Stratton, 2006).  

Critical Thresholds for Initiation of Crown Fire 

Crown fire has two stages of development. The first is initiation wherein surface fire 
spreads into tree canopies (crowns) via vertical ladder fuels. This is commonly known 
as torching. The second phase is propagation of fire through the crown fuels. This 
requires critical measures of wind, slope, or both to occur (Van Wagner, 1977 and 
1993).  

There are three critical thresholds that must be met for crown fire to occur. First, there is 
a critical minimum surface fireline intensity needed to initiate crown fire for a given 
crown base height. This critical threshold increases exponentially with increasing crown 
base height (Fieldhouse, 2003). Second, continued propagation of a crown fire front 
typically is dependent on surface fire. Third, there is a critical threshold of crown spacing 
for a given wind speed. Above this critical crown spacing, propagation of a crown fire 
front will not occur (Schaaf et al., 2007).  

Fuel Treatment Planning - FlamMap 

FlamMap allows the user to display potential fire behavior in a spatially variable 
environment, and provides useful tools for planning fuel treatments. FlamMap allows the 
user to quantify the impacts of varied landscape-level fuels treatments (Finney, 2006). 
FlamMap also enables the user to compare the effect of different fuel treatments on 
potential fire behavior (hazard), and FlamMap’s Treatment Optimization Model helps 
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determine the optimum fuel treatment objective, and treatment timings, to minimize fire 
spread in a given project area (USDA Forest Service, 2012).  

In addition to FlamMap, other companion tools area available – the Forest Vegetation 
Simulator and its Fire and Fuels Extension (FVS-FFE) provides a means of visualizing 
proposed fuel treatments. Another tool, MAGIS helps assess operational constraints 
related to maintenance of treatments. A project currently nearing completion, OptFuels, 
incorporates fire modeling capabilities of FlamMap, vegetation simulation capabilities of 
FVS-FFE, and land management components of MAGIS into a comprehensive tool for 
fuel treatment planning and management (Jones and Chung, 2011).  

IV. DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC ISSUES IN THE DEIS 

Detrimental effect of the proposed fuel treatments in the DEIS on wildfire hazard 
mitigation.  

High-disturbance impact of the proposed fuel treatments 

The immediate effect of the proposed fuel treatments will be to reduce the potential for 
torching, crown fire, and spotting. However, this is only a temporary reduction in fire 
hazard. Removing all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia trees will be a severe site 
disturbance. Such catastrophic site disturbances do not differentially favor less invasive 
native species, but rather favor more invasive species (Kerns, 2005; Owen, 2010). 
Martinson et al. (2008) pointed out that common hazard reduction treatments involving 
mechanical thinning or prescribed fire often result in the invasion of non-native species.  

Further, the proposed treatments would convert non-fuels (standing trees) into available 
surface and ground fuels though a combination of mulching woody material and lop-
and-scatter treatment of branches. This introduces a very significant amount of fuel onto 
the ground surface that was not there pre-treatment and creates a new fire hazard 
posed by the heavy accumulation of wood chips and other woody debris that was not 
present precviously. 

In other fuel treatments in the Bay Area similar to the proposed actions, canopy removal 
in similar vegetation types in fact encouraged rapid invasion of the treated sites by 
aggressive exotic species such as English ivy, acacia, vinca  sp., French broom, and 
Himalayan blackberry (URS, 2009). The National Park Service (NPS) also states that 
treating eucalyptus fuels in California necessarily entails continued site maintenance, 
including planting native species, to avoid site invasion by aggressive non-native 
species (NPS, 2006).  

It is my opinion that, in the absence of any continued long-term maintenance beyond 
what is specified in the DEIS, the stated reduction in fire hazard is temporary and only 
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valid for a short period of time post-treatment. The proposed actions will cause severe 
site disturbance that will not differentially favor native species as claimed, but will favor 
aggressive, invasive non-native species. Without further long-term maintenance that 
includes fuel reduction and extensive planting, the proposed actions will result in 
development of brush fields with characteristics much like native chaparral, leading to 
dangerous, intense, and destructive wildfires. The net effect is essentially trading one 
fire hazard for another – at a significant economic cost, detriment to the local 
ecosystems, and endangerment to the public.  

Impact of overstory removal on rainfall, fog drip and site conditions 

The DEIS (5.6.2.3) states that the amount of precipitation reaching the ground surface 
will increase after the proposed actions are implemented, largely due to less rainfall 
being intercepted by tree canopies. This will happen largely in the winter months when 
rain is most prevalent. The DEIS also states that canopy removal will result in 
decreased precipitation that reaches the ground during the dry summer months due to 
drastic reduction or elimination of fog drip. According to the DEIS, precipitation from fog 
drip is an important source of water in the summer months, producing up to 10 inches of 
precipitation each year. The DEIS also correctly states that sunlight reaching the ground 
surface will greatly increase after canopy removal, increasing the peak daytime 
temperatures.  

The DEIS fails to mention that the combination of reduced precipitation and increased 
temperatures in the summer months will increase fire danger on treated areas. Thus, 
the fire danger will actually increase after the proposed actions are implemented. This is 
a serious and critical omission from the DEIS.  

It is my opinion that removal of the canopy will result in hotter, drier conditions on 
treated sites that will support more intense fire spread with flame lengths well in excess 
of the stated FEMA objective of less than eight feet. 

Increased fire intensity in post-treatment vegetation 

The stated goal of the DEIS is to reduce wildfire hazard to acceptable levels by 
converting the current vegetation mix to one comprised largely of oaks, bays, grasses, 
and chaparral. As pointed out in the URS report (2009), in the absence of any post-
treatment re-vegetation plan, all possible vegetation types for the treatment areas need 
to be considered. These include grasslands, chaparral, shrub/scrub communities, and 
oak-bay forests.  

Per the Hills Emergency Forum, expected flame lengths in plant communities in the 
area are as follows: 
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 Table 1. Fire hazard associated with six plant communities of the East Bay Hills. 

Species Flame Length 
Range, ft.  

Average Flame 
Length, ft.  

Eucalyptus 6-21 13.5 

Monterey Pine 2-16 9 

Acacia Not stated --- 

Mixed hardwoods (incl. oak and bay) 1-34 17.5 

Brush 14-69 41.5 

Grasses 12-38 25 

  Source:  http://www. hillsemergencyforum. org/MgmtRecmdtn. html 

The stated acceptable hazard level is defined in the DEIS by surface fires having flame 
lengths of no more than eight feet. However, the vegetation that the DEIS states will 
result from the proposed actions would result in median flame lengths that are 
significantly greater than 8 feet, and maximum flame lengths many times the stated 
DEIS objective of eight feet. Clearly, if the objective is to reduce the average flame 
length to less than 8 feet, the proposed actions fail to accomplish this goal and in fact 
have the net effect of increasing the long-term wildfire hazard in treated areas.  

Variance of proposed actions from standard hazard reduction practices in eucalyptus 
vegetation types 

In Australia, where eucalyptus forests are widespread and comprise much of the native 
vegetation, hazard reduction treatments do not entail total canopy removal. Rather, the 
typical treatment is reduction of surface fuels, usually by prescribed fire (Bradstock et al. 
2012). In eucalyptus forests, the greatest hazards are intense surface fires and long-
range spotting from bark. Reducing surface fuels has been found to be greatly 
successful in reducing these hazards, as well as minimizing the potential for crown fire.  

Further, it has been found that eucalyptus trees actually help reduce fire hazard by 
breaking up turbulent flow dynamics of strong winds and reduce the hazard from flying 
embers. “Clear cutting gum barks reduces safety from firestorms, both along the Urban 
Wildland Interface as well as internal defensible space areas where they assist with 
high-risk ground fuel mitigation” (Lofft, 2010). For this reason, taller eucalyptus trees 
such as blue gum are now used for wind and fire protection in many locations.  

The DEIS cites no evidence to support the contention that tree thinning and surface 
fuels management is not a viable alternative to the proposed actions, and in fact 
acknowledges that thinning and removal of understory fuels is an acceptable approach 
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to fire hazard mitigation (DEIS, Section 3.3.1). The approach of thinning and surface 
fuel treatment, outlined in the DEIS under the Alternative Treatment Program, has been 
used successfully by the EBMUD in adjacent properties for years, and has been 
increasingly favored by EBRPD as well. Further, The DEIS completely ignores widely 
accepted hazard reduction practices in eucalyptus forests of Australia.  

In my opinion, the DEIS fails to justify the proposed actions as a better option than one 
based on thinning and surface fuel reduction. Moreover, the proposed actions in the DEIS 
completely ignore, and deviate substantially from, widely accepted hazard reduction 
practices in eucalyptus and would actually increase the fire hazard in the long-term.  

Effect of depositing up to 24 inches of eucalyptus mulch on the ground surface.  

Effects of mulch on remaining vegetation 

The DEIS justifies depositing up to 24 inches of mulch and wood chips on the ground 
surface based on research involving decomposition and fire hazard posed by no more 
than 6 inches of mulch. It fails to acknowledge the detrimental effect a 24-inch depth of 
mulch will have on the remaining vegetation. Appleton and French (1995) 
recommended no more than 2-3” depth of mulch in landscaping to minimize detrimental 
effects on the remaining trees. 24 inches is far in excess of this. In contrast, the DEIS 
claims that the mulch generated by the proposed actions will actually preferentially favor 
native plant growth, yet fails to provide any scientific evidence of this. The research 
publications cited in the DEIS describe depths of no more than 12. 5 cm (5 inches).  

Fire hazard posed by wood chips 

Wood chips and mulch pose a significant fire hazard in and of themselves. The Ohio 
Dublin Villager noted that mulch fires are common in landscaping (2013), and mulch 
fires can pose a serious risk of devastating fires (Escobar, 2013). As previously pointed 
out by the URS Corporation in their report to FEMA (2009), "Studies have shown that 
mulch layers actually can pose a fire risk depending upon the type of material, the depth 
of the mulch, and the climate at the mulch site.” Studies have demonstrated that ignition 
by cigarettes or matches can result in a subsurface smoldering fire in a variety of mulch 
materials 4 inches deep (Steward et al. 2003).  

Deep accumulations of mulch are also highly susceptible to spontaneous combustion. 
Fire Engineering describes the potential for catastrophic fires posed by spontaneous 
ignition in mulch piles (Finucane, 2008). This same article also noted the greater ignition 
potential of mulches high in oil. When a pile of wood chips spontaneously ignited in 
Everett, WA, the pile continued to smolder for months and workers battled flare-ups 24 
hours a day (Chircop, 2013). In Phoenix, AZ, smoke from a mulch fire burning for an 
extended period of time caused health concerns to the point that a nearby high school 
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was forced to relocate classes (Bierman and Stout, 2013). Fires that ignite through 
spontaneous combustion or by other means of ignition may smolder and spread 
beneath the surface for days before being detected, making suppression of those fires 
extremely difficult and time-consuming.  

With hot, dry weather and strong winds, mulch fires – particularly those not yet detected 
– pose a serious threat to surrounding wildlands. In 2012, the Lower North Fork Fire in 
Colorado originated from a prescribed burn of masticated fuels (essentially a coarse 
mulch) varying from 3-6” in depth. In subsequent days of patrol and mop-up, the burn 
appeared to be cold and dead. The fourth day post-burn, a strong, dry wind caused 
these “cold” fuels to begin actively burning again, resulting in an catastrophic escaped 
wildfire that destroyed 23 homes and killed three people (Bass, 2012).  

Given the warmer, drier conditions on the treated sites after canopy removal, the high 
oil and volatile chemical content of eucalyptus fuels, and the frequent occurrence of 
strong winds in the proposed treatment areas, it is my opinion the deposition of 
eucalyptus mulch outlined in the DEIS will pose a very significant fire hazard for a 
number of years post-treatment.  

Soil damage caused by mulch fires 

Another issue with the extensive mulch deposition proposed in the DEIS is the potential 
for long-term damage to soils by mulch fires. Fires burning as smoldering combustion in 
mulch fuels expose underlying soils to intense, prolonged heat. This potential for excessive, 
lethal soil heating is very real and particularly problematic when soils are dry (Busse et 
al., 2005). Fires in mulch and ground fuels burn slowly and release a significant amount 
of heat in doing so (Frandsen and Ryan, 1986). Heating of the soil from mulch fires can 
damage roots of plants on the site (Stephens and Finney, 2001). Smoldering surface 
combustion causes more long-term damage to the soil itself by killing beneficial 
microorganisms in the soil and by actually altering the physical characteristics of soil – 
much like kiln-fired clay. This effectively sterilizes the soil, reduces water infiltration 
(DeBano, 1999), and leads to excessive runoff and erosion (Hungerford et al., 1991).  

The DEIS fails to address the very real risk of permanent soil damage and other 
deleterious effects on vegetation posed by smoldering mulch fires. This risk is 
exacerbated even further by the warmer, drier conditions expected with canopy removal 
and the high oil and volatile chemical content of eucalyptus mulch.  

Failure of the proposed action to meet all mandatory FEMA criteria.  

The proposed action fails to meet all of the mandatory criteria as specified by FEMA’s 
Hazard Mitigation Program grant programs (DEIS, Section 2. 2). In particular, the 
proposed actions are a one-time treatment, with follow-up actions limited to herbicide 
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application to reduce eucalyptus stump sprouting. Nowhere does the DEIS address 
longer-term (5-10 years or more) maintenance to keep the fire hazard from increasing 
due to invasion by native and non-native brush species. Two of the specific criteria 
which are not met by the proposed actions: 
 

“Alternatives to a proposed action must also meet these criteria to be eligible for funding. 
To be eligible for funding, the proposed action or alternative must:  

3. Be cost effective and able to substantially reduce the risk of future damage, hardship, 
loss, or suffering resulting from a major disaster, consistent with 44 CFR § 206. 
434(c)(5) and related guidance  

5. Provide for long-term effectiveness and benefits (between 5 and 10 years, depending 
on the type of action). ” 

For reasons previously discussed in this report, the proposed actions fail to meet the 
required criteria specified by FEMA as they relate to reducing future risk and providing 
for long-term effectiveness. .  

Issues with fire behavior modeling conducted for the DEIS.  

Fire behavior modeling conducted for the DEIS (FlamMap) included assessments of the 
no-treatment alternative, the proposed alternative involving removal of all eucalyptus, 
Monterey pine and acacia trees, and the connected actions of the EBRPD. The fire 
behavior modeling included in the DEIS is incomplete, vague, and fails to demonstrate 
the proposed actions are preferable to any alternative action, including the Combined 
Alternative Program (section 3.3.1.4).  

Fire modeling is incomplete 

For the proposed treatment areas, no modeling was done to assess the effectiveness of 
any alternative, less aggressive strategy – the Combined Alternative Program in 
particular. This treatment alternative was simply dismissed as expensive and difficult 
without any evidence to support this claim. In fact, the fire modeling Rice conducted for 
the DEIS (2011) showed that the a number of EBRPD treatments, which are similar to 
the Combined Alternative Program, are very effective in reducing fire intensity to 
acceptable levels (flame lengths below 4 feet) and in minimizing or eliminating the 
potential for torching or crown fire (DEIS, Appendix M-2, pp. 17-39). The DEIS failed to 
acknowledge this in eliminating the Combined Alternative Program from consideration. 
This is puzzling in that the DEIS incorporated the EBRPD hazard reduction plan as a 
viable part of the overall strategy of reducing wildfire hazard in the East Bay Hills, yet 
the Combined Alternative Program, similar to the proposed actions in many polygons of 
the EBRPD’s plan, was not considered in DEIS.  
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The modeling of post-treatment conditions presented in the DEIS is invalid because it 
modeled a state of vegetation and fuels that is irrelevant in the long term. Modeling 
done for post-treatment conditions shows in many cases that the proposed actions do in 
fact reduce the fire hazard to acceptable levels as specified in the DEIS. However, 
these conditions exist only immediately post-treatment. Wildland fuel complexes are 
inherently dynamic. Several critical factors will change over time that in turn will change 
the fire hazard, both in nature and degree of severity. The modeling as presented in the 
DEIS did not assess any potential conditions of the proposed treatment sites 5-10 years 
in the future, and thus fails to show that one of the key FEMA criteria for funding – long-
term effectiveness – will be met. The DEIS clearly states that the intended vegetation 
mix that will exist upon completion of these projects is an oak, bay, chaparral, and 
grasses environment, this is the environment that should have been modeled rather 
than one immediately post-treatment that was only very transitory, and would not exist 
for more than a few months after the current trees are removed.  

Fire and fuels discussion minimizes the hazards inherent in mulch depositions 

Further, there was little mention in any of the fire and fuels discussion about the 
potential and real fire hazard posed by the extensive areas of mulch, up to 24 inches 
deep. As standing, live trees, eucalyptus trunks and large branches are not available as 
fuel. However, under the proposed actions, they would be ground up and redistributed 
onto the ground surface, thereby making them available as fuels. One of the stated 
objectives of the DEIS is to reduce the fuel load, and this action would actually increase 
fuel loads. The only mention of fire potential in mulch from the proposed actions is 
limited to one paragraph in section 5.2.1.  

Though mulch fires cannot be modeled per se in any of the existing fire modeling 
systems, the fire modeling and related discussion of fire and fuels in the DEIS did not 
adequately address the increase in fuel loading due to mulching, the very real potential 
for mulch fires, nor their potentially deleterious impacts on the treatment sites and 
surrounding areas. This is a very significant omission in assessing the post-treatment 
fire hazard and efficacy of the proposed actions.  

Vesta model not considered 

The Vesta model was developed by Australian researchers specifically for use in 
eucalyptus fuel types (Gould et al., 2008 and 2009). Unlike the U.S. fire modeling 
systems (BEHAVE, FlamMap, FARSITE), Vesta addresses the unique characteristics of 
eucalyptus fuels and provides a system for assessing fire behavior in these fuels.  

The fire modeling presented in the DEIS did not include any assessment using Vesta, 
and did not even mention the existence of Vesta, which has been in use since 2007. 
While FlamMap can provide a general idea of the spatial distribution of fire behavior, it 
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does not include any fuel models involving eucalyptus fuels. Thus, it must necessarily 
be used with caution and a great deal of adjustments based on user experience.  

There is a definite difference in how Vesta handles spotting and how the U.S. fire 
modeling system does so. In both cases, there is a rising column of hot air that initially 
comes from an intense surface fire. Once the base of the tree crown ignites, it adds to 
the intensity and vertical lift of the firebrand, which eventually is lofted above the tree 
tops and carried some distance by wind.  
 
In the U.S. system (which FlamMap, BEHAVE and other programs use), the firebrand is 
generated in the tree canopy low in the crown fuels, then lofted vertically. Surface fuels 
initiate the process, but most of the fire dynamics happen in the burning tree crown.  
 
In Vesta, the firebrand is generated mostly from surface and near-surface bark fuels, 
and to a lesser extent by near-surface and elevated fuels (see attached diagram). 
Spotting is strongly tied to a factoring of surface fire spread rate and wind, which 
generates the surface fire intensity necessary for vertical rise. However, unlike the U.S. 
model, the tree canopy does not significantly contribute to firebrand production. Its 
primary role is in adding to the intensity of the rising column of hot air and keeping the 
piece(s) of bark burning.  

The omission of modeling using Vesta is a serious oversight considering the majority of 
the proposed hazard reduction work involves eucalyptus. The Vesta model is 
considered state-of-the-art science in eucalyptus fuel types, and its omission in the 
DEIS fire modeling calls into question many of the conclusions in the DEIS that are 
based on fire hazard assessment using only the U.S. models.  

Fire modeling was not done to determine the optimum treatment(s) 

FlamMap has powerful features that facilitate determining the optimum fuel treatment 
strategy (Treatment Optimization Model), and timing of treatments, for a given area. 
Alternative strategies can also be assessed and compared with FlamMap. Other 
available tools previously mentioned in this report allow for consideration of economic 
and other constraints in determining optimum fuel treatments. This is a standard 
approach to fuel management – identifying objectives, and developing treatment 
strategies to best meet those objectives.  

The fire modeling in the DEIS goes counter to this. The FlamMap modeling in the DEIS 
was done after the chosen alternative was designed and selected. No modeling was 
done to proactively determine the appropriate strategy. In my opinion, FlamMap was 
used in the DEIS simply to justify the chosen alternative, not to compare alternative 
strategies and determine the optimum fuel treatment strategy. Had fire modeling with 
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FlamMap been done to assess alternative treatments, such as the Combined 
Alternative Program, it would have been clear that the proposed actions are not the only 
viable fuel reduction actions, and other actions might in fact be more effective and 
appropriate in meeting the stated goals for hazard reduction.  

Fire modeling results are vague and possibly erroneous 

The fire modeling outputs from the Anchor Point work are vague and do little to support 
the proposed actions. In Table 5.2.2 in particular, there are many cases where the fire 
hazard actually increases after treatment. No additional or corrected information was 
issued following a May 16, 2013 request for clarification of this from Anchor Point 
(Grassetti, 2013, pers. comm.). Therefore, one can reasonably conclude that the 
proposed actions will actually increase fire hazard in many cases.  

Additionally, no numerical results were provided in Table 5.2.2. Instead, the reader is 
provided flame length categories with qualitative descriptions (Low, Moderate, High, 
Extreme) with no explanation of how these categories were defined. Therefore, the 
reader has no way of knowing what any of these classifications actually mean, making it 
impossible to properly ascertain whether the project objectives were met.  

Given the many, significant shortcomings and omissions in the fire modeling, and 
subsequent discussion of fire and fuels, the DEIS as a whole should be invalidated. The 
fire modeling provided in the DEIS is core to the DEIS justifying that the proposed 
actions will accomplish the objectives of the grant, and it fails to do this.  

Inability to conduct additional fire behavior modeling to evaluate alternative treatment 
strategies not considered by the DEIS 

In order to conduct fire behavior modeling for the proposed alternative not chosen, or to 
determine parameters of other alternative fuel treatment strategies, the same data must 
be used as was used for the modeling included in the DEIS. FEMA has been unable or 
unwilling to provide data requested to properly analyze this DEIS. Despite a timely FOIA 
request, FEMA has failed to provide any of the documents or data that were requested 
from FEMA. This includes opinion documents from consulting agencies, 
updated/corrected fire modeling documents, and the electronic files that were used to 
run the fire modeling simulations.  

The methodologies for three different fire modeling reports were described in some 
detail in the DEIS. However, the time and effort it would take to re-create these data 
would be prohibitively excessive, given the short period for comment. Thus, it was not 
possible to examine the chain of facts and logic FEMA used to construct the DEIS, and 
difficult to validate that FEMA’s conclusions were warranted based on the inputs used. 
That FEMA did not provide the requested data files for fire behavior modeling made 
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independent assessment of alternative strategies, and comparison of those to the “no-
Treatment” option and the chosen option, impossible.  

In fact, in FOIA documents received in earlier requests, the URS Corporation clearly 
stated that the UC projects made little sense from a fire risk mitigation perspective, and 
that the US made assertions that were not supported. In light of this this one document 
that surfaced, one has to wonder how many others exist came to similar conclusions but 
were not released.  

This in and of itself should invalidate the DEIS as NEPA requires that source documents 
be made available, but they were not.  

Viability and feasibility of alternative hazard mitigation strategies.  

Reasonable alternatives to the proposed actions were not considered in the DEIS and 
received only cursory discussion. No data or analyses were provided to support the 
dismissal of any of these alternatives. While the DEIS dismisses alternative approaches 
to the proposed UC methodology (proposed actions), in fact EBRPD and the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) are planning on using many of these alternative 
approaches on their properties. It is puzzling that within the same document an 
approach is argued to be unfeasible and too expensive yet accepted as feasible and 
economically viable elsewhere in the same document. If thinning, and ladder fuel 
removal meet the fire hazard mitigation objectives for one agency, they should also do 
so for other agencies.  

The DEIS dismisses removal of ladder fuels as expensive, and sometimes difficult on 
steep slopes. There are two issues with this statement. First, the proposed actions 
involve extensive logging activities on these same slopes. The degree of tree removal 
proposed on steep slopes would itself have a significant destabilizing effect on soils and 
itself lead to erosion. Second, no economic analysis was provided as to why removal of 
ladder fuels would be “expensive” and no comparison of any cost estimates was 
provided to support these claims.  

The URS Corporation (2009) did not agree with FEMA’s assertion that thinning and 
ladder fuel removal was not a feasible treatment. The 2009 URS report to FEMA stated, 
"The UC accurately cites increased costs and a longer time period to implement as 
reasons that this alternative is not preferred, but the UC does not provide information 
that demonstrates that the increased costs or longer implementation period make this 
alternative infeasible. This alternative would not be as effective as the proposed project 
at reducing the fire hazard. However, this alternative would reduce the fire hazard and 
would thus meet the purpose and need. This alternative should be evaluated in future 
NEPA documents. "  

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 304



Ultimately, the stated objective of the DEIS is to reduce fuel loads. In the case of the UC 
projects, the surface fuels – as well as aerial fuels and woody material – would in fact 
not be removed, but instead be chipped and scattered on-site. By comparison the 
Combined Alternative Program approach advocated by HCN would cause these fuels to 
actually be removed, thereby accomplishing what the DEIS says needs to be done.  

V. EFFICACY OF AN ALTERNATIVE STRATEGY 

Efficacy of alternative treatments in meeting the hazard reduction goals of the grant 

Some of the EBRPD and ongoing EBMUD fuel treatments (proposed and connected 
treatments) planned and supported in part by the FEMA grant use a less aggressive 
approach than the proposed actions advocated by the UC and City of Oakland, are 
similar to the Combined Alternative Program (DEIS, 3.3.1) rejected in the DEIS, and 
effectively accomplish the stated goals of the FEMA grant.  

Economic viability of the Proposed Alternative Treatment 

The EBRPD treatments cost approximately $4,444/acre compared to over twice that 
cost per acre for the proposed UC and City of Oakland treatments, and over three times 
that for the Oakland treatments: 

Table 2. Allocated funding and treatment costs per acre. 
Project Area Actions Grant 

Funding, $ 
Matching 

Funding, $ 
Total 

Funding, $ 
Treated 
Acres 

Cost per 
Acre, $ 

UC Strawberry 
Canyon 

Proposed 450,000 150,000 600,000 56 10,714 

UC Claremont 
Canyon 

Proposed 350,000 116,000 366,000 43 10,840 

Oakland Proposed 1,329,0181 443,006 1,772,024 121.9 14,536 

EBRPD Proposed2 1,800,000 600,000 2,4000,000 540.2 4,444 

1. Assuming the same cost per acre for Frowning Ridge as for Strawberry and Claremont, the UC would spend a 
total of $1,998,000 to treat Frowning Ridge, of which 75%, or $1.498m would come from Oakland. EBRPD is getting 
paid for treating 51.9 acres for Oakland, which based on an average cost per acre for the rest of the EBRPD 
projects (540.2 acres/$1.8m equals $3,333/acre + 25% matching, or $4,444/acre). This leaves Oakland with: 
 
 $3,000,000 starting 
 less UC Frowning $1,498,000 
 less EBRPD 51. 9  $172,982 
 Net to Oakland is $1,329,018 for 121. 9 acres, plus 25% matching=$1,772,024 total or $14,536/acre 
 
2. EBRPD’s vegetation management methods are based on its Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource 
Management Plan (EBRPD 2009) and follow the same treatment methodology as Connecting areas described in the DEIS.  
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Figure 2.  Figure V-5 from EBRPD Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan. These 
photos demonstrate the reduction in hazardous brush fuels achieved by treatments comparable to the 
Combined Alternative Strategy. 

    
Figure 3. Figure V-9, b from EBRPD Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan. These 
photos demonstrate the reduction in surface fuel continuity and elimination of ladder fuels achieved 
through treatments comparable to the Combined Alternative Program. For the “Low Fire Hazard” scenario 
(right), surface fires would be of low intensity and trees would not be susceptible to torching or crowning. 
Further, reduced eucalyptus bark on the ground surface and lower tree trunks minimizes the risk of 
spotting. 

The Combined Alternative Program is a more effective and more viable treatment 
methodology than no-action or the proposed actions 

The stated goal of the DEIS is to reduce wildfire hazard by treating hazardous fuels. 
While the proposed actions would reduce the risk of torching, crown fire and spotting 
immediately post-treatment, this approach would not necessarily reduce the fire hazard 
in the long term. It would introduce new hazards from increased surface fuel on 
treatment sites, hotter, drier conditions, and invasion of flammable, aggressive exotics. 
Even if the vegetation in the treatment areas eventually did revert to a more native 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 306



state, this does not come without significant fire hazards. As previously discussed, the 
native plant communities of the East Bay Hills, and of the western U.S. in general, carry 
significant fire hazards as they are almost universally fire-adapted or fire-dependent. In 
considering the average flame lengths shown in Table 1 for each of the native and non-
native plant communities prevalent in the vicinity, it is clear that even with periodic 
maintenance, the resultant fire hazard would be well in excess of the stated objective of 
the DEIS. 

In considering all the factors discussed in this report, the Combined Alternative Program 
is the best alternative for accomplishing that objective. Figure 3 provides a dramatic 
example of the fuel complex resulting from the Combined Alternative Approach as 
described in the DEIS. This approach reduces the fire hazard immediately post-
treatment, and long-term, by: 

- Maintaining the overstory, providing increased precipitation during the dry 
summer months and reducing understory growth through shading 

- Minimizing understory fuels, thereby minimizing surface fire flame lengths to well 
below four feet and minimizing or eliminating the potential for torching, crown fire 
and spotting 

- Removing ladder fuels, eliminating vertical fuel continuity and minimizing or 
eliminating the potential for torching, crown fire, and spotting 

Recommendation for the Combined Alternative Program approach to fuel treatments 

Given the demonstrated effectiveness of treatments similar to the Combined Alternative 
Program, and the lower cost per acre associated with such treatments, as well as the 
the numerous detrimental factors of the proposed UC and City of Oakland actions in the 
DEIS, it is my opinion that the Combined Alternative Program approach is clearly a 
preferable alternative. It meets all of FEMA’s mandatory criteria, follows sound forestry 
practices, is consistent with current accepted hazard fuel reduction practices for 
eucalyptus, does not result in an increase in invasive brush species post-treatment, 
deposits far less flammable woody material on the treatment sites, and is more 
economically sound.  

The Combined Alternative Program approach should be used as the preferred action on 
all areas to be treated in order to meet the stated objectives of the DEIS in reducing the 
fire hazard in the East Bay Hills. Additionally, to maintain a lower level of wildfire hazard, 
periodic maintenance should be performed following the approach of the Combined 
Alternative Program. This is necessary to prevent accumulation of surface and ladder 
fuels over time (Agee et al., 1973) 
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In my opinion, more reasonable and economically responsible alternatives have been 
dismissed or ignored in this DEIS. Based on the factors discussed in this document, it is 
my opinion that the DEIS as written is fatally flawed and should be retracted. Until a 
thorough and balanced assessment of treatment strategies and alternatives can be 
conducted, no further actions should be pursued beyond the planned actions currently 
being implemented by the EBRPD.  
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Appendix B – Professional and Educational Background 

 

Expertise 

My primary areas of expertise are fire behavior analysis, wildland fire program 
management, hazardous fuel response and mitigation planning, and wildland fire 
operations. I have served as Fire Behavior Analyst (FBAN) and Long Term Analyst 
(LTAN) on numerous large, complex wildland fires. I have extensive experience working 
on incidents with complex suppression and management strategies, and with a diversity 
of land management and public safety considerations.  

I have 26 years of experience in wildland fire and emergency services with federal, 
state, and local government fire organizations. This includes a breadth of wildland fire 
experience ranging from initial attack to support of large, complex fire organizations as 
an FBAN and LTAN, and prescribed fire and fuels management.  

My fire behavior knowledge and expertise includes broad experience in wildland fire 
investigations, including origin and spread analysis, fire behavior and movement in 
complex terrain, firefighter burnover investigations, and fire loss litigation cases. I have 
helped teach a national-level course, Advanced Fire Behavior Interpretation (S-590), for 
12 years.  

I possess extensive expertise in the use of geographic information systems, analysis of 
spatial information, and geospatial fire analysis and interpretation. In particular, I have 
performed numerous complex analyses of fire behavior, potential fire growth, forensic 
fire behavior analysis, and hazard fuel treatment effectiveness. For this, I made 
extensive use of tools that include FARSITE (Fire Area Simulator), FlamMap, 
FireFamily Plus, BEHAVE, FSPro (Fire Spread Probability) and RERAP (Rare Event 
Risk Analysis Process).  

My experience in fire program management includes five years as the Wildland/Urban 
Interface (WUI) program coordinator for my current employer, and five years as the 
Rural Fire Coordinator for the state of Montana. In both of these positions, I worked with 
teams and working groups in hazard mitigation and pre-response planning, and in 
coordinating response to large, complex WUI wildfire incidents.  

Professional Experience 

I am currently a Battalion Chief with the Poudre Fire Authority (PFA) in Ft. Collins, CO. 
In my current role, I oversee the daily operations of a Battalion covering approximately 
120 square miles with complex planning and emergency response needs that include 
structural fire suppression in urban, suburban and rural areas; WUI operations; 
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whitewater rescue; mountain rescue; and emergency medical response.  

Prior to that, I served nine years as a Captain. In that role, I supervised and managed 
the operations of an emergency response crew, served as the Operations liaison of the 
WUI Team, manage the department's Wildland Incident Qualification System for 140 
personnel, and was part of the core hazmat response and planning team.  

For nine years previous to my position as Captain, I served as Firefighter, 
Driver/Operator, and EMT with the PFA.  

From 1990 to 1995, I was the state-wide Rural Fire Coordinator with the Montana Dept. 
of Natural Resources (DNRC) based in Missoula, Montana. I was the primary liaison 
between local and county fire organizations and the various state and federal agencies 
in the state of Montana.  

From 1988 to 1990, I was a fuels technician, engine boss, and firefighter with the USFS 
on the Clearwater National Forest, ID.  

From 1987 to 1995, I served as a volunteer firefighter and EMT with the Missoula Rural 
Fire District in Missoula, MT.  

Education 

I received a Master of Science degree from the University of Montana, School of 
Forestry, in 1995. My degree was in Forestry, with emphasis in wildland fire 
management. Thesis topic:  GIS Applications in Wildland/Urban Interface Fire 
Management and Planning in Missoula County, MT. 198pp.  

I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Botany from the University of California, 
Davis 1980.  

Professional Affiliations 

I served for five years as a subject matter expert as a member of the National Wildfire 
Coordinating Group (NWCG) Fire Behavior Subcommittee (2007-2012).  

I currently serve on the Core Fire Science Advisory Committee, an interagency group 
providing fundamental guidance and oversight to the national fire behavior research 
needs in the U.S.  

Fire Experience 

I have worked on over 200 wildland fires in my career as a firefighter, fireline supervisor, 
and Fire Behavior/Long Term Analyst.  
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My experience as FBAN and LTAN includes two to three week assignments on large, 
complex fires burning under extreme conditions: 
 

Fire Agency State Year Size Duration 
High Park U.S. Forest Service CO 2012 136 mi2 3 weeks 
Station U.S. Forest Service CA 2009 250 mi2 7 weeks 
Zaca U.S. Forest Service CA 2007 375 mi2 6 weeks 
Day U.S. Forest Service CA 2006 255 mi2 5 weeks 
Bar Complex U.S. Forest Service CA 2006 164 mi2 4 weeks 
Hayman U.S. Forest Service CO 2002 215 mi2 3 weeks 
Clear Creek U.S. Forest Service ID 2000 322 mi2 12 weeks 
Cerro 
Grande 

U.S. Forest Service 
and National Park 
Service 

NM 2000   73 mi2 4 weeks 

 
Qualifications – Wildland Fire 

I currently maintain the following fire line qualifications, per the National Wildfire 
Coordinating Group (NWCG) Incident Qualification System: 

Fire Behavior Analyst - 12 years.  
Division/Group Supervisor - 14 years.  
Strike Team/Task Force Leader- 16 years.  
Engine Boss - 22 years.  
Incident Commander, Initial Attack - 21 years.  
Firefighter, Type 1 and 2 (advanced and basic) – 24 years.  

Other Qualifications 

I currently maintain additional qualifications: 
Hazardous Materials Technician - past 7 years.  
Swift Water Rescue Technician I - past 7 years.  
EMT-A, Basic Emergency Medical Technician - past 21 years.  

Additional Training 

As a part of achieving and maintaining my wildland fire qualifications, I have 
successfully completed the following NWCG (National Wildfire Coordinating Group) 
courses: 

S-590 Advanced Fire Behavior Interpretation (1999) 
S-300 Incident Commander, Extended Attack (1997) 
S-339 Division/Group Supervisor (1997) 
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I-300 Intermediate Incident Command System (1997) 
S-234 Firing Methods and Procedures (1997) 
S-330 Strike Team/Task Force Leader (1997) 
RX-90 Prescribed Fire Burn Boss (1997) 
S-490 Advanced Fire Behavior Calculations (1994)  
I-347 Demobilization Unit Leader (1994) 
S-300 Incident Commander Extended Attack (1993) 
J-346 Situation Unit Leader (1993) 
J-348 Resource Unit Leader (1993) 
S-336 Fire Suppression Tactics (1992) 
S-205 Fire Operations in the Wildland/Urban Interface (S-215) 
S-260 Fire Business Management (1989) 
I-220 Basic Incident Command System (1988)  
S-211 Portable Pumps and Water User (1988) 
S-212 Power Saws (S-212) 
S-230/231 Single Resource Boss/Engine Boss (1988) 
S-270 Basic Air Operations (1988) 
S-130/190 Basic Wildland Firefighter, Intro. to Wildland Fire Behavior (1988) 

Teaching 

Advanced Fire Behavior Interpretation, S-590. 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010. Two-
week course. Lesson instruction and student mentoring.  

NWCG Firefighter Safety Refresher, national curriculum. Conducted two Unit Lessons 
on fire behavior, and human factors in fire behavior, for the national course curriculum. 
Distributed on DVD. 2008 and 2009.  

Intermediate Wildland Fire Behavior, S-290. 2000, 2002, 2003, 2005. 32-hour course. 
Lead Instructor.  

Introduction to Fire Behavior Calculations, S-390. 2002, 2004, and 2005. 24-hour 
course. Lead Instructor.  

Advanced Wildland Fire Behavior Calculations, S-490. 1999, 2001, 2003. 40-hour 
course. Lead instructor.  

Fire Operations in the Wildland/Urban Interface, S-215. 2003, 2004. 32-hour course).  

Firing Methods and Procedures, S-234. 2001 and 2003. 24-hour course.  

Single Resource Boss/Engine Boss, S-230/231. 2002. 32-hour course.  
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Annual Safety Refresher training for local county, state, and U.S. Forest Service 
personnel. Annually since 2001.  

Other Presentations 

International Fire Behavior and Fuels Conference; Spokane, WA. Extreme Fire 
Behavior. 2010.  

Colorado State University, Forestry Dept. ; Ft. Collins, CO. Extreme fire behavior and 
critical fire weather. Invited guest lecture for upper-level  Fire Management courses. 
2003, 2004, 2009 and 2010.  

U.S. Forest Service, Arapaho-Roosevelt NF; Ft. Collins, CO. Critical Fire Weather. 
Training session for US Forest Service seasonal personnel (2 hrs). 2007.  

Annual Wildland Fire Refresher Training; Tahoe NF, CA. Human factors, line officer 
roles, and tactical decision making exercises for US Forest Service Fire Staff personnel. 
2007.  

Southern CA Training Officer’s Association; Orange County, CA. Presentation on 
human factors and the fire environment (2 hrs). 03/2007.  

Fire Behavior Analyst Workshop, Missoula, MT. Two presentations – FBAN involvement 
in investigations, and a case study of the Day Fire in S. CA (4 hours total). 2007.  

Montana DNR Line Officer Workshop; Helena, MT. Organized and presented training 
on implications to line officers of firefighter burn over incidents on wildfires. 05/2006.   

Redding (CA) Wildland Fire Workshop. Human factors on wildland fires (2 hrs). 2006.  

Wildland Fire Safety Summit, Pasadena, CA. Presentation on the interaction of human 
factors and fire behavior (1 hr). 2006.  

Canadian Forest Service, Fire Behaviour Specialist course; Hinton Training Centre, AB. 
Keynote address. 2006.  

Wildland Fire Safety Summit; Missoula, MT. “Fire Behavior vs. Human Behavior:  Why 
the Lessons from the Cramer Fire Matter” (1.5 hrs). 2005.  

Regional Hotshot Crew Workshop, Southwest Region, U.S. Forest Service. 
Presentation of fire behavior and human factors in wildland fire fatalities. 2005.  

Colorado State University, Forestry Dept.; Ft. Collins, CO. Wildland fire behavior and 
the fire environment; guest lecture for an upper-level  Fire Management course. 2003 
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and 2004.  

American Planning Association conference; Denver, CO. Facilitator for a field training 
session for wildland/urban interface planning and hazard mitigation. 2003.  

Colorado Mitigation Conference; Denver, CO. Weather, Climate, and Fire Behavior – 
the effect of short-term and long-term atmospherics on fuels, firefighter safety, and risk. 
Panel discussion. 2002.  

Publications – Primary and Contributing Author 

Close, K. 2006. 20 Minutes at H-2: Linear Decision Making in an Exponential Fire 
Environment. In: Proc. 9th Wildland Firefighter Safety Summit; 2006 April 25-27, 
Pasadena, CA. Intl. Assoc. of Wildland Fire, Hot Springs, SD.  

Close, K. 2005. Fire behavior vs. Human Behavior: Why the Lessons from Cramer 
Matter. In:  Butler, B. W., et al. Eds. 2005. Wildland Firefighter Safety Summit – Human 
Factors; 2005 April 26-28; Missoula, MT. Intl. Assoc. of Wildland Fire, Fairfax, VA.  

Interior West Fire Council. 1998. "Fire Management Under Fire – Adapting to Change.”  
K. Close and R. Bartlette, eds. Proceedings of the 1994 Interior West Fire Council 
meeting and symposium, Coeur d'Alene, ID, 1-3 November, 1994. ISBN: 1-887311-02-
5.  

Close, K. and R. Wakimoto. 1995. Geographic Information Systems: Applications in 
Wildland/Urban Interface Fire Management Planning in Missoula County, MT. M. S. 
Thesis. School of Forestry, University of Montana, Missoula, MT. 198 pp.  

Close, K, and R. Wakimoto. 1993. GIS Applications in wildland/urban interface fire 
planning: the Missoula County (Montana) project. In: 7th Annual Symposium on 
Geographic Information Systems in forestry, environmental and natural resource 
management. Feb. 15-18, 1993. Vancouver, BC. Pp 131-140.  

Donoghue et al. 2003. Accident Investigation Factual Report: Cramer Fire Fatalities 
(U.S. Forest Service, 0351-2M48-MTDC). Provided fire behavior input to the main 
report, and authored Appendix C - Fire Behavior and Weather (24 pp. ).  

Graham, R.T., Technical Editor. 2003. Hayman Fire Case Study. Gen. Tech. Rep. 
RMRS-GTR-114. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky 
Mountain Research Station. 396 pp.  

National Wildfire Coordinating Group (NWCG). 2008. Fire Behavior Analyst/Long Term 
Analyst task book revision. Provided input and content for a major revision of task books 
(national-level training criteria) for Fire Behavior Analysts and Long Term Analysts.  
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Walsh Environmental Scientists and Engineers, LLC. 2006-2009. Provided fire behavior 
and weather content for comprehensive Community Wildfire Protection Plans for the 
communities of Coal Creek Canyon, Evergreen, Fairmount, Golden, Golden Gate, 
Indian Hills, Inter-Canyon, and Clear Creek County.  

Special Projects 

Fire behavior of the McIntyre Hut and Bendora Fires on January 18, 2003 (Canberra, 
Australia). Expert witness on fire behavior for the Norton Rose law firm (representing 
the Australian Capital Territory government). Case pending.  

Origin and spread of the EID and Cigarette Fires. Expert witness for a legal firm 
(McLachlan, McNab and Hembroff) in fire behavior, providing extensive and detailed 
analysis of the spread and behavior for two fires burning in proximity to each other. 
2009. Case pending.  

Growth and fire behavior of the Witch and Guajito fires. Expert witness for Travelers 
Insurance (Denenberg Tuffley, LLP), regarding the 2007 Southern California Fires. 
Analysis of fire behavior and spread from multiple ignitions. 2008-2009.  

Burroughs v. U.S, "X" Fire. Expert witness, fire behavior. Assessment of fire origin, 
behavior and spread. 2008.  

Brown and James, LLP. Expert witness, fire behavior and structural ignition from 
wildland fires. 2008.  

U.S. Attorney's Office, District of Montana. Backfire 2000 et al. vs. U.S. Government. 
Expert witness, fire behavior. Provided comprehensive fire behavior analysis and re-
construction of the fire chronology. 2005-2006.  

Community Wildland Fire Protection Plans. Assisted in development of plans for 
multiple local jurisdictions in Colorado, primarily in providing fire behavior assessment. 
2006-2009.  

Larimer County, CO. Completed a federal matching-funds grant project involving the 
research, analysis, and development of practical applications for local WUI response, 
pre-planning, and hazard assessment for the northern Front Range of Colorado. 2006.  

U.S. Forest Service, National Office. Cramer Fatality Investigation Team. Provided a 
detailed re-construction of the fire behavior leading to two firefighter fatalities; made 
several recommendations for organizational improvement that were implemented from 
this. 2003.  
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U.S. Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Research Station. Review Panel, Hayman Fire 
Case Study. Contributed input regarding fire behavior and fire suppression operations 
for a comprehensive written review of the Hayman Fire of 2002.  

U.S. Forest Service, Angeles NF. Leona Fire arson investigation. Expert witness, fire 
behavior, and testimony in Los Angeles District Court. 2004.  

Montana DNRC. Missoula, MT. Ryan Gulch Fire investigation. Expert witness, origin 
and fire behavior assessment. Analysis to determine the likely ignition location based on 
detailed fire behavior modeling and analysis. 2001.  

National Park Service, National Office. Monument Fire Entrapment Investigation Team, 
Pecos National Historic Monument, NM. Provided detailed fire behavior analysis to the 
investigation of a firefighter entrapment. 2001.  
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HILL AREA ISSUES 

UC BERKELEY 2020 HILL AREA FIRE FU MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

PREPARED BY SAFE SOLUTIONS GROUP 

FOR THE UC BERKELEY FIRE MITIGATION COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER, 2003 

UC BERKELEY 2020 HILL AREA FIRE FUEL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
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short grass, herbaceous materials or mulch. These goals may be achieved by treatment of the 

entire stand, such as crushing or grazing of species that stump sprout. 

Alternatively, an area may warrant selective removal or thinning to meet the performance 

standard. If individual shrubs are removed to reduce the overall horizontal or vertical continuity 

and achieve the crown cover goal, it is desirable first to remove exotic species such as 

Himalayan blackberry, pampas grass and French broom. Next, common shrubs that readily re

sprout, such as coyote bush, poison oak, and sage, should be cut. Only as a last measure to 

maintain overall species composition should obligate seeders or other species favored for 

desirable fuel characteristics, such as ceanothus, oak, bay, huckleberry, snowberry, rose, iris or 

salal, be thinned or removed. Treatment will need to occur on a S to 7 year cycle to maintain the 

community as a fuel Model #5 low development stage which is the only shrub fuel model that 

does not display extreme fire behavior. 

The size and shape of the treatment areas in the shrub community will vary depending upon the 

treatment method chosen and species treated. Three examples illustrate the range of treatment 

area size: 

I. If the fire behavior goal includes removal of exotic species, the entire watershed will 

need to be treated to be effective. If the entire population of exotics is not removed, it 

will rapidly re-establish itself -- and perhaps expand from its original extent due to the 

soil disturbance caused by the treatment. Most of the exotic species in the program area -

- such as thistle, French broom and pampas grass -- invade sites that have been disturbed. 

2. The entire site should also be treated for removal of fire ladders if the community is 

successional scrub. Here, actions should focus on encouraging the emerging oak 

woodland by removing understory materials around small oaks and pruning up the limbs 

on the lower 1/3 of the oaks with trunks larger than 3" diameter. 

If the overall height and density of the community are altered through such actions as 

crushing by machinery or grazing, the effective treatment area may be as narrow as 100 

25 
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- graze less palatable aged materials early in year. Consult with herder to match stock 

(age, sex, species etc.) with target vegetation. 

• Minimum cover 

- Site-specific based on soil stability, species regeneration sensitivity, aesthetics. 

Function of presence of obligate "seeders." 

• Debris load remaining (see also Grasslands) 

• Debris to remain in place: 

- Mulch depth between 2" and 5". This is a compromise to allow for weed invasion 

control while controlling the increased hazard from ground fires. 

Standing stems should be no higher than 18" for those species that are cut 

- Grass areas in mosaic between shrub islands must meet grassland treatment standards 

• Specifications for chippers I mulch standards: Cut pieces to remain as mulch should be 

less than 12" in length. 

• Pile bum: air quality regulations for height and area of piles. Stationary fires may be 

fed from piles too large to qualify for pile bums. 

• Treatment cycle: Anticipate 5-7 treatment cycle to manage treated areas to standards of 

Fuel Model #4 Chaparral (Low) with young brush, short mature brush or patchy islands. 

2) North Coastal Scrub {Dry and Wet) 

It is dominated by low shrubs that vary in height from 2 to 8 feet (often considered "soft 

chaparral"). Special scrub types in Hill Area include Coastal Scrub on wet slopes, Coastal Scrub 

on dry slopes, and Diab Ian Sage Scrub. This type comprises approximately 210 acres or 28% of 

the total area. Dominant plant species include: Blackberry, Coyote brush, Ceanothus, 

Huckleberry, Iris, Monkey flower, Poison Oak, Sage, Sala!, and Roses. 

Primary Fuel Characteristic: 

Fire Behavior and Responsiveness to Suppression: 

Dry North Coastal Scrub: Overall hazard is rated as highest with flame lengths ranging from 14 

to 69 feet depending upon development stage and slope. Dry North Coastal Scrub was modeled 

as either Chaparral (NFFL model #4) or Brush (model #5). 
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generally desirable, though the transition can be disruptive. Careful planning can minimize and 

shorten the adverse effects: 

• Raptors may use eucalyptus forest for nesting. Periodic surveys would reveal the 

presence of nesting pairs. Major treatments (such as prescribed burning, logging or 

chemical treatments) in the vicinity of known nesting pairs should be postponed until 

young have fledged. Species of special concern include Cooper's hawk, sharp-shinned 

hawk and golden eagle. 

• Eucalyptus trees in a sparse stand can serve as a nursery site for Oaks and Bays, 

providing some shelter from sun and wind. While eucalyptus would not be utilized 

deliberately in this way, special treatment of a stand could pennit removal of the 

eucalyptus while protecting the Oaks and Bays. 

• Fog drip from eucalyptus is a local phenomena that can encourage the growth of 

understory species. However, restoration to indigenous species is the ultimate goal. 

• Hummingbirds depend on eucalyptus blossoms for winter nectar. Mitigation may 

include planting currants and other winter blooming shrubs to offset food loss. 

Potential Treatment Methods and Limitations 

• Hand Labor: Effective for removal of litter below trees, removal of loose bark and other 

treatment prior to treatment with prescribed fire. Effective for removal of lower 

branches, selective thinning of stands by removal of smaller trees in well-established 

stands, and on sites too steep for equipment or with other special considerations. Haul 

routes planned for removal of cut trees must minimize adverse impacts. 

• Prescribed burn:_ Effective for removal of litter build-up. Requires use of other methods 

to prepare stand prior to safe use and to prevent crowning. Intennixed Oaks and Bays 

should be protected. 

• Mechanical: Utilize on slopes under 30% to avoid adverse effects due to heavy 

equipment. Haul routes planned for removal of cut trees must minimize impacts. 

• Chemical: Follow-up treatment utilized to reduce resprout following cutting. 

Monitoring of response and additional treatments are critical to prevent stump sprouting. 

Effectiveness is dependent on herbicide and practices utilized. 
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2503 Eastbluff Dr., Suite 206 

 Newport Beach, California 92660  
 Fax: (949) 717-0069 

  
 Matt Hagemann 

 Tel: (949) 887-9013 
 Email: mhagemann@swape.com  

June 16, 2013 
 
Mike Lozeau 
Lozeau | Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction Environmental Impact Statement 

 

Dear Mr. Lozeau: 

I have reviewed the April 2013 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 
Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay Hills, California (Project).  The Project would provide funding 
to manage vegetation along ridge tops east of San Francisco Bay east of Interstate 80 in Richmond 
southeast to Lake Chabot in Alameda and Contra Costa counties.  The objective of the project is to 
reduce fire risk to people and structures in the East Bay Hills by felling trees to reduce wildfire hazards.  

Applicants for funding include: 

University of California, Berkeley 

In Claremont Canyon, UC Berkeley proposes to cut down all eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and 
acacia trees on approximately 43 acres of UCB property, chip the downed trees, spread the 
chips over eight acres, and apply herbicides to the stumps twice a year to prevent resprouting. 
Large logs would be reused for erosion and sedimentation control.  In Strawberry Canyon, UC 
Berkeley would conduct the same activities on 56 acres.  

City of Oakland  

The City of Oakland proposes to reduce vegetation on approximately 359 acres owned by 
Oakland, UC Berkeley, and the East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD). Non-native trees 
(mostly eucalyptus) would be cut, chipped, and spread over 20 percent of each project site. 
Some large logs would be used for erosion and sedimentation control.  
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East Bay Regional Park District  

EBRPD proposes reduction of vegetative fuel on approximately 541 acres in 11 regional parks. 
EBRPD would mainly reduce non-native species, but would also cut native vegetation such as 
coyote brush. Fuel reduction methods include cutting and chipping of trees, pile burning of 
branches and cut brush, animal grazing, and treatment of stumps and re-sprouts with 
herbicides. Felled trees would either be chipped and spread on up to 20 percent of each project 
site or would be removed. 

I have reviewed the Project for issues associated with air quality, greenhouse gasses, and hazardous 
substances. Project implementation may have significant and undisclosed impacts on the environment 
which are inadequately mitigated.  Potentially significant impacts should be fully disclosed and properly 
mitigated, as necessary, in a revised DEIS. 

Air Quality  
The DEIS states that unmitigated air emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5 from the 
Project would not exceed the significance thresholds if all activities were completed in a 10-year time 
frame (p. 5.5-10).   The Project emissions are compared to significance thresholds listed in Table 4.6-4 
(below).  

 

The significance thresholds cited in Table 4.6-4 are considered to be de minimis thresholds which would 
trigger a General Conformity determination analysis, if exceeded.   

Use of these thresholds is an incorrect measure for determining Project significance.  The de minimus 
levels are derived from the EPA Conformity Review Rule to determine if Federal actions comply with the 
national ambient air quality standards.1   

1 http://www.epa.gov/air/genconform/faq.html  
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Application of the de minimus levels is arbitrary because the levels were identified based on the 
availability of federal agency resources to conduct a multitude of General Conformity analyses, rather 
than with any intent to determine a significance threshold for potential environmental impacts under 
NEPA.  Although the levels set forth in the EPA Conformity Review Rule may be reasonable emission 
levels at which a particular project may not violate by itself ambient air quality standards, the levels do 
not identify and do not preclude significant air pollution impacts or possible cumulative impacts under 
NEPA, including for example degradation from ambient pollution levels that currently are consistent 
with standards.    

Most importantly, EPA’s General Conformity rules are general rules applicable to the entire country.  
They were not developed for Contra Costa or Alameda County or any area associated with the Project.  
Therefore, such general numbers cannot reasonably be linked to rational significance thresholds 
designed to assist FEMA or any agency in determining whether a Project’s air pollution emissions will 
have significant environmental impacts. 

Instead, thresholds used in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)2, are the 
appropriate measure by which to determine significance: 

The BAAQMD CEQA guidance that contains these thresholds states: 

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission 
levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable.  If a project 
exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, 
resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions.3

The BAAQMD trigger levels are much lower than the de minimus thresholds used in the DEIS: PM-10 is 
15 tons/year as compared to 100 tons/year; PM-2.5 is 10 tons/year compared with 100 tons/year and 
NOX is 10 tons/year as compared to 100 tons/year. 

2  
3 Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines, June 2010 
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The Project estimates annual emissions of CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5 by assuming 
emissions are spread out over a 10-year duration.  The annual emissions estimates below were 
developed by taking total project emissions and dividing by 10 for comparison to the General 
Conformity de minimis thresholds. 

This is the wrong method for determining significance.  First, the de minimis thresholds are not the 
appropriate measure of significance, as cited above.  The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is non-
attainment for national particulate matter ambient air quality standards.4  In light of this status, the 
BAAQMD thresholds are the appropriate measure by which to determine Project significance on air 
quality.   

Second, simply taking the 10-year emissions totals for CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5 (below) 
and dividing by 10 yields inaccurate estimates of annual emissions  

In fact, the DEIS contradicts use of a 10-year average by stating: 

While the bulk of the emissions would likely occur during the first 1 to 3 years of 
implementation for a given site, not all sites would be started in the same year (p. 5.6-1). 

A review of the Oakland, UC Berkeley and the EBRPD grant application shows that DEIS ignores the 
actual time frames that will be required for each entity to implement the Project.   

4 Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines, June 2010, p. 2-1 
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• Oakland’s “contract work period” is 24 months5; 
• UC Berkley’s “contract work period is 12 months6; 
• EBRPD’s estimate for work that involves fuels reduction and debris removal/burning/chipping is 

completed in one year7. 

The DEIS fails to consider specific information from grant applications that would indicate air emissions 
will be concentrated in a two year period, not the ten year period that was used in averaging annual 
emissions.  The DEIS should be revised to include estimates of all applicant’s emissions for the Project in 
a two year period and compare those emissions to the BAAQMD thresholds, not the General Conformity 
de minimus thresholds.  Comparisons of this type will likely show significant emissions that require 
mitigation. 

For example, the BAAQMD maximum annual emissions threshold for NOx is 10 tons per year.  The total 
NOx project emissions is 50.54 (Table 5.5-7).  If the bulk of Project activity occurred over a two-year 
period, the annual NOx emissions would be on the order of 25 tons per year, greatly exceeding the 
BAAQMD maximum annual emissions threshold for NOx of 10 tons per year.  The estimate of 25 tons 
per year of NOx greatly exceeds the DEIR estimate of 5.05 tons per year (Table 5.5-9), inappropriately 
based on a ten-year average emissions rate.  

The DEIS needs to be revised to provides a series of estimate, by year, of Project emissions of CO, VOC, 
NOx, SOx, PM-10, and PM-2.5, to include an emissions scenario where the great majority of the Project 
is completed by the three applicants in the same two-year time frame.  The emissions estimates, to 
include a two year time period, should be compared to the BAAMD CEQA emissions thresholds, not the 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds which do not apply to the Project.   

The DEIS also needs to be revised to include all feasible mitigation for any CO, VOC, NOx, SOx, PM-10, 
and PM-2.5 above thresholds following the completion of the revised Project emissions.  The DEIR 
provides next to no mitigation for Project air emissions, stating only: 

Although mitigation is not required since the impacts are less than significant all burning would 
be performed in conformance with Bay Area Air Quality Management District rules and 
regulations including “Burn Day” requirements. In addition, watering of the construction site 
would be conducted twice per day during access road construction on the sites requiring new or 
repaired access roads (p. 5.5-10) 

Mitigation measures in a revised DEIS should be much more prescriptive to reduce, in particular, NOx, 
PM-10, and PM-2.5 emissions.  

• Water application rates and the timing of water is critical in ensuring the effectiveness of 
reducing PM-10 and PM-2.5 emissions.  The DEIR should include specifications for the 
application of water by each grantee specific to each of the areas given awards, including 
requirements to apply water twice daily or apply soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, 
parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites;  

5 Subgrant Project Application, Oakland Fire Department, p.11 
6 Subgrant Project Application, UC Berkeley, p. 10 
7 Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, Brushing Fuels Management, East Bay Regional Park Department, p.20 
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• All trucks hauling wood chips, woody debris, and other loose materials should be tarped or be 
required to maintain at least two feet of freeboard;  

• Sweep streets at least twice daily (with regenerative sweepers) where haul trucks travelling on 
unpaved roads intersect paved roads; and 

• Implementing work stoppages if winds exceed 15 miles per hour. 

Additional mitigation measures to further reduce the Project’s PM10 and NOx emissions should be 
considered in a revised DEIS to include requirements to use newer technology Tier 4 standards for off-
road engines with advanced emissions control technologies.8  Use of Tier 4 technology can reduce NOx 
and PM10 emissions by 90% as compared to using Tier 3 technology.9   

Additionally, all sensitive receptors (including residences, day care facilities, schools, and museums) 
within 1000 feet of the Project should be identified.  Exposure to significant PM10 and NOx emissions 
can lead to significant risks to public health. PM10 inhalation can result in damage to lung tissue, cancer, 
and premature death.10  PM10 exposure can also increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, 
cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases as well as reduce the body’s ability to fight 
infections.11  Children are especially susceptible to higher risks.12   

Exposure to NOx can cause or worsen respiratory disease, such as emphysema and bronchitis, and can 
aggravate existing heart disease, leading to increased hospital admissions and premature death.13  The 
DEIS acknowledges that NOx is an ozone precursor (table 4.3-3) and has the potential to worsen air 
quality in the region.  Exposure to ozone, even at relatively low concentrations, can significantly reduce 
lung function and induce respiratory inflammation.  Exposure can result in chest pain, nausea, coughing, 
and pulmonary congestion.14 

Protection of the health of children and other people at facilities within 1000 feet of the Project should 
be protected through implementation of additional mitigation measures to include:  

• Timing Project activities to coincide with periods when facilities are vacant (after hours, 
weekends, summer vacations);  

• Fenceline monitoring of PM-10 and PM-2.5 and plans for work stoppage if levels exceed 
triggers; and  

• Additional dust control measures, such as watering at least three times daily and street 
sweeping three times daily where trucks intersect nearby paved roadways.   

8 U.S. EPA, Nonroad Engines, Equipment, and Vehicles.  Nonroad Diesel Engines. 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/nonroad-diesel.htm  
9 Ibid. 
10 U.S. EPA, Particulate Matter (PM-10). http://www.epa.gov/airtrends/aqtrnd95/pm10.html 
11 California Environmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board. Air Pollution – Particulate Matter Brochure. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/html/brochure/pm10.htm  
12 U.S. EPA, Particulate Matter (PM-10). http://www.epa.gov/airtrends/aqtrnd95/pm10.html  
13 U.S. EPA, Nitrogen Dioxide. Health. http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/nitrogenoxides/health.html  
14 U.S. EPA, Region 7 Air Program. Health effects of air pollution. 
http://www.epa.gov/region07/air/quality/health.htm  
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Finally, diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions are not discussed in the DEIS. Project-generated 
emissions of DPM would result from construction-related activities including exhaust of off-road heavy-
duty diesel equipment used for hauling and clearing activities.  

Conducting an analysis of DPM emissions is critical because of construction worker exposure and 
exposure to sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project area.  The California Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) states that truck drivers and equipment operators who are exposed 
to diesel exhaust are more likely to develop cancer than those not exposed.  Short-term exposure to 
diesel exhaust include eye, nose, throat, and lung irritation, coughs, headaches, nausea, and lung tissue 
damage.15  The U.S. EPA has classified DPM to be a likely human carcinogen.16   

The DEIS does not identify the impact of health risks from DPM exposure on construction workers and 
nearby residents.  A human health risk assessment (HRA) to determine the cancer risks to workers and 
nearby residents from Project construction should be prepared.  HRA results should be compared to 
cancer risk significance thresholds set by the OEHHA and significant impacts should be disclosed and 
appropriately mitigated prior to DEIS certification, to include the following: 

• Regular preventive maintenance of engines to reduce emissions; 

• Require use of low sulfur and low aromatic fuel meeting California standards for motor vehicle 
diesel fuel by using 2007 or later model engines;17 and 

• Diesel equipment standing idle for more than five minutes shall be turned off.  This includes 
trucks waiting to deliver or receive aggregate or other bulk materials.  Rotating drum concrete 
trucks could keep their engines running continuously as long as they were onsite. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Consistent with the analysis of air emissions, the Project estimates annual emissions of greenhouse 
gasses (GHG) by assuming emissions are amortized over a 10-year duration (p 5.6-1).  As discussed, this 
is an incorrect method to estimate project emissions which, according to applicant’s information, will be 
concentrated in a time frame as short as two years. 

Use of a ten year average allows the DEIS to calculate GHG emissions at “roughly” 2,050 metric tons per 
year (p. 5.6-7).  The annual emissions estimate of 2,050 metric tons is compared to a 25,000 metric tons 
per year threshold for quantification as “listed in the CEQ draft guidance” (p. 5.6-7). 

As with the flawed annual air quality emissions estimates, there are problems with the annual GHG 
emissions estimate: (1) inappropriate use of averaging; (2) comparison to an incorrect threshold; and (3) 
incorrect consideration of CO2 emissions from downed woody debris and the value of sequestration.   

15 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust. 
http://oehha.ca.gov/public_info/facts/dieselfacts.html 
16 U.S. EPA, Diesel Exhaust. http://www.epa.gov/region1/eco/diesel/ 
17 U.S. EPA, Fuels and Fuels Additives. Diesel Fuel. http://www.epa.gov/otaq/fuels/dieselfuels/index.htm  
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Averaging over ten years, when grant applications indicate emissions concentrated in a two year time 
frame, is not a valid method to determine emissions.  Instead, a two-year time frame should be 
considered for Project emissions.  

Second, the DEIS uses a 25,000 metric ton per year threshold, well in excess of a 10,000 metric ton per 
year threshold developed by the BAAQMD specifically for considering projects’ environmental 
impacts.18  Use of the 25,000 metric ton per year threshold and use of the ten-year averaging 
methodology allows the DEIS to conclude that Project GHG emissions are not significant.   

The DEIS should be revised to include GHG emissions estimates for a two-year period during which, the 
bulk of GHG-emitting activities would occur, including use of mechanized equipment and burning.  The 
DEIS should compare GHG emissions under this scenario to the BAAQMD threshold of 10,000 metric 
tons per year.  Project emissions should also be compared to the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA) GHG emissions threshold of 900 MTCO2e/year.19 

Third, the greenhouse gas emissions analysis conducted on downed trees that are left as pruned 
material on the ground or that are chipped and spread on the ground, is flawed.  A reanalysis of the 
emissions of the downed woody debris is necessary in a revised DEIS which arrives at a CO2e emissions 
rate that would “roughly average 1,500 metric tons per year” (p. 5.6-7).  The DEIS makes this 
decomposition estimate by looking at total eucalyptus sequestration for the Project area (Table 4.7-3), 
then assuming that only 25% of the eucalyptus are chipped and decay over 10 years.  The estimate of 
eucalyptus chipped is low: Appendix D (pp. 10 of 91 to p. 86 of 91) shows the EBRPD to chip 50 percent 
of the Project area and UC Berkeley and Oakland to chip 100 percent.  Therefore, the chipping will 
actually occur on at least 50 percent of the Project areas, not 25 percent as claimed in the DEIS.   

Additionally, the DEIS fails to include non-native coniferous forest in the initial sequestration number 
which represent 6,807 metric tons of CO2e (Table 4.7-3).  This means the total amount sequestered by 
the Project is more accurately estimated at 69,804 metric tons of CO2e instead of 62,997.  If 50% of the 
trees are chipped, as opposed to the 25% estimate in the DEIS, then 34,902 metric tons of CO2e will be 
released by decomposition over a five year period, a rate of 6,980 metric tons of CO2e per year.   

Direct emissions of CO2e from Project activities which include burning and equipment use equal 5,562 
metric tons of CO2e.  The DEIS uses an incorrect Project duration of ten years to arrive at an incorrect 
annual rate; if instead a two year Project duration is used, 2781 metric tons of CO2e per year will be 
emitted.  Therefore, total Project emissions, from decomposition (6980 metric tons of CO2e per year) 
plus direct emissions (2781 metric tons of CO2e per year) equal 9761 metric tons of CO2e per year. 

Finally, a revised DEIS need to account for the amount of carbon sequestration that will be lost by 
removal of trees by the Project.  The eucalyptus and the Monterey pines trees felled in a two year 
period represent the loss of a carbon sink that is not factored into the GHG emissions estimates.  The 

18 Bay Area Air Quality Management District CEQA Guidelines, June 2010, p. 2-1 
19 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. CEQA & Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf, p. 49.  
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amount of carbon sequestered on an annual basis is estimated to be 91,157 metric tons on the 98,600-
acre East Bay Regional Park District.20  No such estimate of annual sequestration has been made for the 
Project area.   

According to the DEIS, the Project includes 824.3 acres of eucalyptus (Table 4.2-1).   If one half of the 
eucalyptus are removed by the Project, 412 acres of sequestration capacity will be lost.  At a 
sequestration rate of 1.41 metric tons per acre per year21, sequestration of 581 metric tons per year of 
CO2e will be lost.   

When the amount of direct and indirect CO2e emissions of (9761 metric tons of CO2e per year) are 
added to the lost sequestration capacity (581 metric tons per year), Project CO2e emissions equal 
10,342 metric tons of CO2e per year, in excess of the BAAQMD threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year 
and more than ten times CAPCOA threshold of 900 MTCO2e/year.22   

No mitigation for GHG emissions is included in the DEIS.  A revised DEIS should incorporate a revised 
GHG estimate and compare emissions to the BAAQMD threshold of 10,000 metric tons per year and the 
CAPCOA threshold of 900 MTCO2e/year.  If GHG emissions exceed the CAPCOA and BAAQMD 
thresholds, an alternative that applies selective thinning to the entire project area would substantially 
reduce GHG emissions by reducing decomposition of chips, maintaining a significant amount of the 
currently sequestered carbon, and reducing the GHG emissions from equipment.  The reduced levels 
from this alternative likely would be sufficient to achieve the BAAQMD’s recommended threshold level, 
or any reasonable threshold selected by FEMA.  In addition, all feasible measures23 should be considered 
for construction and off-road equipment, including:  

• Use alternative fuels for construction equipment; 
• Use electric and hybrid construction equipment; 
• Limit construction equipment idling; 
• Institute a heavy-duty off-road vehicle plan;  
• Implement a vehicle inventory tracking system; and 
• Exclusive use of latest diesel technology as discussed above. 

Consistent with CAPCOA guidance, carbon offsets should be purchased if these mitigation measures are 
inadequate to reduce emissions below thresholds.24  If offsets are obtained, care should be taken to 

20 East Bay Regional Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation, December 2008, p. 1 
21 East Bay Regional Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation, December 2008: EBRPD estimates that the 
District’s 1,633 acres of eucalyptus sequester 2,304 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year, or  1.41 metric tons per 
acre per year.  
22 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association. CEQA & Climate Change, Evaluating and Addressing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf, p. 49.  
23 http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/greenhouse_gases/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-Final1.pdf 
– see CAPCOA fact sheet, Section 8 
24 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf, p. 40 
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show that offsets are in accordance with CAPCOA guidance.25  According to CAPCOA, high quality credits 
are based on projects that have permanent, verifiable, enforceable and demonstrated emission 
reductions and should be obtained after certification from reputable registries such as the American 
Carbon Registry and the Climate Action Reserve. 

Hazardous Substances 
Direct application of pesticides on stumps is planned to prevent resprouting of trees (p. 5.1-9).  The 
adequacy of measures to protect water quality from planned use of pesticides is poorly evaluated in the 
DEIS.  A revised DEIS should be prepared to include an analysis of measures included in the DEIS to 
protect water quality from pesticide application, including: 

• Adequacy of a ban of foliar application of herbicides within a 60-foot buffer zone adjacent to 
ephemeral or permanent surface water bodies (p. 5.1-9).  The DEIS does not include an analysis 
of the effectiveness of a 60-foot buffer on protection of water quality and only cites as a 
rationale a 2006  U.S. District Court decision issued to protect the California red-legged frog (p. 
5.4-9).  No measures are provided in the DEIS about how the buffers will be measured and 
designated in the field and how supervision will be provided to ensure the prohibition of 
pesticide application within the buffers. 

• Effectiveness of controls on the restriction of herbicide application within 24 hours of predicted 
rain events (40% or greater chance for rainfall) (p. 5.1-9).  No mechanisms are provided in the 
DEIS to ensure these restrictions are rigorously followed.  No protocol are provided that would 
require retention of documentation of rain forecasts and logs to show how activities were 
restricted upon issuance of the forecasts. 

• Effectiveness of restrictions to prevent spray application of herbicides when wind speeds 
exceed 10 miles per hour (mph) or less than 2 mph to reduce likelihood of drift into surface 
water bodies.  Again, no provisions are included to cover non-compliance with the restriction.  
No protocol are included (i.e. use of anemometers or wind meters) to ensure this restriction is 
followed. 

The DEIS does not describe the potential need for any other application of pesticides for any other 
purposes, including weed control.  The DEIS only vaguely states that integrated pest management 
approaches will be used, including “non-chemical methods such as hand pulling or chip deposition on 
seed stock to prevent seedling germination, thus reducing the need for herbicides” (p. 5.4-9). Weeds 
have been controlled by applicants to the Project through use of pesticides.  For example, in Oakland, 
pesticides including glyphosate and triclopyr are used on pampas grass clumps and broad leaf plants 
(Appendix F, p. F-20). 

A revised DEIS needs to be prepared to acknowledge the potential need to use pesticides for 
applications other than to prevent resprouting.  Any additional use of pesticides should trigger a review 

25 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2010/05/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf  
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of the effectiveness of the mitigation measures above.  For example, additional loading of pesticides 
adjacent to the buffer for use in weed control may render the 60-foot setback ineffective.  

Other alternatives may offer better protection of waterways from pesticide impacts.  Selection of an 
alternative that results in preservation of some trees would mean that less pesticides would need to be 
used on the stumps of felled trees.    

Hand work is not described in the DEIS as a measure to prevent weed growth following fuels removal.  
Exclusive use of hand work would be preclude use of pesticides but may result in other impacts such as 
the increased potential for erosion.  A revised DEIS should be prepared to describe the need for hand 
work and the impacts on water quality from increased erosion. 

Sincerely,  

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 
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2503 Eastbluff Dr., Suite 206 

Newport Beach, California 92660  

Tel: (949) 887‐9013 

Fax: (949) 717‐0069 

Email: mhagemann@swape.com 

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP 

  Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 

CEQA Review  

Investigation and Remediation Strategies  

Litigation Support and Testifying Expert  

Education: 

M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

 

Professional Certification: 

California Professional Geologist 

California Certified Hydrogeologist 

Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner   

 

Professional Experience:   

Matt has 25 years of experience  in environmental policy, assessment and  remediation.   He  spent nine 

years with  the U.S.  EPA  in  the RCRA  and  Superfund  programs  and  served  as  EPA’s  Senior  Science 

Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 

perchlorate and MTBE.  While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 

the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure.  He led numerous enforcement 

actions under provisions of  the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  (RCRA) while also working 

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.   

 

Matt  has worked  closely with U.S.  EPA  legal  counsel  and  the  technical  staff  of  several  states  in  the 

application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations.  Matt 

has trained the technical staff  in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 

Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

 

Positions Matt has held include: 

 Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present); 

 Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – present;  

 Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 
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 Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 

 Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 

 Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 

 Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 

 Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 

 Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 

 Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 

Partner, SWAPE: 

With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

 Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of numerous environmental impact reports 

under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water resources, 

water quality, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and geologic hazards.  

 Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.  

 Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 

 Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns. 

 Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 

 Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 

 Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 

stations throughout California. 

 Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 

 Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 

 Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

 

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

 Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 

by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

 Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

 Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

 Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 

water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 

against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.  

 Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 

MTBE in California and New York. 

 Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 

 Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 

 Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 

clients and regulators. 
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Executive Director: 

As  Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt  led  efforts  to  restore water  quality  at Orange 

County  beaches  from multiple  sources  of  contamination  including urban  runoff  and  the discharge  of 

wastewater.    In  reporting  to  a  Board  of Directors  that  included  representatives  from  leading Orange 

County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 

of wastewater and control of the dischrge of grease to sewer systems.   Matt actively participated in the 

development of  countywide water quality permits  for  the  control of urban  runoff and permits  for  the 

discharge  of  wastewater.   Matt  worked  with  other  nonprofits  to  protect  and  restore  water  quality, 

including Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with 

business institutions including the Orange County Business Council.   

 

Hydrogeology: 

As a Senior Hydrogeologist with  the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt  led  investigations  to 

characterize and cleanup closing military bases,  including Mare  Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 

Naval  Shipyard,  Treasure  Island Naval  Station, Alameda Naval  Station, Moffett  Field, Mather Army 

Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot.  Specific activities were as follows: 

 Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 

monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 

groundwater.  

 Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 

analysis at military bases.  

 Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 

development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 

At  the request of  the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 

groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 

show  zones of vulnerability,  and  the  results were  adopted  and published by  the State of Hawaii  and 

County of Maui.  

 

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act  and  NEPA  to  prevent  drinking  water  contamination.    Specific  activities 

included the following: 

 Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 

the protection of drinking water.  

 Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 

through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 

conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 

concerned about the impact of designation. 
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 Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 

including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 

transfer.  

 

 

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program.  Duties were as follows: 

 Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 

with Subtitle C requirements. 

 Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.  

 Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 

EPA legal counsel.  

 Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractorʹs investigations of waste sites.  

 

With  the National  Park  Service, Matt  directed  service‐wide  investigations  of  contaminant  sources  to 

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

 Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 

Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.  

 Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 

Olympic National Park. 

 Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 

and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

 Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 

national workgroup. 

 Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 

serving on a national workgroup.  

 Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 

watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐

wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

 Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 

Action Plan. 

 

Policy:  

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

 Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 

potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 

water supplies.  

 Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 

to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 

Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

 Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 

 Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 

principles into the policy‐making process. 

 Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.  
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Geology: 

With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

 Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 

models to determine slope stability.  

 Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 

protection.  

 Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 

city of Medford, Oregon.  

 

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 

listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 

Oregon.  Duties included the following: 

 Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling.  

 Conducted aquifer tests. 

 Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 

Teaching: 

From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 

levels: 

 At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 

environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 

contamination.  

 Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 

 Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.  

 

Matt  currently  teaches  Physical  Geology  (lecture  and  lab)  to  students  at  Golden  West  College  in 

Huntington Beach, California. 

 

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Presentation to the Public 

Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Invited presentation to U.S. 

EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2005.  Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 

Public Participation.  Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S.  Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 

Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 

schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J.,  Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 

Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.   

Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 

Association.  
 

Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S.  Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 

Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in the Southwestern U.S.  Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 

of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 

tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 

meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 

Supplies.  Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant.  

Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination.  Invited 

presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water.  Presentation to a meeting of 

the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.  Presentation to a 

meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 

Impacts to Groundwater.   Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 

Journalists. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater  

(and Who Will Pay).  Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 

Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.  Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 

State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  2001.    From  Tank  to  Tap: A Chronology  of MTBE  in Groundwater.   Unpublished 

report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   Estimated Cleanup Cost  for MTBE  in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water.  

Unpublished report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 

Tanks.  Unpublished report. 

 

Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999.    Potential  Water  Quality  Concerns  Related  to 

Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related  to Personal Watercraft 

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1999,  Is Dilution  the  Solution  to  Pollution  in National  Parks?  The George Wright 

Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1997,  The  Potential  for MTBE  to  Contaminate  Groundwater. U.S.  EPA  Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  and Gill, M.,  1996,  Impediments  to  Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett  Field Naval Air 

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 

Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 

October 1996. 

 

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 

Hawaii.  Proceedings, Geographic  Information  Systems  in  Environmental Resources Management, Air 

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 

Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater  Characterization  and  Cleanup  at  Closing  Military  Bases  in 

California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.  and Sabol, M.A.,  1993. Role of  the U.S. EPA  in  the High Plains States Groundwater 

Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 

Groundwater. 

 

Hagemann, M.F.,  1993. U.S. EPA Policy on  the Technical  Impracticability of  the Cleanup of DNAPL‐

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 

Other Experience:  

Selected as  subject matter expert  for  the California Professional Geologist  licensing examination, 2009‐

2011. 
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T 510.836.4200 410 12th Street, Sui te 250 www.lozeaudrury.com 
F 510 836.4205 Oakland, c,a 94607 michael@lozeaudrury.co m 

May 8, 2013 Via U.S. Mail and E-mail 

Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer 
FEMA Region IX Headquarters 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 
alessandro.amaglio@dhs.gov 

Re: Administrative record docwnents for East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS 

Dear Mr. Amaglio: 

This letter follows up my recent voice mails requesting to come into the FEMA regional 
office to review documents currently included in the administrative record being developed for the 
East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS"). Our 
finn has been retained by the Hills Conservation Network to prepare comments on the DEIS. 
Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(f), we are interested in reviewing all documents to date that would 
be included in the administrative record for the DEIS. Section 1506.6(f) requires agencies to make 
available to the public any documents underlying a DEIS "available to the public pursuant to the 
provisions of the Freedom oflnformation Act (5 U.S.C. § 552), without regard to the exclusion for 
interagency memoranda where such memoranda transmit comments of Federal agencies on the 
environmental impact of the proposed action." 

We are particularly interested in reviewing any docwnents not available in the DEIS 
appendices already posted online pertaining to (1) the DEIS' elimination of any alternatives 
including any cost-benefit analyses, feasibility evaluations, or docwnents describing the 
methodology employed by the DEIS to evaluate the feasibility of rejected alternatives; (2) the 
DEIS' discussions of air quality impacts, greenhouse gas impacts, and pesticide application 
impacts, and (3) all input from the various cooperating agencies, including but not limited to 
correspondence and e-mails from the various applicants and the cooperating agencies. To the 
extent these documents can be isolated from other categories would be appreciated. We would 
like to make an appointment for early the week of May 13, 2013 to come into your office to review 
all of the documents to date relied upon by FEMA or its consultants in preparing the DEIS. Given 
the deadline for public comments on the DEIS, we would appreciate a very prompt response to this 
docwnent request. Thank you in advance for your assistance in providing us access to the 
requested documents . 

Sincerely, 

 ~tr~
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Subject: RE: Request to Inspect Documents - East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS 

From: Amaglio, Alessandro (Alessandro.Amaglio@fema.dhs.gov) 

To: michael@lozeaudrury.com; 

Date: Wednesday, May 8, 2013 12:43 PM 

Mr. Lozeau,

Thank you for your inquiry. I have forward it to Mr. John Paul Henderson, our Regional Counsel for 
proper follow up.

I copied him on this response so you may also have his email contact.

Respectfully.
Alessandro Amaglio 
Regional Environmental Officer
FEMA R IX-U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, California 94607-4052 
Phone: 510-627-7284
  Fax: 510-627-7138
Cell phone: 510-610-1587 
Email: alessandro.amaglio@fema.dhs.gov

This communication, along with any attachments, is covered by federal and state law governing electronic 
communications and may contain confidential and legally privileged information.  If the reader of this message is not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, use or copying of this message is strictly 
prohibited.  If you received this message in error, please reply immediately to the sender and delete this message.  Thank 
you.

From: Michael Lozeau [mailto:michael@lozeaudrury.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 08, 2013 12:00 PM
To: Amaglio, Alessandro
Subject: Request to Inspect Documents - East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS

Dear Mr. Amaglio,

Attached please find a request to inspect documents relating to the East Bay Hills Fire Risk Reduction 
DEIS.  

Thank you,

Michael R. Lozeau 
Lozeau | Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, California 94607
(510) 836-4200

Print Page 1 of 2
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(510) 836-4205 (fax)
michael@lozeaudrury.com

Confidentiality Notice: This message and any attachment(s) may contain privileged or confidential 
information. Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited by law. If you received 
this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any 
attachments. Thank you.

Print Page 2 of 2
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Subject: Request for FEMA Records 

From: Henderson, John Paul (JohnPaul.Henderson@fema.dhs.gov) 

To: michael@lozeaudrury.com; 

Cc: Alessandro.Amaglio@fema.dhs.gov; 

Date: Thursday, May 9, 2013 1:32 PM 

Dear Mr. Lozeau,

We received your May 8, 2013 request to inspect documents related to the East Bay hills Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). All requests for Agency documents must be submitted as a 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request through the FEMA FOIA office pursuant to 44 CFR Part 
5 and 6 CFR Part 5. Any documents you request will be released in accordance with Agency FOIA 
procedures. Due to staffing limitations, we will not be able to accommodate a request to inspect 
documents in person. Please note that you may be charged fees for the production of documents in 
accordance with 44 CFR Part 5, Subpart C.

Information on the FEMA FOIA process, including directions on how to submit a request, can be 
found at: http://www.fema.gov/office-equal-rights/fema-freedom-information-act

The FEMA FOIA e-mail address is FEMA-FOIA@fema.dhs.gov.

As this office will have primary responsibility for locating Agency records, please copy us (myself 
and Alessandro Amaglio) on any request to the FEMA FOIA office so that we may respond to your 
request more promptly.

Sincerely,
JP Henderson

J.P. Henderson
Regional Counsel
FEMA Region IX 

Print Page 1 of 1
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May 10, 2013      Via U.S. Mail and E-mail 

FEMA FOIA Office 
Records Management/Disclosure Branch 
1800 S. Bell St., Fourth Floor, Mail Stop 3005 
Arlington, VA 22202 
FEMA-FOIA@dhs.gov 
FEMA-FOIA@fema.dhs.gov 

Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer 
John Paul Henderson, Regional Council 
FEMA Region IX Headquarters 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 
alessandro.amaglio@dhs.gov 
JohnPaul.Henderson@fema.dhs.gov 

Re: Freedom of Information Act Request - Administrative Record for East Bay Hills 
Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction EIS  

Dear Mr. Amaglio, Mr. Henderson, and FEMA FOIA Office: 

I am writing on behalf of the Hills Conservation Network (“HCN”), a California not-for-
profit organization, to request copies of or access to all documents that comprise the administrative 
record to date relied upon by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) to prepare 
the draft East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement (“East 
Bay Hills EIS”) released to the public on April 25, 2013.  This request also is made pursuant to 40 
C.F.R. § 1506.6(f) which requires FEMA to make any documents underlying a DEIS “available to 
the public pursuant to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. § 552), without 
regard to the exclusion for interagency memoranda where such memoranda transmit comments of 
Federal agencies on the environmental impact of the proposed action.”  The request includes, but 
is not limited to, immediate access to or copies of all of the documents that do not have a 
functional web links listed as references in the DEIS at pages 9-1 through 9-25, pages F-111 
through F-116, all studies cited in Appendix H (Wildfire Literature Review), all studies cited in 
Appendix L (Herbicide Use and Wood Chip Application Literature Review), and the references 
listed in Appendix M at pages 40 through 41 of the “Fire/Fuels Analysis for FEMA Grants in the 
East Bay Hills.”  HCN is particularly interested in reviewing any documents not available in the 
DEIS appendices already posted online pertaining to (1) the DEIS’ elimination of any alternatives 
including any cost-benefit analyses, feasibility evaluations, or documents describing the 
methodology employed by the DEIS to evaluate the feasibility of rejected alternatives; (2) the 
DEIS’ discussions of air quality impacts, greenhouse gas impacts, and pesticide application 
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impacts, and (3) all input from the various cooperating agencies, including but not limited to 
correspondence and e-mails from the various applicants and the cooperating agencies.  The request 
does not include any document that is accessible from the FEMA web site established for the 
project at http://ebheis.cdmims.com/Documents.aspx.  Thus, HCN is not seeking copies or 
additional access to the DEIS itself or the appendices. 

 
On May 8, 2013, I sent a letter to Mr. Amaglio, the Regional Environmental Officer for 

FEMA Region IX who is the staff person overseeing the East Bay Hills EIS.  In that letter, HCN 
requested documents underlying the DEIS in order to effectively review and provide comments 
within the comment period announced by FEMA.  Mr. Amaglio promptly responded to my request 
that same day by informing me that he was forwarding the request to the Regional Counsel.  On 
May 9, I received an e-mail from Mr. Henderson, the Regional Counsel, informing me that the 
request I submitted would have to be submitted as a formal request under FOIA, referencing 
FEMA’s FOIA regulations.  If FEMA is going to require formal FOIA procedures in order for the 
public to access referenced materials, studies and other relevant documents underlying the DEIS, 
FEMA must adjust its public review period in order to allow the public a reasonable opportunity to 
access throughout the comment period all of the studies, referenced documents, and other relevant 
documents on which the DEIS relies for its discussions and analyses.   

 
“The purpose of NEPA is to ‘ensure that agencies carefully consider information about 

significant environmental impacts’ and ‘guarantee that relevant information is available to the 
public.’” Save the Peaks Coalition v. U.S. Forest Serv., 669 F.3d 1025, 1035 (9th Cir. 2012) 
(emphasis added) (citing Lands Council v. McNair, 629 F.3d 1070, 1075 (9th Cir. 2010).  
“NEPA requires that ‘the public receive the underlying environmental data from which [an 
agency] expert derived her opinion.’” Earth Island Inst., 351 F.3d at 1300-01, quoting Idaho 
Sporting Cong., 137 F.3d at 1150; 40 C.F.R. §1500.1(b).  “An agency must also ‘identify any 
methodologies used’ and ‘make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources 
relied upon for conclusions in the [EIS].’”  351 F.3d at 1301;  40 C.F.R. §1502.24.  “When 
relevant information ‘is not available during the [impact statement] process and is not available to 
the public for comment[,] . . . the [impact statement] process cannot serve its larger informational 
role, and the public is deprived of [its] opportunity to play a role in the decision-making process.’”  
N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. N.C. Dep't of Transp., 677 F.3d 596, 604-05 (4th Cir. 2012). 
 

HCN is a non-profit public benefit corporation consisting of volunteers seeking to 
participate in the public comment and review process for the East Bay Hills EIS.  Given FEMA’s 
obligation to have compiled the relevant documents upon which the East Bay Hills DEIS is based 
and to make them available to the public during the comment period, HCN does not believe it is 
appropriate for FEMA to condition the public’s ability to review and comment on documents 
relied upon or relevant to the DEIS on the payment of any fees, especially in advance.  To the 
extent, FEMA requests HCN to pay for any copies, pursuant to 6 C.F.R. § 5.11(k), HCN hereby 
requests a waiver or reduction of fees.  A waiver is appropriate because “(i) [d]isclosure of the 
requested information is in the public interest because it is likely to contribute significantly to 
public understanding of the operations or activities of the government; and (ii) [d]isclosure of the 
information is not primarily in the commercial interest of the requester.”  6 C.F.R. § 5.11(k)(1)-(3).   
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Disclosure of the requested documents will likely contribute significantly to public 

understanding of FEMA’s DEIS and fire management in the East Bay.  The requested documents 
pertain exclusively to documents relied on or otherwise compiled by FEMA in preparing the 
recently released East Bay Hills DEIS.  Preparing a DEIS pursuant to the National Environmental 
Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq., and providing the public access to documents as required by 
NEPA in order to prepare comments and disseminate information to their members and the general 
public is an operation and activity of FEMA.  The documents are essential to HCN’s and the 
public’s understanding of the DEIS and the proposed funding action reviewed by that 
environmental analysis.   HCN is not requesting any documents that would duplicate documents 
already available publicly on the DEIS web site or linked with functional web links within the 
DEIS or its appendices.  However, references relied upon by the DEIS and other documents that 
are not referenced or linked but that FEMA relies upon to support, for example, the range of 
alternatives considered by the DEIS or input from cooperating and other public agencies, would 
contribute to the public’s understanding of FEMA’s DEIS, and indeed are required to be disclosed 
pursuant to NEPA during the comment period.  All of the documents requested by HCN would be 
available to all members of the public interested in commenting upon the DEIS by FEMA’s 
comment deadline.  As FEMA is well aware, there are numerous groups, agencies and individuals 
passionately concerned about fire management in the East Bay Hills.  As for HCN, it has focused 
on fire management issues in that area for the last six years and assembled considerable knowledge 
regarding fire management techniques and actions in the East Bay Hills.  HCN intends to retain 
several experts to review the requested documents, as well as documents already available on-line.  
HCN will apply considerable expertise to reviewing the documents and contributing significantly 
to the public’s understanding of the DEIS, including circulating the results of its review to its 
members, the general public, news outlets, HCN’s newsletter and various other non-profit 
newsletters, e-mail lists, HCN’s web site 
(http://hillsconservationnetwork.org/HillsConservation3/Blog/Blog.html), and through FEMA’s 
NEPA process.   

 
Neither HCN nor its governing board have any commercial interest in the requested 

documents.  HCN is motivated entirely by the public interest of assuring effective and efficient fire 
management throughout the East Bay Hills area.  For all of these reasons, HCN respectfully 
requests that FEMA waive any fees it may otherwise assess.   

  
To the extent that any portion of the information requested is exempt by express provision 

of law, please segregate and delete that material in accordance with the statute so that the 
remainder of the information may be provided to satisfy our request.  If you determine that an 
express provision of law exempts from disclosure all or a portion of the material we have 
requested, please provide a determination and notification of the reason therefore, as required by 5 
U.S.C. § 552(a)(6). 
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FEMA FOIA Office 
Alessandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer 
John Paul Henderson, Regional Council 
May 10, 2013 
Page4 of4 
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Thank you for your prompt attention to this request. You may direct any email responses 
to michael@lozeaudrury.com. Should you have any questions regarding the request, please 
contact me at (510) 836-4200. 

Sincerely, 

~~~Michael R. Lozeau 

cc: Dan Grassetti, Hills Conservation Network 
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FEMA 

May 21, 2013 

Michael R. Lozeau 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12•h Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 

RE: FOIA Case Number 2013-FEF0-00729 

Dear Mr. Lozeau: 

We received your two Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests on behalf of the Hills 
Conservation Network (HCN) dated May 10 and May 16, 2013 for documents related to the draft 
East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The 
agency is currently processing your requests in accordance with agency FOIA guidelines. The 
purpose of this letter is to provide additional information on some of the specific requests in your 
letters and to respond to your requests related to the public comment period of the DEIS. 

The FEMA Disclosure Branch will provide responsive documents and status updates under 
separate cover. 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and accompanying Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, federal agencies are required to make all relevant 
information relied upon for the conclusions in an EIS available to the public. The DEIS released 
to the public on April 25, 2013 and published in the Federal Register on May 3, 2013 satisfies 
this requirement. Therefore, the agency will not extend the public comment period beyond June 
17, 2013. 

Regarding your May 10, 2013 request for documents cited as "References" on pages 9-1 through 
9-25, F-111 through F-116, Appendix H, Appendix L, and Appendix M, the agency is not 
required to provide an actual copy of the referenced material. The CEQ regulations only require 
the agency to "make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon 
for conclusions in the statement." 40 CFR § 1502.24. The agency is required to make available 
materials that are incorporated by reference. 40 CFR § 1502.21. However, the items listed as 
"References" are not incorporated by reference into the document; they are merely footnotes 
citing to research materials available to the general public through libraries and other research 
sources. Regarding referenced web links that may no longer be functional, the agency has 
followed accepted research practices by identifying the last date the materials were accessed 
online. The agency will update references when preparing the final EIS. 

w\'lw.fcma.f:O'' 

East Bay Hills Flh§i.i!1s>Alifjl!AO""*H1"!1\f!li~«ority 
Region lX 
11 I I Broadway, Sui1e 1200 
Oakland, CA 94607-4052 
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Michael R. Lozeau 
DEIS FOIA Requests 
Page 2 of2 

In your May 10, 2013 letter, you request any documents regarding the DEIS' elimination of 
alternatives; all documents on this subject are already included in the DEIS. If you tee! that this 
subject is not adequately addressed in the DEIS, please address this in your public comments. 

Regarding your May l 0, 2013 request for any documents discussing air quality impacts, 
greenhouse gas impacts, and pesticide application impacts, all documents on these subjects are 
already included in the DEIS. If you feel that these topics are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIS, please address this in your public comments. 

Regarding your May I 0, 2013 request for input from the various cooperating agencies, the 
agency is currently compiling the requested documents and will provide them through the FOIA 
process. 

Regarding your May 16, 2013 request for data utilized for the fire behavior models in Appendix 
M. this data is already available to the public in Appendix M, Part 2, "Anchor Point 
Methodology". The agency does not currently have access to the data in an electronic format. 

As stated previously, the agency has determined that the DEIS, which has been made available to 
the public, contains all of the relevant information supporting the conclusions in the document. 
We thank you for your interest in this project and look forward to receiving your comments by 
the public comment deadline of June 17, 2013. 

FEMA 's Disclosure Branch will continue to process your FOIA requests. If you need to contact 
FEMA again about this matter, please refer to the FEMA FOIA Case Number 2013-FEFO· 
00729. You can reach the Disclosure Branch at (202) 646-3323 or electronically at FEMA· 
FOIA@dhs.gov. 

lessandro Amaglio 
egional Environmental Ofticer 

cc: John-Paul Henderson 
Regional Counsel 
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I.,), l>t'prarfmCQt of U()nw:b.nd Mnrity 
~('~hwt. ~W 

Wllloil&ll~ 2~12 0C 

8 FEMA 
'-'"!.~~"' 

Mr. 0:111 Omsseni 
II ills C~.msen>ation Network OCl 221011 
1305 Alvarado Road 
Berkley. Calift)nlia 94705 

Rc: F'F.MA 11 -631 

IX-.tr Mr Grnssctti: 

lloi, is ohe final response oo your Freedom of lnfonnation Act (~OIA) rcqucso to ohe llqwtmcot 
of Homeland S.Curil)· (lliiS)IFe<kr.lll~cncy Man¥Cm<'OI ·\gene~ rFF~\). dat<d and 
n:c.d"'-'d by this office on JuJy 12. 201 1. Yau r~uc:stcd a1i com"spondcnee belv.«n Mr. 
Alessandro Amaglio (Oakland) and _I he lJS Fm~l Service. US 1J~po.rtment of Fis:h and Vlildlife. 
und nny olhc..'1' agencies that provided opilli<'ln.s r~qu~sted by FEMA in the devl!'lopment of tht~ 
OnoO EIS R.r FEMA grJnL<: PI)M('-I'J-Q9-CA·2005-0I I , PDMC-P.O-O'J-l"A-2006-004, PDMC· 
I'J-09-CA-2005-00.1, and DR 171 I IIGMP ( 16.18). 

We c<mduch:d a compn.:hcnsivc scurch of FE?vtA ·s Region IX ilJld lhc Grants Program 
Din."C.:torat<.: (GPO) for documents rcsponsh'e to your reque::;t '.fh\.: scnrch produc~d a total or J25 
pa~CS. Of those pages. we have determined th;1t 117 pag'cs oft..'1c reeotds an: ~lc.-~blc in their 
cntimy. and 208 pages an: p;1rtio•ll~ n:lc..'\Sablc pursuani to ~ 
5 ll.S .C. § 552(b)(4). (b){5). and (b)(6). 

FOIA E:u-mption 4 pro.u..·c::ls track secrets and oommet'('iAJ or fin~mciat information 
nhlninod from a person that tS pri,·ile~t=d ur cont'idc:nti<tl. Tile COUJU ha\'C: held that this 
~ul..s!!'Ci illll pTlJkcl~ (a) cu•1tidcn1iul conuncrciaJ infonnati(ul, th..: di~lo'\urc of which is 
likely to c.aus;e substantial h~•rm 1n 1hc c<..unpctitivc position or the: person who submitu ... -d 
the information and (b) inl'h rmtUitm lh~•l was voluntarily S\Jbmiu..:d let Lhc govcrwncnt if it 
i.s the. kiJ1d of infonnatiun lhal thc rrnvidcr would not cu~tornwily make ~wailablc to the 
publ ic. 

FOlA Exemption 5 pmltel' from disclosure those inter· or intrn-ilgc:nc.:y documc..."Dts that 
are normally prh.ilcgod in the ch il dtSCo\·c-ry context The lhrcc me')~ frequc:nlly i"''tJL.ol 
prhileges are the dtliberati\c process privilege. the attomt) \\Orkrprtlduct privilege. and 
the- anorue~-cli~al privilt=~c. Afu.--r csrefully I'C'\'Icwin-g tl)( rtSpocb>i\c ducumcnt."i. "VC 
determined that ponions of the n:sponsi.,.·c doc.ument-. c;uulif)• for J)(otcction w1dcr ti-H! 
fullowing privileec: 

• Dtlibtrath'e I'Mtts.s 1•rh'ilcg,c: 
'llte deliberative prnces~ privilege prot~1s lht: i ! .t~grit)' or I h.,; deliberative or 
d¢eish.>n-making processes within the a~cncy hv cxcllll)linl! frulll mandatory 
dlsdo.surc opinions. conclusions. and recomm..:.lk!.,Jiionl' iru.:lodcd within imt~r-
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Mr. Olin Grassctti 
F£~·L\ 11-631 2 

agency or inlnt·ug.c~ncy memoranda or llffiers. The release of lhi:; intemal 
inf.:mnation would di:scwr.og< the expressioo of condid opinions and inhibit the 
free and fnutk exchange ofinformarion among agency pcnonncl. 

FOI'A Ext-mptioo 6 exempts (rom di~du~ure pe.rsonncJ or mc:dical files and similar files 
Lhc release of which would cuu.sc a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 
This requires a balar\Cing of the public's right to disclosure U¥ttiJ\:;t U1e individuars right 
to privacy. The privacy Interests of the im.lividu.als in the rccord.s you have requested 
outweigh any minim::•l puhlic interest in disclosure of' the information. Any private 
llll~:n::::;t you may have in tlmt infom1ation docs not fucl(lr iru.o the aforementioned 
bo.loncing tcs1. 

Yuu haYc a right to appGll d'le above: wilhholdin!; determination. Should you wish to do so. you 
must seocl )'<)Ul' appeal and 3 copy urthi, letter. uitbin 60 dol" orth< dole of this letter. to: 
r>isciOS<II1: Brunch (I'OIA Appeals). FEMA. 1800 South ndl S~.r<et. l'ounll floor. Arlingtoo. 
Vitginin2059S-3005. Your envelope nod letter should be marked .. FOlJ\ Appeal.- Copies of 
lht: FOIA and OHS rcgulaliOrl~ are 3\'ailubh: at \w.w.dhs.gov/foio. 

AlllJ.S. Forest Service redactions '"" marked with ' ·per USPS (hX6).'' 

U.S. fun:st Service appc~;Jls must be 1no.dc in writing, wilhin 45 do..ys from the date of this lt:lkr, 
to l.he CWcf. USDA, F'or~t Service: I) by t.'-mail lu wt)_foia@fs.fcd.us: 2) by regular mail to 
l\·lo.il S1op 1143, 1400 hldepcndcnec Av~nuc:-. SW. Wa.shing1on, l>C 202SO·II4:l; 3)by Fed Ex or 
lJPS to 201 14., Street. SW. Woshingtvn, IX: 20250..1143 and telephone (202) 205-1542; 4) by 
f.lx 31 (202) 260-3245. The tenn "fOIA APPEAL" should be pi~ in capitallcUcr on the 
subjc<t line of the e-mail or on th< rront of the cn"clopc. To fioc:ilitate the processing of your 
appeal. plca:;c include a copy of this lcllcr andiO<the above ~OIA contrOl number a<.<igned to 
)OW' HllA roqucst. 

Pro ... isions of the FOIA allt)W os to rtcovcr pnrl of lhc: cost of eomplyinu with your request. In 
I hi~ illStancc. because of Lhe del3y in responding to yvur request, we arc wt•ivjng any tees 
as;wciMed with the proccssin& of il. 

If you nocd lo cuntact our office n~in t•bout I hi~ maner. ple3Sc refer lu FEMA ll-631. This 
office can be rt:3chc:d ~t (202) 646-.3323 or- dectronic31Jy :.l1 fEMA·fOlA(y,.~.gvv. 

Sincerely. 

~~~fo-+tw 
AcLing D isclosure Umneh <.:hicf 
Records Managcm..:nl Oi vision 
Mission Support Bureau 

Enclosure; Respon<ive Documents vn Cl) (325 pages) 
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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I hope this is helpful. 

-- Rob 

Rob Griffith 

2 
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United States De artment of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office 
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605 

Sacramento, California 95825-1846 

In Reply Refer To: 
81420-2010-TA-0849-2 MAR 02 2011 

Mr. Alessandro Amaglio 
Deputy Environmental Officer 
Federal Emergency Management Agericy 
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Oakland, California 94607-4052 

Subject: Preliminary Comments and Guidance frorp.the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 
on the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) Development of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and 
Biological Assessment (BA) for the Four Proposed Wildfire Mitigation Grant 
Application Projects (Grants Program) in the East Bay Hills, Alameda and Contra 
Costa Counties, California 

Dear Mr. Amaglio: 

It is our understanding that the FEMA Grants Program will provide financial support for four 
wildfire mitigation grant application projects in the Wildland.Urban Interface (WUI) of the East 
Bay Hills in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California, from Sobrante Ridge Regional 
Preserve in the north to Chabot Regional Park in the south. At issue are the potential adverse 
effects of this project on listed species and wildlife. The comments and recommendations of the 
Service are made under the authority of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 
USC § 1531 et seq.) (Act), our Mitigation Policy of 1956, and the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

This letter is based on: (1) the December 2009 Draft Final Wildfire Mitigation Policy Grant 
Application Reviews for PDMC-P J-09-CA-2005-011: UC Berkeley, Strawberry Canyon; 
PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2005-003.: UC Berkeley, Claremont Canyon; PDMC-PJ-09-CA-2006-004: 
City of Oakland, Regional Fuel Management Project; PDMC-P 1-09-2009-001.' UCSF, 
Edgewood Avenue; PD1IfC-PJ-09-2007-010: UCSF, Mt. Sutro South Ridge; HCMP 1731-16-34 
East Bay Regional Parks District} Management Project prepared by FEMA and URS, Oakland, 
California; (2) the November 2010 Scoping Reportfor the Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 
Environmental Impact Statement, East Bay Hills, California prepared by FEMA; (3) maps of 
vegetation communities in the action area provided by FEMA via electronic mail on 
January 11, 2011 (Flack in litt. 2011); (4) the July 2009 Wildfire Hazard Reduction and 
Resource Management Plan prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. for the East Bay Regional Parks 
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(5)
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(b)(5)
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(b)(5)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)
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(b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(6) (b)(6) (b)(6)

(b)(5)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)
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(b)(6)
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(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(6)

(b)(5)

per USFS (b)(6)
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DR-1731 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
East Bay Regional Park District 

Brushing Fuels Management 
PROJECT 
Instructions 

& 
Application 

OES 
CALIFORNIA 

* 

1 

Governor's OffiCe of 
Emergency Services 
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HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

DR-1731 

PJease read thO following instrudions prior to completjng the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) application. 
Accurate and complete Mswers are necessary for determWllng eligibility and expediting tho ravtow of your application. If 
you have additional quesUons whilo comploling tho ttppllcation, please call the Hazard Mitigation Branch at 
(916) 845-815(), Monday- Friday, 8:00.m- 4:00pm. 

Introduction 

As a rcsul1 ol the declaration of a major federal disaster for OA-173 1, the State of California Is eligible for 
HMGP funding. Declared counties inc!Uc!c Los Angei9S, Orange. Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, 
Santa Barbara, and Ventura. 

Hazatd mitigation aetivilies are aimed a1 reducing or eliminating fu1ure damages. Activities incfude hazard mitigation 
plans approvable by the federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and coot-olfectivo hazard mi1iga1ion projects. 

Federal funding is provided under the Aobcl'1 T. Stafford Etnorgoncy Assistance and Oisas.ler Relief Act {Stalford Act) 
through FEMA and tho State of Cali1omia Governor's Office ol Emergency Services (OES). OES is responsible for 
identifying program priorities. reviewing applications and forwarding rocommondalions lor funding to FEMA. FEMA has 
final approval for activity eligibility and funding. 

The federal regulations governing the HMGP ate found in Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations (44CFR) Parts 201. 
206. and 13. 

Only ae1ivities approved through the Notioe of Interest (NOI) process can bO submiltod as subgrant applications tor 
funding consideration under OR· 1731. The NOI submission deadline was Friday May 30, 200$. The NOI process 
identified activities that meet HMGP eligibility criteria and ate consistoru wi1h lho state's pro-osLablished priorities for this 
program. These priOf'ities aro identified in the NOI instruction materiaJ. 

Elimination Criteria 

All applications must be submlucd by 5:00pm August 29, 2008. 

1. BenefitlCost Ratios: Project with a BCR of lass than 1.0 witt not be considered. 

2. Local Hazard MIJigaJ!oo Plan (LHMPl Rcquirrunc.ot A FEMA·approved and Jocally adopted LHMP i3 required to 
receive federal funds for any project application aC\ivity. Subgrant applicants must have a FEMA approved Jocally 
adopted LHMP by the August 29. 2009. application doadlino. 

3. Federal Rcgucstod Sharo: OES will not accept ap~ications for activities with a tequested federal share that 
exceeds S4 mmion for pro{ect aC1ivities. _

4, Performance Period: OES will not accept applications for activities with perfonnanc& periOds exceeding 36 
months from dato of FEMA applicatiOn approval. 

5. Data Oocvmontalion Template: Beneti1 Cost Analyses must have a completed OOT in order to establish 
credibility of BCA. 

6. OES·Approved NOI: Each application must match with an OES·apptovod NOI. If you did not rooeive notification 
from OES lhattho acLivity described in an NOI submi1ted by the subgrant applicant was approved. do not submit 
an application for the activity. 

7. ~pies: AppticMt must provide cwo compfete applications. including all attad'lmonts, and CO's, as -separately 
grouped packages. One to OES files, one as the submittal to FEMA. 
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Other lmwtant Eligibifitv Considerations: The fol lowing cue also impol1a.nt considerations in determining the 
eligibility~ activities. 

A. Compfete<t actlvltles and acttvitlcs under constructiotl ato not etigibto for funding. 
B. Appfications that are incomplete, do not confonn to pre-estabf.ished priorilies. are not oonsistent with stata 

and fe<teral HMGP regulations. or do not meet elimination etitoria will not be considered. 
C. HMGP funds can.not be used as a substitute or replacement to fund a"ivities or programs that arc available 

under other federal authorities. 
D. Funds ate provided on a 75125 CO$! sha,re basis: 75 percent federal and 25 percent non-federal. MatChing 

funds must be Identified and soourOd in the application when submitted. A match commi1ment letter must be 
submitted with co OES with the application and signe<t by an authOf'ize<t agent~ the subgrant applicant that 
provides assurance to OES that tho subgtant appucant will provide tho required matching funds. 

E. HMGP funds cannot be used as matching funds for othet federal funds. 

Ranking Criteria 

Following Slate review. applitatiotls will bo tanked based on the following criteria: 

I. Project Aclivilies: 
s. 'The: benefif/cost ratio of the project. Applicatiorts with a higher benefit/cost ratio will rccci"e a higher r:~nking 

factor. OES will review the Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA), Data Documentation Template. a.nd supporting 
documentation for a.ocuracy and credibility. 

b. The federal share requested. Applications requesting highe.r federal share tunounL" will n-cdve. a higher 
ranking factor. 

c. The time needed to imple.mem the project. Projects that can be completed in the least amount of time will 
rccci\'e :t higher ranking. Factors will include the project schedule.the eomplexity of the en,•ironmental 
re"iew and the CuiTent stage of project planning. 

d. The capability of the applicant to complete the project as requested. Applicants that h :t\'e the best history of 
completing mitigation grsnt projects on time :md within budget will recei"e a. higher tanking factor. 

e. Number of Community Mitigating Factors, e.g. Communit)' Rsting System panicipant, Firewise Community, 
Co·opcrating Technical Panners. Intemational Building Code ttdoption. Nortional Fire Code Adoption. and 
Building Code ·effecth•encss Gr.1ding Schedule (BCEGS). 

f. Complete and detailed description of the scope of work. The projccc description and scope of work includes 
dimensions, areas, and volumes in enough defail to fully describe. the project. 

g. The scope, budge-t, schedule and BCA an: consistent. 
h. The appli~tion irlcludes a budget narrtrti"e. maps that describe. the location and chc project site. prelim ina!)' 

engineering drawings. and :1 m:lintenance a.,greemem that describes respOnsibilitits for maintaining the project. 
i. Adoption of LHl\IJP us lXI" of General Pltln $3fCt)' Element (Assembly Bill AB 2140) 
j . All applicable environmenta.l que.>tions have been answered or noted a~ Not Applic-able. 

Application Format 
To expedite lh9 roviow process, OES toquiros that the fol ~owing format be used for application submissions. 

iwo complete appliCations must bo submit1ed to OES. One completed appUcation consists of the following: 

t. A printQd (hatd·oopy) application. 
A hard-.oopy o1 any documents (clearty labeled) rcfcrrod to k'l tho app!ica!ion (e.g., maps, 
environmenlal Of' historical repor1s, e!c. ). 
A tabte of contents for the application and attachments. 
Th-e application and tabte of contents on a Compact Disc (CO). Include attachments on the 
CO it elcctronicat:y possible. 
For maps, plans, and doctJments ol ''ar','ing site, clearly label items and plxe lns{tdc a file folder. 
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2. Provh!c a socood oom¢ote application as described in 1. abo\'e. 

Each of the two CO«lP30to appl:<:.ations with attachments and CD must be separately packaged. 
One complete copy will be forwarded to FEMA for Its rcvtcw and final dotorminalion and tho o~her logged-in to OES 
files tor your protection it FEMA's copy is lost. 

Mail Of deliver com preted applications to: 

Governor's Office of Emergency Scf\!lcoo 
Hazard Mitigation Branch 
Grant Programs Section - Alton lion 1731 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, CA 95655 

Deadlines 

Applications must be received by 5:00p.m. August 29, 2008, or postmarked by August 29, 2008. Applications postmarked 
later tMn August 29, 2008, will not be a.ooepted. Applicants are encouraged to submit applications as soon as they are 
complete. Eligible applications that meet ptogram prloritios will M torwarded to FEMA For tinal determination. 

Organization of the Application 

The application package is organiled into eight main sections as follow'S: 

PART 1: ACTIVITY INFORMATION 
SECTION: I. Stato Information 

II. Subgrant Applicamlnfonnation 
Ill. Projoct lnformaliOn 
IV. Work Schedlde 
v. Cost Eslimato 
VI. Benefit/ Cost Effectiveness 
VII. ProjCC1 Compliance Assuranoo (State of California) 
VIII. Maintenance As$\Jrance Description 
IX. P1..'bllc NoUoo 
X. National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 
XI. Gct~ctal CommenlS 

PART II: ENVIRONMENT AI. QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECTION: I. Regulations 

11. Environmental CheCklist 
Ill. ProSect Concitions and Assurances 
IV. Other PO$Sibto Environmental l aW$ 
V. Alternatives 
VI. Administtativo Oocu'nenlS 

Authorization 
Match Commitment letter 
Subgrantee Assurances 
Acquisition I Rebcation I Ele\'ation additional Fonns 
Budget Unc·hcm Samples 
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IMPORTANT ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS: 

1. WHEN USING THIS FOAM, IMMEDIATELY ''SAVE AS" A NEW DOCUMENT IN ORDER TO 
MAINTAIN THE INTEGRITY OF THE ORIGINAL FOAM. 

2. SAVE TO A CD ANY DOCUMENTS THAT ARE PERTINENT TO THE APPLICATION. 
DOCUMENTS MUST BE IN VERSION WORD 97 OR ABOVE, PDF, OR EXCEL. 

3. WHEN ATTACHMENTS ARE INCLUDED WITH YOUR APPLICATION, A TABLE OF 
CONTENTS MUST BE INCLUDED. THE TABLE OF CONTENTS MUST LIST A FILE NAME 
AND CLEARLY REFERENCE THE QUESTION IT ANSWERS IN THE APPLICATION. THE 
TABLE OF CONTENTS AND ATTACHMENTS SHOULD BE ADDED AFTER PART II-
ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE. 

4. THE STATE IS REQUIRING THAT SUBGRANT APPLICANTS PROVIDE A BENEFIT/COST 
ANALYSIS (BCA) WITH PROJECT APPLICATIONS ON THE CD. The BCA must bo in tho 
original Excel format, not PDF. 

5. HARD COPIES OF ANY INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE ELECTRONICALLY (E.G. MAPS, 
CONSTRUCTION PLANS, ETC.) MUST BE SENT TO OES WITH THE APPLICATION 
MATERIALS. 

6. CONTACT THE HAZARD MITIGATION BRANCH AT (916) 845·8150 IF YOU HAVE 
ANY QUESTIONS. 

7. MAIL THE COMPLETED APPLICATION, BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS AND ALL 
ADDITIONAL ELECTRONIC DOCUMENTS SAVED TO A CD, AND ALL HARD COPY 
DOCUMENTS TO THE HAZARD MITIGATION BRANCH BEFORE THE 
APPLICATION DUE DATE. DR-1731 APPLICATIONS ARE DUE AUGUST 29, 2008. 
INCOMPLETE OR LATE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED. 

8. TEXT AND CHECK BOX INSTRUCTIONS: THE FOLLOWING APPLICATION CONTAINS 
TEXT FIELDS REQUIRING EITHER AN ALPHA/NUMERIC RESPONSE OR A BOX TO 
CHECK. TEXT RESPONSE REQUIRES INSERTION OF YOUR CURSOR ON THE FIELD 
BOX AND A MOUSE CLICK. CHECK BOXES REQUIRE CURSOR INSERTION AND A 
DOUBLE CLICK TO OPEN A MENU ALLOWING YOU THE OPTIONS OF NOT CHECKED 
OR CHECKED. ACTIVATE KEYBOARD NumLock IN ORDER TO ENTER NUMERIC DATA. 
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HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM 
APPLICATION INSTRUCTIONS 

DR·1731 

PART I: ACTIVITY INFORMATION 

SECTION!: STATEUSEONLY 
SECTION II: SUBGRANT APPLICANT INFORMATION 

1. SUBGAANT APPLICANT NAME: PrcMde the name or the state Ot local govcrnmenL private non-prom, or special district 
applyl:lg for gtant funds. 

2. FIPS #; Ptovido the FOdOralldentification Processing System (FIPS) number for the sl.bgtanl applicant H you cJo not 
!lave a FIPS number, contact OES. 

3. DUNS#: Provide the Data Universal Numbeslng System (DUNS) number. To obta:n your DUNS number call 
1·866·705--5711 fol' add:1ional information. 

4. COUNTY: PrOVidO lhe n.amo of tho county in which the subgrant applicant is tocated. 

5. SUBGRANT APPLICANT TYPE: Sotoct one. B igibte applicants include state and local governments, special distticts 
and private non-profit organizations. If your entity docs not fall into one ot thoso eatego:ies, you are not eligible to 
apply lor HMGP lun<t;ng. 

6. POUTICAL DISTRICTS: PrO\•ic!o tho numbers cf the poEtical districts for ltle subgrant appicant main office. II you only 
know the name of ~'Our political representatives. please call th~ office fOI' thO disltic1 numberS. 

7. CONTACT: Provide the name. address. phone number. fax numbct and c·mait addross lor tho person who will be the 
point or oontact lor OES. OES will contad thiS person wi1h questions and/or requests tor information. 

8. NFIP: National Flood Insurance Program Participation. 
Contact your county or local floodplain administrator for LAST CAV(Community Assistaooo Visit) DATE 

9. ALTERNATE CONTACT: PrO'\Iide the name, address. phone number, fax number and O·mail ~ddross fDf the person 
who will be the alternate poiflt ot Cotltact tor OES. 

10.LOCAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN REQUIREMENT: A FEMA-approvod local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) is 
required before tho August 29, 2008, application due date. 
C~e seclion and page In the LHMP showing projoct oonlormance. Provide the name'"tle of the l HMP 
and if the Subgrant Applicant has paJticipated in a mul1i·jurisdictiotla1LHMP klonti1y thO namo of the lead agency. 

SECTION Ill: PROJECT INFORMATION 

11 .PROJECT TITLE: Moot describe the same project a.s the ProSect Title in the approved Notice ot lntetost. 

12. PROJECT Jocalion: 

A. Detailed location (include the leMI descriptiOil. latitude aod k!ooltude coordinatos). FEMA requites that all 
projects must be geo-codOO using latitude and longitude {latJTong). The latllong cOOtdi:nates must be expressed in 
degrees to six decimal places (e.g ., latitude 36.999221, longitude - 109.044883.) If more than 10 COQ(dina!es ,are 
required, provide them on an anachcd document 

Identify the county where tho activity occurs. If the activity oocurs in more than one county, list all countios SOI)3rated 
bycomma_s. 

For structural projects or projects tnat directly benefit suucturos. provide COOfdinates for each structure at either the 
front door of the structu10 or tho inlorsoction of the publk: roacl and driveway that is used to access thO ptoperty. 
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For largo activity areas, such 8$ detention basins or vegetation management projects, the activity must bo described 
by three()( more ooordlnatos that idontily tho boundaries of lhe project. The bounc::&aries must include any area of 
potontial environmental, historic 01 archaeological impact as well as ser\lioo roads. slaging areas, or olf·sfle storage 
areas that will bo utilized dul'ing the construction of the project. The polygon created by connecting the COCH'dinatos 
must encompas-s the entire project area. 

13. MAPPING REQUIREMENTS: Clearly depict the project location. Include a vicinity map of the general area showing 
ma_i.or roads. Aerial photographs may bo used as vicinity maps. Prominentty mark the project location on the vicinity 
map. Additionally, provide a detailed project map that clearly ldentifias the project boundaries. The detailed project 
ma,o must shOw au raVIoog coordinates previously provided. Both maps must have a north arraw and scaJo. 

14 .. DEED RESTRICTIONS THAT LIMIT FEDERAL FUNDING: Indicate if thete is a deed restriction or permanent 
conservation easement on the property at the ptQ$CCI sito that would prohibit federal disaster funding (e.g .• a 
previously FEMA funded buy·ou1 of a struc1ure on this property). 

15. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FUNDING: List any Public Assistance Disaster Survey Rcpot'IS (DSR) or Projee1 
Worksheets (PW) that were completed at the project localion hom previous disasters within the last 10 years. 

16. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: All applications for project activiliM must bo consistent with the sub-appticanfs l.ocal 
Hazard Mitigation Plan (ll:iMP). Please include at the least a conceptual drawing of yout Intended project.. Sub-
applicants !D.!ill answer all questions 16 A. througn G. Provide detailed answers/des«iplions for each question. 
Applications that do not provide detailed descriptions of the proposed activity will not be considcued for funding. 
Refer to Sample in Administrative Documents at end of Application · THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION OR SOW 
NEEDS TO EXPLAIN THE FOLLOWING. 

A. PROJECT TYPE: Sub•AJ)pUcanl AT LEAST ONE PROJECT TYPE MUST BE SELECTED 
Fklod: Elevation - AcquiS-ition - ControJ (barriers, culverts. basins) 
Fire : Vegetation Management - Fi10 Resistant Bui.kting Materials 
Earthquake : Structura.l • Non·strue1Vral-Strvcturai/Non·Sttucturat 

8. Describe the full scope ofwork (SOW) of the project f.n dcta!l; (Provfdo dimensions. typos ~nd sizes of materials. 
lnc11cate whether the pto{ect Is located In existing righH)f.ways and/or in a previously disturbed area. 

C. If the PfoieCC involVes ground dlstutbanoo. o.g., cnlatging ditches or cutver1s, building f004prints, cfwersion ditches 
detention basins, etc ..• provide adcfrtional information as requested. 

0. Ooscribo in detail how the project reduoes hazard effects and risks. 

E. Desa ibO any other projects which may be related to the proposed ptofcct. FEMA must look at all projects in 
or.,er to determine a cumulatlvc effect 

F. When will the total ptoject bo compJctOd? {lndicato from Approval Date piU$ number of day, weeks, months etc.) 

G. Describe the ptoblem you arc ancmptlng to solve and the expected outoome. 

17. Re·state pro}ect county(s) AND Congressional Oistriet(s). 

18. Usc the check boxes to lndicato what haz.ard(s) this project will protect against. 

19. HAZARD AND RISK ANALYSIS: (1) In this $Oction idenlify clearly and in detail the hazards and risks that this 
project will address. (2) Explain how eac::h attemative would effect thO (isks idonlifted. (3) Explain why the preferred 
alternative was selected. The PAR T 2 · ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE will require 8 detailed cxamillatfon of 
the proposed project and Alternatives Q$ a requirement of rhc Code of FodottJI Regulations and the Nations/ 
Enllironmcnta/ Policy ACI (NEPA). 

1. Historv (®setibO tho hazards and risks to life, safe;y ancf improved property at least during tho last 25 years in the 
oroiecl ~ 
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2. Alternatives: Briefly describe alternatives to }'OUr proposed project Altematlvo.s arc typically No Action and ono 
Al1ematlvc. Recommend Flotuo> To ThiS Ovestion Aller Completing PART 2 • ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUESTIONNAIRE. 

3. Propos-ed Action: Briefly describe your proposed project and why it was sciCCiocJ from thO altorna!ivos. 
Recommend Rctum To ThiS Ouoslion Alter CompJe!ing PART 2 ·ENVIRONMENTAL Ol/ESTIONNAIR£, 

SECTION IV: WORK SCHEDULE 

PROPOSED WORK SCHEDULE: The schedule mus,t: 

1. Include all -signiflcant milestones and tasks (see Sample Milestone Schedule below). The application provides 
space for ten mitcstoncs. If mofo milestones are required, provide them on an attached document. 

2. Show activity duration in months. Total duration must not exoeed a 36·month performance period. 
3. Show the dutallon In months tor each miloslono. 
4. Provide a realislic appraisal of lfle time requited to comp5ete the project. 

Sample Mlle§IOOC Schedule fOI' a Ptoioct ACIMtv (ThO schedule shown below is meant onty as an example of the level of 
de!ail required tor milestones provided.) 

iE~3 

project. Add as 

The application provides space fOf' ton milastonos. II moro mi!estones are required, provide them on an attached 
document. 

SECTION V: COST ESTIMATE 

BUDGET CATEGORIES: Provide a detailed breakdown of activity costs. Budget items shOuld inc!udo PrOSoct 
management. engineering and design. silo acquisition, force account labor, contracts and construction coots. 
Typical planning activity caiegories include contract, mapping, printing, supplies. forco accOtJntlabor. etc. Include 
only those costs that are directty related to porlonning thO mi1iga1ion activi1y. If additional wOtk, such as remodeling. 
additions, improvements, are being done concurrently with the mitigation wOI'k. please do not includo theso costs in 
your budget. Contingency (for your agency), misoolfaneous, or other, are not eligible cost items. 

Contingency IN AN AWAADEO CONTRACT IS anliclpated. Do not ind ude subgrantee adminislration fees in the 
ac!Miy budget They arc calculatOd separately and provided in adC:rtion to the costs of approved mitigation 
activities. 
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Tho cost ostimato describes all anticipated oosts for the proposed aciivity. Only eligible costs that are included in 
bo;h the budget Md the scope of work will be relmbutscd. Any dOCtJmontalion that supports the budgot must be 
auachod to tho appfication. Total costs must be consistent with the requested federal shatc plus the matching 
funds and must be consistent with the projoct cost k'l tho Bonofit Cosl Analysis (BCA). 

Ineligible costs Include grant admfnlstraUon, projcet maintenance, contingency, coats not associated with 
tho acopo of work, or any undefined line Items such as .. other"' or ••miscellaneous." 

Tho application provides .space for ten budget line items. If more budget line items arc required, provide them on 
an attached document. 

Additional Unc·llcm nomonelaturo is included in t\\'0 Samples found at the ond of tho Administrative Document$ 
Section. Tho $Simp$es are only included to assist you in de\•eloping a credible budget. 

OES recommends that sub-appJicants provide a budget narrative or ju.stlflcatlon. Describe In your narrative 
the line-Items In your budget A narrative often preempts funding agency (FEMA) que-& tiona about the 
project budget, and indicates the applicants careful proJ~t planning. This Is a Ranking Factor. Enter your 
Narrative or Justification In tho COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS at the end of this SECTION V. or include with 
thi-& application as a s~parate documenl It your budget includes Force Account Personnel (your agency) 
Include In the narrative those personnel tltlo:s:, and hourly salary plus benefits for a total hourly cost 

FEOERALJ'NON·FEOERAL SHARE: HMGP funding is rostriotod to a maximum of $4 million federal share for each 
project application and S200,000 for planning applications. FEMA will oontrlbute up to 75 percCllt of the total project 
cost. A minimum of 25 percent of the total cligiblo costs must bO provided tcom a non-lederal source. However, a 
greater than 25 percent non-federal share is allowable. For example, on a $10,000,000 total project cost. the 
federal requested shale cannot exceed $4.000.000; thorofOt'e. lho non-federal match provided must be $7,000,000. 
The sum of the non-federal and federal shares must equal the total project cost. 

NON-FEDERAL MATCH SOURCE: The non-federal $0Urce of matching funds must be Identified by name ancs 
type. H "o1hef" is selected for funding type, provide a doscrlpUoo. TM wOt"dS "General Fund" is not sufficient. 
Ptovido tho date ol availabili1y for aU matc:fling funds and the date of the Funding Match Commitment Letter (sec 
attached sample form k ttet at THE Adminlsttatlvc Documents). If there is mOJo than ono non-federal funding 
source, provide the same information for each source on an a.nached document. Requirements fOi in·kind 
(donated} oonttlbutlons can be found In 44 CFA 13.24. 

SECTION VI: BENEFIT I COST EFFECnVENESS 

A benefitfcost analyst$ (BCA) Is required lor all mitigation project applications and must be completed by the 
applicant using the FEMA·approved software. The Mitigation SCA T ootkit is 1ree and available at 
bchelplioe@dhs.goy 01 toll ftcc at 866•222•3580. Pr(lj'oct BCAs must demons11ate oost·effectiveness through a 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) of 1.0 oc greater. ProjeC1s with a SCR of less than 1.0 will not be considered tot funding. 
Onoe the BCA is completed, enter the net ptcscnt valuo of benefits, lho total project cost estimate and the BCA in 
the fields provided. All values used in the BCA must be doct~mented. ' 

ALL BENEFIT COST ANALYSES SUSMITIED MUST HAVE A DATA DOCUMENTATION TEMPLATE (DDT). 

OOT's ate located in the BCA Toolkit. Each BCA modcl has Its own DOT. 

A DATA DOCUMENTATION TEMPLATE IS REQUIRED AND ITS SUOMITIALANDCREDIBILITY A RANKING 
FACTOR. 

SECTION VII- INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
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SECTION VIII- MAINTENANCE ASSURANCE DESCRIPTION 

FEMA must have written assurances that this project activity will be maintained once completed. 
Sub·applicants musl auaeh a maintenance plan or agreement that idenlif~es the main;enance tasks, WOfk 
schedule, the associated budget, and the entity or depanment that will perfOt'm the klng·tcrm maintenance. 
Maintenance ol projects is not an eligible grant cost but must be included in your BCA. 

Ploaso Note: Although a maintenance cost associated wilh a project is no1 all el igible budget item, an increased 
maintenance cost caused by the ptoposed project must be lnciOOcd In tho 8CA. Some projects do not havo an 
increased cost and some projects actually dea ease maintenance oosts. Explain if your maintenance remains the 
$8me, increases. or de<::reases. 

SECTION IX- PUBUC NOTICE 

SECTION X - NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) 

Information must be obtained from the floodplain manager in the jurisdiction/community where the project is located. 

SECTION XI- GENERAL COMMENTS 

There are three fields to enter any addlllonallnformatlon about your project not addroMod elsowhoro in 
lhis application: General Comment&, Cost Comments, or Environmental Comments. 

PART II : ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

PART II: ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. Regulations 
II. En\•ironmontal Checklist 
Ill. Pro{ect Condr1ions and Assurances 
IV. Oltlet PossiblO En\llronmenLal laws 
V. Atlematives 
VI. Administtativo Docl..l'neniS 

Authorization 
Match Commitment Letter 
Subgra.ntee Assurances 
Acquisiton I Aebealion I Elevation add~ional Forms 
Budget Unc·l1em Sampkls 
Narrali\'e · Who, What, When, Where, Why 
Fire-Vegetation Management Acquimd Loner Sample 

lEND OF INSTRUCTIONS! 
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NEMIS STATE PROJECT APPLICATION 

PART1 
.APPLICATION INFORMATION 

THIS IS PART 1 - PROJECT INFORMATION FOR THE NEMIS STATE PROJECT APPLICATION 
FORM (GENERIC) TO BE USED WHEN SUBMITTING A PROJECT THROUGH THE STATE FOR 
THE HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM. 

1. WHEN USING THIS FORM, IMMEDIATELY " SAVE AS" A NEW DOCUMENT IN ORDER 
TO MAINTAIN THE INTEGRITY OF THE ORIGINAL FORM. 

2. USE THE MOUSE TO MOVE FROM FIELD TO FIELD WHEN INSERTING DATA. 

3. SAVE TO A CD THIS APPLICATION AND ANY DOCUMENTS THAT ARE PERTINENT TO 
THE APPLICATION OR THOSE REQUESTED BY THE STATE OR FEMA. 

4. CD MUST BE IN VERSION WORD 97 SR·1 OR ABOVE OR WORDPERFECT 6.0 OR 
ABOVE. 

5. CONTACT THE STATE HAZARD MITIGATION OFFICE (916) 845-8150 IF YOU HAVE ANY 
QUESTIONS. 

6. MAIL TWO CO's, TWO PRINTED APPLICATIONS, AND TWO OF ALL ATTACHMENTS TO 
THE STATE HAZARD MITIGATION OFFICE WHEN APPLICATION IS COMPLETED. Refer 
back to Page 3 of Instructions, Application Format, for details. 

Governor's Office of Emergency Services 
Hazard Mitigation Branch 
Grant Programs Section- Attention 1731 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, CA 95655 

1 . STATE is APPLICANT and GRANTEE 

LOCAL AGENCY is SUB-APPLICANT and SUB-GRANTEE 
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a. Navigate through the f01m by using tho mouse 10 HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

===============aa••••••e:================================================================~•• 

STATE PROJECT APPLICATION FORM 

DR NO.: ti7J1J STATE:~ PROJECT NO.: TBD 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SECTION 1-STATE INFORMATION 

GRANTEE IN FORMAT/ON (IF APPLICABLE) 

GRANTEE: >!Governor's Otflcc of Emergency Scrvic.a$ 

FIPS CODE: >@0·92250f 
CONTACT: NAME: >ill! 

TITLE: >ill! 
ORGANIZATION: >IHazard Mitigation Bran chi 
ADDRESS: >f)&so Schriever Avcnu9 

CITY: >l\1arned 
STATE: ZIP CODE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

LONGITUDE: >f121.30505\';) 

LATITUDE: ,ij8.571@ 
TELEPHONE: >#1&-84s.sH@ FAX 1~0 : 

E·MAIL ADDRESS: 

PROJECT CONFORMS TO ITEM > I [::J 
in the State•s Mullihazard Mitigation Plan (It nccc.ssary also list which anne.x of the plan In the shaded text box.) 

According to the State•s Mulllhuard Mitigation Plan, PROJECT IS PRIORITY >I c:=J 
STATE LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT: >~ 
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a. Navigate through thO f01m by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

,.;====··· 
THIS PAGE FOR SUB-APPLICANT USE 

SECTION II- SUB-APPLICANT INFORMATION 

SUSGRANTEE INFORMATION 

1. SUBGRANTEE: *ast Bay Reg ional Park Dlslrlcd 

2. FIPS #: >@1-910 101 

3. DUNS •: >!07s29251M 
4. COUNTY: >'IAJamedij 
s. TYPE: GOVERNMENT 18] INDIAN TRIBE 0 PRIVATE NON-PROFIT 0 OTHER c:::::J 
6. POLITICAL DISTRICT($): CONGRESSIONAL tl. 10. 9. 13. 111 

STATE ASSEMBLY ~ 1 , 14, 15, 16, 18. 2(j 

STATE LEGISLATIVE 17, 9, 10J 

7. CONTACT: NAI.tE: Mr. / Ms.~ Fi1$t~ 

TITLE: >fGn'lnts Managed 

QRG;\Nil ATJQN: >!East o. .. y Regional Partt Oistric( 

ADORES$: >IP.o. Cox 53tnl 
CITY: >l§aklan(C 

STATE: ZIP COOE: 

LONGITUDE: >{37.743S2ij 

LATITUDE: >f122.1443@ 

TELEPHONE: >Ji10·544·220iC FAX NO: 

E·MAII. AOORESS: >.lrasmu.s.scn@ebpat1t&.ori 

8. NFIP PARTICIPATION 0 YES lEiNO LASTCAVOATE: CJ 
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a Navigate through the form by using the moU$e to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

THIS PAGE FOR SUB-APPLICANT USE 

9. ALTEANATE CONTACT: 

NAME: Mr. / M3.~ First~ Last ~ 

TITLE: >CJ 
ORGANIZATION: >CJ 
AOORESS: >CJ 
CITY: >CJ 
STATE: >D 
ZIPCOOE: >CJ 
TELEPHONE: >CJ 
FAX NO: >CJ 
E·MAIL ADDRESS: >CJ 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse lo H IGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

=======••aa===••aa••===e======:============================================================= 

' 
STATE USE ONLY 

I G,RAINTioE MU~ TIHAZARD MITIGATION P~N:SUBMITTED: ~ APPROVED: Rvmo71 

GRANTEE ADMINISTRATIVE P~: SUBMITTED: R 1/21071 APPROVED: l11n107l 

I SUB-APPLICANT! 
10. 
PLAN IS REQUIRED BY THE APPLICATION DUE QATEj 
THESE PLANS ARE ALSO REFERENCED AS "LHMP' OR local Hazard Mitigation Plan : 

LHMP's arc either Single Jurisdictional or Multi.Jurisdictional 

LOCAL MULTI·JURISOICTIONAL MULTIHAZARO PLAN: !Page 7, Section INFR~ Wlfdflre) 

DATE APPROVED BY FEMA: !August 4. 2@ 

DATE ADOPTED BY ~OCAl AGENCY: Qunc 21, 20061 

OR 

~OCA~ SINGlE JURISDICTIONA~ MU~ TIHAZARD MITIGATION P~: SUBMITTED:D APPROVED: D 

DATE APPROVED BY FEMA: D 

DATE ADOPTED BY LOCA~ AGENCY: D 
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a. Navigate through the form by using lhC mouso to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

=========:;==~~a••••••••c:=========================================================~~=a=~•• 

SECTION Ill- PROJECT INFORMATION 

11. PROJECT TITLEi >fEBRPD Bru.sh & Grassland Fuels Managemonij 

12. PROJECTLOCATION: 

DETAILED LOCATION (include the legal description. latitude and longitude CQO(Cifr'latos>: 

>The project l.s located In the East Bay Hills o l lho San Francisco Bay. The project is adjacent to the 
communities of Richmond, Konslnglon El Cerrito, Berkeley, Albany, Oakland, San Leandro & Castro 
Valley. The latitude and longl1ude coordinates for the project are: 37.722389, 122.076377; 37.716875, 
122.104535; 37.957400, 122.329996 and 37.964092, 122.265723. The project l.s on lands operated by the 
East Bay Regional Park District. The project l.s to be conducted In Tilden Regional Park, Wildcat Canyon 
Sobrante Ridge Regional Park, Sibley Regional Preserve, Huckleberry Regional Preserve, Leona Open 
Space, Redwood Regional Park. Anthony Chabot and Lake Chabot Regional Paik. 

13. Attach or enclose Maps (USGS. C11y plat maps, aerial photos)~ ohotoorAohs and diagrams that clearly ccpict tho 
oxact project location. Maps should be oriented with a North am:~N. 

>See attached maps and pictures: EsUmaled Fuels Managomont Costs for PDM Brush Reduction Grant 
August 18, 2008{FIIe Name: Eslimato & Maps. EBRPO Brushing Project. 2008~8-18.pdf) 

14. I!> thoro a deed restriction or permanent oonservation easement oo the ptopot ty at thO project site that would 
prohibit fcdefal di§8S!Cf fun<l ng? (Y'Ias thOro a previously FEMA funded buy·ou1 of a strucwre 011 this 
property?} 

>There are no dood rostrlclion& or permanent conservation eas-ements on the property that would 
prohibit federal funding. 

15. L1ST ANY PUBL1C ASSISTANCE DISASTER SURVEY REPORTS (DSRs) or PROJECT WORKSHEETS 
(PWs) THAT WERE COMPLETED AT THE PAOJECrS LOCATION FROM PREVIOUS DISASTERS (ONLY 
WITHIN THE LAST 10 YEARS). 

>None 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

=================;;======~····===e========================================================= 
16. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: REOUIRED 

A. PROJECT TYPE: Double Click the &elected box. At least one must be selected. 

EQ-Struclural 0 EO-Non-structural 0 EQ Structural & Non_Structural 0 
Flood-Elevation 0 Flood-Acquisition 0 F1ood·Control 0 
*Fire-Vegetation Management (8] Fire-Re-sistant Bldg. MaterialaO 
* if Veg. Mgmt, see Sample letter In Administrative Document$. Thi.$ is a roquirement if your projec-t is within 1.5 mile of 
any federal land (BLM, NPS, UFS, etc.) 

6.. DESCRIBE THE FULL SCOPE OF WORK (SOW) OF THE PROJECT IN DETAIL: (Provide dimensions. types 
and sizes of materials . lndScate whether the project Is located in oxistiog t iSht·Of-ways and/or in a prev)ously 
dislUtbcd ar-ea (cit.M r crcsaibo il'l 4,000 characlers or less or atlach/enclose separate WORD OOC:umcnt} 

IF ANY DOCUMENTS ARE ATTACHED, STATE ITS EXACT TITLE. 
> EBRPD would conduct vegetation management within 10 roglonal parks (Tilden Regional 
Park, Claremont Canyon Regional Prosorvo, Slbloy Volcanic Regional Preserve. Hucklebe-rry 
Regional Proserve, Redwood Regional Park, Anthony Chabot Regional Park, Loona Heights 
Regional Open Space and Lako Chabot). 

Most of tho proposed vogotatlon management activities would be implemented within smallor 
action areas within the project sitos, so tho actual acreage affected would be less than the total 
acroage of the sites. Types of vegetation management proposod for those sites Include hand 
labor, small troo romoval, mochanlcal tre-atments, prescribed burning, grazing, and chemical 
treatments. Most of the vegetation activitlos focus on romovlng nonnative species, French 
broom, and acacia, but shrubs, such as coyote bush and sago, would also bo removed or 
reduced in height 

See attached: HMGP 1731, ProJect Approach, EBRPO Brush Fuols Management Project (File Name: 
Projoct Approach, Brushing Fuels Management.doc) 

C. IF THE PROJECT INVOLVES GROUND DISTURSANCE. E.G .. ENLARGING DITCHES OR CULVERTS. 
DIVERSION DITCHES, DETENTION BASINS. STORMWATER IMPROVEMENTS, ETC., PROVIDE THE 
FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

a. AUac:hlcnc:losc studios and preliminary engineering, including any hydrological data. 
b. Attach/enclose original drawings or blueprints thai show tho footprint and elevations. 

IF ANY DOCUMENTS ARE ATTACHED, STATE ITS EXACT TITLE. 
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a. Navigate lhrough the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIE:LO. 

=---=====--====--=======--=====---====--============= .. ···········~====--==== ==--===--=== 
> In general, work will bo conductod outsldo of avian nesting and fledging season (March 15-
July 30) and outside of tho wet season (Nov. 15- April 15) unless a compelling reason 
indicated otherwise. For brush nearest tho know habitat of tho Alamada Whlpsnake, the 
avoidance strategy will involve removal of the brush during the winter when tho snakes are 
hibernating underground, then delaying the skidding of the brush until the following summer, 
when the snake is active and ablo to easily avoid and escape the machinery. 

Somo work may be conducted during avian nesting and fledging season if an avian survey is 
performed by a qualified biologist and no nesting Is found In tho area to be cut block, nor within 
200feel. 

Some work contracts may be issued over winter allowing the contractor to remove brush by 
hand over the wet months, but delay skidding operations until tho ground has dried. In this 
region, wo afton g<tt stretches of dry weather over the winter where such operations arc 
feasible, but it is not guaranteed. The benofit of this contracting approach Is that prices can be 
very attractive when work is issued during normally slow times for tho contractors, rather than 
during thoir peak work soasons when they can be overloaded with jobs and very selective and 
expensive. 

h is expected that tho cut blocks will begin at tho bottom of tho slope and the project will 
proceed upward over time. Subsequent cut blocks would bo contiguous to those already 
completed, each with a clear path to the landing area. 

See anached: HMGP 1731 Work Detail (FiiG Name: Work Detail, Brushing Fuels Management.doc) 

D. DESCRIBE IN DETAIL HOW THE PROJECT REDUCES HAZARD EFFECTS AND RISKS: 
(Either descn!le in 4.000 chata.oters or less or auach/enclose separa1c \NORD dOCument) 

>Tho goal of a program that is 45% etfeelive Is seen as viable. Fires will sllfl occ-ur but their damage w ill 
be reduced and the community more resilient. This overall program effectiveness goat accommodates 
liM: community members who resl.st changing tholr own homes to make them more resistant to Ignition, 
and the areas of high fuel loads where other considerations, such as landslides or endangered species, 
limit m ltlgallon actions. This 45% goal also recognizes that there are other effective mltlgallon actions 
necessary to reduce the potential damage to a community, such a suppression actions and water 
s.upplles. 

The following effec1iveneas perccntage.s wero identified for each action within the three-prong strategy: 
1. Create fire-resistant communities 20% 
2. Create strategic fuel break systems 10% 
3. Reduce heavy vegetative fuel loads and restore forests 15% 

See attached: Effectiveness of Treatments HMGP 1731 (File Name: EffectlveM$$ of Treatmonts.doe} 

E. DESCRIBE ANY OTHER PROJECTS OR PROJECT COMPONENTS, WHETHER OR NOT FUNDED BY 
FEMA, WHICH MAY BE RELATED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT. OR ARE IN OR NEAR THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT AREA. FEMA MUST LCOK AT All INTERRELATED PROJECTS UNDER NEPA REGULATIONS. 
(Failure lo disclose couk:l jeopardize Federal funding.) (E:ither dos-eribO in 4,000 charac1ers or less or at1achl 
cnctosc separate WORD dOCument) 
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a. Navigate through the fOtm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==============================~····--·············========================================= 

>Fuel management projects area currently planned by the City of Oakland, University of California at 
Berkoloy and the East Bay Regional Park District has addit.lonal plans to conduct vegetation fuels 
management projects on Its land. Funding and clearance tor tho-so projects vary. The Cily of Oakland 
and UC projects are funded and awaiting final approval before proceeding. East Bay Regional Park 
District ha.s funding for the maintenance of existing fuel management areas but doea not have resources 
or approvals to add areas of new fuels management. 

Sco attached: Interrelated Fuels Management Projecls in the East Bay Hills HMGP 1731 (File Name: 
Interrelated Fuels Management, HMGP 2008.doc) • 

F. WHEN WILL THE TOTAL PROJECT BE COMPLETED? (Indicate from APP'<Wal Oato p<us number ot days, 
weeks. months etc.) 
(Eilher de$Cribe in 4,000 characters or less Ot attach/endose separate WORD document) 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==========================================:;;=====••••••• .. •••e=--=====--====--==--===---=== 
>The project will take thrc:e years to complete. 

Year 1 
lnitittl bmshf,..,.ccdlladdcr fuel redttction using hand labor @ $2000/acre = S 780,000 
Initial herbicide application dllfing brush reduction @ $1000/acre = S 390,000 
Debr is removaJ by burning. chipping, or hauling off-site @ S500/acrc = $ 195.000 
Reseeding and/or rehab @$100/acre = S 39,000 

Year2 
Follow-up herbicide application @$'200/acrc = $78.000 
Follow-up weed re-ductioo using hand-labor or go:lts @$1000/acrc = $ 390.000 

Yoar3 
Follow-up herbicide :~pplication @S 100/acrc = S 39.000 
Follow-up weed reduction using hand-labor or goats @$600/acre = S 234.000 
Subtotal for 390 of 590 acres= 52,145,000 

For 200 acres where terrain/access allows mechanical treatment: 

Year I 
Initial brush/weed teduction using machiner)' @ S 1500/a<.-Te = S 300.000 
!.odder fuel reduction @S 1000/acrc = S 200,000 
Reseeding and/or rehab @$100/acre = $ 20,000 

Yeat 2 
Follow-up herbicide application @5400/acre = S 80,000 
Follow-up weed reduction using hand-labor or go:us @$ 1000/acre = $ 200.000 

Ye-ar 3 
Follow-up hetbicide application @$200/at:re = S 40.000 
Follow· up weed reduction using hMd-Jabor or goats ®S600/acrc. = $ 120.000 
Subtotal for 200 of 590 acres = S 960,000 

G.. DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM YOU ARE ATIEMPTING TO SOLVE AND THE EXPECTED OUTCOME. 
(Ei1her describe in 4,000 characters ot less or anach/onoloso separate WORD docvmenl) 
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========================~=···· ... ···==--~==·===--====--===---====--=====---===--===--====--
a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTEA OATA IN EACH FIELD. 

• Reduce fire hazard on publicly-owned lands In the East Bay's wlldland·urban lnlorface to an 
ac:c.optablo level of risk 

Prosorve aesthetic landscape values for park users and neighboring communities 

Provide a menu of opUons for wildfire fuels management and habhat restoration and maintenance to 
address a variety of topographic situations, vegetation typC$1 available tools and techniques (such as 
hand removal, mechanical control, herbicide application. prescribed fire and grazing) over time 

Evaluate the environmental effects of various vegetalion/fuel.s management options and describe 
procedures tor maintaining opllmal habitat and oeological function, and to minimize or mitigate the 
effects of vegetation management on defined spec-Ies of concern 

FEMA USE ONLY 
PROJECT TYPEj EEMA will further refine Pro!ect !Vpc 

Selection of numerical Project Type is a FEMA Function 
PRIMARY - SO!ect thO P1imarv Project Tvpo 

90SERIES D (press TAB or Highlight} 
100SERIES D (press TAB or Highlight} 
200 to 202.4 SERIES D (press TAB or Highlight) 
203.1 to 204.4 SERIES D (press TAB or Highlight) 
205.1 SERIES D (press TAB or Highlight) 
300SERIES D (pr-oss TAB or Highlight) 
400 SERIES D (pr"Css TAB or Highlight) 
500 SERIES D (pross TAB or High tight) 
600 SERIES D (press TAB or High tight) 
700 SERIES [J (press TAB or Highlight) 
800 SERIES D<P<OSS TAB 0: Highl;ght) 

2111~> ·Select Scconcr.ary Proioct Typo 

00 SERIES D (PIES$ TAB 0( Highlight) 
tOO SERIES [J (p<ess TABor Highlight) 
200 to 202.4 SERIES D (p<CSS TAB 0( Highlight) 
203.1 to 204.4 SERIES D (p<css TAB or Highlight) 
205. 1 SERIES D (p<css TAB or Highlight) 
300SERIES D (press TAB or Hoghllght) 
4()0SERIES D (press T AS or Highlight) 
500SERIES D (press T AS or Highlight) 
GOO SERIES CJ (press TAB or Highlight) 
700SERIES 0 (press T AS or Highlight) 
BOO SERIES Q (press TAB or Highlight} 
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==========================---====---========================:=:=====a.••····~·============== 

a. Navigato through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

17. PROJECT COUNTY: > lame<IOI PROJECT COUNTY: >C:J 
PROJECT COUNTY: > onwa Cos 

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT: >fii. 10 . 7J 

18. HAZARD TYPE: REQUIRED (WHAT HAZARD W ILL THIS PROJECT PROTECT AGAINST?) 

CHECK FROM THE FOLLOWING LIST (MORE THAN ONE CAN BE CHECKED) 

BIOLOGICAL 0 CHEMICAL 0 
CIVIL UNREST 0 COASTAL STORM 0 
CROP LOSSES 0 DAM/LEVEE BREAK 0 
DROUGHT 0 EARTHQUAKE 0 
FIRE ® FISHING LOSSES 0 
FLOOD 0 FREEZING 0 
HUMAN CAUSE 0 HURRICANE 0 
LAND SUBSISTENCE 0 MUD/LANDSLIDE 0 
NUCLEAR 0 SEVERE ICE STORM 0 
SEVERE STORM(S) 0 SNOW 0 
SPECIAL EVENTS 0 TERRORIST 0 
TORNADO 0 TOXIC SUBSTANCES 0 
TROPICAL CYCLONES 0 TSUNAMI 0 
TYPHOON 0 VOLCANO 0 

OTHER (SPECIFY IN COMMENTS) 0 

I> I 

19. HAZARD AND RISK ANALYSIS 

1. HISTORY (describe the hazards a.')d rit.ks 10 life, sslety and lmprooted propel1y ~-IAeasl d1,1ring lh¢ l~st 25 years in 
the prci«t area. I Describe In 4,000 CIUtacters or less Of Alt~h.'CI'I¢1¢$0/CnciO"...C;) WOAD documcnl): 
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a. Naviga1o through the form by using 'he mouse •o HIGHLIGHT AND ENTEA DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

----=====--=====--======~======;8·==··· .. ···~~ .. ===========--====== ==== ===--===--===---
>Between 1923 and 1993, 14 major wilcffire:s: occurred In the east bay hills, burning over 11,000 acres, 
destroying 3,SOO home.a and causing 25 deaths. The 1991 Oakland Tunnel Flro sot a llagic record only 
S-urpassod In by the Southern California fires. The 1991 fire s111lstands as the highest destruction of 
California home.a per acre. The East Bay Hills' combination of hot dry summers, wlncf.eonducive 
topography, flammable vegetation, dense urban development, limited fire-fighting access, and diablo 
winds comprlse.a these continuing subs.anUal regional fire dangers. Bocauso no significant fire· 
engendered restrictions have been placed on development. fire safety ean only be achieved through 
rigorous oversight and active management of the r&glonal fuel loads. The project is located on the head 
slopes of heavily vegetated canyons Immediately adjacent to large re.sldentlal areas. The sites lay 
adjacenl to Oakland and Berkeley, displaying similar fire risk conditions to the catastrophic 1991 Tunnel 
Flro. The dense non~native eucalyptus forests typical In the project area are extremely productive In 
terms of fuel load, with your.round shedding of leaves, small branches and bark. Hot winds during fire 
oventa can carry such material several miles as burning embers. Secondary spot fires and roof Ignitions 
from these firebrands substantially Increase flro range and values at risk. The project location is in the 
upper reaches of heavy wooded slopes lmmedla1ely adjacent to the cities of Oakland and Berkeley, ncar 
the site of and displaying similar risk conditions to the cata&1rophic 1991 Tunnel Fire. That fire and Its 
re.&ultant losses were significantJy increased by the wind-borne firebrand lgnlllons cSes.erlbed above. 

See attached: East Bay Hills Flre Hazard History HMGP 1731 (File Name: East ~Y Fire Haz.ards.doc) 

2. AL TERNAJ!VES: Briefly describe alternatives to your proposOd projoot. Recommend return to this 
qc:estion ilffer completing PART 2 ·ENVIRONMENT At QU§STJONNAIRE 

>The ucond alternative to the project Is to tako no action. This alternative would allow the vegetation 
and fuel load to continua to Increase and therefore increase the risk of ca1astrophlc fire. 

The third altemaUve is tho use of caHfe grazing to reduce vegetative fuel loads. This al1ernatlve Involves 
the removal of brush, the construction of barbed wire fences to contain tho cattle and the construction 
of water troughs and other Infrastructure necessary for cattle operations. This allernatlve can be cost 
effective and is a popular method of vegetation fuel control In many area.t> around the Bay Area. 
However, the introduction of cattle noar tho homes of the East Bay. Hills would be challenged by stltf 
opposition from neighboring home owners. In addition, the Introduction of catlfo would be a sorious 
threat to rare plants: in area and have significant impacts to water quality. 

3. PROPOSED ACTION: Briefly describe your proposed project and why it W8.$ selected from the alternatives 
Reoommend retum to lhis questio-1 after completing PART 2 • fNVIBONid£NTAL OU£$Tf0NNAIRE 

>The proposed action was selected becauu It has the best chance for long term success. Brush 
removal and conversion to gras.s land is tho best option for long term reduction of hazardous fuels.. In 
addition to the reduction In fire danger the eradication of brush In these critical areas Is the best 
alterna1ivc for Improving tho habitat for nallvo plants and animals. The conversion of these brush fields 
to a mosaic of brush and grass lands will improve the quality of the environment for native species. This 
action Is tho most etfoetlvo way to roduco fire risk and is very cost effective as documented by the 
Benefit Cost Analysis. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse 10 HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DA TA IN EACH FIELD. 

====================--=a••••aa••~R~======================================================== 

SECTION IV· WORK SCHEDULE 

(Enter proposed work schedule) 

DESCRIBE THE MAJOR WORK ELEMENTS AND HOW LONG THEY WILL TAKE TO COMPLETE. 
Some Project Applicat.lon examples are : con.structlon, architectural, design, anglnocrlng, inspection, tesling, 
permits, project management, mobllizalion and de·mobilization. 
Some Plan Application examples may be deduced from your Sco~ Of Work 

1. DESCRIPTION: l?to;ect Manasmerti TIME FRAME: (i§j (e.g., DESIGN 5 MONTHS) 

2. 
DESCRIPTION: Efn~llill:· ~-:~h~an~lc~a~l T~•~ea~,m~e~n~j:!!!i~T;I:ME FRAME:~ 

3. DESCRIPTION: f~llial 8ru$h Removal Using Hand LabOf) TIME FRAME: ~ 

4. DESCRIPTION: P£bris Removal Using Buming, Ch!ppin9 or Hauk!ng Oftslle! TJME FRAME:~ 

5. DESCRIPTION: !EnWonmcnt;)l MonitoriN ) TIME FRAME; ~ 

8. TIME FRAME: jgJ 
9. DESCRIPTION: f!eapplica6on of HerbicidOJ TIME FRAME: Iii 
10. DESCRIPTION: t§apelicalion of Hcroicidg TIME FRAME: ~ 

SOME OR MANY OF THE ABOVE ELEMENTS MAY OVERLAP. 

IN COMBINATION, STATE THE AMOUNT OF TIME YOU ANTICIPATE THIS PROJECT TO TAKE FROM 
THE DATE OF GRANT APPROVAL. Should be 1he same as SECTION Ill. t 16.F. 

MONTHS: fj§J 

COMMENTS: 

EBRPD has demonstrated success in managing similar fuel reduction pro;eets wi1h successful 
completion of 27 sueh proJoets over the pMI 5 years. Our long term goal is to greally reduce the fire risk 
along the entire interface between our parks lands and adfaeent high risk developed areas. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

======-===== ·····----=-======---====- --=====-====-===--====--===-===-====-====-== 
>Budget Narrative, East Hills F~o~els Management 

For 390 acres where terrain is steep and/or accet:S Is dffflcuU: 
Year1 
Initial brush/weed/ladder fuel reduction using hand labor @ $2000/acre = $780,000 
lnillal herbicide application during brush reduction @ $1000/acre = s 390,000 
Debris removal by buming, chipping, or hauling off-site@ $500/acre = S 195,000 
Reseeding and/or rehab @$100/.aero = s 39,000 
Year2 
Follow-up herbicide application @$200/aere = s 78,000 
Follow·up weed reduction using hand-labor or goats @$1000/acre = $ 390,000 
Year3 
Follow-up herbicide applicalion @$100/acre • $ 39,000 
Follow-up weed reduction using hand-labor or goats Cl$600/acre = $234,000 
Subtotal for 390 of 590 acres = $2,1 4S,OOO 
For 200 acre.s: where lerrainlaccess allows mechanical treatment: 
Year 1 
Initial brushfweed reduction using machinery @ $1500/acre = s 300,000 
Ladder fuel reduction @$1000/acre = S 200,000 
Reseeding and/or rehab @51 00/acre = S 20,000 
Year2 
Follow-up herbicide appllcalion @S400/acro = S 80,000 
Follow-up weed reduction using hand-labor or goats @$1000/acre = $ 200,000 
Year3 
Follow-up herbicide application @$200/acre a $ 40,000 
Follow-up weed reduction using hand•l-abor or goats @$600/acre = S 120,000 
Subtotal for 200 of 590 acres = S 960,000 

Sublotal All590 Acres= $3,105,000 
Biological Monitoring (10%) = S 310,500 
Project Management (10%) = $310,500 
Total ProJect= ~.726,000 

Projocl Management - The project will be developed and administrated by an AdmlnistraUvo Analyst 
working for the East Bay Regional Park Dlslrict Fire Department. This analyst will develop the proJect 
specifications, mapping and final work program necessary to complele the proJe<:t. The Administrative 
Analyst for the East Bay Regional Park District Firo Department Is paid 529.65 per hour in waget: and Is 
paid $29.65 in benefits. 

Environmental Monitoring· Over the more recent years the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has required a 
full·tlme b iological monitor on site during all conslruclion activities. This practice is common not only on 
fuels management projects, but other type-s of construction projects as well. Sometlme.s tho East Bay 
Regional Park District hires a consullant b lologisl to monitor projects, but in this case the District has 
quali1ied staff to fulfill this role. Biological monhorfng for this project will bo preformed by a staff 
Biologist. The District's biologist Is paid $40.14 per hour in wages and i-s paid $40.14 per hour In 
benefits. 

25 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 412



a. Navigate thtough tho fotm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIElD. 

-=====--~====:::=======================================================;:==••••••••.:======= 

SECTION V- COST ESTIMATE 

Some categories for projected expenditures aro: Project Management, Engineering & Design, 
(explain in detail under Cost Estimate Comments below), Accounting, Legal, Site Acquisitions, 
Labor, Materials & Supplies, Equipment, Staffing, Transportation, otc 
(Contingencies and admlnlstratlv" costs"'" NOT allowable costs). 

Unit oty: I!J Unit ot l.r¢.1Surc: •.•.• Lump Sum Unit Cost: J31o.s00J Cost Estimate: P1 o.soffl 

B. Item name.iBioklglcai Monltortr;J 

Unit Oty; I!] Unit of Measure: .•.•• Lump Sum Unit Cost: @1o.soij cost E$tirMtc: tl1o,SOOJ 

C. Item name: fnilial Brwh/Woed Reduction U&ing MachinefYI 

Unit Oty:~ Un/1 ol I.Wsurt!: ..... Acre Unit Cost:ft,500 I Co.st Estimate: 13oo.§OOI 

0. Item name: . n iU.al Brushi'Weed AOOuctlon UsJng Hand Labod 

Unit Qty: ~ Unit ol Mc-1surc: ..... Aero Unit Cost: 12.521 Cost Estlmare: @so,OQOI 

E. llem name: l§ebrls Removal by Burning, Chipping or H.aulingl 

Unit Oty: ~ Unit of Measure: ..... Acte Unit Cost:~ C-0$1 E$tim:Jtc: ft9s,OOOf 

F. Item name: f!crbic:idc App!ic:atio"J 

Unit Oty: ~ Unit of Measure: .. -.Acrt: Unit Cost: ft .0631 Cost Estimate: 16#7.ooffl 

G. Item nsme: IReseecllngJRehabilitatiOfi 

Unit Oty: ffi Unlt ol Measure: ..... Lump Sum Unit Cost: l59,00ij Cost Estimate:~ 

H. Item name: IF011ow up Weed Reduc:Uon Using Hand Labor or Goalij 

Unit Oty: ~ unft ol Measure: ..... Acrt! Co.st Estlmate:@44,00§1 
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a. Navlgato lhtough tho fatm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIElD. 

-====•-••• •••••a.a========•==-====~•·---•-•a======= ... •••-•• --:0 L 

Vnlf or:O 

J. ·--o Unitol~-

Vnlty or.c::J Urtil of Mooi$W'e: --- VniiCoot:O Cost E$llmate: ~ 

ENTER TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE: >13.726,@ 

SPECIFY COST BREAKDOWN: 

APPLICANT $HAAE s~ 
FEDERAL SHARI!! (MAX 75"4 OF ELIGIBLE COSTS) s~ 

ES"nMATEO TOTAl COST sll.m,o§()j 

27 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 414



a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

============~=======··~==·--···················· .. ~======================================= 
MATCH SOURCES (NON·FED SHARE FUNDING) 

TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE: >$ 13'.726,0001 

PROPOSED FEDERAL SHARE: >$ Ji0794,SOCJ 

FEDERAL SHARE PERCENTAGE: >l 75 1% 
PROPOSED NON-FEDERAL SHARE: > H93t.so01 

1. SOURCE AGENCIES~ > (S9Jc>cf Loui Agen~y FuncJM_g, Otll$1 Agev'lcy Fwdlflg, PriVate Non Profit Of State AgMCy I'UIIdlflg) 

SOURCE NAME: >{East Bay Regional Park District Meature c F'undi.ng (Proj oet Numbers 541200 through( 

(Proj ed NumbOrs 541700) and E.;ut Bay Regional Partt Oi5tricl General Fund (Proiect Account Number 5500009 
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Navigate through the form by using the mouse lo HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

!1 ··-·-· ... -~-~····- --------- ---------.- -- --- ~t:J -.. ---· 
... ., .. _.,. ___ ...,,, ..... _ 

• ·~ 
-~- - • ~· •• -- -~- ·~ • ... •I ., -- ......... _ ..... • ·- •I - .. -- ....... ~- ~- • - •I - • •• ·- ,.,,. __ (Wool_ • ~n •I ~nl ·~ -I •I -•• _._ .... _.._.._ 

• - •I ·~I - ~•I >I --~ •• ----- - • ·~ •I ~I • owl owl •I ·~ •• - --- • ·~ •• -1 - ·-I -· •I "= •• - ~-- ~· • - •• u.)ool • ~·I ~· I •I ~~ •• - --- ~ • :o~ •I -1 • ~·I ~·I - I ~· ... - --~ 
. ,. • ,,., •I ~I • ~I •• I • I ·~ •• - --- - • - •I ..,..,I • ~· •~I ... .,. . <Vlol .. 

... -----· • ,,_.,., •I , , .... ,I - _, ...... , •I - . .. .. _(_..._ __ • • - •I -I ...... ·- I ,_,,, •I .. ..... 
·~ 

.... ___ 
-~ • ·~ •I -·1 ~ ·~I -I •I ~~ .. - .... _. __ 
·~ • ·- •I • ool ~ - 1 -I ~I ~· .. - .... __ . __ 
••• ~ .. •I ••I • - I -I •I ·~ •• 

Go •• n .. l 
~·· C IAUI> ~I..,....,,., - -~ .. ,.., .. ,, - 1 ~~ "" 

FUf40UJG TYPE: > ..... Cash $$cf Adm1nl$trd1/<lf!, C~M. COMIJIUflg Fen. EllgiltHtlllg FeH. E~Wpnwtt OPJR~r~~ In-Kind 

bbiN, PtogriJm 1/K.omc, SuppN.s or O#lrNJ 
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a Navigat•through the fOtm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

======~•,., ....... ___.==~====~••• ... ••• ... ••• ..... •------••z======================= 
OptEB fUHQIOO OPE PESCF!IPT!O!I; ~ 

fUtiOS MM.ABI.liY DATE: >{AUCJUS1 28, 200ill. 
fVfiDI COWITMCW LJTTER QA!Ej >JAUaust 21.10081 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT ANO ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

============================aa~••••• .. ••••--••••~~========================================= 

NOTE: DOCUMENTATION REQUIRED FOR IN·KIND (Dona)cd) MATCH. 

TOTA., L PERCENT OF NON-FED SHARE > !75 'Yd . 
AHach or cncloso a REQUIRED LETTER OF FUNDING COMMITMENT from Subgranlee 
(see MISC for sample form). 

COST ESTIMATE COMMENTS: (Eilhor dcst:riM in 4,000 characters or less or Attachlenclose/enc!ose separate 
WOAD document) 

> EBRPO's experience wilh completion o f other fuels projects with a good working knowledge of the 
actual costs , which depend on fuel t)IJ)eS, fuel loads. access ibility, and topography 
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•• Navigate through tho form by using tho mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIElD • 

~====acs•~=======================================================;;=~•••••~=s~============= 

SECTION VI - BENEFIT I COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Complete the fot towing information. 
Most Projects will usually ulitlzo ono Bonolit Cost Analys-is {BCA). Usc Enter BCA data # 1 : 

ALL BENEFIT/COST ANALYSES MUST HAVE A DATA DOCUMENTATION 
TEMPLATE (DDT) 

Fet t~o Projects employing more than one SCA. a Composite BCA Is necessary. 
Th~ ·~ethod 101 a Composite BCA Is O:X~t'IOd in Lho BCA T oolkil in Case StudiO$, case 1 - Full Flood Data 

It the oomposltc mothood is cmplo~·ed. ontor tho data requested for each BCA used for the compoo~e. 
For the Composite of those SCA's. enter the data as the last series. uso thO GAAY box, tilling it COMPOSITE. 

Enter BCA data 11 1: >{Brushing BCA·01.xtij. 

OF_ 

~- ll!i"iill 1- 1···-

Entet BCA data # 2: .>c::J 
EIITeFI IIET EIITEA TOTAL etu-en WTEAVIHOf'EAFOfiMEO 8CA: 

PAS&EHT VALUE f'A~CTCO$T BENEFIT 
Of SI:HERTS E$TWATE COST RATIO 

BEt. OW: NLOW: BELOW: 
..... -·· 

Enter BCA data N 3: . >c::J 
E.vtER.I'iU ENTER TOTAL ENTER Ell rEA \\'HO PEAFOAJ.\EO 8CA: 

PAESEUT VALUE PROJECT COST B£p.,'"fffi 
OF BENEFIT'S ESTIMATE COSTAAT10 

8€LOW: BELOW: m:LOW: 

·- ..... 

Enter BCA data It 4: .>c::J 
EIIU:A liEf EIITEA TOTAL eun:n EI~TER WHO PEAfOR!rllO 8CA: 

PAESEIIf VALUE PROJECT CO$T 8ENEFIT 
OFBENEffiS ESTlloi.A T£ COSTRAnQ 

8ELO'II: BELOW: 6li.OW: 
..... I 

Enter SCA data Y 5: . >c::J 

II[ ~ ~~c;~, 
6ELO'•' 
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a. Navigate through the1orm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

INSERT ANSWERS TO THE FOLLOWING OUESnONS WITHIN THE ACCOMPANYING SHADED FIELDS. 

A. If Applicable - DESCRIBE DAMAGE CAUSEQ BY CURRENT or PREVIOUS DISASTER AND POTENTIAL 
FOR FUTURE DAMAGE. 

1. CURRENT/PREVIOUS DAMAGE: 

DESCRIBE AS FOLLOWS: 

YEAR FREQUENCY OF EVENT DAMAGES 

>The East Bay hills have a long history of major wlldlandfurban Interface fires. A synopsis of some of 
the major Hros is given below: 

Fires in the Oakland - Berkeley Hills 
The October 1991 -Tunnel" fire In the Berkeley- Oakland Hills which burnod ovor 3,000 homes provided 
the impetus for tho development of the Hills Emergency Forum. However. it was not the first major urban· 
wildland Intermix tire In this region. Hl.storlcally the East Bay hat> proven prone to wildland fire. The 
area's roeordod tiro history shows 16 major fires since the beginning of the twentieth century. along with 
numerous smaller fi res.. When mapped It becomes apparent that the fires otton reoccur in tho samo 
general ar&as and show similar environmental conditions. 

Oclobct 1905 • Berkeley/North Oakland. 2 structures, 2,000 acres. Diablo wind. Ignition: unknown. 
September 1923- Berkeley I North of UC Berkeley c-ampus. 584 hom&S doslrOyod and 3000 acres. Diablo 
wind. Ignition: smoker. 
November 1931 -Leona. $homes destroyed, 1,800 acres burned. Diablo wind. Ignition: unknown. 
November 1933 ~Redwood I Joaquin Mil tor. 1 life, 5 homes, 1,000 acres. Diablo wind. Ignition: smoker. 
September 1937- Broadway Terrace. 4 homes, 700 acru. Wesl wind. tgniUon: backyard Uro. 
September 1940 ~Broadway Tcnaeo. 30 acrK. We& I wind Ignition: unknown. 
Sep1ember 1946- Buckingham/ Norfolk. 1.000 acres. Diablo wind. Ignition: arson and rekindle. 
November 1955- Monlclalr. 10 acres. Wost wind. Ignition: unknown. 
Oc1ober 1960 - Leona. 2 homes, 1,200 acres. Diablo wind. lgnlllon: unknown. 
November 1961 -Tilden, Briones, 2 firos, 75 acres. South·west wind. Ignition: arson. 
November 1961- Roberts & Chabot 32$ Acres Diablo Ignition: ar&On 
October 1969 ~Oak Knoll. 204 acres. West wind. Ignition: unknown. 
September 1970 - Buckingham/ Norfolk. 37 homes destroyed, 21 homes damaged, 240 acres. Diablo 
wind. lgniUon: arson. 
December 1980- Berkeley/ Wildcat. 5 homes., 8 acres. Diablo wind. Ignition: power llno. 
OctOber 1991 ·Leona. 200 acres. West wind. Ignition: vehicle accident. 

October 1991 - Buckingham/Norfolk (Tunnel Fire). 25 lives. 3,354 homes 456 apartments 3,000 acres, 
estimated $1.5 billion damagH. Diablo wind.lgni1ion: rekindle. 

2. POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE DAMAGE (structure/property within scope of proJect, I.e., buildings, crops, 
roads, facilities.. etc-.). <Efther describe Jn 4,000 charac!ars or Joss or a!lachfenclose separale WORD 
documenll 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

===---===================a.•••••• .. •••=:s••==--~======--====--====---====---===--===--==--== 
>The potential for future damage Is vividly llluttraled by the h istorical fire data summarized in SGction 1 
above. Future fires along the very h igh fire risk wildland/urban Interface addressed by the proposed 
projoet are almost certain to burn many hou.ses, with individual fires burning several houses or do:ens 
of houses or hundreds or thousands of houses In major firos. Furthermore, aa documented by the 1991 
Tunnel Fire, which claimed 25 lives, major fires also pote a substantial risk to both re-sidents and fire 
fighters. 

B. DESCRIBE HOW OFTEN THIS TYPE OF DISASTER OCCURS? (Either descrJbol!l 4.000 Clla•ae!OrS or lOSS 
Q!.aUachlcnclosc soparalo WOAD documonn 

>The fire history data summarized above show 16 major Uros over tho past century or about one every 
six or sovon years on average. However, every fire season there are literally hundreds of Ignitions, with 
dozens of fires, which, fortunately, are generally extinguished before they destroy homos or tako lives. 
This hlslorical panorn of numerous tires is certain to continue, given the inherently h igh fire risk posed 
by these areas of vegelalive fuel loads, steep topography, and climatic conditions which Include very 
long very dry sum.mors w ith poriods of high winds. 

The number of ignilions and the number of small fires can be mitigated only partially by continuing 
education and enforcement of fire safe practices. However, the risk of large fires consuming homos and 
punfng lives at rl.sk ean be substantially reduced by continuing aggressive fuels management programs 
such as the proposed project. 

C. DESCRIBE THE ESTIMATED DOLLAR AMOUNT OF DAMAGE PREVENTED ($0Q000l AND A 
REASONABLE JUSTIFICATION TO SUPPORT/EXPLAIN TtiE ESTIMATE. Refer to your BCA I Benelit Cost 
Analysis (Eittlor OOscr1bc in 4.000 cr.ar001ors or less or anach/enc!oso sepmRie WORO OOcumenl) 

>The wlldlandlurban Interface length tor the proposed projocl's fuel reduction areas is 14 miles. 
Considering only an 0.5 mila wldo interface (which Is conservative because large fires have burned IWO 
miles or more Into the densely developed areas) yields an e-stimate-d 22,400 homos affected by the 
project. 

Using local data on average square footage of homes and local building replacement values.. these 
homes have a replacement value of over $6.8 billion dollars, with contents value oslimated (using the 
FEMA value of 30% of building value) of over $2 billion dollars. 

ea~d on the number of homos, the population in the 0.5 mile in1erface area Is estimated to be about 
53,760, all of whom are at risk from future fires. 

SEE: Brushing BCA Data Documentation Template.doc tlnd Brushing BCA Supporting Calcs.xls for data 
sources and catculalions. 

Any single firo could result in damages into the tens or hundreds of millions of dollars, while major fires 
such as 1he 1991 Tunnel fire could result in damages Into tho b illions. Tho mi1igatlon project will reduce 
theso futuro losso.s by at toast 15%. 

The BCA rosutts show a net present value of benefits of damages avoided of $44,724,250 which 
corresponds to over $6 million per year In oxpoctod average annual (statistical) damages avoided. 
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a. Navigate through !he form by using 1he mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==:==============================================~=~ .............. ~======================== 
D. 

a the amount the same as above 
factors not captured In your BCA are considered. If 

larger, explain. 

>The avoided damages summarized above In Section C would not bG achieved if the mitigation project Is 
not approv&cf. Actually, tho negative Impacts of not approving this project would be significantly higher 
than those calculated In the BCA, becau.se the BCA was a conservative lower·bound type analysis in 
several important rogards: 

• The area affected may be significantly wider than the 0.5 mile assumed In the BCA, 
• The BCA did not consider lnfrutructure damages. fire suppression costs or limber values. 
• The useful ltfetlme of the miUgatlon project will bo longer than the 10 years a&sumed In the BCA. 

bocauso EBRPD is committed to long term maintenance of the fuels reduction projects. 

E. DESCRIBE THE NUMBER Of pEOPLE AND AMOUNT OF PROPERTY TO BE PROTECTED BY THE 
PROJECT AS FOLLOWS: 

PEOPLE: PROPERTY SIZE: VA!.UE of Improvements and Contents~ 
Refer to your BCA I Benefit Cost Analysis 
(E1Ih01 dMCribo in 4,000 characters or less or a.ttachlenctose seoam!e WORD dO:CumCt"!t> 

>A lower-bound type estimate ol the valuo property and people protected (assuming an affected width of 
onty 0.5 miles .from tho interface) includes: $6.8 billion buildings, $:2 billion In contents and over 53,000 
people. 

F. DISCUSS COST OF PROJECT vs VALUE OF BENEFIT$: COST (any cost associated wilh tho project) 

>As documented by the BCA, tho bonents of this project (over $44 million) are neal1y 10 llmeos the costs 
of this project (53,726,000). with a benetit~ost ratio of 9.731. 

1. DESCRIBE THE USEFUL LIFE OF PROJECT. 
Refer to your DDT I Data Documentation Template 
(EitbC( describe In 4,000 charactms or foss or a!tachfen~se separate WORD doclflleotl 

>For the BCA, we followed FEMA•s BCA guidance for wildland/urban Interface fire projects and assumed 
a useful lifetime of 10 years. In reality, the useful llfetlmo will bo much longer. because EBAPO Is 
committed to long term maintenance of the fuels reduction projects. 

2. f;XPLAIN IF TtiE PROJECTS BENEFITS ARE "'LONG" or ,.SHORT .. TERM AND WHY? 
FEMA will only fund LONG term projects.. Answer accordingly. 
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a . Navigate thtough tho lorm by using Lho mouso lo HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

•======•••e==:======================================================================~====--
(Either describe in 4,000 Qharaclers or less or at1ach/enc$0$c ;rcpatatc V.JORD dOCutnMI) 

>Tho useful lifetime of the project is reality, the useful lifellme will be much longer, because EBRPD is 
commlt1ed to long term maintenance of the fuels reduction projects. Thus, benefits are likely to 
continuo to accrue for 20 years or longer (indefinitely). 

3. DESCRIBE, AND EXPLAIN THE FREOUEt<CY OF REOUIRED MAit<TENANCE. 
(Eithor describe in 4,000 characlers or les~ Q! attach/enclose seoamte WOAD documcr!l 

> Bas.ed on recant oxpcrioneo with differing vegetation management attemallves, staff has estimated the 
range of costs for annual maintenance that the District Is likely to Incur. These per•acro estimates are 
based on past experience and will vary In future yoars, however, they will be updated annually. Costs 
for fuels maintenance projects depend on the following factors: 
o desired vegetallon conversion and management objectives 
0 specific site conditions such as accessibility. steepness. soli stability 
o appropriateness of treatment type baaod, on rogulalion& and interest groups 
0 need for multiple treatment types on the same site (accumulative costs) 
0 amount of planning, monitoring, and follow·up 

Below are the approximate cost ranges for different typos of troatment&, including the cost of materials 
and equipment: 

0 mechanical brush reduction ($800- $1,400 ~r acre) 
0 manual brush reduction ($500- $2,500 per aero) 
0 grass mowing ($50 - $200 per acre) 
0 weed-eating ($500 to $3,000 por aero) 
0 herbicide application ($100- $2,000 per acre) 
0 hydro-seeding (cost varies) 
0 tr&e planting (cost varies) 
0 erosion control {cost varies) 
0 animal grazing ($100- $600 per acre) 
0 applied f ire ($100 to $4,000 per aero) 
0 site monitoring ($50 per acre) 

At a minimum all site will roquiro at least annual maintenance and monitoring. Because treatments may 
be necessary more than once per year on any given site and costs of multiple treatments can be 
cumulative, it is difficult to project total costs without knowing the specific management pre.serlptlona. 
In addition, Individual site prescriptions will likely chango over lime. 

4. 

>This project I& not an oxlsUng capital project. No maintenance has been performed on the sitos prior to 
this proposed project 
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a. Navigato 1hrough the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==••======================================================================~a•• .. •••--~===== 
~ooR• Tn- ;~; ~,;-,:: - ;;· ;~-,:: 
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5. IF YOU ARE SUPPLYING A BENEFIT COST RATIO, 
DESCRIPTION IN DEl AIL OF THE METHOD YOU USED 
Q£.anachlencfosc s.opara1c WORD d<X:umonl) 

>The Benefii-<:OSI an.:~lysls for this project was conducted with the latest version of the FEMA Wildland 
Flro BCA software (Version 6.1, March 6, 2006), from the latest version of the FEMA BCA Toolkit CO 
(Version 3.0). All of the data Inputs and 8$$Umptlons eonlorm to the FEMA BCA guidance for wildland/ 
urban interface fire projects, per the BCA Toolkit CD. 

Benefit-cost analyses for this project are In the following file: Brushing BCA 01.xls. 

This benefit-cost analysis is a conservative BCA, which Is a lower bound analyses In several important 
regards. For example, user-entered bum rocurronee interval was adjusted upwards by 15% (reflecting 
lower fire probabilities and resulting in a lower BCR) than the bum recurrence Intervals calculated using 
the FEMA Slandard method. Tho bum rocummco interval was adjusted to reflect the risk reduction from 
already implemented fuel reduction measures. 

Tho BCA considers the benefits of reduced damages to buildings and contents and reduced 
dlsplacemenl costs but Is a lower·bound typo analysis because the following benefits were not 
considered: reduced damages to infrastructure, reduced fire suppression costs. and reduces tlmbor 
value lost. Furthermore, the project useful lifo limo and tho project effectiveness percentage are both 
conservative; using higher (credible) lifetime and effectiveness would result In even higher c.aleulatod 
benefits. 

Full documentallon of all of the Inputs Into tho DCA is provided in the following files, which are attached 
as supporting documentation: 

Brushing BCA Supporting Calcs.xls 

Brushing BCA Data Documentation Template.doe 

Brushing, BCA Executive S~.emmary.doc 

Brushing Project Scope 8·18-00.doc 

Alameda LRA map.pdf 

Contra Costa LRA map.pdf 
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a. Navigate thtough lho lorm by using tho mouso lo HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

•===--··=======================================================================~~;:=••••••=: 

SECTION VII-INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

SECTION VIII- MAINTENANCE ASSURANCE DESCRIPTION: 

(Enter 4,000 ¢h~,....,C:I¢r$ ()f lOtoS 01 ~t!~ehlcocloso o WORD document) 

REMINDER: Maintenance of HMGP completed projects is not an Q!igiblo grant cost. 
Increased maintenance cost due to your project must be included in your Benefit Cost Analysis. 

Identify any maintenance required to preserve the long-term mitigation effectiveness of the project. 
Attach or enclose Maintenance Schedule, Estimate Costs, and Identified Entity responsible for 
completing maintenance. 

> Based on recent experience with differing vegetaUon management alternatives, staff has estimated the 
range of costs for annual maintenance that tho District is likely to incur. These per--acre estimates are 
based on past experience and will vary in fu1ure years, however, they will be updated annually. Costs 
for fuels maintenance projects depend on the following factors: 
0 desired vegetation conversion and management obJectlvn 
o specific site conditions such as accessibility, ateopnoss, soil stability 
0 appropriateness of treatment type based, on regulations and Inte-rest groups 
o need for multiple tre-atment types on the same sUo (accumulative costs) 
0 amount of planning, monitoring, and follow-up 

Below aro the approximate cost ranges for different types of treatments, Including the cost of materials 
and equipment: 

D mechanical brush reduction {$800 • S1 ,400 por aero) 
D manual brush reduction ($500 - S2,SOO per acre) 
0 grass mowing ($50- S200 per acre) 
0 weod·oallng ($500 to $3,000 per acre) 
0 herbicide application ($100 • $2 .• 000 per aero) 
0 hydro·.Soeding (cost varies) 
0 tree planting (cost varies) 
0 erosion control (cost varies) 
0 animal grazing ($100 • $600 per acre) 
0 applied firo (5100 to $4,000 per acre) 
0 site monitoring (S50 per acre) 

Because treatments may be nec:es.sary more than onc:o por year on any given site and costs of multiple 
treatments can be cumulative, it is difficult to proJect total costs without knowing tho specific 
management prescrlptlon.s. In addition, Individual site proscriptions will likely change over time. 

See attached Maintenance Assurance ~scription (File Name: Maintenance Cost, Fuel Management.doc) 

SECTION IX- PUBLIC NOTICE 
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a. Navigato lhrough tho form by using the mous.e to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

~~~==------ ....-as===- -===~··· ................... ...-a======================== 0 ARE YOU REOUIREO TO PAOIIIOE P\JBI.IC NOTICE OF THIS PROJE(;n YES NO I!J 

F YES, PlEASE PACMOE 1lE fOU.OWUrfG ltFORUATDI! 

oocur.<EHT OF nECOnO: >c=J 
POINTOFCOHTACT: >c=J 
TEl.EPiiONE t<U•I9ER· >CJ 

39 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 426



a. Navigate lhrough the form by using the mouse to HIGHl iGHT AND ENTER OATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==============================================•===a••aa••=e=:=============================== 
SECTION X- NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM (NFIP) 

INSERT ANSWERS TO THE FOllOWING QUESTIONS WITHIN THE ACCOMPANYING SHADED FIELDS. 

A. I& tho jurisdiction/community where project Is located partlclpallng ln the NFIP? If "YES .. , are they in good 
standing? 
(Either d'escribe in 4,000 characters or less or anach/cnclooo sepatato WORD docLWTient) 

I >No I 

Is the furfsdlcllonleommunity under .. investigation" for or suspected of non·compliance issues. which If 
verified, could result in the jurisdictionlcommunlly being place on "probation" or "'suspension" with the 
NFIP? (Erther describe in 4,000 chatactors or loss or anach/onefOso separate WOAD document) 

I 

B. Is this project located In a flOOdplain or tloodway designated on a FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) or Flood Boundary/Fioodway Map (FBIFWM)? If "YES", MARK THE PROJECT LOCATION ON THE 
FIRM OR EBIFWM and attachlcncrosc to application. {Eilher describe in 4,000 characters or less or 
anactvoncloso se-parate WORD document) 

I>No I 

C. Provide the following: 

1. FlAM (FBJFVIM) PANEL NUMBER: > 10600250075, 0650440001 . 0600250250, 060025026Sj 

2.. FIRM ZONE Designations: >IB, B, C. el 
3. NFIP COMMUNITY 10 NUMDER: @25. 065044, 060025. 06002M 
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a. N.a\'igale lhrough the form by U$ing lhe mouse 10 HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

C. Is the applicant also applying for a Flood MiligaUon Assistance (FMA) grant for this or any other project 
in the area of the proposed project? (Ei1her des-cribe in 4,000 charaelers or less or anachfenclose separate 
WORD document) 

U " YES .. provide pertinent Information as to current status of the application and a point of contact. 
(Either OO:scribe in 4,000 charactets or less or attach/enclose se-parate WOAD documcnl} 

I>No 

SECTION XI· GENERAL COMMENTS: 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

(Enter 4,000 characters or less or altacW'enclose a WOAD docume-nt) 

The proj&c:l areas are In very high fire severity areas as determined by the current Cal Fire- Fire Hazard 
Severity Maps for State Responsibility Areas (SRA) and Local Responsibility Areas (LRA). See the 
Alameda LRA map.pdf and Contra Costa map.pdf files, which are attached to the application u 
supporting documentation. 

The consequences of no action are painfully Illustrated by the 1991 fire which burned over 3,000 homes 
and killed 25 people. East Bay Regional Park District is deeply committed to systematically reducing fire 
risk along the entire interface of its park lands with residential areas. This proJec:t l.s an Important stop 
and il$ Implementation Is urgonUy required to reduce f ire risks. 

COST COMMENTS: 

(Enter 4,000 charae1ors cr loss or at1achlenclcoo a WORD document) 

>EBRPO has e:xperfe.nee with completion of otMr fuels projects with a good working knowledge of the 
actual costs, which depend on fuel types, fuel loads, accessibility, and topography. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENTS: 

(En1er 4,000 characters or less or attachfendose a WOAO document) 

> EBRPO Is s.enslliv$ to environmental issue-a, knowledge of all necessary measures and precautions 
and dedication to ensuring the aU aspects of the projects conform fully to all environmental proteclion 
requirements. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

====================================================A• .. •••• .. s~============================ 
THE ENVIRONMENT A~ QUESTIONNAIRE PART II MUST BE COMP~ETED AND SUBMITTED 
WITH THE PROJECT. 
COMP~ETENESS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONAIRE IS A RANKING FACTOR. 

PART II ENVIRONMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA IS REQUIRED FOR PROJECT APP~ICATIONS WHEN SUBMITTING A 
PROJECT TO THE STATE FOR THE FEMA HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM. 

SECTION I · REGULATIONS 
FEMA ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS FOR HMGP PROJECTS 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has devetopod regulations to implemCflt tho National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). Thcso rogutaliotls. as sollorth in Title 40, Code of the Federal Regvlations (CFR) Parts 1500·1509. require 
an investigcuion of the potential environmental impacts of a proposed fod'oral action. and an evaluation of alternatives M 
part of the en\lironmental asscssmont proooss. Tho FEMA regulations tha1 establish the agency-specif~ process fOt 
imp1.ementjng NEPA are set forth in 44 CFR Subpart 10. 

Following are excerpts from FEMA's regulations for implementing NEPA for funding of HMGP projecls: 

44 CFR 10.4 fa) POLICY 
FEMA shaH act with care to assure that. in carrying out its responsibilities, including disa.s1er planning, response and 
roeovory :Jnd hazard mitigation and flood insurance, it does so in a manner consistent with nalional environmental 
policies. Care shall be taken to assure, consistont with other considerations of national policy, that all practical means 
and measures are used to protect, restore, and en.hanoe the quality of the envlronmcnl. to avOid or minimize adverse 
environmental oonsequcnces. 

FEI.IA shall: 

{1) Assess environmental conseqooncos of F'EMA aclions; 
{2} Use a systematic, interdisciplinary approach that will ensure the integratOO usc of thO natural and social sciences, 

and environmental oonsldcratlons. in planning and decision·making where there is a potential 1or significant 
environmental impact; 

(3) Insure that presently unmeasured environmental amenities are considered in tile decision-making process: 
(4) Consider reasonable alternatives to reoommended oourses o1 action In any proposal that involves conflicts 

conoeming alternative uses of resources; 
(5) Make available to States, counties, municipalities, institutions. and lndM d'uals advieo and informat;on useful in 

restoring. maintaining. and enhanCing thO quality of the enWonment 

44 CFR 10.7 fcl <21 RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE APPLICANT 

The Applicant (State) shall: 

(1) Contact FEMA Region IX as earty as possible in the planning process tor guidance on the scope and level of 
environmental information roquirOd to be submiHed in support of 1heir application: 

(2) Conduct any studies which are deemed neoessary and appropriato by FEMA to determine the impact of the 
ptoposod action on lho human environment: 

(3) Consult with appropriate FederaJ, regional. Stato. and local agencies and other potentially interested panies 
during proliminary planning stage-s to ensure that all environmental factors arc ldcn6ftcd: 
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a. Navigalo through the form by U$ing the mouse to HIGHI.IGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

=========================================================~~a••••••••s••~e:================== 
(4) Subm~ applications for all Fodcml. regional. Stato, and foCal approvals as early as possible in the planning 

process; 
(5) Notify FEMA Region IX as early as pQ:SSjb!o oc all ether Federal, regional, State, local, and Indian tribal actions 

required for project completion so that FEMA may coordinate all Federal environmental toviom: and 
(6) Notify FEMA Region IX of all known partios potentially alfected by or interested in the proposed action. 

SECTION II - ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST . . 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
(1) Double click a box in the YES NO N/A columns 
(2) Menu will appear 
(3) ,J Check box enabled, 
(4) Use radio button for Not checked or Checked 

REVIEW YOUR PROPOSED PROJECT BY IDENTIFYING WHICH ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND 
EXECUTIVE ORDERS APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT. 
Coordinating Agency is included for your information and to assist you. 
IF APPLICABLE CONTACT THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY AND ATTACH ANY CONSULTATION 
LETTERS TO THE APPLICATION. 

YES t>!Q NIA NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT 

0 I8J 0 Are any struelvres involved in the project? (If so. provldc consttuction datM of all structures.) 
0 I8J 0 Was consultatiOn with thO State Historic Preserva!ion 01ficer (SHPO) oonclocted? 
0 I8J 0 If applicable, was consultation with the Trftlal Historic Preservation Ollioor {THPO) 

conducted? 
0 I8J 0 Are comments anached? 

g:aotdinating A~nc~ The State Historic Preservation Officer: the appropriate Ttibal Historic Preservation 0 1licer 

YES t>!Q NIA ARCHEOLOGICAL & HISTORICAL PRESERVATION ACT 

I8J 0 0 wm there be any ground disturbanoe? 
I8J 0 0 Willltlcro bQ any potential disturbance to cu!lural resources? 
0 I8J 0 Was oonsuttation with SHPO/THPO conducted? 
0 I8J 0 Arc comments auaehod? 

Cooalioaling A!J!i::!U;:x; The State Historic Preservation OtflcCH": tho appropriate Tribal Histor)c Preservation Officer 

YES NO NIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

I8J 0 0 Will thoro bo any disturbance lo the phys.ical environment? 
0 I8J 0 Are any threatened or c-no.angcrcd species present in th-e pro;ect area? 
0 I8J 0 Has critical habitat been identified in the project area? 
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•• Navigate through the form by using the mouso to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

================····· .. ········============================================================= 
0 0 0 Was consultation with U.S. Fish and Wi!dlife Setvice (USFWS) and State Wildmo AQOncy 

conducte<l? 
0 0 0 Are comment$ attached? 

Coordinating Agenc~: The S1ate Historic Preservation Officer: the appropriate Tribal HlstOtic Ptesorvation Ollicer 

YES t!Q tl!e. FISH ANO WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT 

0 0 0 IS tho PfOjOCt located in or n-ear a watenvay or body of water? 
0 0 0 Wi:J the pro;e~ cause any modifiCation to the wa!Cr\'1ay or bOdy ol water? 
0 0 0 Was consultation with USFWS and State 'lJild!ife Agency condve1ed? 
0 0 0 Are oomments anached? 

Coordinating Ag§:nc~ U.S. FISh and Wildlife Service and State Wildlife Agency 

~ t!Q tl!e. FARMLANDS PROTECTION POLICY ACT 

0 0 0 Is the ptOfcct tocat<XI in or near designated prime and unique farmlands? 
0 0 0 Wi!llhe project convert any designated prime and or farmlands? 
0 l8l 0 Was oonsullalion with NatuJal RI)Sources Conservation Service (NRC$) condtJCtcd? 
0 0 0 Are comments artached? 

Coordinating Agency: U.S. Ocpt of Agriculluro's Natural Resources Conservation Service 

YES NO WA CLEAN AIR ACT 

0 0 0 Will the project rC$ult in temporary or permanent air cmlsstons? 
0 0 0 Was consultation conducted? 
0 0 0 Ate comments attached? 

Coord11JQ:1ill9 89C.QC~i State Environmental Agency or State Heal1h Departmen1 

YES NO NIA CLEAN WATER ACT (Section 4Q4l 
RIVERS ANQ t!ABBORS ACT (Soclk>n 10! 

0 0 0 WI!J the projcc1 invo:vc <!redging or disposal of dredged material, excavation, adding fill matol'ial 
or rcsu~ in any modification to "waters" of the U.S.? 

0 181 0 Will the pr&,cct invorvo bank stabilization or installing transmission in "waters" of the U.S.? 
0 0 0 Will the pro!ect be ncar or in navigab!<l waters? 
0 181 0 Was consultation with thO U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) conducted? 
0 0 0 Are oomments attached? 
0 181 0 Will a pormit bO required? 
0 0 0 Have you submitted an app!lcation to tile USACE? 
0 0 0 Is a copy oltho application a!lacfled? 
0 0 0 Does a NATIONWIDE PERMIT apply? 
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•• Navigate through the form by using the mouso to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

======~=~•••aa•••••••aa•=====:============================================================= 0 l8l 0 Does a GENERAL PERMIT apply? 

COMMENT: 'WATERS" includes waters subiect to ebb and flow of tide: wetlands: lakes. rivers. streams. 
mudflats, sloughs, prairie potholes. wet meadows, playa lakes, natural ponds, impoundments, tributaries, 
terri1orial seas, and wetlands adjacent to waters previously identified. 

Coordinating Am:nc~ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

ill tiQ NIA WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ACT 

0 l8l 0 Is the l)f'li,cct locatOd ncar ot in a de-signated wild and scenic river? 
0 l8l 0 Was oonsu!1ation oonclucted? 
0 0 0 Are comments anacMd? 

~gw~lnatlng Agone~: U.S. FiSh and WiJdli1o Service and the U.S. Forest Servioe within their jurisdiction. 

YES NO NIA WILDERNESS ACT 

0 0 0 Is the project locatecf near or in a deslgnatcx:l wik:lomcss or coa~tal wildlifo aroa? 
0 0 0 was consultation condL:Ciod? 
0 l8l 0 Are comments attached? 

~oordiru:~Jing AgeQ,~;:~: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Patk Scr\licc and th9 Bureau of land Management 

YES NO NIA OTHER RELEVANT LAWS AND ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS 

0 0 0 Do any othe-r laws and/or rogulalions apply to tho project? If so, please referenoe and provide 
appropriate documentation. 

Coordinating Agqncy.; Appllcab:O Stato Statutory Requirements. Execu1ivo and Administrative Orders and any 
local environmental requirements. 

EXECUTIVE O RDERS 

YES l!Q we. E.O. 11988 - FLOOQfLAlNS 

0 l8l 0 Is the project located In a FEMA·Idcntified 100.year or 500-~·ear floodplain? 
0 0 0 Is the project located in a FEMA·identified floodway? 
0 0 0 Is the pro;ec1 depicted on a FEMA FlAM map? 
0 0 0 Is the map attached? 
0 0 0 Was consultation with focal flOOdplain admini$Lta:or and state water control agency condu¢1ocl? 
0 0 0 Are comments al1ached? 

CoOtdinaHng Agcocics: Local community Uoodplain administrator and the state wa.ter control agency. A lener Is 
required from the Sta.ie Community Assistance Program Coordinator lndlcaling th9 community is in good standing 
w~h lhe NFIP. 
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a. Navlgato through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIElD. 

~.aa•e==========================================================~===•• .. ••••••••e========== 
YES tlQ tl!A E.O. 11990-WETL!INDS 

I8J 0 0 Is the pt'Ojcct in an area that iS inundated or .satura!ed by surface or ground 
Water (swamps, mars-hes. bogs. etc.) or in or ncar ic!cntiflcd wcuands? 

0 0 I8J Is the project depicted on a NWI map? 
0 0 I8J Is the map attached? 
0 0 I8J Arc ascocy oommMts attached? 

Wetlands arc Identified by Obtaining a National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map from the U.S. Fish 
the Army Corps of Engineers, or their websites. The Natural Resource Conservation 

Service also has wetland maps lor agl'ieullurattand. 

Coordinating Agencies: U.S. Fish and WilcHife Service, Army Corps of Engineers. and Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

YES w tl!A E.O. I 2898 - ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

B 
0 I8J 0 Is the project in an a1oa ol low income or minority populations? 

I8J 0 Will 1he pui.ect disproportionately impact any low Income or minority populatiOns? 
0 I8J Is any soclo·cconomic data attad'\00? 

~MM~NT; It the project would disproportionately adYOrsoly anoct low income or minority individual$, or would 
disproportionately assist higher inoome individuals at the exclusion of klwer Income or minority individuals. lhen 
E.O. 12898 must be addressed. 

I "~'~ioa.liflg aggoc~ local census omoo I 
EXTRAORDINARY C IRCUMSTANCES (FEMA 44 CFR § 10.8 (d)(3) 

If Exttaordlnary Circumstances exist within an area affec1ed by an a.01ion, such that an action that is categorically 
excluded from NEPA compliance may have a significant acfverse environmental impact an on\lironmontal assessment 
shall be prepared. Please answet yos or no to lho questions bek)'ll: 

m w 
0 I8J (o) Greater scopo or SiZe than normally experienced for a particular category oC aC1ion: 

I8J 0 (li) Aclions with a h)gh level of publ[c controversy; 

I8J 0 (U) Po~cntiallor degradation, even though s5ght, of already existing poor environmental conditiOns; 

0 lEI (iV) E-mployment of unproven technology wi1h the po1ential adverse effects or actions involving unique 
or unknown environmental risks: 

I8J 0 (v) Presence of endMgercd or threatened species or their critical habitat, or archae«ogical cu:1vral, 
historical or other protee1ed resources; 

0 I8J (vi) Prescnco of hazardous or toxic sutlstMces at levels Which exceed Federal. slate. or local 
regulations or standards requiring actiOn or auention; 
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a. Navigate through the form by using tho mQU$(!: to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==========================================================~•===•••••••••e~====::=========== 

0 (vli) Actions with me potential to alloct special s!atus areas ad\'ersely or other c ritical resources such 
as wetlands, ocastol zones. wildlife refuge and wilderness atcas. w1ld and scenic riv~rs, solo or 
prlrlcipaJ drinking watca a(!.uilor$; 

0 (viti) PoJontial tor adverse ellects on health or safety; and 

0 (ix} Po~enlialto viola!o a lOder at, stale, Jocal, Of trib.1llaw or requirement imposed for the proiection of 
the environment. 

0 {x) Potential for significant cumulative lmpacl when tl'lo ptopo.sod ac1ion is combined with olher past, 
presonl and reasonably foreseeable future actions, even !hough the impaels o1 the pro;>oscd 
action may not be significant by themselves. 
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a . Navigate through the form by using lhe mouse 10 HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==============================================================;======~~········&:========== 
SECTION Ill- PROJECT CONDITIONS AND ASSURANCES 
PROJECT COND!nONS AND ASSURANCES 

Indicate by chtcJ.ing each box below tho1t you will :tdhere fo these listed project coudjtious and 
assurances. 

If during implementalion of the project, ground-disturbing activ~ies occur and artlt~s or ru.rnan remains 
are unoovered. all wotk will ooas-c and FEMA and SHPO will bo nolilied. 

If devlatlons from the approved scopo of work rosuh in design changes, the need fQ( addilionat grolltld 
disturbance, addilional removal of vegetation. or will result in any other unanticipated changes 10 lho 
physical cnvltonmont. FEMA will be contacted and a re~evaluation under NEPA and other applicable 
environmental laW$ will be conducted. 

II wetlands or waters of the U.S. are encountered d uring implementation of tho pto{ect not previously 
ldenfiftCd during projoct review. all work will c:oaso and FEMA will be notified. 

EaSJ Bay Regional park Qlstr!ct August 28. 2008 
Namo oJ Subgrantee Date 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

==========================~••••••••• .. •es•es~====::~======================================== 
SECTION IV- OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 
OTHER POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 

Other on\lironmentallaws may apply depending on the type of project you submit. This is a sample list of other 
environmental laws. but Is not au Inclusive. If not applicabSO. enter N/A. 

EPA~Scctlon 402 of trio Fodera! CfOan Water Aet·Sowago Disposal Discharge Permi1s. (Either describe in 4,000 
chataetors or less or attach separale Word document) 

EPA·Sectton 313 of thO Federal Ctoan Wtlter Act..Stormwater Mgt. and Erosion Sediment Control-33·U.S.C. ·1251 ·1387. 
(Either dest;tibe in 4,000 (tlaracters or less or anach separate Word document) 

Tho project has the potential to increase storm water runoff. Project will require storm water pollution 
control but management pracUces to protect tho environment. 

I 
EPA-Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation and Uabillity Ac1·(CtRCLA) Hatardous waslo-d2 u.s.c. 
9601·9675. (Either doocribo in 4,000 characters or less a attach $8paraie Word document) 

IWA I 

EPA-Underground Sto:age Tank Regulations. (Either doscrlbe in 4,000 chatactors or tes-s or auach separate Word 
document) 

~A I 

EPA-Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA)-42 U.S.C. 3001·300)·26. (Either describe in 4.000 charact~rs or loss or 
attach separate Word document) 

IWA I 

EPA-Resource: Conservation a.'ld Recovery A~ (ACRA)-42 U.S.C. 6901·6992k (Either Cfoscr'ibo in 4,000 characlers or 
loss or anach separate Word Cfocum~t) 

fWA I 

EPA· Toxic SUbstanoes Control Act (TSCA)·t5 U.S.C.·2601·2692. (Either deSOfibo in 4,000 eharac1ers or Jess or ,attach 
sopata!o Word document) 

IWA I 
EPA·Polrution Prevention Act (PPA)·42 U.S.C.-13101 ·13109. (Either dosc:ribo f.n d,OOO characters or less or at1ach 
separate WOfd documont) 

WA I 
EPA-Emergency Planning and C0«1munl1y Aight·TO·Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA)· d2 u.s. c. 11001·11050. (Either 
describe in 4,000 characters or less or anach separate Word document) 

fWA 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouSie to HIGHLIGHT ANO ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

======================================================================~~5a••~a•••••e=:====== 
Se~ion 4(f) of the Oopt ~Transportation Act·Aocroa!ional AroaJ Parkland/ Proteeled Land. (Either describe in 4,000 
characters or less or atta.ch separate Word document) 

IWA I 
Section 10 01 thO Rivers and HatbOrs Act-Navigable Waters (Either desetibe in 4,000 characters or 10$$ or attach 
s.epa.ta:e Word do<::\lment) 

IWA I 
Nativo American Graves Protection & Aepa!ria!ion Ac• ol 1990. (Either de$Cribe in 4,000 charaelers or less or attach 
separate Word document) 

I Project will disturb ground on parkland open space. EBRPD will COO$Uit with Native American Heritage 
I Commission 

Appl1¢able State & Local Requirements and Laws. {Either descritlo in 4,000 cr.ara(tors or less or anach separate Wotd 
dOOumont) 

!Project will need to comply with State CEOA and Stato water quality permits. 
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a. Na\•igato through tho form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

::i t:.~..< 1ur~ V • Al TEANATIVES 

ALTERNATIVES 

lnlormation for at least three alternatives must be evaluated in this section. Give equal 
treatment to all alternatives considered to the extent that information is available. 

IDENTIFY AT LEAST 3 ALTERNATIVES: 

ALTERNATIVE #1 - the No Action alternati\•e evaluates the consequences o4 taking no action and leaving conditions as 
they currently exist. (Either describe In 4.000 chiuactors or loss or auach soparato Word docomonl) 

Under this alternallve. vegetation management ac11vltles would not oec:ur on EBRPD property within the 
Hills. fn absence ot thoSG aetivilieti:, e·xotic, high4 ignition·potential vegetation would not be removed, and 
the e)(lstlna hlah·flre hazard would conllnue. 

ALTERNATIVE #2 (Proposed Aeiion) - is the applicant's preferred project to solve the problem. Explain why the 
proposed a~ion is lhc preferred altemalive. Identify hOw tho preferred alternative would solve a problem, why the 
protorred allernative is the best solution for the community, why and how the alternative Is environmentally prclcrted and 
why the project is the economically preferred aJlemative. (EiLM r describe in 4,000 characters or foss or attach $eparate 
Wocd document) 

In the project locations, EBRPD purposo to reduce the threat of property damage, personal injury, and 
other impacts to public health and safety caused by future fires In the Hilts. Project will remove Fronch 
broom and annual grasses, forbs, and shrubs wilhin the project sites that represent a significant tire 
danger to adjacent property owners. Project will create defensible space and safe fire-fighting ac:eess 
routes to bener protect the urban/wildland Interlace. 

Types of vegetation management proposed for those silos include hand labor, small tree removal, 
mechanical treatments, prescribed burning, goat grazing, and chemical treatments. Most of tho 
vegetation activities focus on removing nonnative species, French broom, and acacia, but shrubs, such 
as coyote bush and ~~~. would also be removed or redueed In height 

IALTERNATIVE/13 .i< o -"· 
(EIIhO

The 
·~

i okn <nlvo II lh•• llh>l 
r , ;ii .... ~ 

third alternative 
' 

Is the use of canle grazing to reduce vegetative fuel loadS. This alternative involves 
the removal of brush, the construction of barbed wire fences to contain the cattle and the construction 
of water troughs and other Infrastructure necessary for cattle operations. This altemalive can be cost 
effective and is a popular method of vegetation fuel control In m~my areas around the Bay Area. 
However, the Introduction of cattle Into the East Bay Hills would be met wilh strong erilicism from the 
community. Many park neighbors would not like the potential of having canfe esca,pe Into their property 
or on to local roadway$. In addition. concerns regarding native plant species and the impacts ca«fe have 
on water quality would make the introduction of cattle problematic. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTS AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

1. Geology and Soils 

St ief desetlplion of the geology and soils at tho proposed project areas: 
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a. Navigate through tho form by using tho mouso to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

====~~····--=====- ===== -====- === ==== ======- ====--====-····· .. ·==·-===--=== 
The Hilts are part of the Northern California Coast Ranges. The Coast Range.s aro eharaclorized by 
northwest-trending ridges and valleys that parallel major strike--slip fauhs of the San Andreas fauH 
syslem. Tho S1rata are complexly folded and faulted. Fold axes generaUy trend northwest rolleeling 
northeast-southwest compressional tcclonlc stros.sos. Geologic deposits in the area are sus.ceptlble to 
landslides and soil erosion to va-rvin~ -de~rees. 

• How would Alternative 1 impa¢1: or be impacted by geology and soils. (Either describe in 4,000 characters Of 
less or anach sepatate Word document) 

I No action Alternative. No impact. 

• How wouJd Allorna!ivo 2 impact or be impacted by geology and soils. (Either desctibo in 4 .000 charaelors or 
Jess or a.nach separate 'Word docOOlent) 

Removal of the brush would cause some temporary ground disturbance. The uso of heavy equipment 
neceS:Sary to handle certain brush on flat terrain would have a temporary Impact on the soli and geology. 
Tho removal of brush would expose the soil to ponlbie erosion. Best management practices would be 
employed to reduce Impacts. Cut logs would bo used on site as natural water diversion barriers 10 
mlnlmlzo soil loss. 

• How would Alternative 3 impact or be impacted by geology and soils. (Eilhor doscribo in 4,000 characters or 
l~nS or auach separate Word document) 

Tho introduction of cattle grazing to the area could have a significant impact on the soil and geology of 
the area. Over grating In local areas around troughs and gates could create erosion problems and the 
loss of top soil. The action and depressions cause by eatUe hooves In tho sou can increase water 
penetration of the soli and encourage ovor saturated soils to move. In addhlon, compaction from eatllc 
can reduce soil productivi~ .• 

• Desetibc any measures that could be undertaken to mitigate the anticipated impaC-1s from imi>'Cmonting 
tho various alternatives de$Cribed above (e.g . Best ManagemMt PracUces to reduce the potential for soil 
erosion, etc.). (Either describe In 4.000 e:haraclors or less or artacfl separate Wcxd document) 

The use of best management practices to control storm wate-r run otf the use of brush and chips from the 
bruS-h removal process would help mitigate the impact to the soils. Extremely bare areas of soil would be 
restored by resee<fina with mixture of na1ivo grasses and grass seed good at resisting erosion. 

2. Land Use and Planning 

Description of the exi$tWlgland use and planning in the proj~ aroa. (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less 
or attach separate Word document) 

The area is pan of the East Bay Regional Park District The areas are designated as park land and will 
remain so after completion of the protect. 

a. Zoning 

Srlof doscrlption ot tho toning and/ot planning at the proposed projecl areas. (Eithor describe in 4,000 characters 
or le$-s or anach separate Word documcnl) 
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•• Navigato Lhrough tho form by using lhe mouse lo H IGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD • 

===--======---====---====---=====---=====--=====--======--====--=====~~~········~===--==--

The area is part of the East Bay Regional Park District. The areas are designaled as park land and will 
remain so after complotlon of tho project. The East Bay Regional Park District's Master Plan and lhe Land 
Use Development Plans for the parks examine the planning and operaUonal constraints of thiS patk land. 
These park land uso plans contain provision for fuels management and the management of dangerous 
brush . 

• How woukt Alternative 1 impact Of be impacted by zoning and'or planning , (Either describe In 4,000 
characters or Jess or artach separate Word document) 

r:o Action Alternative . Activities undertaken as part of this alternative would not adversely affe<:t the 
annlng o r zoning of the projoct aroas. 

• How would Attema!ive 2 impact or be impacted by zoning an<llor pfannlng, Would it bo consistent with 
planning and zoning In the project area? (Either dMCribo in 4,000 charac1ers or less or artach separate Word 
document) 

Activities undertaken as part of this alternative would not adversel'y affect tho planning or zoning of the 
project areas. . 

• How would Alternati\'C 3 impact or be lmpaclcd by zoning and/or planning. Would it be consistent with 
planning and zoning in tha projecl area? (Either desa ibe in 4,000 characte1s or less or anach separate Word 
document) 

Activities undertaken as part of this alternative would not adversely affect the planning or zoning of the 
projocl aroas. . 

• Oe$Cribe any measures that could be fmplcmcntcd to mitigato tho anticipated impacts of any ot the 
altornativos. (Either describe in 4,000 characters or less or attach separate Word document} 

I work In the project areas Is consistent with tho planning and zoning of the area. No mitigallon lt required. I 
b. Prime Farm Land 

Brief OO:scription of any prime farmlands focated In the project areas. (Either de-scribe in 4,QgQ chant£!f:r:: Qr 1~-D 
or anach SOC!arale WOld doc...-nent) 

I No prime farmland Is affected by this projoet. I 
• How woukl AlternatiYe 1 impact or be impacted by p-tlmc fatmland. (.Either describe in 4,00Q characiet li Qr 

i£§i?: Q( attach sc~rato Word doeumonl} 

I No prime farmland Is affected by this project. I 
• How would Attemative 2 impact or be impacted by prime farmland. (Eitber oosctibo in 4,000 characters or 

I!W: gc ana"'b ~~Qj}[i!tC Wotd oocumonl} 

I No prime farmland Is affected by this project. I 
• How would Al!ernalive 3 impact or be impae1ed by prime farmland. (E,itb(H describe in 4,000 characlers or 

less Qr anach sepamtc Word dgcymqntl 
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•• Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

========================····--··========================================================== .. 
!No prime farmland is affected by this project. I 

• Desetlbc any moasu-JGS that can bo implemented to mi1igate the anticipated impacts described above. (Eilhor 
describe in 4,QQQ ~hamct~!]: Q[ l~:i::i: gc iUliit!iib :r:Qes!tatc WortJ document} 

I No prima farmland is affected by this project. No Impacts are anticipated. I 

c. Floodplain Encroachment 

Ale any of the elternati\•es Jocated in the floodplain or fiOOdway designated on a FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) or Flood Boundaty/Fioodway Map? If yes. designate the project locations on a FEMA UoOd map and 
attach to the application. {i;ilt:u~r !l~~~rmg In 4,000 characters or less or attach .senara1e WQrd dQg!m!il:!JU 

I No project areas are located In floodplain orfloodways designated on a FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map. I 
Is the community where the project is located pariicipating in the NFIP and ate they io gOOd $landing? (Either 
descri~ in 4,QilQ ~bamctgQ;; g[ l~:i g: anach so~arato Word document} 

N/A I 
Would any OC tho altomalivos impact the FEMA map? (fiJ~r !ili!:i!i!i~ ill ~.QQO charactOJs or less or attach 
seoarate Word ~~~el'lt) 

r None of theDrole<:t alte-matlves would Impact tho FEMA map. I 
How would Alternative 1 impact the floodplain? {Eithor doscribo in 4,000 characters Qr 12~:1: Q! Sl.llaQb ~~aGIIQ 
r£Q[~ documont) 

I This altemallve would not lmpa<:l a floodplain. I 
Ho'll would A!1emative 2 impact the noodplaln? (Either dcscribo in 4,000 characters Qr IW Qr anaS!b W,'lQa[i!:tC 
'!tJ.ord documcnl} 

I This alternative would not Impact a floodplain. I 
How would Alternative 3 impact the floodplain? jEilhOr dosetibo in 4.QQO cMras;le'lii: Q!: l!l::i:l Qt iUIIil!l:b §Q~ratc 
WOtd oocumont) 

I This alternative would not Impact a floodplain. I 
3. Traffic Cir<~u!ations. Volume, and Patking Aoooss 

Blief cJesetiplion of rraffic circulation, volumo and parking access in the project areas. {!;!lb!U ~asctlbo in 4,000 
character$ or loss or attach seQarate Wo£2 s:i2!f:!.!mimU 

rTho project are~:1.arc not opon to vehicular traffic. There Ia no traffic circulation, volumo or parking 
access In the pro ect areas. 

• How wou~ Aflornative t impact or be impacted by traffic circulation. volumo and parking access. (Either 
s12~ribe in 4,QQQ ~hamctcri g[ le:~~ ot anacn SiJ2aralo Word document} 

!This alternative would not Impact or be impacted by traffic c ireulallon .• volume and parking access. I 
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a. Navigate through tho fOfm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER OATA IN EACH FIELO. 

:s~::~•••ae::=================================================~•• .. •======================== 
• How would Attemative 2 impact or be impacted by traffiC circulation. volumo Md p-arking acc~ss? (Either 

~~'!it!;s;!: !n 4,000 characters or 10$$ or auach seearate Word docurnenU 

I This ahernallve would not Impact or be Impacted by traffic circulation, volume and parking access.. I 
• How wouk:l Alternative 3 impact or be impacted by ttaffic circulation, volume and parking access? <Either 

descnJ2!il: !J 4,Q(lg 'bDta~t;t~;t~ 21: l:g§§ Q! attad'l s~g:arato Word document} 

I This alternative would not impact or be impacted by traffic circulation. volume and parking access. I 
• Desctlbc any measurM that coutd be implemented to mitigate any identified impacts. <E!Jbct dcscrlbQ in 

4,000 characters or les~ or a!!m;:h ~~IH!:!al~ ~~{.! ~cum,cnl} 

I This alternative would not impact or be impacted by traffic circulallon, volume and parking acccst;. I 
4. Pub:lc Health and Satoly 

Brief desctlptkln of any Malth and safety issues in the proje01 areas. This involVes a brief discussion of fadoral 
and s late stancf,ards, if applicatlle . (E;,i!b{;:C !X!SCtibc In 4,000 characters or less or attach sel2i!raie Wgr{.! 
~l:i'-!!IlO.Qt) 

Public safety In the Hills would likely be Improved by tho removal of highly flammable vegetation. The 
resulting reduction in fire hazard would decrease the potential damage to businesses and home.s In tho 
event of a fire. In addition to promoting fire prevention, tho removal of large brush In the proiect area 
could provide benefits to public safety. In the event of high winds, wind throw could cause breakage of 
branches or bushn. The removal of large brush can roduco the potential damage associated with wind 
throw. The U.S. Geological Survey report& that the overall probability of an earthquake of magnitude 
greater than or equal to 6.7 on the Haywar~Rodgers Cr&ek Fault .system before the year 2030 is 32 
percent (Association of Bay Area Governments 2000). The proposed protect would provide benefits by 
removing fuels near residences and roadways and thereby roduce the potential impacts from tire caused 
by gas line breakage during an e-arthquake. 

The use of herbicide to control the rosprouts of cut brus.h is a concern to the community. Garton 4 
herbicide would be applied to the cambium of freshly cut brush and Garlon 4 would be reapplied to any 
resprouls to promote tho convers.ion to a native fores.t. 

• How woukl Alternative 1 impact public health and satoty lssuos? 'Either describe in 4.QQQ: g::!I:JU!!Ql:!:l:f~ g;r l!i::~~ 
Q£ ;mach sc~rato Word document} 

No Action Alternative. H the high fuel loads In these park& are not managed a catastrophic fire storm 
would spread from the brush into the urban interface. 

• How would Alternative 2 impa.C1 publi¢ heatth and safety Issues? fEilhOr describe in 4.000 characters or tm 
gc ~11wcb ~g:wu.€!1£ :!fYord oocumont} 

In addition to promoting fire prevention, the removal of large brush In the p roject area could provide 
benetusto public safety. In tho event of high winds, wind throw could c-ause breakage of branches or 
toppfe entire bushes. The removal of large trees can reduce tho potential damage associated with wind 
throw. Tho proposod project would provide benefits by removing fuels near residences and roadways and 
thereby reduce the potentlalimpacts from fire caused by gas line breakage during an earthquake. 

The application of herbicide could potenUally hav~ adverse impacts public health and safety in the form 
of skin and eye irritation from the herbicide. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELO. 

==============================================;;==~··········=============================== 
• How woulcf Attemat1ve 3 impact public health and salcty Issues? (Either describe in 4.000 charac1ers or less 

or attach separa!e Word document) 

The u.se of caule grazing could bo oHocUvo In managing the some of the brush in the projeet areas. 
However, the introduction of cattle Into the brush could escape the fenced fields and cause damage to 

loubllc property and vehicular ttaHic. 

• Describe any measures that coutd be imptomented to mi1igate any of the anticipated impacts. ~
describe in 4,000 characters or tess or attach separate Word documcnll 

Nolso associated wilh clearing and planting actlvl1ies would be kept within legal llmlls residential aroas. 
Garton 4 would be used according to the prescribed Indications for tho product The area would be 
posted prior to the application of herbicide. In addition. onty a small amount of herbicide Is applied 
directly on to the cut tree stumps and resprouts. Signs would also be posted for follow up treatments and 
they would bo timod for boat effectiveness and fastest possible drying times. The work areas and Olher 
public hazards would be barricaded and property marked. Trucks traveling through the area would 
maintain legal and safe speeds. 

5. Soc!o·EconomiC Issues 

Btlef dcsetlptioo of aff~led populatiOns in the projec1 areas. CensU$ da!a shoutd be usecf, if appropriate. lncfudo 
a description and distribu1ion (if any) of minority, elderly and low·incomc pe>pulatlor\S. <Ei1hG-t describe in 4.000 
characters or less 01 auach sooarato Word document) 

The project areas span Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. Alamoda County has approximately 
1,443,741 rMido-nts {U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000). Contra Costa County has approximately 948,816 
residents (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000). The unemployment rato for Alameda County as of June 2000 
Is 3.3 percent; Contra Costa County's unemployment rate is 3.0 percent (Employment Development 
Department 2000). Approximately 19 percent of Alameda County's population Is of Hispanic origin. and 51 
percent Identified themselves as nonwhUe {U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000). Approximately 18 percent of 
Contra Costa County's population Is of Hlapanlc orlgln, and 34.5 perc:ent Identified themselves as 
nonwhite (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000). 

Tho protect sites aro within tho bounds of recreational parktands; adjacent lands are principally 
residential and open space. Most of the project vlclnll}' does not have a disproportionate number of 
minority persons., low·lncome persons, persons with few years of formal education. or persons wl1h 
limited English-speaking ability. However, most Impacts from the protect would be beneficial. Reduction 
of fire hazard would minimize tho potential damage to businesses and homes In the event of a fire, Tho 
Implementation of the proposed project would provide a llmUod number of job opportunities to the 
community through tho uso of local logging contractors. No roads would be closed during project 
activities: therefore, local businesses, and residents would not bo adversely affected. Any adverse 
lmpac1s would be temporary. Measuroa would be taken to ensure the safety of the community during tho 
Implementation of the proposed projec1. 

• How would Alternative 1 impact any populations described above? (Either describe In 4.000 charae1ors or 
less or anach seoarnle Wgrd documcol) 

I No Action Alternative. No impact allhough the Increased risk of fire danger could threaten the community. J 

• How would Altorna!ivo 2 impacl any popula1Kms deseribecf above? CEither describe 1o 4.000 cnruacte-ts 01 
less or ettach sepnrnte Word docymenJ) 
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•• Navigate through the form by using thcmousctoHIGHLIGiil AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

==-==========········ .. --======--====--===== ==== ==== ==== ==== === ==-===-== 
The proJe<:t will bo conducted in park land outside of population areas. The project will not have any 
socio-economic is-sues. Most of the project vicinity does not have a disproportionate number of minority 
persons, low•lneomo persons, persons with few years of formal education, or persons with limited 
Engllsh-s~eakhl~ abllltv. 

• How would Alternative 3 impact any populations described above? {f:i !h~r Sl!iW&db:fl: jQ S;,QQQ: ~faCtors Or 
less or anach ~~12::!!'5!l!:: ~Qr~ ~~ID~Illl 

Tho project will be conducted in park land outside of populaUon are.as. The proJect will not have any 
aoclo-ec:onomlc Issues. Most of tho project vicinity does not have a disproportionate number of minority 
~~~ns, low-income persons, persons with few years of formal educallon, or persons with limited 
En llsh~spcaklng ability. 

• Ocsetlbc any measures that could be implemented Ia mitigate the anticipated impael:s. (~ilb!il:t Sl~t!2Q in 
4,000 characters Ot less or Attach ~~Qa:'i!l~ Wg:Sj ~!J.Ill{:llll 

. 
The protect will bo conducted in park land outside of population areas. The project will not have any 
socio~conomlc IS3ues. Most of the proJect vlc:lnlty does not havo a diSproportionate number of minority 
persons, low·lncomo pora:ons, parsons with few years of formal education, or persons with llmhed 
English-speaking abilhy. 

6. Air Quality 

• Btlcf dost:riplion ol air quality slandtuds in the project areas and any ilxal or state requirements. if appllcabfO . 
Impacts should address shon-term (during construction) and tong-torm (oporalionaJ) impacts on air quality. 
(l;,llb~[ !!g~crjbc In 4,000 ehamctors or IO.Ss or attach se~rate Word doctJment} 

Impacts to air qualhy associated with the sUes proposed for brud11ng by either mechanized and/or hand 
<::fearing would Include a temporary increase in PM10 from exposed $011, prescribed fires, brush clearing 
and chipping activities as well as negligible Increases of PM10, CO, N02, S02, and 03 precursors from 
mechanical equipment oxhauGl The removal of brush from the fuels management area will only have 
tempora.:V: ~r.:.PScts to air quality from the equipment and trucks used to remove the brush. 

• How would Al1erna!ive 1 impact air quali1y in the projecl areas? (Ei!bcr desg !be In 4,000 charactors Ol IMS or 
attach seQ:aral~ WQ!'!;! OOcumcoll 

I No Action Alternative. If a large scale wildfire were to erupt, the air quaiUy Impacts would bo significant. I 
• How woukl Altc-tnatlvo 2 impact air quality in tho PlOSect areas? fEither desqibe in 4.000 characters or less or 

anach seearate Word document} 

I This alternative would have only temporary impacts to air quality. I 
• How would Alternative 3 impact air quality In U'lo project areas? <Ei1her describe in 4.000 chArac!ers or fess or 

atlact'l segarato Word document) 

The Introduction of cattle would havo minor impacts to air quality from truck and equipment needed to 
transport the cattle to and from the site. 

• Describe MY me8.$ures that could be im~cmcntcd to mJUgato thO anticipaled impacts described above, 
{EJthor doscrlbQ in 4,000 chatae1ors or less or Rt1ach separate Word documeotl 
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======· ... ····~~====--=======---====--====--====----==----===---====---====---==--==--===== 
Temporary impact to air quality could be mitigated by conduc1ing brush removal In the spring and other 
seasonal times when an air Inversion Is not present. Prescribed fires would bo conducted be regional air 
quality t>tandards at limes when air quality impacts would be reduced. The use of low emission 
eauloinent could funher miUgate anllclpaled impacts. 

A. Noi$e 

• Brief description o' any noise ordinances and sensitive receptors that may exist In the pro}o:ct areas. fEitMr 
~~rj~ ill ~.QgQ Si!:latactli!ll g[ !~S§ Of attach sc~tatG WOtd <Socumont) 

The project sites are located in regional parks open space. There are no spC<:Uic no lao ordinances in 
these areas. In addition, few people live In or near the project sites therefore there would be few societal 
receptors. Wildlife in the area such as raptors and mammals could be affected by the nolso of tho logging 
operations. 

• How wouk:l Alternative 1 impM"t ambient noise levels In the project areas? ~Either describe in 4,00Q 
charactors or loss Ot auac:h s~arcuo Word document} 

I No Action AHernatlve. There would be no impact from not completing the project. I 
• How would Alternative 2 impac1 ambient noise levels in the proje<::t areas? (Eitbcr dosetibO ;n 4,000 

~hamct~G~ gr 1w gr atta!:ib ~garil.l~ »:su!l ~ocumcnt} 

The noise level from tree removal operations can be quite loud. Fonunately, these operations will bo 
conducted In open space parkland relatively far away from people. However. park U$erS any wildlife In the 
park could be impacted bV noise. 

• How woulcf Atlornalivc 3 Impact ambionl noise k!vols in the proSect areas? (Either cfescnb e in 4.000 
Characters or less or attach see!Jrate Word docum~nll 

The Introduction of c.atllc Into tho area would have minimal impact to ambient noise levels. Some cattle 
have been know to disturb ~rk visitor, but these noise complaints aro infrcquenl 

• Describe any measures that oovld be implemented to mitigate thO antiOipatod impacts described above . 
(E,Ilb{;:[ ~S!;;fjbc 10 4,000 eharacuws or toss or attach seaarate Word docum~nt} 

The wor1c would be conducted after birds have lefl their nosu. In addition, these areas o f the park would 
be tomporar'ily cloMd to park visitors to mitigate any disturbance to their experience In the park&. Nolso 
levels would be kept within legal limits, 

B. Pub!ic Scrvioes and Utilities 

• Briof description of the public services and utilities provided in the projcet atcas. This Sl'loulcf inO!ude, bu1 not 
be limited to, water. sanitation. sol:d waste disposal, slonn water drainage, electric power, natural gas. 
telephone/television service, law enf01cement, fire proteclion, public transit system and emergency meCx:al 
and hospitals. ( E.ilb~[ s;l~dt!!il: i!l ~.ooo characte-rs or less or attach seaazate Word doctJm~nJ) 

The pro;ect areas contain park trails and open space used by park visitors. Further, driving logging 
truckS and equipmenl on trails can the t rails dusty. High voltage power lines often cross through th-ese 
areas. 

• How woulcf Alternative 1 impact public services and utilities in the project area? (E!ti'Klr l!cscribG in 4,000 
characters gr less or anadl seoarate Word docutno.ntl 
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======---=====--=====-----=====--=======~===;aa••••• .. ====--==== ==== -==== -=---===-=== 
No Action Ahernatlve. This altemalivc could lncreaso tho sizo and strength of wildfires in the areas 
surrounding power l ines. Dense vegetation surrounding the traU.s could make them tess desirable to park 
users because they reduce sight llne.s, encroach on tho trails and make people feel confined by the dense 
vegetation. 

• How woutd Ancmativc 2 Impact pub:ic sor\'ioos and utilities in the projed area? fErther describe in 4.000 
charae1ers or le$S or attach .senarate Word docum~nt} 

The projGct could rosult in tho temporary c:los.ure of park t rails. P, G & E already manages vegetation 
close to ita power lines. Thi:S alternative would further reduce tho vegetation near any power lines and 
Improve tho roliabilily and operation of the utility. 

• How would Alternative 3 impaC1 public setvlcos and utilities in the project area? <Ei1her descnb e in 4.000 
chafaCIQfS Of lOSS or auach se~ralo Word document) 

This alternative would have limited Impact on public services and utilities. Park visitors often are allowed 
In parks with eaHie grazing. Some visitors are nervous about the canle's presents, but EBRPD has few 
reDorted Incidents between catllo and park visitors. 

• Desetibe any measures that oould ba implemanted to mitigate the anticipated impac:1s descnbed above • 
fEilhor describe in 4,000 characters or lesi or An>1!i:h ~~aaral!i:; )l'lQ:U! docu!Jl!i:;llll 

Signs and a public Information camp-aign could be used to reduce impacts to trail users. Alternative 
routes could be established to route trail users around the temporarily closod aroas. In addilion, a water 
IRICk could bo used to roduco the amount of dust on the trail makina less of an Impact on trail users. 

7. Water QuaH1yiWa!er Resources 

Briof description oc any water quality/water resource issues relative to the prcj,ecc area. 

Average annual precipitation In the projoct area range-s from 16 inches around the Port of Oak'-'nd to 26 
Inches in the Montclair area of the Hills (Miller and Koh 1990). Due to lhe stoop topography of the Hills, 
much of the precipitation Is tran$1ormed into surface·water runoff. However, as the surface water passes 
over areas with sandy or highly porous soils., some of it percolates Into the groundwater aquifer through 
reoharge areas. The local aquifer consists of scattered unconnected pockets of water, or lenses, of 
various sizes. The depth to the water table. varies, but tends to lncrt<'lse In bands parallel to the Bay 
shoreline approaching the Hills. In tho Hills and upper portions of the East Bay Plain, depth to the water 
table often exceeds 20 feet (Miller and Koh 1993). All of the parks proposed for vegotalion management 
activities contain water resources In tho form of perennial creeks, streams, springs, ponds. or lntermlltent 
water sources. 

• How would Alternative 1 impact water quality and/or water rcsourcos in tho project area? (Crlher c'§:scrit!~ in 
4,000 cllaractots or IQSS or auach se~rate W01d document} 

No  Action A lternative. No Impact. I 
• How would Altcmativo 2 Impact wator qu~l ity and/or wafer resources in the ptoSeC4 area? <Either describe in 

4,000 characters or less or al1ach se~mte WQ!$;;! o'oc!..!ID~Qil 

Tho removal of brush could expose the area to increased erosion and therefore Increased storm water 
pollution. The use of machinery oould Introduce fuel and olhor petroleum spills in the park land. The use 
of goals for grarlng could impact water quality. Grazing goats can negatively lmpacl water $Upplies and 
riparlan areas tf these areas are unprolected. 
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•• Navigalc through tho lorm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

=~~--~============================================================~3······••a:=========== 

• Ho'll would Alto-rnativo 3 Impact walor qu.alrty and/or water resources in the project area? (Either describe !o 
4,000 characters OI lm gr anslJ;:h ~~ll:allUfl :!llgc~ ~s;!!W;LtmWJU 

The lnlroduetion of catue into these areas could have a significant Impact to water quality. CatUc gr&atly 
disturb the upper layer of top soli making It suscepUble to erosion. In addition cattle eliminations can run 
dlrecUy into creek& and streams. 

• Describe any measures that could be implemented to miligato tho anlicipaled impacts described above • 
Impacts should address short·lerm {during constrvction) and long·term impacts on watet quality. {Ei1her 
d§:~J;;:dt!f:l: i!l 4,QQQ !il!ara~~:;~ Qt liil:i~ QL attach SQ:I,;!aratc Word document~ 

Best management practices would be used to prevent polluUon from storm water run off. Logs and chips 
would be place to prevent erosion. Baro areas would be hydro-seeded and erosion control material would 
be used whe.re needed to prevent storm water pollution. Machinery could be inspoctod daUy and any 
leaks lmmedlatety repaired and no equipment would bo fueled within fifty feet of a stream or creek. 
Animal managers should ensure that livestock are move<l prompUy out of are.as showing signs of 
overgrazing and/or exceuive hoof traffic. 

s. Biological Resources 

a. Wetlands 

Consult a National Wetlands lnventorv Mao to OOtcrminc if wetlands aro located in the r~ro·ec1 areas. 
None of the project sites are In wetland areas. However, some of the project sl1es are near welland.s, see 
at1achod maps in the project seeping document. The project proposes no filling or direct impact to the 
wellands. Soli erosion from exposed soU could wash Into the wetlands and impact water quality. 

Several creeks, reservoirs, and Intermittent drainages are located within the parks proposed for 
vogetatlon management activities. However, all of the proposed project sites have been solocted to avoid 
area waterways. 

• Ho'N would Alternative 1 Impact wouaocts in lho projee1 area? (Either d§!2ribe in 4lQQQ ~W:baracte~ g[ !9§§; or 
attach SOn!!rate Word document~ 

I No Action AlternaUve. No impact I 
• How would Alternative 2 impact wetlands in 1he pto{cct aroa? {Ei1he-r describe in 4.000 character~ or ~~~ gr 

iUlilo!ib :i!iU~f![atc W Ofd oocumont} 

None of the project sites are In wetland areas. However, some of the project sites are near wetlands. see 
atlachod maps In tho project seeping document. The project proposes no filling or direct impacl to the 
wetlands. Soli erosion from expos-ed soU could wash into the wetlands and impact water quality. 

Several creeks, reservoirs, and Intermittent drainagos aro located within the parks proposed for 
vegetation management activities. However, all of the proposed proje<~t site.& have boon selected to avoid 
area waterways. 

• How would Aliern(tlivo 3 impact wetlands in the project area? (Eithor doscribe in 4,000 characters « 1!!~~ Qr 
{!tta~b "oarau~; ~ord document} 

The Introduction of cattle Into the project areas could impact weUands creating run off and erosion 
problems near wetlands. In addition cattle can escape cattle fenced areas going Into and destroying 
wetlands. Cattle fencing must be established to oxclude cattle from wetland a.reaa. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

• Describe any measures that could be lmplemcntGCI to mitigate the anticipated impacts described above. 
!Eilho-r doscrlbO in 4.000 characters or fess Ot attach separate Word documenQ 

Prope-r delineation of wetlands and clear making of the wetlands prior to construction could red~.U:e direct 
Impacts to the wetlands. Best management practices such as rehabllllalion of dl&turbed areas, reseeding 
of bare ground, the lnslallatlon of Nrrler logs and sediment control basin along with the applfcallon of 
chip$ and mulch could reduce storm water pollution from washing Into the wetlands. Animal managers 
must eonSirucl temporary goat fences to exclude goats from wetland areas. 

b. Threatened or Endangered Species (animal, plant or aquatic) 

Contact state and federal agencies to dctormino il any threatened, endangered. or $ensitive species (animal. 
olant. and aQuaLic) or their habitals ate located in or near the orooosed pto{ect areas. 

Alameda whipsnake (Mastlcophls lateraUs euryxanthus), a federally throatened species may occur. 
Presidio clarkia. The federally endangered plant Presidio clarkia (Clarkia franclseana) may occur. Santa 
Cruz tarplant (Holocarpha maeradenla) may be present In the projoct areas. Pallid manzanita 
(Arctottaphylos pallid a) Is known to occur at Tilden. C.allippe sllverspot butterfly (Speyerla ealllppe 
eallippe) have the potential to occur In the project a.reu. See anached map of potential threatened, 
endangered or sensitive &pocios in tho area. 

• How would Alternative 1 impact any threatened. endangered, or sensitive species Of' their hatlitat in tho 
proSect area? <Ei1her describe in 4.000 chamcters or less or anach separate Word documen1l 

I No Action Allernatlvo. No Impact. 

• How would Attemative 2 impaC1 any threatened, endanger oct or sensitive species or lheir habitat in the project 
area? !Either doscribG in 4.000 cf'laraclers or less or i!t!Ach separate Word OOcumcnll 

The project area could potentially Impact Alameda Whlpsnake, Red Legged Frog at well as nesting 
raptors in th~ .tree-&. Threatened Santa Cruz tar plant is also known to O<:c-ur In aroa& near tho project 
sites. The proJect could result In mortality to individual animals o r impact r_eproductlons. 

• How woukt Alternative 3 impact any threatened, endangered Of' sensitive species or their habitat in the project 
area? <Eilher describe In 4.000 charactGtS 01' ross or attach separate Word documenn 

The projec-t are.a could potentially impact Alameda Whipsnake, Red Legged Frog as well as nesling 
captors in the trees. Threatened Santa Cruz tar plant Is also known to occur In .areas near the protect 
sites. 

• Describe any measures !hal could be impe.cmcnted to mitigate the anticipated impae1s described above. 
fEiUlor describe in 4.000 cha•ae1ers or less or attach seoarate Word docurni}Ot) 

Conducting brush removal operation In habitat for Alameda Whlpsnake and Red Legged Frogs c:ould kill 
individuals and have a short term Impact on their habitat However, brushing operations could be 
conducted In the winter month.s when. the whip snakes are most likely to be underground. The proj&c:t 
would create a mosaic of brush and grassland that Is the preferred habitat for the whip snake. No bruslng 
would occur around ponds know to contain red legged frogs. 

c. Vegetation. Wildlife. and Aqualic Resources 
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a. Navigate lhfough thG torm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

c~;~•============================================================================~aa•====== 
• Describe other vegetation, witdlife, and aquatic: resources in the projec'l areas. !Eilbcr dcscfibO in 4.000 

cbacacters or fcss or a1tach scpara1o Word documonn 

The proposed prolect areas Include the following vegetation communitlos: Grasslands, North 
Coastal Scrub (wot and dry), Successional Scrub, Mixed Hardwood Woodland and Forett. 
Brush Forest (1- to 5-year, 20.year, and mature), Monterey Pine Forest (mature stands and 
plantations)., Mixed Maturo Monterey Pine/Brush Forest, Riparian Forest, Cypres$ Forest, 
and Redwood/Douglas Fir Forest. All of these vegetation communities havo tho potential to be 
Impacted by vegetation management activities except for Riparian Fore$1 and Redwood/Douglas 
Fir Forest, which are uncommon In the proJect areas. 

Wildlife species that are known to utilize Grasslands of tho Hills Include black-tailed deer 
(Odoc:olleua homionus), coyote (Canis latrans), Sharp-tailed snake (Contla tenlus), Weatern sklnk 
(Eumeces sklltonlanus), SoutMrn alligator lizard (Gerrhonotus mutllearinatus), bobcat (Lynx 
rufus)., gray fox (Uroeyon clnereoargenteus), and white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrtchla 
leucophrys) 

Mammals common to the North Coastal Scrub community includo black· tailed deer, gray fox, 
bobcat, brush rabbit {Sylvilagus bachmani), and striped skunk (Mephitis mephitls). Bird species 
that occur In this habitat Include california quail (Callipepla ealiforniea), California towhee 
(Pipllo crlss.alis), spottod towhoe (Pipilo maculatus), song sparrow (Melospiza melodla), and 
Western scrub (ay (Aphelocoma callfornlca). Reptiles In this community Include the 
Northwestern fen~_lizard (Scoloporus occidentalis occidentalis), western slclnk. and northern 
Pacific ranlesnake tCrotalus vlrldus oreganus). 

• How would Altomali\'O 1 impact resources in the proiecl area? £Either desqibe jo 4,000 characters or less or 
attach s.ePf!ratq Word document) 

No Action Alternative. A catastrophic wildfire could destroy the habitat for many type of wildlife. 

• How would Atlcma6vc 2 impact tOSOUtCOS in thO PfOjCCI.:lroa? <Either describe in 4.000 ch;uac1ers or le:p or 
attach separate W01d document> 

Vegetation management actlvllkls to thin brush trees, small trees, and acacia would require the use of 
heavy equipment to access, cut, and remove the brush. Hand-removal of other shrubs would require 
equipment such as chalns.aws, handsaws, brush cutters, and weed eaters. Hand labor would also be 
utilized to remove small-diameter trees. Excets slash of brush, acacia and small; lross would be chipped 
and left on site. These mechanical and manual actions could Impact vegetaHon through accidental 
crushing, breaking, uprooting, trampling, soil compaction, or otherwi-Se damaging tho plants. Heavy 
equipment could cause soli erosion or soil compaction, especially if work is scheduled for the rainy 
season. Soil compaction greater than approximately 80 percent could prevent tho growth of vegetation. 
Excessive soli compaeUon could also destroy the mycorrhizal fungi tnat native plants rely on for 
establishment and growth. The long-term Impacts to vegetation and wildlife of tha proposed removal of 
oxotic, hlgh·flrehaurcl vegetation and the encouragement of lower-fire-hazard native species would be 
benefic-ial. 

Further. many of the project slles contain dense canopie.s of brush that shade out native species, thereby 
diminishing spo-eies diversity. Oponing the canopy and removing competitive, exotic spe<:les would aid in 
reestablishing native species in these areas. Certain brush species produce a fitter layer of debris that 
inhibits understory vogotation and reduces wildlife habitat. Removing the thick litter layer would allow 
herbaceous unde,story vegetation to become reestablished, thereby providing cover and forage a.reas for 
avian and small mammal populations. 
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a. Navloato through the form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

-······· ·- ••••a::~~=;:;;~:= .... ····=---·· .............. aaa:==========~===a••• ... 
• How would A.~ 3 imp..aa resou-c:es Wl the projec:t aroa? fEilhot describe in 4.000 characters or !e» Of 

CII:IM:h llfW&IA ~~SI document} 

Tho linttocff.letioft of cante lnto the pro}ecc area:s eou:kllmpact vettt•Uon. wildlife and aquade ruourea by 
Cleating run ott and erosion problems near creeks and riparian w•ae.ln ad<Ntbn ealtte can escape cattle 
fencod artae goln~ Into 11\cl destroying senstdve aro.as. Cattlo fonclng mu5t be estabUshed to exclude 
canfe from senaiUvo areas. 

• Dooerlbo any moasuros that could be implemented to mltloato tho anHclpatod impacts described abo\•e . 
UiiJbll ~RKdb!l in 4,QQQ ~ba:ra!MU~:'i Q[ !Q§~ 2[ i!1tooh SQQiUila :t£2tl1 SI2Cailmant) 

Prior to tho romovol ol any large brush that could support noellng raptora,. EBRPO would ensure that a 
qua.lifled biologist aurveys each area for &ign& ol bird& or threaten and endangered species. U any 
epee: los aro located, tho area would be retained and a 100..foot butter zone would bo established around 
tho orea'e porfmeter. All nests would be allowed to procee-d through Uedglfng and dispersal of young 
b«fore brushing activity commences: however, brush tuppor11ng nettl or sensitive species would remain 
permanently undlalui'Md unless the bru&h represents an £mmodf1te thret t to public stfe-ty. AJI hand• 
clearing ol brush would avoid appropriate avian nesting tenons, at determined by the type of birdlneS1 
to be protected. In whip snake habitat brushlng oper•tlon could be conducted fn the wltlter months when 
the snakM are more Ukely to be underground. 

9. .. C...... A_. 
. 

HdlOric"'-"its 

• ldon\lfy any historic properties in ihe project arNs by detormlr*'lg t\8 ago of the property and oons.ubing with 
thO State Hi11oric Preserva(IOfl Off.cer. (Eithcf dow~ iD 4.000 char•~m s:!: It§:~ Qt iaii~ :i:S~ralo W()fd 
dooum~U 

For other tuel proJoc:tt fn the East Bay Hills EBAPD contacted Callfornlt Nttlve American Heritage 
Commlttlon (NAHC) to request a review of hs Sacred Lands Flfot and a llet of Individuals or grouptlt 
bellevea ahould bo contacted for Information or concom.a related to tho project area,. The NAHC 
ro.spondod on wltn a nogatfvo search of its Sacred Lands FUca. EBRPO coneullod with the Individuals and 
groupe rccommonde<l by NAHC; no legltlmato eonc.orna about tho thoao prolectt or lndlca11ons of 
tradlllonal cultural properties were noted during this consultation. For other projects, EBRPD has Initiated 
consultetlon with tho Callfomla State Historic Preservation Oftlcer (SHPO) for these other fuels 
management profocle. From information p rovided by EBRPO, the SHPO concurred with EBRPO's 
determination that no properties eligible for the Nalional Register of Hlatortc Places would be aHected by 
thoao projocta. It cultural resources are revealed durfng project actlvltloa, work In the vicinhy of the 
discovery would be halted and EBRPO woukt immediately take all reatonabte measures to av<1id or 
mlnltnlzo harm to tht di"overed re.souree until EBRPO further conaulta whh the SHPO. 

• How •'OUid AAtmalive t irnpect historic properties in tho Pf~ area? CSftr demibe in 4-00Q cf)aradetS Of 
!US Ql 8D:J!W:h ~e WOtd dlx:umM} 

I No Action A.ltemallve. No knpKL I 
• How would A!tom.ativo 2 impact hisioric propernes in tho projOCI aroa? [Eilthier describe in 4,000 £~ar~c:~ gs 

less Qt' oaocb ttoorolc Won1 doeumonl) 
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a. N.avigalo through 1he form by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

===--==== -=== ===== ====- =========== ====--=~g·········=======--==== == -======= 
Thoro Is always tho possibility that previously unidentified archaeological resources could bo 
discovered during fuel management construction. EBRPO will stop the project in the immediate 
vicinity of the any discove-ry, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any 
unanticipated discovery. EBRPO shall report to SHPO any discoveries that appear to bo ollglblo 
to the National Register, and will tako au reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the 
property until it completes consultation with the SHPO. Should human romalns bo encountered. 
work In the vicinity will be halted and the County Coroner will be notified immediately. U tho 
remains arc determined to bo Natlvo American, the coroner will contact the NAHC. 

• How would Af1ornativo 3 impact hiSIOric proper1ies in 1he project. area? (Either describe in 4.000 characters or 
Jess or attach separate Word document> 

There is always tho pos&ibility that previously unidentified a.rchaeological re.sovrces could be 
discovered during fuel management construc11on. EBRPD will stop tho project in the immediate vicinity of 
the any di$COvery, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any unanticipated discovery. EBRPD 
shall report to SHPO any discoveries that appear to be eligiblo to tho National Register, and will take aU 
reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the property until it completes consultation with the 
SHPO. Should human remains be encountered, work In the vicinity will bo halted and the County Coroner 
will be notified immodlatoly. II tho remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will contact 
the NAHC. 

• Describe any measures that coukl be fmplcmcnted to miligalo tho anticipaled impacts descn1:1ed a.bove. 
(f ltbcr describe in 4.000 Cf'laraelors or less or aHaeh seoarate W01d docymentl 

Thoro Is always tho p0$Sibllity that previously unidentified archaeological resources could bo 
discovered during fuol managomont construction. EBRPO will stop the project in the immediate 
vicinity of the any discovery, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any 
unanticipated discovery. EBRPD shall r<>port to SHPO any discoveries that appoar to be eligible 
to the National Register, and will tako all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to tho 
property until it completes consultation with the SHPO. Should human romalns be encountered, 
work In tho vicinity will be halted and the County Coroner will be notified immediately. If tho 
remains arc determined to be Nativo American, tho coroner will contact the NAHC. 

b. Archeological Resouroes 

Identity any potential archeoklgical resources In tho ptoject aroas by consulting with the Stale Historic 
Preservation Omccr. You may be asked to perform a recOtds search and/or a pedestrian survey of thO proposed project 
areas. 

For other fuel projects In the East Bay Hills EBRPO contacted California NaUve American Heritage 
Comml.sslon (NAHC) to request a review of its Sacred Lands Files and a list of Individuals or grovps It 
believes should be contacted for Information or <:oncems related to tho project area. The NAHC 
responded on with a negalivo se.arch of Its Sacred Lands Files. EBRPD consulled with the Individuals and 
groups recommended by NAHC; no legitimate concerns about tho proposed project or indications of 
traditional cultural properties wore noted during this consultation. EBRPO Initiated consultation w'ith tho 
California State Historic Preservation Offleer (SHPO) for the~ other fuels management project. From 
information provided by EBRPD, tho SHPO concurred with EBRPD's detennlnatlon that no properlies 
eligible for the National Register of Histor1c Places would bo affectod by those projects. If cultural 
rosourccs are revealed during project activities, work in the vicinity of the discovery would be halted and 
EBRPO would Immediately take all reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the discovered 
resource until EBRPO fur1her consults with the SHPO. 

64 

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 451



a. Navigate through tho lorm by using the mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIEl D. 

=~·==========================================================================;;~·······--· .. 
• How would Alt0-rnativ6 1 impact arCheological resources in the projec1 area? £Either descn"be in 4.000 

characters or les-s or anach separate Word documenll 

I No Action Alternative. No impact. 

• How would Alternative 2 impact archeological resources in the pro{ect area? (Either describe lo 4.000 
characters Qt tess or attach seoarate Word documonu 

Thoro Is always tho possibility that previously unidentified archaeological resources could be 
discovered during fuel managomont construction. EBRPD will stop the project in the immediate 
vicinity of the any discovery, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any 
unanticipated dlscovory. EBRPD shall report to SHPO any discoveries that appear to be eligible 
to the National Register, and will take all roasonablo moasure.s to avoid or minimize harm to the 
property until it completes consultation with the SHPO. Should human remains be encountorod, 
work In tho vicinity will bo halted and the County Coroner will be notified immediately. If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, tho coronor will contact tho NAHC. 

• How would Alternative 3 impae4 archeological re$0vrc;es in the project area? (Either desc@e In 4.000 
dlau1c1ers or less or anach seoarate Word document) 

There is always the possibility that provlously unidentified archaeological ro.sources could be 
discovered during fuel management construction. EBRPD will stop tho projoct In tho Immediate 
vicinity of the any discovery, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any 
unanticipated discovery. EBRPD shall roport to SHPO any discoveries that appear to be eligible 
to the National Register, and will take aU reasonable moasuros to avoid or minimize harm to the 
proporty until It completes consultation with the SHPO. Should human remains be encountered, 
work in the vicinity will be halted and tho County Coronor will be notified Immediately. If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will contact tho NAHC. 

• De-scribe any mcaswos 1hal could bO implemented to mitigate the anticipated impacts described above. 
(Either describe in 4.000 charae1ers or tess or anach seoamte WQ!d document} 

There Is always tho possibility that previously unidentified archaeological resources could be discovered 
during fuel management eon.ttrucllon. EBRPD will stop the project in tho immodiato vicinity of the any 
discovery, and to retain a qualified archaeologist to validate any unanUelpated discovery. EBRPD shall 
report to SHPO any dl.scover~s that appear to be eligible to the National Register, and will take all 
reasonable measures to avoid or minimize harm to the property until it completes consultation with the 
SHPO. Should human remains be encountered, work In tho vlcinily will be haHed and the County Coroner 
will bo notified immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will contact 
the NAHC. 

10. Hazardous rvtatoria!S and Wastes (to be used it hazardous materials and wastes issues are Identified) 

The American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) (1994) Stano'ard E 1527·94 defines a rocognized 
environmental condition as "the presence ot l ikely pro-sonco of any hazardous substances or petroleum produels 
on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, Ot a matctlalthrcat ot a re~as.o ol 
any hazardous substances()( petroleum ptOducts into sttuctures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, 
Of sur1ace water of the property." This can include releases from waste sites, disposal sites. dump pits. otc. 
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•• Navlgato through lhe torm by using lhe mous-e to HIGHLIGHT ANO ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD . 

. ··-·- •••az=:==================:3··· ... ·············&Z:======================= 
• Briof dnc:tlptlon oC My and involved In pr<Jied hazardous materials wasto lssUH lt\4 areas.. 1lis invotves a 

brkd discusslon ol federal and slate standatd$, if appicable •• lEiber doscQba fn 4.000 eharacters 01 feu <K 

I!Jac:h HDB!Ill WQGI doc:ume-nn 

The ar••• to be treated Aie targdy undlsturbed woodlands 1nd open epace. Hu..rdous mafertals and I or 
hazardous wuto are not anticipated to be dfseovered at tho s ltN. The ehemlcal herbicide GarSon 4 to be 
u&ed trelt tho cut brulh Ia a low toxicity herbiclde. 

• How would Atlomalive 1 impacl or be impaclcd by thoso lssuot? (EUbgr ~ereribe in 4,gQQ c!:Y!ra!&liQ g[ !e::i:i 
Q[ aDI!SiiJ &CQAW!:l Wotd dOCI.I'nGntl 

I No AeUon Allornatlvo. No Impact. I 
• How would Allornalivo 2 impact or be impacled by those is.suos? IEIIb~U dO$~IbO in 4,000 characlers gr t~u 

IlK iJtiO'b IIQD'I! IA ~ga;a sJR:iilriWf:.lll} 

There It tho potonUol to uncover hazardous materl.alln tho wlldomaaa during brush removal opemllon$. 
Potential ne:gaUve etfec-ta from using Garlon 4 on project site vegotaUon Inc-lude mortality, morbidity, or 
negaUvo reproductive effects as a result of over-spraying GarJon 4 onto nontarget species and the 
potential lor vegotaUon or wildlife to come into contact with Glrlon 4 through area soil or runoff. 

• How woukt A!tematiw 3 impact 0t be impac;ted by the$0 Issues? (EI!w doscn'be in 4.000 cfutti'!Ct!!S (!( fns 
SKill~ IIDG£111 ~«Sii doomMll 

Thoro ia the potential to l.lrtCOVflf hazardous materlals sh.os dUring preacrfbed fire operatlon.s. Oue to the 
BSture of ufing pre.scrlbed fire tt may not be po:s&ible to diacover theM pttor to flrtng operations. thereby 
exposing tho .. aites to heat and smoke during the firing oporatlonL Tho exposure of these site$ to Ure 
could lncreue the risk of a haz.ardous materials release or lnc;;rtase the r1ak of exposure to fire personnel. 

• Conllnuo tor tho '"' ot the alternati\•es, it applicable. !E!lbll Sl21:1ili2R !! 4,Q2Q ctuu~~r~ gr lm Q:t iiUI~ 
i:I:Rai:IU! ~RUI IMI~m~nl} 

I I 

• Ooscrlbo ony moasuros that could be imp!emenled 10 ml1ig010 tho o.ntlclpa!od impacts described above . 
{~ilbl' s;IQGdbll I!J 4,!:tQQ ~t;bCCiUiU~!:i g( (QSS or al1ach SOQiU811 r..!'ICSI ~umQ!JU 

Only Ucensod peat control applicators will be hired to apply Garton herbicide. EBRPO staff used to apply 
Garton will bo trained 10 EBRPS standards and work under supervision of ESRPO's Integrated Pest 
Management Coordinator. Contractor wiU be required to lnspoet tholr oq\llpment dally and repair any 
leaks prior to conctuctlng and work with tho equipment Any auapfclo\11 container or spills encountered 
during th• _protect wiU be reDorted immediately. 
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a. Navigate through the form by using tho mouse to HIGHLIGHT AND ENTEA DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

=======================================a.••••••===::======================================== 
11. Permits 

• LiM tho type of permits typically required tor your project, such as a 404 permit from the: Army Corps of 
Enginoors, bui lding permit, permit for storm water or socfiment and erosion control. noodp!ain permit. otc. 
State vlhether you have appUed for the required permit. or, if not, when will you apply. (Either describe in 
4.000 characters or less or attach semuAte Word OOcumenll 

ProJect cc;>ld requlr& a 404 permit from the Army Corps of Engineers and I or a permit from the State's 
Regional Wa1er Quality Control Board for storm water .• sediment and erosion controL Project could 
require a Secllon 7 biological opinion from the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service for Impacts to threatened and 
endangered species. 

12. Public Notice Coordlrlatlon 

• Provide 1he name of the most widely circulated newspapor whe-re tho proposed project is located. the 
address, phone and tax numbers and the publication deadlines. (Either describe in 4.000 cbafacters or less 
or attAch set:.olt~l~ W ~;\ 

Oakland Tribune 
Th6 Tribune Tower 
401 13th Street 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Mailing Addros$: 
P.O. Box 28884 
Oakland, CA 94604 

Main Swltchboard ............. (510) 2011-6300 
Online Fax ..... ..•..... ($10) 293-2712 

67 
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a. Navigate through the fOtm by using tho mouso lo HIGHLIGHT AND ENTER DATA IN EACH FIELD. 

SECTION VI- ADMINISTRATIVE DOCUMENTS 

Please print this page- original signatures are REQUIRED. 

Authorization 

Tho undersigned does hereby submll thls application for financial assistance in accordance with the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency's Hazard Mitigation Grant Program· 'and the State Hazard Mitigation 
Administrative Plan and certifies that the applicant (I.e., organization, city, or county) will fulfill all requirements 
of the program as contained In tho program guidelines and that all informailon contained herein Is truo and 
eorroct to the best of our knowledge. 

Signature~~· 
Applicants' Agent 

Date --~={"-=~-=1~•-lil __ 

Davo Colllns,T"m.e name J::Y 

signature ~ ~r')w- oat•~ 2r~0~
"5h~ Executive Officer 

Pat O'Brien Type name 

Organization East Bay Regional Park District 
Type name of organization 

68 
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Prim Application 

Subgrant Pr ject Application 

AppficatiQn Trtse : oalidt.nd Reg'ielf'lllll Fuel Man3QerMnt ProjeCt 
Subgnmt Applicant oaktancl F'~ oeparttnerc 
Applic-adon Number: P[)t.tc-F'J.C9..C.o\·.zoc:&-004 
Appli031ion Year: 20C6 
Grant Ty~: P..;.ct""l*o""" 
Add ress: 150 frank H. Og~ .. PIIZ;li13M4, Dakland. CA 94812~ 

AppUcant I nfonnation 
Qak!and Fire Oepartment 

N<!me of Appicant 
CA 

Stall> 91h 
Coog<assional Disbict 

local Govem~t 
Type of Appieanl 

Legal status. function, ood laciliiies 
owned: 
state Tax Number. 

Fodera! Tax N\JO'tler: 
Othet type n;Jme: 

Federo.t Employer 1de0tificaton Number(EIN). if lndi8n Tribe. this !14-6000384 
I~ Trib311.denttfiastKln Number. 

1371379n . 
What is your DUNS Numb«? 

Yes Are y<>u U>e applicalioo praparer? v .. Is the application prepare!" the Point of Contitc:t? 
Is appica1>JO subject to review by Execul!V<! Order 12372 No. Progr;>m is not ooverod by E.O. 12372 
Pr<>Ce$S'1 

No Is Ult. opplk;<1nt doi-'Quent 00 ~my Federal debt? 

Expbnation: 

Page l ot ~) 
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PriDt Application 

Contact Information 
Point of COOtact Information 

M$. Tille 
Nila First Nom& 

Middle lnltial 
Mon\$ LOst Nome 
Fire Par-...onMI Operations Specialist 

Tdt-& 
Qakfond Are Department Agency/Organization 
150 Frank H. Ogowa Piaza#33S4 

Addre<$1 
Address 2 

Qakland City 
CA Stlte 
94612 ZIP 
510.23~55 Ext. Pho<le 

FGX 
nmorris@oakl<lndnetcom 

F.msi! 

Alternate Point ofConbct lnf001"13rion 

Mr. lctle 
LeroY ArstNiune 

Mickneln~ 

· L~st Name Giffin 

nu. Ass~tmt Fite M~nmal 
oakland Hre OepartrnP.nt Agency!OfganiUitlon 
250 Frank H. Ogawa PI=> Addl'.s$1 
Third Aoor AddrtSS2 

City Oakland 

CA State 
!14912 ZIP 
51().238-7759 Ext. Phone 
510-238-7924 Fax 
lgriffin@oaklondnetcom Etnall 

.rage£ oJ. ..,.~ 
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P~e3of43 

Community lnlonnation 
PlcOoo ~ the name of oodl c:ommuni!y thot will benelll 1Iom lhis mlllgation ldMty. 

ew .... ,.. CIO CRS us 
l!lolo '•ct:.::-- O;qJss:Pt Nome 

CA OM048_QeMI)ltiiH\IV Ot.tSl,NJ) CITY Of ~ H 01$04 t """"' 
.. 

CA CJ50:)()&_QDwcZIItU1 D<BEY caypt OIIXI04 

-
H 

-
OIOCI04 2 

Enler Community Prolilelnlonna1>0n beloW. -
The commu- l>enefillng 1Iom tho proposed p«>jeclorelhe oily of Qal<land (pep. 411,600) ond the city of BcOceley 
(llOp. 105,000). Ooldand it 1ho <iglllh lo<guSt diY kl cailiJomlo.ln 2003. -.. .we 145,992 houMhoids on OaiCiancl. with 
on •-•- siU 0(2.112 poOple, The city ofOOidOnd io a unlquoly-ond........, citY-
molmin a bolonoe beiW<!on Old and n.w by """""'ing hb1onall $JucturllS ond conotruding nc:w buidlns& The 
Clll,..mont Hoto& und Rawurt is a h.iatDN::III site tho.t will b4i:lltftt t.rom the pmpoa"'CJ pro;ect beeluee it will bO 

-to 
batter ptOtoclcd 

tom lhteal of cDoltOplllc lro. Ooldw1d anc:f 8o<Qioy ore dOnsely populaled urben conton~, borcJQrod by -
netgl>bortJo<>d oxlet1dlng 10"" inllllface .,.;t, - -• Those-~ a - rec:ea- rosoo.rco ct 
tho community t "'" held by tne ~ of omdond, Eoot Bay Regiooal Port< Oistict. Eat Boy Ml.r1oclp3l UOJily Oiolricl. ond 
tho Unive<oiiY of CaliforniA ot Berkelty. The project is toeoled at the hoacl•lope of a hea\llly·""Qetlled cenyon, near 
nooi6ential nooghbo<!100da of Qo1dand ond Be~. the l..1wrenc;e Sol1<oloy National l.lobOtD!OI)'. the Univwrsily of 
~--ct--throUgllout12-.ctbuoinou-b*dinlhe 
Cl<nmonl Collogo, HllerHiglllonds. Rodcridge, Wid Mol•- noig-ofOokland. kioolsolocalod ooao~ 
OOjaoent to the c.Jdocott Tunnel. wtllch a rnapr b'an$p0ft3tion conidor 1or the S4n F~nciSC:O Bay Ana. In ;c;kfifion 1tlere 
;)fO c.overal cnticaJ corM'IUnlmtion flildlltias loc88(fld in the ~ itnpQCt mea 
Conwnonl$ 

AHac:tunents 

SI!Oia CA 
Convr<mily Nomo CW<I.MD, CITY OF 
Cotmty Name CAliFORNIA 
~Code AlAMEDA COUN'N 
~COde 065048 
BPS COde 001 ~ 

C!PHvmbet OSW8 
CBS Qoml)'lll[l!ly_ N 
C RS Boting 

-
Slall ~ D<slrid 065048 
us Congreosional o .. ~k:t g 
f!&-1 a FHSM ovailablo? Yes 
CPfMlrity Sp:lcu$ PARTICIPATING I .'<It 

Community portfcip>ril!s "' tlflf? Ye$ 
Doto ontA<Bil in NAP 12~1070 
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Print Application 
Page 4 ol4> 

Da:e of most I"OC6tll t6Jmm~ni!J: o!ll;~fstans;!: Vosit 01-16-2007 !J2l> 
f$;&1? 

CA State 
BERKELEY, CITY OF Community Name 
CALIFORNIA County Name 
ALAMEDA COUNTY County Code 
060004 CitY Code 
001 FIPS~ 

CIO N·umbet 060004 
-HeR 

CRS Communil¥ N 

CRS Roling 
()60004 S1a!a Lcgi$btivv Olstnct 

US Congressional OistJ1Ct 2 

ARM or fliRM avall0llle7 Ye. 
PARTICIPATING l!o!P Communitt Status 
Yes Community particip3tf!r,'i; in Nflf? 

Date en~1ed in 11>-22·1A71 NAP 
Date of fT'IOI'it fecent Commun!fy Assistance ViSit 11-24-2004 
~? 
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Prim Application Page SoH~ 

Mitigo1ion Plan !""""'"lion 
le th• Mtily that wil benefit from th• proposed OdMty OOII«&d til' o coocnt FEMA-approv.d multi- Yeo 
h"""d mitigation piOn in oompllonce with <W CFR f'art 201 ? . 

H Y•. pl8aSe answor 1116 lollowlog: 
'tlollZ is 1116 namA ollhe plan? Tarring 
-is the type"' plan? 

-1)1-
YYhen was the current rruJHi'!azard 
mitigation pl•n approved by 01-24-2006 
FEMA? 

Oesaibc !low tho proposed 
:x:tMty rabdae to or is consisient 
.r.t~~ 111o rEMMoporowd 
mlll!la1ion ploln. 

If No or Not Kl>oWn- l)loUo ..,. __ !he lollowo1g: 

Does lhc enclly-..., ..,., ·~ pions oclopeOd? No 
H v .. , plcU:Jo pr<Mdo the -..;ng ln-.rmotlon 

Plan Typo Dau.Moptod Attachment 

Oueo tho St>W/Tribo In which 1M Otlll!y Is looot!ld hlMo a current FI:MA""'''proved miliga11on pion i:1 Yos 
~....,"" CFR Part201? 
IIY.._pieooe_lhe ~ 

What is tho name of 111e plan? State of Co-MUIIilmord M~ Plan 
Wlat is the type of plan? Slandard State Multi><ho:ard Mitigolion Pton 

· VVhen WM thft current muftihatatd 
~lion plan approved by 
FEMA? 

Tl1e$1RlRolcaiiiOmla-~.,...Pion--- in 

""""'*'-' lt!;Fn-._""'*"-lor"on.,.._, ~~!hot 
Dowibe how lho PfOI>OG<'I _,_In lder1tifying tho no1<1 11\at cilizom foce onc1 actMty rel:steM to or is consistent appropriate community-booed soh.llinm that -.n llle cost ond dafM!J" 
with tho Sl<ltOITribc'> FEMA- from wildlin» whllo lmprovoog pUbliC ond tlrel!gncer ~~ty oncl 
-~oved mitigation pt'.ln contrlbtrtlnt] to fiW'IC'my&tam hcGIIth•. TilO l)f'OpO$ed projeet Is In "if:lnmwut 

wolh this pion, In thot ft enhance.• fuol bnoa"-" whiCh has bMn proven as 
c:reaive in midgation ~ for slOWing tho opreod of wild11re, oncl 
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Page 6 of43 
Pri.o.t Application 

reduel~ Itt• nsi< of lost life and property in the eve<lt of a wildland Hre. 
Additionally, the scope of wor1< let the projoct is e<Wiommantaly 
sensitive, and promotes a forest conversion within the PfC4ecl-area. 
Environme- lmpocl Reports wil be oompleted as required. 

tf yoo. would like to rrt;;~ka any (X)mments,. pleas~ enter them belOw. 

To irt!aeh dowmen!s, dick the Atlsdlments bUtton below. 
haz*fd mitlqatjon pdf 
p{;ms Approval Letter 01 25 06.odf 

• 
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~age 1 01 ~, 

IM\attype of odMly ore you proposing? 
300.2 -Veg-Ma_,r-\\llclllle 

If y0<1 solocteo Other et Miscellaneous, aboVe, pie>lse specify; 

Tille olyour-"" ~ 
O•kland Regocoal Fuel I.IO""''ern&nt Projed 
An you doii\CI COI10bWion In this project? 
No 
If you wo!Jd liko to m3k8 "'Y comments. plrose enter them tlOtow'. 

de_,._-
,. proposed P<Ojecl IS a oolloi>Otation between tho City of OOidand, -_.,and UC ll«1<eley, and E .. l S.y Regionll Pall< Oislrlct 
(ESRPO) ., roduce hNwf fuol load>, onhan<:e t110 <ti;Jlsgic fUel ogreso lind ingroos rou1u ond 

in order lo n::clx:e the riol< ol Muro ,.....treplic -.cl IWeo suet~ as tile 1~ -., 1110t ,,..,,. •• .,.,,.., 
one ol tne lOp 10 moot~ fi,. dis.,ter'S in nllliooal hmQcy O<X>Orrling to the National Fir<! Protection Hoo-

pr_._._ Moroovcr, thO propoSOO.pct-<fi6aStcr proleet reduoas the rilk of foss of property snd nvoo and t:lkes 1nto contldor:~rfnn the 
Olllle erManVnc:<lt and wil enhanOa !he$101 of oroating b<c:liot>nt ~XJ<TmUni!ieo acroso; America 

AttYnmants: 

Ook!ond Reg!anul projoct Mtp 2Q06,caf 
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'POjll) ~ of 43 

P,roblom Descll>tion 
- dosaibo the problem to bo ~ Include 11>ogeographlc oruln y.our.c:te.a;ption. 

The~ Eas! Say Hils ..... is-of11>o n. highest risk -In :he COUJll!y tor 
Interface !no. .,... haS a 100.- history ot dlmaglnQ- inle<foce Ill-. 

-'II-
Including 1he 1991 h-

CIC>01royed rNII 3,'100 C!WO&lgo ond IOIIod 25 pecplc. The hazaJd of-lind lR in lhe arM co<*! be polotllioly caJOed by 
a n vmbar of ~rou. ilc;ludlng: -* ot nshlto (em thqu.U ), terrorism, •raon. or human ncgligonc:e. The propQMCf projQct 
Is 1M t<Jiminollon of ovor a decodo~a wor1< in fire nst< reductioo planning ..,d design. enhancing 1he public'soworor\e., of 
1he nre risk. ond building wide-sproad pubic supOOn tor fire rist< reduedon measures. Since 11>o devosl8ting 1001 ~. 

,_..,.,In_,.... 
regionol public 11QenCie$ 

p-In 
haw been meeting mon11>1y tD toroo oonsensus plonsl.o ~.motieolly pormonontly reduca 

ond """'80" ~ fuelloada tD ~ red-lhe risk olfuGJre majO< Ires. P,......_ and 
mitigation ollolia how 

-.g-... - ond r.duang,. bM\1)' tllol- alor>g .... 2S-
'Wtdlondh.wboon lnlarloce """'· - <XIfT4lleiiOri olltils portion oflfle ,._ ... risiC -....on rneastnS. .., _,_, 
of measure$ altooc:ry rnplemen»d owr the p3St d«*fll: Wll be oomptQC'I"Med bec:::au'se tf1e ptopooc:c Prob:t c:onb,.... 
mn•gation el!ons >long a criti""' 8 e olie section of 11>e wildlondlurbon lnlofface zone. Thot Ia. thios poject is a c:r1tical 
component of tho fire rrlligation w«1( 11>at h•s b<!on lllldtlg place in lho region. beolru.O of Its proximity to many crilicol 
l'oc:i!iti08 wnd lht lhouwnds of ho"*'• buSinOSSO!l ond 1r- ~ wilsorvo to pro:..t in 1he ov11<1t of o c$!11rophic ftro. Theta 
or<> more <han 13.000 rasldoncesln 11>o ~ areo !tipi'O"..Cnting a o.nrent '""'1ollvaluo of over $10 bllion 

Enta-""' ~ ond l<xlgillJde OO()IdOoCas"' lhc P<t>joQ...... ; ... f 
Utludc: 37.8648 -_ .,·T v "- t . cl? v 
L<>ngitude: 122.~ f .2~ 0 1,3, ""-. (J'/1 

Alto.K:htnentt.: 
W\JJ . Fore Th=ulpdf 
fJr9 H!$!Q!'I r.aap Oal\!and f<eglpnl4 d 
MAG !-l!zr! M!n-1)'r Pbn P'!d Cotlrp RIOOd,pd( 
Yt\11 -Fi!J Jbn:rmr:rmd Comq'ft!ljftt pdf 

- lnlotmo1iorl 
S..lcct hazoroo "' bo mitigated Are 
If other haz.erda. ploaso specifY 
lf you would lb to maic• any eon'flWI~ Improved--pleaso o.ntGr them below. 

The ive fuollalld in 11>o -.,be ~.,...Is -.ely IWgh. NW 11>o-'\, 1M lve 1IJel 10ae1 wll drwnr.icoly deawoo. The lire 
btealcaaa<ed In 1991 in or<ler lo pnMde proo!dion 101M~- ond 
wlles at n.k. w!lk:rl ""'~ -•>ailed at...-S10-. 
Atto<:h men1S: 
OakJand R§9iOQII P(9ject Map· ~Vegctgbon Tyocs.QJU 
Sd\ Hce Plon pdf 

FIRM lnforrrratiOO 
to ll1e projecO IOCQIOd-~- ..... No 

H-O!OnQhocii'Ogh- "'""- poeaoe 
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Page 9 of43 Print Application 

specny: 
Is lllere a Flood lnS<Jmnoe Rate Map (FIRM) or Flood H"""d 
Bound<uy Map (FHBM) """ilable for your project area? No 
Enter FIRM Panel Number. 
ts the project $(toe matked on the map? Not Applicable 

S<!4ect Flood Zone Oesign:mon 
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'Print Appli~ou Page l0of43 

Scope of-
- Mllhe goals and o<>jectives ofiNolldM~ 
The ptlmoly gool toe this projea Is tD - Mllloods OtlCI promole 1hO grow1ll of leso ~re P<1><1e fuels wi!llinllle Pft)joct 
-. Enhonced fire bre.ks, ao well 01 11g,...lnd eg...., ro<t.es ant also goels wlltlln the ocopc cA this project 
Addi!lonelly. the piQje<;t w;a p<OVIda •rc .. for tho Sl:lging of 1Q suppr....,., oqulprnontln the event of a wildfire. 
Briefly doocrtbo lhe need lor this odMty. 

of 

but1>ng ............ - in the 1991 
1dlod 25 poopiO. Seoonctary 

,. 
wf!ey.-spot ho ond ""'",_~-.....,fire range ll1d no1C. It 

.... bocn I><OYOillhot We 
.,.,, thot-- trvoo.'l)!lljgon>Us~ ~of~ .... 

1oodl. lM -'"<! ond ,_,,_in_, IIIC S>a:e and llle 
and-
l.ocol-d Milig8ljon -.o lhAI 

recogn1Zo111o exnmo threat n1or1ace &e$ pose t> tho ..... 
llno1bo ""' prolllcms 1!lls adMty ... --. 
The OoldondiBoOcAiley East Boy Hills ""'" io one of the Nglie8t risk ereealn the counuy for c!ov=ting widbn<llurt<ln 
inlod:>co ftn>s. This ore• no. a 100+ y .. hlotory cA d•IMglng Wlldland/Uillan 1.-llros, incllding the 1991 lire wflldl 
do$1t0y0d ~or 3,~ dwelliogo ond kilod 25 poop!<~. l'ho propooad project Is lho oulmlna!IO<l or <Her a decadots worte In 
fll't riSk nxtuctlon pL'lnning: ~d design, enhancing the put>lic(.s awareness of the ftro rtsk. and building wXSc-sp~ad I)Ut)IIO 
SUI)port fOr nrc fiSk rooucuon me3sures. Slnct thet devat~l.odi1y 1991 tke, regk>nat pubflo ogencio$ hove been meedng 
monthly 10 fo!go conse""'s piOnS to S)'Otomelfoolly and ponnanontl)' ntduce ond monogo vegomdvo fuolloods tD 
lignlflc:antly roduco the ri.'Sk of future tMjor firM. -....,;_at 'Mkflandlurt>an ilterface fire is MOC:Ind only to earthquak:~ as lh• 1'l10tt 
darnenging lh-lo lila, sa!aty, propot1y, ond risk In tho East Boy c:ommunitieo. 

egnoss--
Miligotion plans cot lor 

""""""----In 
boei vogotalion-.nearlnd- Oblle:Unl, os-os-g ond ~ ..... iOiiOIJuelbreaf<S toproiO<t 
~--ltom~,_;,g- lbeproposod project-I\IOI.omancostueMI!re ~
pnMdeo --.l.ocoi_IOes dolei---rf:lon 

 
____ pnMoos -larllagli .. --. l\nloond._wlik:h., """-~-

~wilhp<ftiauaFEMA 
the Pi'OJOd 

substan!ill progrenln cr-.g de-lire- ll1d ~the he3vy luolloodls olong 
InC 25 mlo Rtierlaat ..-.~ prcjel;t confnuK lllfl eft>lt olong 0 crillcOI 8.5 milo UCIIon fA"" 
wild-. inleffxte zone. -.out~ of this poJtion oflhe regionol rill<-- .........es, the.-
of'""""'""' elreody implamonlDd over tho 1*1 - wil bQ c:crnpromised. Tho( Ia. this project is an essential part of 
tho IOng-ll!rm regiOnal eolutlon 10 thelllrut c! uil>on/Wildland lnteriOOe ftteo. All of the 100<11 IJ90I10ies ond the ·-
pybllc ore ciM!>Iy committed 10 lOng Jerm O<>going 111<1illt0nan<;f! ot th~ fiM -and YGgotoHon oontrol programsl!l 
permanently reduce tho tht'O~ of major ftres along this heavlt)t populatod Mgh risk aroa. 
Oeii<:rlbo 11141 ,.111odology for implo,.ndng thia Ktivity. 

cupponing • vorlety of wildllfo. 
will ensvl'e a successful oonverslon 

soil~ 3nd geology, 
pracbces on lltrf 

.-ea. Follow up treatment Of 
ornervlng - '""" 
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Page 11 ot 4~ 

•peciH. The tolaii)<Oject durotion is anllclpllled to be 3e months, with 12 to 24 months of acwol vegetllllon removal W0<1<, 
~ on typo o1 boalmOnt and oeason olthe yeN. Fellow-up IIUlmeot will occur monthly, and long *"', ongOing 
~ wil be oondudlod .. "" ~ to<-..-oper.>!lon beyond lhe-of lho proposed grant (ond is not lnOOded In 
!he ptOjed COSlS), Foifow.<Jp .-teqund olal euc:alypCI.lsreoptCUt ond sndlngs..,. 
antic:ipamd to be 71x> tOy..,., By imple!Mnting-~ nitigotion ""'*"IM.Iha ~siC 1o !he over 13,000 
resldonces with on oe,tima:ted volue of over $10 bllfton wll bo signiftCintly reduced. 
If ycu -lib 10 make any conanents, piMoe enteo them below. 
The romovol ollnvasMo ~ """"lypOnl and~ opocics wil-lo ""'ll""! the~ ol,_ piMis l. 
which both pooe ""''""o 1n101> !food lower ftre risk 1hon tho euc:alyptua, os W111 as presant a high value IX> notuml-
prooescos, to c:holns, 1D hablbl~ ond to the conservation commooily. The City of Oaldand, UC Berkeley, and 
1110 Eaot 83)' RegiOnal POlk 01101<t c--conlin<Jelo be n>glonaileodeqln cost-produclivily of tt>eir ftro management projedS. 
1M! otiiOYiljgll ptOCiuc:tion- ~as motoibooo ollho ~ tt-. Etnorgcncy Fcorum. Tloia • -IX> 
irt$~ experienco a"'d in~ .-.sowces. 
Attachments;. 
(l!!!diQ!I,Begjona! l'roiect!YR • Re!ie! Map.odf 
file li!!lprt MaR <>a- Roglor!;!L®e 

---
Esrutr WOO< Schedule 

$tooting Dosctlption 01 T""" Unit Of Time Duration UnltOfTima 
Point 

,.. ,.. pill ""sF dehtcQPC. , MONT>OS s ...,..,.,. 
"""' 

s 

c-Worl< Complete By 

He!; 4011MtCII•••f"n 

Fh~.ornv_..., 
uca tnv.

E':WCICI·:UI~Q MOOITHS __ Wgt. Unit, t2 .._8w ~nni!1il, 

CoM"CI Pl.nning • , ,)H

,._ 
. Cooooaor, 

M( I ... ........... UCI, """""·CWO 

~o..c.o ... • 
...... Proioa M'~ ilr.ld Tfeaii'Mtlt ,. -I.OCNTHS 

V~nfo~Qt, 

n MQO{n<s ........ .._...,_uas.EJiiAP.cwo.,.,. 
F"fQQec::: Mgr ... UOI. t~. OfiD 

MOHTHS 2A MOHTHO ..... 
eomr.c. WOtk rtdocl 10 MQNTHS "' MOH'Ol<8 Cion

"""""' .,.,. 
-

---UC8.1JW'D, a.-.&• 5 ..... OFf) 11 25 

Pra;ed: Mgt. 'WII ... at 1M end of Erd otYe•r Proica Cvtlwlioa 12 
-
o.tOimOS loiONTH$ .......... 

2 MOI<llia 
- Qlo,.""' 

,. M()NTHS PI'Cjod Mgt. 

-CiooMOot , 
01'0-..... uas.-

Eotimal<llhe toto! dur:oHon of tho 

.. 
propooed -ldlvlty: 36 -MONTHS ------
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Prillt Application 
Page 12 of43 

.,. P~ Information NotAppl_lcabte Vegetation Management- W'ddflre (300.2) 
RepelillVe 

Property Owne~s Name DafTIOg&d Property Address City Si>lte ZIP Action 
LOSS 
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Print Application Poge 13 of <43 

OoOrion Mal<tlg Ptoc:Ms 

Doocth"' """'"'"""'used., ltia ~is 1lle-- .. 1lle ...-.. 
16 mojcr lites have been reeetded in !he~ area since 1923. ~ lltw oc:aJITOd in tt>e same ge<>erol....._ 
under slmob" enwoM1011lal c:ondilionl. rno 1091 ~nd Hills Tunnel lite I>Umed ..., 1,600 ocrws. "'!dr!g 25...,.., onc1 
dea1r0ylng on ettimO!>Od 3,354 st!\JCIUI'W, will\"" Ollimated value of $1.5 bilon. The 191l1 l'itaslotm brought ID lotelront 
1lle notd !« oggresslve fUel reduction ell<><to in 111o hivh fire rick 031oncf hillo. As ... c:n, the Mayo< of O.ldond. its Clly 
CO<Jnoll, and the Fire Deportment c:omrritlltd ID oggAiuivoly purwe programs ond projOCI!I that woold effeW,/01)' mltlgalll 
lfle risk or wildland nros and red uoe tho lOa of lives and property fclowing wlldlend ftree. Sevorel loQelagonclos. including 
UC Berl<aloy and East Bay Regionol Parte Dlotric:t. share tills oommitment The pf'OPOMCI projec( Is 111e wmina6on of 
plonnlng within lfle regional Hills Emergency FOfllm (HEF), lfle City of Oaldond, Flrt OopartmenWegotalion Man~ 
Progrw" UC Bertceley Fore Miligatioo Comnd-, ond The East Bay Regional Porte Dlllllc:t Fire Departmen~ and 
combi-lho per11-., -land fire rriijgoion oliMs ID-. ollfle Clty of Ookland, UC Berkeley. ond e..t 

lMtwil.,.._ ,__ rnuiUill fire miligofim woo-goalo. Eoch -"Ill Boy Regional -owns Porte Oislrlct In a 
pareelo of 

loond wlihhlho project orca. Furthet. the-ot-'< tor lhe P'CfOC' lollow\lg -., reseord! by ¢q al 
0oo1c1oM, UC ller1<eley, """ East Bay Raglonol Part< Diotnct Sial. A toport-~ In J:1nJ:11y 2004, by d1e N-
~ol PUI>IcAdnioiM""'"' (NAPA)~ lllmeJamsaopeocoleecdon81D ____ by 
ledutfng -ndy ""*''"· ~and Altl Dulldup: 1) Cloole ~ COfMlUiilles 2} en:.t. 
a p"""*" 01IOglc llllfllrHI< end 3) R- hoQ")) fuel loads ond ..-.. ..,_ To lhot end of W<lll< tor lh4o 

P<Oj8ct oncomposses t11eso-and calls fir. 1) the elmnatlon 

one!-·-
ot exoCic v~ in 111e 

Oeldend Hills IX> otel\le tud teal<:s: 2) 

lhe-
~ 1110 9fOWth of notive spec;i"; 3) poovldo dolontiblo- ond 4) enhance 

ing"'" and ogooos routes and provide space lor stoging 810$$ wlthil\lhO approximate 360 001e proje<;t ""'"· 
El<l>l•ln wily tillS proje<:t;. lhe best "rtemotiVo, 
The propOMd projeot;,. == tho bc3t b<ll>nce of on 111-., induding eniMonm•""'~ blologleo~ hydrOIOglca~ air.lond, and 
...rvty. ·-· 

tho---
bMn dooigned 10 minimize dlsturto""" and incnaase 

111•~- ~==-~=~ =;;:_~ &and 
fie~¢= lotesl, OS 8 gaol. Ia fie best 11 IOCIKXI 10 cosl-dl'ediYoly 

_.,,,,$the ~.,_, • .,........--ta<gel8d lho OUC8Iypcus tor reclu<iior\ tu had not 
plon1, 10 fOIII<Iy, """' 15 -per~ Tho 

...,._._from 
pion .. _ ... -_..,_. .. 

Sl.ICCeed Ole.,_ oucolypbJs Is lhOoJgll1 to promoc.. • -· ~ opprood> ltalhos wan llmad 
Ole eonwnunily, ir<:IUdk1g onwonmontal ~ ond native plonl-. 

Comnwnlll: ~ r:ftC.'> 
d'tO oporedoflal ptOject:l :.nd In tM: AOOOunting and reporting 
pnx::cs::soo The uc Fire Meneoemont Prooram since 19Q8, 

102acres 7,500treu ntrno~d. ln 

managomont oom,pliar>ee ' "' 
UC a.ru•y waa awarded 

M~ Grollt. ~ projeclllhaW 

-
L The FEMA grant process 

~~=;·~ICirt:.;-~ r hove been mode 10 1 projects in lfle post 11n yen. The ot Ws·~Ocit~"'=" 

HEE L,ts!tr of SYooon ror Qoldand Regional Plp!oct 2QQ6,l!df 
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Pogo 14of43 Print Application 

300.2. Vegetation Management · Wildfire Federal Share:$ 3,000,000.00 

Subgront · Unit Unhof Cost 
Hem Name Unit Coot ($) BudgOtCiass Q\J•ntity Measure Estimate ($) 

Miti~ation Measures Contractual 1,00 Each s 40,000.00 $40,000.00 

Project pre-P1anning, Define Scope, Timing, etc. Pecsonneol 1.00 Each $65,000.00 $ 65.000 00 

Environmental Compliance Contractual 1.00 Each $35,000.00 $ 3&,000.00 

Evaluation Personnel 1.00 Eoch $7,000.00 $7.000.00 

VegP.f<rtion Mgt.- Treatment Work - Tree Removal Contractual 350.00 Acre $9,740.00 $ 3,409,000.00 

Contrdct Pt:tnning P"""'"". el 1.00 Each $25,000.00 $25,000.00 

Project Close Out, Grants Mgt Close O<Jt Peisonnel 1.00 Eoch $ 15,000.00 $15,000.00 

Construction Mon.3gernent and Vog. Treatment Peq;oon~ 1.00 Each $404,000.00 $404,000.00 
Total Cost $ 4,000,000.00 

Total Projoet Coot Esdmate: $ 4,000,000.00 
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Match Sources 
$ 4,000,000.00 

AdiYity C=t Estimotc 
75% fe<loral Share Pcrcontage 
25% Non-Federal Stlare Percentage 
Dollor.; Perecnt:;lge 

$ 3,000,000.00 75% 
Pcoposed Fede<al Snare s 1,000,000.00 25% 
Proposed Non-Federal Shote 

M<>tching Funds 
Name of Funding Type 7~ ($) Action 

Source Agency Soureo Agency 
Admlnistrotion ~Do;!$ 

Local Agancy Funding cay of Oakland 
Univ<I<Sity of C8fi!omia, AdministratiOn $ 220,550.00 ll!o'Liloolaili Bet1<olcy L.oc;~l Age<~cy Fundlng $117.170.00 Vitw0t1tl! East Boy RegiOnal Pall< Locat ndlng District AdminiGtrotion 

Agency F u
Grand TOtal $1,000,000.00 

U yoo would l11<e to makA any cornrnents, please anter them Mlnw. 

A\13chmonts 
~ity of Oakland m~tch k!tter.dQc 
Wtdftre District commitment god Suoport Letter doc 
UCB Wrtdlinu Cost Cel"'ifWon.OOo 

local Agency Funding Fuo:'ing Souroe 
City of Onklnnd Name of Funding source 
Adrntoistratlon Fund1ng Type 
$662.28000 Amount 

OatP.: 02-00-~006 of l:lv-c~itabi!Tty 
02.01-200& fundS comrnitn'lent letter date 

AttaChment (fund.$ commitment Iotter} 

Local Agency Funding Funding Source 
Unlvetoity of California, 8er1<eloy N3rne of Funding Source 
Administration Funding Typo 

AmoUnt $220.~0.00 

02-03-2006 Dote of avsiloMity 
12-11)-?005 Fund..., con'!mitrner.t ~tter date 

A'ttlC'.hntQnl (fund.t enmmitrtlt.:ut letter) 

Local A9;ency f.'undiny runding Source 

Pagel:> ot 4> 
Print Application 
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Page l6 of 43 
Print Appliculion 

East Bay Regional Park Name of rns1rlct Funding SOUfCS 
Administra!ion Funding Type 
$117.170.00 Amount 
02..03-2006 Date ofavailability 
01-30-2006 FundS commitment ~ttcr date 

Atlachrrent (funds commit"""'! letter) 
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Pa!(e l of42 

Subgrant Project Application 

Appli-cation Title: lln~>'e:M)' of C.1lffiw:ta rue Mri!?IIDr Pm:~r.t Ch: 'T\:r .. "A''I :-... ,n;·nr~ 
Subgront Applicant: lhe Rt"'Jel'l'l!l at lhe Utt!WIIIily ar ClL•f>.~u· ,J 

AppUcatlon Number: 1-'UMC-PJ-011-CA-:.ou~..oo 
Applic.aUOn Year: zoos 
Grant Type: P'o.lt'C! ;a.~IC':.l!IOr. 
Address: Sr<lr~!.~red Pro:JC:I$ C"!icc 330 St'OI. Halt Ocuce;+cy. CA $¢!1t 5940 

'Pb~b~ 

RECEIVED 

FEB 2 2 2007 
Officoorem 

&ecuti ercency Scrvi~!l 
VOQlfico 

.. p):e 

Applicant lnform:!t.ion 
Name of Appl1cant The Regents of the University of CoJifomiD 

Sta.e CA 

Congressional District 9 
Type of Applicant Stite Government 

l egal st•tus, runebOf'l. and faedities 
owned: 

St-.ate Tax Number. 

Fed~raJ Tax Numb~r. 

other type- name: 

H~?d«aJ tmpk:lyer Identification Number(EIN). If Indian Tribe, this is 94-6002123 Tribal identification Number. 

What is your DUNS Numbe-r? 124726725 -
Aro you tho appbeation prcparcr? Yes 

Is tM appbCallon pre-pare-r me- Po.nt of Coo1act? No 
Is application subject to revie'W' by Executive Ordet 12372 Ptocess? No. Program is not -covered by E.O. 12372 
Is tho upplicant dci n-quont on <.my Fcdcr~l debt? No 
Explanation: 
Community: Uruven:;ity (University of C31ifornio) (81246) 
Is this a small. impoverished community? No 
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P!lge 2 of 42 l)rim J\ppli cuLiOtl 

Cont:lct fnfoll'nilnon 
Point of Contact lnfotma!K!n 

Td!o Ms. 

First Name Susan 
Middle Initial 

last Name Hedi-e'i 
Title Senior Reseatch AdmiMWatot 
Agency/Organization 1 he Hegents of the University ot CaliforniiJ 
Address 1 Sponsored Projects Office 
Address 2 336 Sproul Holl 
City Berkeley 
Sl:a~e CA 

ZIP 94720-5940 
Phone 510-642-8119 Exl 
Fax 

Email shedley@berkeley edu 

Alternate Point of Contact lnfotmat.on 
Tdle Mr. 

Ftrt t N<:~mo Thomas 
Mid'-dte lni:tioll E 

Last Nan"M:: Klatt 

Ttlle Mam~ger 4 Emergency Preparedness 
Agency/Organization Police Dept. 

Addtess 1 1 Sproul Hall 
Address 2 University of CaHfornKI 
City Berkeley 

St\!te CA 

ZIP 94720-1199 
Phone 510~241?58 EX1 
Fax 510.&42-6434 
E~Mil tklatt@berkeJey.edv 

·~orlaLf<.ml<l .tJW/FFMAMiligution/l)rim.do 
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J•rint Application P.:tgc 3 of42 

Community Jnfonnabon 

Pie;)se prov'ide the name of each oommunrty tMt wm benefit from th\s mitigation activity. 
S!a1e Cwnty c ... ltaistatiw o;-

OGS04ll_ QCMOZOHW OAKLANO. CIIY 01- 06!104<1 N 06504& • 
Cntet Community Profile information below. 

The communities immediately adjacent to u,e p<o,ect kX:<lltOfl <lfe the City of O<lkl<lnd ( pop. 472.000) cmd the City of Bctkclcy 
(pop. 105.000} These cities of the ~sr Bay Area, are densely populated urban cen~ers, borderf'!d by re$identi6t neighborhOod$ 
extending to 41n in!erface with fOl~Stc-d wildlands. These W'llellands - a treasured recreational fCSOufc~ o f the cornrnunity- are 
Mid by U'lo Ulst Oay Region31 P3ri( Oi.s.trict. E="'st Bay Municipal lhility Oi~tricr and the University of C::ttifom~. Between 1923 3nd 
1993, 14 m3jor wikifues occurred in the East Bay Hills, bum1ng over 11 ,000 acres, dQSIJoying 3,500 horrtP.s i!nd causing 25 
deaths. The 1991 Oai<Jand Tunnel Fire set a tragic record for loss of homes to C3lifomia wildfire onty suri)Dssed by the 2003 
Sou them Cafifomia fires. The -1 9!11 fire still stands as the highest dcstrucbon of Calitornia hom~s per acre. The project is located 
ot the he3dslope of .zt heavily vegetated canyon adjacent to the lawrence Berkeley N:;ttio~l l aboratory. the University of 
Cal:tforma, ~sidontial neighborhoods of Bcr1cclcy ~nd Oakland ~nd thousand& of small to mc:d1um s1zed businesses throughout 
12 distinct business districts. 

Comments 

Attachment~ 

Stote CA 
Community Name OAKLAND, CllY OF 
County Na~ CALIFORNIA 
Coonty Goc:1e ALAM EDA C()t)N I Y 

City Code 06!>048 

FIPS Code 001 Hoi> 

CIO Nttmber 005048 Hej> 

CRS Commun.ty N 
CRS Rotiug 
Sbte l egislative District 065048 

US Congression:ll Ois.trict ~ 

FIRM or FHBM 3Vail::tbJe? Yf'!S 

Communrty Stotus PARTICIPATING ~ .... 
community prutlctpr~tes 1n NI-IP? Yes 
Date entered in NFIP 12-04- tg7o 
D::1te of mo!.t rece.nt Community As~istonce Visit 

01·16·2007 (C'.AV)? ... ,. 

http::;:/ iportal . l~ma.. p.uv/PE MA M i ti gati on/PrinL<.lu Z/14/2007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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l'ogc 4 of 42 Print Applic~tinn 
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1'rint .t\pplicrn\~n 

MlligOCJon Plan lnlonn3iion 
1$ ""'"""'v 1lla\ ... t.vWil horn~ orooosed IICMty""""'"" by a =rent F~- ,__.,., Yes 
rritigaUOn p1M In C0<'1ph3'1Ce ,.;c, !he D...,_ Molgatoon Ad <>12000? 
HYes, please an.w.r the foQowing· 

Whot l$ the namo of the plan? State of California Mulu-Hazard MltlgRtlon Plom 

VI/hat 18 U"'O type of plan? locaill MultiJurisdiction!ll Multihazol'd Mitigation Plan 
\Nhen was the r:umml multlflilZ~rd 10.21-2004 m.bQOIMln pion approved by FEMA 7 

Wildland urban in~ertace firers second only to earthqll8ke as tho most 
Cbmaging threat to bfo, $clety, PI'Q9ert)' and other values at nsk in the e;m 

Octol>e -tho proposed aciM!y bey corrvnurutJ<os. M~ plana col lot bCal vogatatJon """""""' -
rell)tes 10 Oil$ c:or.sstvnt wen me ancl 8f'OUO(t.stn,JCIUrf"..S, as Will at CI'COtiOg Olld ~regiOnal btl 
~ rritigali>n.,.., bteau1Dpro!Cdllel9nbcthocd•--.,rom rapidly 

ideni&rd il$ needed 1ft :o.l mdigftrinn plilrra. "'""'leg"""",..,. moving-
--p<oject wil ~. '-v-- .. 

If No or Not Known, pk:~ at~$wer the following 
Does the entity Mvc ~ny other miti~tion plans adopted? 

It Yes, please provide lhc following inforiTIIbcM'I 
Plan Nt~mo Plan Type Date Adopted A ll3chment 

2020 H1ll AMII Fifl 
FuM Manaoernent FMA rrcg.., 0< CRS Pion 1()..()1-2003 

Eonhqual<c LOS$ 
Roduedon lot UC ~'AA. or CRS Plan 

&!<t8111y 

SeismcAdlonPion 
F .clitia Enhncmnt 4 FMA ot CRS PIOf' 

Re~l 

Sht-;ic Plwl fof 1..0$$ t-MA Of CRS Plan Reduction & R,.k Mgmt 
uc llellceley Buolness FM.A or CRS Plun Resurrc>don Plan 
UC Be11celey EOC P'on rMA orCRS Plun 

Does the StatofTnbo in wflich the tiffity ts loeMed have :t current FEMA-cppnwrad tnlbgOCM)n pbl in 
00f111)i<onoe willlhe Dis;lo;er Miig<lli>n Aa Cl 2000? 
II Yes please -lhe lolow1ng. 

Wllal is lhe nome of 1he pian? MU_, Mit Plan. Addendum- 212512000 
What b lhtt type cl plan? Stondard Slate MUIIH13ztwd Mrt~ Plan 
When wos the current muftihazard 10·21·2004 mlllgalion plan approved by FEMA? 

WlldJ,;nd utban uncrfucc fire 1$ ~eoond only 10 earthquake as ti'U) moat Describe how the proposed acwlty dMl~tging threa, to life, :satcty, property ond other values et risk in thft e~tat rel3t8M to o• i• coosl,tcnt with lh• bay COITV'I'luniti~. M:tig3tion pl•n• c:.l rUt WU1 vvgwl.l.llMl uc .. tmont noor Stolt/Ttil>e's r EMA·opprovod and o.round m~res, •s well .. creating and mainta.ining ri!Oinnl\1 fu-.1 rnitigelion pl&n bruka to protcc:t ne.ghbomoods end elMs from rapidly movWig firestewmt 
The - proj<d wil<b'C~ o Iorge - of the regional fuelb-• 

2JW 2007 
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Print Application Poge 6 of42 

identif.ed as needed in an mitigation plans.. 
If you would like to mo.ke \iny c;omments, please enter them beklw. 

To 41.tt.:lch docvmAnt!li. rllr.k th~ AffrlchtMnts button betow. 
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Page 7 or42 
Print Application 

-Mll1Qfltlon AdMty lnfonnat'ion 

Wtl3t type of activity are yov proposing? 
300.2 • Vegelation Managemenl . \Midftre 

tf yo•• seJeetad Other or Miscellaneous. abOve. please spe(lfy: 

Title of your propo-sed :Jctivity· 
Umv~n>ily of Calitnrn1a Fite Mftigation Project Cl;u-emont Canyon 
Are you doing con$,trucbon in thi$ project? 

No 
1r you woukllike lo n~l<e \lOY comrrM!uls. please en~cr them below 
The Unive~~ty or Califom~. Berkeley. Ms an active tire mitigation prrx;tam and substanti;)l expenenct: tn deS(Ining And 
ex~:~wling fira rTI3!lagement pro~s. A limiting foetor in our ptogtcss 1S fvnd~ng. The ~tt:lctlcd prnar~m~ report d.:lcliiing <Jctivities 
over the past tew work sl!ason$ demonstrdh~s uuJ Pfogre$$, poll~. ond (loonmplishmanls. 

Attach menta: 
Ai:lnnuai Roport 20~0d Vl!l 9.doc 

https:liPQnal.lcma.gov/FF.MAl'vtitig~lionil'rint.do 21 1412007 
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Prinl Awln:aliOI\ 

Problem Oesuip5on 

t'leasc deSei'C>O .,. publo:m 10 t>e rribgll!ed 1-N gcogmphio oaa '"y<U detcripoan. 
s.-. 180~ eno 1993. IG majOr w•or- OCQmld"' 1n0 Cast Boy Hills. bumil>g.,.., 14 000 oaes, destroying 3.500 homes 
and causing 25 dcO!IIs. Tho 1991 0<\kland Tunnel F•o ..,,. tmgic record for loss of homu to Cali!om;, wildfire only su,..SMd 
by lhe 2003 Southflm California fires. The 1991 tire stin stt:J.nds ;~s the higPWiSt destruction of C-a.li:Omia homes per a-cre. r ne teat 
Bay Hills' combln~ttion of not dry $Ummcc:~~ , Wln<l conducive topogro~phy. f\amfl"';ttble veQtl81aon, den~ urban developmet~t. hm1te0 
tire.-fightlng acee.ss. and Oiablo Winds compnses thla continurng s.ubSQnti:d regltMu~l firt dM!Jer RP.r.Ruse no sigmhe:lnt tire 
engenOcf~ restrictions have been pl:u:ad on doveropment. fire safety CCJn only bo ech~Ned thmugh ngorous oversight end 
oaive management of regional luel loads Thft profeclls lOcated at the headmpo oro hcovily vege-tated canyon trrvnoelioloty 
:.dj;:)Ce.nt to the 

--laong-
l..ewrcncc Selite~y Nationa I l t1bnr.1ory, Univorstty o t ca~tomi~ 11 nd MVer ~ lar gc 'esKieotial aress. TM &lte lie:-. 

wltl\in thfJ Cd,.. of Oot.k.J .. oo and Rfo...rlo:l'!ley. d•sptaying aimiler fire nsk conditions 10 the 01t.s~ie 1 gg1 1 unnc! Hre. The dense, 
nOIW'I&We eucetyptu:; fOreGlS t~l of the P'OJOa area a11t extre.l'l'lely prodUCIJYe 1t1 :ftn"M of tuM load, with year~ shecJding 
ol"'- .,..... bronches. and bali<. Hoi winds dumg In OYOO:O can corry sud! mat800I -!riles as burning ~ 
Seoonc!IIV SI)Oiilrell aoo root ignitions from t>ote lirollnlnOs _ _, ..-&e range eno ,..,._at-. The J)<ojec:t 
loca6on ... in the ·--.,. he3Yiy •eg0121ed canycn -iolely aGFJC'!fll to the cilies ol Oottaooano t!otl<cley. no¥ 11e .. ,. ol - and~""'*'< rre r.slt oondiion51o- ""'c:ataslnlpljc 1991 Tunnel F ... TNt 
fire and ots resu1tont tooscs were S~gnificantly lncr......, by lhe wil<H>ome tirwlnnd ogMOnS cletcnoed imrno<fl3!oly •bollo 
Ent.r the lOt1tude and L-ongitudo eoordirlotes few the projQd. area. 

L:tbludt . 37.8689 
Longrtud•: 122.2214 

Attachl'nents· 

Select lla2atds to t>e njQga:ed 
11 011\er houm, plc<Joe speQty 
If you would like to m.k• ~ny commants, plene enter tnom belOw 
The l.vo fuel kl3d In the project area is h~h After the work.. the live fuel kXld Wlll drftmftllc•IIY deereaae. A.. tho t0$prouted 
eucalyptus are I)Dnk::ul~uly susceptible to freeze&. their efim•nabon will mitigate the risk of o ffeezHnducad hrestotrn. 
AnachmeniJ: 

FIRM Information 
Is the ptofoc:t IOalted \fl'th.ln • ho:uard area.. Other iclentffied high heard illCU 

It od'wtr Identified high 1\DZ:ll'd 3re3, ple3se aptteity, ~st Bay H lis Stt\te High Fire Hazard AreitS; 

Is there a Rood lnsur.Jnoo R~te Mnp (ARM) or FkiOd Hazard No Boundary Mo.p {FHBM) available lor your projer:f ~re~t? 

Enter FIRM Pwuel Number 
Is the pro;ect site m1ukad on the m;~,p? 
SeMd .. loOd 20M O®ign::r.ion 

2114120U7 
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Print Applicotion PUJ:¢ I 0 of 42 

Scojlo of Wofl\ 

IMW ,.. the ooats and objectives 011/li$ acliv•'Y? 
,,. u. PfOtCCt toc:enon. the u•~ b & rich n1Cmbty of M!He ne and" ShnJb $peCiie'J 91'0WW't$1 t>crcath 3' <:=lnOf'Y 
-elmingly comprised of resprouted cuc:Jfyf)lUs trvcs. The ~pc..s rcpteduces rapidly ~om ~and ..__ 
incrtl:l1tflg the tuet lOad and det~lity. Additioo~lry, o small peroent»gC of the canopy t~ssemblaoe COrf14Jt•ses exotic 'CMaa 
tll)ecies. which Ol$0 spread r"apidly ond produce ftamm;:tbk! l1tlt!r. The man;,metn9n1 strategy promote$ a forest conversion: tho 
emtrg.ing n3tive forest of ClJlifomll Bay. Oat\, Maple. BIJCkeye, Rectwood and Hazelnut w11 be- tct.a The"'"""'- ned 3nd the elUiting 
~plus«<minated cxoOC ctJil09Y- ,.;a~-~- produce·- bet loads 
01 ... ,_ lu~oduc:tiwe-before 1l>e ""'*(I( tile reg;on..t'" --During .... ~'d. l>e no ;.we .. - -~ ... be 
ptOtected. wtllc d'le exotiC trae:s wit be! nemovec:t end tN:ir .:sb:Jn'lp Cltnbklm chcmte:»>y tre;;.tted wlh 

--Jy-
h«tHc:xfe tl) p~l ,._ 

:prouting. FcliM euc:~~.fvptus and IIC'ACIO wiD be elthel removed - mosl wil tllen bo chipped - ot lopped and ~crod Of chipped 
and scattered on dlo project $it•. Logs will be pl.acld and ret.,in.,d 11 a component of the s+.MJimem/erosion control rneasures to 
be employt.-d and \t/111 serve as hab<tat suppol'tlng o v.:~riety of wlldtlto. Pro:
8ftor Pftlied ~ wil ensure ~ ~sful c:orwersion protocl:lve of tree--"""""" ecbon ol U11J natrve S.I)I'}Cift!' and onoolng me~~gemcnt 

n.a:uta~l lnd recreaOOMI resource value• Including bu1 
not lrMed "'- hydrclogy. - one! geology • ...,"" quolily I4A cut onnua1 folow.<lp tn:attnett o1 hettlieKies (Ga1on • stalker) on any .mergeng IU,Imp s.arouts. to ensure dle ~ einW~on of eucaJypb» fmm lhe 
pto;ect ~feel. F()(low up treavnent of resprout:s wil be conducted un~ 100% resptOut ~ppteMIOn 11 obtained.. AdditiOnally, 

-lion 
euc:t~I'Y I'lhJs Sl!t!dl ngs emergtnQ from the latent Seed atock present 1n the proje~ INI wil bo f'nO:IfiO!)ed over tinw to prevent re· 
COlOniZation of chis 11Wasive apec:les. The project dur;bOn is antlt~.patltd to bo 18 . ?4 months wm 12 to 24 ~k" ur actual 
'togec.tion ~work. FoiOw up n..-:ment will occur ;Jtleall qu.artct1y. and wl• be cond:tJCted os an on.:going mainleoance 

,_and beyOnd tho ocape ol tho~ grw. Follow;.op etlons fe!l"""" lor~ e<aOic:e:.OO of ol euaofypc..s 
seedf.-.gs •ro •noclp;rod to!>@ 710 10 y~ 

Br!OIIy c!escribe mo 1\eed for ll>ls •ctwoty. 
Rftffu to the responae for Qucslion 1 
Describe the problems th.i$ 3aivhy will ~csr~ 

Refer to""~ tor~-.on 1 
l>ewobe the metiiO<Iology tor ~n1ing this lldlvoly 

Refer to the rHPQnsc for QuP.sbOn 1 
tfyou would lik•ro JNke any comrnonts. please enter them below, 

Ente< 'Mlrk Scl\edu'-

........... 
SU.rting Descri__ plion Of Task 

....._ 
Unit OfT1mc Oura1kln mo Point -- --UnltOfTi Wnrk Complate By 

IPOIOICA.~ • 
CIIYitOI'lrllf'(lt•l Compilrlrce • MONT><$ 

.. CQtiiTfd __ ... t'laMIIIQ ,. -. •• ..,.,. MOifTHS 

" """'"" 
. ' 

uc: em. ............. """"'-9. 
MOtlTHS Enwonn:erc. ttttlltt'l lnd saey . 

f'n)gir.11m M.11!.:1gor 

MOHTtts l"'foorttm ~'"'90t 

12 
' WIXI<O Ptofr.-m Manager 

CctltrKtWod: ~ " MU'<It<$ 12 """'"" _,,I$ e... ...... 
Pt~ CioN Out/ P\lnch l...'lt n MONTICS 

---
Joum.,u SLIOOttl 2) 

' MnN'n~ IIIJOVnm Maf\IW 

I 'bOlO UONTHS ~lorr 2 MOHI'H. Progr;Jm Uanag•• •nd M•fl 

hl!J>':IIportaLf~ma.~ov/Fl'MAMilir.•tionfPrinl.du 2/1412007 
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Print Applicatioo 

hup~://nort.al . f r: ma. guvift:: M AMi ti gali ontrrint-.<.lo 

Page 11 of 42 

f"'rOQrllm MJ."Ii'l;c::r, Aooaur.!ing, 
Gfant CIOSol Oul MONTHS 2 Sp::o::c11ed Pr{)jecu Office 

Es'.im3te the lotal duration ot th~ propo-sed activity: 26 MONTHS 

2/ 1'112007 
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Pri ul Ap1)lication Page 12 of 42 

Vegetation Management • Wildfirt! (300.2) Property Information Not Applicable 

Properly owner's Name Address City St;Jte ZIP Action 

h 11 ps ·II pc)t1n I. t ema..gm ·/f'EMAM i 1 i gati o n/ r riut.do 211 4/'1007 
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Prinl Ap~liCAiiM Po~c 13 of42 

o.o.ion M-.g Process 
Describe lhe ptOc:e$$ )""'used lo deado ll1at ... jltqeciiSihe besl-10 lhtt .,._ 

The PfOOCIIed P<OJect ;,. file ""'"'""':ron or plarWlg w111wt IIMt ~"' Hm. Etno<goo ICY rorum I HEFJ """ ...thin ""' .,..,.. 
eatnput t-•re M•~~\loe"l comn·utcc. P<.'lfbel9at\t11n me p10nrUng oi tne pi'OLect inclUde the membe~ of the Hals Emergency Forum 
(HC:r) ()1y of Borl<oloy. City of Ookl3nd, City ol El Cemto. Eut Bay Municipal Utility Ol$tncl East Bay Regional Part< Oistl'lCl 
bwrcnco Bcrl<.o&oy Notion:.~l lo.boratoty and CoJifomla Ottpartment of Fore~try ~nd Fito Ptotection (COF) Publie>!COf'!dnr .,.nd non-
profit privllt.,..lutc:tor participants in the concept ~annlng include the Claremont Canyon ConMtvancy, me-mbers of tne Betkcloy 
t~ncl Oilkland Ftro Commi$$ion, and tho North HUla Phoenix As!l.ociation. In ordor to omploy odoptrve management techniques 
and to WOt'k w4thin limi!ed budgets. the complete canyon convarsoo project hos been undert3ken in p~ses. Four annual WOtk 
ph.,.._V!s totahng <117 acres and 4?00 !>:ems, hava boon completed to date {2001 - 2004) ,._nn ng tor phase 5 1s currently 
undet"W::v The on;in.al y enVISioned ph3ses 6, 7 a & G- rVI)f'esentino the tina! segment of the work- are submitted tor tu-nc:lf'lg 
wimlrllhe seope o' fillS ptOJeC:1. and will be oon101od>11ed 10 IWO WOO< se>SOM (July 2006 • Juno, 2008) Environ....-
OOIJllllianoe was ~:ed prior 10 """"'""" c4 01 .,...._. ,X..se• a1 lhe proJect lhrOugn oppovol of CEQA d"""""'""'tion -
CCftSU!Il>IIOr'rl'""' 111o san Fronciooo o...My Conlrollloald.lhe U.S Fish and lMld:ib! Senroce. and lhe 
Qll;fom• Do!*1m0nt ol FISh ond Garno 

Re!J""""-
NO poo 11i1> -.e required. arxl I 5 ..,,_ Nt - due II> lhe smlorily in ccndibonll 

lor ltlellnal• phases - CEQA and -ng rme...lor f'h;o>e$ &IIWOugh 9 ... be,_, idelllicalll> C1e alieady~ 
pha$0$. ~ F-luncLng be grorned. NEPA ,..,_ wWd becorxlJaed per staa.te - IO'IIew 
and .......,l:<lllons nn 'ignifiean! and/or curr<rlo:fve nrl!l"l>YO ompacts to ae..n•Hr:s ogrlcu'Nraf """"''ceo, ,-on~ 

air q<Jafity, blologocol 
rP.:SOUrc:es, QJ turallhis~l resou:r~. geology. hydroklgy,land u:sc, no.se. publ.c seMCe$ reerc~nonal resou:roos., 
transpomatlon 04 ~.atllibeC o.re ~nticipated Uc': ht~llt r.MI'din•tttd its efforts in dewtoptng tho E;~s.t R:;.y fu,.l hrt!:tk fiCOJf'd with thl 
l;)rgest bndhddet. thO (~~t R:ry Reglonal Pa111. O•ttrlct Roth :tgencies have wcxkvd logOlhOt on tne planning :)nd Oocumentt;lon 
for lhe1ut ptojectt. 
Exp~in Why th•t project is UK: best 3ltemfttiv• 
CEQA 4Hlvtronrnontal review and compliance is tully 

-S. 
oompltle: the campus ~san 3~ programmatic EnVIronmental 

lmpocl Ropott, lnciudong an appro~. CEOA-mandoled t.<itig31ion Monil.oring and Reporoog Program covering the vegobttlon 
project undM IUbmtsSJOn.. The proposAd pmjeals :nc beSt b\ll;anc;.e of aJI etMf cxln'l6tUal faaor1.. inclutling biolog ic.al. 
l!ydrdogcol w. land ... ~. a<!Sthc:x:. prog~ I hY prqect has been de$lgnod 10 ,..,._. dlsturt>ance and -.., 
valle o1 many Olllle ~$hOlm-- Otnet in<lrding NO PROJCCl. "---and cfiSGIIIded .,11>0 
·--J)IQQeSS. n.e eracrocam or,.,. ...c:alypOJslores! .. • 900' - •lhtt -method "'ooo<-<t!l'leciMIIy 
a>nlrollhe ""90Qbon ,.,_,_, prr>blom. PI-Ollorl$ "-t targe2d 11>6 ~ lor _,..,ol. but had nol eradic:a1eO 
lhe plant. oo 11>0 ,_ gntW back r"Of1tliiY up 10 15 - pot yoat! Ole pan \0 .-llle ..- pl;rnl.pcocs 10 ~ lhe 
ir'lvasive eua~lyptus IS thought to prOmotO a sus~ote. ~.etrectr..e _,pm;ad\. that has won ~ acceptaru:e from tnt 
I!Ot'l"'munity, indud ing envnonmental acuvism and native plant SOCietieS. 

Comments· 

Attacnmen111 • 

186_Lozeau_Drury
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Page 14 of 42 Prine Applic;,ticul 

Vegetation M~u"'y"me-nt • Wi!dfirfl!: 
Grant Subgr.1nt Utlit Unit of Unit Cost Cost 

lttmName Budget Budget Quantity Measur& ($) Estimate (S) 
Class crass 

contractual fler:;onncl 1.00 Eoch $ 12,791.00 s 12,791.00 Project P~-pt;t.nning 

Environm~n~l $ Comp!i.:moo t:onlnact\Jal Person net 1.00 uch 10,466.00 $10.460.00 

Contract Platlning ContractuJI Perwnnel 1.UO Eoch $4.070.00 S4.070.00 
$24,420.00 Pr~l MaMgemr:nt Contt~dUC)I Personnel 1.00 Eoch s 24,420.00 

P 1 oj~:K.:l Close Out controctu~l Personnel 1.00 Each s 2,326.00 $2,326.00 

PhOto documentation. ":ruCCOOS story Contrnctu;~l Pel""..onnel 1.00 Eor.h S4,070.00 $4.070.00 
devP.Iopment 
C".on~trucbon- tree removf!l o pP.ratiOns Contr.,tctuc.l Conttactlk:ll 45.00 Pv:.ro su.ooo.oo s ~60,000.00 

Total Cost $418,1~3.00 

Total Project Co~ E&tirnate: $418,143.00 

hups;/ /po rLal .l ern a. ~ov/ F i.;.M AM 1 ti gatimV'Print. dll 2/1412007 
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PagdSof42 Prim Application 

Match Sources 

Activity Cos:t E-sbmatg. $418,143.00 
Federal Share Peroemage 69.59341661 % 

Non f'ederat Share Pereont"9¢ 30.40658339% 
OoUars PercentaQQ 

ProposQCI Federal SMre $ 291,000.00 69.593416e1% 
Proposod Non-fadoral Sh~re $ 127.143.00 30.40658339% 

M;)tching Fu-nd$ 
Name or Source Agency Funding Type Amount{S) Action Sou reo Agoney 

State Agancy Funding Rre Program Annual Operating Budg~t cash $ 84,200.00 1/rew Dctajli 

State Agency Funding Office ot Emcgoncy Prcp3redness a·udget C3Sh $ 42,943.00 V"e\'1 Debi!s 

Grand Total $127,143.00 
If you would like to make any comments, please entor them below. 

CLARJFICATION: The source of matchmg funds for the propos.Qd gr':lnts are ontitely comp.o$00 of Stato funds and do not include 
:lOY w;Jived indirect costs. 1 ha JUslifiiCaliofl to the UC Presidents Office reqve5ting a w::we.r of indirect costs did sttlte th3t w3ived 
inchrod costs MAY be used. but in the final application, these wero NOT USED as a component of tht! match. ThO matching 
funds noted above are budgeted and in place k1r tho pfoposcd pfojc.-ct The Fire Ptogram funcls wdl be used towan:f C01lli3Cting 
cosls, supplies and materials and the Emergency Preparedness Budget wifl ~Y for Force Ao;ount labor to conduct nec;es~ry 
planning managcrnc:nl. dOCumenmtion of the contttct work. Grant Adll'WniS<tration and reporting i5 excluded in both the work 
scope and the project budg~t. 
AttaChments 

Funcling Source Stole Agency t-und1ng 

No:une of Funding Source Fw Ptogtam Annual Opor~titlg Budget 
Funding Typo C..sh 

Amount $84.200.00 
oa:te of .:.v.:.!lobifity 07-01-2006 

Funds oommitroont klttct date 0 1-15-2005 
Matching cost CerbfJC<lbon.doc Attachment (funds commitment lettat ) 

Funding soorce State Agency Funding 
NillTie of Funding Source Office of Emegency Preparedness Sudget 
Funding Type cash 
Amount $ 42.Q43.00 

lJ8tfJ Of AVAilAbility 07 0 1 2006 
Funds cotnm1trncnt tetter date 01-15-2005 
Att.echment (funds oommltment ~ttet) 

https:/iponaJ.JCma.gov/I,.J·:MAMitigation/PrinLdo 2/1 412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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11-inl Appflcntlun Page I n f 43 

Subgrant Project Application 

Application Title: ~lr.•,·r:-:-.:y t~r C~ldor1•~ f:nl: v.r.r.:--:~t·-!3•· P·w.:...- G:!.l'*'tlef!V C3r·,cw 
Subgrant Applicant T"l• Ri!Qt1b 01oo UnNC--:: t~· o1 <.:alllo,.,•a. 
Application Number: r'DMC-flJ-09-CA.-:w.!i-0~ 1 
Application Year: lL'~ 
Grant Type: i 'rtw'CI« A::pl~;t: ·i::n 

Address: spor.so.-co 1-'·~~c!;IS O'i::e ~6 !:o;."" 11 ttlfl. a ... ,. o: ey. <.:A ~4 •.:O-!Iti+J 

fl)~ bf:J • P..J 11 
RECt/VED 

Fl'l! ? 2 21J07 
Offlc. ~ Emergency S4trv.ice$ 

t:xocutiVI! Offlaa Applicant Information 
Name of Applicant The Regents of the University of California 
SUite CA 
Congressional District 9 

Type of Apphcant State Government 

Legal swtus, functton. ~~ind tacdilies 
owned: 
State Tax. Nu-ll'lber. 

FGdGtal Tax Number: 
Other rypc name: 

Federal Employer Ide-ntification Numbef(EJN). If Indian Tribe. this is 
94~02123 Tribal Identification Number. 

What i~ yout DUNS Number? 124726725 -
ArP. you the appticarion pNp<iirur? Yes 
Is the applie:.bOn prcp~ret the Point of ContJct? No 

Is applic~tion subject to review by Executive Order 12372 Process? No. Program is not covered by E..O. 12372 

ts the applicant delinquent on any Federal debt? No 

Explanation: 

Community: Umvers1ty {Untv~:!fSify ot CaJifomia) (81246) 

Is this ;) S!TI<lll, impoveri.o;hed oommunity? No 

https://portal.1C.:nla.gov/ Fr.l\llAi\!litig(•tiorVI)rim.do 2/ 1412007 
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Prinl Applicati<m Pag.<2 of43 

Contacl lnformation 
Point of Contact Information 

TitiP.: Ms. 
First Name Susan 
Middle lnttial 
La3t Name lledley 
Titll) Senior R<:scarch Adminisuator 
AQency/OrganiZaUon The Regents ot th<l Univarsity of CaJifomta 
Address 1 Sponscrt:!d Projects Office 
Address 2 336 Sproul Hal 
City ljC-t keley 

Stote CA 
ZIP 94720 - 5940 
Phone 510-642-8119 Ext. 
Fax 
Email slledley@berkeley.edu 

Al:em3te Point of Cont.act lnfortnntion 
Trtle Mr 

~nsf Name 'fhom.'ls 
Middle Initial E 
l ast Nall'IQ Klatt 
Trtle Manager - Emergency Preparedness 
Agency/Organization Polke Dept. 
Address 1 1 Sproul Hall 
Address 2 University of California 
City Berkeley 

Sta:e CA 
ZIP 94720 - 1199 
PllOO.: 510-642-1258 Ext. 
Fax !110-642-6434 

Email l!dott@berkeley.edu 

hnps://poJ1ai.fcm~.gov/FFMAMiligHiinn.lPrint .tlu 211412007 
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l'agc 3 41 or 

Cotntr.mrty lnlomlolion 
Plellse provlde 11>o name of each conwnun•ly lhal wil booefd tom 11\JS mitigation .lCIIYIIy. 

County ~ f'.IO CRS Clt8 us 
(".<lfk. N..,. N~r Camw.u•y Ra~ ""-""""'' Dltii'ICt 

CA OAIQ.AND, CTt'V 01" OS6Q.f8 N • 
Enter Community 

-Ia-
Profile inform3tion below. !Ink! 

The communltiet -lmmodl~tety ~d);loen1 to the pro~ locatJOn ;:ue the City o f o-.. ldwnd ( J)Op, 472.000) and d'le City of Betitdey 
(pOl). 10!1.000) MoM of the 1C:$tdent1:2!1l homes ne•r the ptoject location :.rem Bertt.aty, Tho to c.tics of the C<lst Eby Area .,.. 
densety PI»Ull'led uf'ba;n centers. bOrdered by rel'dcntial naghbOrhOOds extending to an intc~ With forested wildlandl 
These a treasured re<;.reatianOI teSCIUICO of lhe convnunity - aoe hdol by N Eo1l Bay Regional Porl< Ooslricl C4SI 
Boy MuNCopal \Jay Oiolriolard the Un~ of caw..-. Oe~ween 1!!23 and 19$3, 14,.,.. -es occutTed in ltle Eo1l 
soy Hils. 10<-bo."""S'""" 11.000 """'' Msilbfing 3.500 homes ond ~ 25 de- rho 1991 OoklMd Tumel r.ro Mlo ngoc 
record oiiiQrnes 10 calilelmla Wll<lflre only-by lhe 2003 SOulnem ~ Ws. The 1991 fire..,.- M 
ltle ligl1ell deOlt\ICOOn of c,lifomia homes per acre The projecl is loca:cd at ltle hCOdoiOpe of a "-'iy ves-:ed canyon 
adjacenl "' lhe Lowr.nc:e Btrri<Oiey Nationoll-.y, lho University of Ca- I'OIIdonbal ""'9hborf100ds of Betkeley end 
~ktand. 

Comments 

The Oe~rt:ment of Energy U!wrence Bmkt:IC::y Notlonallaborotocy o~rates on 4tl odjocent 120 ocre p3rcel ~nd wouk:l boa 
direct benofiCI&Iy of the proposed projt<:l as well LBNL employs 5000 •"'ff and operote. 67 buildiilg• on its.~ • . LBNL houses 
nunwouw nt~tional science endeavors ii\Ciuttlng the ActvanOQd Lighl Source, the Natio~ Centw1 ro• Elwctrou MICroscopy end tho 
N;)tional R•••• reh Sctcntific Computing Center 
Att3d'lmants 

S!a!tt CA 
Commuruty Name OAKLAND CITY OF 
County Nwne CAliFORNIA 
County Code ALAMEDA COUNTY 
Ctty Code 00~046 

FIPSC~ 001 

CtONu- 0650011 .... """ 
CRS~ N 

CRS R."~'lD 
Sla:e legisllltNo Ololnct 065048 
us Cans~••- Ooolrict 9 
ARM or FHBM tv01Iable? Yes 

Commtinlly 5!®1!1 PARnCIPATING 
Communl1)' ~rllc:i:potes ., NFIP? Yeo 
Ollte entered'" NFtP 1~.{14 1970 

Date of •nost recent Community Ass1SUtnce V11rt 01 ·1&-2007 ... b (1:AV)? 

hnps:/lpo11nl r~sov/1-"f.Mi\Milig;nionll'rint.do 2114f.!007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Page 5 of 43 

Mitigation Plsn Information 
Is the entity that will benefit from the proposed oxtivity covered by a curr!!.nt FEMA-approved muftihazard Y<>S mibgatlon plan m complt;:mce with the Disaster Mitigation Ad. of 2000? 
If Yes, piOa~o answer thO fOIIowtng. 

What 15 the name ot the plan? Sta!e of caJifomia Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 
What is the type of plan? Locsl MultiJurisdictionol Muttihilzafd MJligation Plrm 

When was the current muhihazard 10-21-2004 mitigation piAn approvf!d by FFMA? 

Wildland urban interlace fEre is second onty to earthquake as the most 
dr-JIT'I8ging thret:lt to life. safety. property and other value!': nt nsk in the cast 

Oesclibe how the proposed activity bay comrnuniUt~s. Miligalion plans c-...,11 for botn vcgotatlon treatment nea( 
relates to 0( IS consistent wrth the and around strucwres. as wei as craatin~ <ond maintaining regional tucl 
FEMA-Qpproved mitigation plan. b(Caks to prott:!d neighborhoods and cities from raptdly moving firestorms. 

The proposed pro;oct wiD develop a large portion or lhc rcgto.nal fuclbreak 
identified JS. needed 1n an m•tJQatiOn plans. 

If No or Not KnQ\vn, please answer the following: 
Does the entity Mve any othef mttig<ltion plans adop!cd? Yes 
If Yes., please provide the following inform."Jtion. 

Plan Nam9 Plan Typ& Date Adopted Attachment 
Earthquake Loss 
Reduction for UC FMA or CRS Plan 

Berkeley 
Seismic Action Plan 

Facilities Enhnannt & FMA or CRS Plan 
Renewal 

Stratggic Plan fot Loss 
~MA or CRS Pl•n Reduction & Risk Mgmt. 

UC Berkuley Business FMA or CRS Plan Resumption Plan 
UC Bcrl<cJoy EOC Plan FMA or CRS Plan 

~s the St-dtell ribe 1n whJCh the entdy is kx:<lted have a current FEMA-approved mrligotion pl(Jn in 
Yes comptiance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000? 

tfYas., please answat thQ folbNing: 
What rS lhe t~ame of th& plan? Multi-Hazard MJt Plan. Addendum dated ?051?000 
Whot ~ the: typo of plan? Standard Sffite Multi 4 haz31d M;tigabon Plan 
When was the current muHih::tz::mi 10-21-2004 mitigation pl;:m approved by r EMA? 

Wiklland urban interlaoo fire is second onty to earthquake as the most 
d<.lf'ODQ1ng lhJcat to life, safety, property Md other values <lt nsk in tho east Oescn:Oe how the proposed activity 
b3y wrth me i both reJtJtes to or convnvn ties MitigO:tion pkln~ caD toe veget:ltion treotment near IS consistent 
;~nd around structures, as well as creating and maintaining regKlnal fuet 

St::~te!Tribe'$ FEMA~;:~pproved breaks to protect neighbortlOOds and cities ltt>m rapidly moving firest0f111S. mitigation plan. TllQ proposl:!d project wil develop a large port1on of the regional fuelbreak 
identified as needed in all mitig<Jtion pluns. 

U you would like to rrwkc any commcnb, please enter them below. 
uc BP.rkeley :1ls.o h~~ :1 Fire Pl:1n· lJC Rerke'ey 2020 Hill Atca Firo Managoment Program Pl:ln 

hLtfl'i://porLal.f"crna..guv/FEM/\MiLig.uti<uliPrint.du 211412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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I o ~mach documents, cbck the Attae/lmeats bu!~on below. 
2020 Firo Plan- FINAL. pdf 
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T'rint 1\.pplico.ttioo Page 7 of 43 

MrtJgobon Activrty lnformotion 

What typo of ~et1v1ty DJO you ptopos1ng? 

300.2 - vegeta!lon Management - Wildfire 

If you $>P.JP.<:IP.<1 O lllAt or Mi~CA£1::1:nMus abOVP.. please specrty· 

Titl'g of your proposed activity: 
Univefsi1y of C<ltifomia fire Mi1igation Project Strowberry Canyon 
Are you doing construction in this project? 
No 
lryoo would like lo 1nakllil any comm"nls. pl~asQ QOter thQ1n blillow. 

This iS the ovoroJJ <lct:lil rnop used in the benefit cost anoJysJS. 
Attachments: 

bttps :// portnl. fe ma.gov/1' I ' MA M i tigation/l'rint.do 211412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Page 8 <>f 4~ 

,_ Descnpbon 

--""' ptOOiem ., bo ~ lnduclo N geogropuc...., ., your deoc:rlpljon. 
S..tw""" 11105 end 1993, 16 m>JOt'Wlld!i=oocumod In olio e..t Bay~. butnlng <NOt 14 OOOocte>, destroying 3 500 homot 
30d causing 2 5 deaths. Tha 1991 Oaklend T unnol Fire set a trag te l'ecord for lo$.5 of homOS to Calitomia wildfire on ty surpQSSOCI 
by the 2003 SOuthern Cal.fomia fires. The 1991 ftre stll 1tands as the t11ghcst dt:$tructiOn of Califom•a homes per acre. Ncar lht 
propoHd pro;.ct k>cotion, in 1923 ~ mojor wlldbre meAd thmugh the city uf 6e1kck:y deJti'O'fll\g 564 hOmes in just ovttr 2 hours 
Until 1001. tt\11 waa tha ll'IOl:it destructive fire in Cotifoml:t hl$tOI')'. Tho East ~Y Hills' comlldlObon of hot dry summers. wmd .. 
conducivv tOf>09r.tphy, fl:mvn~ble veac~1ion. Otnae urban development limited hm·t!Rhbng access. a.nd Diablo wmd3 
comprises thiS continuing substanbai MginMI tiM d:u'I!Jer BecausQo no signific;mt tii'CN)ngondorad resUictioos hove beet~ ploood 
on tSeveloQment. fire S3~ty c:Jn onty be nchtevcd thrn1~ riQo10us oversight ~cs activ• m.,n;,oomont of ragion;a.J fu.ello;ldG The 
prqect '' IOC:OtCCI at ti'IO l\oad$10pe of e heavity vegeteted c;myon 1nvnediately adjacent to tiNt l.awnmce Rerkcloy NatiOnal 
Labo<atOI)' UIWei'Sit)' of Callforrua, and tiM! holt -.;•I area of the Crty or BM<e~ey. The s~o liQs wl!hin the city of Ool<lalld 
dloploylflg "mllor f'le risk conditions 10 olio calasttopl>ic 1991 Tunnel F'n. The den$e. -.nawe auca!yptus loresls typiall cl 1110 
prqod ........ ""'"'moly prodUCIM> in tem'10 ....... - ·"""' '""'~ sl-.g .,_ - -- - bd. Hoc 
- ctuMg 11ro _,,.eon catty wdl""""'"'-miles"" oumong -~ -....y tj>CIIwcs and root ;g.itionslrctn 
lllese ll'eetanOS ..,.,...,lially ._,.:ed inaease fire "'nge ond valueS at Mk. The prareclloco- os a -.focing oiOpe in olio -
reacMo 01 a hUvtly conyon ommod-ly OOJOCOH1!1o the cities of Ooldand end S.tl<-. near tho ,., .. o1 - """ 
dlsploy"!! ..,liM lito nsl«:ood'ltions ., -the cot.Hbophe 1923 Be<1<eley and 1 991 Tunnel Fore. Those 6r"" and !heir r-
lo5ses were significomly inc:tc.asad by th• Wltld--beme ftrebrand ig.nitions described immcdlltOiy iibove. 
Enter the LaHude and longirude ooordinales for the pc-oj&Ct are3. 
U.fitv~o: 37.5288 
Longitvde' 122.1447 
AtbK:hmMfS 

Sttawbelry Canyon 1-24,000.ooc 
f' .. Prqodt In MS - -2005.doc 

Hazard lnform:'lltion 

Select hazards to De mitigated Fire. Mudll.andSiic!e 
tt other hazards. ple11se ~pecify 
If you WO\Ik:ll tke to ml'ke an)' comments, plgase vnter them below. 

The live ft.lolload 1n tne prqect ~:He01 ts high. After the wortc, the live fuel lOad wil dramenicaDy d~st~. As the resprouted 
eucalyptus 010 pctrbeularty ~:sce-ptible to tru:es their o~manallon will mtigate the risk 01 o tree~e ... nduced fite5torm 

~nts: 

FIRM lnfonnation 
Ia the pmjecr IOMlftt1 wrthm :t h~7(\l'(t ar&~ Other tdentiflOd high h:u:~rd ;tr~ 

It OCher klentlfied high h:n:1rd ~lrOQ, l)lcooo tt:~ocHy : East Boy Htlls $'0t0 lligh Fire HllUrd AreA~ 

l.s there t'1 t-1000 h\Sur'ance Hul~ Map {HRM) « Fbod H~:.rd No UOUncf.aty MaQ (FI IOM) availabfe for your project tteo? 

bups:/,ponal.fcm:t.goviFEMAMitig:uion/Pnnuln 2/1412007 
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Prinl Applic;:~tioo 

Enter FIRM Panel Number: 

Is the project si ~c marked on the r'1101p? 

Soloct Flood .Zone Designation 

https:l/portaJ. fCil i<J. go wFC~vfA Mit i gm i l)n/Prinl.do 

P~e 9 of4'\ 
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Print Application Page 10 of 43 

S<xlpo of Woll< 
What are the goals and objectives ot this activity? 
In the project k>cation. the understory is a rich assembty of native tree and shrub sp~ies growing beneath a canopy 
overwhelmingly comprised of resprouted e:uoatyptus trees. 1-he eucalyptus reproduces rilpKf.ly from nuts and resprouts. 
increasing the fuel Joad and density. AddrLtonaDy. a small percentage of the canopy :.~ssemblage cotnprisos cxobc c:~cacia 
spacies. WhiCh also spread rapidly and produce flammable litter. Mont&fgy Pine. anothQr flrQ prone Q.xotic tree. is ;dso present in 
the pro;ect area and will be removed in favor of the n3tive. fireS3fe. trees. The management stnltegy promotes a forest 
convoi'SiOn: th9 emerging native forest or Cautom1a ~y. <XIk. Maple. Buckeye, RodWOOCf and Haz~nut will be retalned ~nd the 
elri:$ting eucalyprus-domina!ed exotic canopy forest will be eradicated. The na.tive species prod vee eithet considorobly k$Ser fool 
klads or are most fuel-productive well bcfOlo the peak of the regional fire season. During the project. tile native understory win be 
proteCted, while the (!¥Otic trees will be removed ~nd their stump ~mbiom chemi~lly tr~tcd W11tl ttc rotciCSO to ptQVGilt ( Q

sprouting. FaUOd oucalyptus, pino and ac;~cia will bo oithof mmovod - most will than be chtpped - or lopped :~nd SC3ttered or 
ch{lpec1 ;md !'.r-.nttP.md o n the pmjec-1 site. l ogs will be placed and remined as a component of the sedimentlerosJon control 
rnt!CSSUJe~ to be e1rtp&oyed and 'Will serve as habitat supporting a variety or wildlife\ Ptotecbon of the native spec:ie!'., ;md ongoing 
m(U'lagement aftP.r pmjerJ r.nmpiP.tion. will en.!'.ure a ~.urr~~ul c:onversion protective o f natural and cecreatiooal re-soutce v.:.lws, 
.,dud1ng but not bmrted to ho.brtDt, hydrok>gy. soils o.nd geolOgy. o:.nd c:ur qualrty. All cut tree stuq:~s 5hatl receive annual follow-up 
treatment of herbicides (Carion 4, Stalker} on any emerging Stufl¥l sprouts. to ensure Ure ~rrr~nent elimination of eucalyptus 
from the proJect <Jrca. ~ollow up tn:::Dtmcnt of rcsprouts Wlll be conducted until 100% resprout suppression is obtailed. 
Additionally. eucalyptus seedlings emerging from the latent seed stock present in the protQCt at &a w1II be- managed over time to 
prevent ro-oolotuzation ot ti'IIS 1nVOll$IVC st~cac:s. The projCct duration tS anbcipatcd to be 24 - 36 months. wilt! 20 to 30 WM~ of 
actual vegetation removal woO<. FoDow-up treatment will occur a.t least quarterly. 3nd will ~ oonCfvcted ~s ~n o~g 
maintenance open1tion beyond the soope of the proposed ~rant, Follow·UP efforts required for suocos&tul eradication of all 
eoc:lfyptus resprouts ond seedlings ~re ~nticip~ted to be 7 to 10 ye3tS. 

Sricfty dcs.c::ribe the neP.d for rhi~ ndivity 

Refer to the response for Ouestioo 1 
Describe the probtems thi5 sctivi'ty wi!l &ddr~s 
Refer to the response for Question 1 
Describe the methodology for imDtementing this Jctivity 
Refer to the response for Ouesbon 1 
tf you wouk:l like to make any comments. ple.:Jse enter them below. 
A sample project ~pecific::ltion i$ pcovided for review. This project w.)$ oomplete<:l Within the p:J;~t tow month:., on time, on budget 
and no c;;ornmunity obJQCtion. ThiS lallcJ fact 1S rcmafkablo gw~n the number of trees removed and their prominent placemeflt 
neilt a scenic overtook. 
AttQchmonts: 
Frowning Ridge Phase 3 Ptgject Spi!Cs (PGE).doc 

tntef WOO<. Scnedule 
Starling DescnpbOO Of Task Unit Of lime OutatJon Unit Of Time Worl< Complete By Point 

Proieel f>rt P'flnnirl!r ooAnc $C()f)C. rn Mitigation M;:tl\llget P'rogr.lm UONTHS 3 MOtlrHS :osppro.::n:h, t....,11 Commlll.te 

UC. b'IWOM'lental Planning • 
Cnvironmerrt.,. Complhtnce < UONTl-1$ 8 M0tfl"HS Envimnlnl!nt. HMtt111nd ~!'r!ly . 

Pwgnun Mtw~l:l;Jilll 
CoNnrd rt.nmnp 9 MONTHS MONTI IS PtC11Jf3olTI M311.r 
lvNMdOicl 10 MONn-ID wca<::; Pmgr.1m M.w~..,.-

r r ujt~l Milrro>Jt'tr~elrl " MONTHS 2• MONTHS Program Mlllin .. gllt 

hups://portal.fema.gov/t'J::'l\-IAMitigation/I'rint.do 2114/2007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Print Applic~rion Png:c I I of 43 

\..nntr;~d Wolk Period 11 MOHTKS ,. MONTHS Con:ractOI"$ 

Pn>,a c~:~~ OuV runcll u~ :!< MONTHS 1 MONTHS l-'roor1m 'A<Int'o9o::r 

Phuo Jo-Jr~ll Sucoeu S:ory 
De'O'eiOI)f'l'l$11( 

,.. MONTHS z r.10NTIJ!i P;uiJfam Manager $1!(1 ~11rlf 

Pfagram tllan~~;er. AcGoun~g. 
Crar~t Clo$1i1 Out 35 MONTI($ 1 t.IOHTKS Soon&oN::d Projt:C~S Otlbf. 

Estim(ltP. fl'IQ total durL~tiOn of the pmpased activity: 3B MONTHS 

https:/lportal.fema.~ov/FEMA.Mitig.ation/Print.do 211 412007 
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PC'im Application Page 12 of43 

Vegetation Nl~nagomant-Wiklfire (300.2) P10pe!fy Jnfotnli)tion Not Applicabkr 

l 'rope.rty Owner's Nome Addre!'i!'i St\1te ZIP Action 

llupsJlp<mal.femn.gov/F£1\.1A.Mitjs:~.tt<mfl 1rint .zln ?il4f2007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Print Arrlicntion Pu~o 13 of43 

Oecision Making Process 
IJeSCtlbe the procoss you uHd 10 ~ide that this project is the best solution to the ptobhtm 
Th• propo1ecf project is ttlo eulmin:.tton of ptannlno within the I'CgJOOal Hills Emergency Forum ( HEF) and within the Internal 
campus Fire Mibgalion Commfltee. Spedfic pro,eQ planning has bHn ongoing willllhe ""''Bay Regional Pari< Ooolrict. tho 
mm londowner adjoOO<ll CO UC pmpettios. P•rtio- in the planning olllle prOjOCt inckJdellle ~of the 1131$ 
Emerg1nCY fon.m (HFF) City of Beri<eley. c.ty ol OMiond ely ol 0 c.tr*> East Soy MunQOOI Utilay ~ Olot Bay 
Rogioolll Pori< Dis:ricl ~ Barlteley N•-l.abc>latwy and ~10 [)epartmart ol ForestiY and F'n P1_.. (COl'). 
Publoc oecW and~ priva~ ~in the concept planning include lhe CllfemOnt ~on Conservancy, 
member~ of the Ber1t;eley 1nd Oakland Ftre CommisSIOn, and thtt NOfCh Hi ls PI'Kl«<ix Aaoeiadon In orde1' to employ edapuve 
managemont tQc:hniques i'tnd to WOtk within limited budge~. the oomplot• o.nyon convers.on projoct: ht~s been umJcrtaken in 
pn:JCec. In 2004. 3 projoct; removtng over 2300 trees hove been oompleted ulong the ridgeine east of and <Jdjacont to, lht 
ptopowd peojea site The olemcnt ot this pro;ect,. end will be con~hdated to two to lhre. W'Otk seasons (Jufy 2006 .. June. 
2008). Environroontal mi11gaUon requirements tM'f """".Mitote a som.wl>ot more gsadual pao:e, but this wil keep MOts loa 
nW'Iin'u'n end SOltisfy ct:tta.n 

to.....-, 
MMronrnen:al c:onc»rrrs. (Faunal refuge and mgration) Envl'olvntntll COfl'()i3nee: w:~s ~ 

poor o1 oil prev;ous phases C..,..,. of !he UC l)ft)jeas llvough _..,.,.. ol CEOA cloculno<>Qdon and 
"""1n0 

~s"""' the 
Son F.-oco RegtenOI Wotc< Quality -d. the U.S. Fosh ond Senri<:e ~>lia ~ ol FIM 
and Gorne. No pc1TTllts .,.,. rw.qtJiMd ~ it is ~:ecs th;~l duo to the •imibrity an conditlonl - CfQA ..,d ~ng 
revtewa wll bto nee.my id.n~~Gal to tne aJrcaefy-eompleted ph;:.ses. snould 

-y 
F.clflf'*l funding bit gr.antod. NEPA review wouiCI be 

co•'I<JuctYd per artatute. How&ver, bO!SOd on previOUS review on<! conault.don•. no Sf!)nif~eant •ndlor cumulative ne;.ativo tmp<lCW 
to ae!lthe:tic::~, agricuftu~l retoutces. a1r quality, biological rc:oouJcws culturollhlstOt'ical re$0\lrces. gtHJiogy, hydrology. latld use, 
uubl.til, public services. rocroatfon•l rHOUrces. tron:~portabon or utilities are antici~ted. Utldcr 11grnment witn the rMiden~ 
neighbors, ttus project clo$CIIt co lh<l home• woo ogreed lobe mode • pno.ily ., lhe program. ulhio represents tnct oaual 
infoce W'tll Orban .wctures. 
E>;lloinw!ty 11'1$ pn,_.;t • lhlt-oltemolivc. 
CEQA environmental rev.ew and c;ompience cs fuly c:ocr.,aete· the campus has ~tn ewroveo ~mrratic Env~tonm.ntlll 
lf1'1).CC Repon.. indUdJng en approved, CEOA-mlndated Mit:igaOOn Monitomg and Rcport1ng Pmgram covormg the veQC{ation 
project under submis.&ion. Tho proposed pro,oct ia the beSt balance of al env.ronmontal f~~Ctors. lndudiog binklgic::ol, 
hyOtOIOQICal. air, land, ~fecy. aesthetiC. ptog•ourWTI~tle The projoct h.as been deslgnod to minimize dtstutbanoe .,nd lnet04iiM 
WlljC of m~ny of the f8ctors shown above. Olt'ler options. •ncludin.g NO PROJI:::CT. h::rve boon roVMtWecf and disc:wdod In the 
envirol\r'l"'enhll review proce.u """'*'""nt The etadblion of the eucalyPOJS ror .. t - aa a gool - IS thtl Mac methOd to cost..:r.ctlvoly 
COOO<ll""' vegetotion prolllem Previous eflorts have tofVete<llhe OOJCalyptols 1c< ...._ .. , but had no1 onldicotod 
""'ptanltolhe !n!esgrowbod< rapidly - up totS lee! per year! Tho pion plontsp<cicsto .,.,._ N 
....-eucalyplus slhought 1o promore a ..,_blot ~~- ..,.,.,.m 
QOI'M'IUnity. lndudiog ~101 OCCVI$b end nlldve pl&nt soc.eboa. 

0>-lhe-
tn.>t has_,-~.._ the 

-·and--
Comments· 
Tho k\:Y to king term Villuo ond succe$$ in th~ heovy ~Is removal prefects Is co focus on FOUOW THROUGH Stveral times 
in t~e past (191~. 1990) euealypws trees have been remo""d ov•r Iorge parcels of land. but the ivmg wmps wore not klllftd, 
ood 1110 treeS IC$poulltd. ~In 1 S ye;:~rs. th ... sornuuc:::~lyputus bon haVe grown In hooghtU~lll9 110 leel with 
diameiWa up to 26 ilcnes - an tnerwdibfe gf'O'oiVCh tall - the wry ruson flo trees were erTOneOUIIy lrnpocted. ~nt now 

ll>at the emld- ,_be canplelocliO-.... ---- 001 be fel-.... 
gonerrwOon. Recent prOJOCU ewe 3ihowing gl'UI suc:cesa '" thG am. ptWNWlly I'WOugh CD'lSbi"C.. ogoressNe retrealn'lltlf It we 
~ the tiJC3lypCvs tne te5U1ting nove p.anm w• PfO'Vt<1e a saow.r ~. more firwufe itltemative. which vmose benefit 
wil aocNe htt beyond the stated 15 life cycle of Che ptOjed. 
Attachments: 

hUJ"'f/rnn•l fuma.gov/FtMAMitigationll'rint.6o 2/1412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Print Application Page 14 of 43 

vegerouon Management -Wildfire 
Grant Subgrant Unit Unit of Unit Cost Item Name Budget Budget Cost 

Quantity Measure ($) Estimato ($) Class Class 
PmjAct Pre-planning Contractual Porsonnel 1.00 Each $ 16,947.70 $16,947.70 
Environmcn!al Gomptlance Controctuo.J P<!rsonnel 1.00 Cach $13,867 00 ; 13.857.00 
Contract Planning Contro~ctual Personnel 1.00 Each $5.393.00 s 5,393 00 
Project MomagemE'!nt Con tfac:tual Pf'!r!t.l)nnel 1.00 Each $32,357.00 s 32,357.00 
Project Cklse OtJt Conbactual Personnel 1.00 Each $3.082.00 $3.082.00 
Photo documcntilbon ~ooess story 

Con IJiJclu.al Personnel developmeflt 1.00 Fach So.JSJ.oo $ 5.393.00 

Construction - tree removal operatiOns C" .c)ntractu-al Contractual 6600 Acta s 4.954.55 $ 327,000.30 
Totti Cost $ 494,040.00 

Tot:ll Project C-o$t Estimate: $ 40..,040.00 

hltpsJ /portal. fcma. gov/FEM AM 111 g,auo•\11, ri rn. do 2/1412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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t'rint Application P"l!• lj of43 

M~tch SOtJroe.s 
Adtv#y F_.. Cos! E- $ <04.040 00 

Share PefQent:)Qe 70% 

Noll-Federal Share Pen:errtage 3()% 
nouars 
$ 282.828.00 
$121.212 00 

MafcJling Funcrs 

SOurce Agency funding TYIM' Amount($) 

$66,207.00 v .. Qs:dliJs 

~to Aoonev Fundl"'9 Office ot E~ency Proplrednesslludget Cilsh $ 5~.005.00 v-n .... 
Grand Total s 121,21:1.00 

11 'fO'J would '"" 1u mAke any convnencs. p.eose onlllf lhl!m below 
I he llllachedleacr 10 lhe Ut1iverslty Otllce of Clle PreSident. .-s h ""JIIO$IIor o WAJVER 0!' INDIRECT COSTS lor lhc 
submitted prOJCCt. In addition. tt'IIS QOtrnpondence nOtn the corrwnrt:nent of extant program funds to COVCf the m:~tch require-d 
All fuOOing strearn1 from me applicant~ s-'Cie are 1n place. CLARIFICATlON: The aouroe of match ng funds for the ptOposed 
g.ronts afe entirely composed of State funds ;:~;nd do notlnc:lude ~.ny wAived indirect costs The ju:.tlfteation to lha UC PreSK!ant$ 
Otflce for tho UHd-waNer did smtc that waived ind•fc:c:t costs MAY be used, but'" lh• ftnal:.pl)lication, U'IMC were NOT USED as a 
oe>mpciMnl of Clle mold!. The me~g funds noce<l8bovw •re bUQgetcd and in piece lor Clle pt_.cj JXOJ<d- Tho Fore Prog-
tuncts wil bo con~ costs.-ond molorOoll lind 11>0 Emo1goncy Prepore<lneSS Budget wil pay lor Foo::o 
Account tabor 1o conduct ne<>e0$a<y plannin9, monogemont. -•tion of 1M """'""'won.. G111nt Adm•ll•tration >nd 
ref)Otdng IS excl~ 1n both the wQtt< scopo •nd ~ prcjcd budge~ 
A~cnments 

lnditeel Cost W..over doc 

rundlng Source State Agency Funding 
Name of rundiog ScMJtce Fro Pr<>O'""' Anllual ~rnting Bu<lgot 
Funding Type Cosh 
AmoUnt SG0.207.00 
Oalo of availability 07-01·2006 
funds convniiment lettet dulc 0!1-02·'005 

MoidW>g Co& Co-tillca!ion.doc AttaChment (funds conmitmcnt Ieber) 

Funding SOurce Stole Agency FuncMg 
N.,. of Fund11g Source OfriClfl of CmcgtK1CJ Ptep;:~tednesa Budget 

Fund>ng Type CUll 
Amount $ 6b,UUO UU 

O:ate of avaib.lbifiry 01.01·2006 

htlf"':/lponal.fcmo.~••v!FEMAM<IIPotinnJl>rint.do 2/1412007 186_Lozeau_Drury
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Pcllu ApplicatiOJl 

Funds eonvniiment letter date 01-15-2005 

Attachment (funds commitment Setter) Mateh•ng Cost Ccrllf1cation.doc 

hllps ://portal..fcma.goy/I:J·~MArvUligatiolllPrim.do 2!1412007 
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East Bay Regional Park District
Carbon Sequestration Evaluation

Executive Summary
The East Bay Regional Park District (District) owns and manages approximately
98,600 acres in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. The relatively undeveloped
and undisturbed natural communities on these lands provide valuable ecosystem
services to the surrounding communities and towns. This includes the service of
climate regulation. Climate regulation pertains to a landscape’s ability to capture
and store carbon, also known as carbon sequestration. The movement, or flux, of
carbon from one source to another plays an important role in regulating Earth’s
climate. Recent research and long-term atmospheric measurements have
demonstrated that increased levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other greenhouse
gases (GHGs) in the atmosphere are contributing to global climate change. To
combat climate change, Califomia is implementing aggressive regulations,
namely the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (commonly known as
Assembly Bill [AB] 32), to decrease emissions of CO2 and other GHGs,
encourage carbon sequestration, and adapt to the effects of climate change.

A carbon sequestration analysis was conducted to demonstrate the value of the
District’s lands in climate regulation and its role in supporting California’s
aggressive goals for GHG reduction set forth in recent legislation. To do this, the
value of the District’s land as a carbon stock and sink was evaluated. The size of
the carbon stock, combined with the amount of amount of carbon flux, identifies
the land’s value for carbon sequestration.

The average amount of CO2 sequestered annually by the District’s lands is
estimated to be 91,157 metric tons (Mt). This represents an equivalent offset of
approximately 0.02% of California’s GHG emissions. In more familiar terms, the
carbon sequestration occurring on District lands is equivalent to removing
16,317 passenger cars and sport-utility vehicles (SUVs) from the road annually,
saving approximately 10.4 million gallons of gasoline (California Air Resources
Board 2007). !n addition to sequestering CO2 during photosynthesis, an estimated
66,296Mt of oxygen (02) is release during respiration annually. This is equivalent
to the amount of oxygen consumed by the city of Piedmont in 1 year. By
preserving natural land in perpetuity, the natural communities on District lands
represent an important permanent carbon stock (2,759,206 Mt of carbon [Nit C]).
Preserving the land in its natural state avoids future emissions from land cover
conversion and subsequent emissions from a developed landscape. Continued
preservation and management of the natural, undeveloped landscape will provide
vital climate regulation service to the ecosystem, now and in the future.

East Bay Regional Park Distdct December 2008
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East Bay Regional Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation

Introduction
The following report provides a carbon sequestration evaluation of the District’s
lands. The report begins with the context for the carbon evaluation by providing a
brief overview of the carbon cycle, climate change, and California climate
change regulation. The report also describes the methodology and the results of
the carbon sequestration evaluation and concludes with a discussion of the
importance of the District’s lands for carbon sequestration.

Background
The District owns and manages approximately 98,600 acres in Alameda and
Contra Costa Counties. In accordance with its mission to provide recreational
opportunities, ensure the natural beauty of the land, and protect wildlife habitat,
these lands remain relatively undeveloped and undisturbed. In addition to
supporting the District’s mission, these lands also provide valuable ecosystem
services,1 including climate regulation. Climate regulation pertains to a
landscape’s ability to capture and store carbon, also known as carbon
sequestration. This ecosystem service has increased in importance as a way to
mediate the expected effects of climate change at the local, state, and global
levels.

The movement, or flux, of carbon from one source to another plays an important
role in regulating Earth’s climate. Recent trends have demonstrated that
increased levels of CO2 and other GHGs in the atmosphere are contributing to
global climate change. To combat climate change, California is implementing
aggressive regulations to decrease emissions of CO2 and other GHGs, encourage
carbon sequestration, and adapt to the effects of climate change. The carbon
sequestration analysis presented in this report is best understood in the context of
the carbon cycle, climate change predictions, and climate change regulation.
Each of these topics is discussed below.

The Carbon Cycle
In its most basic form, the carbon cycle is the exchange of carbon among
terrestrial, atmospheric, and aquatic systems, also known as carbon reservoirs.
Carbon is exchanged at various rates, called fluxes, which are determined by the
characteristics of each of the reservoirs. The amount of carbon flux determines
whether a landscape is a carbon source or a carbon sink. Areas considered carbon
sources are net emitters of carbon into the atmosphere. In contrast, carbon sinks
are net capturers of carbon, creating a carbon stock within a given reservoir.

1 Ecosystem services are processes occurring in nature that provide benefits to humans. Examples of ecosystem services include

water filtration and storage, air purification, waste decomposition, soil fertility regeneration, biodiversity, and climate regulation
(Daily et al. 1997).
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The terrestrial carbon reservoir is composed of stores of carbon on and near
Earth’s surface that include animals, plants, soils, rocks, and fossil fuels. Because
of their large biomass on Earth’s surface and their positive carbon flux, plants are
an important carbon sink. Through photosynthesis, plants take up CO2 from the
atmosphere. Along with water, nutrients, and minerals, CO2 is incorporated in the
living tissue of plants to allow for development, growth, and reproduction. This
is the process through which carbon is sequestered into plants as a carbon stock.
Animals and humans use the carbon stock incorporated into plants for food,
shelter, and energy. Carbon is returned into the atmosphere in several ways, such
as emissions from plants (e.g., respiration and decay), other natural systems and
processes (e.g., volcanic eruptions and fire caused by lightning strikes), and
human activities (e.g., fossil fuel combustion and deforestation). Some dead
organic matter is resistant to decay, causing the stored carbon to accumulate in
the soil.

By far, the largest aquatic carbon reservoir is in the oceans of the world. In the
oceans, carbon cycles between water and sediments and between water and the
atmosphere. Chemical reactions and physical processes allow for CO2 exchange
across the ocean surface. Within the ocean, CO2 is used by phytoplankton and
cycles back into ocean water upon their death and decay, with a small amount
sinking deeper into the ocean to be incorporated into ocean sediments.
Transformation of carbon accumulated in the soils and ocean sediments millions
of years ago supplies us with fossil fuels today (Houghton 2007).

The carbon cycle most relevant to this analysis is between terrestrial and
atmospheric reservoirs and the rate at which it occurs (i.e., the flux).

Climate Change
The natural land cover types of the District’s lands play an important role in
climate regulation. They represent both permanent carbon stocks and net
sequesters of carbon as the natural communities grow and flourish. As such, they
are also important carbon sequestration resources to help combat the potential
effects of climate change.

Climate change is defined as any significant change in climate metrics, including
temperature, precipitation, and wind patterns, over a period of time. Climate
change--broadly speaking--may result from natural or human activities that
change atmospheric composition. Activities such as fossil-fuel combustion,
deforestation, and other changes in land use are resulting in the accumulation of
trace GHGs, such as CO2, in the atmosphere. An increase in GHG emissions
results in an increase in Earth’s average surface temperature, commonly referred
to as global warming (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2007). Global
warming is expected, in turn, to affect weather patterns, average sea levels, ocean
acidification, chemical reaction rates, precipitation rates, and other climatic
conditions; such changes, taken collectively, are commonly referred to as climate
change.
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Over the past i00 years, the global average temperature has increased by
approximately 0.6° Celsius. This trend is predicted to continue, based on
feedback mechanisms of current GHG levels and predicted increases in the
production or release of atmospheric GHGs (Intergovermnental Panel on Climate
Change 2007). The potential effects of climate change include:
[] changes in water availability and quality;
[] increases in the frequency and severity of extreme weather events, such as

storms, heat waves, and flooding;
m changes in cloud cover and rainfall patterns;
[] increased frequency and severity of ozone exceedances,2 due in part to

changes in photochemistry;
t= sea level rises; and
u increased intrusion of seawater into estuaries as a result of sea level rises.

Although an increase in temperature in itself will have direct consequences on
species viability and natural community distribution and composition, the effects
of climate change on the amount and timing of precipitation and the frequency of
severe weather and related disturbance events are also likely to affect the
District’s lands.

California is the world’s 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO2 (California Energy
Commission 2006) and is responsible for approximately 2% of the world’s CO2
emissions (California Energy Commission 2006).3 In California, transportation is
responsible for 41% of the state’s GHG emissions, followed by the industrial
sector (23%), electricity generation (20%), agriculture and forestry (8%), and
other sources (8%) (California Energy Commission 2006). Emissions of C02 and
nitrous oxide (N20) are byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, among other
sources. Methane (CH4), a highly potent GHG, results from off-gassing
associated with agricultural practices and landfills, among other sources. Sinks of
CO2 include uptake by vegetation and dissolution into the ocean. (A CO2 sink is a
resource that absorbs CO~ from the atmosphere. The classic example of a sink is
a forest in which vegetation absorbs CO2 and produces oxygen through
photosynthesis). California GHG emissions in 2002 totaled approximately
491 million metric tons (MMt) of CO2 equivalents.

California Climate Change Regulation
To decrease the potential effects of climate change, California has enacted
aggressive regulations to reduce GHG emissions, including CO2, and provide
incentives for carbon sequestration. A summary of the key state legislation, the
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), is provided below.

Ozone exceedances are levels of ground level ozone abov~ the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). The current
NAAQS for ozone is an 8-hour average of 0.08 parts per million (ppm). An ozone level above this value is considered an ozone
exceedance.
The range of rankings as an emitter of CO2 is because of differences in GHG inventories and year-to-year rankings.
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Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill 32)
The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 provides a framework to reduce
GHG emissions in California. The goal of this act is to reduce emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. It directs the enforcement of a statewide cap that would begin
phasing in by 2012. AB 32 was signed and passed into law by Governor Arnold
Schwarzenegger on September 27, 2006. Key AB 32 milestones are listed below.

June 30, 2007--Identification of"discrete" early action GHG emissions
reduction measures.
January 1, 2008--Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions level
and approval ofa statewide limit equivalent to that level. Adoption of
reporting and verification requirements concerning GHG emissions.
January 1, 2009--Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission
reductions.

[] January l, 2010--Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the
"discrete" actions.
January 1,2011--Adoption of GHG emission limits and reduction measures
by regulation.
January 1, 2012--GHG emission limits and reduction measures adopted in
2011 become enforceable.

The GHG reduction goals of AB 32 have focused renewed attention tO the
natural communities within California and their role in the carbon cycle. The
newly released AB 32 draft scoping plan includes a sustainable forestry target as
part of the emissions reduction strategy (California Air Resources Board 2008).
California forests currently represent a net sink of 5 MMt of CO2 equivalents per
year. The goal of the sustainable forest target is to maintain forests as a net sink.
Although the focus of the strategy is on industrial forests, five voluntary
opportunities for emissions reductions have been identified. These opportunities
represent voluntary actions that private and public land owners and managers can
implement to support the GHG reduction goals of AB 32. Included as voluntary
actions are forest conservation, forest management, afforestation/reforestation,
and fuels management. Each of these voluntary reduction opportunities is
described below, along with how the District is currently supporting the action.
!1 Forest conservation. The forest conservation reduction opportunity is

aimed at both preventing land cover conversion from forest to developed
land and increasing the amount of forested land permanently protected from
development. Accordingly, funding incentives are available for land use
planning, the establishment of conservation easements, and mitigation
banking. In Contra Costa County alone, the District anticipates increasing the
protection of woodlands in its parks by up to 400 acres.4

4 Under the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan, a portion of the
land purchased to offset development in the participating jurisdiction will be turned over to the District for management. Over the
30-year permit term. this includes up to 400 acres of oak woodlands.
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Forest management. The forest management reduction opportunity is
aimed at increasing the amount of carbon stored on managed forestlands.
Implementation approaches include the extension of riparian zones required
by California Forest Practice Rules5 and improved timber stand management
(i.e., increasing conifer stock and thinning stands to increase growth rate).
Currently, the District maintains natural land cover along all its riparian
zones, including approximately 740 acres of riparian forest and scrub. In
addition, the District is targeting the restoration of its normative land cover
types to native vegetation. This would include the replacement of eucalyptus
and Monterey pine forest with oak woodlands, oak-bay woodlands, or
grasslands.. Replacement with hardwoods, such as oak or bays, would
increase the per-acre carbon stock and sequestration values as well as reduce
fire risk.
Afforestation/reforestation.6 The afforestation/reforestation reduction
opportunity is aimed at increasing the forested acres of land. This
opportunity both increases carbon stock and carbon sequestration by
converting a non-forested land cover to a forested land cover. This reduction
opportunity has the potential for incorporation into an offset program once a
market for GHG offsets is established. The District can use this carbon
sequestration analysis as a planning tool to identify opportunities in
increasing forest cover that can be used toward offset credits.
Urban forestry. The urban forestry reduction opportunity is aimed at
increasing trees in urban areas to sequester carbon, reduce energy demand
through increased shading, and provide biomass for fossil fuel alternatives
from urban "green" waste. Implementation approaches include both agency
tree planting through state-supported efforts and voluntary planting by
homeowners. The District supports this goal by maintaining the natural
landscape to the extent possible and incorporating native trees into its
developed areas (i.e., golf courses and picnic areas).
Fuels management. The fuels management reduction opportunity is aimed
at reducing emissions from forest fuels management while reducing forest
fuel loads. In turn, this will reduce wildfire frequency and intensity and
reduce carbon emissions from wildfires. Implementation approaches include
mechanical fuel treatment to crush brush, removing trees that serve as ladder
fuels, and forest biomass use in biopower and biofuel production. The
District currently uses an integrated approach to fuel management to reduce
.fuels loads, fire risks, and fire intensity. Techniques include grazing,
controlled bums, mechanical thinning, the application of herbicides, the use
of native herbivores, and the replacement of eucalyptus and Monterrey pine
forests with less fire-prone species.

Implementation of these actions on a statewide basis is anticipated to reduce
emissions by at least 2 MMt of CO2 equivalents by 2020. Understanding the
carbon flux and stock of the natural communities will influence land
management and land use planning and change as the strategies for meeting the

The California Forest Practice Rules are the regulations that govern forest management across the state.
Afforestation is the planting of new forests on lands where forests have not historically occurred. Reforestation is the planting

of new forests on lands where forests historically have occurred.
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GHG reduction goals continue to be developed. As exemplified above, the
District currently supports the goals of AB 32 and the reduction of GHG
emissions through the preservation and management of the land it currently
owns, as well as the continued expansion of its park system. Protecting land in
perpetuity preserves the carbon stock of the natural communities and prevents
future emissions due to land use changes. In addition, it provides opportunities
for the management of lands to improve the carbon stock and sink values (i.e.,
the restoration of degraded landscapes to increase their vegetative cover). In
conducting management and maintenance activities, the District has also made a
conscious effort to reduce emissions by down-sizing vehicles, increasing the
number of alternative fuel vehicles (i.e., biodiesel) and adding hybrid vehicles to
the service fleet. Preservation, management, and maintenance of the natural
communities demonstrate the District’s role in supporting the GHG reduction
goals of AB 32.

Methods
Each land cover type on District lands represents a carbon stock. The carbon flux
of each of these stocks determines its carbon sequestration value. The value of
the District’s lands as a carbon stock and sink in the terrestrial carbon reservoir
was the basis of this evaluation. The size of the carbon stock combined with the
amount of carbon flux identifies the land’s value for carbon sequestration.

The methods used to evaluate the carbon sequestration value of the District’s
lands include a review of literature and an analysis using geographic information
system (GIS) and spreadsheets. This approach allowed for the identification of ~
land cover types and their areas, as well as a series of carbon factors, including
current mean flux density, current flux, carbon stocks, and mean carbon stocks.
In addition to carbon factors, the amount of oxygen produced was calculated.
Each of the variables is defined below.

Land cover type is the classification of types of natural and developed land
cover into categories based on their natural vegetative communities or
developed use, or both.
Area is the extent of each land cover type within the District’s park
boundaries. This variable is measured in acres.
Current meanflux density is the per-acre quantity of carbon sequestered per
year. This variable is measured in megagrams of carbon (Mg C).
Current flux is the current mean annual flux density on an area basis (e.g.,
area x current mean flux density). This variable is measured in Mt C. It can
be translated as the average amount of carbon sequestered on an annual basis
by each land cover type. Using molecular weight conversion factors, the
amount of annual carbon sequestered can be expressed in terms of COs. In
addition, the amount of oxygen (O~) released can be derived by relating the
CO2 taken in during photosynthesis to the O2 released during respiration.
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Mean carbon stock is the average amount of carbon stored in the biomass of
each land cover type per acre. This variable is measured in Mt C. It is
equivalent to the amount of carbon that each land cover type contributes to
the carbon reservoir.
Carbon stock is the average amount of carbon permanently incorporated into
the biomass of each land cover type on an area basis (e.g., mean carbon stock
x area). This variable is measured in Mt C.

Together, these variables were used to evaluate the carbon sequestration value of
the District’s lands.

Land Cover Data
Land cover data served as the basis for the carbon sequestration analysis. A G]S-
based approach was used to identify the type and extent of the land cover types
within the District’s jurisdiction. This involved both data processing and
geospatial analysis. Park boundary data were supplied by the District. The best
available land cover data were used to develop a land cover map of all District
lands. The most high-resolution dataset comes from District land cover maps.
Approximately 43,539 acres (44%) of District lands have been mapped in the
field by District staff. The land cover was mapped in the field with the use of
orthophotograph-based maps. In the field, the vegetation was checked as it was
mapped on hard copy maps. No minimum mapping units were used. For
inaccessible sites, the orthophotograph was used to estinaate and map the
coverage of the land cover type. The field data were then transferred to the GIS
directly from the orthophotograph based on recognizable features on the
orthophotograph.

The next best available land cover data came from the East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy, a plan in process that covers approximately 30,590 acres
(31%) of District lands. These land cover maps were developed by 1CF Jones &
Stokes through on-screen digitizing and classification of aerial photographs from
an Air Photo USA San Francisco Bay imagery dataset (November 2005) and a
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) National Agriculture Imagery Program
imagery dataset (May 2005) and limited field verification. The minimum
mapping unit for these maps was 10 acres for all upland land cover types and
0.25 acres for wetland and riparian land cover types.

Approximately 20,004 acres (20%) of District lands were not covered by either
land cover map, so California Gap Analysis data were used to complete the
coverage. The California Gap Analysis dataset (Davis et al. 1998) comprises land
cover maps for 10 major regions of the state. It was derived from 1990 Landsat
satellite imagery guided by high-altitude aerial photography, vector overlays of
existing vegetation and land use maps, and forest inventory data. Upland types
were mapped with a minimum mapping unit of 100 hectares (247 acres), major
wetlands were mapped with a minimum mapping unit of 40 hectares (99 acres),
and smaller wetlands were encoded as attributes of upland polygons.
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The remaining 4,438 acres (5%) of District lands were classified and digitized by
ICF ~lones & Stokes GIS staff using on-screen aerial photo interpretation of aerial
photographs from an Air Photo USA San Francisco Bay imagery dataset
(November 2005) and a USDA National Agriculture Imagery Program imagery
dataset (May 2005). This new mapping was limited to Brooks Island and open
bay areas. The minimum mapping unit used was 10 acres for all upland land
cover types and 0.25 acre for open water, wetland, and riparian land cover types.

Figure 1 illustrates the data sources used for land cover mapping on District
lands. Approximately 98,600 acres were mapped and classified using 18 land
cover types (Table 1). Land cover types on District lands are illustrated in
Figures 2a, 2b, and 2c.

Carbon Factors
A literature review was conducted to identify previous analyses of the carbon
sequestration and carbon stock factors of each of the land cover types found on
District lands. Much of the District’s land sequesters carbon because it includes
parkland, forest, and other natural areas that uptake CO2 during plant growth. The
amount of sequestration by each land cover type depends on the vegetation type
found on it. The carbon sequestration of the District’s land was calculated by
finding carbon sequestration factors appropriate for each land type and applying
them to the land cover areas. These carbon sequestration factors express carbon
uptake as Mt C gained per acre of land each year. To report the total carbon
stored by the District’s total biomass (i.e., vegetative cover), a carbon stock
factor for each type of vegetation was found, indicating the amount of carbon
contained in each acre of biomass. For each of the land cover types, a carbon
factor for soil carbon was added to both the stock and flux values.

Using the 18 land cover types, carbon sequestration and carbon stock factors
were assigned based on several sources. The primary data source for carbon
fluxes from scrublands and grasslands was the Baseline Greenhouse Gas
Emissions for Forest, Range, and Agricultural Lands in California (California
Energy Commission 2004).

In regard to carbon stock factors, the report only provided values for grassland
and scrubland. The primary data source for forest carbon stock factors was the
Carbon On-Line Estimator, a tool developed by the National Council for Air and
Stream Improvement (2008). This tool provides factors specific to California for
many species mixes. For all land cover types, their stock value includes both soil
and non-soil carbon.

Most stock factors and sequestration factors matched the land use categories in
Table 1. In cases where there was not a clear match, the closest land cover type
was used. Sequestration and carbon stock for developed land, lawns, and open
water was assumed to be zero. Additionally, carbon sequestration by cultivated
soils was assumed to be zero (California Energy Commission 2006). Agricultural
soils generally have changes in carbon stock only if they have been converted
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from other land uses in recent history (in which case, they lose carbon) or are part
of a conservation or no-till program (in which case, they sequester carbon).
Fertilizer application also results in emissions.

The total carbon stock and carbon sequestration values for District lands were
estimated by summing across all land cover types.

Results
The variables below were calculated for the land owned by the District (Figures
1, 2a, 2b, and 2c; Tables 1, 2, and 3).

Land cover type. A total of 18 land cover types, 14 natural types and four
developed land cover types, were identified and mapped.
Area. A total of 98,571 acres were classified by land cover. The three
dominant land cover types are grassland (37.8%), oak woodlands (24.6%),
and mixed evergreen forest/oak woodlands (12.8%).
Current mean flux density. Forested land covers have the highest flux
density, with redwood and evergreen forests having the highest values (1.0
and 0.7 Mg C per acre per year, respectively).
Current flux. Considering that current flux is the product of area and
current mean flux density, the dominant land cover types of grassland,, oak
woodlands, and mixed evergreen forest/oak woodlands have the highest
current flux (4,109; ; and 9,338; 8,909 Mt C per year, respectively). These
same land cover types are the highest producers of 02, accounting for the
release of an estimated 10,936; 24,855; and 23,714 Mt of O2 annually.
Mean carbon stock. Forested land covers have the highest mean carbon
stock, with redwood and evergreen forests having the highest values (223
and 123 Mt C per year, respectively). Redwood forests have nearly double
the mean carbon stock of evergreen forests.
Carbon stock. Because of their large areas, both oak woodlands and mixed
evergreen forest/oak woodlands represent the largest carbon stocks on
District lands, estimated to be 1,487,092 and 794,935 Mt C, respectively.
Despite their small area, redwood forests are the next largest contributor to
the carbon stocks of the District’s lands (105,965 Mt C).

Conclusions
The District’s undeveloped land. serves as both a valuable carbon stock and a sink
within the terrestrial carbon reservoir. In addition, through respiration, the lands
also serve as a source of oxygen. Preservation of natural land cover types
prevents the conversion of natural land covers to a developed landscape that
would contribute further to the major sources of GHG emissions.
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Table 1. District Land Cover Types and Extent

Vegetation Type
Area

(acres)
Percent of Study Area

(%)

Natural Land Covers

Evergreen forest (conifer/pine) 503 0.5

Redwood forest 475 0.5

Mixed evergreen forest/oak woodland 12,573 12.8

Oak woodland 24,223 24.6

Chaparral and coastal scrub 6,428 6.5

Grassland 37,304 37.8

Riparian forest and scrub 599 0.6
Mixed willow riparian scrub 150 0.2

Open bay 4,438 4.5

Pond!reservoir 1,133 1.1
Freshwater wetland 1,148 1.2
Alkali wetland 1,742 1.8
Eucalyptus/acacia forest 1,633 1.7
Ornamental woodland 48 0.05

Developed Land Covers

Cultivated 401 0.4
Developed 5,363 5.4
Golf course/irrigated lawns 247 0.3

Rural residential 165 0.2

Total 98,571 100.0

Sources: East Bay Regional Parks Disu’ict (2007); Cali_fomia Gap Analysis (1998); East Alameda County
Conservation Strategy (2008); ICF Jones & Stokes (2008).
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Table 2. Area, Carbon Fluxes, and Carbon Stocks of District Land Cover Types
Vegetation Type                          Area    Current Mean Flux Density      Current Flux

(acres) (Mg C per acre per year) (Mr C per year)
Mean Carbon Stocks

(Mr C per acre)
Carbon Stocks

(Mt C)
Natural Land Covers
Evergreen forest (conifer/pine)
Redwood forest

503
475

0.7
1.0

356
451

123
223

61,967
105,965

Mixed evergreen forest/oak woodland
Oak woodland
Chaparral and coastal scrub
Grassland
Riparian forest and scrub
Mixed willow riparian scrub
Open bay~
Pond! reservoir~
Freshwater wetland2
Alkali wetland2
Eucalyptus/acacia forest
Ornamental woodland

12,573
24,223
6,428

37,304
599
150

4,438
1,133
1,148
1,7~42
1,633

48

0.7
0.4
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.1
0.4
0.1

8,909
9,338

708
4,109

66
17
0
0

126
192
630

5

63
61
15

1
15
78
0
0

15
15
63
15

794,935
1,487,092

94,390
47,934

8,801
11,740

0
0

16,852
25,582

103,251
698

Totals
Natural land covers
Developed land covers3

92,396
6,175

24,906
--

2,759,206

Total 98~571 24,906 2,759,206
Sources: California Energy Commission 2004; National Council for Air and Stream Improvement 2008.
Notes:
Mg C = Megagrams of carbon
Mt C = metric tons of carbon
~Open bay includes tidal wetlands. Tidal wetlands are one of the most productive ecosystems with one of the highest per acre carbon sequestration values;
however, the quality of the data did not allow for differentiation between open bay and tidal wetlands.
ZWetland land cover types both sequester carbon and produce methane. As such, they may be a net emitter of carbon. For the purpose of this analysis, only
carbon sequestration was looked at, not methane production.
3Developed land covers include land covers classified as cultivated, developed, golf course/irrigated lawns, and rural residential. The carbon value for these land
cover types was assumed to be zero.
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Table 3. Relationship, between Photosynthesis and Respiration: CO2 and 02 Flux
Sequestered during photosynthesis~ Released during respirationI

Vegetation Type Area
(acres)

Current flux COs
(Mt CO2 per year)z

Current flux O~
(Mt O~. per year)

Percent of flux
(%),

Natural Land Covers
Evergreen forest (conifer/pine)
Redwood forest

503
475

1,304
1,652

948
1,202

1.4
1.8

Mixed evergreen forest/oak woodland
Oak woodland
Chaparral and coastal scrub
Grassland
Riparian forest and scrub

12,573
24,223
6,428

37,304
599

32,606
34,176

2,591
t 5,037

242

23,714
24,855

1,884
10,936

176

35.8
37.5

2.8
16.5
0.3

Mixed willow riparian scrub
Open bay2

150
4,438

60
--

44
__

0.1

Pond/reservoirx
Freshwater wetland3

Alkali wetland3

1,133
1,148
1,742

--
463
702

._
336
511

0.5
0.8

Eucalyptus/acacia forest 1,633 2,304 1,676 2.5
Ornamental woodland 48 19 14 0.02
Total s
Natural Land Covers 92,396 91,157 66,296 100
Developed Land Covers4 6,175 ......
Total 98,571 91,157 667296 100
Sources: California Energy Commission 2004; National Council for Air and Stream Improvement 2008.
Notes: Mt CO2 = metric tons of carbon dioxide; Mt O2 = metric tons ofoxyget~
~ The amount of CO2 taken in during photosynthesis is equivalent to the amount of 02 released during respiration. Using the molecular weight of
oxygen (32) and carbon dioxide (44), a conversion factor of 0.73 was used to convert carbon dioxide to oxygen.2 Open bay includes tidal wetlands. Tidal wetlands are one of the most productive ecosystems with one of the highest per acre carbon sequestration
values; however, the quality of the data did not allow for differentiation between open bay and tidal wetlands.
3 Aquatic and wetland land cover types both sequester carbon and produce methane. As such, they may be a net emitter of carbon. For the purpose of
this analysis, only carbon sequestration was looked at, not methane production.4 Developed land covers include land covers classified as cultivated, developed, golf course/irrigated lawns, and rura! residential. The carbon value for
these land cover types was assumed to be zero.

186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 523



East Bay Regional Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation

The total annual current flux of the District’s lands is estimated to be 24,906 Mt
C per year. An Mt C is equivalent to 3.66 Mt CO2. Therefore, the average amount
of carbon sequestered annually by the District’s lands is estimated to be
91,157 Mt CO2. This represents an equivalent offset of approximately 0.02% of
California’s GHG emissions. (California GHG emissions in 2002 totaled
approximately 491 MMt CO2 equivalents.) In more familiar terms, the carbon
sequestration occurring on District lands is equivalent to removing
16,317 passenger cars and SUVs from the road for 1 year, saving approximately
10.1 million gallons of gasoline (California Air Resources Board 2007). In
addition to sequestering CO2, an estimated 66,296 Mt of oxygen is release during
respiration annually. This is equivalent to the amount of oxygen consumed by the
city of Piedmont in 1 year.7

This carbon sequestration evaluation demonstrates the important role of the
District’s land in supporting California’s aggressive goals for GHG reduction set
forth in recent legislation. By preserving natural land in perpetuity, the natural
communities on District lands represent an important permanent carbon stock
(10,098,692 Mt CO2 equivalents) and a sink (91,157 Mt CO2 equivalents
annually).8 Preserving the land in its natural state in perpetuity avoids future
emissions from land cover conversion and subsequent emissions from a
developed landscape (e.g., transportation or electricity use). Continued
preservation and management of the natural, undeveloped landscape will
continue to provide the valuable ecosystem service of climate regulation today as
well as into the future.

References Cited
California Air Resources Board. 2007. Conversion of l MMT C02 to Familiar

Equivalents. Available:
<http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/factsheets/1 mmtconversion.pdf>. Sacramento,
CA.

California Air Resources Board. 2008. Climate Change ProposedScoping Plan:
a framework for change. Dram Report. October. Available:
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CA.

California Energy Commission. 2004. Baseline Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
Forest, Range, and Agricultural Lands in California. Final Report. 500-04-
069F. March.

California Energy Commission. 2006. Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004. Final Report. CEC-600-2006-013-SF.
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7 One person consumes approximately 0.18 Mt of oxygen annually; 66,296 Mt of oxygen supports approximately 12,029 people.
The 2008 population of Piedmont is 11,100.
s The values of the CO2 equivalents were calculated by multiplying the total carbon stocks and current flux by 3.66. This is the
conversion factor for converting Mt C to Mt CO~.

East Bay Regional Park District December 2008
Carbon Sequestration Evaluation 11
Final Draft ~CF J&S 00691.00

06128
186_Lozeau_Drury

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 524



East Bay Regional Park District Carbon Sequestration Evaluation
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EXHIBIT O 
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Draft AQMD Staff CEQA Greenhouse Gas Significance Threshold

Local General Plans or other local plans that, at a minimum, 
comply with the overall target objective or the sector-based 
CARB Scoping Plan; have been analyzed under CEQA, and 
have a certified Final CEQA document; emission estimates 
approved by CARB or SCAQMD; include a GHG inventory; 
tracking mechanism; enforcement; and a commitment to 
remedy the excess emissions if commitments are not met.

1.

Substitution for equivalent reductions allowed.

PROJECT

Tier 3:   GHG Emissions Incremental Increase Below, or Mitigated to
Less than the Significance Screening Level (10,000 MT/year CO2eq for  
industrial projects and 3,000 MT/year CO2eq for commercial/residential  
projects) plus x Percent Beyond Title 24 and y percent reduction in water  
use.

Tier 1: Applicable Exemptions, if any

Tier 4: Performance Standards

Option #1:  Uniform Percent Emission Reduction Target Objective  
    (e.g., 30 percent) from BAU by Incorporating Project  
    Design Features and/or Implementing Emission   
    Reduction Measures.

Option #2:  Early Implementation of Applicable  
    AB32 Scoping Plan Measures2.

Option #3:  Achieve sector-based standard (e.g., pounds per person,  
   pounds per square foot, etc.). 

Tier 5:   Offsets alone or in combination with the
above to achieve target significance   
screening level.  Offsets provided for  
30-year project life, unless project life  
limited by permit, lease, or other legally  
binding conditions.

Tier 2:  GHG Emissions within GHG Budgets in approved regional
plans1 (similar to consistency per existing CEQA Guidelines  
§§15064(h)(3), 15125(d), 15130(d) or 15152(a)).

SIGNIFICANT
IMPACTNO FURTHER

ACTION
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

NO

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO

NO

NO

NO

2.
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From: Dave Lubertozzi
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Stop the madness
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 12:06:57 AM

The plan to remove all "non-native" trees in the East Bay hills and poison the stumps is simply insane,
as
evidenced the very many reasons that have been well articulated and fully documented by so many
others at
this point that they don't bear repeating here - I simply wish to be counted as yet another well-informed
resident who is absolutely opposed to and appalled by this hare-brained scheme. Lengthy and costly
lawsuits
will be the likely result of proceeding with this plan, which will ultimately serve no one and hurt all
taxpayers. The only possibly worse outcome for the public would be if you actually go through with it.

If you cannot resist the temptation of species eradication, please focus only on eucalypts and leave the
pines and acacias alone. A more realistic proposal would be to remove all eucalyptus from selected
areas and
observe the results for a few years to see how these sites fare; replanting natives would also be helpful,
especially if you can work with UC researchers to identify SOD-resistant oaks and bays. Under no
circumstances should massive quantities of highly toxic pesticides be applied to our watershed!

Sincerely,
David Lubertozzi, PhD
Oakland, CA
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From: Len Liu
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIS
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 11:05:57 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

 

I generally support the vegetation management work proposed in the draft EIS to
reduce wildfire hazard and risk primarily through the removal highly flammable trees
in the East Bay Hills. However, I am concerned that the mitigation plans (section
5.1.2.2.1) do not include any plantings of native vegetation, particularly coast
redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), to:  1) supplement the recruitment of native
vegetation; 2) reduce colonization by invasive weeds; and 3) reduce wildfire hazard.
The management recommendations of the Hills Emergency Forum
(http://www.hillsemergencyforum.org/MgmtRecmdtn.html#redwood) state that
redwood forest and riparian forests “represent low fire hazards”. Young redwoods
and riparian trees (e.g., willow and alder) should be planted in appropriate areas
within the management area (e.g., Tilden, Strawberry Canyon-PDM, Claremont
Canyon, Caldecott Tunnel-PDM, Redwood, and Anthony Chabot). According to
section 4.3.3.1.1, “Isolated groves of coast redwood occurred on hillsides in
perennially moist drainages running east to west or west to east”. Furthermore, the
planting of redwoods would help mitigate greenhouse gas emissions and increase
future carbon sequestration, and also mitigate in the long term the significant
adverse effects this project will have on aesthetics and visual quality, specifically at
sites mentioned in section 5.2.3, TI006 and Caldecott Tunnel-PDM. This project
should include more aggressive mitigation measures which will establish and expand
plant communities that are more resistant to fire.

Sincerely,

Leonard Liu
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From: Storm Ainsely
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: PLEASE do not clearcut trees in Berkeley and Oakland
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 12:33:32 PM

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to STRONGLY oppose the clear cutting of trees in the Berkeley and
Oakland area. Trees are essential to the quality of air, and to removing carbon
dioxide from the atmosphere. To cut them down would damage the ecosystem and
air quality in the area. Furthermore, to cover the area with wood chips and
pesticides would cause a significant hazard to all people and wildlife in the area,
would spread to the local water systems, and potentially have damaging impacts
much farther away from the area. There are much better steps to take if you are
concerned about fire prevention. Causing a further rise in global temperature by
cutting down trees and increasing carbon dioxide in the air will only lead to more
fire possibilities. DO NOT DO THIS. It goes against all sense. 

Sincerely, 

M Lesinski

 190_Lesinski_M 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 530

mailto:stormainsely@gmail.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov


From: Bonnie Macbride
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: UC plan for Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 7:30:52 AM

Please consider alternatives to the UC plan for Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction to
include:
 
no use of  herbicides
conversion to native plants an acre at a time
establishment of fuel zones that include defensible zones
use of manual labor (jobs) to prune, thin, and cut sprouts rather than use of
herbicides
 
The University of California, given its great land holding in our area, must use its
power and privilege wisely in protecting our community.
 
Thank you.
 
Bonnie Macbride
1330 Summit Road
Lafayette, CA 94549
 
510 610-9807
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From: CAROLYN MAHONEY
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EIS for Hazardous Fire Reduction
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 7:50:14 PM

This is an outrageous proposal and not properly noticed. 

The deforestation of the Oakland/Berkeley Hills will forever negatively impact the environment.  Round
Up is a dangerous product and should not be used in these quantities.  We do not know if Round UP
will lead to Lymphomas such as those been experienced by veterans 40 years after Agent Orange use in
Vietnam.

 This proposed project will negatively affect the wildlife, vegetation and human habitation of this area.

Carolyn Mahoney
5 Clarewood Mall
Oakland, CA 94618
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From: Zia Manekin-Hrdy
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Please don"t move forward with this project!
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 10:06:28 AM

Clear cutting and poisoning our backyard is a terrible way to attempt to eradicate non-native plants and
I urge the board to reconsider a longer-term solution that is gentler on our eco-system and does not
involve clear cutting and pesticide use.

The FEMA project, as it is currently designed, will leave the canyons open to severe erosion, devastate
animal nesting grounds, and poison our water shed.

Instead, I ask you to look at slowly eliminating non-native trees (over a 10 year+ period). A long term
volunteer project could be created to organize the many community members who are up in arms about
the possibility of pesticide use in their backyards. Volunteers could work to both limit regrowth of non-
natives by continuing to cut them back-eliminating the need for pesticides, and they could replant
natives in place of these plants over time.

Sincerely,
Zia Hrdy

Sent from my iPhone
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From: James Mann
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Deforestation and toxic herbicide plans for Oakland area.
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 6:44:00 PM

To FEMA ,EBRPS, US Forest Service and all involved in the plan to destroy
innumerable trees and poison our soil in the Oakland, CA area:
 
In making your decision to cut down thousands of trees in the Eastbay hills, Berkeley
and other areas near Oakland, please reconsider.  I am especially concerned that the
use of a dangerous herbicide is planned to keep the trees from recovering and
growing again. 
 
With all that is known about the effects upon humans (especially children), wildlife
and vegetation  of many the pesticides and toxic substances in our air, water, food,
cleaning products, etc., I cannot believe that you are planning to ignore scientific
knowledge of what we are doing to destroy our planet and its living things. It seemed
as though we were making some progress in making people aware of how we must
avoid these chemical dangers to our lives and health, especially here in California --
but then this project reared its unbelievably stupid, ugly head.
 
I have a daughter who suffers from severe multiple chemical sensitivity illness, and
she is extremely ill.  The canary in the mine, we call her, so we know more about how
people are  affected by toxic materials than is generally known. 
 
Please do not ignore the dangers to us all!  Try to think up safe procedures to handle
our environment. 
 
Thank you.
 
Sincerely,
Patricia H. Mann
301 Taurus Avenue
Oakland, Ca 94611
(510) 547-2846
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From: Mara Hickey
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills Fire risk reduction plan comments
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 10:45:02 AM

I was living in the East Bay during the huge fires of 1989 or 1990 (I can't remember
exactly when they were). They were devastating. 

The community has recovered, both by rebuilding and healing, and also by enacting
stricter regulations about keeping growth away from homes, building new
firestations in the hills, and understanding that fire is a part of nature. 

By cutting down trees to prevent fire, we are taking an essential part of the
ecosystem out of the environment. Fire is part of nature. Plants depend on it for
their long term survival. It's not inherently bad.

By applying herbicide to the environment we are poisoning our ecosystem in ways
that cannot be corrected and have no benefit. 

I AM STRONGLY OPPOSED TO THE FELLING OF TREES AND APPLICATION OF
HERBICIDE IN THE EAST BAY HILLS. 

Thank you for considering my letter of opposition. Know that there are hundreds of
people who oppose this for each letter that you receive.

Mara Hickey
East Bay resident since 1978.
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From: Maria Monks
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Concerns regarding draft EIS
Date: Saturday, May 25, 2013 9:19:29 PM

Dear FEMA,

I have several concerns about the methodology and conclusions presented in the
current draft EIS regarding the East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction.  I also
would like to propose a third alternative to be considered and evaluated in the next
draft.

My concerns are outlined in points 1-5 below, and my proposed alternative is
described in point 6.

1. WILDFIRE RISK: In section 4 of the document, the draft EIS reports that FlamMap
cannot account for changing weather patterns.  And yet, as noted in section 5.6,
one of the major changes that will occur as a result of the removal of all non-native
trees, including the tall Eucalyptus trees, is a reduction of fog drip and therefore a
drier ground in the summer season.  The methodology to predict fire hazard did not
take this into account, nor the natural wind break that is provided by the trees.  The
only statement I have found in the entire document discussing the precise difference
in moisture due to the absence of fog drip is that the total amount of water received
by the ground "may not be substantially different after  treatment than before."

In light of the recent Angel Island fires, however, this statement and the claim that
the current plan will reduce wildfire hazard does not seem to be valid.  There were
no major wildfires on Angel Island until after the removal of the Eucalyptus and
other non-native trees from the island.  Afterwards, there have been several
destructive wildfires on the island, occurring every 3-5 years.  (See
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Angel_Island_(California)#2008_fire for details about the
Angel Island fires that have occured since the removal of the Eucalyptus trees on
the island.)

It is well-documented that no more than 3% of California wildfires occur in forests;
the vast majority are brush fires, occurring in grasslands.  I do agree with FEMA's
findings that the fuel resources are larger in the Eucalyptus groves than in grassland,
and that longer flame lengths and crowning or torching are more likely to occur in
the case of a wildfire.  However, I am concerned that due to the lack of windbreak
and summer fog drip, wildfires will be more common if the plan is executed, thereby
contributing more to fire hazard, more carbon emissions in the long run, and harm
to wildlife habitats and aquatic life due to increased dryness in the summer months. 
It does not appear that the draft EIS has taken these factors into account.

2. RESTORATION OF NATIVE PLANTS: It is not clearly explained how the native
shrubs, trees, and grassland will be encouraged to grow on the cleared space,
especially in light of the thousands of gallons of herbicide that are to be sprayed in
the targeted areas over the course of several decades.  There does not seem to be a
clear plan to re-plant native plants and trees or otherwise encourage them, nor
evidence that they would indeed naturally grow after the removal of the non-native
trees.

Furthermore, it is clearly stated in the Executive Summary that herbicide is not to be
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applied within 60 feet of any body of water.  However, there are a significant
number of Eucalyptus trees close to Lake Anza in Tilden Park, on the south side of
the lake.  Since the herbicides will not be applied near the lake, there is no
guarantee that these "non-native" plants will not simply continue to grow and sprout
in areas adjacent to the lakes and streams.

3. WILDLIFE: While the document does address native wildlife and ways of avoiding
short-term damage to the wildlife during the project's execution, it is not clear what
the long-term effects on the wildlife habitats will be.  Since the proposed plan is to
remove all Eucalypus trees and other non-native plants within the short timespan of
2-3 years, without first making sure that the wildlife are adapting adequately to
"native" habitats, it is possible that the critical species such as the Alameda
whipsnake and the California Red-legged Frog will not be able to reintegrate into the
new environment.

The draft EIS also does not adequately address the more complicated and long-term
effects of the proposed actions on the local ecosystem.  The hawks and owls that
currently nest in the tall trees feed on rodents, keeping the rodent population in
check.  If damage does occur to the bird and snake population, the rodent
population will increase, leading to yet another imbalanced ecosystem.

4. CARBON SEQUESTRATION:  The EIS does not adequately address the loss of
carbon sequestration from the atmosphere due to the removal of a large carbon sink
in the area.  

5. RECREATION: The proposed actions include temporarily closing many popular
nature trails, including the Upper Jordan Fire Trail, for the duration of the removal of
trees in those areas. The draft EIS states in section 5.11.2.2.2 that "Bicycle and
pedestrian use of trails and public roads in and adjacent  
to the proposed and connected project areas during expected working hours is
minimal. Thus,  
adverse effects on recreational use of public roads would not be significant."

This is a completely false and unfounded premise.  The Selby trail, the Vollmer Peak
Trail, and the Upper Jordan Fire Trail are all used heavily during weekday working
hours.  I am a serious trail runner and have won several local races by making heavy
use of the Tilden park trails to train on and race on, and I consistently see many
other runners, hikers, and tourists on these trails during working hours. Many of the
students and academics at UC Berkeley, MSRI, Lawrence Berkeley Labs, and the
Space Sciences Laboratory have very flexible working hours, and commonly use the
trails in Tilden park during the standard work day.

I can further attest to the heavy use of these trails by the local community, as I am
a member of the Strawberry Canyon Track Club and the Berkeley Running Club,
both of which use the stated trails on a regular basis.  I also have participated in
many local races that attract hundreds of runners and make use of the trails in the
proposed project areas.

Finally, section 5.11.2 does not account for the effect of the increased potential for
landslide on recreational use.  The Selby Trail is already partially collapsed in areas,
and has had to be re-routed and fenced off in several locations.  The land depends
on the surrounding trees to prevent erosion, and the long-term effects that this may
have on the recreational use of the proposed project areas was not adequately
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addressed in the draft EIS.  I understand that the wood chips and logs are to be
placed strategically to prevent this, but the extent to which this would be successful
in the long term was not estimated in the draft.

6. PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE:  In light of the above concerns, which are shared by a
large portion of the local community (including organizations such as the Hills
Conservation Network and the Strawberry Canyon Track Club) I wish to propose the
following alternative plan.

Rather than removing all the non-native plant life within the next 2-3 years, spread
the work out over several decades, and remove the plants gradually, one small
region at a time.  When one Eucalyptus grove or section of pine forest is cleared,
plant native trees such as Redwood or Oak trees in the area, and spray herbicides
only on a few adjacent areas that may threaten the young trees.  Once the trees in
this area are tall enough, and the local ecosystem adapts to the new types of plant
life, an adjacent section can be targeted.  This plan would have the following
advantages:

  a) The new tall trees that would be planted in place of the Eucalyptus trees are
less flammable, but still have the ability to break wind and collect fog.  Since they
will be planted as the Eucalyptus trees are gradually removed, there will no longer
be a dangerous post-removal time period in which there are not sufficient trees to
reduce the risk of summer brush fires.

  b) The new trees would provide potential nesting places for the hawks and owls. 
In general the wildlife will have the opportunity to adapt more gradually to the new
habitat.

  c) It is likely that the total herbicide use would be decreased if this proposal is
followed, as the control of non-native species would be aided by the re-planting of
native species.

  d) Recreational use would only be disturbed in one small area at a time, rather
than in many of the essential connecting trails in the parks all at once.

  e) Since new trees would be planted at the same rate as the current trees are
removed, the problem of loss of carbon sequestration would be significantly reduced,
if not completely eliminated.

  f) In the case that the wildlife does not seem to be adapting well to the new
environment, or other unforseen negative consequences occur, the project can be
halted before further damage is done.

Finally, since the current draft of the EIS did not consider any alternatives besides
the No Action Alternative, I hope that the next draft will thoroughly consider the
other three alternatives mentioned in the draft as well as the above proposal.

I look forward to seeing the conclusions of your revised work.

Best Regards,
Maria Monks
Department of Mathematics
UC Berkeley 
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From: Martin Verhoeven
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: opposition
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 8:26:38 AM

I am totally opposed to your proposed plan on tree elimination in the
Berkeley/Oakland hills. The harm to the environment from both the
chemical toxins you will infuse into the ecosystem, the loss of large
CO2 absorbing trees, the loss of shade filtering, not to mention the
aesthetic dimension this now endangered habitat adds to our lives—and
using over 7 million dollars of taxpayer money is indefensible and
immoral. Erosion would increase, wildlife habitat destroyed, the risk of
fire would go up, not down. What are you thinking of?! The incursion of
our footprint into the delicate fragility of the natural world is the
silent tragedy of our times. Do not be part of the problem; stop this
madness. Your plan reminds me of Lyndon Johnson's Vietnam strategy of
bombing to smithereens a country to "save it."

--
Martin J. Verhoeven
Research Professor
Institute for World Religions
510-848-9788
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From: Steve Martinot
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: fire mitigation in the Berkeley hills
Date: Thursday, June 13, 2013 1:06:05 PM

I am in favor of all serious mitigation of fire hazard in the Berkeley and Oakland hills.
For precisely that reason, I oppose the UC Berkeley plan for mitigating fire hazard
because it is a false plan. It will only substitute one form of fire hazard for another.
Therefore I urge FEMA to refuse to fund the UC Berkeley plan, and to remove itself
from the shamefulness of its implications.

Wildfire spreads on ground fuel, and spreads directly from tree to tree only when
forest trees are too compact. Fire mitigation should thus start with clearing ground
fuel and thinning trees, not clearcutting 270 acres, as the UC Berkeley plan
proposes. Eucalyptus trees shed bark and leaves, and these need to be cleared
away as a primary fire danger, along with underbrush and other leaves from other
trees.

But the trees impede the growth of underbrush, as shade, and thus also serve a
purpose in fire mitigation. The UC Berkeley plan will remove this positive service
trees provide, and leave the ground open to the flourishing of "native" underbrush
that is also highly flammable, such as hemlock and poison oak. In a clearcut area,
with plenty of sun, these bushes will become fire hazards in their own right, and
thus undo the fire mitigation intention.

The UC Berkeley plan proposes to prevent the growth of these flammable bushes by
chipping out the trees cut, and using those chips as mulch, up to a depth of two
feet. By what casualty of insight do they believe that spreading wood chips to any
depth greater than one inch will constitute fire mitigation? For them to have made
such a suggestion is shameful, a feature that will attach to FEMA should it decide to
fund the UC Berkeley plan. To spread wood chips on the ground to any depth will
precisely be to provide ground fuel for the next fire.

I do not have to mention the other ill-omened side-effects of the UC Berkeley plan
to clear cut 270 acres of trees, such as the threats to health from herbicide spraying,
the rodent infestation that will acompany the loss of raptors, the landslide threats
from denuding the soil of forest root systems, etc. etc. I speak only of the desire to
mitigate fire hazards, and against the false mitigation that will substitute one fire
hazard for another.

I have lived in Berkeley for over 20 years. I was here when the 1991 fire occurred. I
have read the FEMA report on that fire. That fire did not start nor propagate itself
based on the existence of certain trees, but on the existence of ground fuel, the
compactness of trees to each other and to houses, and to some mismanagement of
the ground fuel on the part of the Oakland fire department. Indeed, it took a court
litigation in 1992 to get the Oakland fire department to make the changes it had
been directed to make after the 1970 hills fire, which would have enabled them to
deal with the 1991 fire had those changes been in effect.

If there is going to be fire mitigation, let it be mitigation in the direction of safety,
and not the substitution of one danger for another. To accept the EIS that is on the
table now, and to even think of funding the UC Berkeley plan, would be to stand in
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opposition to the people, opposition to the ecology, and in opposition to the city.
Fire mitigation is necessary, but it must be done with intelligence, and not with a
Howitzer.

Steve Martinot

Berkeley, CA
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From: Viki Maxwell
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: I OPPOSE the "East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction" plan - There are better ways to reduce fire risk
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 7:55:09 PM

I am an Oakland resident and I OPPOSE the current plan to clear-cut non-native trees in Strawberry
and Claremont canyons and in Oakland and spray pesticides on the stumps.  I feel this will
have a negative impact on the areas where I live, work and play, in MULTIPLE ways:

1. Soil Erosion can be expected on steep slopes and large clear cut areas when the trees
are destroyed and their roots are killed with herbicides. Soil productivity will be reduced,
caused by wood chips nitrogen demand and blocking light.

2. Sedimentation of streams, such as the creek that flows through the Botanical Gardens,
and destruction of water habitats.

3. Toxic herbicide runoff into streams with the potential to reach the Bay. Dousing
our public lands with thousands of gallons of toxic herbicides will endanger the public. 
Spraying thousands of gallons of herbicide on the hills will create a real public safety hazard,
and destroy wildlife on site and downstream by herbicide poisoning.

4. Destruction of wildlife habitat. 
5. There are no plans to replant the barren clear cut areas with native

vegetation. Non-native vegetation like broom, thistle, and hemlock will likely be the
occupants of the unshaded barren ground.

6. Significant visual impact along the trails of the parks.
 
This project will more likely increase the risk of wildfires than reduce that risk:

1. By distributing tons of dead wood onto bare ground.
2. By eliminating shade and fog drip which helps to moisten the forest floor.
3. Soil erosion, lowering of the water table, and destroying the windbreaks, will all

contribute to even drier and more desiccated local areas.
4. The area will be even more vulnerable to soil impact and further erosion from hikers

that will make additional unwarranted ‘short-cut’ trails across dry barren land.

Instead of this misguided project, I recommend:

1. THIN TREES IN SMALL AREAS, AT A REASONABLE SLOW PLACE. Do not
clear cut large areas. Clear and thin small areas in a step-wise sequential manner, replant with
natives. Do this over a time framework that would allow the native trees to begin to grow
and allow wildlife to relocate and adapt. Leave the mature Monterey pines. 

2. REPLANT WITH NATIVES.  An ESSENTIAL part is replanting with natives and
habitat restoration, such as reseeding with native grasses and annuals, and planting oak trees
and redwoods.

3. CREATE LOCAL JOBS: for ongoing maintenance, such as cutting back unwanted
resprouts. This would replace the need for and use of toxic herbicides. DO NOT USE
HERBICIDES. Maintenance workers would also care for the planted saplings of redwoods
and oak trees, and do trail maintenance to prevent further erosion.

I am a frequent user of East Bay and Berkeley parks and nature areas (at least once a
week).  This is a very important issue for me.

Thank you for your time.
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Viki Maxwell
469 Rich St
Oakland, CA 94609
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Introduction 

This public comment will provide scientific and observational evidence that the proposed project wil l not reduce the risk 

of wildfire which is the stated purpose of the FEMA grants that would fund them. Furthermore, if these projects are 

implemented as described by the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), they will significantly damage the 

environment. The comment is organized as follows : 

• Part I: The proposed projects will increase the risk of wildfire in the East Bay Hills 

• Part II: The proposed projects will damage the environment by significantly increasing the emission of 

greenhouse gases both immediately and for the long-term 

• Part Ill: The proposed project will damage the environment by dou·sing public lands with thousands of gallons of 

toxic herbicides 

• Part IV: The DEIS engages in advocacy for native plant restorations which is unsupported by scientific evidence 

• Part V: Support for the No Project Alternative 

The DEIS does not quantify the number of trees that will be destroyed by the proposed projects with the exception of 

three of the project areas on the property of UC Berkeley. Therefore, I must start by estimating the number of trees 

that will be removed so that we can quantify the impact of this project. 

Project Area 
UCB 
Strawberry Canyon 
Claremont 
Frowning Ridge (in Oakland) 

Project Acreage 

56.3 
42.8 
185.2 

Estimated Tree Removals 

22,000 

32,000 
Sub-Total 284.3 54,000 

23,161 * 

409,176** 
486,337 

Oakland 
North Hills Skyline 
Caldecott Tunnel 

Sub-Total 
East Bay Regional Park District 
Proposed Project 
Connected Action Project 

Sub-Total 

TOTAL 

68.3 

53.6 
121.9 

592.3 
1,060.7 

1,653 
2,059.2 

*UCB estimated tree remova ls are provided by the DEIS; Oakland estimated tree removals are extrapolated assuming 
the same number of trees per acre (54,000-;- 284.3 = 190 trees per acre X 121.9 acres = 23,161 trees removed by the 
projects of the City of Oakland) 

**EBPRD Estimated Tree Removals: Neither the DEIS not EBRPD's "Wildfi re Plan" provide an estimate of the number of 
t rees they plan to destroy. Furthermore their plans for tree removals are complex and variable. All non-native trees 
(eucalypts, Monterey pines, acacia) wi ll be removed in some recommended treatment areas, but in most they will be 
thinned to spacing of 25 to 35 feet. The fina l Environmental Impact Report for the "Wildfire Plan" provides an estimate 
of the exist ing tree density of existing eucalypts on EBRPD property (page 392). Acres of eucalypts in the entire project 
area are provided by the DEIS (page 4.2-6). Our estimate of tree removals is based on those figu res. 
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I have tried to be as conservative as possible in making these estimates. They are based on what little information is 

provided by the DEIS and related documents. If they are far wrong, the DEIS has only itself to blame. Had the DEIS 

provided estimates of the number of tree removals, it would not have been necessary to calculate these estimates. 

Part I: The proposed projects will increase the risk of wildfire In the East Bay Hiiis 

Distributing tons of dead wood on the ground will Increase the risk of fire 

The University of California at Berkeley (UCB) and the City of Oakland propose to destroy all non-native trees 

(eucalyptus, Monterey pine, acacia, etc) on 406 acres of their land. Approximately 77,000 trees will be destroyed by 

UCB and Oakland, resulting in tons of dead wood. The DEIS tells us this wood will be distributed on the ground: 

"Felled trees up to approximately 24 inches in diameter at breast height {DBH) would be cut up into chips 1 to 4 
inches long and the chips would be spread on up to 20% of each site to a maximum depth of 24 inches ... Branches 
from trees greater than 24 inches DBH would be cut up and scattered on the site {lopped and scattered)." (DEIS, 

ES-10) 

Any living plant or tree is less flammable than a dead plant because it contains more moisture. A living plant is therefore 

less likely to ignite than a dead plant. Consequently the dead wood on the ground will be more flammable than the 

living trees that will be destroyed. 

The size of fuel is another factor in its flammability. Smaller pieces of fuel are more likely to ignite than larger pieces of 

fuel. Therefore, the wood chips and logs will be more flammable than the living trees that will be destroyed. 

One of the scientific studies cited by the DEIS corroborates these basic facts of fire science: 

"Sites where the activity fuels piles had not been burned or where they had been masticated {mechanically 
chipped into small pieces and spread over the treatment area) were excluded from the study because research 
suggests these additional fuels increase fire severity. "1 

(This study is quoted by the DEIS to support its claims about carbon loss resulting from fuel treatments. As we will tell 

you when we discuss carbon loss, the study has been misinterpreted or misquoted by the DEIS in that regard. The DEIS 

apparently overlooked this information about the flammability of wood chips and piles of dead vegetation.) 

The location of this dead wood on the ground is another reason why it will increase fire hazard. The role of "near

surface" fuel in the rate of spread of fire was one of many variables studied by the Vesta Project in dry eucalyptus forest 

of Australia.' This project conducted many experimental fires in the eucalyptus forest under a variety of conditions to 

study fire behavior. This is one of their findings: 

"Rate of spread is weakly related to fuel load alone but is directly related to other attributes of the surface fuel 
load and understory layer. The near-surface fuel is the principal layer responsible for determining rate af 
spread." 

The environmental consultant that began the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement was the URS 

Corporation. They were the consultant at the time of the Scoping Report. They evaluated the project plans of the 

1 Malcolm North and Matthew Hurteau, "High-severity wildfire effects on carbon stocks and emissions in fuels treated and 
untreated forest," Forest Ecology and Management 261(2011)1115-1120 
2 

J.S. Gould, et. al., Fire in Dry Eucalypt Forest: Fuel structure, fuel dynamics and fire behavior, CSIRO and SCION, 2007 
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University of California and sent that evaluation to Alessandro Amaglio, FEMA's Regional Environmental Officer, in a 

letter dated May 27, 2009. (See Attachment A). This is the assessment of the plans to distribute wood chips on the 

ground to a depth of 24 inches: 

'7he comparative risk between eucalyptus in the form of a dense standing forest versus the form of a 2-foot
deep mulch layer on the ground is not well documented. Studies have shown that mulch layers actually can 
pose a fire risk depending upon the type of material, the depth of the mulch, and the climate at the mulch site. 

Studies at Ohio State University Agricultural Technical Institute demonstrated that sparks from cigarettes or 
matches can lead to a subsurface smoldering fire in a variety of mulch materials 4 inches deep. The 
recommended depth for landscape mulch Is less than 4 Inches to avoid stifling growth of remaining trees and to 
avoid spontaneous combustion that can occur when decomposition of organic materials creates enough energy 
in a pile to ignite a fire .... Fire Engineering Magazine recommends that to reduce the potential for fire In mulch, 
one should recognize that mulches high in ails ignite more easily and that mulch fires start more readily In hot 
climates where rain is scarce (and fuel moisture is low). Eucalyptus material is high in ails, and the East Bay 
Hills are subject to long annual periods that are hot and dry. " 

In the Executive Summary the DEIS attempts to minimize the risk of fire associated with a deep mulch of dead wood by 

claiming that the mulch will decompose within 5 years (ES-10). However, later in the document, the DEIS says that the 

half-life of the mulch will be 5-years. (DEIS, 5.6-7) That means that only half of the mulch-or 12 inches-will decompose 

in 5 years. Another six inches will decompose after 10 years, and so on. In other words it will take 20 years for the 

mulch to decompose to less than an inch. 

However, even this is apparently an unrealistic estimate of how long it will take for 24 inches of mulch to decompose. 

URS Corporation does not agree with this optimistic assessment of how long it will take to decompose 24 inches of 

wood mulch: 

"The UC cites a study by Duryea et. al. where a high moisture level in mulch is assumed to assist the observed 
rapid decomposition rate in mulches; however, this study occurred in inland Florida where the climate is hat and 
humid and the study looked at a mulch layer that was less than 4 inches deep. It is likely that moisture retention 
would be significantly less in a thicker layer of mulch within a mare moderate and arid climate such as the East 
Bay Hills." (Attachment A) 

In other words, the fire hazard associated with distributing tons of dead wood on the ground will persist for a very 

long time, probably more than 20 years. 

The DEIS says that "FEMA has determined that a proposed action must meet the criteria listed below to be eligible for 
funding under {Hazard Mitigation Assistance grant programs]" (DEIS 2-2). One of the criteria that are listed is: "Meet 
the requirements of applicable local, tribal, state, and federal laws; implementing regulations; and executive orders." 
(DEIS 2-3) 

The Fire Prevention Bureau of the City of Oakland publishes "General Compliance Standards & Requirements" which 

limits the depth of mulch: "Do not pile wood chips or mulch on your property. Spread ond maintain a depth not 
exceeding 6 inches." 3 The plans to spread 24 inches of mulch on properties In the City of Oakland do not comply with 

the regulations of the City of Oakland. Therefore, these plans also violate the requirements of the FEMA grants which 

require that the plans comply with all local regulations. 

3 
http://www.oaklandnet.com/wildfireprevention/docs/OFDNewsletterWeb.pdf 
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The plans of the East Bay Regional Park District to dispose of the dead wood of tens of thousands of trees on their 

properties are different, perhaps because they are being held to the policy standards of FEMA's Mitigation Policy MRR-

2-08-1: "However, the specific requirements and eligibility criteria of the mitigation policy apply only to projects for 
which the grant application period was open on or after September 8, 2008. There/are, this policy applies only to the 
EBRPD HMGP grant application." (DEIS 1-5) 

One of the criteria of FEMA's Mitigation Policy MRR-2-08-1 is that "material left on the site must meet appropriate depth 
practices." In compliance with that criteria, the proposed and connect projects of EBRPD limit the spreading of wood 

chip mulch to a depth of 4-6 inches. 

Prescribed burns increase risks of wildfire 

Since this limitation of mulch depth prevents EBRPD from disposing of the tons of dead wood resulting from the 

destruction of tens of thousands of trees, they propose to conduct prescribed burns to pile burn the excess wood. 

FEMA's Mitigation Policy MRR-2-08-1 prohibits the use of grant funds for conducting prescribed burns: "Certain project 
activities and their associated casts are not eligible for funding: Projects for prescribed burns or clear-cutting" 

Therefore, the DEIS informs us that EBRPD will conduct prescribed pile and broadcast burns to dispose of excess wood 

(and other "undesirable invasive plant species"), but that these burns will not be funded by the FEMA grant. 

These prescribed burns will pollute the air and contribute to the greenhouse gases that are causing climate change, but 

we will discuss those issues in detail when we comment on greenhouse gases. For the moment, we will focus on the 

fact that prescribed burns increase fire hazards because they often cause catastrophic wildfires unintentionally. Here 

are specific and local examples of prescribed burns that caused wildfires: 

• In October 2009, a prescribed burn in the Santa Cruz Mountains was responsible for a wildfire that burned 485 

acres, injuring 4 of the 1,700 firefighters who fought it at a cost of $4 million. That cost does not include the 

claims for damages of the property owners who lost their homes.4 

• In May 2000 a prescribed burn in the Bandelier Monument in New Mexico eventually burned over 45,000 acres, 

threatened the Los Alamos National Laboratory and destroyed 235 structures.' 

• In October 2009, the Big Meadow fire in Yosemite began as a prescribed burn and eventually burned 7,425 

acres.6 

• In 2003, the California State Park Department was responsible for starting a fire on San Bruno Mountain in South 

San Francisco intended to burn 6 acres that eventually burned 72 acres and came perilously close to homes.' 

We should not be surprised by the unpredictable results of prescribed burns. Fire scientists at UC Berkeley conducted a 

series of experimental prescribed burns in chaparral in Northern California, hoping to arrive at a model of fire behavior 

that would improve the predictability of such burns. They arrived at the conclusion that " •. .It Is extremely difficult to 

4 
http:Uwww.sfgate.com/news/article/Cal-Fire-says-its-crews-caused-wildfire-3263483.php 

5 
http://www.nps.gov/cerrogrande/executive summarv.htm 

6 
http://www.nps.gov/yose/parkmgmt/bigmeadowfirefag.htm 

7 
http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2003/07 /09/BA187572.DTL 
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predict with certainty where the fire will spread ... For more than half of the transects installed, the flaming front did 

not traverse the transects as predicted ... "' 

In addition to increasing fire hazard, there is also evidence that some fire scientists do not think prescribed burns 

conducted for the purpose of reducing fuel loads actually reduce the risk of wildfire. Jon E. Keeley (Ph.D. Biologist, US 

Geological Service) is a world-renowned expert on the fire ecology of Mediterranean climates, such as California. Here's 

what he has to say about prescribed burns with respect to their ability to reduce fire hazard risks: 

"Fire management of California shrub/ands has been heavily influenced by policies designed for coniferous 
forests, however, fire suppression has not effectively excluded fire from choporrol and coastal sage scrub 
landscapes and catastrophic wildfires ore not the result of unnatural fuel accumulation. There is no evidence 
that prescribed burning in these shrub/ands provides any resource benefit and in some areas may negatively 
impact shrub/ands by increasing fire frequency. Therefore, fire hazard reduction is the primary justification far 
prescription burning, but it Is doubtful that rotational burning ta create landscape age mosaics is a cast 
effective method of controlling catastrophic w//dfires. ,,. 

If East Bay Regional Park District is held to the policy standards of FEMA's Mitigation Policy MRR-2-08-1, there are other 

"Ineligible Wildfire Activities" which would apply: "Projects to address eco/ogicol .. .issues" and "Projects to protect the 
environment..." These recommended treatment areas in the East Bay Regional Parks should not be funded by a FEMA 

grant because they violate FEMA's policy governing these grants: 

• HP2, HP3, HP4: "Presence of Pallid Manzanita requires hand labor treatments ... Remove non-manzanita shrubs 
and prune retained trees." 

• RD4, Tl6, TllS: "Enhance conditions for Oakland star tulip and western leatherwood ... " 

Pallid Manzanita requires fire to germinate and its recovery plan says explicitly that suppression of fire is the primary 

reason why it is rare and endangered. Therefore, it is both inappropriate and contradictory to pay for its care with a 

FEMA grant that is intended to reduce fire hazard. This is one of many examples of the confused mission of these 

projects. FEMA need not be confused by the contradictory mission of the owners of these public lands. FEMA has only 

one mission and that is to reduce and mitigate for catastrophic hazards. 

What tvpe of vegetation will replace the destroyed forest and will it be more flammable than the existing forest? 

Any terrestrial plant or tree will burn under certain conditions that are conducive to fire. Obviously, eucalypts are not 

exempt from this general rule. However, the analytical question in evaluating the proposed projects should not be 

whether or not eucalypts are flammable, but rather whether or not they are more flammable than the vegetation that 

will replace them. That is the question that we will now consider. 

The DEIS states the belief of the sponsors of the proposed project that native plants and trees will replace the non

native plants and trees that they intend to destroy. However, they have no intention of planting native plants and trees. 

Rather, they believe that existing native plants will occupy the bare ground by "recruitment" and/or germination of a 

dormant seed bank which they assume exists beneath the non-natives they intend to destroy. 

8 
Scott L. Stephens, et.al., "Measuring the Rate of Spread of Chaparral Prescribed Fires in Northern California," Fire Ecology, vol. 4, no 

2008. 
9 

Jon E Keeley, "Fire Management of California Shrubland Landscapes," Environmental Management, March 20021 Volume 291 Issue 
3, pp. 395-408 
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Although this seems to us a fantasy, for the moment we will accept this premise in order to ask and answer this 

analytical question: If native plants and trees occupy the bared ground, will that native landscape be more or less 

flammable than the existing landscape? 

We will let the California Native Plant Society introduce this question because we hope that it will be considered a 

credible source by native plant enthusiasts who are advocating for this project: 

"Contrary to what many people think, it is not possible to make broad statements about fire risk and Invasive 
plants, just as you cannot far native plants. Each species must be evaluated separately. Finally, it is impossible 
to discuss the fire risk potential of any plant without also taking into account its health at any given time. Any 
plant wl// burn under the right conditions, and the most 1ire resistant species' can become great fuel for a 
wildfire if it contains a lot of dead tissue due to a lack of proper maintenance. "10 

We couldn't agree more. Therefore, we will compare the flammability of eucalypts with specific native species that the 

project sponsors claim will replace them. According to the DEIS, "Oak-bay woodlands total 320.6 acres in the proposed 
and connected project areas and represent the second largest vegetation community identified in the proposed and 
connected project areas." (DEIS 4.2-17) Also, the "vegetation management goals" for the Recommended Treatment 

Areas in EBRPD's FEMA applications are predominantly oak-bay woodland. Thirty-seven of the 47 (80%) RTAs in the 

FEMA grants are destined to be oak or oak-bay woodland when this project is implemented. 

Therefore, we will evaluate the assumption of the DEIS that oak-bay woodland will be less flammable than the existing 

landscape. We will cite the scientific and observed evidence that oaks and bays are not less flammable than the non

native trees and shrubs that will be removed or thinned by the proposed FEMA projects. 

First. the evidence regarding the flammabilitv of oaks and bays: 

Moisture The moisture content of vegetation is a factor in how easily it will ignite. Other conditions being equal, the 

more moisture within the vegetation the less likely it is to ignite. A study done locally in native vegetation reports that, 

" ... the [moisture) of the live oak was fairly constant throughout the fire season and at a lower moisture content than 
the other species ... the lowest moisture content was (47%} on September 3d' ... "11 We don't have comparable 

information regarding moisture for eucalyptus because moisture content varies by specific location and climate 

conditions. However, the literature" generalizes the moisture content of the eucalyptus leaf as roughly 50%, which 

suggests that the eucalyptus leaf probably does not contain less moisture than an oak leaf. 

We will discuss the question of moisture again when we evaluate the fuel models used by the computer modeling of fire 

behavior in the DEIS. 

Sudden Oak Death Since all dead vegetation contains less moisture than any living vegetation and is therefore more 

flammable, Sudden Oak Death is a related issue. The pathogen (Phytophthoro ramorum) that causes Sudden Oak Death 

(SOD) was reported on the UC Berkeley campus in 2002.13 At that time it also existed at the UC Botanical Garden, which 

10 
Sabrina Drill, "Sustainable and Fire Safe Landscapes: Achieving wildfire resistance and environmental health in the wild land-urban 

interface," Fremontia, Vol. 38, No. 2 and No. 3, April and July 2010. 
11 

Rice, Carol, "Live Fuel Moisture, Fuel Bed Characteristics, and Fire Vegetation in the Berkeley/Oakland Hills," Master's dissertation, 
UC Berkeley, 1987. 
12 

http://www.buzzle.com/articles/what-do-koala-bears-eat. html 
13 

http://www.universityofcalifornia.edu/news/article/3880 
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is proximate to UC Berkeley's FEMA projects. By 2011, the SF Chronicle reported that the infestation of SOD was 

spreading rapidly in the East Bay and had been found in North Berkeley, the Claremont district in Berkeley and the 

Montclair area in Oakland. That article predicted that 90% of the native live and black oaks in California will be dead 

within 25 years." 

One year later, based on the sampling done by thousands of volunteers participating in the 2012 SOD Blitz, the California 

Oak Mortality Task Force reported these findings:" 

• "The USDA FS 2012 annual aerial detection survey for California mapped 376,000 new dead oak {Quercus 

agrifolia) and tanoak {Notholithocorpus densif/orus) over 54,000 acres in areas impacted by SOD." 

• "Most of the Bay Area locations sampled had increased levels of Infection, with the East Bay infestation found 
to have transitioned from a newly arrived status (in 2011) to epidemic levels on California bay laurel 
{Umbellulario californica) {in 2012)." 

We participated in the 2013 SOD Blitz in the East Bay on April 27, 2013. This volunteer effort is led by Matteo 

Garbelotto, a scientist at UC Berkeley studying Sudden Oak Death. He has organized the SOD Blitz throughout Northern 

California to determine the spread of the disease. Hundreds if not thousands of citizens attend his workshops to learn 

how to identify the disease and take leaf samples of native bay trees for testing in Garbelotto's laboratory. Oaks aren't 

sampled because that requires cutting into the bark of the tree which can damage the tree if not done properly. Based 
on previous studies, Garbelotto informed participants In the survey that bays that are infected with the pathogen are 

assumed to infect oaks within 200 feet of infected bays. So, based on the SOD map that identifies infected bays in the 
East Bay, we should assume that all oaks within 200 feet of those infected bays are doomed to die eventually. 

14 
Fimrite, Peter, "Sudden oak death cases jump, spread in the Bay Areas," San Francisco Chronicle. October 2, 2011 

15 
"Sudden Oak Death and Phytophthora Ramorum, 2011-2012 Summary Report, California Oak Mortality Task Force 
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This is a detail of an area south of Lake Anza and west of the Tilden Botanical Garden from the SOD Map which is 

available on the internet. Infect ed bay trees identified by the 2012 SOD Blitz are indicated with red triangles. This small 

portion of the SOD Map shows that 6 infected bay laurel trees were found in 2012 in four of the FEMA project areas: 

TIOlO, TIOll, TI012, and Tll020. This is not a complete list of the infected bays in all project areas. It is only an 

illustration that SOD exists in the FEMA project areas. 

The oak woodland in the East Bay is called the oak-bay woodland for a reason. The oaks and bays grow together in close 

proximity. Although bays are hosts of the SOD pathogen, they are not killed by it. However, bays are considered the 

primary vector of the disease to the oaks which are kill ed by it: "Bay laurel are not thought to die from P. ramorum 

infection, but these trees are a major source of inoculum for the pathogen and appear to play an important role in 

spreading disease to other plants in California. "16 For that reason, property owners and managers of public lands are 

being advised by scientists to remove bay laurels growing in proximity to oaks: "Scientifically-tested recommendations 

for managing forests impacted by P. ramorum are still in development, although at least three promising directions have 

16 UC Davis IPM Online: http://www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/PMG/PESTNOTES/pn74151.html 
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emerged: application of systemic fungicides, forest thinning to remove susceptible hosts, and targeted removal of the 
main carrier, California bay laurel, near coast live aak. "17 

To summarize these reports: the spread of SOD In the East Bay has reached epidemic portions and Is expected to kill 

most of the oaks. Meanwhile, one of the few treatments being recommended by scientists to limit the spread of the 

disease is to remove bay laurels that grow near oaks. The future of the oak-bay woodland in the East Bay is indeed 

dim. (This is a good opportunity for me to express my deep affection for oaks. Please do not misunderstand that I am 

pleased about this bad news.) 

Scientists studying SOD have determined that the spread of the disease is facilitated by warm, rainy days, most likely to 

occur in the spring. And models of climate change, predict just such conditions in the future. 18 How ironic that the 

destruction of hundreds of thousands of trees in the East Bay will contribute to climate change by releasing hundreds of 

thousands of tons of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. 

SOD researchers have also reported that SOD deaths are increasing the risk of severe wildfire: 

"The researchersfoundfael buildups in Douglas-fir-tanoakforests with high SOD-related hardwood 
mortality could increase wildfire flame lengths by 3 to 4 feel and double a wildfire's rate of spread, 
depending on how much time has elapsed since initial infection. Not only does SOD alter fael quantity in 
these forest types, but it can also change the arrangements of fuels, posing serious challenges to firefighter 
response in infested stands. After trees die from the disease, they can remain standing with dry, dead leaves 
for several years, greatly increasing the likelihood of crown fire under extreme weather conditions. Likewise, 
the increased feels on the forest floor can take a long time to break down, posing a long-term fire hazard and 
additional risks to firefighters. In many cases, modeled wildfire conditions in SOD-impacted forests exceed 
safety thresholds for hand crews, calling for changing suppression tactics and strategies, such as more heavy 
equipment, aircraft use, and indirect lines. "19 

Doing a word search for Sudden Oak Death and SOD through the 3,000 page DEIS, we find that Sudden Oak Death 

appears only in the Scoping Report. Seven public comments submitted during the scoping process mentioned 

concern regarding Sudden Oak Death and these comments are reported in the Scoping Report (DEIS, Appendix Kl). 

Despite the public's expressed concern regarding Sudden Oak Death during the scoping process and the written 

record of their concern, the DEIS makes no mention of Sudden Oak Death. Since the scoping process in 2010, we now 

have overwhelming scientific evidence that Sudden Oak Death is rampant In the East Bay, that it is spreading rapidly, 

that its spread is associated with climate change, and that it is increasing the risk of severe wildfire, yet the DEIS 

Ignores these serious threats to the oak-bay woodlands. This omission verges on incompetence, if not negligence. 

17 Janice Alexander, Christopher Lee, "Lessons Learned from a Decade of Sudden Oak Death in California: Evaluating Local 
Management," Environmental Management, 2010, 46:315-328. 
18 Kliejunas, J.T. 2011. A Risk Assessment of Climate Change and the Impact of Forest Diseases on Forest Ecosystems in the Western 
United States and Canada. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-236. Albany, CA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific 
Southwest Research Station. 70 p. (4/12) 
19 Valachovic, Y.S.; Lee, C.A.; Scanlon, H.; Varner, J.M.; Glebocki, R.; Graham, B.D.; and Rizzo, D.M., "Sudden Oak Death-Caused 
Changes to Surface Fuel Loading and Potential Fire Behavior in Douglas-fir-Tanoak Forests," Forest Ecology and Management. 

261:1973-1986. (3/12) 
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One wonders why the government bothers with a public comment period such as the scoping process, when the 

public's concerns are obviously ignored. 

If the consequences of Sudden Oak Death in the oak-bay woodland in the project areas are not adequately explained 

by the Final EIS, FEMA can be assured that it will be legally challenged by the taxpayers. At the very least, taxpayers 
need to know if there will be any trees left in the East Bay hills, either native or non-native. And if the expansion of 
oak woodland increases the risk of wildfire, funding of these FEMA grants would be entirely inappropriate. 

Embers Laboratory tests conducted by the USDA Forest Service on four species of native plants and trees found that 

native chamise and oaks loft embers absent any wind. In the case of oaks, the scientists report that "Many of the oak 

leaves had sharp points (i.e., spines) around the outer edge. The oak leaves would ignite at these points, sometimes 
accompanied by small explosions of the points that led to the ejection of small brands. " 20 

A park ranger on Angel Island reported that embers from the burning oaks were responsible for nearly igniting the 

historical buildings on the island during the wildfire of 2008: "'All the oaks up there were burning,' said the 28-year 
veteran of the department. 'It was an ember shower that just rained on the entire building, and all the vegetation 

around us was burning."' 21 Most of the eucalypts (80 acres) had been removed from the island about 12 years before 

the 2008 fire. The fire stopped at the edge of the remaining forest." 

Volatile Oils Volatile oils are said to increase the likelihood of ignition, particularly by those who advocate for the 

destruction of eucalypts, which contain volatile oils. Native bay laurel also contains volatile oils: "In the fruit, there are 
essential oils and fatty oils present. The fruit is pressed and water extracted ta obtain these products. The fruit contains 
up to 30% fatty oils and about 1% essential oils ... The leaves contain about 1.3% essential oils (Of. Lauri folii), consisting of 
45% eucalyptol ... "23 In other words, the predominant oil in the leaf of bay laurel is the same oil in the leaf of 
eucalypts. According to Cornell University studies, essential/volatile oils in blue gum eucalyptus leaves range from less 

than 1.5 to over 3.5%. 24 The leaves of native California bay laurel trees contain 7.5% of essential/volatile oils, more than 

twice the amount of oil in leaves of blue gums.25 

The "Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan" of the East Bay Regional Park District acknowledges 

the flammability of bay laurels: "Consider selecting young bay trees for removal, as bay trees tend to produce ladder 
fuels and are known for their oil content. This species also is known to be a vector of sudden oak death and may prevent 
oak regeneration." (page 190) 

Fire Ladders The likelihood of a fire reaching the canopy of a tree, causing a crown fire which is more likely to disperse 

embers into the surrounding vegetation is increased by the existence of the tree's "fire ladder" to its crown. The fire 

ladder is composed of low-hanging branches that enable a fire traveling on the ground to move from the ground into the 

tree, via the "ladder." Both oaks and bays have low fire ladders, in many cases extending to the ground. It is not 

uncommon for the multiple trunks of the bay to actually lie on the ground, sending new stems vertically from its 

horizontal position. The coast live oak, which is the locally predominant species of oak, has a prostrate growth habit. 

20 
Smith, Steven., et al. "Ignition Behavior of Live California Chaparral Leaves," USDA Forest Service, Riverside, CA 

21 
"Tiburon battalion chief and Larkspur fire crew save historic Angel Island structure," Marin Independent Journal, 10/18/08 

22 
http://www. sf gate. co m/baya rea/ article/ After-fire-Angel-Isl and-is-a-park-of -contrasts-3 2 65688. ph p 

"http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bay_laurel 
24 

http://www.ansci.cornell.edu/plants/medicinal/eucalyp.html 
25 

http://www.paleotechnics.com/Articles/Bayarticle.html 
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Particularly in windy conditions, its canopy will "kneel" into the wind, putting its canopy up as an umbrella against the 

wind. Both oaks and bays have much lower fire ladders than any of the non-native trees that are proposed for 

destruction by the FEMA grant projects: eucalypts, Monterey pines, and acacias. 

The DEIS claims that the native trees will be limbed up to eliminate fire ladders: 

'7he proposed and connected actions would remove the lower limbs of trees ... " (DEIS 5.2-1) Then later in the DEIS 
modified to: nMany remaining trees would be pruned up to Bfeet from the ground ... " (DEIS 5.2-3) In Appendix M, the 
DEIS says, '7reatments an property owned by the University of California are expected to raise the height to live crown 
base but not specifically to eight feet ... " These three inconsistent sentences should be revised so that they are 
consistent in the final EIS. Ladder fuels are an important variable in determining fire hazard in the post-treatment 
landscape. Therefore, the public deserves to know what commitment is being made by the property owners to the 
elimination of ladder fuels. 

The branching structure of oaks and bays are such that many of them would be entirely destroyed if the lower 8 feet of 

their limbs were removed. With the exception of large, old oaks, limbing up 8 feet from the ground will not be physically 

possible. Attempting to limb up a small oak to that height will seriously disfigure the tree. 

Duff and Leaf Litter The quantity and composition of leaf litter are factors in ignition. The more likely the leaf litter is 

to ignite, the more likely the fire is to spread into the tree, causing a crown fire that disperses embers. Here is a 

description of the flammability of oak leaf litter from a website about the oak savannah: 

"•Oak leaves and litter burn much more readily than the litter and leaves of other hardwoods. 

• Oak leaves are much thicker than those of other hardwoods, giving them greater resistance to decomposition and 

longer life spans in the leaf litter. 

•Oak leaves tend to be drier (more xerophytic) than other hardwood species, making them more flammable. 

• Oak leaves curl more than other hardwoods. This puts the fire up off the ground, making it capable of spreading more 

effectively. Thus, oak leaves are more flammable and more capable of "carrying" a fire. 

• Oak leaves contain tannins which make them more resistant to decay, so that it may be several years before all the 

leaf material has been turned into compost. Thus, the amount of burnable material on the oak forest floor is greater 

than that with other tree species."" 

These observations are confirmed by the plant and tree database of the US Forest Service, which says of the coast live 

oak: "Flammability of coast live oak and chaparral communities with a coast five oak component is of particular concern 
because of their high fuel loading and proximity to urban areas. Some fire-excluded chaparral habitats have fuel 
accumulations of 30 to 40 tons per acre."27 

Secondly. the evidence regarding the flammabllltv of eucalypts: 

Moisture The tall, non-native trees condense the year-round fog in the San Francisco Bay Area: "Eucalyptus and pine 
groves planted there [Berkeley hills] long ago intercept large amounts of fog and cause a rainlike deposit of moisture. 
The fog drip during the summer months has been measured at a surprising 10 inches, an amount nearly half as great as 
the total rainfall ... "" Average rainfall in the East Bay is 22 inches per year, so this fog precipitation adds nearly 50% to 

26 http://oaksavannas.org/fire-fuel.html 
27 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/q ueagr /all .html 
28 

Gilliam, Harold, Weather in the San Francisco Bay Area, UC Press, 2002. 
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total precipitation. By contributing moisture to the forest floor during the otherwise dry time of the year, tall non-

native trees reduce fire danger. The moisture content of the duff and leaf litter diminishes the likelihood of ignition." 

If the duff and leaf litter do not ignite, the fire is less likely to spread into the canopy of the tree. 

Because oaks and bays are not as tali as the non-native trees, they do not precipitate as much fog drip. The only tali 

native tree in the East Bay hills is the redwood. However, there aren't many redwoods in the East Bay hills because 

they do not tolerate wind and they require much more water than the non-native trees. 30 They are therefore not a 

suitable replacement for existing non-native trees. 

The DEIS makes a lame attempt to nullify the benefit of fog drip in the suppression of ignition during the fire season by 

claiming that that benefit is counteracted by the fact that the trees intercept rainwater: "The overall direct impact on 
precipitation of thinning or removing trees and vegetation from the East Bay hills appears to be that more rainfall but 
less fog drip water would reach the ground. Thus the annual precipitation reaching the ground may not be substantially 
different after treatment than before."(DEIS 5.6-9) Since the fog drip occurs during the dry fire season and the rain 

occurs when there is no fire hazard, the loss of fog drip to moisten the forest floor and reduce the risk of ignition is not 

compensated for by increased rainfall during the winter when there is no risk of ignition. 

Combustibility Scientists at the University ofTasmania conducted laboratory experiments on the plants and trees in 

the Tasmanian forest to determine the relative flammability of their native species. The predominant eucalyptus species 

in the San Francisco Bay Area, the Blue Gum eucalyptus (E. globulus), is native to Tasmania and was therefore included 

in this study. The study reports that, "E. globulus leaves, both juvenile and adult, presented the greatest resistance [to 

ignition] of all the eucalypts studied. In this case, leaf thickness was important as well as the presence of a waxy 

cuticle." Also, in a table entitled "Rate of flame front movement, the comment for E. globulus leaves is "resistant to 

combustion."31 In other words, despite the oil content in the leaf, its physical properties protect the leaf from ignition. 

These findings are corroborated by local wildfire experience. The National Park Service is one of many managers of 

public lands that are engaged in massive restorations of native plants that frequently result in the destruction of non

native trees. In support of that effort, NPS has published a brochure about eucalyptus. Deeply embedded in the fine 

print of that brochure, the park service admits that live eucalyptus leaves are resistant to fire: "The live foliage [of 
32 

eucalypts] proved fire resistant [during a fire on Mt Tamalpais), so a potentially catastrophic crown fire was avoided."

This brochure also contains a table comparing the fuel loads of eucalyptus with native oaks and bays. We find that the 

table has been carefully constructed to support their belief that eucalypts are more flammable than native trees. If logs 

(which would take 1,000 hours to ignite") were removed from this table, the available fuel load of eucalyptus Is not 

greater than that of native oaks. 

29 
Schroeder, Robert, et. al., "Ember ignitability of Pinus radiata and Sequoia sempervirens Litter: Methodology and Results," in 

Proceedings of the California Wildfire Conference: 10 Years after the 1991 East Bay Hills Fire, UC Press, 2001. 
30 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/seqsem/all.html 
31 

Dickinson, K.J.M. and Kirkpatrick, J.B., "The flammability and energy content of some important plant species and fuel components 
in the forests of southeastern Tasmania," Journal of Biogeography, 1985, 12: 121-134. 
32 http://home.nps.gov/pore/parkmgmt/upload/firemanagement fireeducation newsletter eucalyptus p2.pdf 
33 For a technical explanation oflimelag, we quote from Sugihara 's Fire in California Ecosystems: ''The proportion of a fuel particle 
that contains moisture is a primary determinant of fire behavior ... Time/ag ls the amount of time necessary for a fuel component to 
reach 63% of its equilibrium moisture content at a given temperature and relative humidity {the point at which ignition occurs]. 
J, 000-hour uels re eel seasonal ch an es in moisture ... " 
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The eucalypts' resistance to ignition is best illustrated with a photo34 of a wildfire in 2003 in San Diego County which 

destroyed an entire neighborhood of homes without spreading into the eucalyptus forest which surrounded them. 

Embers 

As we said earlier, laboratory tests and observations of fires have both shown that oak trees cast live embers. However, 

oak trees are not as tall as eucalypts. Therefore, the DEIS assumes that the height of eucalypts will loft embers for 

greater distances. The DEIS also identifies the bark of the euca lyptus as the likely ember, which is consistent with the 

fact that the leaves are known to resist ignition. Although these assumptions have a logical appeal, they deserve closer 

scrutiny. We return to th e Vesta Project for a better understanding of the ability of eucalypts to loft live embers long 

distances. 

The initial experimental fires conducted by the Vesta Project were done in jarrah (Eucalyptus marginata) forest which is 

a species of eucalyptus with stringy bark that extends to the canopy. The bark of our predominant species of eucalyptus 

(Blue Gum) is described by the Vesta Project as " ribbon of bark, but smooth trunk." The Vesta Project gave this type of 

bark a lower hazard rating than the stringy bark of the jarrah. 

As you can see in this photograph of a local eucalyptus, the bark of the Blue Gum does not extend to the canopy. 

Depending upon the height of the tree, the bark covers only the first few yards of the trun k. 

34 
Source : New York Times, 10/27 /03 
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Mosswood Park, Oakland 

The flaming bark of the Blue Gum would have to be lofted above the canopy of the tree by the fire's convect ion column 

before it could be entrained by the wind to ignite a spot fire: "Firebrands are flamin g or glowing pieces of fuel ... that are 

transported ahead of a fire-front by wind or by the combination of wind and the fire's convection column. In the latter 

case, the burning firebrand is entrained into and lofted by the convection column and then released at some height 

downwind of the fire front. "35 Obviously the fuel would have to be burning continuously during this transport in order to 

ignite a fire when it lands, which is why the Vesta Proj ect reports that, "Most f irebrands burn out within the convection 

column." 

To summarize, experiments and observations of fires have shown that the leaves of the Blue Gum eucalyptus resist 

Ignition. If the leaves do not ignite, they cannot become firebrands that have the potential to ignite spot fires. The 

bark of the Blue Gum Is more likely to be lofted as a firebrand . However, it would have to be lofted from the base of 

the tree, then above tree canopy before it could be transported some distance. In that case, the probability that it 

would still be burning seems remote. 

The FEMA Technica l Report of the 1991 Oakland fire does not corroborate the claim of the DEIS that the eucalypts are 

the most likely source of the many embers and firebrands that started spot fi res in advance of the spreading fire. It does 

not identify any particular source of embers and firebrands, but it does make it perfectly clea r that everything was 

burning and therefore, everything was a potential firebrand in this wind-driven fi re : "The actual spread of the fire, in 

most cases, was observed to be flaming brands and embers, carried by the wind and dropping onto ignitable fuels ahead 

35 JS Gould et.al., Fire in Dry Eucalypt Forest: Fuel structure, fuel dynamics and fire behavior," CSIRO and SCION, 2007 
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of the fire front. The ignitable fuels included trees, brush, grass, and other natural fuels, as well as wood roofs, debris in 
rain gutters, and other combustibles around structures."" 

A book about the 1991 wildfire in the Oakland/Berkeley hills is another source of information about the fuel in that 

fire.37 The author interviewed many fire survivors and reported their observations of the fire. The book states 

repeatedly that native plants and trees were involved In that fire. Every tree mentioned in the following quotes from 

that book is native to the Bay Area: 

• " .. .flomes surging through the dry underbrush and live oaks that line the street. .. " 
• " ... neighborhoods ... are built into the contours of the grassy hills and live-oak-and-lourel studded canyons ... " 
• " ... hillsides covered in seasonal grosses or had overlooked ravines of oak and modrone ... were devastated by the 

fire." 

• On Vicente Road, "Two redwoods up the street caught fire like matchsticks.• 
• "Roble Road and ... Roble Court, derive their name from the ... Sponish word for the live oak tree that grows 

densely there ... the devastation on lower Roble ... was fairly complete ... " 

In the single mention of the role of eucalypts in the fire, the fire skips over the tree canopy: '7hefire swept right over 
[the houses] scorching the crowns of surrounding eucalyptus trees." Note that the eucalypts were "scorched" but did 

not burn. And the Monterey pine-also targeted for eradication by native plant advocates-plays a similar role in a 

nearby location: "Across the street a grove of Monterey pines shields the white clapboard buildings of the private 
Bentley School ... " 

This is a picture taken shortly after the 1991 fire by Richard Misrach ©that illustrates the observations we have cited. 

We see in the foreground one of the homes that was completely destroyed by that fire. In the middle-ground, we see 

some burned vegetation. In the background, on the ridgeline, we see a stand of eucalypts that were untouched by that 

fire. Did those trees stop the advance of the fire? Perhaps. 

36 FEMA Technical Report, 1991 Oakland Fire 
37 

Margaret Sullivan, Firestorm: the study of the 1991 East Bay fire in Berkeley, 1993 
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The principles of evolutionary theory suggest that trees that evolved in similar climates will have similar properti es. 

Most of our non-native trees are from a Mediterranean climate, much like our own climate. As the scientists at the 

University of Tasmania observed in their study of their native flora, " The range of energy values recorded in this study 

is ... similar to documented levels in M editerranean plant species. " 38 

No evidence that Monterey pine and acacia are particularly flammable 

We have focused on euca lyptus in discussing its flammability relative to native trees because it is the primary target of 

this project, but before we leave this topic, I should add that the DEIS assumes that both Monterey pines and acacia are 

equally flammable without providing any evidence to support that assumption. In its letter of May 27, 2009, URS 

Corporation questions this assumption: 

''The UC asserts that Monterey pine and acacia are regionally exotic species ... The UC inaccurately characterizes 

the fire hazard risk posed by the two species however ... Monterey pine and acacia trees in the treatment area 

only pose a substantial fire danger when growing within an eucalyptus f orest. In the absence of the eucalyptus 

overstory, they do not pose a substantial fire hazard." (At tachment A) 

Robert Shroeder and Robert Martin (UC Berkeley) compared the ignitability of leaf litter and duff layers of Monterey 

pine with Redwood leaf litter and duff layers in the laboratory. 39 They report that although the litter of the Monterey 

38 
Dickinson, K.J.M. and Ki rkpatrick, J.B., "The flammability and energy content of some important plant species and fuel components 

in t he forests of southeastern Tasmania," Journal of Biogeography, 1985, 12: 121-134. 
39 

Robert Schroeder and Robert Martin, "Ember lgnitability of Pinus Radiata and Seq uo ia Sempervirens Litter: Methodology and 
Results," in "Proceedings of California's 2001 Wildfire Conference: 10 Years After the 1991 East Bay Hills Fire" 
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pine is slightly more likely to ignite than equally moist litter of the Redwood, the litter of the Redwood is more resistant 

to moisture and is therefore more likely to ignite. 

If the final EIS cannot provide evidence of the flammability of Monterey pines and acacia, they should be not be 

destroyed by a FEMA grant which is for the purpose of fire hazard mitigation. 

In conclusion, there is no evidence that the destruction of exclusively non-native trees in order to promote the growth 

of native species will reduce fire hazard. In fact, it may increase fire hazard if SOD kills the oak woodlands that are the 

landscape goal of these projects. In any case, distributing tons of dead wood on the ground will be far more 

flammable than the existing landscape. 

There is one important caveat to this conclusion. FEMA's technical report on the 1991 fire does not single out eucalypts 

as the cause of that fire. The fire started in grass-as do most fires in California because grass ignites easily-and spread 

to predominantly native scrub and chaparral. The only specific mention of the role of eucalypts in the 1991 fire in the 

FEMA report is related to the deep freeze that occurred the winter preceding that fire: '7he unprecedented drought was 
accompanied by an unusual period of freezing weather, in December 1990, which killed massive quantities of the lighter 
brush and eucalyptus. Dead fuel accumulated on the ground in many areas and combined with dropped pine needles and 
other natural debris to create a highly combustible blanket. Due to the fiscal cutbacks, governmental programs to thin 
these fuels and create fuel breaks were severely curtailed, so the fuel load was much greater than normal by the second 
half of 1991."40 

Such freezes, sufficiently deep and sustained, causing eucalypts (and other plants) to die back are very 

rare in the Bay Area. In fact, there has not been such a freeze in 23 years and the previous freeze was in the early 1970s. 

Since they are rare, they can be easily mitigated by clearing the dead debris after such a freeze, a significantly more cost

effective and less destructive measure than destroying hundreds of thousands of trees. 

The DEIS claims to have considered this as an alternative to the proposed projects, but rejects it as too costly: "The fire 
hazard represented by eucalyptus trees can be reduced by removing or chipping the dead material after a freeze. This is 
a major undertaking, however, and because it is not done regularly, the personnel, equipment and funds required to do it 
quickly are not likely to be available. Cutting and removing or chipping eucalyptus trees avoids the fire hazard a freeze 
creates." (DEIS 3-3) There has not been such a freeze in over 23 years and the DEIS acknowledges that the climate in 

the Bay Area has warmed and is expected to continue ta warm. It seems possible-if not likely-that there will not be 

another such freeze. Therefore, the preventive medicine of destroying all non-native trees seems unnecessarily 

destructive. 

If the final EIS continues to maintain that cleaning up after a freeze is not cost-effective, please provide the cost

benefit analysis that would support such a claim. Please Include In that cost-benefit analysis evidence that specialized 

equipment and personnel would be required to remove dead leaf litter, something ordinary gardeners should be 
capable of doing with the tools they have on hand. 

Recall that we are considering the question of whether or not the existing landscape is more flammable than the native 

landscape which is predicted by the sponsors of these projects. We have answered that question by comparing two 

specific species with respect to their flammability: the predominant non-native species that will be destroyed 

(eucalyptus) and the oak-bay woodland which sponsors believe will be "recruited" into the landscape now occupied by 

40 
Page 6, "East Bay Hills Fire Oakland-Berkeley, California," United States Fire Administration, Technical Report Series, FEMA 
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non-native plants and trees. We have not found any evidence that the oak-bay woodland is less flammable than the 

eucalyptus forest now and even less likely to be less flammable in the future, given the spread of SOD. 

Are native plants and trees less flammable than non-native plants and trees? 

Now we will step back from considering specific species and consider the broader question of whether or not native 

plants and trees are less flammable than non-native plants and trees because that is the implication of the FEMA 

grant applications. 

We will start by using one of the measures of fire hazard risk used by the DEIS: flame lengths. The DEIS says, "An B-foot 
flame length represents a nationally recognized standard above which erratic fire behavior and difficulty in control and 
suppression ore anticipated." (DEIS 5.2-1 & 4.3-3) And the DEIS reports the flame lengths of existing vegetation as 

follows: (DEIS 4.3-8-10) 

Vegetation Types (4.3-8-10) Flame Length (feet) Nativity 
Oak-Bay Woodland 1-34 Native 
Monterey pine 2-16 Not Native 
Redwood 7-31 Native 
Eucalyptus 6-21 Not Native 
Northern Coastal Scrub-xeric 14-32 Native 
Northern Coastal Scrub·mesic "less extreme than xeric" Native 
Coyote Brush 14-32 Native 
Grassland 2-10 Not Native 

Here's what we learn from the DEIS about flame length: The reported maximum flame lengths of all three non-native 

vegetation types are shorter than all reported maximum flame lengths of native species. 

Manipulation of the computer model of fire behavior 

Despite the flame lengths reported by the DEIS for the existing vegetation in the projects, the DEIS reaches the bizarre 

conclusion that the post-treatment landscape of exclusively native plants and trees will have shorter flame lengths 

than the existing vegetation: "In olmost all past-treatment locations flames are predicted ta be no greater than four 
feet in length and to produce only surface fires, with little torching ofter treatment." (DEIS Appendix M-13) 

The DEIS accomplishes this magical transformation of the native landscape from flammable to non-flammable by 

changing numbers assigned to key variables to manipulate the computer model used to evaluate fire behavior. Here 

are just a few examples of how the computer model has been manipulated to reach the desired conclusion: 

• The DEIS claims that "Tree canopy cover is not expected to be changed enough for treatments to alter the 
category of canopy cover ... Where eucalyptus trees are to be removed canopy cover from existing shorter 
hardwoods is expected to expand." (DEIS Appendix M-3) Eucalyptus occupies 824 acres, Monterey pine 

occupies 157 acres of the project area and oak-bay woodland occupies 320 acres. Eucalyptus and Monterey 

pine will be removed. In other words, the DEIS predicts that the oak-bay woodland will expand into 980+ acres 

to cover all acres presently forested with non-native trees. (That sounds "invasive" to me.) The Sunset Western 
Garden Book says that coast live oak can grow 25 feet in 10 years and 50 feet in 25 years. Given that rate of 

growth, it would not be physically possible for existing oak trees to expand to cover an additional 980 acres in 

centuries, let alone the life of this project. The most interesting aspect of this particular manipulation of the 

FEMA DEIS Public Comment - McAllister Page 18 

207 _McAllister 



East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 565 
computer model is that it is based on the fact that the computer model obviously considers any land shaded by 

tree canopy cover less flammable than land directly exposed to the sun. 

• The computer model manipulates the fuel models (Appendix M, Table 1) to achieve the desired outcome. These 

are just a few examples of such manipulation of the fuel models: 

o Non-native trees are assigned lower scores for "moisture of extinction" and higher "heat content" than 

native trees. 

o "Treated" native trees and vegetation are assigned lower scores for key variables but "treated" 

eucalypts are assigned the same scores as untreated eucalypts. 

• The computer model assumes a constant wind speed of 22 miles per hour. (DEIS 4.1-5) This is an unrealistically 

low wind speed to model fire behavior of a wind driven fire, as most wildfires in California are. All wildfires in 

the East Bay in the 20"' Century were wind-driven fires with Diablo wind conditions according to the FEMA 

Technical Report on the 1991 fire. The Technical Report also reported that the Diablo wind that fueled that fire 

typically has wind speeds of 35-70 miles per hour. If winds of that speed had been used by the computer model, 

the outcome would probably have been significantly different because everything burns in a wind driven fire. A 

wind driven fire is indiscriminate in its fuel which would have prevented the computer model from reaching the 

unrealistic conclusion that a native landscape would be less likely to burn than the existing non-native 

landscape. Despite the unrealistically low wind speed used in the computer model of fire behavior, the DEIS 

claims, 'To assess the worst-case scenario, all fire behavior predictions assumed Diab/a wind conditions, which 
are characterized by extremely hot, dry weather and strong winds from the northeast." (DEIS 4.3-10) The 

computer model must use a significantly higher speed, or this contradictory statement should be removed from 

the final EIS. The computer model in the DEIS does not represent Diablo wind conditions. 

The DEIS claims that the computer model reaches the conclusion that flame lengths in the post-treatment landscape will 

be reduced to 2-feet: "The calculated average flame length under the proposed and connected actions is approximately 
2 feet, with 89% of the areas in the low or moderate fire behavior categories .. " (DEIS 5.2-4) This is not a credible 

conclusion, given that the DEIS predicts a native landscape and the minimum flame length reported for every native 

vegetation type except oak-bay woodland in the existing landscape is greater than 2 feet. (see DEIS 4.3-8-10) The final 

DEIS cannot claim on the one hand that native vegetation will revegetate the post-treatment landscape and on the 

other hand claim that post-treatment flame lengths will be significantly shorter than the flame lengths of native 

vegetation. This claim of 2-foot flame lengths in the post-treatment landscape is another indication that data used by 

the computer model has been manipulated to significantly and unrealistically reduce fire hazard in the post-treatment 

landscape. This claim is inconsistent with the claim that flame lengths in the post-treatment landscape will be less than 

4 feet: n1n almost all past-treatment locations flames are predicted to be no greater than four feet in length and to 

produce only surface fires, with little torching after treatment." (DEIS Appendix M-13) Neither of these claims is 

credible, nor are they consistent. If the final EIS continues to make these claims, it must explain how It Is physically 

possible to achieve shorter flame lengths than it reports for the native vegetation which It predicts will remain in the 

post-treatment landscape. 

The computer model is a black box In which the data can be manipulated In a way that is obscure to the public. It has 

been used by the DEIS as a means of reaching its desired conclusion, which is to "prove" that native vegetation is less 

flammable than non-native vegetation. Every "adjustment" of the data variables has increased flammability of non· 

natives and decreased flammability of natives. We are unlikely to have identified all the ways in which the computer 

model has been manipulated to reach the desired outcome. 
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The final EIS must provide evidence to support every "adjustment" that has been made to the computer model, such 

as moisture, heat content, tree canopy, etc. If such evidence cannot be provided, the "adjustments" should be 

reversed and the computer model re-run with a higher wind speed consistent with Diablo winds. 

What will the post-treatment vegetation be and will it be less flammable than existing vegetation? 

We have considered the question of whether or not the post-treatment landscape would be less flammable than the 

existing landscape, based on the assumption of the DEIS that the post-treatment landscape will be an exclusively native 

landscape. Now we will consider the same question, based on our belief that the post-treatment landscape Is more 

likely to be dominated by non-native plants and weeds than native plants. 

I have 15 years of experience observing similar projects all over the Bay Area. Most have been spectacularly 

unsuccessful in replacing non-native vegetation with native vegetation unless they have been planted intensively, 

irrigated, and constantly weeded. Most managers of public lands do not have the resources to intensively garden 

thousands of acres of open space and so their projects inevitably result in weedy messes with few native plants. Despite 

that personal experience, I will confine my comments to scientific sources, including studies that prove this point 

empirically: particularly in an urban setting, replacing a non-native landscape with a native landscape requires 

intensive gardening effort. 

The proposed projects do not intend to plant anything to replace the non-native trees and shrubs they will destroy 

unless erosion requires seeding in specific locations where erosion occurs: 

'7he MMPs would rely on recruitment of native vegetation into the areas where non-native trees have been 
removed from the over story canopy. Hydroseeding may be used as an erosion control best management 
practice, but is not intended to serve as a floral introduction for the purpose of re-vegetation. Rather, 
hydroseeding would be used os an adaptive management technique in areas at risk af surface erosion /ram 
surface rainwater runoff, or in some cases, in areas that fail to establish native vegetative cover under natural 
recruitment." (DEIS, 5.1-3) 

The DEIS claims that existing native plants and trees will be "recruited" into the acres vacated by 824 acres of 

eucalypts and 157 acres of Monterey pine. The URS Corporation which was the initial consultant for this project 

informed FEMA in its letter of May 27, 2010 (Attachment A) that this is an unrealistic expectation: 

"However, we question the assumption that the types of vegetation recolonizing the area would be native. 
Based on conditions observed during site visits in April 2009, current understory species such as English Ivy, 
acacia, vinca, French broom, and Himalayan blackberry would likely be the first to recover and recolonize newly 
disturbed areas once the eucalyptus removal is complete. These understory species are aggressive exotics, and in 
the absence of proactive removal there is no evidence to suggest that they would cease to thrive in the area, 
especially the French broom which would be the only understory plant capable of surviving inundation by a 2-
foot-deep layer of eucalyptus chips .... It is not clear how the mulch would prevent the proliferation of invasive 
species while simultaneously encouraging the growth of existing native species. Despite thorough research, we 
were unable to find documentation of the ability af exotic chip mulch to suppress undesirable species while 
encouraging favorable species. It is highly unlikely that the site wauld naturally restore Itself to native 
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conditions given the aggressive nature of the weedy exotic species that are already established in the 
treatment areas and dominate the seed bed." 

Despite this very pointed advice from FEMA's consultant, the DEIS assumes that native plants will return to the 

landscape if non-native plants are eradicated. In fact, regardless of the methods used to eradicate non-native plants the 

results are the same: native plants do not return when non-native plants are removed. 

• Spraying herbicides is a popular method of eradicating non-native plants because it is considered the most cost

effective method. In addition to the obvious health risks, the downside of herbicide use is that most (e.g., 

Roundup) are as likely to kill the natives as the non-natives. This problem is illustrated by a USDA study.41 

Although the herbicide is assumed to "dissipate" within a few years, the negative effect on the natives 

persisted 16 years later: " ... the invasive leafy spurge may have ultimately increased due to spraying. 
Conversely, several desirable native herbs were still suffering the effects of the spraying,,," 

• Even when native plants are removed, non-native plants occupy the cleared ground. Environmental scientists 

at UC Berkeley removed native chaparral from experimental plots in Northern California for the purpose of fuel 

reduction, using two different methods (prescribed burns and mastication), in different seasons, over a period of

several years. The result was more non-native plants than the original native landscape: "We identified 146 
species in the third post-treatment year, of which 23% were nonnative and 77% were native ... On average 
nonnative annual grasses composed 13.8% of the total abundance in fire treatments and 47.5% in mastication 
treatments.'"'' 

• A scientist arrived at the same conclusion after attempting to restore oak-studded grassland on Vancouver 

Island. He tried several different methods of removing invasive grasses for several years only to find that " ... the 
decline of the native plant species accelerated ... " 43 

• Jon E. Keeley's book about fire in Mediterranean ecosystems concurs: " ... unless burning is accompanied by 
active native plant restoration, this target will often be replaced by other alien species rather than by more 
desirable native species. "44 

We also have local examples that illustrate that natural succession results in predominantly non-native vegetation. 

Professor Joe McBride of UC Berkeley studied natural succession of vegetation in vacant lots in Berkeley, California.45 He 

identified 22 vacant lots in Berkeley, ranked them into 4 classes based on how long they had been vacant, and reported 

the type of vegetation in each class: 

Class % Forbs % Grasses % Shrubs % Trees % Bare Ground 
<5 years 68.1 25.6 0 0 6.3 
5 -10 years 52.4 43.7 0 0 3.9 
11-20 years 24.7 75.3 0 0 0 
> 20 years 43.8. 34.2 20 2.5 2.0 

41 
http:Uwww.ars.usda.gov/is/pr/2009/090630.htm?pf-1 

42 
Jennifer Potts and Scott Stephens, "Invasive and native plant responses to shrubland fuel reduction: comparing prescribed, 

mastication, and treatment season," Biological Conservation, 142 (2009) 1657-1664 
43 

Andrew MacDougall, University of Guelph, Ontario, Canada, NY Times Magazine, 6/29/08 
44 

Jon E Keeley et.al., Fire in Mediterranean Ecosystems: Ecology, Evolution and Management, Cambridge University Press, 2011 
45 

Joe McBride, "Plant succession on vacant lots in Mediterranean Climate: A case study in Berkeley, California," Council of 
Educators in Landscape Architecture, conference on Urban Nature, March 30-April 2, 2011 (in press) 

FEMA DEIS Public Comment - McAllister Page 21 

207 _McAllister 



East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 568 
Fifty-three of the 67 species of plants found in the vacant lots are "species exotic to California and 24 have been 

categorized as weeds." The dominant forbs in lots vacant up to 20 years were bur clover, bristly ox tongue, fennel, and 

plaintain. Dominant grasses in lots vacant from 11-20 years were wild oat and rip gut. 

This study of vacant lots is a preview of what we can expect to occupy the bare ground (80% of the project areas that 

aren't covered with 2 feet of wood chips) of the project areas: non-native weeds for the first ten years, then non-native 

grasses for the next 10 years. After 20 years, Professor Mc Bride found that coyote brush is the dominant shrub with a 

few trees. 

Here's what Professor McBride predicts for the long-term future: 

"It is anticipated that older lots would be invaded by Quercus ogrifolia (coast live oak) and Umbellularia 

californica (California bay) along with exotic species such as Prunus cerasifera (cherry plum) and Acacia 

malanoxylon (blackwood acacia) to form o woodland stage of vacant lot succession in Berkeley. The time 

required for this succession Is estimated to be about 100 years, based on natural succession in the Berkeley 

Hills." 

Unfortunately, it seems more likely that our oaks will be killed by Sudden Oak Death within 100 years, given its epidemic 

spread in the East Bay in the past two years, as noted earlier. 

The other local example of natural succession despite intensive gardening effort is the roof of the California Academy 

of Sciences. When the California Academy of Sciences reopened in San Francisco in August 2008, its "living roof' was 

considered its most unique feature. Thirty species of native plants were candidates for planting on the roof. They were 

planted in test plots with conditions similar to the planned roof and monitored closely. Only nine species of native 

plants were selected for planting on the roof because they were the only plants that were capable of self-sowing from 

one season to another, implying that they were "sustainable." A living demonstration of "sustainability" was said to be 

the purpose of the living roof. 

In February 2011, the Academy published its first monitoring report of the living roof. The monitoring project divided 

the roof into four quadrants. After only 2·1/2 years non-natives outnumbered natives in two of the quadrants that 

are less intensively gardened. Although natives outnumber non-natives significantly in the other two quadrants, non

natives are also growing in these quadrants. 

The journal of the American Society of Landscape Architects reported46 that the roof is intensively gardened: irrigated, 

weeded, fertilized, reseeded, and replanted. Indeed, the author of the journal article gave it the title, "High 

Maintenance Superstar." Yet, despite planting only species of native plants that were suited to the conditions on the 

roof and despite intensive gardening effort, the roof was dominated by non-native plants within only 2-1/2 years. 

Peter Del Tredici has been telling us to expect this result for several years. He is a Senior Research Scientist at the Arnold 

Arboretum at Harvard University and a Lecturer in the Department of Landscape Architecture at the Harvard Graduate 

School of Design. 

46 
Linda Mcintyre, "High Maintenance Superstar," Landscape Architecture, August 2009. 
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In a recent publication", he advised the managers of public lands in urban areas to abandon their fantasy that native 

plants are sustainable in urban settings: 

'7he notion that self-sustaining, historically accurate plant associations can be restored ta urban areas is an 
Idea with little credibility In light of the facts that 1) the density af the human populations and the infrastructure 
necessary to support it have led to the removal of the original vegetation, 2) the a biotic growing conditions of 
urban areas are completely different from what they were originally; and 3) the large number of non-native 
species that have naturalized in cities provide intense competition for the native species that grew there prior to 
urbanization." 

Sure, he says, we can grow native plants, but they require at least the same amount of effort as growing any other 

plant and are therefore just another form of gardening: "Certainly people can plant native species in the city, but few of 
them will thrive unless they are provided with the appropriate soil and are maintained to the same level as other 
intentionally cultivated plants." 

The proposed project does not intend to plant anything nor does it plan to irrigate or garden. Therefore, we will 

assume for the purposes of evaluating the fire hazard that 80% of the project acres that aren't covered with wood 

chips will be populated predominantly by non-native forbs and grasses for about 20 years with shrubs joining the mix 

after that. The assumption that the existing 320 acres of oak-bay woodland will expand to cover 980 acres of land 

now occupied by eucalypts and Monterey pines is ridiculous on the face of it. 

We will briefly compare the flammability of the likely post-treatment landscape with the existing forest of non-native 

trees. Using the descriptions of flammability of the existing landscape in the DEIS (4.3-8-10), we will present the key 

varlables In the following table: 

Vegetation Types Flame 
Length (feet) 

Crown Fire lgnitibility Other Nativity 

Oak-Bay 1-34 Possible High if surface fuels are 
grass or scrub 

Native 

Monterey pine 2-16 Non-native 
Redwood 7-31 Native 
Eucalyptus 6-21 Easy Non-native 
Northern Coastal 
Scrub - xeric 

14-32 Native 

Northern Coastal 
Scrub - mesic 

Less extreme 
than xeric 

Native 

Coyote Brush 14-32 torching Native 
Grassland 2-10 Very ignition prone Spreads rapidly Non-native 

Drawing from the descriptions of the flammability of existing vegetation types in the proposed project areas provided by 

the DEIS, we conclude that there is no evidence that either species of non-native tree in the project areas is more 
flammable than the grassland and scrub which is likely to occupy the bare ground: 

• Grass is the most likely vegetation to ignite and fire spreads rapidly through it. 

47 
Peter Del Tredici, "Spontaneous Urban Vegetation: Reflections of Change in a Globalized World," Nature and Culture. Winter 

2010, 209-315. 
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• This is consistent with the 1991 Oakland fire which started in grass then jumped to shrubs before becoming a 

wind driven wildfire, according to the FEMA technical report of that fire: "On ... October 19, 1991 ... a brush fire 
was reparted ... the vegetation on the slope was mostly grass with some brush and a few trees." (page 22) The fire 

leapt out of control when a spark reached nearby brush On October 20, 1991: "Very suddenly, the fire f/ored 
up ... Burning embers had been carried/ram one of the hot spots to a patch of tinder dry brush." (page 26) 

• In the past few weeks grass fires in the San Francisco Bay Area have been reported nearly daily. We can see 

those fires on television news. The flames move rapidly across the grass. 

• Jon E. Keeley and colleagues published a study recently about specific wildfires in the Wildland-Urban-lnterface 

(WUI) of California in neighborhoods that are similar to the East Bay hills in topography and vegetation. 48 The 

authors studied the property damage resulting from specific wildfires in California " ... and identified the main 

contributors to property loss." Keeley and his colleagues found that steep slopes in canyons that create wind 

corridors were the best predictors of fire damage and that herbaceous fuels were more likely to spread the fire 

than woody fuels. 

• Jon E. Keeley testified to the US Senate in 2007, regarding wildfires in California: "It is estimated that no more 
than 3% of the recent 2007 fires ... occurred in forests ..• the remaining 97 percent occurred In lower elevation 
shrub/ands and urban areas, burning native shrub/ands such as chaparral and sage scrub, non-native 
grasslands, and urban fuels." 

Wind is a more lmoortant factor than fuel loads In wildfires in California. 

The DEIS is focused on managing fuel loads as the primary means of mitigating fire hazard and we have so far 

concentrated on responding to that assumption. Now we change gears by questioning that premise. Some fire 

scientists do not agree that fuel loads are the most important factor in causing wildfires and therefore not the most 

Important factor in reducing fire hazard. This is the counter argument as expressed by Jon Keeley in his book about 

fire in Mediterranean ecosystems: 

"Best management practices require accepting the preponderance of evidence and in the case of fires in 
southern Californio, it is blatantly clear that age of fuels is not the primary determinant of catastrophic fire 
losses. The primary problem with ignoring this evidence is that it distracts from real solutions to fire problems in 
the region, which are not tied to fuel treatments in the wild/ands but rather on concentrated effort at the 
wild/and urban interface. In the twenty-first century most agencies in the region have abandoned the idea of 
trying to create mosaics of fuel age classes as a means of control/Ing wild/and fires. 'A• 

Although the proposed project is not in southern California, the post-treatment landscape will be composed primarily of 

chaparral scrub in a nearly treeless landscape, which will be similar to the chaparral communities of southern California. 

Coyote brush is the dominant scrub in both southern and northern California wildlands and is likely to dominate the 

post-treatment landscape as it does the vacant lots of Berkeley. This is how UC Berkeley's 2020 Long Range 

Development Plan describes the original landscape of the project areas: "At the time [1868], the hills above the campus 
were a mix of grassland, oak savannah and open chaparral." This is the landscape which this project is trying to 

recreate. 

48 
Alexandra Syphard, Jon E. Keeley, et. al., "Housing Arrangement and Location Determine the Likelihood of Housing Loss Due to 

Wildire." PLOS ONE, March 18, 2012 
49 

Jon E Keeley et.al., Fire in Mediterranean Ecosystems: Ecology, Evolution and Management, Cambridge University Press, 2011 
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Fuel age is a surrogate for fuel load, i.e., the longer it has been since a fire, the greater the fuel load that accumulates. 

Fire scientists, who don't consider fuel age the most important factor in causing wildfires, consider the foehn winds 

which are called Santa Ana winds in southern California and Diablo winds in northern California, the prerequisite for 

wildfires. This key factor in causing wildfires is shared by both southern and northern California. 

"However, there was only a weak positive relationship between the [Palmer Drought Severity Index) and total 
area burned (Keeley 20D3). The weak relationship between DPS/ and fire in this region [Central Coast) is in 
contrast to stronger relationships observed in other regions of the western U.S. and probably indicates the 
stronger control exerted by autumn foehn wind events than by fine fuels or fuel moisture levels on wildfire risk 
in the region (Keeley 2004). "50 

According to the FEMA Technical Report of the 1991 Oakland fire, foehn winds were a factor in every wildfire in the East 

Bay Hills in the 2o•h Century: 1923, 1970, 1980, and 1991. 

The Vesta Project in Australia which we have already cited makes these observations about the role of the wind in 

wildfires in the dry eucalyptus forest: 

• "Rate of spread Is directly related to wind speed measured at 5 m in the forest above a threshold wind speed of 

about 5 km h-'." 

• "Rate of spread is directly related to characteristics of the surface fuel bed and understory layers but is only 

weakly related to fuel load alone." 

• Wind speed above the tree canopy is greater than wind speed near the forest floor by a ratio of 3:1. 

• " ... unlike wind flow in the open, gusts do not persist for very long beneath the canopy." 

The tall trees are a barrier to the wind which slows the progression of a wind driven fire. Even the California Native 

Plant Society agrees that a windbreak provides protection from a wind driven fire: 

"As a former aerospace engineer, it also occurred to me that clearing all vegetation around a home actually 
created the perfect condition far the high winds that accompany large fires ta flow unperturbed (laminar flow). 
There was no longer any barrier to create turbulence or interference and slow down the 80 mph bone-dry winds 
laden with cinders as thick as the fire falls of Yosemite. '61 

The DEIS does not acknowledge that the tall trees that will be destroyed in the project areas are providing a wind 

break which can slow or stop a wind-driven fire. This is an important consideration in evaluating the claimed 

reduction in wildfire risk and must be analyzed by the final EIS. 

Two studies of actual wildfires in California report that wind is a key factor. In 1987, 20,000 hectares burned in a 

wildfire in the Shasta-Trinity National Forest. The effects of that fire on the forest were studied by Weatherspoon and 

Skinner of the USDA Forest Service. " They found the least amount of fire damage in those sections of the forest that 

had not been thinned or clear-cut. In other words, the more trees there were, the less damage was done by the fire. 

They explained that finding: 

50
Neil Sugihara et. al., Fire in California Ecosystems, University of California Press, 2006, page 322 

51 
Greg Rubin, "Wildfire Safety: Lessons Learned from Southern California," Fremontia, Vol. 38: 2/38.3 

51 
Weatherspoon, C.P. and Skinner, C.N., "An Assessment of Factors Associated with Damage to Tree Crowns from the 1987 Wildfires 

in Northern California," Forest Science. Vol. 41, No 3, pages 430-453 
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'7he occurrence of lower Fire Damage Classes in uncut stands [of trees] probably is attributable largely to the 
absence of activity fuels [e.g., grasses] and to the relatively closed canopy, which reduces insolation [exposure to 

the sun], wind movement near the surface, and associated drying of fuels. Conversely, opening the stand by 
partial cutting adds fuels and creates a microclimate conducive to increased fire intensities." 

In other words the denser the forest, 

• The less wind on the forest floor, thereby slowing the spread of fire 

• The more shade on the forest floor 
o The less flammable vegetation on the forest floor 
o The more moist the forest floor 

All of these factors combine to reduce fire hazard in dense forest. The proposed project will result In highly flammable 
conditions by eliminating the windbreak, shade, and moisture on the forest floor. 

Keeley's most recently published study'' of specific wildfires in the Wildland-Urban-lnterface (WUI) of California also 

found the same relationship between wind corridors and spread of wildfires The authors studied the property damage 

resulting from specific wildfires in California " ... and identified the main contributors to property loss." Here are some of 

their findings: 

• " ... property loss was most likely in areas of historical high fire frequency, which corresponded with wind 
corridors." 

• "Structures located near the edges of developments, or in housing clusters on steep slopes, were also more 

susceptible." 

• " ... property loss was more or as likely to occur within herbaceous fuel types than within the higher fuel

volume woody types that are typically considered as the most hazardous fuels." 

For emphasis, I reiterate that these studies of wildfires in California suggest that the proposed project will not reduce 

fire hazard in the East Bay hills. Rather, it is more likely to increase fire hazard by eliminating most of the wind break 

provided by the forest so that the surrounding community-which is on steep slopes--is subjected to more wind and by 

replacing woody fuels with herbaceous fuels. 

The federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) submitted a public comment at the time of the scoping process 

which recommended that tall trees not be destroyed by the proposed projects: 

"EPA recommends that FfMA commit to limiting tree-removal to only non-native species for all four hazard 
mitigation projects evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Include a commitment to leave 
trees greater than a spec/fie DBH In size, and identify how this would be implemented. Diameter and height 
are, in effect, measures of tree resistance to fire damage. Large diameter trees are generally more able ta 
withstand wildfire, assuming that surface and ladder fuels have been reduced and the severity attire is not 
extreme. By leaving the largest trees and treating the surface and ladder fuels, fire tolerant forest conditions 
can be created." (DEIS, Appendix K2) 

53 Alexandra Syphard, Jon W. Keeley, et. al., "Housing Arrangement and Location Determine the Likelihood of Housing Loss Due to 
Wildire." PLOS ONE, March 18, 2012 
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FEMA must take this advice into consideration in the final EIS. If the final EIS continues to ignore this advice from 

FEMA's sister agency-which is responsible for protecting our environment-there must be justification for ignoring it 

and scientific evidence to support that justification. If the advice of the EPA had been followed, the existing windbreak 

provided by the tall non-native trees would not be compromised by the proposed project. 

The proposed proiects will Increase fire hazards in the East Bav 

We have provided both scientific and observational evidence that support the conclusion that the proposed projects 
will increase fire hazards in the East Bay by: 

• Distributing tons of flammable dead wood on 1,000 acres of public land 

• By conducting prescribed burns that add to the risk of igniting a wildfire 

• By encouraging a more flammable landscape of grassland, chaparral, and oaks which are dying of Sudden Oak 

Death 

• By eliminating shade and moisture which reduce the probability of ignition. 

• By eliminating the windbreak provided by tall trees that will not be replaced by tall trees 

Therefore, this project-as presently defined--cannot be funded by FEMA grants which are for the stated purpose of 
reducing fire hazards. 

Part II: The proposed projects will damage the environment by significantly increasing the emission of 

greenhouse gases both immediately and for the long-term 

The DEIS analysis of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the proposed projects is completely inadequate because: 

• It does not identify all sources of emissions 

• It does not acknowledge or quantify the loss of the ability of the existing forest to continue to sequester carbon 

in the future 

• It provides inadequate information to evaluate the accuracy of the calculations provided 

• It misrepresents or misinterprets scientific studies regarding carbon loss resulting from forest fuel treatments 

• It does not acknowledge or comply with California law (AB32) requiring reduction in greenhouse gas emissions 

The DEIS grossly underestimates loss of carbon resulting from the proposed projects. 

Only 15% of carbon storage in the existing forest has been quantified by the DEIS 

The DEIS quantifies only two sources of carbon dioxide emissions: the fossil fuels used by motorized equipment during 

the project and the trunks of the trees greater than 5" DBH that will be destroyed. Calculating loss of stored carbon 

based solely on the trunks of the trees that will be destroyed excludes the following sources of stored carbon in the 

forest: the understory, the forest floor layer (e.g., duff and litter), the bark, roots, and branches of the trees, and the 

soil. RA Birdsey of the US Forest Service reports that only 15% of total carbon stored in forest ecosystems in the United 
States is contained in the trunk:54 

54 
"Carbon Changes in US Forests," RA Birdsey and LS Heath, US Forest Service Gen. Tech. Report RM-GTR-271, 1995 
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Allocation of carbon in forest ecosystems and trees 

US forests , 1992 

1% foliage 

5% roots 

15% bole (trunk) 

9% other wood above ground 

30% tree 

61% soil 

8% forest floor 

1% understory 

100% Total 

Although the soil will remain when the trees are destroyed, there Is scientific evidence that there will be some loss of 
soil carbon as a result of this project: H ••• a major forest disturbance, such as a clearcut harvest, can increase coarse litter 
and oxidation of soil organic matter. The balance af these two processes can result in a net loss of 20% of the initial 
carbon over a 10-15 year period following harvest. 55 

H The destruction of all non-natives trees on the properties of UCB 

and the City of Oakland and 90% of the trees on the property of EBRPD, surely qualifies as a "major forest disturbance" 

which will result in loss of carbon stored in the soil of the forest. 

Carbon released by prescribed burns must be quantified 

East Bay Regional Park District plans to chip the trees that are destroyed and distribute them on 20% of the project areas 

to a depth of 4-6 inches. They plan to burn the wood that cannot be distributed on the ground without exceeding these 

limits. This excess wood will be burned in piles. In addition to pile burns, EBRPD also plans to conduct broadcast burns 

for the purpose of destroying non-native vegetation and vegetation debris considered potential fuel for a fire. 

The DEIS does not quantify the carbon that will be released by these burns, citing an EPA policy of 1996: "It should be 
noted that the emission of co, from burning has not been calculated since the removal of the vegetation would allow 
new vegetation ta grow, eventually consuming at least a portion [of] the co, released during burning, as noted in EPA 
emission factor guidance (EPA 1996}" 

This EPA policy regarding co, emissions from prescribed burns has been revised to include carbon emissions from 

prescribed burns. In response to climate change, the EPA established an "Emission Inventory Improvement Program" 

(EllP) in 1997. Since then, the EllP has continuously expanded and improved the National Emissions Inventory (NEI). The 

NEI for 2008 is available on the EPA website. It includes reporting of co, emissions resulting from prescribed burns. 

Data for each type of emission is available on line. It can be sorted by state. The 2008 NEI reports that the State of 

California emitted 2,156,547 tons of carbon dioxide from prescribed burns in 2008.56 

55 
"Carbon Changes in US Forests," RA Birdsey and LS Heath, US Forest Service Gen. Tech. Report RM-GTR-271, 1995 

56 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/net/2008inventory.html 
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Obviously, the DEIS is mistaken in its outdated claim that the EPA excludes emissions from prescribed burns from 

calculations of greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the final EIS must quantify C02 emissions resulting from the 

prescribed burns required by the proposed projects. 

Unexplained reductions In emissions data which contribute to underestimates of greenhouse gas emissions 

We can identify two unexplained reductions In emissions reported by the DEIS which significantly reduce the emissions 

reported by the DEIS: 

(1) The DEIS reports carbon emissions from decaying wood in the proposed project areas alone, then claims it is 

reporting for both proposed and connected areas. 

Tables 4.7-2 and 4.7-3 are clearly labeled "Proposed Project Areas." Since the acres of (most) vegetation types 

reported in 4.7-2 are significantly lower than acres of vegetation types reported for proposed and connected 

project areas in Table 4.2-1, we have some confidence that Tables 4.7-2 and 4.7-3 are accurately labeled. 

The DEIS then uses the data in these two tables to calculate carbon loss on page 5.6-7: "Using ... the CO, 

equivalent sequestered in the baseline condition (see Table 4.7-3) ... the annual average CO,e rate from the decay 

of woody material would be 1,500 metric tons per year over the 10-year program period." (DEIS 5.6-7) 

In the following paragraph, the DEIS adds this reported 1,500 metric tons of C02e emissions to reported 

emissions from motorized equipment and describes the total as emissions from "proposed and connected 

actions:" "In total, GHG emissions would be roughly 2,050 metric tons per year (550 metric tons per year from 

treatment under the proposed and connected actions plus 1,500 metric tans from annual decomposition) ... " 

In other words, the DEIS has underestimated tonnage of C02 emissions from decaying wood by reporting only 

carbon stored In the proposed acres and then claiming that it is reporting for the proposed and connected 

acres. This error must be corrected in the final EIS. 

(2) Furthermore, in addition to claiming that emissions from only proposed acres are actually emissions for both 

proposed and connected acres, the DEIS divides emissions from decaying wood by 4. The DEIS provides no 

explanation for reporting only 25% of emissions from decaying wood: " ... assuming that one-fourth of the 

CO,e sequestered in the baseline condition was trimmed or chipped and left on site ... " 

The DEIS describes the disposition of dead wood from the destruction of the trees as follows: 

UCB & City of Oakland: "Felled trees up to approximately 24 inches in diameter at breast height would be cut up 

into chips 1 to 4 inches long and the chips would be spread on up to 20% af each site to a maximum depth of 24 

inches .... Branches from trees greater than 24 inches DBH would be cut up and scattered on the site ... The trunks 

of these trees would typically be cut into 20 to 30 foot lengths. Same tree trunks would be placed to help control 

sediment and erosion or support wildlife habitat. Some tree trunks may be moved to an adjacent portion of the 

hillside or chipped for use as fuel, a source of paper pulp, or horse bedding." (DEIS ES-11) 
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In other words, virtually all of the dead wood would be distributed on site either as chips or as logs. It will all 

decay and it will all release its stored carbon into the atmosphere as carbon dioxide as it decays. There is 

therefore no justification for reporting only 25% of the stored carbon in the trees as carbon dioxide emissions. 

Granted, the carbon stored in large branches and huge logs will take longer to decay than the wood that is 

chipped, but it will decay and it will therefore release carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. However, David 

Nowak of the US Forest Service reports that whatever the disposition of the dead wood, 50% of carbon stored in 

trees is lost within 3 years of their destruction: "Although no mulch decomposition studies could be found, 
studies on decomposition of tree roots and twigs reveal that 50% af the carbon is lost within the first 3 years. 
The remaining carbon is estimated ta be lost within 20 years of mulching. Belowgraund biomass was modeled to 
decompose at the same rate as mulch regardless of how the aboveground biomass was disposed'"' 

According to the DEIS, the East Bay Regional Park District will distribute wood chip mulch on 20% of the project 

area to a depth of 4-6 inches and pile burn any excess wood. The more shallow mulch layer will decompose 

more quickly, as we learned from URS Corporation (Attachment A) and the carbon will be released immediately 

from pile burns. 

Loss of the ability of the existing forest to sequester carbon in the future is not quantified 

In addition to the grossly underestimated loss of carbon stored in the existing forest ecosystem, the DEIS does not 

quantify the loss of the ability of the existing forest to sequester carbon in the future. The DEIS acknowledges that the 

post-treatment landscape will be less capable of sequestering carbon than the existing landscape: 

"The proposed and connected actions would also be self-mitigating to some degree in the absence of a wildfire, 
because native vegetation would partially replace the non-native vegetation removed. However, the planned 
growth of oak and bay woodlands and successional grassland containing shrub islands would not sequester as 
much carbon as the larger eucalyptus and pines and the denser coastal scrub that would be removed." (DEIS 5.6-
11) 

The final EIS cannot claim that legal thresholds for carbon loss are not violated without quantifying this decrease in 
the ability to sequester carbon. 

Blue gums live in Australia from 200 to 500 years. 58 They live toward the longer end of the range in milder climates such 

as the San Francisco Bay Area. Most Blue Gum eucalypts were planted in the East Bay between 1886 and 1913, 

according to David Nowak of the US Forest Service." Therefore, they are not more than 130 years old. They can be 

expected to continue to sequester carbon for at least 100 years and perhaps 300 years. 

The native trees that the proposed projects claim will occupy the ground now occupied by non-native trees are 

significantly smaller than the existing trees. Since carbon sequestration and storage are proportionate to biomass, the 

native trees will not compensate for the loss of the ability of the existing forest to sequester carbon. The DEIS reports in 

57
Nowak, David, et.al., "Effects of urban tree management and species selection on atmospheric carbon dioxide," Journal of 

Arboriculture 28(3) May 2002 
58 Eucalypt ecology: Individuals to ecosystems, by Jann Elizabeth Williams, John Woinarski ,Cambridge University Press, 1997 
59 

David Nowak, "Historical vegetation change in Oakland and its implications for urban forest management," Journal of 
Arboriculture, 19(5), September 1993, 
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Table 4.7-1 that the oak-bay woodland in the project areas is storing only 8.97 metric tons of C02e per acre, compared 

to 325.91 metric tons per acre in the eucalyptus forest and 184.61 metrics per acre in the Monterey pines. 

Furthermore, the predominant native tree is being killed by Sudden Oak Death at an epidemic rate, so its future is both 

unlikely and unknown. 

The final EIS must substantially revise its report of carbon loss from the proposed projects by: 

• Reporting carbon released from the entire forest ecosystem that will be destroyed by the proposed projects 

• Reporting carbon released by prescribed burns 

• Reporting carbon loss from both proposed and connected project areas 

• Reporting the amount of carbon stored in all wood, not just the carbon in wood chips 

• Reporting the loss of the ability to sequester carbon in the future 

The DEIS provides inadeqyate information to evalyate its calculation of greenhouse gas emissions 

The final EIS should provide more information about the number of trees that will be destroyed as well as more 

information about the test plots that were used to calculate carbon storage 

The DEIS provides little information regarding the number of trees that will be destroyed by the proposed projects. 

With the exception of the three project areas on the property of UC Berkeley, the DEIS provides no information 

regarding the number of trees that will be destroyed. The public deserves an estimate of the total number of trees that 

will be destroyed by the proposed projects. 

Without such an estimate of the number of trees that will be destroyed, the public cannot judge the accuracy of carbon 

loss reported by the DEIS. In Table 4.7-1, the DEIS reports the amount of carbon stored in 4 types of forest--eucalyptus, 

Monterey pine, oak-bay, and redwood-based on small test plots of those types of trees. The DEIS provides no 

information about the number of trees or their sizes. 

Without any information about the number of trees that will be destroyed the reader has no information about the 

density of the trees on the acres of the project areas. And without any information about the number or sizes of the 

trees found in the test plots upon which carbon storage was calculated, the reader is unable to evaluate the accuracy of 

reported carbon loss. 

In other words, the reader cannot determine how many trees will be destroyed, nor can the reader determine if the test 

plots are representative of the total forest, nor can the reader determine if reported carbon loss is realistic. This reader 

respectfully requests more information in the final EIS: 

• Please provide an estimate of the total number of trees that will be destroyed by this project. 

• Please provide the number and sizes of the trees on the test plots upon which carbon loss was calculated. 

The DEIS misrepresents or misinterprets scientific studies regarding carbon loss resulting from fuel reduction 

treatments. 
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The DEIS sets up a false dichotomy to support its claim that the FEMA projects will not increase carbon dioxide 

emissions. It offers a false choice between theoretical carbon loss from a wildfire vs. carbon loss from destruction of the 

non-native forest. This false choice violates both federal and state law regulating environmental Impact studies 

because the measure of environmental impact as defined by those laws require that the study compare the existing, 

basellne condition to the potential Impact resulting from the proposed project. In other words, the existing condition 

is the forest that exists now, not a theoretical forest that has been destroyed by fire. 

Compounding its error, the DEIS tries to support its false dichotomy by misinterpreting or misrepresenting scientific 

studies: 

"Studies indicate that if a wildfire occurs, the proposed type of vegetation management sequesters more carbon 
in the long term than leaving the sites untreated. Two wildfire modeling studies indicated that thinning would 
reduce damage caused by wildfires, allowing faster regrowth after a fire (Hurteau and North 2010; Wiedinmyer 
and Hurteau 2010}. The Wiedinmyer and Hurteau (2010) study included the use of prescribed burning as a 
treatment method." {DEIS 5.6-11) 

In fact, these studies don't say what the DEIS claims they say: 

In "Prescribed fire as a means of reducing forest carbon emissions in the Western United States,"60 (Wiedinmyer and 

Hurteau 2010) the authors compare carbon loss from prescribed burns with carbon loss from wildfires in the same 

locations and reach the conclusion that prescribed burns result in less carbon loss than wildfires without prescribed 

burns. However, the prescribed burns the authors studied were restricted to the understory and did not include any 

trees: "The fraction offuel consumed in prescribed fires was applied only to the surface fuel fraction (including 
herbaceous, fine, and coarse fuels of the total fuel loading model ... ); no live or standing dead trees are assumed to burn 
in prescribed fires." Therefore, this study is not applicable to the proposed project which intends to burn the remains 

of hundreds of thousands living trees which will obviously release far more carbon into the atmosphere than the 

prescribed burns in this study as well as reduce carbon sequestration into the foreseeable future. 

In "Carbon recovery rates following different wildfire risk mitigation treatments," 61 (Hurteau and North 2010) the 

authors compare several different methods of fuel reduction with respect to how long it takes for the forest to recoup 

the carbon loss from those methods. It finds that the forest is unable to recoup the loss of carbon when the 

destruction of the overstory canopy is the method used because of the large amount of carbon stored in large trees: 

"Overstory tree thinning treatments resulted in a large carbon deficit and removed many of the largest trees that 
accumulate the most carbon annually, thereby increasing carbon stock recovery time." In fact, this is precisely the 

method that will be used by the proposed project. Therefore, this study makes the point that this project will 

permanently reduce the ability to sequester carbon by destroying large trees that will not be replaced. In other 

words, this study contradicts rather than supports the assumptions of the DEIS regarding carbon storage. 

In "High-severity wildfire effects on carbon stocks and emissions in fuels treated and untreated forests," 62 (North and 

Hurteau 2011) the authors compare carbon loss from wildfires in a thinned forest (both loss from treatment and loss 

from subsequent wildfires) with carbon loss from wildfires in the same locations without thinning. They conclude that 

60 
Christine Wiedinmyer and Matthew Hurteau, "Prescribed Fire as a Means of Reducing Carbon Emissions in the Western United 

States," Environmental Science Technology, 2010, 44, 1926-1932 
61 

Matthew Hurteau and Malcolm North, "Carbon recovery rates following different wildfire risk mitigation conditions," Forest 
Ecology and Management, 260 (2010) 930-937 
62 

Malcolm North and Matthew Hurteau, "High severity wildfire effects on carbon stocks and emissions in fuels treated and 
untreated forests," Fire Ecology and Management, 261 (2011) 1115-1120 
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such thinning results in more total carbon loss than wildfires without such thinning in the short run. However, because 

more trees remain after wildfire in a treated forest, the ability of the forest to sequester carbon in the long term can 

recoup much of the loss of the treatment. The forests they are considering have average densities of 1,536 stems per 

hectare and thinning is limited to stems of less than 18 inches in diameter. This study is therefore not relevant to the 

proposed project because the forests in the proposed project are significantly less dense and are being completely 

destroyed by UCB and Oakland and more drastically thinned by EBRPD compared to the study. In other words, a much 

greater percentage of total carbon storage will be lost by the proposed projects in the short run because a higher 

percentage of total trees will be destroyed, including all large trees which store more carbon than smaller trees. In 

addition much more capability to sequester carbon will be lost in the long run because few large trees will remain. 

All of these studies have in common that they have measured all sources of carbon in the forest: carbon in the soil 
and roots, In the branches and leaves, in the understory, In the duff and leaf litter. In contrast, the DEIS quantifies 

only the amount of carbon stored in the trunks of the trees. All other sources of carbon are ignored. Furthermore, 

the DEIS does not quantify the loss of the ability of the forest to sequester carbon in the future. 

The DEIS also misquotes North and Hurteau (2011) as follows: "A key finding of this study was that the subsequent loss 
of trees in the untreated areas after the fire was out generated a greater loss of carbon to the atmosphere than the 
initial thinning practices and wildfire damage in the treated areas." (DEIS 5.6-11) 

In fact, this study says exactly the opposite: "We found that treatments did reduce wildfire emission by 57% but when 

carbon removed from the site during treatment (50.2Mg C ha-1) Is added to wildfire emissions, the total carbon loss is 
greater in fuels treated (80 Mg C ha-1

) than untreated {67.8 Mg C ha-1) forest." 

Furthermore, North and Hurteau do not support the DEIS statement, "Thus, the proposed and connected actions would 
be self-mitigating if a wild fire occurs." (DEIS 5.6-11) The DEIS reports that North and Hurteau found that treated areas 

will have more carbon remaining in living trees after a fire than the untreated areas after a fire. The fires killed 97% of 

the trees in the untreated areas and only 53% in the treated areas. This recovery of carbon sequestration was possible 

in the study because the forest was thinned of small trees, rather than completely destroyed as it will be in the projects 

of UCB and Oakland. Large trees will not be available post-treatment to recover the ability to sequester carbon as they 

were in the study. There will be no mitigation in the East Bay projects because all tall trees will be destroyed. 

The DEIS also attempts to confuse the reader by introducing the albedo effect. The DEIS claims that forests warm the 

atmosphere more than the lower vegetation which will replace the forests because forest canopies absorb more 

sunlight than the lower vegetation. The implication of this observation is that albedo effect will counteract the warming 

of the ground when the shade of the canopy is destroyed: "Forests and woodlands tend to absorb sunlight more and 
reflect sunlight less than open space and might be expected to have higher air temperatures than open ground." (DEIS 

4.7-15) 

The DEIS claim, if followed to its logical conclusion, implies that, because of the albedo effect, all forests should be 

destroyed to counter global climate change, a truly bizarre position for the applying agencies to take. Surely they don't 

really believe it. 

This is a smokescreen that has been used unsuccessfully by other economic interests that wish to destroy the forest, 

such as the timber industry. Here is how scientists responded to this claim: 
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"Because forests are generally attributed a low albedo (as the majority of the ultraviolet and visible spectrum is 
absorbed through photosynthesis), it has been erroneously assumed that removing forests would lead to cooling 
on the grounds of increased albedo. Through the evapotranspiration of water, trees discharge excess heat from 
the forest canopy. This water vapour rises resulting in cloud cover which also has a high albedo, thereby further 
increasing the net global cooling effect attributable to forests." 63 

Whatever heat may be generated by absorbed sunlight at the outer edge of the canopy is used by photosynthesis and 

evapotranspiration. The heat does not reach ground level, where the shade of the canopy cools the forest floor. This is 

acknowledged by the DEIS: " ... the upper canopy tends to capture a substantial portion of the sunlight, limiting the 
amount of energy reaching the lower branches and ground vegetation. This limits the amount of photosynthesis in the 
lower levels as well as reduces the air and soil temperatures under the canopy relative to pen ground." (DEIS 4.6-15) 

The shaded forest floor suppresses the growth of herbaceous understory which Ignites easily, spreads fire rapidly, and 
can provide ladder fuel to the tree canopy. The shaded forest floor Is therefore a means of reducing fire hazard and 

the elimination of the shade by the proposed projects Is one of many reasons why fire hazards will be increased by 
these projects. 

Reducing fuel loads causes carbon loss without reducing fire hazard 

As we have said, the DEIS uses the potential for wildfire as a justification for the proposed project, based on speculation 

that a wildfire would cause loss of stored carbon. We have also said that this is not a valid legal argument because 

environmental impact must be evaluated by comparing the proposed project to existing conditions, not to some 

theoretical condition, such as a forest destroyed by wildfire. 

Furthermore, a recently published study corroborates that thinning the forest does not significantly reduce fire risk, 
nor does it increase carbon storage in the forest64 

"It has been suggested that thinning trees and other fuel-reduction practices aimed at reducing the probability of 
high-severity forest fire are consistent with efforts to keep carbon (CJ sequestered in terrestrial pools, and that 
such practices should therefore be rewarded rather than penalized in C-accounting schemes. By evaluating how 
fuel treatments, wildfire, and their interactions affect forest C stocks across o wide range of spatio/ and temporal 
scales, we conclude that this is extremely unlikely. Our review reveals high C losses associated with fuel 
treatment, only modest differences in the combustive losses associated with high-severity fire and the low
severity fire that fuel treatment is meant to encourage, and a low likelihood thot treated forests will be 

exposed to fire. Although fuel-reduction treatments may be necessary to restore historical functionality to fire
suppressed ecosystems, we found little credible evidence that such efforts have the added benefit of Increasing 
terrestrial C stocks." 

Thinning the forest will not reduce fire hazard. Nor will it prevent loss of stored carbon. 

63 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albedo#Trees 

64 
John L. Campbell, Mark E. Harmon, Stephen R. Mitchell, "Can fuel-reduction treatments really increase forest carbon storage in 

the western US by reducing future fire emissions? Frontiers in Ecology and Environment, 2011, 10,1890/110057. 
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The DEIS does not acknowledge California law !AB32l requiring reduction in greenhouse gas emissions 

The DEIS says that "FEMA has determined that a proposed action must meet the criteria listed below to be eligible for 
funding under {Hozard Mitigation Assistance grant programs]" (DEIS 2-2). One of the criteria that are listed is: "Meet 
the requirements of applicable local, tribal, state, and federal laws; implementing regulations; and executive orders." 
(DEIS 2-3) 

The proposed project violates California law: 

California Executive Order S-3-05: The Executive Order established the following goals: GHG emissions 

should be reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The proposed project will release thousands of tons of carbon stored in the non-native forest, releasing thousands of 

tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere as the wood decays on the forest floor or is burned in pile burns by EBRPD. 

The project will also permanently reduce the capability of the non-native forest to sequester carbon for at least 100 

years into the future. This loss of carbon sequestration capability is not compensated for by any planting by the 

proposed project. The project offers no mitigation for these increases in greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, the 

project violates California law. If the final EIS is unable to identify sufficient mitigation for these enormous increases in 

greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the requirements of California law, the public will surely challenge the legality 

of the proposed projects. 

Part Ill: The proposed projects will damage the environment by dousing public lands with thousands of gallons of 

toxic herbicides 

The information and analysis provided by the DEIS regarding herbicides required to implement the proposed project is 

inadequate: 

• Inadequate Information is provided regarding herbicides required for the proposed project 

• Inaccurate Information is provided regarding herbicides required for the proposed project 

• Information regarding herbicides required for the proposed project is not credible 

• Analysis of the consequences of herbicides required for the proposed project is inadequate 

Inadequate information regarding herbicides required for the proposed project is provided by the DEIS 

The DEIS informs us that herbicides will be used to prevent eucalyptus and acacia that will be destroyed from 

resprouting. We are told that between 1- 2 ounces of herbicides will be applied to the stump shortly after the tree is 

cut down. It also claims that only 5% of the trees will require retreatment to accomplish the goal of killing the roots of 

the trees. The DEIS provides no information about the number of trees that will be destroyed of each species, which 

means we have no way of knowing how much herbicide will be required to implement the project. 

The DEIS informs us that herbicides will also be foliar sprayed to eradicate non-native shrubs such as broom in the 

project areas. The DEIS provides no information about the quantity of herbicides that will be required to accomplish this 

task. 
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The DEIS describes four herbicides that will be used for this project and a brief description of their properties: Garlon 

3A, Garlon 4 Ultra, Stalker, and Roundup. (DEIS, Appendix L) However, the DEIS provides no consistent information 

regarding which products will be used for which of the two purposes: cut stump treatment and foliar spraying. 

The DEIS reports that "UCB provided herbicide-use records for the past 10 years (Klatt 2011b)." (DEIS 4.5-18) However, 

this document is listed as a "personal communication" in the DEIS References. Therefore, it is not available to the 

public. Given that UCB has destroyed approximately 18,000 trees in the past 10 years," these records of herbicide use 

during that period of time are needed to evaluate requirements for future herbicide use for the proposed project. If, for 

example, 1,000 gallons of Garlon were needed to treat and retreat 18,000 trees destroyed in the past 10 years, we can 

anticipate that 3,000 gallons of Garlon will be needed to treat and retreat the 54,000 trees that UCB intends to destroy 

in the proposed project. That would amount to 7 ounces per trees, far more than the DEIS estimate of 1- 2 ounces per 

tree. 

The quantity of pesticide to be used is crucial. The EPA mandated Specimen Labels for Garlon 3A and Garlon 4 specify 

maximum use rates for these products when used on stumps of trees: 

• The Specimen Label for Garlon 3A says, "Individual plant treatments such as basal bark and cut surface 

applications may be used .. . at a maximum use rate of 2.67 gallons of Gar/on 3A (8 lb ae of triclopyr) per 

acre.'M 

• The Specimen Label for Garlon 4 says, "Individual plant treatments such as basal bark and cut surface 

applications may be used on any use listed on this label at a maximum use rate of 8 lb ae of triclopyr per 

acre," where acid equivalent (ae) is given by "Acid equivalent: triclopyr- 44.3% - 4/b/gal. "67 

Thus the maximum use rate for Garlon 3A is 2.67 gallons per acre, and the maximum use rate for Garlon 4 is 2 gallons 

per acre. 

Compare the DEIS estimate of 1- 2 ounces of pesticide per stump with the mandated maximum use rates. The tree 

density on UCB properties in the project areas can be estimated: 54,000 trees/ 284.3 acres= 190 trees/acre. If 2 

ounces of Garlon are needed per tree, 190 trees per acre will require 380 oz or 2.97 gallons/acre of pesticide. This rate 

exceeds the maximum use rates for both Garlon 3A and Garlon 4. 

The following information Is needed in the final EIS to evaluate the environmental Impact of herbicides used by the 

proposed project: 

• Please provide the number of eucalypts and acacia that will require cut-stump treatment and the type of 

herbicide that will be used for that purpose. 

• Please provide the volume and type of herbicide that will be foliar sprayed on non-native shrubs. 

• Please provide UCB's reports of pesticide use for the 10-year period, 2002-2012. 

Inaccurate Information is provided regarding herbicides required for the proposed pro!ect 

The DEIS claims that, "The herbicides used [by UCB] included glyphosate applied to a cut stump spray, imazapyr applied 

as a basal bark spray, triclopyr applied using a foliar low pressure ... " (DEIS 4.5-18) This statement is contradicted by 

65 
Tom Klatt, "Fire Mitigation Program, Annual Report 2005," University of California, Berkeley 

"http://www.cdms.net/LDat/ldOAU007.pdf 
67 

http://www.cdms.net/ldat/ldOBOOB.pdf 
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UCB's "Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program,"" which states that only Garlon with the active ingredient triclopyr is 

used for UCB's fuel management programs. This is a significant contradiction between UCB's written plans and the DEIS 

because triclopyr is significantly more toxic, more persistent in the environment, and more mobile in the soil than 

glyphosate, which is known to be ineffective for stump treatment to prevent resprouting of eucalyptus. It therefore 

misrepresents the hazards of the proposed projects and must be corrected in the final EIS. 

The DEIS informs us of the pesticide use policies of the City of Oakland. The DEIS is not responsible for inaccurate 

statements made in those policies, but I will make this public record of those inaccuracies, which should be noted in the 

final DEIS: 

• "When glyphosate and triclopyr are applied in this manner {direct application to cut stump}, the herbicide is 
obsorbed within the plant or tree's system and does not migrate into the surrounding soil." (DEIS 4.5-18) This 

statement is not true. Triclopyr is taken up by the roots and distributed throughout the root system of the plant 

or tree. Studies have shown that herbicides migrate from the root system of the target tree to the root system 

of adjacent plants and trees with which its roots are intermingled." 

• "Both g/yphosate ond triclopyr have received the lowest ranking {by the EPA} far toxicity or a Category 4." (DEIS 

4.5-19) This statement is not true. The EPA ratings are: 

o Glyphosate: Oral and dermal acute toxicity: Category Ill (slightly toxic)'° 

o Triclopyr (BEE & TEA): Oral and dermal acute toxicity: Category Ill (slightly toxic); (TEA) Primary eye 

irritation: Category I (corrosive); (BEE) Primary eye irritation: Category Ill (minimally irritating)" 

o Further, the ratings for imazapyr include: Acute dermal toxicity: Category Ill (slightly toxic); Acute 

inhalation toxicity: Category II (moderately toxic); Acute eye irritation: Category I (corrosive)" 

• For the record, we will also note that Oakland's policy regarding herbicide use is contradictory. On the one hand 

it claims that "herbicide use is limited to the use of glyphosate and triclopyr" and on the other hand it 

announces that it is using imazapyr in a "demonstration project." In other words, Oakland has a policy that 

theoretically limits herbicide use to specific products, but it also gives itself permission to use other products 

when it wishes to, calling them "demonstration projects:" "The herbicide mixture would likely consist of a 
combination of Garton 4 (triclapyr) and Stalker (imazapyr) ... " (DEIS 4.5-19) The law does not require that the 

combination of multiple pesticides be tested for toxicity. Therefore, there is no information regarding the 

toxicity of such combinations. The risks of these combinations are unknown. 

The DEIS reports on pesticide use by EBRPD based on their annual reports for 2007 and 2008. EBRPD's pesticide use 

report for 2009 has been available since March 2011 and for 2010 since September 2011. In other words, these 

reports were available while the DEIS was being prepared and are a more accurate reflection of EBRPD's current 

pesticide use because they reflect the increased pesticide use required to implement EBRPD's "Wildfire Hazard 

Reduction and Resource Management Plan" which was approved in 2009. These are the significant differences 

between more current reports and the outdated reports cited by the DEIS: 

68 
University of California, Berkeley, "2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program," 2003 

69 
Stott W. Howard, Chemical Control of Woody Plants, Stumps, and Trees, Washington State University, 1993 

70 
http:Uwww.epa.gov/oppsrrdl/REDs/old reds/glvphosate.pdf 

71 
http:Uwww.epa.gov/oppsrrdl/REDs/2710red.pdf 

72 
http:Uwww.epa.gov/oppsrrdl/REDs/imazapyr red.pd! 
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• EBRPD reported a 300% increase In pesticide use for "Priority Resource Projects" in 2009 (see Table 4). 

"Resource Projects" is the euphemism used by EBPRD to describe its efforts to eradicate non-native species such 

as pampas grass, thistle, broom, and eucalyptus. 

• Unlike earlier reports described by the DEIS, reports for 2009 and 2010 inform us of the volume of imazapyr and 

clopyralid used on an "experimental" basis: 203 gallons of imazapyr were used in 2009 and 121 gallons in 2010; 

16 gallons of clopyralid were used in 2009. (see Table 3) Neither of these products has been approved for use 

by EBRPD. They have been used on an "experimental" basis at least since 2007. Just as the City of Oakland, 

EBPRD has an "approved" list of products, but also gives itself permission to use other products for years at a 

time by calling that use "experimental." 

Information regarding herbicides required for the proposed project is not credible 

The DEIS claims that only 5% of eucalypts and acacia will require retreatment to kill the roots of the trees and prevent 

resprouting in the future: " ... past experience by EBRPD indicates that only about 5% of cut stumps survive to need re
treatment (Rasmussen 2013)." (DEIS 5.4-5) The reference cited for this statement is a personal communication from 

Mr. Rasmussen, who is identified as the Grants Manager of EBRPD. The DEIS provides us with no evidence to support 

this statement. For example, how many trees were observed, of what species, over what period of time? 

The claim that only 5% of the trees will require herbicide retreatment is also not credible because it is contradicted by 

statements made previously by UCB and by other statements in the DEIS regarding retreatment. 

• The City of Oakland's "Wildfire Prevention Program, 2008-2010" says, "All cut tree stumps shall receive semi
annual follow-up treatment of herbicides on any emerging stump sprouts to ensure the permanent elimination of 
eucalyptus from the project area." (DEIS 4.5-19) 

• The DEIS also says, "In addition, the city [of Oakland] provided a response to questions as a result of the 
preparation of this EIS." That response was, "All cut eucalyptus stumps shall receive annual follow-up treatment 
of herbicides (Gar/on, Stalker) on any emerging stump sprouts ... " (DEIS 4.5-20) 

• When UCB applied for FEMA grants for its proposed project in 2005, it submitted a letter in support of its 

application regarding its planned herbicide use to prevent resprouting of the trees it proposed to destroy. In 

that letter, the Associate Director of UCB's Physical Plant said semi-annual retreatment would be required for a 

period of 10 years to prevent resprouting: "/would recommend that two chemical treatments be made ta bath 
sites each year far 10 years, with the objective of treating sprouts with herbicide." (see Attachment B) 

Analysis of the consequences of herbicides required for the proposed project is inadequate 

Red-legged frog 

For the record, I would like to observe that protections for endangered Red-legged frog described in the DEIS are 

meaningless, although they probably don't violate the law. I offer this empty gesture to make a record of the fact that 

legal protections for endangered animals are inadequate and often trumped by the perceived needs of native plants. 

The active ingredients of the herbicides that will be used by the proposed projects (glyphosate, imazapyr, and triclopyr) 

are banned by a Federal District Court from use around certain habitats of the California red-legged frog. (DEIS 4.11-11) 

However, that same court order provided many exemptions to that ban, including "Individual tree removal using cut 

stump application." So, clearly most of the proposed project will be exempt from this ban, as most herbicide use will be 

for the purpose of destroying trees and preventing them from resprouting. 
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The DEIS also informs us, "CRLF {California red legged frog] habitat may occur throughout the project area." (DEIS 5.1-8) 

Therefore, the DEIS proposes "mitigation," including using Garlon 3A instead of Garlon 4 Ultra within 60 feet of water. 

Unfortunately, the active ingredient in both of these products is triclopyr, one of the banned herbicides in CRLF habitat. 

Therefore, we should not assume that CRLF will not be harmed by this project. 

Use of flammable herbicide during fire season 

The DEIS tells us that Garlon 3A will be used within 60 feet of water sources because it is slightly less toxic to aquatic life 

than Garlon 4 Ultra which is rated by the EPA as "highly toxic to aquatic organisms." The disadvantage of using Garlon 

3A as a substitute for Garlon 4 Ultra is that the OSHA Hazard Communication Standard rates Garlon 3A as flammable. It 

is flammable because ethanol is one of its inert ingredients. Ethanol is "often used as motor fuel, mainly as a biofuel 

additive for gasoline," according to Wikipedia. 

Garlon 3A will be used to treat the stumps of many of the trees that will be destroyed. UCB's policies governing its 

"fuels management" projects inform us: 

• " ... herbicide would be hand-applied to eucalyptus species during the dry season (June 1 through October 31). "73 

• '7he herbicide treatment was provided by UC staff, which was pressed to treat 2 cut stumps per minute within 5 
minutes after felling. Placing applicators in close proximity to an operating feller-buncher is somewhat 
hazardous and requires close coordination between applicator and equipment operator, typically through hand
signaling. " 74 

In other words, an herbicide rated as flammable will be used during the dry, fire season in close proximity to heavy, 

motorized equipment operating simultaneously. Yet, the DEIS tells us nothing about the potential risk of igniting a 

wildfire during a project that claims to reduce fire hazards. 

Collateral damage to native trees and vegetation 

The DEIS reports that native oak and bay trees exist under the canopy of the non-native trees and that those trees will 

flourish once the non-native trees are destroyed: '7he goal of this project is to reduce the amount of fuel on the site by 
allowing the eucalyptus, and pine-dominated non-native forest to convert to a native forest of California bay laurel, oak, 
and native gross and shrub species present beneath the non-native trees." (DEIS ES-12) In other words, existing native 

species are in close proximity to the trees that will be destroyed, even under them. 

The DEIS also tells us, '7rees not targeted for application in the project areas may also be impacted by Stalker {imazapyr] 
if the herbicide reaches the surface soil and is taken up by the roots." (DEIS App L-2) The ability for imazapyr to migrate 

from the roots of the target tree to non-target trees is well known. Its product label clearly states that it should not be 

used under the canopy of trees that the user is not attempting to kill. Furthermore, Garlon is also known to migrate 

from the roots of the target plant to the roots of other plants in proximity.75 

The risk of collateral damage to non-target plants is acknowledged by the DEIS: " ... terrestrial plants may be adversely 
affected if the product {Stalker] is applied directly ... or indirectly as the result of drift or leaching." (DEIS AP L-13) 

lmazapyr is both mobile and persistent in the soil: "According to the U.S. EPA, the active ingredient of Stalker, imazapyr, 

73 
University of California, Berkeley, "2020 Hill Area Fire Fuel Management Program," 2003 

74 
Tom Klatt, "Fire Mitigation Program, Annual Report 2005," University of California, Berkeley 

75 
Stott W. Howard, Chemical Control of Woody Plants, Stumps, and Trees, Washington State University, 1993 
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is persistent In soil and can reach surface water via either runoff or leaching in groundwater that discharges to surface 
water, since it is very mobile." (DEIS APP L-2) 

These are the herbicides that are most likely to be used to treat the cut stumps of the trees that are destroyed. 

Roundup is not effective to kill the roots of eucalyptus. Yet the DEIS tells us nothing about the likelihood of harming or 

even killing the native trees that the project is attempting to preserve. 

Killing mycorrhizal fungi in the soil 

Mycorrhizal fungi are microorganisms that exist in the soil that form a symbiotic relationship with many plants and trees, 

both native and non-native. They provide water and mineral nutrients in exchange for plant carbohydrates. "Most 
forest trees and many other plants too, make use of mycorrhizae; some, like oaks and pines, seem particularly reliant on 
them."" And eucalypts are also dependent upon mycorrhizae: "Many trees have mycorrhizae, but pines and eucalypts 
seem particularly adept. "77 

The active ingredient in Garlon 3A and Garlon 4 Ultra-triclopyr--is known to be toxic to microrganisms such as 

mycorrhizae: 

"Gar/on 4, at concentrations of 0.74 ppm in growth medium (agar) over 26-48 days, can inhibit growth in the 
mycorrhizal fungi Pisolithus tinctorius, and Hebeloma longicaudum.94 Soil concentrations of triclopyr are 
typically 4-18 ppm following application of 0.28-10 kg/ha.93 At realistic application rates, triclopyr could affect 
some fungal communities, but the data are sparse, and there is significant uncertainty about the potential 
effects of triclapyr on soil microorganisms. Mycorrhizal fungi are symbionts with plants that provide water and 
mineral nutrients in exchange for plant carbohydrates. Cenococcum geophilum, the slowest growing fungus, was 
least sensitive to the effects of triclopyr, exhibiting decreased growth at 742 ppm a.e. A similar study found that 
triclopyr (formulation not reported) could inhibit growth in five mycorrhizol species: Hebeloma crustuliniforme, 
Laccaria laccata, Thelophora americana, Thelophora terrestris, and Suillus tomentosus.94Fungi were kept in 
liquid culture for 30 days and the reduction of biomass with increasing triclopyr concentrations was measured. A 
90% reduction in biomass was observed far all species at concentrations of 720 ppm; greater than 50% reduction 
biomass was observed in four of the five species at 36 ppm. The most sensitive species, Thelophora americana, 
exhibited a 6% decrease in growth rates relative to controls at triclopyr concentrations of 0.072 ppm (this result 
was statistically significant). In other species, statistically significant decreases in growth were reported between 
0. 72 ppm and 7.2 ppm. "78 

To summarize, native trees are growing under and near the trees that will be destroyed. The predominant native tree, 

oak, requires mycorrhizal fungi to maintain its health and vigor. There are mycorrhizal fungi now in the soil of the 

eucalyptus forest. Those fungi are likely to be harmed by the herbicide that will be used to kill the roots of the 

eucalyptus forest. This sequence of events is likely to be detrimental to the health of the oaks, which are already under 

siege by the pathogen that is causing Sudden Oak Death. Yet, the sponsors of these projects tell us that oak-bay 

woodland will be the result of these projects. That seems very unlikely for many reasons and the loss of mycorrhizal 

fungi in the soil is one of them. 

76 
Colin Tudge, The Tree, Three Rivers Press, 2005 

77 Ibid. 
78 

Marin Municipal Water District, "Herbicide Risk Assessment," 2010 
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Damage to pollinators will hinder conversion to native landscape 

The proposed project will have a devastating impact on honeybees and other pollinators. The Marin Municipal 

Water District Risk Assessment of herbicides reports, 'Triclopyr ranges from not acutely toxic ta slightly acutely toxic 
to birds and honeybees. "79 

Furthermore, honeybees, unlike native bees, do not hibernate in the winter. Therefore, the nectar that eucalyptus 

provides in the winter months is crucial to the survival of honeybees because it is a period during which no nectar 

is available from native vegetation. If honeybees turn to the early-blooming native buckeyes to compensate for the 

loss of nectar, they will be killed by that nectar which is toxic to them.80 

Native bees will be unable to compensate for the loss of honeybees, because most of them nest in the ground. The 

native bees cannot penetrate the deep mulch that will be spread on the ground of the project areas.
81 

Hummingbirds are equally dependent upon the nectar provided by eucalypts during winter months. 

Ornithologists say there were no hummingbirds in the Bay Area during winter months prior to settlement and the 

introduction of plants that provide winter nectar. 

The assumption that the native landscape will magically return to the devastated project area without being 

planted is not credible. The loss of pollinators is one of many reasons why this is unlikely to occur. 

Conversion to native vegetation will be hindered by pesticide use 

We have said before, and will repeat in the context of pesticide use, that the landscape resulting from the 

proposed project is likely to be dominated by non-native annual grasses, which is the most easily ignited 

herbaceous vegetation. Herbicide use will exacerbate that conversion: 

"Depending on the application rate, triclopyr may favor the development of grasses over broad/ea/ 
weeds ... At a rate of 1.12 kg/ha (1 lb/acre) total grasses increased by a factor of approximately 2 over 
control plots and total broodleaf cover decreased to approximately 60% of that noted in control plots." 
(DEIS APP L-12) 

Germination of the native landscape which sponsors of the proposed project predict will magically emerge without 

being planted, will also be hindered by the use of herbicides depending upon the concentration of the products 

that are applied: 

Garlon: 'The emergence of seedlings naturally occurring in the soil taken from an 8-year old mixed wood 

clearcut was monitored ... substantia/ inhibition of Rubus species, other dicots, and monocots was 
observed ... No seed germination was apparent ... " (DEIS APP L-13) 

Stalker: 'Terrestrial plant toxicity studies with monocots and dicats indicate that seedling emergence and 
vegetative vigor are severely impacted by exposure ta imazapyr acid and to the IPA salt of imazapyr." (DEIS 

APP L-13) 

79 Ibid. 
80 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bees and toxic chemicals 
81 http://nature.berkeley.edu/urbanbeeg;rden~general mulchmadness.html 
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To conclude this section of my public comment, I will quantify estimated herbicide volume required for the proposed 

project, using what little information is provided by the DEIS. The DEIS provides estimated tree removals for only the 

properties of UC Berkeley: Strawberry Canyon, Claremont Canyon, and Frowning Ridge. We are told that approximately 

22,000 trees will be removed from Strawberry and Claremont Canyons and 32,000 from Frowning Ridge, for a total of 

54,000 trees on 284 acres. We are not told how many of these trees are eucalypts and acacia, which will require 

herbicides to prevent resprouts. We are also told that 5% of the trees that require herbicide treatment will require 

retreatment, although this is not credible, given previous statements to the contrary. So, for the sake of argument, let's 

say that 5% of the trees are Monterey pines which will not require pesticide treatment, which will compensate for the 

claimed retreatment rate. The DEIS tells us that 1- 2 ounces of pesticide will be required for each cut stump treatment. 

In that case, the project areas on UC Berkeley properties will require between 422 and 844 gallons of herbicide. If 844 

gallons of pesticides are sprayed on the stumps of the trees that are destroyed, the maximum allowed per acre would be 

exceeded, as described earlier. 

This estimate does not include any foliar spraying of non-native shrubs for which we are given no information. Nor does 

it include any of the herbicides that will be used by the City of Oakland and the East Bay Regional Park District. 

Given what we know about the toxicity of pesticides and the collateral damage that is predicted to the vegetation that 

remains and the wildlife that occupy these spaces, we are adamantly opposed to this project as described. 

Given that we do not anticipate any reduction in fire hazards, and that significant damage can be predicted from the use 

of pesticides, we repeat that the "no project" alternative is the only viable alternative. There is no potential benefit 

from this project. There is only environmental damage and increased fire risk. 

Part IV: Other Environmental Issues and 

Unsupported assumptions about superiority of native plants 

Other environmental issues 

Erosion 

The proposed projects of UC Berkeley are a continuation of its effort to eradicate all non-native trees from its property 

in the hills. In the past ten years, UC Berkeley has destroyed at least 18,000 trees on its property in the hills.82 Observing 

those projects enables us to compare the reality of the consequences of those projects with the claims in the DEIS about 

UCB's ability to avoid unintended consequences such as erosion. 

Here is a photo of the erosion resulting from the removal of trees by UCB about 10 years ago. This erosion is located on 

the west side of Grizzly Peak Blvd, south of Claremont Ave. 

82 
Tom Klatt, "Fire Mitigation Program, Annual Report 2005," University of California, Berkeley 
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This erosion has been getting steadily worse for at least 5 years. Nothing more sophisticated than plastic and sand bags 

has been used to stabilize this hillside during that period of time. 

The DEIS claims that UCB can prevent erosion from occurring when they remove trees from steep hillsides. These claims 

are not credible, based on our experience with identical projects which are complete. The mitigation proposed by the 

DEIS for erosion is inadequate. For example hydroseeding of native annual plants will not be capable to providing the 

same stability as deeply rooted, large trees. The final DEIS should either acknowledge the consequences of removing 

trees from st eep hillsides or remove similar sites from the proposed project. 

Windthrow 

Unlike UCB and the City of Oakland, the East Bay Regional Park District plans to remove all trees in some locations and 

drastically thin trees in many locations. Where EBRPD intends to "thin" they will destroy approximately 90% of existing 

trees. 

In EBRPD's response to public comments to its EIR for its "Wildfire Hazard Reduction and Resource Management Plan," 

EBRPD tells us that the density of existing eucalyptus forest on its properties varies from 400 to 900 trees per acre (page 

392). This suggests that the average density of euca lyptus t rees on EBPRD properties prior to th e implementation of its 

plans was 650 trees per acre. EBRPD's proposed project will remove all trees from some areas and thin in others to 

create distances between eucalyptus trees of 25 and 35 feet. Such spacing would leave a maximum of 60 trees per acre, 

a reduction of over 90% of existing trees. 
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Such drastic thinning will make the few trees that remain vulnerable to windthrow. Windthrow is the complete failure 

of a tree which falls to the ground from its roots, particularly during periods of high wind. 

Trees develop their defenses against the wind in a specific location in response to the wind conditions in that location. 

Their protection from the wind provided by neighboring trees is one of the factors that determine the wind hardness of 

each tree. The trees angle of repose, its root system, and the thickness of its bark are determined in part by the amount 

of wind it endures as it grows. Therefore, when it loses the protection from the wind provided by its neighbors, it is not 

adapted to increased wind. Although it can recover from that vulnerability after an indeterminate number of years, it is 

vulnerable to windthrow for a long period of time." 

The potential for catastrophic failure of the few trees that remain after EBRPD has destroyed 90% of the eucalyptus In 

its project areas has not been acknowledged or evaluated by the DEIS. 

The final DEIS must acknowledge this risk factor and propose mitigation, such as eliminating locations that are 

subjected to a great deal of wind, e.g., west-facing, steep slopes. The prevailing wind in the East Bay is from the west 

and steep slopes accelerate the wind. Another method of mitigating potential windthrow is to sequence tree removals 

from the leeward side, with intervals of about 5 years, which enables the trees that remain to adapt to new wind 

conditions.84 For the record, I will add that I oppose this drastic "thinning" on EBRPD's properties which is both 

unnecessary and detrimental to the environment. However, since EBRPD has satisfied CEQA requirements for its 

project, it is probably inevitable. Therefore, I take this opportunity to suggest that they implement their plans in the 

least harmful manner. 

Nativist assumptions used to justify the proposed project are unsupported by scientific evidence 

The DEIS attempts to justify the proposed projects by making negative judgments about non-native species and positive 

judgments about native species. The DEIS provides no scientific evidence to support these assumptions. There is 

considerable scientific evidence to refute these assumptions. Unless the final EIS can provide scientific evidence to 

support these assumptions, they should be removed from the document. 

Assumption that all non-native species are "invasive" 

The DEIS says repeatedly that the non-native plants and trees that will be eradicated by the proposed project are 

invasive. We will challenge that assumption only for the non-native trees which are the primary target of these projects: 

eucalyptus, Monterey pine, and acacia. 

In fact, there is no evidence that any of these trees are "invasive." Although, the California Invasive Plant Council has 

classified eucalyptus as "moderately invasive," there is no scientific evidence to support this claim. According to the US 

Forest Service database of plants and trees, "It [Blue gum eucalyptus] does not spread far and rarely invades 

wildlands." 85 

83 
F. W. Telewski, "Wind induced physiological and development responses in trees," in Wind and Trees, edited by MP Coutts and J 

Grace, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
84 

"Presidio of San Francisco, Wind Study, First Phase," Joe R. McBride, circa 2002. Unpublished. Available from Professor Joe R. 
McBride, UC Berkeley or the SF Presidio. 
85 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/eucglo/all.html 
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William Russell (USGS) and Joe McBride (UC Berkeley)" used aerial photos of Bay Area parks taken over a 60 year period 

from 1939 to 1997, to study changes in vegetation types. (Note that this period of time ends before managers of public 

lands began to eradicate non-native trees around 2002.) They studied photos of 3 parks in the East Bay (Chabot, Tilden, 

Redwood), 2 parks in the North Bay (Pt Reyes, Bolinas Ridge), and one on the Peninsula (Skyline). 

These photos revealed that grasslands are succeeding to shrubland, dominated by native coyote brush and 

manzanita. (They also noted that this conversion increases fire hazards.) Eucalyptus and Monterey pine forests actually 
decreased during the period of study. In those cases in which forests increased in size, they were native forests of oaks 

or Douglas fir. In other words, they found no evidence that non-native trees are invading native trees or shrubs in the 
open spaces of the San Francisco Bay Area. 

The Encyclopedia of Biological Invasions was edited by Daniel Simberloff, who is a prolific proponent of invasion biology. 

According to the Encyclopedia of Biological Invasions, eucalypts are "some of the most important solid timber and paper 
pulp forestry trees in the world." There are about 40 million acres of eucalypts planted in tropical, sub-tropical, and 

temperate countries. The predominant species of eucalyptus in the Bay Area, Blue Gum (E. globulus), is grown in 13 

countries in addition to the US and Australia. About 70 species of eucalypts are naturalized outside their native ranges. 

"However, given the extent of cultivation, eucalypts are markedly less invasive than many other widely cultivated trees 
and shrubs ... they have been orders of magnitude less successful as invaders than pines and several other widely 
planted trees ... Where eucalypts have invaded, they have very seldom spread considerable distances from planting 
sites, and their regeneration is frequently sporadic '"" 

The Encyclopedia says that eucalyptus seedlings die quickly if they don't establish roots in moist soil quickly. If the soil 

is too moist they are susceptible to destruction by fungus. If there is too much leaf litter or there is an understory, they 

are unlikely to find the quick access to the soil they need to survive. There is a narrow range of conditions needed to 

successfully establish eucalyptus seedlings. 

The seeds of eucalypts have no natural means of dispersal, such as fleshy tissue which can function as wings on the 

wind. Tests have shown that the seeds "are dispersed over quite short distances.''88 "Seed dispersal is mainly by wind or 
gravity and is virtually limited to twice the tree height.''" 

The California Invasive Plant Council classifies Acacio dealbata (Silver wattle) as "moderately invasive" and the impact of 

Acacia melanoxylan (Black acacia) as "limited" and adds, "impacts are low in most areas." In fact, acacia does not 

spread unless it is cut down when it then resprouts vigorously from the roots unless it is poisoned repeatedly or the 

roots are dug out of the ground with heavy equipment. The misguided attempt to eradicate acacia is more likely to 

result in more acacia rather than less. 

Neither Monterey cypress nor Monterey pine are invasive. Even the California Invasive Plant Council agrees with that 

assessment. And both are California natives with fossil evidence that they existed on the San Francisco peninsula in the 
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distant past. The eradication of these California natives is an example of the extremist agenda of native plant advocates 
who insist on recreating a landscape that is specific to both a location and a period of time. 

Assumption that there are no insects In non-native vegetation 

The DEIS claims that non-native plants produce more leaf litter than native plants: 

"In part, nan-native species produce greater fuel loads than the native vegetation they displace because of the 
absence of organisms (insects, sail microbes, and other plant species) from their native landscape that evolved 
with them and moderated their proliferation." (DEIS 4.3-7) 

This is the conventional wisdom amongst native plant advocates. However, they cannot provide scientific evidence to 

support their claim that insects do not eat non-native plants. There is considerable evidence to the contrary. 

The scientist who is most often quoted to support beliefs of native plant advocates is Doug Tallamy who wrote an 

influential book, Bringing Nature Home: How Native Plants Sustain Wildlife in our Gardens. 90 Professor Tallamy is an 

entomologist at the University of Delaware. 

Professor Tallamy's hypothesis in that book was that native insects require native plants because they have evolved 

together "over thousands of generations." Because insects are an essential ingredient in the food web, he speculates 

that the absence of native plants would ultimately result in "ecological collapse" as other animals in the food web are 

starved by the loss of insects. 

Professor Ta Ila my freely admits in that book that his theory was based on his own anecdotal observations in his garden, 

not on scientific evidence: "Haw do we know the actual extent to which our native insect generalists are eating alien 
plants? We don't until we go into the field and see exactly what is eating what. Unfortunately, this important but simple 
task has been all but ignored so far." 

This research has now been done to Professor Tallamy's satisfaction by a Master's Degree student under his direction. 

The report of that study does not substantiate Professor Tallamy's belief that insects eat only native plants. In his 

own words, Professor Tallamy now tells us: 

"Erin [Reed] compared the amount of damage sucking and chewing insects made on the ornamental plants at six 
suburban properties landscaped primarily with species native to the area and six properties landscaped traditionally. 
After two years of measurements Erin found that only a tiny percentage of leaves were damaged an either set of 
properties at the end afthe season .... Erin's most important result, however, was that there was no statistical 
difference In the amount af damage on either landscape type."" 

A local study also found that non-native plants and trees-including eucalyptus-support as many insects as native 

plants and trees. Professor Dov Sax (Brown University) compared insects living in the leaf litter of the non-native 

eucalyptus forest with those living in the native oak-bay woodland in Berkeley, California.9' He found significantly more 

species of insects in the leaf litter of the eucalyptus forest in the spring and equal numbers in the fall. Professor Sax 
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also reports the results of many similar studies (comparing eucalyptus with native forests) conducted all over the world 

that reach the same conclusion. 

Neil Sugihara tells us in Fire in California's Ecosystems, "Dead biomass accumulates in Mediterranean ecosystems 
because weather conditions are favorable for growth while decomposition is active for a relatively short part of the year. 
Fire complements decomposition in these systems by periodically removing debris through combustion. '8 ' In other 

words, conditions for accumulated leaf litter in California's ecosystems are not unique to non-native species. Rather 

they are a function of California's climate. Native and non-native vegetation are equally likely to accumulate leaf litter in 

California's Mediterranean climate. Native vegetation in California promotes fire, just as non-native vegetation does. 

Destroying non-native vegetation to promote native vegetation will not reduce fire hazard. 

Assumption that wildlife benefits from native plants 

The DEIS acknowledges that wildlife is likely to be harmed in the short run by the implementation of the proposed 

project, such as pesticide use. However, the DEIS claims that short-term harm will be mitigated by the long-term benefit 

of native habitat to wildlife: 

"Although extensive mitigation measures would be implemented to protect wildlife during implementation of the 
proposed and connected actions, some wildlife would inevitably be harmed, including protected species. In the 
long term, conditions would improve for native wildlife that benefits from native habitat." (DEIS 5.17-1) 

There are two flaws in this assumption: 

1. We cannot assume that a native landscape will be the result of this project because nothing is going to be 

planted and the natural succession landscape is much more likely to be non-native, as we have explained earlier 

in our comment. 

2. Even if a native landscape is capable of surviving the devastation of the proposed project and out-competing the 

existing non-native vegetation, there is no evidence that wildlife is dependent upon or benefits from native 

habitat. 

o We cited earlier a study by Dov Sax of diversity of insect species found in eucalyptus forest compared to 

diversity in oak woodland in Berkeley, California. In addition to quantifying species of insects, Professor 

Sax also found equal numbers of species of amphibians and birds in both types of forest. 

o In 1975, Professor Robert Stebbins (Emeritus, UC Berkeley) was hired by East Bay Regional Park District 

to conduct a survey of vertebrate animals living in several parks (Sibley, Chabot, and Tilden). The forest 

types that Professor Stebbins studied were redwood, Monterey pine, eucalyptus, and oak-bay 

woodland. Here is how he described his findings: 

• "Redwood and Monterey pine habitats are notably depauperate in vertebrate species. 
• "Eucalyptus habitat is far richer in vertebrates than either redwood or Monterey pine and vies 

with 'dry' chaparral and grassland in species diversity and 'attractiveness.' 
• "Oak-bay woodland is the richest in both species and 'attractiveness.' 
• "Grassland is a little less rich in species and 'attractiveness' than the other native habitats, but 

only slightly richer than eucalyptus habitat. "94 
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The DEIS acknowledges that wildlife will be harmed by the proposed project in the short-term and it provides no 

evidence that wildlife will benefit from the proposed project in the long-term. Therefore, the final EIS cannot claim that 

wildlife will benefit from the proposed project. The final EIS must either provide scientific evidence of long-term benefit 

of the proposed project to wildlife, or it must acknowledge that wildlife will be harmed by the proposed project both in 

the short-term and in the long-term. 

In conclusion, the DEIS relies on unsubstantiated assumptions about the superiority of native plants and the inferiority 

of non-native plants to justify the proposed project. It also does not acknowledge the potential for windthrow that is 

the likely result of "thinning" 90% of the forest on the property of the East Bay Regional Park District. Finally, its analysis 

of the potential for erosion is inadequate and does not acknowledge the existing erosion resulting from identical 

projects on the property of UC Berkeley. These flaws must be corrected by the final EIS or the proposed project altered 

to mitigate for the environmental damage resulting from these projects. 

Part V: "No Project" Is the only viable alternative 

The "No Project" alternative is the only viable alternative because it will deny FEMA funding for projects that will 

increase fire hazards in the East Bay by 

• Distributing tons of dead wood on the ground 

• Conducting prescribed burns that increase risks of wildfire 

• Promoting a landscape that will be more flammable than the existing landscape 

• Eliminating fog drip and shade that keep the ground moist and reduce risks of ignition 

• Eliminating the windbreak that can stop a wind driven fire 

FEMA funding should not be used to increase risks of catastrophic wildfire. The reduction of hazards such as wildfire 

should be FEMA's only criterion for grant funding. 

The "No Project" alternative does not prevent the sponsors of the proposed projects from performing fire hazard 

management on the public lands for which they are responsible. They can, for example, continue to mow herbaceous 

vegetation from the roads that border their properties in order to reduce risks of ignition responsible for most fires in 

California. In the event of another deep, sustained freeze that is capable of causing exotic vegetation to die back, they 

can remove the dead leaf litter that has contributed to wildfires in the East Bay in the past. Given that these deep 

freezes are rare and less likely to occur in our warming climate, this responsibility is not an onerous task. 

The proposed projects would violate California law regarding the reduction of greenhouse gases. If the projects of UC 

Berkeley and the City of Oakland proceed as planned, they will surely be subjected to legal challenge on those grounds. 

The proposed projects will damage the environment in significant ways that can be avoided by adopting the "No 

Project" alternative without increasing fire hazard risks. 

• This project will release thousands of tons of greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, contributing to climate 

change. 

• This project as defined by the DEIS will require huge amounts of herbicide to implement. 

• This project will cause erosion, as similar projects have in the past. 
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• The drastic "thinning" of most non-native trees by the East Bay Regional Park District will result in the failure of 

the few remaining trees that are not adapted to wind to which they will be exposed. 

There is no potential benefit to the proposed project, as presently defined. It presumes that conversion to a native 

landscape will be the benefit. Even if we accept the assumption that a native landscape is somehow superior to the 

existing landscape-and we do not-this is an unlikely outcome since there are no plans to plant anything after all non

native vegetation is destroyed. Nor do we accept the assumption that a native landscape is less flammable than the 

existing landscape. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Mary & Keith McAllister 
Oakland, CA 
marymcallister@comcast.net 
kmcallis@ccsf.edu 
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From: Mark McDonald
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment on Tree project
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 11:29:08 PM

                                                                                                                       
                                                                                June 16, 2013
   To whom this may concern;
               I am writing to voice my opposition to the tree removal 
project as it now exists. As I continuously contact people concerned 
with this subject who have not heard anything about this project, I 
believe not adequate notice was employed. I am familiar with the 
venues that were employed but I still believe the lack of media 
involvement allowed the deadlines to slip by for many interested 
folks. This is always true at this time when the myriad demands of 
graduation and summer preparations.
      Furthermore, I oppose the solution selected for a problem I 
agree is serious and has to be addressed. I believe inadequate 
attention has been given to effects on species habitat and what 
effects will occur when entire tree ares are cut and stumps dosed with 
a dangerous herbicide. I also believe the problem could be addressed 
by removing all the ground level brush that is the main fire hazard. I 
have read studies that assert that without the ground level brush the 
trees would not be able to ignite and be a fire hazard.
        I also object to the use of Round Up, or glysophate as a 
usable tool to be distributed into the environs. The herbicide is 
known to heavily affect microbial populations which can cause all 
kinds of disastrous problems, as many of these life forms inter-weave 
with many others in a check and balance relationship that could be 
disrupted with the introduction of this much of the herbicide. The 
manufacture of the herbicide is known to produce deadly dioxins which 
are extremely hazardous and any alternative should be considered. One 
that comes readily would be to employ many of the currently unemployed 
to create brush removal teams, a healthy approach that provide two 
solutions to two serious problems. the obvious response would be 
excessive costs but I really wonder if that is true when one considers 
all the connected costs of storage and treatment of the hazards 
materials plus the potential damage from employing the herbicide.
         Finally, I specifically object to the part of the project 
that is U.C. related, as it appears to me to be just another attempt 
to expand their development mania into Strawberry Canyon, a place that 
should be spared as one of our last adjacent natural areas. The U.C. 
segment should be separated and engaged on it's own issues which are 
not the same as the others.

                                                                                                                                Thank you for
accepting my comments,  Mark McDonald  
1815 Parker St Berkeley Ca
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From: greentheglobe@juno.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: tree removal
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 7:40:06 AM

To those concerned:
I submit that although it is a good plan to remove some of the large trees which have grown up in the
East Bay hills, to use large quantities of Roundup or other organophosphates on the trees is dangerous
and poses a hazard to wildlife, which abounds in the hills. Monterey Pines need no herbicide once cut;
they will just die. Eucalyptus can be controlled by using a small amount of herbicide on the cut stumps
as a follow-up; surely much smaller amounts of herbicide than have been mentioned can result in the
same or better effects. I speak as someone who has participated in eucalyptus control on Albany Hill,
and brush control in Nevada county.Thanks, Dave McFarlane
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From: Jamie McGrath
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Removal of 80,000 trees in the East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:33:20 PM

Dear FEMA,

I strongly oppose the proposed plan to cut down thousands of non native trees in the
Berkeley and Oakland hills.  As someone who lived in the Hills after the firestorm in 1991, I
know that the fire department's continual monitoring of the Hills and requirements for us to
keep grasses cut, lower tree branches pruned and other fire safety measures have been
effective in preventing another severe fire.  The devastation that removal of all non native
trees will cause to our Regional Parks, along with UC Berkeley and Oakland plans for tree
removal, will leave our most beautiful Parks and greenbelt areas barren and unprotected from
soil erosion as well as enhancing and creating additional fire hazards from lack of shade and
moisture given by the non native trees.  

The Eucalyptus wood chips up to 2 feet in depth that would be left also pose a fire danger. 
 If dead, dying or dangerous trees of various species must be removed for fire safety then
they should be removed.  But this massive cutting down of healthy trees followed by a
massive use of toxic herbicides is a danger to us, our children and pets.

I attach the following article for the record, which points out in excellent detail that
clearcutting INCREASES fire danger -- we already have an example of that happening here
in the Bay Area recently on Angel Island.

I am sure the Federal Government would not want to be sued for deliberately creating a
situation in the East Bay hills that made our neighborhoods a tinder box. That is, indeed, the
situation that will be created with this highly dangerous plan. It is a waste of taxpayer money
and a threat to our safety.

I believe a less drastic plan would result in a safer and more aesthetic result.  As someone
who greatly enjoys the beauty of our greenbelt areas and Regional Parks, I hope this plan will
not be approved in its present form.

Sincerely,

Jamie McGrath (former resident 1845 Manzanita Drive, Oakland)
836 Marin Rd.
El Sobrante CA

http://www.contracostatimes.com/montclarion/ci_12946185
My Word: Task force report confirms trees are not primary fire hazard -- Contra Costa Times

By David Maloney

Posted:   07/30/2009 10:42:02 AM PDT

I retired from the Oakland Fire Department in 1988. In 1989 I began working for the
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Department of Defense as chief of fire prevention at the Oakland Army Base. In 1991 I was
appointed to the Oakland-Berkeley Mayors' Firestorm Task Force. Our job was to investigate
the causes of the 1991 Hills Fire and make recommendations to prevent its recurrence.

The Task Force Report concluded that the spread of the fire was mostly due to the radiant
heat generated by burning houses. A burning house has a sustained radiant heat transmission
of 2,500-3,000 degrees. The spread of the fire was not due primarily to burning trees —
eucalyptus or any other species.

The July 17 article failed to mention another crucial fact. There are two species of eucalyptus
that predominate in the East Bay Hills: The blue gum, which is highly fire-resistant, and the
dwarf blue gum.

The characteristics that determine the fire resistance of any tree are how high from the
ground its branches begin and the thickness of the tree's bark. The blue gum has a very thick
bark, enabling it to withstand fire, and its branches begin about 25 feet from the ground, — a
ground fire will blow past it without catching its leaves on fire. An example of the blue gum
is the copse of trees on the University of California campus close to Oxford Avenue.

The dwarf blue gum has a thick bark but its branches are low to the ground. A ground fire
willtransmit relatively easily to its leaves, thereby causing the tree to burn. Many native
California trees, such as oak, also have branches low to the ground. 

In the late 1990s the federal government clear-cut blue gum eucalyptus from Angel Island.
The eucalyptus canopies that provided shaded avenues for countless hikers and bikers were
replaced by grass, brush and shrubs. In 2008 the worst fire in modern Angel Island history
occurred, and consumed 400 of the island's 740 acres. It burned much of the grass, brush and
shrubs that had taken the place of the clear-cut eucalyptus. Blue gum eucalyptus is a
dominate species. It precludes grass, brush and shrubs from growing around it. If the blue
gum eucalyptus had not been cut down, the grass, brush and shrubs could not have survived,
and the fire would not have been as extensive as it was.

My experience on the task force was that many people who wanted only native California
plants and trees on our hillsides seemingly deliberately ignored the facts of the major cause
of the fire, and the difference between the blue gum and dwarf blue gum.

The Hills Conservation Network is correct in its support of thinning out the East Bay Hills
wooded areas. It would be a waste of taxpayers' money to clear-cut the East Bay Hills of
trees that are highly fire-resistant, and it could lead to another devastating fire. Because of
our conclusions, new fire prevention codes relative to housing construction were promulgated
by the State of California and various cities throughout California. There were no new fire
codes promulgated relative to the species of trees that would populate the East Bay hills.
 
__,_._,___
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From: Virginia Megley
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Strawberry Canyon Plan
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:24:54 PM

To FEMA,
 
I am writing to state my opposition to FEMA's proposed plan to clear-cut Strawberry
Canyon as part of the UCB's plan to extend the University.  I am a former resident of
Berkeley and often hike in the canyon area. The canyon is a beautiful area that is
widely used for recreation and greatly contributes to the aesthetics of the campus
environment. Second the trees there do contribute to the absorbtion of CO2 and
help slow down global warming.  If the existing trees are cut down they should be
replaced by native trees that would also absorb CO2 and prevent soil erosion.  Third,
the use of herbicides should be prohibited; manual labor could be used (thereby
creating jobs) to trim, weed and prune shrubbery.
 
I am opposed to any more building in the canyon area. Building in that area is not
practical for the University.  It is an area that is not easily accessible.  In the event
of a building fire, fire prevention teams would have a difficult time getting equipment
in to fight any fire.  If the University wants to expand  it's more practical to expand
west toward the flat lands of Berkeley.
 
Last, I'm wondering if this is an appropriate use of FEMA's funds.  I thought the
purpose of this agency was to provide assistance in the event of  a disaster.  I do
not think this proposal is the way for FEMA to utilize its resources.
 
Thank you for considering my suggestions.
 
Sincerely,
Ginger Megley 
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From: Baba Michael
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: up coming project
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 9:24:17 PM

Greetings,

I am writing to you to let you know that i disagree with the upcoming plan to use Roundup
herbicide on the proposed trees to be cut down in the East Bay. This chemical has been
shown to be toxic to human tissue ( see this article in Scientific American:
http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=weed-whacking-herbicide-p )

This would be potential dangerous to the employees applying the herbicide, not to mention
the effects on our ecosystem. 

I'm all for the removal of the invasive eucalyptus, but not with poisons. As a resident of the
East Bay for 9 years, and a person who loves hiking in the parks of Oakland and Berkeley, I
ask that you find another, more creative solution to this problem.

Thank You,

Michael Jacobson
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From: Michael Oswall
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: Oppostion to The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 10:51:41 AM

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects
in the hills is unacceptable because it will cause severe negative impact to the entire
community of Berkeley and Oakland.

The slaughter of our community's lower hills forests along with the application of
herbicides will have the following negative impacts:

Complete destruction of the nearest outdoor trails access for low income
disadvantaged communities of west Oakland and south Berkeley.
Raping of the native bird and animal populations of their precious and beautiful
ecosystem.
Diminish the value of all properties close to the hills of UC Berkeley.
Turn a once beautiful land into a sun fried, dried up, wasteland only increasing
the fire danger.
Waste our tax payer money in a project that tax payers do not want.
Set a terrible example for the children of our community of how people in
power to squander the community's wealth can do so without a chance for the
community to voice opposition.
Spark outrage among the entire East Bay citizenship that is going to become
national headlines as this will certainly lead to occupy type action.

DO NOT move forward with this project.  I, on behalf of my family, my friends, and
my community, ask that you retract the EIS and insist that the project be re-worked
with input from the city and residents of Berkeley and Oakland having the input we
deserve.

Thank you,
Michael Oswall
2914 Forest Avenue
Berkeley CA 94705

 213_Oswall_Michael 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 602

mailto:moswall@google.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org


From: Michael Seaman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management project
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 10:45:57 PM

The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as
currently written. I have known the project area in depth for decades as a resident
and as a former property owner who dutifully performed annual vegetation control for
fire protection. The property I once owned, as well as my family home, burned in the
Oakland Hills firestorm, which also took the lives and property of friends and
neighbors. Further, having spent 7 academic years at the University of California
earning design and environmental management degrees, I am well aware of the hills'
historic habitat vs. the present condition. Yet I cannot support the conclusions of the
draft EIS.
The draft EIS not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with use of the
proposed herbicide. FEMA should retract the EIS and revise it to fully consider all the
implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also
the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak communities that will emerge as a result
of the loss of shade canopy.
Neither does the draft EIS adequately analyze reasonable alternatives proposed for
fire risk mitigation. There are more effective, cheaper methods of vegetation
management than those discussed in the draft EIS. Those alternatives would bring
much less harm to the environment. The draft EIS should be revised to consider
them.
The National Environment Policy Act, which governs the preparation of environmental
documents for this type of project, was not enacted to provide a platform for
justification of a preconceived solution. It was instead intended to help decision-
makers understand the consequences of proposed actions so as to lead to better
projects, in balance with their environmental setting. The consequences of the
proposed project are clearly detrimental to the environment. The project as proposed
is ill-conceived and, as many public commenters have stated, cannot be supported.
FEMA should revise the draft EIS to address the myriad problems inherent in the
proposed project, including herbicide use and alternative methods to mitigate fire risk.
Thank you for your attention to these comments.  
-- 
Michael Seaman
Arden Arcade CA 95825
Energy efficiency 1st in the loading order.
Take a ski or snowboard lesson from a Pro.
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From: michelle delon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2013 11:57:30 AM

I am writing after reading of the plans to cut thousands of trees and to replace them 
in some areas with wood chips and to use toxic herbicides to prevent regrowth.
While I understand the importance of fire prevention, this is clearly not the best 
solution to address the hazards of fire.
To start, we need trees. They supply oxygen and absorb CO2. Plus the root systems 
allow water when it falls to be absorbed in the land rather than creating dangeous 
runoff, which this plan will increase. Wood chips are not the answer.
In addition we need to stop the use of dangerous herbicides not increase their use.
Please consider these issues and find another solution that really addresses the long 
term problem.

I thank you for your attention.
Kind regards,
Michelle Victoria-Delon

SmartLifeways
Michelle Victoria-Delon
www.SmartLifeways.com

310.980.2821
po box 9449 
santa fe, nm 87504

SmartLifeways
...it's easier than you think
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From: Mike Bradley
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Tree Removal Proposal
Date: Saturday, June 01, 2013 10:59:40 AM

I am opposed to the current plan for massive tree removal in the East Bay hills. It is a
wrong-headed approach to fire prevention. Removing undergrowth is more effective than
tree removal. A 2-foot-thick carpet of wood chips would be swept down the slopes in a
heavy rain. Overuse of herbicide would kill unknown numbers of beneficial flora and
fauna.
 
= Mike Bradley
Oakland CA
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June 12, 2013 

Robert Miller 
727 Bayview Court 
El Sobrante, CA 94803 

FEMA 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579 

RE: Draft EIS, East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 

Dear FEMA, 

I am a deaf resident of El Sobrante. My wife became disabled as a result of exposure to herbicides. 

The project for which the three applicants-UC Berkeley, East Bay Regional Park District, and the City of 
Oakland - seek FEMA funding is profoundly disturbing, and the draft EIS is inadequate and deeply flawed. 

One of the criteria for funding is "net benefit to the community." But the project calls for widespread and 
prolonged use of herbicides over a vast area of public lands, a plan which will inevitably have negative 
impacts on humans. The draft EIS fails to adequately assess these impacts. 

Herbicides are especially damaging to vulnerable populations, even at very low doses. While the report 
does recognize, in passing, the concerns of "sensitive" groups such as children, pregnant women and the 
elderly, people with chemical sensitivity are not mentioned. Large numbers of people are now experiencing 
adverse health effects from even very low levels of chemical exposure. A substant ial body of evidence now 
demonstrates that the standards currently in place for eva luating the risk to human health posed by 
pesticides are inadequate. Furthermore, the draft EIS contains no eva luat ion of the impact on humans of 
so-called "inert" ingredients in the herbicides intended for use, despite the fact that many compounds 
which have been classified as "inert" have been shown to be as toxic as the "active" ingredients. 

Chemica l sensitivity is recognized as a disability in American jurisprudence. All of the acreage which is 
targeted under this plan is public land, intended for the enjoyment of fill the people, not merely those with 
healthy respiratory systems. The widespread application of pesticides in these public spaces would erect a 
barrier to use of these spaces by people with disabilities, and would therefore constitute a violation of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. 

But I am concerned not merely with the well-being of humans, but with the entire multitude of creatures 
which dwell in the targeted habitats. Because they cannot speak for themselves and are thus powerless to 
restrain this juggernaut of development and greed, I feel ob ligated to speak for them by pointing out, as 
forcefully as possible, the fact that this plan will cause displacement, death, and disability to countless 
species of animals and plants. This is outrageous. 
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From: Christopher Patrick Miller
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Please Absolutely End This Plan!
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 8:09:21 AM

To Whom it May Concern,

I am a graduate student at UC Berkeley and often run in the hills of both Strawberry
Creek and Claremont Canyon, cycle on the roads in Tilden park, and hike with my
dog through similar areas.  Let me tell you why this would be a disastrous decision
for two main reasons, but there are others of course.  

The first is obviously ecological and the herbicides would cause more long-term
damage to the water table and ecosystem than any speculative fire.  Having read
about the long-term effects of Roudup-like products in soil, I am highly suspicious
that this project is being conceived as a wholistic effort to protect and enhance life.
 I suspect it is more of a risk management calculation.  This is not to say that forest
fires aren't a real threat to human homes and lives, but as you are probably aware,
periodic fires are actually necessary for a forest to regenerate itself.  This kind of
decision-making logic about eliminating a risk before it is a risk could legitimate
many horrendous environmental disasters and this is a bad precedent to set for
FEMA.  In making this decision, you have the potential to ruin soil in a pivotal
growth area that feeds directly into the water-tables of Berkeley and Oakland.  You
will increase erosion and you will eliminate the ability for those trees to capture
carbon from the neighboring urban environments.  

If you have not already encountered it, here is one article about the long-term
damage of herbicides for soil: http://www.motherjones.com/tom-
philpott/2011/08/monsantos-roundup-herbicide-soil-damage

Second, the east bay is an area which attracts cyclists, hikers, and urban dwellers
who value the ability to move outside of urban density and into a network of areas
for natural recreation and study.  Have you ever been on Tunnel Road on a
Saturday?  Or ran up Strawberry Creek on a Friday afternoon?  The areas are
flooded with people.  To remove the growth in these canyons is to diminish what is
essentially one of the greatest, most used resources in the city and region, what
sets it apart from others.  This is not a change of mistake one can recover from
either and you will be diminishing the quality of life in this region for generations
and generations.  

Given the scale of environmental risks and damages to quality of life, I just don't see
how this is a responsible decision.

Sincerely,

- Christopher Miller

PhD Candidate
University of California, Berkeley
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From: Tim Morgan
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: East Bay Hills
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:04:23 PM

Dear FEMA Officials:
 
From 1992 to 2001 I lived near Tilden Park.  I knew it well when I attended UC Berkeley Law in
1975-78.  I watched the Oakland Hills Fire flames from an apartment in San Francisco.
 
In California fires happen, especially when it is dry.  The Oakland Hills problem was a lack of
preparedness, including inadequate road access and egress.  Exploding Eucalyptus trees, while
newsworthy, did not cause the fire.
 
Deforestation would be at best a temporary fire safety solution.  Whatever grows back will be
flammable.
 
There is no herbicide that can guarantee a return to native flora.  The diversity in the Oakland Hills
is here to stay.  I doubt even just removing Eucalyptus trees would eliminate problems, but it can
be done with less drastic means.
 
These are some of the environmental factors inadequately address in the EIS, from what I’ve read.
 
Yours truly,
 
Tim Morgan
916-445-7342

 221_Morgan_Tim 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 610

mailto:tmorgan@eaap.ca.gov
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org


From: amossman2@juno.com
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Oakland trees
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 4:02:26 PM

Regarding the proposed huge tree removal from the Oakland hills, I agree with the
many negative comments you have already received and will not repeat them here,
but rather I'd like to add observations which you may not have considered. 
 
One group of proponents wishes to restrict the plants on the hills to "native species". 
The original native growth was mostly thousand year old redwoods and plants which
grow with them.  There is no way to return to that native state.  The trees which
replaced them do form a forest which does a lot of good and has lived there for many
years without major problem, not a bad substitute considering that most alternatives
would have been worse, and individual problem areas can be addressed case by
case. 
 
The fire storm which swept down from the tunnel highlands was caused by human
error not by any special quality of the trees.  If the brush fire had been actually put
out there would have been no fire.  During Santa Ana wind conditions all leaves for
the firemen  should be cancelled and all fire personnel should be on alert.  Any small
fires such as the brush fire in question should be continuously flooded with spray for
hours, perhaps all night.  The ground would soak the water making it impossible to
support a fire.  Those winds die down during the night so water can accumulate. 
None of this was done during those drastic conditions which occurred that weekend. 
My point is that the idea that this fire indicates a high fire danger from the trees is
incorrect.  For example, a house on my block in Oakland caught fire, the fire
department responded and put out the blaze, the occupants left for the night, the
firemen left too and the house burned down during the night.  No trees in sight. 
Human error again.  With normal care the Oakland area forests are not a great fire
danger.  They can burn, but that one event is being misused as an excuse to cut
them down. 
 
The grasses which brown in the summer on all the hills around are non native species
and are a true fire danger.  There are some efforts to reduce the amount of such
grasses but they are only partly successful.  Remember the big one was caused by a
grass fire allowed to re ignite. 
 
Obviously there are other agendas here whose proponents are using fire danger as an
excuse to cut trees.  Those agendas should be addressed on their own, case by case. 
It is my opinion and experience that the present forest does so much good in so
many ways that other agendas would have a high bar to reach in order to justify
cutting down the forest or even part of it.  Any plan to cut massive amounts such as
the one being presented is completely against the public good.  
 
Sincerely,
 
Albert P. Mossman
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From: mramato
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Fw: tree removal
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 11:28:55 PM

-----Forwarded Message-----
>From: mramato <mramato@earthlink.net>
>Sent: Jun 4, 2013 10:56 PM
>To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@femadhs.gov
>Subject: tree removal
>
>To whom this may concern,  I could only agree with the tree removal project throughout the East Bay
Regional Park District land IF and only IF the trees are removed slowly over a 10 year period and
replacement trees  such as redwood, bay, oak and other trees are immediately planted in their stead..to
remove all the trees at once would be a mini-ecological disaster . The canopy that the trees provide is
home to avian as well as mammalian species...the trees also provide shelter from the sun for those of
us who like to hike as well as for the animals that we occasionally get a glimpse of...the trees, be they
eucalyptus or oak, also take up the excess co2 in the environment and exhale the oxygen that we
humans prefer to inhale. And if you cut them down please do NOT apply herbicides to the stumps of
the eucalyptus. That will only end up in the small creeks  which I have noticed sometimes hold a very
fragile community of tiny trout...I dont think they could survive the toxins in the water...I appreciate the
SF Chronicle informing the public of this impending disaster...Rose Amato
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From: Richard A Muller
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Elizabeth Muller; Rosemary Muller; Rahal Waladi; Melinda Muller; Rachel Findley
Subject: Eucalyptus
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 3:58:43 PM

Dear FEMA,

Please do not cut down the beautiful and historic eucalyptus that cover the hills behind my home. 

They look as if they were painted by Vincent van Gogh!  They rise tall and gracefully into the skyline.  I
am 69 years old, and walking through them several times each week is one of my great pleasures.  The
smell is refreshing.  The play of light through their rustling leaves is lovely.

They are more "native" than I am, even though I have lived here most of my life.  Anything over 100
years old can be legally classified as an "antique."  They are certainly historic.  They were planted
before my grandfather was born -- before my granddaughter's great-great-grandfather was born. 
Some botanists claim they are not native.  If they aren't, then neither are the people who live in this
area.

Some people say that the trees present a fire danger.  However that claim needs to be evaluated
locally.  In the hills they intercept much of the fog, and that can reduce fire danger; they replace
grasses which can spread fire even more rapidly.  Don't evaluate the threat solely from Eucalyptus
statistics in other locations.  Beware of the Euca haters who put forth untested and unexamined
arguments claiming scientific basis when, in fact, they are just making up plausible but not necessarily
true claims.  You'll hear a lot of pseudoscience claims from "experts" who have never published a single
scientific paper. 

The planned cutting, with hiking trails denied for three years, will also interfere greatly with my weekly
exercise hikes. Three years is a long time!  And the Eucalyptus provides some of the best wind breaks
in those hills.

Richard Muller
Professor of Physics, U.C. Berkeley
2831 Garber St.
Berkeley CA 94705
(2 blocks away from the beautiful historic Eucalyptus trees on the hill)
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From: Muriel Strand
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EIS for "hazardous fire risk reduction"
Date: Monday, May 20, 2013 5:05:46 PM

the proposed project is a cure worse than the disease.

clearcutting thousands of trees will destabilize hillsides and lead to increased sedimentation of san
francisco bay as well as substantially increase the danger of landslides.

drenching the landscape with glyphosate will compromise the health of many plants and animals for no
good reason.

this is totally crazy and this idea should be dropped immediately. the environmental impact will be
worse than the alleged hazard it pretends to prevent.

just the increased carbon dioxide emissions are enough of a reason to deep-six this insanity.

Muriel Strand, P.E.

PO Box 5625
Sacramento CA 95817

If you are proved right, you accomplish little; but if you are proved wrong, you gain much: you learn
the truth.
     - Hasidic proverb

www.perma-investment.blogspot.com/
www.work4sustenance.blogspot.com
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From: Nathan J. Winograd
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: No on Berkeley/Oakland Tree Removal
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2013 10:27:15 AM

We are residents of the Oakland hills and we are writing to you in
opposition to the current Draft EIS plan by UC Berkeley and Oakland to
cut down/poison 50,000 eucalyptus, acacia and pine trees in the Oakland
and Berkeley hills.

Those of us who chose to live in the Oakland hills did so because of
their natural beauty. To be surrounded by majestic, towering trees – to
quite literally live within a forest – is the reason we moved here. To
us, it does not matter what the species of those trees are, and to most
people, it doesn’t matter. However, a small group of individuals who
have an irrational hatred of certain species of trees that transcends
bias into the realm of fanaticism are continually threatening to destroy
the natural habitat where we live, to reduce the beautiful landscape of
towering trees to stumps and decay. And they do so by misportraying
particular species of trees as “non-native,” an unscientific, wholly
arbitrary distinction that scapegoats some species for eradication based
on wholly subjective criteria and narrow, personal prejudice.

My family lives here and we don’t want this, my neighbors don’t want
this, and it is certainly not in the best interest of the animals who
also call the forest home and who will be displaced and killed by the
plan to decimate their habitat through clear cutting and poisons. The
current Draft EIS is unacceptable as it will inflict enormous
environmental damage, expose the public and wildlife to thousands of
gallons of toxic herbicide, destroy raptor habitats, destabilize steep
slopes, and actually increase the risk of hazardous wildfires.

FEMA should retract this EIS and remove those portions of the EIS that
call for clear-cutting tall trees. For true fire abatement, the EIS
should instead support a far less destructive methodology that would
focus on a "species-neutral" approach, focusing on eliminating ground
fuels and the fire ladder, thinning where appropriate, and limbing up as
needed to ensure minimal risk of crown fires. This would also prevent
the loss of thousands of CO2 absorbing trees at a time when the
interests of our planet dictate that we should be planting more trees,
not eliminating thousands of them. Killing more than 50,000 trees and
poisoning them for up to 10 years will have disastrous effects on this
beautiful and healthy ecosystem, and cannot be allowed to happen.

My family and I don’t want to live in an environmental war zone, to
watch with sorrow and great heartbreak as decades old trees fall to the
chainsaw, to see animals displaced, harmed and poisoned, to watch
beautiful, lush forests be reduced to hillsides of barren stumps merely
to satisfy the perverse preferences of a tiny but very vocal, very
persistent minority which cleverly cloaks their agenda of destruction in
an faux “environmentalism” disguise. Please, the proposed plan does
nothing but satisfy the interests of a very small, very extreme
consistency that does not have the greater good or the interests of
those who actually live in the hills in mind. They are using FEMA funds
to mask an agenda they have long had and one that does not enjoy popular
support: clear cutting the stunningly beautiful Oakland and Berkeley hills.
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We bought our home in late 2007 just before the beginning of the Great
Recession. As it is, our home has already lost several hundred thousand
dollars worth of property value. A plan that would threaten one of the
most appealing characteristics of the hills – the forest – would place
our property value in even greater jeopardy, Shouldn’t the economic and
aesthetic interests of those of us who live in the hills and therefore
have a very keen interest in the continued existence of the forests
outweigh the interests of people who are motivated by nothing more than
a warped philosophical disdain for certain trees? In the end, what do
they gain and what do we stand to lose? Victory for them is an ugly,
barren hillside of stumps, a tree cemetery that is painful and
heartbreaking to look at and which will cause property values in the
hills to plummet even further. It isn’t fair. In fact, it is the very
definition of insane. Please, stop the madness. Save one of the Bay
area’s greatest treasures: the forests of the Berkeley and Oakland hills.

Nathan & Jennifer Winograd
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From: lechroy@gmail.com on behalf of Lech Naumovich,Golden Hour Restoration Institute
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments on EIS
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:47:33 PM
Attachments: Comment letter - FEMA Hazardous Fuels Reduction in East Bay - Golden Hour Restoration Institute.pdf

Please find the attached PDF with EIS comments. Thank you for confirming receipt
of this document.
Sincerely, 
Lech Naumovich

-- 
Lech Naumovich

Executive Director
Golden Hour Restoration Institute
Alameda, CA 
www.goldenhour.org

The mission of the Golden Hour Restoration Institute is to provide engaging, science-based instruction and
project leadership in order to conserve and restore native species and habitats.
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A dynamic, inspiring field 
 


A dynamic, inspiring field-based restoration ecology institute 


 


 


Golden Hour Restoration Institute  Alameda, CA  510-495-5885  a 501(c)3 non-profit   www.goldenhour.org 


JUNE 17, 2013 
 
To: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
500 C Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20472 
 


RE: COMMENTS ON HAZARDOUS FIRE RISK REDUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 


STATEMENT: CONTRACT NO.: HSFEHQ-09-D-1128 
 
To whom it may concern; 


Pursuant of the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) [42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321–4347], we 


are providing the following comments on the FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental 


Impact Statement. Golden Hour Restoration Institute is a small non-profit that provides engaging, 


science-based instruction and project leadership in order to conserve and restore native species and 


habitats. Golden Hour staff has worked extensively in the East Bay Hills and provides guidance to a 


number of projects in the Claremont Canyon area. While our organization does support the concept of 


the proposed project, we believe that once the planning is adequately vetted, the implementation of 


this project will be a critical component to its success for both fire reduction and habitat restoration.  


Implementation details are critical to understanding environmental impacts as described by NEPA.  


The Oakland-Berkeley hills, in particular, have a storied history of wildland-urban fires, as well as plans 


to attempt to reduce fuels. These same areas are home to extremely unique flora and fauna including 


some 100+ locally rare plants (See EBCNPS comment letter) and several state-listed animals. 


Management activities if well intentioned and executed can improve or create habitat for some of the 


rarest flora and fauna including the Pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida) and the Alameda 


whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis).  Some fuel reduction treatments have been successful in reducing 


eucalyptus while retain native vegetation; others projects have potentially increased the risk of ignition 


and fire while allowing for the spread of invasive species. We have been working with local agencies, 


park districts and non-profits in order to help identify critical factors that minimize environmental 


impacts while increasing habitat quality for native species, increasing fire awareness and fire safety.   


General Comments 


The EIS fails to provide organized, detailed information on how the physical work will proceed. 


Although this is not typically included in an EIS document, the manner by which the work is completed 


is critical in the assessment of what impacts may occur. Additionally, the methodology by which trees 
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are removed, invasives are reduced, and how follow up work will be completed is essential to the long 


term impacts of this project.  How the treatment is conducted may be as important as where it occurs.  


Timing, approach and the type of tools used should be critical components of this environmental 


review. We recommend text and an appendix that would closely outline a few removal scenarios in the 


treatment areas. 


Monitoring and follow-up treatments are the key to long term success of such projects.  This document 


fails to provide information to reveal that the authors understand the value of monitoring.  Section 


5.1.2.2.1 Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (MMP’s) is at best a cursory attempt at a rigorous, well-


vetted MMP that will help ensure this project is successful. The East Bay Regional Park District is 


conducting similar work and they at least have created a standard form which is publically accessible 


once a treatment prescription is approved. We recommend a similar form be presented in this 


document with specifics on how the 3, 7, and 10 year monitoring will be completed besides the 


obvious comparison of aerial photographs. The procedure and form should be vetted beyond a draft 


form in the FEIS document. 


Critical Failures in Past Fuels Reduction Projects 


I (Lech Naumovich) have been involved with fuels reduction/habitat improvement projects (through 


various employers: Golden Hour, California Native Plant Society-East Bay Chapter, independent 


consultant) with Garber Park Stewards, The Claremont Canyon Conservancy, The City of Oakland, 


University of California at Berkeley, and the East Bay Park District.  Each of these organizations has 


carried out or contributed to fuels management.  While much of the physical on-the-ground work is 


completed by contractors and agency professionals, input from volunteers and locals has helped shape 


the specific treatment so that the desired results are achieved. Volunteers cannot and should not serve 


as a replacement, but rather a complement to the fuels work. In most cases where failures occurred 


and impacts were aggravated occurred when agencies/contractors (A/C’s) or even a single person 


within an A/C tried to undertake a project without a complete understanding of the ecological setting 


and its constraints. Involved local volunteer groups can often help provide critical information that is 


otherwise forgotten at the time of treatment.  


The following are critical components that led to past failures in fuels management and increased 


environmental impact during the project implementation phase: 


 A lack of expertise in the ecology of the local area including understanding when fuels 


reduction most effectively ties in with habitat restoration. We highly recommend that the 


direct supervisor undertaking the fuels treatment be supported on site by an ecologist or 


botanist – the equivalent of a biological monitor with the ability to provide input to the 
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treatment. The A/C undertaking treatment is often more focused on the machinery, while a 


biologist can provide ecological guidance. 


 A lack of leadership from the project lead. Often the project lead is not on site when critical 


work is being undertaken. Although they may understand the project and its impacts, typically 


all the management staff is not as well versed in the project. Typically, the actual construction 


foreman often doesn’t understand the potential environmental impacts of the project as well 


as the office personnel, and this creates a disconnect. Typically, poorly informed decisions can 


occur at critical junctures due to this disconnect. 


 Poor communication between agencies. The project leads should be required to have regular 


meetings wherein all parties can come meet and discuss concurrent operations. These 


meetings may help minimize confusion around treatments, timing and shared responsibilities. 


Additionally, regular meetings can create a forum wherein all partners have access to each 


other and can share general information about project implementation successes and 


difficulties. 


 Lack of public involvement. Although FEMA will be funding this first critical step in reducing fire 


danger, it should be completed in a manner that engages the public. People react most 


adversely when they are surprised. FEMA and its partners should work to minimize the surprise 


factor by considering neighborhood project liaisons who can be briefed regularly about ongoing 


activities. The liaisons can then share information through social media and neighborhood 


networks. Public involvement should help create long term interest in fuels and resource 


management long after the contractors have departed. Additionally, the public often can share 


local expertise and help contractors complete projects with greater success. Golden Hour has 


expertise in engaging layperson project managers that can help continue to steward critical fire 


prone landscapes and help bring attention and resources to areas in need of treatment.  


Critical Opportunities for Success 


The projects that we believe epitomize success are ones that have successfully integrated a multi-


disciplinary approach to reducing the risk of wildfire.  Treatment of fuels and ecological management is 


only a part of a long term solution. In fact, many of the Alternatives listed in in Section 3.3 Alternatives 


Considered but Eliminated from the Study are critical components of a multidisciplinary approach to 


make fire safety a priority in high risk areas. Although this FEMA project is limited in scope, there 


should be considerations and finances for a second round of funding that will follow-up the initial 


treatment with more contract work, as well as: 


1. Increase public awareness about fire history in the region 


2. Increase awareness about how to homes can be made more safe from embers 
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3. Increase an understanding about how natural resources at the wildland-urban interface 


need regular management due to the permanent effects of human infrastructure 


4. Create a small grants clearinghouse to allow for interested public to apply for funding to 


re-treat or improve treatment in any given polygon that has been reviewed by this 


document. These grants should be reviewed and approved in a timely manner. 


Given the scope of this project, it is imperative that a coordinator position be created that manages 


all the different agencies and ongoing treatments. This person should have strong interpersonal skills, 


leadership experience, and in depth knowledge about fire ecology and the local vegetation and fauna. 


This hire should be onsite for many of the treatments when they reach critical stages.  


Thank you for continuing to improve the existing document so that there is a clear and robust way that 


communication between all involved parties. There should be a portal for the public to learn about the 


progress of this project as it is in progress.  


Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further questions. 


 


Sincerely, 


 Lech Naumovich 


Lech Naumovich 


Executive Director, Golden Hour Restoration Institute 


 


 







From: lechroy@gmail.com on behalf of Lech Naumovich,Golden Hour Restoration Institute
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments on EIS
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:47:33 PM
Attachments: Comment letter - FEMA Hazardous Fuels Reduction in East Bay - Golden Hour Restoration Institute.pdf

Please find the attached PDF with EIS comments. Thank you for confirming receipt
of this document.
Sincerely, 
Lech Naumovich

-- 
Lech Naumovich

Executive Director
Golden Hour Restoration Institute
Alameda, CA 
www.goldenhour.org

The mission of the Golden Hour Restoration Institute is to provide engaging, science-based instruction and
project leadership in order to conserve and restore native species and habitats.
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Golden Hour Restoration Institute  Alameda, CA  510-495-5885  a 501(c)3 non-profit   www.goldenhour.org 


JUNE 17, 2013 
 
To: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
500 C Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20472 
 


RE: COMMENTS ON HAZARDOUS FIRE RISK REDUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 


STATEMENT: CONTRACT NO.: HSFEHQ-09-D-1128 
 
To whom it may concern; 


Pursuant of the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) [42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321–4347], we 


are providing the following comments on the FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental 


Impact Statement. Golden Hour Restoration Institute is a small non-profit that provides engaging, 


science-based instruction and project leadership in order to conserve and restore native species and 


habitats. Golden Hour staff has worked extensively in the East Bay Hills and provides guidance to a 


number of projects in the Claremont Canyon area. While our organization does support the concept of 


the proposed project, we believe that once the planning is adequately vetted, the implementation of 


this project will be a critical component to its success for both fire reduction and habitat restoration.  


Implementation details are critical to understanding environmental impacts as described by NEPA.  


The Oakland-Berkeley hills, in particular, have a storied history of wildland-urban fires, as well as plans 


to attempt to reduce fuels. These same areas are home to extremely unique flora and fauna including 


some 100+ locally rare plants (See EBCNPS comment letter) and several state-listed animals. 


Management activities if well intentioned and executed can improve or create habitat for some of the 


rarest flora and fauna including the Pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida) and the Alameda 


whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis).  Some fuel reduction treatments have been successful in reducing 


eucalyptus while retain native vegetation; others projects have potentially increased the risk of ignition 


and fire while allowing for the spread of invasive species. We have been working with local agencies, 


park districts and non-profits in order to help identify critical factors that minimize environmental 


impacts while increasing habitat quality for native species, increasing fire awareness and fire safety.   


General Comments 


The EIS fails to provide organized, detailed information on how the physical work will proceed. 


Although this is not typically included in an EIS document, the manner by which the work is completed 


is critical in the assessment of what impacts may occur. Additionally, the methodology by which trees 
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are removed, invasives are reduced, and how follow up work will be completed is essential to the long 


term impacts of this project.  How the treatment is conducted may be as important as where it occurs.  


Timing, approach and the type of tools used should be critical components of this environmental 


review. We recommend text and an appendix that would closely outline a few removal scenarios in the 


treatment areas. 


Monitoring and follow-up treatments are the key to long term success of such projects.  This document 


fails to provide information to reveal that the authors understand the value of monitoring.  Section 


5.1.2.2.1 Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (MMP’s) is at best a cursory attempt at a rigorous, well-


vetted MMP that will help ensure this project is successful. The East Bay Regional Park District is 


conducting similar work and they at least have created a standard form which is publically accessible 


once a treatment prescription is approved. We recommend a similar form be presented in this 


document with specifics on how the 3, 7, and 10 year monitoring will be completed besides the 


obvious comparison of aerial photographs. The procedure and form should be vetted beyond a draft 


form in the FEIS document. 


Critical Failures in Past Fuels Reduction Projects 


I (Lech Naumovich) have been involved with fuels reduction/habitat improvement projects (through 


various employers: Golden Hour, California Native Plant Society-East Bay Chapter, independent 


consultant) with Garber Park Stewards, The Claremont Canyon Conservancy, The City of Oakland, 


University of California at Berkeley, and the East Bay Park District.  Each of these organizations has 


carried out or contributed to fuels management.  While much of the physical on-the-ground work is 


completed by contractors and agency professionals, input from volunteers and locals has helped shape 


the specific treatment so that the desired results are achieved. Volunteers cannot and should not serve 


as a replacement, but rather a complement to the fuels work. In most cases where failures occurred 


and impacts were aggravated occurred when agencies/contractors (A/C’s) or even a single person 


within an A/C tried to undertake a project without a complete understanding of the ecological setting 


and its constraints. Involved local volunteer groups can often help provide critical information that is 


otherwise forgotten at the time of treatment.  


The following are critical components that led to past failures in fuels management and increased 


environmental impact during the project implementation phase: 


 A lack of expertise in the ecology of the local area including understanding when fuels 


reduction most effectively ties in with habitat restoration. We highly recommend that the 


direct supervisor undertaking the fuels treatment be supported on site by an ecologist or 


botanist – the equivalent of a biological monitor with the ability to provide input to the 







 


 


Golden Hour Restoration Institute  Alameda, CA  510-495-5885  a 501(c)3 non-profit   www.goldenhour.org 


 


treatment. The A/C undertaking treatment is often more focused on the machinery, while a 


biologist can provide ecological guidance. 


 A lack of leadership from the project lead. Often the project lead is not on site when critical 


work is being undertaken. Although they may understand the project and its impacts, typically 


all the management staff is not as well versed in the project. Typically, the actual construction 


foreman often doesn’t understand the potential environmental impacts of the project as well 


as the office personnel, and this creates a disconnect. Typically, poorly informed decisions can 


occur at critical junctures due to this disconnect. 


 Poor communication between agencies. The project leads should be required to have regular 


meetings wherein all parties can come meet and discuss concurrent operations. These 


meetings may help minimize confusion around treatments, timing and shared responsibilities. 


Additionally, regular meetings can create a forum wherein all partners have access to each 


other and can share general information about project implementation successes and 


difficulties. 


 Lack of public involvement. Although FEMA will be funding this first critical step in reducing fire 


danger, it should be completed in a manner that engages the public. People react most 


adversely when they are surprised. FEMA and its partners should work to minimize the surprise 


factor by considering neighborhood project liaisons who can be briefed regularly about ongoing 


activities. The liaisons can then share information through social media and neighborhood 


networks. Public involvement should help create long term interest in fuels and resource 


management long after the contractors have departed. Additionally, the public often can share 


local expertise and help contractors complete projects with greater success. Golden Hour has 


expertise in engaging layperson project managers that can help continue to steward critical fire 


prone landscapes and help bring attention and resources to areas in need of treatment.  


Critical Opportunities for Success 


The projects that we believe epitomize success are ones that have successfully integrated a multi-


disciplinary approach to reducing the risk of wildfire.  Treatment of fuels and ecological management is 


only a part of a long term solution. In fact, many of the Alternatives listed in in Section 3.3 Alternatives 


Considered but Eliminated from the Study are critical components of a multidisciplinary approach to 


make fire safety a priority in high risk areas. Although this FEMA project is limited in scope, there 


should be considerations and finances for a second round of funding that will follow-up the initial 


treatment with more contract work, as well as: 


1. Increase public awareness about fire history in the region 


2. Increase awareness about how to homes can be made more safe from embers 
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3. Increase an understanding about how natural resources at the wildland-urban interface 


need regular management due to the permanent effects of human infrastructure 


4. Create a small grants clearinghouse to allow for interested public to apply for funding to 


re-treat or improve treatment in any given polygon that has been reviewed by this 


document. These grants should be reviewed and approved in a timely manner. 


Given the scope of this project, it is imperative that a coordinator position be created that manages 


all the different agencies and ongoing treatments. This person should have strong interpersonal skills, 


leadership experience, and in depth knowledge about fire ecology and the local vegetation and fauna. 


This hire should be onsite for many of the treatments when they reach critical stages.  


Thank you for continuing to improve the existing document so that there is a clear and robust way that 


communication between all involved parties. There should be a portal for the public to learn about the 


progress of this project as it is in progress.  


Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further questions. 


 


Sincerely, 


 Lech Naumovich 


Lech Naumovich 


Executive Director, Golden Hour Restoration Institute 


 


 







A dynamic, inspiring field 
 

A dynamic, inspiring field-based restoration ecology institute 

 

JUNE 17, 2013 
 
To: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
500 C Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20472 
 

RE: COMMENTS ON HAZARDOUS FIRE RISK REDUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT: CONTRACT NO.: HSFEHQ-09-D-1128 
 
To whom it may concern; 

Pursuant of the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) [42 U.S. Code [U.S.C.] §§ 4321–4347], we 

are providing the following comments on the FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental 

Impact Statement. Golden Hour Restoration Institute is a small non-profit that provides engaging, 

science-based instruction and project leadership in order to conserve and restore native species and 

habitats. Golden Hour staff has worked extensively in the East Bay Hills and provides guidance to a 

number of projects in the Claremont Canyon area. While our organization does support the concept of 

the proposed project, we believe that once the planning is adequately vetted, the implementation of 

this project will be a critical component to its success for both fire reduction and habitat restoration.  

Implementation details are critical to understanding environmental impacts as described by NEPA.  

The Oakland-Berkeley hills, in particular, have a storied history of wildland-urban fires, as well as plans 

to attempt to reduce fuels. These same areas are home to extremely unique flora and fauna including 

some 100+ locally rare plants (See EBCNPS comment letter) and several state-listed animals. 

Management activities if well intentioned and executed can improve or create habitat for some of the 

rarest flora and fauna including the Pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida) and the Alameda 

whipsnake (Masticophis lateralis).  Some fuel reduction treatments have been successful in reducing 

eucalyptus while retain native vegetation; others projects have potentially increased the risk of ignition 

and fire while allowing for the spread of invasive species. We have been working with local agencies, 

park districts and non-profits in order to help identify critical factors that minimize environmental 

impacts while increasing habitat quality for native species, increasing fire awareness and fire safety.   

General Comments 

The EIS fails to provide organized, detailed information on how the physical work will proceed. 

Although this is not typically included in an EIS document, the manner by which the work is completed 

is critical in the assessment of what impacts may occur. Additionally, the methodology by which trees 
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are removed, invasives are reduced, and how follow up work will be completed is essential to the long 

term impacts of this project.  How the treatment is conducted may be as important as where it occurs.  

Timing, approach and the type of tools used should be critical components of this environmental 

review. We recommend text and an appendix that would closely outline a few removal scenarios in the 

treatment areas. 

Monitoring and follow-up treatments are the key to long term success of such projects.  This document 

fails to provide information to reveal that the authors understand the value of monitoring.  Section 

5.1.2.2.1 Mitigation and Monitoring Plans (MMP’s) is at best a cursory attempt at a rigorous, well-

vetted MMP that will help ensure this project is successful. The East Bay Regional Park District is 

conducting similar work and they at least have created a standard form which is publically accessible 

once a treatment prescription is approved. We recommend a similar form be presented in this 

document with specifics on how the 3, 7, and 10 year monitoring will be completed besides the 

obvious comparison of aerial photographs. The procedure and form should be vetted beyond a draft 

form in the FEIS document. 

Critical Failures in Past Fuels Reduction Projects 

I (Lech Naumovich) have been involved with fuels reduction/habitat improvement projects (through 

various employers: Golden Hour, California Native Plant Society-East Bay Chapter, independent 

consultant) with Garber Park Stewards, The Claremont Canyon Conservancy, The City of Oakland, 

University of California at Berkeley, and the East Bay Park District.  Each of these organizations has 

carried out or contributed to fuels management.  While much of the physical on-the-ground work is 

completed by contractors and agency professionals, input from volunteers and locals has helped shape 

the specific treatment so that the desired results are achieved. Volunteers cannot and should not serve 

as a replacement, but rather a complement to the fuels work. In most cases where failures occurred 

and impacts were aggravated occurred when agencies/contractors (A/C’s) or even a single person 

within an A/C tried to undertake a project without a complete understanding of the ecological setting 

and its constraints. Involved local volunteer groups can often help provide critical information that is 

otherwise forgotten at the time of treatment.  

The following are critical components that led to past failures in fuels management and increased 

environmental impact during the project implementation phase: 

 A lack of expertise in the ecology of the local area including understanding when fuels 

reduction most effectively ties in with habitat restoration. We highly recommend that the 

direct supervisor undertaking the fuels treatment be supported on site by an ecologist or 

botanist – the equivalent of a biological monitor with the ability to provide input to the 
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treatment. The A/C undertaking treatment is often more focused on the machinery, while a 

biologist can provide ecological guidance. 

 A lack of leadership from the project lead. Often the project lead is not on site when critical 

work is being undertaken. Although they may understand the project and its impacts, typically 

all the management staff is not as well versed in the project. Typically, the actual construction 

foreman often doesn’t understand the potential environmental impacts of the project as well 

as the office personnel, and this creates a disconnect. Typically, poorly informed decisions can 

occur at critical junctures due to this disconnect. 

 Poor communication between agencies. The project leads should be required to have regular 

meetings wherein all parties can come meet and discuss concurrent operations. These 

meetings may help minimize confusion around treatments, timing and shared responsibilities. 

Additionally, regular meetings can create a forum wherein all partners have access to each 

other and can share general information about project implementation successes and 

difficulties. 

 Lack of public involvement. Although FEMA will be funding this first critical step in reducing fire 

danger, it should be completed in a manner that engages the public. People react most 

adversely when they are surprised. FEMA and its partners should work to minimize the surprise 

factor by considering neighborhood project liaisons who can be briefed regularly about ongoing 

activities. The liaisons can then share information through social media and neighborhood 

networks. Public involvement should help create long term interest in fuels and resource 

management long after the contractors have departed. Additionally, the public often can share 

local expertise and help contractors complete projects with greater success. Golden Hour has 

expertise in engaging layperson project managers that can help continue to steward critical fire 

prone landscapes and help bring attention and resources to areas in need of treatment.  

Critical Opportunities for Success 

The projects that we believe epitomize success are ones that have successfully integrated a multi-

disciplinary approach to reducing the risk of wildfire.  Treatment of fuels and ecological management is 

only a part of a long term solution. In fact, many of the Alternatives listed in in Section 3.3 Alternatives 

Considered but Eliminated from the Study are critical components of a multidisciplinary approach to 

make fire safety a priority in high risk areas. Although this FEMA project is limited in scope, there 

should be considerations and finances for a second round of funding that will follow-up the initial 

treatment with more contract work, as well as: 

1. Increase public awareness about fire history in the region 

2. Increase awareness about how to homes can be made more safe from embers 
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3. Increase an understanding about how natural resources at the wildland-urban interface 

need regular management due to the permanent effects of human infrastructure 

4. Create a small grants clearinghouse to allow for interested public to apply for funding to 

re-treat or improve treatment in any given polygon that has been reviewed by this 

document. These grants should be reviewed and approved in a timely manner. 

Given the scope of this project, it is imperative that a coordinator position be created that manages 

all the different agencies and ongoing treatments. This person should have strong interpersonal skills, 

leadership experience, and in depth knowledge about fire ecology and the local vegetation and fauna. 

This hire should be onsite for many of the treatments when they reach critical stages.  

Thank you for continuing to improve the existing document so that there is a clear and robust way that 

communication between all involved parties. There should be a portal for the public to learn about the 

progress of this project as it is in progress.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me with any further questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 Lech Naumovich 

Lech Naumovich 

Executive Director, Golden Hour Restoration Institute 
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From: Negar
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Against the plan to clear cut in Berkeley
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 12:49:34 PM

Dear FEMA,

Yes, forest fires happen. Are we supposed to clear cut all the forests with homes
nearby and salt the earth with herbicide? This is ridiculous. And a "wildlife
movement corridor" is supposed to fix everything? You're removing animals from
their homes, decreasing their habitat, forcing them into a new place, and will
inevitably kill some in your clear cutting efforts. You're decimating animals and
vegetation long-term for a short-sighted goal. Stop.

Negar
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From: Nicole Walthall
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public Comments Re: East Bay Hills Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:49:21 AM

EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov

Public Comments Re:  East Bay Hills  Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

1. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately address the effects of these projects
on Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in carbon sequestration capacity.
The analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to adequately consider
the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from these projects. We ask that
you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of
cutting down 100,000 tall trees.

2. The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as currently
written in that it does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the
herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully
consider all the implications of the expected herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees,
but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of the loss
of shade canopy. 

3. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately analyze reasonable alternatives
proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far
more effective methods have been proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS
needs to be retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable alternatives rather than simply
dismissing them without any serious analysis.

4. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately the effects on air quality resulting from
the proposed plan. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the
implications of the proposed projects on air quality.

5. The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in the
hills is unacceptable because it relies on a fire model that is fundamentally flawed in that it
compares the risk of the current environment iwth the environment that would exist the
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day after 100k+ trees are cut. This is a meaningless comparison as the EIS does not specify
any means by which the project proponents will maintain the environment in this state.
Because of this, shortly after the projects are completed, the fire danger will increase as
more flammable weed/brush and tall grass vegetation takes hold. Because of this, we ask
that you retract the EIS and rework it to modify the fire modeling to compare the current
state to the expected new equilibrium state, not a completely meaningless state.

5. The argument that getting rid of eucalyptus trees helps to reduce fire risk is a
questionable one.  What will be left when those trees are cut down is: grass, brush, wood
chips and FELLED eucalyptus.  All wildly flammable.  Many argued that mature trees attract
fog/moisture; keep the water table up, temps down, etc. It should be considered that
mature trees are LOWER risk than the proposed alternative.

6. Please consider the following evidence in your FEIS:  On Angel Island: just as many fires
there since clear-cutting as before.  

7. Please evaluate completely in the FEIS:  Whether or not native species ACTUALLY will re-
propogate on their own.  

8. Please evaluate use of ROUND-UP impacts on HUMANS (as well as wildlife/fish) by using
the modern scientific evidence of the pesticide’s breakdown chemicals ending up in
HUMAN bodies and acting as endocrine disruptors.

9. Please require the funded agencies (UC Berkeley, City of Oakland)  to disclose any long
term plans to develop the “fire” areas they are supposedly using your federal funding to
“clear cut”.  If this is readying for built out rather than fire safety (because how could 3
feet of mulch be considered fire safe), then this is an entirely bogus use of federal funds.
(and illegal).

Thank you for your responses to my comments,
Nicole Walthall
Berkeley CA
nwalthall@hotmail.com
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From: John O"Brien
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 1:42:56 PM

Hello,
I have just become aware of this issue and feel somewhat connected to it as
a former resident of Berkeley. Having read (among other articles) the story
in the Berkeley Daily Planet, I want to weigh in with the author:

"What I suspect is that a much more gradual approach to replacing the eucs with
natives should be employed, one which among other things closely monitors the
potential devastation which sudden oak death might wreak on native oaks, California
bays and other susceptible parts of the original hills ecosystem. Fears about using
the Monsanto herbicide Roundup to prevent re-sprouting would be allayed if non-
chemical mechanical means of dealing with unwanted sprouts could be employed. 

"Of course, doing things slowly and carefully would be more expensive. In the end,
decisions like this often come down to money, sadly."

My 2 cents is NO to herbicide use, an ABSOLUTE NO on that. 

Thanks for your consideration

J

-- 
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Karin Obal 
776 65th Street 

Oakland, CA 94609 

~~~~ 2013~1] 
BY: _____ _ 

June 6, 2013 

FEMA- Public Comment 
P.O. Box 72379 
Oakland, CA 94612-8579. 

Re: UC Berkeley /City of Oakland Deforestation request 

EIS means Environmental Impact Statement, correct? I have seen quite a bit of view point) 
on the request of UC Berkeley and City of Oakland and the request seems skewed and 
therefore the discussion is not complete. 
I am concerned with the concept of leaving deforested trees, chipped, on the ground: 

·I grew up when sawmills let their chips and sawdust smolder, smoking for years, 
filling the air of mountain valleys with fragrant smoke. I can imagine a smoldering coastal 
range filling our air with smoke and worries about something else sparking. 

· Putting herbicides in such quantity at the top of a water shed begs for problems as 
those toxins denude the banks of streams going down & out to the bay! Imagine 
neighborhoods and property owners dealing with loss off bank stability and losing 
property as banks fall in the first heavy rains season. I can imagine damming and local 
flooding causing additional property damage. Who will take responsibility? Please confirm 
adequate emergency and litigation costs in the EIS. 

·All the efforts of preventing toxics draining to the bay will be for naught as the 
runoff rolls into the bay killing marsh flora &fauna and leaving use with heavier loss of 
fingerlings and fish than we already have. 
Did anyone talk of how much other wild life would be displaced by this? 

· Native Bees, honeybees and Beekeepers have come to depend on the eucalyptus to 
prove nectar and pollen during the three death periods we have annually. Non-native 
honeybees transformed California from a ranching and hunting economy to an agricultural 
economy. JS Harbision, the first successful importer of honeybees to California, addressed 
the National Beekeepers Association on August 19, 1903, and referred to the [importance 
of] ' red gum during mid-and late summer, for honey, and the blue gum and other varieties 
of Eucalyptus during the winter and spring for substance and increase, so that more of the 
later fine honey may be heart harvested" 

Harbison urged beekeepers to plant their own bee pasture to improve their bee 
ranges. He told of his successful efforts seeding wild sages, especially black and white and 
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From: Susan Oehser
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Hills conservation
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:44:45 PM

                                                                                                Gordon V. Oehser

                                                                                                1845 Manzanita Dr.

                                                                                                Oakland, CA 94611

Dear Sirs:

The proposal to cut down trees in the Oakland East Bay Hills is crazy.

The excuse of fire protection is false-the fires in 1991 were out of control because the Fire Chief
decided it was OK to use the water reserved for fire-flow for residential construction.  Trying to
eliminate alien species is nuts.  90% of all the grasses are non-native. Go ahead and cut down a few
eucalyptus == until you can get rid of the French broom, you haven’t done a thing.  It looks like a
boondoggle to keep down insurance rates of those who want to live close to the forest.

Please spend FEMA money on some better use.
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From: James Orman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Proposal
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 1:19:51 AM

Hello, as a concerned citizen, I propose that pumping water from aquifers, and
redirecting other water sources into areas that are fire prone is a much safer
alternative to the methods proposed in the Executive Summary. Safe in terms of the
biological health of citizens and environmental health. There are several additional
benefits.

• Increased Income from Tourism
• Reduced Carbon Dioxide Due To New Vegetation
• Long Term Reduction In Fire Risks

Please consider saving our beautiful state in the long term. Americans are counting
on your trust and integrity.

Best Regards,
   James Orman
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TO: FEMA EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov, 

FAX: (510) 627-7147 

FROM: catherine Orozco 

RE: DRAFT EIS EBH 
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OECE•ven n JUN 1 7 2013 u 
BY: _ ____ _ 

East Bay Residents are delighted that FEMA is considering proposals to reduce fire risk 
in our area. Unfortunately, proposals in the Draft EIS are completely unacceptable. The 
stated purpose of the project is to substantially reduce hazardous fire risk to people and 
structures in the East Bay Hills and the vicinity of Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline. If the 
only objective were to reduce fire risk, one could remove all trees and plants and cover 
the ground with concrete. Of course, that is ridiculous because there are other 
concerns- biological resources; soils; water resources; air quality; climate and micro
climate; aesthetics, visual quality and recreation; and human and environmental health, 
and the current proposal fails to adequately address these concerns. 

The UC application proposes to cut down 54,000 non-native trees in Strawberry 

Canyon, Claremont Canyon and Frowning Ridge. While the stated goal is to allow the 

forest to convert from a eucalyptus-dominated, non-native forest to a native forest of 

California bay laurel, oak, big-leaf maple, California buckeye, California hazelnut, and 

other native tree and shrub species, there is no plan for planting native trees, and it is 

likely that highly flammable invasive species such as scotch broom would take over. 

While UC states that native species provide less fuel to potential wildfires than the non

native species, the native bay trees provide as much fuel as the eucalyptus. I suggest a 

preferable plan is to thin dense areas, remove lower limbs from remaining trees and 

clean up all woody debris on the ground. 

UC's proposal to leave two feet deep of wood chips creates an extreme fire danger-

EBRPD's plan to leave 4 inches of chips is much safer. Furthem10re, there is no 

evidence that the chips would decompose in 5 years in the East Bay climate. 

I am troubled by the effects of the project and do not believe the mitigations are 

adequate. There will be increased potential for soil erosion and landslides. The best 

management practices do no eliminate these dangers. 
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Jun I? 13 0?:5lp C.t!!ltherine Orozco 510-540-5565 p.2 
East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 631 

1. §Qi!. The soil will be damaged by decomposing wood chips. There will be 
sedimentation of streams and water bodies during and after implementation, 
regardless of the mitigation. Herbicides will reach streams and water bodies in 
storm water runoff, even if minimized by best management practices and use 
restrictions near water. 

2. Air oollution. There will be air pollution during pile burning and broadcast burning 
of cut vegetation, including carbon monoxide emissions exceeding the California 
Air Resources Board de minimis threshold for general conformity. The FEMA 
Draft vegetation management project does not adequately address the effects of 
these projects on Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction in 
carbon sequestration capacity. The analysis uses an inappropriate baseline and 
fails to adequately consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration that will 
result from these projects. 

3. Climate and Microclimate-carbon dioxide will be created during pile burning of 
cut vegetation and broadcast burning in a few project areas. 

4. Aesthetics. Visual Quality and Recreation. I love the tall graceful eucalyptus. 
Humans enjoy walking and hiking in the forests. The dry wood chip covered hills 
and land will be nothing less than ugly. Please consider the environment-with 
no plans for planting-what will we have? 

5. Health There is great potential adverse health effects of herbicides on vegetation 
management workers, nearby residents, and users of parks and open space, 
even given the mitigated restrictions and management practices. The FEMA 
Draft EIS does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the 
herbicide use that is being proposed. It must consider all the implications of the 
expected herbicide use to kill trees and the resulting hemlock, broom, thistle, and 
poison oak that will emerge after the loss of shade canopy. 

In light of the negative effects the current proposal would have on biological resources, 
fire and fuels, climate, aesthetics and visual quality, and recreation, I urge FEMA to 
require modifications of the proposed actions as a condition of funding the applications. 

I believe the EIS should require a far less destructive methodology that focuses on 
eliminating ground fuels and the fire ladder, thinning where appropriate, and limbing up 
as needed to ensure minimal risk of crown fires. Killing more than 50,000 trees and 
poisoning them for up to 1 O years will have disastrous effects on this beautiful and 
healthy ecosystem, and cannot be allowed to happen. 
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I also believe the FEMA Draft EIS vegetation management project is unacceptable 
because it does not meet its own stated goal of reducing flame lengths to 2 feet. The 
proposed treatments will result in an environment with flame lengths of between 14 feet 
and 69 feet. This flame length is worse than what could be expected with the trees that 
exist currently. I urge you to retract the EIS and rework it to develop a proposal that 
actually fixes the problem. 

The FEMA Draft EIS vegetation management project is unacceptable because it does 
not adequately analyze reasonable alternatives proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far less 
costly, far less environmentally damaging, and far more effective methods have been 
proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS needs to be retracted and 
reworked to analyze reasonable alternatives rather than simply dismissing them without 
any serious analysis. 

The FEMA Draft EIS is unacceptable because it relies on a fire model that is 
fundamentally flawed in that it compares the risk of the current environment with the 
environment that will exist the day after some 100,000 trees are cut. This is a 
meaningless comparison, as the EIS does not specify any means by which the project 
proponents will maintain the environment in this condition. Because of this, shortly after 
the projects are completed the fire danger will begin to increase. The Draft does not 
compare the current risk to the risk that would exist 2-5 years from now if the trees were 
cut down and the earth was covered with 2 feet of eucalyptus chips and scotch broom, 
thistles and other high fire ground growth. 

I submit there are better solutions for fire prevention than clear-cutting acres of UC land 
and covering it with w feet of wood chips and herbicides. I urge you to require revision 
of the plan. In light of the negative effects the current proposal would have on biological 
resources , fire and fuels, climate, aesthetics and visual quality, and recreation, I urge 
FEMA to require modifications of the proposed actions as a condition of funding the 
applications. 

Respectfully, 

Catherine Orozco 

208 Panoramic Way 

Berkeley, CA 94704 
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From: Karen Perkins
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Removal of 80,000 trees in the East Bay Hills
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 11:40:57 PM

 
Dear Fema,
I am opposed to the proposed plan to cut down thousands of non native trees in the Berkeley and
Oakland hills.  As someone who lived in the Hills after the firestorm in 1991, I know that the fire
department's continual monitoring of the Hills and requirements for us to keep grasses cut, lower tree
branches pruned and other fire safety measures have been effective in preventing another severe fire. 
The devastation that removal of all non native trees will cause to our Regional Parks, along with UC
Berkeley and Oakland plans for tree removal, will leave our most beautiful Parks and greenbelt areas
barren and unprotected from soil erosion as well as additional fire hazards from lack of shade and
moisture given by the non native trees.  In addition, as the environmental engineering company, URS,
has written, "Monterey Pine and Acacia trees in the treatment area only pose a substantial fire danger
when growing within a eucalyptus forest."  They also write that the Eucalyptus wood chips up to 2 feet
in depth that would be left also pose a fire danger.   If Eucalyptus trees and dead, dying or
dangerous trees of other species must be removed for fire safety then they should be removed.  But
this massive cutting down of healthy trees followed by a massive use of toxic herbicides is a danger to
us, our children and pets.
I believe a less drastic plan would result in a safer and more aesthetic result.  As someone who greatly
enjoys the beauty of our greenbelt areas and Regional Parks, I hope this plan will not be approved in
its present form.
 
Sincerely,
Karen Perkins
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From: Jean Pfann
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EBH-EIS : objections to the proposed plan
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 11:27:22 AM

Dear Sirs:

I was shocked and horrified to learn of the proposed plan by FEMA for
reducing the risk of fire in the East Bay Hills.  From what I understand
of it, this plan intends to reduce the risk of damage by fire, by doing
the damage ahead of time.  The mess that is proposed to be made would
take longer for the hills to recover from, than an actual fire.

1) Wholesale clearcutting of non-native trees over a wide area, all at
once, is a drastic destructive act that will be devastating to wildlife
in the area. Wildlife will have no way to adapt. The eco-system will be
changed, and nothing is proposed that would lead to an improved
eco-system in the future. Quite the reverse: for the next ten years at
least, the environment would be continuously degraded by the application
of pesticide, and scattering of wood chips.

2) There is a problem of the environment being overwhelmed by non-native
species, but the total elimination of non-native trees is a gross
over-reaction, and a wrong policy.  Eucalyptus and Monterey pine are
both beautiful, useful trees, both for the enjoyment of people, and for
wildlife. Eucalyptus in particular is valuable for the wildlife that we
have here.  Native oaks are desirable, but eucalyptus and pine have
special virtues: beauty, climate maintenance, soil protection, wildlife
habitat.  I would be sorrowful and angry if my favorite stands of
eucalyptus were eliminated. Cutting down these trees would lead to their
eventual replacement by brittle, fire-attracting non-native shrubs and
plants like broom and star thistle.

3) Trees are essential to the health of the bay area eco-system. They
provide shelter and shade, prevent drying out of the soil, protect
native plants in the understory. The tallest trees also provide
substantial fog drip, which captures essential moisture, and reduces the
fire danger.  Trees improve the climate and help keep the bay area cool
and comfortable. Eliminating large numbers of trees all at once will
drastically change the ecological and aesthetic character of the East
Bay for a long time.

4) I fiercely object to any plan that requires the use of herbicides,
especially the extremely toxic ones that are proposed. I and many other
people in the affected area  have spent their whole lives advocating for
organic farming and gardening practices. How can you think we will
accept plan to dump huge volumes of herbicides over such a wide area of
this "green" community.

5) No plan has been made to provide for a better, healthier, more
fire-proof environment in the future.  The plan is essentially a
scorched-earth policy.  Either total suppression of growth by scattering
chips and herbicides, and after, the most likely replacement will be
non-native weed plants like star thistle and broom, already a nasty
pernicious problem.

6) The plan will lead to irreversible soil erosion, clogging of streams,
and damage to the health of the water drainage system.  The danger of
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landslide will increase.

7) The cutting and burning or slow decomposition of a forest of trees
will be a big negative contribution to the greenhouse gas problem that
is destroying our planet.

Besides these objections to the plan, based on its ineffectiveness in
meeting the long-term goal, and bad side effects, I also object that
there are better alternatives, that will meet the goal more effectively,
and make positive, rather than negative progress towards a healthier
eco-system:

1) Thin, rather than raze big stands of trees. Concentrate efforts on
brush reduction near roads and houses.

2) Aim to preserve the best stands of ecualyptus.  Leave Monterey Pines
alone unless they are sickly or too close to houses.

3) Use no herbicides

4) Cutting should be mitigated by planting of more desirable species:
shrubs, trees, and native understorey plants that will be damaged by the
fire-prevention activity.

5) Concentrate cutting effort on eliminating broom and other trash
non-native weeds, by supporting replacement of native, fire-resistant
shrubs and trees.

This alternative would have the added benefit of putting more money into
the local labor economy, instead of into chemical mega-corporations
which are already too powerful.

Yours truly,

Jean Pfann
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From: Rondi Phillips
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: FLAWED FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects
Date: Thursday, June 06, 2013 10:26:19 AM

Dear FEMA Representatives,

I am astonished and greatly concerned after learning about the FEMA draft to cut down
100,000 trees in the Oakland and Berkeley Hills.  This, I believe, would be a HUGE
mistake!  For the reasons listed below, please reconsider this draft and continue
to look for alternative measures.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in
the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately address the effects of
these projects on Greenhouse Gas emissions and the ongoing reduction
in carbon sequestration capacity. The analysis not only uses an inappropriate
baseline, but also fails to adequately consider the loss of ongoing carbon sequestration
that will result from these projects. We ask that you retract the EIS and rework
it to fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down
100,000 tall trees.

The FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as currently
written in that it does not adequately address the cost or the risks
associated with the herbicide use that is being proposed. We ask that you
retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the implications of the
expected herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also the
hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that will emerge as a result of
the loss of shade canopy.
 
The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in
the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately analyze reasonable
alternatives proposed for fire risk mitigation. Far less costly, far less
environmentally damaging, and far more effective methods have been
proposed, but the EIS fails to consider them. The EIS needs to be
retracted and reworked to analyze reasonable alternatives rather than
simply dismissing them without any serious analysis.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in
the hills is unacceptable because it does not adequately the effects on air
quality resulting from the proposed plan. We ask that you retract the EIS and
rework it to fully consider all the implications of the proposed projects on
air quality.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects in
the hills is unacceptable because it relies on a fire model that is fundamentally
flawed in that it compares the risk of the current environment with the
environment that would exist the day after 100k+ trees are cut. This is a
meaningless comparison as the EIS does not specify any means by which the project
proponents will maintain the environment in this state. Because of this, shortly after the
projects are completed, the fire danger will increase as more flammable
weed/brush and tall grass vegetation takes hold. Because of this, we ask
that you retract the EIS and rework it to modify the fire modeling to
compare the current state to the expected new equilibrium state, not a completely
meaningless state.
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Sincerely yours,
Rondi Phillips
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From: stuart phillips
To: tklatt@berkeley.edu; EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: DO NOT CUT ANY TREES IN OAKLAND/BERKELEY CA EVER!
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 2:06:04 PM

DO NOT CUT ANY TREES WHATSOEVER IN BERKELEY, OAKLAND, OR ANYWHERE IN THE BAY
AREA OF CALIFORNIA, EVER!!  THESE MISGUIDED PROJECTS WOULD ACTUALLY EXACERBATE
FIRE BY DRYING OUT SOIL, HEATING UP GROUND, CREATING MORE FLOOD & MUDSLIDE
PRONE AREAS WHERE CUT, INCREASING HEAT TO AREA.
TREES SHADE, MOISTEN SOIL, KEEP WATER FROM RUNNING AWAY, KEEP SOILS INTACT,
PROVIDE WILDLIFE & QUALITY OF LIFE HABITAT, SHADE ENVIRONMENT, CLEAN AIR.
DO NOT CUT ANY TREES IN OUR BAY AREA, EVER, THIS IS A HUGE WASTE OF MONEY THAT
DESTROYS OUR LOCAL ENVIRONMENT TOTALLY AT BEST!
stu lips, oakland, ca
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From: Susan Purtle
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: cutting of trees
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 9:32:25 AM

Please, please stop cutting down our trees, not just around Berkeley but in
all surrounding areas. Foxes, mountain lions, etc. are now being seen in
areas where they shouldn't be. Their homes are being taken away from
them. Their environment is changing so quickly they can't adjust. I'm sure
others are sending letters. Please care about our environment and our
animals.
Thank you,
Susan
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From: kpyle@sonic.net
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: kpyle@sonic.net
Subject: East Bay Hills fire risk reduction EIS
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 8:33:10 AM
Attachments: How Removing Trees Can Kill You PBS NewsHour.pdf

Dear Sirs & Madams--

I have been slogging my way through the 3,100+ pages of “Sections” and
“Appendixes” and “Summaries“ for this plan to remove trees and brush from
the East Bay Hills “in order to reduce fire danger to built-up areas.”
The sheer volume is pretty overwhelming.

And yet, four things very quickly became quite clear on page after page:

    (1) EBRPD wants to carry out a reasonable vegetation-control plan that
will reduce fire danger with the least possible impact on wildlife and
East Bay residents (which is commendable).

    (2) UC wants to turn its areas into weed-filled wastelands, which will
make it much easier for the University to build on the land and/or sell to
developers who will build there, and its plan includes heavy use of
herbicides (all of which is NOT so good for hillside stability, local
native vegetation and the wildlife that depends on it, or the surrounding
human population).

    (3) Whoever wrote this proposal is practiced in the art of setting up
false choices -- for example, summarily labeling ALL of the public's
suggestions as unreasonable/impractical, then saying the ONLY choice is to
do nothing or accept the UC/EBRPD/Oakland plans exactly as
submitted....which is obviously NOT true.

    (4) Or perhaps whoever wrote this proposal is simply oblivious to how
important trees are (for both people and wildlife) in this region
where many hillsides display nothing but dead grass for much of the year
[see attached PBS News Hour article for more about this].

I trust that you will see through all the false limitations, misleading
assumptions, and other mistakes that are scattered through this set of
documents, and help us all reach some sort of reasonable compromise.

Katherine Pyle
2209 McGee Ave
Berkeley, CA 94703
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HEALTH -- JUNE 10, 2013 AT 1:09 PM EDT


How Removing Trees Can Kill You
BY: JASON KANE


Like 4.1k


The trees died first. One hundred million of them in the eastern and
midwestern United States. The culprit: the emerald ash borer, a beetle that
entered the U.S. through Detroit in 2002 and quickly spread to Iowa, New
York, Virginia and nearly every state between. The bug attacks all 22 species
of North American ash and kills nearly every tree it infests.
Then came the humans. In the 15 states infected with the bug starting, an
additional 15,000 people died from cardiovascular disease and 6,000 more
from lower respiratory disease compared with uninfected areas of the
country.
A team of researchers with the U.S. Forest Services looked at data from 1,296
counties, accounted for the influence of other variables -- things like income,
race, and education -- and came to a simple conclusion: Having fewer trees
around may be bad for your health. Their findings, published recently in
the American Journal of Preventive Medicine, suggest an associative
rather than a direct, causal link between the death of trees and the death of
humans.
Geoffrey Donovan, a research forester at the Forest Service's Pacific
Northwest Research Station, joined the NewsHour recently to discuss why.
NEWSHOUR: Geoffrey Donovan, thank you so much for joining
us. It's an interesting premise. What made you want to study this?
DONAVON: Well my basic hypothesis was that trees improve people's
health. And if that's true, then killing 100 million of them in 10 years should
have an effect. So if we take away these 100 million trees, does the health of
humans suffer? We found that it does.
Researchers have shown this in other ways in the past. There's been some
famous research showing that people recover faster from surgery and take
fewer drugs if their hospital room has a view of trees. Other research --
including some of my own -- has shown that mothers with more trees around
their homes are less likely to have underweight babies. It's been shown that if
you put people in a natural environment, it can reduce their blood pressure,
heart rate and other measures of stress. Obviously we also know that trees
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I didn't look at pancreatic cancer or something like that. I looked at
cardiovascular disease and respiratory disease because both can be affected
by air quality and stress.
NEWSHOUR: So the emergence of the emerald ash borer
presented a new opportunity to study the effect?
DONAVON: Exactly. This is what we call a natural experiment. If the
emerald ash borer were to come around your house, you would probably
never see it because the beetle itself has no direct effect on people's health. All
it really does is serve as a tree removal agent. It just gets rid of the trees --
kills them with no other effects, almost like the trees were beamed up into
space or something.
That's a really unique opportunity. Imagine if you were trying to look at the
effect of trees growing on someone's health and I got 100 people, I put them
in 100 identical houses, and I planted trees in front of 50 of those houses and
then waited. It would take 40 or 50 years before you found anything because
trees grow really slowly. It's hard to see significant changes quickly. On the
other hand, trees die really quickly. That's why you have this unique
opportunity to see a big change in the natural environment in a short amount
of time.
NEWSHOUR: And what did you find?
DONOVAN: Increased rates of death from cardiovascular and lower
respiratory mortality in the counties with emerald ash borer. And
interestingly, what we found was the effect got bigger the longer you had an
infestation, which makes sense because it takes two to five years for a tree to
die typically.
We looked across space and time and saw this repeated over and over again
in places with very different demographic make-ups. So you're seeing it in
Michigan but then you're seeing it in Ohio, you're seeing it in Indiana, in New
York, Maryland and Tennessee. So it's happening again and again in very
different places. Places with high education, with low education, with great
income, with low income, with different racial makeups.
NEWSHOUR: So what's the takeaway message here?
DONOVAN: I put it in terms of a question. Maybe we want to start thinking
of trees as part of our public health infrastructure. Not only do they do the
things we would expect like shade our houses and make our neighborhoods
more beautiful, but maybe they do something more fundamental. Maybe
trees are not only essential for the natural environment but just as essential
for our well-being. That's the message for public health officials.
For ordinary people: Get involved in planting trees. In most cities, either the
city itself or nonprofits will help with tree planting efforts. Also, spend time in
the natural environment. I think people intuitively know that. There's a
reason that we like to go walk in the woods or that we like to spend time in
the park.
The only thing that's new here is we're trying to quantify it. If you talk to a
painter or a poet or a writer, do you think they understand that trees are part
of our well-being? Look at things like the tree of life metaphor in the Bible.
Look at how often trees get painted as symbols of well-being or used in
literature. The idea that trees and humans are linked is as old as humanity. So
I think you need to look at my research in that context.
NEWSHOUR: Geoffrey Donovan, thank you so much for joining
us.
DONOVAN: Thank you.


Photo courtesy of Flicker user rogersanderson.
Beginning October 24, 2012,
PBS NewsHour will allow open


Copyright © 1996-2013 MacNeil/Lehrer Productions. All Rights Reserved.About Us  Feedback  Subscriptions / Feeds  Privacy  Job Openings


How Removing Trees Can Kill You | PBS NewsHour http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2013/06/can-lack-of-trees-ki...


2 of 5 6/11/2013 9:12 PM







From: William Quarles
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comment on trees
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 11:31:51 AM

Cutting the Eucalyptus Trees without Replanting Natives is a Bad Idea

 

About a half million trees are slated for removal from UC Berkeley, Oakland, 
and East Bay Regional Parks. Eucalyptus, pine, and acacia will be removed. 
Sprouting from stumps will be prevented by repeated applications of 
triclopyr (Garlon). This is a 2,4-D analog and many gallons will be used 
because of the large number of cut trees. According to the Environmental 
Impact Statement, Garlon is soluble in water and is toxic to tadpoles and to 
aquatic invertebrates. It could contaminate water. It is a moderate risk for 
bioaccumulation (MSDS Garlon 4). Another proposed herbicide imazapyr 
(Stalker) is persistent and moves in soil. It could also contaminate water 
(Appendix L EIR).

 

The cut trees will be shredded and UC plans a layer of about 24 inches of 
chips. East Bay Parks, about 6-12 inches. This represents a large amount of 
carbon, and will immobilize all the nitrogen in the soil where applied. It will 
take a long time to degrade (Waksman 1952).

 

No replantings of anything are planned. Disturbances of this type favor 
invasive weeds, not natives. Probable colonizers are pepperweed, Lepidium 
latifolium; yellow starthistle, Centaurea solstitialis; pigweed, Amaranthus 
palmeri; lambsquarters, Chenopodium album; Scotch Broom, Cytisus 
scoparius, and other invasive species (James et al. 1991; Radosevich and 
Holt 1984; Woo et al. 1999). East Bay Parks already has a large infestation 
of Scotch Broom (Woo et al. 2004). Likely, thistles and other sun loving 
weeds will proliferate. To counter this, UC and East Bay Parks plan 
widespread use of glyphosate (Roundup). Widespread use of glyphosate will 
contaminate water, and probably kill amphibians (Relyea 2005). It is 
supposed to bind to the soil, but where it is used, it ends up in streams. In 
some areas, glyphosate ends up in 69% of surface waters tested (Chang et 
al. 2011; USGS 2008). Other problems with Roundup can be found at 
www.birc.org/MarApr2011.pdf

 

Unless natives are planted, it is not likely they will naturally repopulate the 
area. In Iowa where they have a large native restoration program along the 
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roadside, they do not rely on the seedbank. They cut and burn invasive 
weeds and plant natives (Harper Lore and Wilson 2000).

 

In many cases, the native seedbank may be depleted near the eucalyptus. 
Eucalyptus trees have been there more than 100 years. Some natives, such 
as oak trees, are in decline due to sudden oak death. Even if oaks and other 
native trees emerge, there will be a long interval of time where slopes will be 
susceptible to mud slides and erosion because there will be no trees.

 

In terms of fire hazard, it is likely that it will be greater after the trees are 
gone. Grasses will be the initial colonizers where trees are cut. The last 
Oakland Hills fire started in grasses, not eucalyptus trees. It would seem 
also, that wood chips and chopped up trees might be more of a hazard than 
intact ones because of the larger surface area.

 

Removal of all these trees will at least in the short term put birds and 
raptors at risk. Where will they nest? Will artificial raptor perches have to be 
provided?

 

The cost and environmental risk from this kind of widespread disturbance 
far exceeds the gain. If the idea is to replace eucalyptus, trees should be cut 
gradually and native trees should be replanted.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

William Quarles, Ph.D.

Bio-Integral Resource Center
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From: Rachael Walker
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 11:01:41 AM

Dear Fema, 

I am a resident of the Bay Area and would be devastated to see the trees in the
Oakland Hills destroyed. 

I'm asking you not to fund a futile Native Plant restoration project that will only increase the fire
hazard by:

Destroying the wind-break;
Converting living trees into dead fuel on the ground;
Reducing landscape moisture from fog drip during the summer; and
Encouraging the growth of more-flammable plants.
It will also use thousands of gallons of toxic pesticides on steep hillsides where they can get into the
watershed. It will release carbon emissions on a huge scale. This project is not only environmentally
destructive, it is a waste of funds that should be used to actually reduce hazards, not increase them.

Not only will the deforestation increase fire likelihood, it would also further destroy the
last nature we have in the Bay area- Urbanization is ever more present, and it is our
duty to preserve the trees we have left. 

I sincerely encourage you not to proceed with this plan and to back the No Project
Alternative.

A concerned citizen, 
Rachael Walker
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From: Radmila Raikow
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: planned removal of Eucalyptus trees around Wild Cat Canyon Park
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:26:46 PM

Please do NOT try to remove the Eucalyptus trees around Wild Cat 
Canyon Park quickly and cheaply! Doing so will make things a lot worse 
and even increase fire danger. I agree with the points made by my 
neighbor, Indigo Dutton.These trees, although non-native, now provide 
wind and soil erosion control. We need to replace them  gradually with 
native trees. Burning and use of pesticide is definitely not called 
for and will harm our environment!  R. Raikow at 5871 McBryde Ave.
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From: Ethan Ramirez
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Against current East Bay hills fire mitigation proposal: I want revision or no action
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 10:26:36 PM

Dear FEMA,

I am against this proposal.

I am a long time resident of the East Bay and frequent visitor to the Berkeley hills.  I am
firmly against any federal money being given to UC Berkeley to cut down trees and poison
the land for ten years, even if they are non-native.  I believe that their are much less
damaging ways to insure the stated objective: fire mitigation.  Clearing ground fuels and
thinning trees is a much more preferred and widely used alternative.  Essentially clear cutting
and not replanting native trees, especially when UC Berkeley has a long term expansion plan
into that area, makes their proposal seem like a ploy to use public tax dollars to do their dirty
work.  Everyone from the Berkeley knows that UC Berkeley cares very little about native
trees when they want to expand ex. stadium expansion.

Moreover, the EIS stated that the chemicals used will potentially harm the environment,
surrounding community, hikers, and site maintenance workers.  I believe that FEMA has a
responsibility to protect the community in the safest way possible.  Seeing statements such as
that on an EIS should be unacceptable for those that run FEMA.

I urge you to continue extensive research into what is the most viable option for fire prevention control in the
Berkeley Oakland hills prior to executing the plan as it currently stands.
 
Is removal of the non-native Eucalyptus truly the best answer to this serious issue?
 
Will these plots without vegetation truly prevent fire from spreading? 
 
The local fire department has contained fires in the hills since 1991 successfully. That's 22 years without any major
threat to communities living in the hills. They have learned how best to handle fires through continued extensive
training. Their mistakes of the past have pushed them to where they are now, able to successfully control fire in the
area. Additionally, those that choose to live in such close proximity to this potential threat have begun to better
educate themselves and are continuing to take better preventative fire control measures around their properties.
 
And of more concern to me, why is the plan to use toxic chemicals such as RoundUp to prevent future growth?
These are protected lands free from major industrialization and commercialization. Please seriously consider
alternatives to chemical based herbicides and pesticides. States such as Massachusetts and Oregon have had similar
needs for such research and have found positive results for their areas. We would need to conduct similar research
to ascertain what could work in this area - let's do it! Please see this document for information regarding what
Massachusetts found in it's research:http://www.mhd.state.ma.us/downloads/vmp/Herbicide_Alternatives.pdf. And
this for Oregon:http://www.corvallisoregon.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4567
 
I am strongly opposed to this project moving forward.
 
Thank you for your time.
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Sincerely,

Ethan P. Ramirez
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From: Meehan Rasch
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EBH-EIS
Date: Monday, June 03, 2013 5:05:40 PM

What’s the carbon storage impact of removing so many large trees? I favor natives over eucalyptus, and
read an EPA report that in the early stages of growth, trees store carbon rapidly; consequently, as tree
growth slows, so does carbon sequestration (see
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/waste/downloads/Forest%20Carbon%20Storage.pdf ). But does it
actually pencil out to remove big trees that have stored decades worth of carbon and replace with
younger natives in early stage of growth?
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From: Rebecca
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EIS Hazard Reduction Plan
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 12:50:43 AM

Dear FEMA,

I am writing today as a Berkeley resident who lives directly downstream from
Strawberry Creek and works next door to Strawberry Creek Park, in strong
disagreement and opposition to the plan to deforest this area.  There are several
important reasons not to allow this plan to go through, including:

1. These projects would permanently alter the Berkeley/Oakland hills ecosystem. UC
and Oakland will clearcut tens of thousands of  mature, healthy trees, some more
than 100 feet tall and more than 100 years old. You won't see tall trees in the hills
any more. What you will see, as soon as the rain stops, will be weeds and highly
flammable brush, brown, dry, and ready to burst into flame. 

 
2. The fire danger would be increased. The landscape would be transformed to
easily ignitable chaparral (including scrub oaks), weeds, grass, hemlock, thistle and
broom. Why will it burn more easily than trees? Because it is lower to the ground
and dry as kindling. Thick trunks don't burn easily, and fire does not reach the
crowns of trees unless there are ladder fuels (like weeds, grass, etc. under them).  

 
3. When local matching funds are included, over 7 million dollars of taxpayer money
would be wasted on destroying forests miles away from any residences.  This is
money that could and should have been spent on creating defensible space around
houses and other structures, which is what FEMA originally intended that it be used
for.

 
4. To prevent trees from resprouting, the hills would be drenched with massive
amounts (30,000 + gallons) of toxic pesticides.  In addition, pesticides will be
sprayed throughout the watershed to knock down the weeds, hemlock, poison oak,
thistle and broom  that will emerge with the loss of canopy. Toxic sediments will
seep into our creeks and could permanently alter the watershed. Garlon causes
cancer and so does glyphosate (Roundup) when sprayed broadcast over large areas.
Tons of pesticides will be needed to maintain the site—to kill the weeds—after the
trees are removed.  Making matters worse, UCB has not posted signs when
pesticides are sprayed. 

 
5.  Trees would be chipped on site, leaving up to 24 inches of chip litter on the
ground.  Additional risks: The danger of subterranean fire under the chips, as well as
spontaneous ignition in the hot sun. Worst of all, this approach has been shown to
not work, with massive invasion of hemlock, thistle, broom and poison oak where it
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has been tried.  

 
6.  An enormous amount of habitat would be destroyed; the tall trees favored by
raptors such as owls and hawks would be lost forever. Without raptors to keep them
in check,  the rodent population will undoubtedly increase. We saw this after the
1991 fire. And what about the federally protected Alameda whipsnake?  These shy,
easiy frightened creatures will not endure being trapped and moved away until these
projects have been completed.

 
7.  Without tree roots to hold the soil in place, erosion and landslides will increase.

 
8. Significant amounts of sequestered C02 will be released. adding not only to global
warming, but also to local climate changes: more wind, more dry air, less fog, more
air pollution.  Big trees are needed to store carbon.  No other type of vegetation
stores as much carbon as tall hardwood trees. Ongoing carbon sequestration
capabilities will be reduced from what they are now, and will never recover. 

 
9. Visual blight, daily road closures, and constant chainsaw noise for 3 years will
accompany these projects that are the most expensive, wasteful and ineffective way
to reduce the potential for fire in our hills.

 
10. HCN has proposed an alternative that is less expensive, less environmentally
destructive, and more effective at reducing the risk of fire. Alternatives were
dismissed out of hand. We want FEMA to consider less destructive alternatives. The
natural environment and the landscape that we love are at stake.

 
11. The fire model is wrong. It compares the fire danger of standing forests with the
fire danger (zero) after the trees are cut down to stumps. It does not consider the
fire risk danger—much worse—of what will replace the trees.

 
12. Fostering the growth of native plants such as bay trees, chaparral and oaks is
native plant restoration.  It has nothing to do with fire risk mitigation.  

Thank you for your time,

Rebecca Sang

Berkeley, CA
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Sent from an itty bitty little sending machine 
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From: Tom Reich
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: my comment regarding east bay hill tree removal
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:43:53 PM

To whom it may concern,
I understand that I may comment regarding the planned tree removal in the east bay up until the end
of June 17th.

I am:
Tom Reich
9 Diablo Drive,
Oakland CA 94611

My comments are:
1. I agree that all eucalyptus should be removed from the east bay hills.
2. I agree that Garlon should be used to kill eucalyptus stumps, but only if painted onto the stumps, not
sprayed onto foliage at any time. I personally painted a Garlon -like product (same active ingredient) on
over 40 eucalyptus trunks on my and my neighbor's properties this past Feb. I got a 75% kill rate. I
bought a colony of bees and set them up in my yard in April, with no kill to the bees. However, I did
not spray foliage.
3.  I believe the 'cut anything that is not native' is arbitrary and will lead to de forestation of the hills. I
argue for maintaing existing trees where practical and fire danger isn't high.
4. I believe that Monterey Pines over 30 feet tall should remain in the parks, but thinned where
practical. I realize that there is a risk of crown fires, and that these large trees drop very large branches
in winter storms. But I believe they are a valuable home and protection for other plants and animals.
Also, over the next 20 - 30 years they will mostly die and there will be a natural transition in the parks.
5.  I strongly believe that what I will call "specimen" trees, should not be cut. For example the Monterey
Cypress in Sibley park, along Skyline Blvd. should remain, as should the 2 very large trees at the
entrance to Sibley (Atlas cedar and a 2nd cypress.) Similarly, sycamore trees should remain where
planted. In Sibley and elsewhere, many trees have been tagged and numbered (small metal tags). 
Note that some specimen trees in the parks are highly unusual. For example the Santa Lucia Firs across
the street from Tilden Park golf course are unique. (There is speculation that these were planted by
Willis Jepson.) Extra care should be taken not to cut specimen trees.
6. Coastal redwoods should be planted where ever feasible in parks. Redwoods are native to the east
bay hills. It is well known that they were cut down 150 years ago and never replanted. Best yet,
redwoods are fire resistant. (2 fire scarred trees remain on Broadway terrace where all houses were
burned in 1991.)
7. Besides redwoods, other Native shrubs and trees should be planted in areas stripped of eucalyptus,
especially 1. Madrone, 2. Pallid Manzanita (and other endangered species)  3. coffee berry (excellent
fast growing and holds hillside soil),
Please let me know if community groups, or I, could help reforest parks with redwoods and other native
plants.
Please let me know if I can help identify and preserve what I called 'specimen trees.'

Thank you,
Tom Reich
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From: Jill  Reinier
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: please do not cut down the trees
Date: Saturday, May 18, 2013 10:17:13 AM

Dear Sir or Madam,

I grew up in the Berkeley Hills and spent most of my summers in Strawberry Canyon as a child.  I beg
you to reconsider the plan to remove the trees from the East Bay Hills.

It reminds me of conversations I had in my children's high school after the Newton school shooting this
spring.  At our PTA meeting, we were seriously discussing the expense of replacing all the glass
partitions in a school with bullet-proof panes, even while state and federal budget cuts threatened
teaching positions and extra-curricular activities we once took for granted.

Risk is real.  And the risk of fire in the East Bay Hills is significant, and should be addressed.  But the
reduction of risk should be carried out with an awareness of the impact it will have on quality of life at
a local level. 

As children growing up in the East Bay hills, we were always aware of the weather and the potential risk
for fire on any given day - and we acted accordingly, changing our behavior to adapt to the
environment.  We were extremely careful about fire hazards, and vigilant for other people's tossed
cigarettes.

Instead of "removing" the living environment and replacing it with wood-chips and fireproof stone, we
must educate residents to regulate their behavior and serve as stewards of a living environment.  We
need to consider clear-cutting and maintaining fire blocks near residential areas, but should always
prioritize all forms of life in areas that are still undeveloped.

If it turns out that this measure is just the first step towards developing the Hills, then it should be
discussed openly and honestly with the community.  Otherwise governing agencies lose the trust of the
people. 

I sincerely hope that these grants to UC Berkeley are not funded, or - if funded - implemented with
sustained monitoring of local impact on quality of life, and meaningful community involvement at the
planning stages.

Thank you.

- Jill Reinier, deep-rooted native of Berkeley, California
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From: renay davis
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley/Oakland Tree Cutting!
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2013 9:55:49 AM

June 2, 2013

The real hazard of your proposed fire hazard reduction "project" will 
be to the environment: by
removing the very things that work to keep the climate cooler (hence 
helping to prevent
fires and the over-heating of the planet) TREES.  Trees that house 
birds and animals and the
bees that pollinate our crops.

I suggest we put people to work helping property owners, including UC 
Berkeley, take sensible
steps, like clearing brush and trimming trees, replacing flammable 
roofing, creating defensible
perimeters, to make their properties safer.

This "plan" to remove 85,000 trees to save property sounds like a 
diabolical, sci-fi movie plot,
not something produced by sound minds.

Surely, a university of the supposed stature of UC Berkeley has minds 
capable of coming
up with a plan that does not include destroying the environment to 
save it!

Renay Davis, concerned resident of Planet Earth
3964 26th Street
San Francisco, CA  94131
415-845-4498
parent of UCBerkeley & UC Santa Barbara Alumnae
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From: Michelle Reyes
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Berkeley/Oakland Hills Fire Prevention Proposal
Date: Monday, June 03, 2013 11:16:02 AM

Dear FEMA,

I was born and raised in Contra Costa County, and have been living in San Francisco
for eight years. I am a graduate student at the Presidio Graduate School, pursuing a
Masters of Business Administration in Sustainable Management. The Bay Area is an
amazing place to live, and this is supported by the people who live here. These
people may be at risk based on your proposal to distribute toxic chemicals into the
Berkeley and Oakland Hills.  I urge you to continue extensive research into what is
the most viable option for fire prevention control prior to executing the plan as it
currently stands.

Is removal of the non-native Eucalyptus truly the best answer to this serious issue?

Will these plots without vegetation truly prevent fire from spreading? 

The local fire department has contained fires in the hills since 1991 successfully.
That's 22 years without any major threat to communities living in the hills. They
have learned how best to handle fires through continued extensive training. Their
mistakes of the past have pushed them to where they are now, able to successfully
control fire in the area. Additionally, those that choose to live in such close proximity
to this potential threat have begun to better educate themselves and are continuing
to take better preventative fire control measures around their properties.

If it comes to light through extensive research that the removal of these non-native
species is warranted, then why is there no plan to plant native species?

And of more concern to me, why is the plan to use toxic chemicals such as RoundUp
to prevent future growth? These are protected lands free from major
industrialization and commercialization. Please seriously consider alternatives to
chemical based herbicides and pesticides. States such as Massachusetts and Oregon
have had similar needs for such research and have found positive results for their
areas. We would need to conduct similar research to ascertain what could work in
this area - let's do it! Please see this document for information regarding what
Massachusetts found in it's research:
http://www.mhd.state.ma.us/downloads/vmp/Herbicide_Alternatives.pdf. And this for
Oregon: http://www.corvallisoregon.gov/modules/showdocument.aspx?
documentid=4567

We cannot simply take what appears to be the easiest route. The plan as it currently
stands will have long term effects on not only human health, but also animal
habitats. Water and air quality will potentially be effected. People who walk the
surrounding trails will be much less likely to visit, etc.

In all honesty none of us truly know the effects of what will happen. And that is
really my point. A lot more research is needed before moving forward with this
project. Who will be effected, man and animal? How will water be effected? How will
air be effected? Where will the animals go? And many more questions have not
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satisfactorily been answered.

I am strongly opposed to this project moving forward.

Thank you for your time.

Michelle Reyes

-- 
Michelle L. Reyes
michellereyes415@gmail.com
(916) 798-6119
LinkedIn: linkedin.com/in/mlreyes415/
“Be the change that you want to see in the world” – Mahatma Ghandi
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From: deanerimerman
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX; peacefromtrees@gmail.com
Subject: Official Comments For FEMA EIS for East Bay Hills from Deane Rimerman of OLYecology"s Forest Policy Research Project
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 5:28:11 PM
Attachments: 06c16f9188105dd453d206674edbfaa2

49cc8930c897d91a81ed308c64fda0e1
4aedf433c1fcb5fecc66fd69ccb89f32
1f1aafb8dbd5b8060db78d15384aa64d
692a3e909ee0c194af90d6f70048f78e
00083d6ac89d1c620cbef44454aae762
6735d53715294fc805d047e9d0194c56
a2b7a037b8d865cc3c2b6d6083cfe444

Official Comments For FEMA EIS for East Bay Hills 
By Deane Rimerman of 

OLYecology's Forest Policy Research Project
PO Box 2640 Olympia, WA 98502

deanerimerman@gmail.com

Dear EIS decision maker, 

This draft EIS as presented is inadequate and must be rewritten in a revised draft if the document is to
past legal requirements under NEPA as well as under all associated rules, laws and guidelines.  This plan
fails to adequately "evaluate the environmental effects that could occur if specific projects designed to
reduce wildfire hazard and risk are implemented." 

Here's a summary of 12 points that address why this plan as presented is inadequate for FEIS status and
must be rewritten and re-presented as a DEIS: 

1) Additional plant and wildlife surveys prior to, as well as after, ground disturbing activities are not
planned for in an actionable or legally credible way. This means that required botanical and wildlife
surveys are inadequate and as presented are overly-narrow, which excludes essential information from
the decision maker.

2) The total amount of all non-native deforestation over time has not been documented in the planning
area, nor are future removal plans being documented. That means the required cumulative effects
analysis have been completed in an overly-narrow way which deliberately excludes essential information
like all locations where previous non-native tree removal led to further negative effects via loss of
biodiverisity and habitat over time. This is essential information that the decision maker needs to make a
decision regarding potential negative environmental effects has not been provided.

3) Required range of plan alternatives are not offered and NEPA requires more plan alternatives than the
"plan or no plan alternative" that's been presented. 

4) Protection from herbicide use for ESA listed species such as Steelhead and Red-legged frogs are not
being addressed and significantly exceed the limits of allowance for invasive weed removal.

5) The plan lacks detailed maps for heavy equipment use on and off roads/trails, as well as detailed
yarding and chipping locations for all 105 project areas. Without detailed maps negative impacts such as
erosion and the risk of an increase in invasive weeds, especially grasses, can't be adequately analysed by
the decision maker.

6) Required estimates of the social costs of this project's carbon production (locked up carbon released
via tree loss and fossil fuels use from all equipment) @$45 per ton has not been estimate as per:
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/social_cost_of_carbon_for_ria_2013_update.pdf

7) Long-term recruitment of future large downed logs and future large live and dead snags is not being
planned for. This will cause a serious long-term negative impact on wildlife by maintaining a significantly
understocked landscape when it comes to future dead wood, snags and large woody debris recruitment.

8) The East Bay Hills have been intensively managed for thousands of years for many different kinds of
us and the serious fire hazards of 25 years ago have been nearly eliminated. The further removal of
naturalized non-native trees / whole forests is not only overkill, it will lead to long term negative effects
that have not been accurately estimated or mitigated. This plan as proposed implies that fire-hazard
reduction is the primary use of the project area, which means the plans fail to adequately analyze
negative effects this project will have on other uses of the project area. 
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9) The plan lacks mitigation for replanting and wildlife habitat creation, as well as long term surveys for
an adaptive management plan that protects native tree and plants before, during and after the project.
This is essential to ensuring that biodiversity is improved rather than degraded.

10) There is no valid analysis of associated negative human health effects that this degenerative project
will cause, nor does the project seek to propose plan alternatives or mitigations that are generative both
socially and ecologically in order to help to mitigate negative effects. For example: 

A team of researchers with the U.S. Forest Service looked at data from 1,296 counties, accounted for the
influence of other variables -- things like income, race, and education -- and came to a simple
conclusion: Having fewer trees around may be bad for your health. Their findings, published recently in
the American Journal of Preventive Medicine, suggest an associative rather than a direct, causal link
between the death of trees and the death of humans. Geoffrey Donovan, a research forester at the
Forest Service's Pacific Northwest Research Station, joined the NewsHour recently to discuss why.
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2013/06/can-lack-of-trees-kill-you-faster.html

11) The plan lacks a comprehensive planning process that meaningfully engages with the many concerns
of neighboring landowners and the greater social community who heavily use these landscapes for
recreation, education and spiritual renewal. 

THESE ARE HIGH HUMAN USE AREAS, NOT DESOLATE TREE FARMS THAT IF CLEARCUT THE PUBLIC
WON'T NOTICE. HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE WILL SEE THIS DESTRUCTION FIRSTHAND
AND THE PLAN AS PROPOSED FAILS TO RECOGNIZE THAT / MITIGATE FOR THAT IN A SUBSTANTIVE
WAY! WE NEED A MORE GENTLE GRADUAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE THAT IMPROVES BIODIVERSITY, NOT
JUST CLEARING THE LAND OF NON-NATIVE FUELS AND HOPING NATIVES GROW BACK ON THEIR
OWN.

12) Many more details of what's wrong with the DEIS are mentioned below in my essay, which first
appeared on the website http://milliontrees.me This essay and all it associated comments beneath it are
hereby submitted into the public comment record for this FEMA EIS for the East Bay Hills

Thank you for taking the time to consider all of my comments!

Be well, Deane Rimerman
360-789-7843
------------------------------

http://milliontrees.me/2013/06/08/guest-article-about-fema-projects-by-a-student-of-the-forest/

Guest article about FEMA projects by a student of
the forest
JUNE 8, 2013

tags: environment, eucalyptus destruction, forestA few days ago we received a comment from a managementfellow tree-lover and student of the forest that
deserves our attention.  He visited the project areas that may soon be cleared of all non-native trees and
expressed his opinion of this planned devastation.  With his permission, we are posting his comment as
an article.

His name is Deane Rimerman and he describes himself as “Hybrid Car Geek, PNW Landscape
Restorationist, Web Builder, Arborist, Writer, Poem Performer, Life-long Photographer & Audio Engineer”
on his website.  

************************************
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Frowning Ridge before “vegetation management”

Yesterday I toured the Oakland hills for the first time since I visited it a week after the 1991 fires. That
torched landscape turned me into a lifelong student of the forest. So after my visit back to those hills
yesterday I started reading everything I could about these FEMA plans!

In the interest of providing the most value I’ll focus on what’s not been mentioned yet in the debates I’ve
read on this website thus far. Primarily it revolves around moisture and the value of tall standing trees
for the purpose of capturing fog drip during the dry season.

I once worked with a forester named Rudolph Becking on studies that show 200 foot tall old growth
redwoods can capture up to 7 inches of fog drip during the dry season. The biggest tallest
eucalyptus,and pines, invasive or not also have the ability to do this. And if we’re talking about fire safety
don’t we want to increase humidity in soil and in the air during the hottest driest times of the year? If
the answer is yes, that can be done by protecting sites that are most exposed to fog in the dry season.
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Frowning Ridge after 1,900 trees were removed from 11 acres in 2004

Also eucalyptus are huge water users only when they are young and exposed to full sun, but like most
trees, once in a closed canopy forest they consume far less water during the dry season compared to
open canopy forests.

Point being, we need to maintain landscapes that don’t dry out because plant and tree diversity won’t
thrive and really aggressive invasive weeds will take over if we don’t intentionally map out and seek to
protect the highest existing levels of soil moisture. The SF Bay Area climate is very arid.  If a time of
drought were to coincide with this fire hazard removal plan, we could have a mass die-off native species
and an even greater shift to drought tolerant non-native weeds that will eliminate most biodiversity.

And regardless of drought, desert like alterations to the landscape is what happens when we lose too
much shade and moisture all at once. Many native plants growing under semi-shade conditions right now
can’t survive if all the non-natives are clearcut or near clearcut as proposed in this plan.

Also what is missing from this landscape is lots of tall dead trees that act as bioreactors for flora fauna
and rhizo diversity. Tall dead trees are like a bank account for future healthy soil, homes for so many
birds and bugs too. There is a great poverty of standing deadwood on this landscape, yet no significant
mention of snag retention and snag creation in this plan.  If we cut down all the largest live and dead
standing trees there will be no large downed log recruitment for another century and that would be a
misguided tragedy that will further impoverish the soil.

In a word: DIVERSITY.  You don’t have to cut down all the trees to increase diversity. We could have
thousands of us spending every winter in these hills replanting hundreds of different species of native
plants, as well as clearing weeds away from existing native plants in a low-impact site-specific way.  This
of course is a labor intensive approach and humans have been manipulating these hills for thousands of
years in very labor intensive ways.

In my view we’ve neglected these lands for too long and it’s about time we get back to all of us working
together as volunteers meant to cultivate a garden of biodiversity with an eye toward carbon absorption
and keeping as high as possible soil moisture and air moisture in order to prevent catastrophic fires.

But instead in this plan we see the usual lazy, super aggressive approach in which a forester, whose job
is to cut down forests, is asked to solve our problems. And without any site-specific observation of fog
drip and areas of high soil moisture in the dry season we log the forests as quickly and cheaply as
possible thinking if we do it severely enough we won’t ever have to come in and fix anything ever again.

The homeowner version of these two approaches is akin to one homeowner who makes their landscape
beautiful with hard work and lots of hands-on low impact cultivation of plant and tree diversity without
herbicides. And then we have the other lazy homeowner who hates his yard and weedwacks his yard to
bare ground every other year thinking once he does it one more time (and even more severely this time
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with extra herbicide) he won’t ever have to do it again.

And habitat-wise, if we inoculate eucalyptus and pine with heart wood rot to create cavities for habitat
we will help fuel the whole food chain, not to mention create homes for myriad species.

And to all the folks who say these hills were mostly shrub oak and grassland I say that natural
ecosystems in this region were mosaics of conifer and hardwood woodlands amongst mosaics of
shrublands and small grassy meadows and it was all maintained by humans who for thousands of years
used fire to maximize productivity in traditional cultivation areas. Those cultivation practices were based
on specific sites where species grew best. The current plan as proposed is the antithesis of this. The
current plan treats the whole landscape as if there’s very little variability of moisture levels and species
compositions.  It’s as if the planners know more about growing corn in Iowa than they do about growing
an ecosystem in the arid San Francisco Bay Area.

Frowning Ridge 2013

Lastly, the Monterey Pine is entirely native to a landscape that’s less than 100 miles away. And yes some
of these pines might be a hybridized New Zealand variety but so what?

I’ll have more to say on all this soon… Maybe a whole website or book perhaps?

****************************

Remember that public comments are due by June 17, 2013.  You may submit written comments in
several ways:

1. Via the project website: http://ebheis.cdmims.com

2. By email: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov

3. By mail: P.O. Box 72379, Oakland, CA 94612-8579

4. By fax: 510-627-7147

These public lands belong to you and the money that will be used to implement these projects is your
tax dollars.  So, please tell the people who work for you what you think of these projects.

mycophileJune 8, 2013 3:17PERMALINK pm
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It’s a real shame that Californians are stuck with having to
debate the pros and cons of non-native vegetation because of
the past practices of wiping out the native ecosystems. Good
luck.

From my knowledge and experience with of the issues in fire
ecology, wildfire management, species diversity, public land
manager politics/incentives/paradigms, how science is used, how
science is abused, Deep Ecology, and else, I find Deane’s
comments so far to suggest his ability to find paths to clarity in
this muddy maelstrom may be as good or better than anyone’s,
and certainly way better than whomever(s) wrote the FEMA
DEIS. I strongly encourage his written thoughts to generate
extremely respectful discussion – COLLABORATIVE
BRAINSTORMING, not argument only to support pet solutions or
to claim him ignorant or overly biased. I know no one has yet
posted such derision, but I want to pre-emptively cut it off at the
knees.

Like I wrote, you guys are in uncharted waters, here. There is no
such thing as an expert on how the use of non-native vegetation
to replace (let alone ‘improve’ upon) the ecosystems of native
vegetation can or does or will play out. NO SUCH THING. Be
humble, be reflective, be smart. Whatever is done will be an
experiment. Two things that should NOT be done are: A) to try
things that, should they fail, would foreclose other options, and
B) to repeat experiments that repetitively failed in the past

REPLY

tbcrawford PERMALINK
June 8, 2013 3:23 pm

Thank you for very informative and encouraging article. I especially appreciated your call for volunteer

opportunities, which I suggested in my FEMA comments…Perhaps we could even consider a low-income

jobs opportunity for those who are homeless or close to it. To give people who have next to nothing

something to do, a chance to earn some income, has got to be a positive effort in our community!

REPLY

Kenneth Gibson June 8, 2013 6:09 pmPERMALINK

Deane, Thanks for your article. Today I drove up to the Skyline
Staging Area and waked through a bit of Roberts Park into the
Redwood Regional Park. To be brief I walked various trails
including the Tres Sendas Trail down to the Stream Trail and
walked along it as far as the bottom of the Chown Trail. A couple
of years ago I walked that stretch of the Stream Trail and noted
some newly planted Redwoods standing about 12 to 18 inches
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tall. I found them again. Now they are four to eight feet tall. If I
can find my old photos I’ll try to do a count and growth analysis.

The slopes in Redwood Regional Park between the West Ridge
Trail and the Stream Trail are largely covered by redwoods.
These are the original fog collectors and they are doing a good
job. Small redwoods, growing in the shadow of the second
growth trees, show bright green tips of spring growth, about an
inch long, on each tiny branch. Since there has been little rain,
fog trip gets the credit. The streams themselves show little
moisture as they slip both under and over their sandy, rocky
beds. The redwoods take advantage of the water there is along
the slopes of hills and narrow channels of the creeks.

Along the Skyline Blvd. side of the West Ridge Trail, and in the
area where the Redwood Peak Trail and the Madrone Trail meet
the West Ridge Trail the eucalyptus predominate. One tree in this
area appears mutilated. It is one of the last remaining redwoods!
I think the Park District clears this area of underbrush, or the foot
traffic does the job. It would be nice to see a few redwoods
planted here and fostered for a few years as the “invader” trees
are removed. Replacement is better than removal.

REPLY

Keith McAllister PERMALINK
June 9, 2013 10:28 am

Where were the redwoods in the East Bay?

The Oakland Museum’s Natural History section has just
re-opened after significant remodeling. There is a
terrific new item: An inter-active, touch screen
computer map of the East Bay’s pre-European
vegetation. You can look at the map and zoom in or
out. If you touch a spot on the map you are told
exactly what vegetation was there: oak/grass
savannah, grassland, oak/bay forest, redwood forest,
coastal scrub, etc. You can easily spend an hour at it
without getting bored. Unfortunately you have to go to
the museum; it’s not available on-line or for down-
load.

And the redwoods? Less than I expected, but still a
significant presence. And they were exactly where
Kenneth places them now, in creek bottoms and on the
east facing slopes of canyons. (More protected from
the drying effects of sun and wind?) Not in Claremont
Canyon, so the Conservancy’s planting there is really
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an experiment. And of course not on the steep, dry,
west facing slope of Frowning Ridge.

Disclaimer: As an enthusiastic member of the
Museum’s Natural History Guild, I hope others will be
inspired to join.

REPLY

linda PERMALINK
June 9, 2013 11:53 am

This is beautiful–a wonderfully clear and well-informed article. I’m forwarding it to friends. Thank you for

posting it.    Linda

REPLY

armedwithvisions PERMALINK
June 9, 2013 12:39 pm

Thanks everyone for your comments… And great you point this out Keith… Of course it’s important to

remember that by the time there was photography europeans had already spent a half-century destroying

the land and enslaving the indigenous population so those photos are far from what this land looked like

for thousands of years when it was actively cultivated. There’s a poem I posted that includes a painting of

what SF looked like further back before photography, but again the painting was many decades after so

much deforestation and enslavement of the traditional

peoples. http://armedwithvisions.com/2012/12/09/kush-ancient-lake-dolores Point being we have no idea

and no way of knowing what these hills once looked like…. Though I have read that old growth Redwood in

the hills of Oakland were so huge that according to earliest ship’s logs those trees were what they looked for

when they navigated up the coast to know where the entry of the SF Bay Area was…

REPLY

Keith McAllister PERMALINK
June 10, 2013 7:02 am

The Oakland Museum’s historical vegetation digital map I described above is not a collection of

photographs. It’s not quite accurate to say we have no idea what these hills looked like when Europeans

arrived. We don’t have to rely solely on photographs. The Portola expedition had three diarists who

described in detail the landscape they encountered in their peregrinations. The first visit to the East Bay

was in 1772. Most of Alameda County was granted to Peralta in 1820, and Peralta divided his land among

his sons in 1842, all of which involved maps and descriptions of the landscape. (1842 is when full scale

logging began in the East Bay.) Diaries, letters, reports to the King of Spain, mission records, etc. all

contribute to what we know about the early East Bay. It would be nice to have a set of aerial maps of the

East Bay in 1772, but in their absence many historians have put a lot of effort into reconstructing the East

Bay’s history, including vegetation.

I think you have misremembered the “redwood navigation” story, in which ships used two particular trees

to navigate within the Bay, not to find the Bay. I have read that these two trees are still visible in an 1852

photograph taken from Telegraph Hill, but I haven’t seen it. They were gone in 1855.

REPLY

armedwithvisions PERMALINK

June 10, 2013 12:51 pm

Oooh, that’s fascinating Keith… I’d so love to see those navigation trees I’ve heard
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mentioned so often. Is that available at the Museum? Also can you point me to a

summarizing narrative of East Bay vegetation that draws on all these documents in an

objective way?

REPLY

Keith McAllister PERMALINK

June 10, 2013 1:57 pm

Well, there’s two questions I can’t answer. I’ve only read about the

Navigation Trees photo, never actually seen it. The Bancroft Library on

the UC campus might be a good place to begin a search. I’ve always been

in awe of the magic reference librarians can perform. As for a vegetation

history: Eventually I’ll get back to the Oakland Museum and ask who

developed their map. Then I can ask them about their sources. You’ll

probably get to those tasks before I do; please let me know what you find

out.

REPLY

Bev Jo PERMALINK
June 10, 2013 1:00 pm

This is brilliant, and I wish everyone could see those tragic photos. We have no idea how many of our

native trees will die from Sudden Oak Death. We need every tree we can get, and especially those that have

adapted to the dramatic climate changes we are facing.

It is heartbreaking to see trees killed, the landscape left ugly and empty of the wildlife who once lived

there. On another site some who wrote in, wanting Eucalyptus dead at any cost, repeat myths and deny

what personal experience and photographs show of the incredible variety of animals who nest in, live in,

and eat from Eucalyptus. Their bigotry really is reminiscent of the human nativist movement, also

ironically led by non-native humans.

Most completely forget the other trees that will be killed, like the Monterey pine and Monterey cypress,

which make our parks much more beautiful and with far more species diversity than we’d have with just

oak/bay forest, which is darker and drier.

Many people do not seem to know how much of our forests are non-native also, and what we might lose.

The original logging of the Redwoods destroyed many understory species, which can still be seen in

second-growth Redwoods in Marin. Some believe it was the heavy machinery, which of course is what is

again planned. The earth will be compacted and ruined, with so many native plants and animals killed.

Now, we have to travel to Marin to see the Clintonia and Scoliopus lilies, which should be still living under

our Redwoods. (I recently heard that one Clintonia was found in the East Bay.) Did we used to have the

beautiful Calypso orchids? What all did we lose, and what more will we lose? What about the endangered

species?

NO tree should be cut, “thinned,” or pruned. There is no need for anything to be done to prevent fires. Let

those trees get as tall as they can and we will have more water that we desperately need. When the

inevitable fires start (most are from arson), they will start in the grasslands. More trees, less grasslands.

REPLY

Michael PERMALINK
June 14, 2013 4:20 pm

This is a truly complex issue, and because the very act of removing so many trees invokes a visceral
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response, it is unlikely that a plan like this could go forward with any semblance of consensus. I appreciate

the first comment asking for opinion to be given in a constructive way, rather than an an argumentative

way.

My opinions here are based both on education and personal/anecdotal experience.

There are a few misleading things on this page which I think should be addressed.

For starters, The title of the page is “Death of a Million Trees” which is in my opinion a bit inflammatory. It

could almost as easily be called “Rebirth of a Native Forest”, as there have already been enormous tracts of

land cleared of eucalyptus trees in the surrounding area, some just a stones throw away from where this

article’s photo was taken. This happened somewhere around 8-10 years ago (give or take) but I remember

being quite surprised how even after 2 years, how quickly the native plants were rebounding. They are still

thriving and I find it quite beautiful now when I visit. I take photos.

With respect to the article and the area in question being “arid”, I live right off Grizzly Peak just north of

this particular site, and have been visiting these very same pullouts along Grizzly Peak for over thirty years.

In fact as a teenager we would regularly hang out there, and so I know the area really well, so It’s hard for

me to see how this particular microclimate can be considered arid. If fact I sometimes wish it were more

‘arid’ because I often find myself pining away for more sunshine and warmth, as a river of fog invariably

comes right through the Golden Gate and engulfs the East Bay hills above Berkeley and North Oakland.

This happens on a high percentage of days, and yes, even in the summer.

I have been an ISA certified arborist for the last 25 years (in the interest of full disclosure I own/operate a

tree service) and I have been working on trees since 1981. I that time I have learned and observed many

things about the trees in the area and how they interact. It is widely known accepted that the eucalyptus

globulus is allelopathic, which means it produces growth inhibiting substances that stifle the competition.

So in addition to growing faster than other native species and getting more of the sunshine, they suppress

other plants chemically. It’s just downright difficult to get new trees to thrive under this kind of canopy. I

really like the idea of volunteers replanting, and I would join such an effort. but I would be skeptical of

attempting to interplant in these conditions, as I feel the new trees would have little chance of flourishing,

and it would take a sustained commitment.

I would support a phased in approach of removing and replanting large portions every 6-10 years. I know

large government budgets don’t work that way, but at least it transitions the loss/regrowth of the biomass.

Lastly, I do believe that Monterey pines have a tough time in this particular area. They really need even

more fog/summer water than what is available. I’m not a stickler for natives of this exact location, but the

beetles really go after these pines, especially in dry years.

Open to alternatives.
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From: Robert Gannon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@FEMA.GOV
Cc: bob gannon
Subject: East Bay Parks DEFORESTRATION
Date: Sunday, June 02, 2013 9:50:07 PM

 
I am an instructor and scientist for the last 50 years and have some comments which I
hope you will briefly listen to regarding protection of EBRParks, the trees, the
vegetation and general health of the  environment.
 
1. Some care for native species is a must.
2. Everywhere globally environs change and evolve.  Ours has too.  We must take
care not to do widespread killing of trees, shrubs, or even insects.
 
3. I am not much of an "activist" but when I hear that Monsanto products are used I
shake.  They have been proven dangerous in the case of weed-killers, stump
degeneration, insect prevention and even in drugs used by humans.  I see this
company, sorry to say, as rather unethical.  I can chemically prove how leaching of
certain compounds into the soil is dangerous (such as roundup around were people
eat elderberry, miner's lettuce, dock, etc.).  I urge you NOT to use such
chemicals...partly for MY safety.
 
4. There are other ways to protect from flash-fires (I have fought them myself!).  More
firebreaks, water sources, shrubs and succulents which burn very slowly do not seem
to "be in your mix" at this point.  I would be interested in your search for alternatives.
 
5. There are many "grandfather" Eucalypti which really should not be cut.  They are
part of the "new ecosystem".  However, new sprouts could be weeded regularly.
 
I hope this helps.  It is a small part of the entire proposal, I know.  But I believe these
are essentials to follow, not just consider.
 
 
Robert M. Gannon, MS,Mdiv
Past science chair, Chemistry & Physics instructor
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1 

      East Bay Chapter               P O Box 5597, Elmwood Station. Berkeley, CA 94705 
June 17, 2013 
 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
500 C Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20472 
 
Subject: Draft HFRR EIS for the East Bay Hills, California 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
The California Native Plant Society’s East Bay Chapter appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the 2013 Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction Environmental Impact Statement 
for the East Bay Hills of California. 
 
The California Native Plant Society is a statewide non-profit organization that works to 
protect California’s native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations. The 
Society’s mission is to increase the understanding and appreciation of California's native 
plants and to preserve them in their natural habitat. We promote native plant appreciation, 
research, education, and conservation through our 5 statewide programs and 33 regional 
chapters in California. The East Bay Chapter (EBCNPS) covers Alameda and Contra 
Costa Counties and represents some 1100 members. 
 
EBCNPS has been involved with protecting and conserving native plant resources in the 
East Bay Hills for some 47 years. Our members have worked in these parks and preserves 
in partnership with EBRPD and other entities over many decades. Our insights and 
suggestions are derived from first hand experience.  
 
This comment letter was coordinated by the Conservation Committee of EBCNPS, with 
substantial contributions from our plant scientists on the Rare Plant, Vegetation, and 
Significant and Unusual Plants Committees. Additionally, included in this letter are 
comments written by chapter members who are local experts with special knowledge of 
two of the regional preserves where fuels management work will occur. 
 
These East Bay Hills are rich with native vegetation and rare and unusual plants that 
often are found nowhere else in the two- county East Bay area. The East Bay Hills are 
home to a large number of endangered, threatened, and locally rare plants, which could 
be affected by fuels management projects. EBCNPS wants to ensure that the EIS will 
address potential impacts to these plants, as well as to other more common, yet habitat 
rich vegetation types. Appendix A provides a list of CEQA protected A-ranked plants, or 
plants that are locally rare, including federally listed and state listed plants. 
 
We understand FEMA's overarching charge in funding projects covered in the DEIS for 
the East Bay Hills and the Richmond shoreline is to steward the public monies wisely by 
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funding work that will be effective in substantially reducing fire hazard, while protecting 
to the greatest extent possible the natural resources and native habitat values of these 
important wildlands. 

FEMA has accepted the strategy of U.C. Berkeley and the City of Oakland to remove 
whole populations of exotic trees and exotic shrubs and other invasive exotic weeds in 
the native shrublands, while encouraging native plant communities to expand. Why then, 
does this FEMA document allow the East Bay Regional Park District to potentially 
perform actions that will have significant, irreversible and adverse impacts to native 
habitats? These actions include radical thinning and clearing of extensive native 
brushlands, scrublands, and riparian associations, while merely thinning, not removing 
the highest fire hazard vegetation of all: the exotic acacia, pine and eucalyptus 
plantations?  

A key important element of the FEMA funding criteria is 'avoidance of impacts'. Yet the 
Park District, which has a mission of protecting and enhancing native habitat values, is 
the main entity in designing projects with serious impacts that will degrade native habitat 
values by replacing viable stands of native vegetation with exotic annual grassland, 
known for drying out the top layer of soil, and extending the fire season with dried out 
flashy surface fuel that can act like a fuse to ignite other areas. Is this model of vegetation 
management really going to produce a less hazardous condition in the East Bay Hills?  
Will this approach break up stands of more fire-resistant, and firebrand-absorbing plant 
communities, and replace them with hugely expanded acreages of more flammable exotic 
weed monocultures? We certainly support efforts to remove broom and other weeds from 
brush and scrublands. Does FEMA support the conversion of the biologically diverse and 
richer native brush and scrublands to weedy exotic annual grasslands with little native 
habitat value? Does FEMA support radical 'thinning' of shrub lands and converting 50-
70% of the biomass to weedy annual grassland as a good management strategy? Would 
FEMA, in some cases where shrubland reduction is unavoidable, favor reducing the 
amount of dead plant material by hand trimming, and allowing the native scrub to 
regrow, in a younger and more lush iteration of that plant association (as noted in DEIS, 
appendix M, page 13). 

The FEMA grants require monitoring and weed maintenance for years to come. Yet the 
FEMA grants do not supply funding for any of the follow up weed abatement. The East 
Bay Regional Park District, City of Oakland, and UC Berkeley have great trouble 
keeping up with acres of weedy species now in their stewardship purview. There just isn't 
money available for comprehensive management of weedy invasives. This is 
demonstrated by the many acres of weedy 'fuels managed' areas, including fire roads. 
What mechanism is being instituted by FEMA in this DEIS to guarantee a commitment 
of money and personnel for management of greatly increased acreages of newly created 
annual weedy grassland?  

Native perennial grasslands are altogether more fire resistant than exotic annual 
grasslands, as the hardy native bunch grasses are deep rooted and hold moisture in their 
above ground parts much longer than their weedy annual counterparts. Can FEMA in this 
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DEIS require that funds be made available long term, for conversion of native shrublands 
into native perennial grasslands, where conversion to 'grassland' is deemed absolutely 
necessary?  Alternatively, where such a strategy is not considered feasible for brush, 
scrub, and riparian associations, could FEMA in this DEIS, require hand thinning, 
removal of invasive exotics, and removal of all nearby high fire hazard exotic tree 
populations, as a more effective long term strategy? 
 
This DEIS consistently lacks adequate vegetation naming, surveying and mapping, 
related to the proposed and connected project areas. Why was the current Manual of 
California Vegetation, Second Edition, not used in classifying the vegetation 
communities accurately? This is an important oversight that renders much of the 
document out of date and with questionable accuracy, regarding vegetation communities 
that will be negatively impacted by proposed fuels management work. The M.O.U. that 
established this requirement is appended to these comments.  
 
In our EBCNPS letter prepared in response to the NOP for this DEIS on October 1, 2010 
(Appendix B), we submitted a listing of Significant and Unusual Plants that we asked 
adequate field surveys for, and mapping of these resources be prepared as part of the 
resource assessment for this DEIS. Unusual and Significant Plants are those species that 
in the local biotic and geographic region of this Project Limits clearly meet defined 
standards for local rarity. These species should be considered in this DEIS; the concerned 
Project Applicants are required by California environmental regulation to consider these 
resources; projects potentially funded by FEMA should comply with local environmental 
regulations. Further justification for FEMA to consider both Federally and State Listed 
plants and plant communities together comes from the Memorandum of Understanding 
For Cooperative Vegetation Habitat Mapping and Classification which was signed in 
2000 (Appendix C) by multiple agencies responsible for resource oversight in California, 
including both USFWS and CDFW. 
 
Why has this document not included adequate survey and mapping data, assessments of 
potential impacts, and mitigations for these impacts? Please find appended, an updated 
listing of concerned species (Appendix A), as well as our original EBCNPS NOP 
response letter mentioned above. 
 
General Comments:  
 
Throughout the document and maps botanical nomenclature and taxonomy are out of 
date. This DEIS was released in 2013. The primary reference manual of the California 
Flora is The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition published in 
January 2012. Therefore the DEIS should follow the accepted names used in California in 
the preparation of this document. Updated names should be used in the Final EIS.  
Will improper botanical names be revised before the final document? 
 
Although mitigation measures are included for Phytophthora cinnamomi there are no 
mitigation measures for Phytophthora ramorum (Sudden Oak Death). Sudden Oak Death 
is known to occur in the East Bay hills and its spread should not be amplified through this 
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project’s activities. Mitigation measures for addressing this serious threat to the integrity 
of our oak woodlands should include: surveys for the pathogen in project action areas, 
how trees with Sudden Oak Death infections are treated during risk reduction activities, 
and how tools are cleaned after Sudden Oak Death infected trees are cut.  
 
New locations of individuals or small populations of pallid manzanita are most likely to 
occur deep in the understory of Eucalyptus or Pine stands where they are in shaded 
habitat. Because of their location in these understories, tree removal may result in sun 
shock, which may kill these understory occupants by a rapid increase in sun exposure and 
reduction in soil moisture. Trees in occupied pallid manzanita habitat should be removed 
at the appropriate time to reduce potential sun shock to these plants. Project actions 
should include the removal of the majority of the non-native and non-indigenous trees in 
the fall. The timing of the tree removal in late fall will allow existing pallid manzanitas to 
adjust to the increased exposure to light and heat during cooler seasonal temperatures 
before the following spring and summer.  

CDFG protocols state: “A discussion of threats, including those from invasive species, to 
the plants and natural communities” must be included as part of the assessment of 
potential impacts in a project environmental document. This DEIS does not include a 
discussion of threats particular weed species may pose to existing populations of rare 
plants species and/or sensitive natural communities within project action areas. Without 
detailed information about the types of invasive weeds and the chemicals that may be 
used to treat them, an evaluation of real threats to rare plants and/or sensitive natural 
communities from weed species or herbicide application cannot be made. This document 
should include a detailed discussion of what weed/invasive species are of concern on site 
and what measures will be taken to protect rare plants and/or sensitive natural 
communities before, during, and after project related activities.  
 
Specific Comments (Wording from dEIS document in italics): 
 
Use of MCV2 
 
Section 4.2.2.1.3 Vegetation Mapping Classification Mapping was conducted in general 
accordance with the California Native Plant Society (CNPS)’ A Manual of California 
Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2008). 
 
Comments:  

 The document says that MCV2 (referenced as Sawyer et al. 2008) was used to 
type the vegetation but the figures do not present MCV2 types. Why not? 

 Utilizing the CNPS method, how many relevé or rapid assessment plots were used 
to characterize and classify the vegetation types within the project area? Can these 
data forms be appended to this document? 
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 We assume the CNPS/CDFG vegetation mapping/sampling methods (2011 ) were 

used in order to type the vegetation based on MCV2. If so, how many relevé or 
rapid assessment plots were used to characterize and classify the vegetation types 
within the project area?  

 Were the ‘existing vegetation data’ referenced on page 4.2-4 (including EBRPD 
EIR data [EBRPD 2010] and potentially FEMA 2006a, FEMA 2006b, and 
EBRPD 2006) collected to MCV2 vegetation types? If not, then the data needs to 
be cross-walked to MCV2 in order properly assess impacts to sensitive natural 
community types.  

 Results presenting MCV2 types should be presented in a recirculated DEIS so the 
significance of any impacts to sensitive natural communities due to project 
activities can be evaluated and commented on by the public. This data should 
either (1) be presented as an appendix to the DEIS and provided with a cross-walk 
between the broader community types presented in the figures and each MCV2 
type or (2) the vegetation community descriptions should be written as MCV2 
types, at least to the Alliance level.  

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Sections Dealing With Sensitive Natural Communities 
 
Section 4.2.3.1.1 Pages 4.2-25 and 4.2-26. Database searches were conducted using the 
boundaries defined by the following USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles that overlap the 
proposed and connected project areas, hereafter known as “project quadrangles”: San 
Quentin, Richmond, Oakland West, Oakland East, Briones Valley, Las Trampas Ridge, 
San Leandro, and Hayward,  
Page 4.2-5 Table 4.2-2 lists the CDFW status of five locally distinct vegetation 
communities and their potential to occur in the proposed and connected project areas 
based on the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB 2012) and field surveys. 
Northern maritime chaparral is the only locally distinct vegetation community present in 
the project areas.  
 
Comments:  

 2According to CDFW guidelines (2009) , the database search for special-status 
plants and natural communities should include the quadrangles that the project is 
located on plus the adjacent quadrangles. This search would result in adding 
Coastal Brackish Marsh for consideration of the potential to occur in the proposed 
and connected project areas. This should be added to a recirculated DEIS. 

 Sensitive natural communities are notoriously underreported. In addition, the data 
in CNDDB is only for Holland vegetation types; data for vegetation stands typed 
with MCV2 has not been entered into the system yet (the only MCV2 types that 

                                                 
1 California Native Plant Society/Department of Fish and Game. 2011. Protocol for Combined Vegetation 
Rapid Assessment and Relevé Sampling Field Form. May 2011. 
http://www.cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/pdf/protocol-combined.pdf [Accessed June 13, 2013] 
2 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities. November 2009. https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959&inline=1 
[Accessed June 13, 2013] 
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have been entered into CNDDB are those mapped under VegCAMP 
[approximately 1/3 of the State of California, but not yet including the San 
Francisco Bay Area] [Diana Hickson, CDFW, pers. comm. with East Bay CNPS 
2013]). Consequently, some sensitive natural communities are much more 
prevalent in the proposed and connected project areas than is reflected in this 
document. 

 The DEIS does not attempt to translate between the Holland types that were 
queried and MCV2 types which is the current standard. This results in some 
confusion of naming standards. For instance, Northern Maritime Chaparral is an 
outdated reference to what is Brittle leaf-Wooly leaf manazanita chaparral within 
the proposed and connected project areas; this alliance is more equivalent to 
Central Maritime Chaparral.  

 Another reason for presenting the MCV2 types is that the list of mapped 
vegetation alliances should be checked against the most recent CDFW List of 

3Vegetation Alliances and Associations (2013 ) to determine if any of the types are 
considered sensitive natural communities (i.e., sensitive or special-status natural 
communities are vegetation types that have been identified on the most recent 
CDFW List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations as being critically imperiled 
[state ranking of S1], imperiled [S2], or vulnerable [S3]). 

 
Page 4.2-6, Table 4.2-2 Northern maritime chaparral: Present. There are two CNDDB 
occurrences present in the proposed and connected project areas at Sobrante Ridge and 
Huckleberry Botanic Regional Preserves. 
Section 3.4.2.3.1 Sobrante Ridge Regional Preserve. Sobrante Ridge Regional Preserve 
contains proposed project area SO001, a 4.1-acre area on the western edge of the 
preserve, opposite the eastern end of Rain Cloud Drive. The dominant type of vegetation 
is oak-bay woodland. EBRPD would convert 0.56 acres of northern maritime chaparral 
to successional grassland to enhance growing conditions for pallid Manzanita, a 
federally designated threatened species (see Section 4.2.3). The oak-bay woodland would 
be preserved. 
 

Comments:  
 Maritime chaparral is a particularly important community type as it is considered 

to be among the rarest of the remnant plant communities found in the East Bay 
hills (Dr. Keeler-Wolf, co-author of MCV2 and Senior Vegetation Ecologist with 
VegCAMP in the Biogeographic Data Branch of CDFW, pers. comm. with 

4EBCNPS 2013; also see Vasey et al. 2012 ). It is not only present at Sobrante 
Ridge and Huckleberry Botanic Regional Preserves but also in other areas within 
or adjacent to the proposed and connected project areas including within 

                                                 
3 CDFW 2013. Natural Communities --Background Information. California Department of Fish and Game, 
Sacramento, California. http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_comm_background.asp 
[Accessed June 13, 2013] 
4 Vasey, M.C., M.E. Loik, and V.T. Parker. 2012. Influence of summer marine fog and low cloud stratus on 
water relations of evergreen woody shrubs (Arctostaphylos: Ericaceae) in the chaparral of central 
California. Oecologia. October 2012. Volume 170, Issue 2, pp 325-337. 
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Knowland Park, near Canyon, near Briones Reservoir, Leona Heights (west, 
southwest, and south of Merritt College), and in the hills surrounding Upper San 
Leandro Reservoir (location data provided by Dr. Keeler-Wolf, CDFW, pers. 
comm. with EBCNPS 2013).  

 There is a regulatory model for how to address potential impacts to rare maritime 
chaparral found within the California Coastal Commission (CCC):  

The CCC requires protection of maritime chaparral as an Environmentally 
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) under Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 
An ESHA is described as “Any area in which plant or animal life or their 
habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special 
nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or 
degraded by human activities and developments.” Protection of ESHAs is 
achieved by avoidance of impact: forbidding any development, including 
roads and structures, within the ESHA and within a buffer zone of 50-100 
feet from any development (John Dixon, California Coastal Commission, 
pers.comm. with EBCNPS 2013). Depending upon individual 
circumstances, the CCC may also calculate any previous loss of chaparral 
habitat at a project site due to roads or other development and can require 
that these areas be counted in the total impacts. It can also require 
restoration where appropriate because of previous "taking". Staff 
biologists undertake extensive reviews of every development proposal, 
and decisions whether and what to permit are based on a firm 
understanding of the ecology of the ESHA. 

 The statement in Section 3.4.2.3.1 that “EBRPD would convert 0.56 acres of 
northern maritime chaparral to successional grassland to enhance growing 
conditions for pallid Manzanita…” is nonsensical. Pallid Manzanita is a maritime 
chaparral species, not a grassland species. Converting maritime chaparral acreage 
to grassland will harm growing conditions for pallid Manzanita rather than 
“enhance” them. EBCNPS recommends avoiding impacts to maritime chaparral 
in order to preserve this rare and protected plant and habitat. 
 
The proposed fuels treatment of shrublands and scrublands (removal of 50-70% 
shrub cover or the conversion of shrublands to annual grasslands5) must be 
avoided in any sensitive natural community, including within maritime chaparral. 

 
Page 4.2-6, Table 4.2-2 Valley Needlegrass Grassland: No potential. The community is 
not present in the proposed and connected project areas. There were no observations of 
the community during field surveys, and there are no CNDDB occurrences in the 
proposed and connected project areas. 
Page 4.2-5 Small patches of two other sensitive vegetation communities, serpentine 
bunchgrass and coastal terrace prairie, also occur as described below.  
Page 4.2-18 and 19 In the Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline area, native grasses in 
coastal prairie patches include seashore bentgrass (Agrostis pallens) junegrass (Koeleria 
                                                 
5 Biological Opinion for the Proposed Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction Project in the East Bay Hills of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California (HMGP 1731-16-34, PDM-
PJ-09-CA-2005-003, PDM-PJ-09-CA-2005-11, and PDM-PJ-09-CA-2006-004). May 10, 2013. p 16. 
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macrantha), and red fescue (Festuca rubra). These areas of coastal prairie we not mapped 
because the patch sizes were much smaller than the minimum mapping area identified in 
the methods of this project. 
Page 4.2-21 Scattered native grasses, including purple needlegrass, blue wild rye, and 
creeping wild rye (Leymus triticoides), occur sparingly in this community in the proposed 
and connected project areas. 
             
Comments:  

 Areas of Purple Needlegrass (Stipa pulchra, formerly Nassella pulchra) 
Grassland, Valley Needlegrass Grassland, and Creeping Wildrye (Elymus 
triticoides, formerly Leymus triticoides), all considered sensitive natural 
communities, are present within the project area. Stating that these grasses occur 
sparingly is not enough information to indicate the cover values of these species 
within affected grasslands. Cover values determine if these patches qualify as 
distinct communities based on the membership rules for the subject community. 
Depending on the type, cover values can be as low as 20% for Purple Needlegrass 
Grassland. If the minimum mapping unit was 200 square feet (as described on 
page 4.2-4), there would certainly be some areas qualifying as these grassland 
types. Why were these areas not evaluated based on cover values, mapped, and 
included for impact analysis with this document? They should be included. In 
addition, numerous stands of purple needlegrass and creeping wildrye have been 
documented in other areas within or adjacent to the proposed and connected 
project areas including in the hills between Canyon and the southern edge of 
Upper San Leandro Reservoir (location data provided by Dr. Keeler-Wolf, 
CDFW, pers. comm. with EBCNPS 2013). These sensitive natural communities 
should be mapped and included for impact analyses. 

 Coastal terrace prairie is not only present at Miller/Knox Regional Shoreline, but 
also in other areas within or adjacent to the proposed and connected project areas 
including Point Molate and Point Richmond. This sensitive natural community 
should be mapped and included for impact analyses. 

 Other sensitive natural communities which exist in the proposed and connected 
project areas include Bay Woodland (which should be separated from Live Oak 
Woodland, particularly within the drainages) and Redwood forests. Need to 
ensure impacts to all potential sensitive natural communities are avoided. 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
4.2.3.1 Methodology for Evaluating the Presence of Sensitive Biological 
Resources The evaluation of the sensitive biological resources in the proposed and 
connected project areas consisted of database searches, a literature review, and field 
surveys of vegetation communities. 
 
Comment:  

This section does not include and evaluation of locally rare plant species. CEQA 
requires that impacts to “resources that are rare or unique to that region” be 
evaluated [CEQA Guidelines 15125(c)]. This includes botanical resources that 

270_Robertson_Jean

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 688



 

 
9 

are, but not limited to, peripheral populations and disjunct subpopulations. These 
are informal terms that refer to those species that might be declining or be in need 
of concentrated conservation actions to prevent decline, but have no legal 
protection of their own. Also, CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 states “a species 
not included in any listing…shall nevertheless be considered to be rare or 
Endangered if the species is likely to become Endangered within the foreseeable 
future throughout all or a significant portion of its range and may be considered 
Threatened as that term is used in the Endangered Species Act.” Locally rare 
species tracked by the East Bay Chapter of CNPS meet these criteria (Lake 
20106). Their status is based on their rarity and endangerment throughout all or 
portions of their range. Since the concerned Project Applicants are required by 
California environmental regulation to consider these resources; projects 
potentially funded by FEMA should comply with local environmental regulations. 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Table 4.2-3 
 
Comment:  
The following comments address the inadequacy of determinations for potentially 
occurring rare plant species within the project areas.  
 

 Choris' popcorn-flower (Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. chorisianus) = This 
species was determined as having no potential to occur within project areas. 
Based on specimen information included in the California Consortium of 
Herbaria7 there are known records of this species from "Strawberry Canyon, 
Berkeley Hills" and Oakland". The potential to occur should be changed from 
"No Potential" to "Low Potential".  

 Coastal triquetrella (Triquetrella californica) = based on information from our 
Rare Plant Committee Chairman This species' potential to occur should be 
changed from "No Potential" to "Moderate Potential". This is an often overlooked 
species that has been observed in new locations throughout the Bay Area in 
habitat resembling "successional grasslands" as described in this document. With 
little to know moss inventorying taking place in the East Bay it cannot be ruled 
out as not occurring within the project areas as there are historic records from 
Mount Diablo and new records from San Bruno Mountain (pers. comm. Bartosh 
2013). Because there is abundant suitable habitat between these two localities this 
species should be considered as having a potential to occur within the project 
areas.  

 Coast Iris (Iris longipetala) = This species was not addressed in the table. It 
should be treated as having a "Moderate Potential" to occur within the project 
areas based on herbaria records from the "top of the North Berkeley Hills" and 
"Point Isabel" (CCH 2013) 

                                                 
6 Lake, Dianne. 2010. Rare, Unusual and Significant Plants of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. East Bay Chapter 
of the Caliornia Native Plant Society.  
7 Data provided by the participants of the Consortium of California Herbaria (CCH) (ucjeps.berkeley.edu/consortium/). 
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 Fragrant fritillary (Fritillaria liliacea) = The location Miller Knox should be 
added to the areas where this species has the potential to occur based on a 
collection from "Point Richmond" (CCH). 

 Kellogg's horkelia (Horkelia cuneata var. sericea) = Herbaria records do exist for 
this species from the "Oakland" area (CCH 2013) and suitable habitat is present 
within the project areas, there for the potential for occurrence of this species 
should be changed from "No potential" to "Low Potential". 

 Mount Diablo cottonweed (Micropus amphibolus) = This species is not addressed 
in the table though it should be based on numerous records appearing in the 
Consortium of California Herbaria from localities such as "Old Tunnel Road", 
"Strawberry Canyon", "North Berkeley Hills", and "Wildcat Canyon". This 
species should be treated as having a "High Potential" to occur within the project 
areas.  

 Oakland Star-tulip (Calochortus umbellatus) = This species is not addressed in 
the table though it should be based on numerous records appearing in the 
Consortium of California Herbaria from localities such as "Grizzly Peak", "above 
Mills College", "East Oakland Hills", "Strawberry Canyon", "Wildcat Canyon", 
and near "Lake Temescal". This species should be treated as having a "High 
Potential" to occur within the project areas.  

 Bristly leptosiphon (Leptosiphon acicularis) = This species was not addressed in 
the table. It should be treated as having a "Moderate Potential" to occur within the 
project areas based recent CNDDB records from the Oakland Hills and the fact 
that this species is often overlooked and underreported (pers. comm. Bartosh 
2013).  

 San Francisco Bay sunflower (Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata) = The 
infraspecific name for this taxon is misspelled in the table.  

 Pallid manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida) = It should be noted that this species 
can also occur as isolated individuals or small groups in the understory of 
Eucalyptus forest in the East Bay Hill as this species has been observed in low 
numbers within this habitat type in Redwood Regional Park. Rare plant surveys 
should focus on identifying and locating these individuals or small populations 
within this habitat type (pers. comm. Bartosh 2013).  

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
5.1.6.3.2 Proposed and Connected Actions 
 
Impacts during Implementation 
This subsection states that special-status plant species “could be directly impacted if they 
are present in treatment, staging, or access areas during implementation. Plants could be 
damaged or killed by workers or heavy machinery or indirectly impacted from loss of 
suitable habitat conditions.” 
 
Comment:  

The purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement is to evaluate impacts on the 
environment, in this case special-status species, from a proposed action. Since 
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there have be no protocol-level rare plant surveys conducted in proposed action 
areas to date, the actual presence and distribution of special-status plant species 
and the affects of proposed project actions were not evaluated in this document. 
Without abundance and distribution information the potential significance of 
impacts to special-status plant species is inadequately evaluated in this document. 
Real impacts to rare plant species should be evaluated herein which can only take 
place after protocol-level rare plant surveys have been conducted, level of impacts 
based on proposed actions are evaluated, and this DEIS is recirculated with that 
information.  

 
Impacts from Habitat Loss or Alteration 
Temporary loss or alteration of habitat could result in impacts on special-status plants 
due to erosion or changes in soils from the placement of eucalyptus wood chips. During 
implementation of the proposed and connected actions, the best management practices 
described in Section 5.1.3.3.1 would be implemented to avoid potential impacts from soil 
erosion. In addition, MMPs would be implemented to restore and enhance native habitats 
in the long-term. An analysis of the potential for toxicity from eucalyptus wood chips 
indicates that short-term and localized effects on soil microbes, soil invertebrates, and 
terrestrial plant seedlings may result from exposure to fresh eucalyptus and possibly pine 
wood chips (see Appendix L). 
 
Comment:  

This evaluation and conclusive assumption that the effects of Eucalyptus and Pine 
wood chips are negligible on special-status plant species and their habitat is 
negligible is inadequate. This is based on a study produced out of Florida and 
assumes that allelopathic effects from Eucalyptus and Pine species last only three 
months. There is no data presented in this document, including Appendix L, on 
what species of Eucalyptus or Pine were studied. Are these the same species we 
have in California? This section also does not evaluate the potential affects of 
wood chip spreading to special-status plant species with differing life forms such 
as geophytes (bulbs), annuals, herbaceous perennials, and shrubs. Wood chips 
affect bulbs and herbaceous species in different ways that woody shrubs. An 
evaluation and action of how wood chip application is executed within occupied 
rare plant habitat based on life form should be included in this document.  

 
Impacts From Herbicide Application 
The application of herbicides could result in impacts on special-status plants if there is 
direct contact with chemicals that cause toxicity. Herbicide application is unlikely to 
affect pallid manzanita or Presidio clarkia because these species are not known to be 
present in the treatment areas proposed for herbicide application. However, if pallid 
manzanita, Presidio clarkia, or other special-status plants are present, they could be 
affected. Mitigation measures described in Section 5.1.6.3.3 would be taken to protect 
any special-status plants that could be present unexpectedly in or near the treatment 
areas. 
  
Comment:  
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This mitigation measure as well as mitigation measure 5.1.6.3.3 are inadequate as 
it they do not address or mitigate herbicide application near occupied habitat for 
special-status plant species other than Presido Clarkia and Pallid Manzanita. This 
mitigation measure should address the timing and type of herbicide used based on 
the type of habitat and life form (annual, perennial, or shrub) of the subject rare 
plant.  

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
5.1.6.3.3 Mitigation Measures 
Protocol Surveys (BR-8) 
As described in Section 5.1.6.2.3, a biological monitor would be made available to be on 
site and/or on call during implementation activities to avoid or reduce potential impacts 
on special status species under the proposed and connected actions such that impacts 
would not be significant. In addition, the following measure specific to special-status 
plants would be implemented: 
 Pre-implementation surveys would be conducted to determine the presence of 
 special-status plants within the project areas where vegetation management 
 activities would be conducted. Botanists would conduct a botanical survey for the 
 listed species during the blooming period for each species before vegetation 
 management activities start. All special-status plants would be clearly flagged 
 with high visibility flagging and avoided. 
 
Comment:  

Conducting surveys to locate special-status plant species after the release of this 
DEIS does not provide full disclosure of all rare plant species present within the 
project areas and allow for a full analysis of the significance of impacts resulting 
from this project. This mitigation measure is inappropriate to determine the 
significance of impacts to existing special-status plant populations or those yet 
unknown because of the lack of an evaluation of direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts to specific plant taxa throughout their overall range and within the region. 
This is also deferred mitigation. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 

8rare plant survey protocols  “meet California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements for adequate disclosure of potential impacts”. These protocols 
indicate that Botanical Survey Reports should include the following to assess 
potential impacts: 
 

 A discussion of the significance of special status plant populations in the project 
area considering nearby populations and total species distribution;  

 A discussion of the significance of special status natural communities in the 
project area considering nearby occurrences and natural community distribution;  

 A discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the plants and natural 
communities;  

                                                 
8 Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Natural 
Communities. November 2009. https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959&inline=1 

12 
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 A discussion of threats, including those from invasive species, to the plants and 
natural communities;  
 
While details of this information is provided for Pallid manzanita and Presidio 
clarkia, no information of this nature (bulleted items) is provided for any of the 
other rare plant species known to occur within or adjacent to project action areas. 
Rare plant surveys should be conducted and their results included in a recirculated 
DEIS so the significance of any impacts to rare plants due to project activities can 
be evaluated and commented on by the public. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Specific Comments Regarding EBRPD Sobrante Ridge Treatment from EBCNPS 
member Gudrun Kleist 
 
I live within easy walking distance of Sobrante Ridge and have been hiking there daily 
since March 1987.  While there are plenty of non-natives such as annual grasses, yellow 
star thistle, poison hemlock and others, there are essentially no non-native trees nor 
shrubs (including broom) growing on Sobrante Ridge (yet). 
 
It appears from reading 81420-2010-F-0849-3 that the park service intends to convert the 
oak/bay forest at the West side to oak woodland and “California” annual grasslands, 
which are essentially non-native weed farms. There is no detailed close-up map of the 
exact area, so it is difficult to determine just where this work is to be done. 
 
I find the section on the Alameda manzanita (Arctostaphylos pallida) particularly 
troubling, especially the removal of Madrone (Arbutus menziesii) and the other 
Manzanitas growing in the area. There are only a handful of Madrones growing in a very 
small area, one of them a majestic old tree. To cut down a mature hundred(s) year old 
native tree to “save” a couple of Manzanitas is absurd. The different Manzanitas and the 
Madrones bloom in succession over many months starting in December through April 
providing food for the native hummingbirds and bumblebees. The berries from all are 
consumed by birds and small mammals. (Rodents are an important food source for the 
Alameda whip snake). While I agree that the California Bay trees (Umbellularia 
californica) should be removed, decimating or damaging a sensitive vegetation 
community while considering the preservation of only one species in it is 
counterproductive. The same is true for only taking the Alameda whip snake and red-
legged frog into consideration instead of all of the native fauna that are interrelated.  
 
Ironically, one of the major reasons for the decline of A. pallida is fire suppression.  A. 
pallida seeds need fire to germinate. The occasional fire in a Northern Maritime 
Chaparral also keeps undesirable (native) plants such as Umbellularia californica at bay 
(pun intended).  
 
On Sobrante Ridge, many years of herbicide spraying and running large herds of goats 
unsupervised by a plant knowledgeable person to control the “California” annual 
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grasslands have resulted in a decline of the few native species and an invasion of even 
bigger weeds. Oaks have been gouged and their trunks buried in dirt by bulldozers 
“clearing” the fire roads. The chips of cut and pruned trees are blown into the woods, 
covering the understory and piling up against tree trunks.  
 
All this leaves me with wondering how well the extremely valuable and rare park 
resources will be managed in regards to native flora and fauna. 
 
-Gudrun Kleist 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Specific Comments from EBCNPS Restoration Committee Chair, Janet Gawthrop 
Regarding EBRPD Huckleberry RP and Sibley RP Treatment  
 
Unlike much other public land in the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRP), both 
Huckleberry and Sibley are regional preserves, not just parks. Both received the preserve 
designation because of their unusual natural resources, botanical as to Huckleberry, and 
mostly geological, with some botanical in Sibley.  
 
Huckleberry and Sibley preserves share a boundary, as well as much indigenous flora. 
Much of this flora is unusual in the East Bay, not just pallid manzanita. Western 
leatherwood occurs in many locations in Huckleberry, but the US Fish & Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) discusses preservation measures for western leatherwood only in 
Redwood Regional Park. Along with this oversight, both the FEMA EIS and USFWS 
Biological Opinion omit all reference of the many rare taxa, including the population of 
locally rare shrub (Vaccinium ovatum) for which Huckleberry Botanic Preserve was 
named. While EBRP's goal of removing invasive plants is laudable, the district would 
only detract from its stated goal of fire prevention by disturbing the native plant 
communities that have been growing there.  
 
FEMA should not grant funding to remove or thin "shrubland" vegetation in either of 
these preserves until EBRP conducts biological surveys of the preserves, using current 
protocols in the Manual of California Vegetation, 2nd edition (MCV2). "Shrubland", 
without more, does not designate a fire risk or a plant community. The FEMA EIS 
presents inadequate description of the preserves' flora to allow any contractor bidding on 
the work to save the flora that originally inspired creation of Huckleberry Botanic 
Preserve.  
 
Both Huckleberry and Sibley preserves now have healthy stands of rare maritime 
chaparral, in which federally listed pallid manzanita grows. Disturbance and thinning of 
maritime chaparral communities will almost certainly open the way for invasive plants to 
establish themselves where the present, native vegetation now largely excludes them.  
Rather than "shrubland islands" or thinning, eradication of the Eucalyptus globulus grove 
next to the parking lot, with hand felling of individual Monterey pines in the preserve, 
will eliminate what little fire risk now exists in Huckleberry Botanic Preserve.  
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The maps and polygons included in the FEMA EIS lack sufficient detail even to 
distinguish the labyrinthine boundary of Huckleberry with various private property 
owners uphill of the park. It is possible to see PG&E towers in the EIS aerial photos, but 
impossible to find the low, yellow lane of dead exotic grasses seen easily at ground level. 
All the coastal scrub and maritime chaparral plants in surrounding parkland retain their 
moisture and remain green as ever into the summer. The exotic, annual grassland that 
grew in after PG&E "tree work" below their tower presents the most flammable 
vegetation in the area. The chapter's monthly restoration crew at Huckleberry has not 
found any perennial bunchgrasses in the PG&E clearance area, even though native, 
perennial bunchgrasses now grow only a few meters away in undisturbed areas.

EBCNPS is concerned that in the vegetation management goals9 for the Huckleberry 
RTA's none of them mention the maritime chaparral as a management goal. The maritime 
chaparral is mentioned to exist there in the description of the RTA, but not as a 
vegetation management goal. Palid Manzanita is of course a plant worthy of protection, 
but it is important not to overlook its native habitat (maritime chaparral) when 
considering how to best preserve the species.

-Janet Gawthrop
Restoration Committee Chair, EBCNPS

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

EBCNPS appreciates the consideration of these comments and will look forward to 
following this project in the future. Please do not hesitate to contact us with questions at 
conservation@ebcnps.org or by phone at (510) 734 0335. 

Sincerely, 

Jean Robertson 
Chair, Conservation Committee 
East Bay Chapter, 
California Native Plant Society 

                                                 
9 Biological Opinion for the Proposed Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction Project in the East Bay Hills of Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, California (HMGP 1731-16-34, PDM-
PJ-09-CA-2005-003, PDM-PJ-09-CA-2005-11, and PDM-PJ-09-CA-2006-004). May 10, 2013. pp 29-30. 
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APPENDIX A: CEQA protected A-Ranked Plants known from the East Bay Hills - 2013 
 

East 
Bay 
CNPS 
Rarity 
Rank 

California 
Rarity Rank 

Scientific 
Name Common Name Habitat 

A1x CEQA Acmispon denticulatus meadow trefoil Riparian, Miscellaneous 
A1x CEQA Acmispon junceus var. biolettii rush lotus Chaparral, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Adiantum aleuticum five-finger fern Riparian 

A1 CEQA Agoseris apargioides var. apargioides seaside agoseris 
Forest, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub  
(Coastal or Interior), Sand, Sandstone 

A1 CEQA Agoseris apargioides var. unknown seaside agoseris Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Agrostis hallii Hall's bent grass Forest, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Allium amplectens narrow-leaved onion 

Open Dry Slope, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived 
soils,  
Woodland, Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Allium falcifolium sickle-leaved onion 
Rock, Tallus, Scree, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived  
soils 

A2 CEQA Alnus rubra red alder Riparian 
A2 CEQA Amaranthus californicus Californian amaranth Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Amaranthus powellii Powell's amaranth Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Ammannia coccinea long-leaved ammannia Riparian, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

*A1x 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Amsinckia douglasiana Douglas' fiddleneck Open Dry Slope, Rock, Tallus, Scree 

A2 CEQA Amsinckia eastwoodiae Eastwood's fiddleneck Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Miscellaneous 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G2? Amsinckia lunaris 

bent-flowered 
fiddleneck 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland, 
Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Amsinckia tessellata var. tessellata 
desert fiddleneck, devil's 
lettuce Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Anagallis minima chaffweed Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2?(CEQA) 
G5?T3T4 Androsace elongata subsp. acuta California androsace Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Anisocarpus madioides 
woodland tarweed, 
woodland madia Forest, Redwood Forest, Woodland 

A1x CEQA Anthoxanthum occidentale 
California sweet grass, 
vanilla grass Forest, Redwood Forest 

A2 CEQA Apocynum cannabinum dogbane, Indian-hemp Freshwater Marsh, Riparian 
A1x CEQA Arctostaphylos crustacea subsp. rosei Rose's manzanita Chaparral, Sand, Sandstone 

*A1 

1B.1 
S1(CEQA) 
G1 
CE 
FT Arctostaphylos pallida pallid manzanita Chaparral, Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Asarum caudatum wild-ginger Forest, Redwood Forest 

A1 CEQA Asclepias cordifolia purple milkweed 
Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Rock,  
Tallus, Scree, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Asclepias speciosa 
showy milkweed, 
milkweed Miscellaneous 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G2T2 Astragalus tener var. tener alkali milkvetch 

Alkali Areas, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Vernal  
Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

270_Robertson_Jean

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 696



 

 
17 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G2 Atriplex joaquinana 

San Joaquin spearscale, 
San Joaquin saltbush 

Alkali Areas, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Atriplex lentiformis big saltbush Alkali Areas, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G3G4T2 Balsamorhiza macrolepis big-scale balsamroot 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils 

A1 CEQA Berberis nervosa Oregon grape Forest 

A2 CEQA Brodiaea terrestris subsp. terrestris dwarf brodiaea 
Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland,  
Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1? CEQA Calamagrostis koelerioides tufted pine grass 
Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Miscellaneous 

A1x CEQA Calamagrostis nutkaensis Pacific reed grass 
Coastal Strand, Freshwater Marsh, Forest,  
Redwood Forest 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2?(CEQA) 
G4 Calandrinia breweri Brewer's calandrinia Burns, Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

*A2 

1B.1 
S2(CEQA) 
G2 California macrophylla round-leaved filaree 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub 
 (Coastal or Interior) 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2.1(CEQA) 
G2 Calochortus pulchellus 

Mount Diablo fairy-
lantern 

Chaparral, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils,  
Woodland 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Calochortus umbellatus Oakland star-tulip Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

A1 CEQA Calycadenia multiglandulosa sticky calycadenia 
Rock, Tallus, Scree, Scrub (Coastal or Interior), 
 Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils 

A2 CEQA 
Calystegia malacophylla subsp. 
pedicellata woolly morning-glory 

Chaparral, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils, 
 Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A2 CEQA Calystegia sepium subsp. limnophila hedge bindweed Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Camissoniopsis intermedia small primrose Burns, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 
A2 CEQA Camissoniopsis micrantha small primrose Coastal Strand, Dry Wash, Sand, Sandstone 
A1 CEQA Carex aquatilis var. dives Sitka sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Carex brevicaulis short-stemmed sedge Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Carex densa dense sedge Miscellaneous, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Carex globosa round-fruited sedge Miscellaneous 

A1x CEQA Carex gracilior slender sedge 

Forest, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), 
Miscellaneous  
Wetlands, Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Carex harfordii 
Harford's sedge, 
Monterey sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Carex laeviculmis smooth-stemmed sedge Woodland 
A1 CEQA Carex lenticularis var. lipocarpa few-ribbed sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Carex leptopoda 
slender-footed sedge, 
short-scaled sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Carex multicostata many-ribbed sedge Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Carex obnupta slough sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Carex pellita woolly sedge Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Carex senta 
western rough sedge, 
rough sedge Riparian, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Carex unilateralis one-sided sedge Miscellaneous 
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*A1 

4.2 
S3(CEQA) 
G4T3T4 Castilleja ambigua subsp. ambigua Johnny-nip Coastal Bluff, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Castilleja applegatei subsp. martinii 
wavy-leaved indian 
paintbrush Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A1 CEQA Castilleja exserta subsp. latifolia owl's-clover Coastal Bluff, Sand, Sandstone 

A1 CEQA 
Castilleja subinclusa subsp. 
franciscana 

Franciscan indian 
paintbrush Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A2 CEQA 
Ceanothus thyrsiflorus var. 
thyrsiflorus 

blue blossom, California 
lilac Miscellaneous 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G4T2 Centromadia parryi subsp. congdonii Congdon's tarplant 

Alkali Areas, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Cheilanthes gracillima lace fern Rock, Tallus, Scree 

A1 CEQA Chenopodium rubrum var. unknown 
red pigweed, red 
goosefoot Alkali Areas 

*A2 

1B.2 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G2T1 
CR 
FE Chloropyron molle subsp. molle 

soft salty bird's-beak, 
soft bird's-beak Brackish Marsh, Salt Marsh 

A2 CEQA Chorizanthe membranacea pink spineflower 
Chaparral, Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or  
Perennial), Woodland, Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA 
Chorizanthe polygonoides var. 
polygonoides knotweed spineflower Gravel, Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Chrysolepis chrysophylla var. minor golden chinquapin Chaparral, Forest, Sand, Sandstone 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G2 Cirsium andrewsii Franciscan thistle 

Freshwater Marsh, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived  
soils, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Cirsium quercetorum brownie thistle Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland 

A1 CEQA 
Cirsium remotifolium var. 
odontolepis remote-leaved thistle 

Forest, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Clarkia biloba subsp. biloba lobed godetia Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

*A1 

4.3 
S3.3(CEQA) 
G5?T3 Clarkia concinna subsp. automixa Santa Clara red ribbons Woodland 

*A1 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G1 
CE 
FE Clarkia franciscana Presidio clarkia Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils 

A2 CEQA Clarkia purpurea subsp. purpurea purple clarkia Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Clarkia purpurea subsp. viminea large godetia Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Claytonia gypsophiloides coast range montia 
Rock, Tallus, Scree, Serpentine or Serpentine- 
derived soils 

A1 CEQA Clintonia andrewsiana red clintonia Redwood Forest 
A1 CEQA Collinsia bartsiifolia var. stricta white Chinese houses Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Collinsia parviflora blue-eyed Mary Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Collomia heterophylla variable-leaf collomia Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Corallorhiza maculata var. maculata spotted coralroot Forest, Woodland 
A1 CEQA Corallorhiza striata striped coralroot Forest, Woodland 
A1 CEQA Cornus glabrata brown dogwood Riparian 

A1 CEQA Cryptantha clevelandii var. florosa Cleveland's cryptantha 
Chaparral, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone,  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils 
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A1 CEQA Cryptantha intermedia var. intermedia common cryptantha 
Forest, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone,  
Woodland 

A1 CEQA Cryptantha micromeres 
minute-flowered 
cryptantha Burns, Chaparral, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Cryptantha microstachys Tejon cryptantha Chaparral, Woodland 
A2 CEQA Cryptantha muricata var. unknown prickly cryptantha Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Cryptantha torreyana var. pumila Torrey's cryptantha Forest, Open Dry Slope 

A2 CEQA Cuscuta californica var. californica California dodder 
Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Cyperus erythrorhizos red-rooted cyperus Riparian 
A2 CEQA Cyperus niger black sedge Miscellaneous, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Cyperus odoratus coarse cyperus Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Datisca glomerata durango root Dry Wash, Riparian 
A2 CEQA Deinandra corymbosa coast tarweed Coastal Bluff, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA 
Delphinium californicum subsp. 
californicum 

coast larkspur, 
California larkspur Chaparral 

A2 CEQA Dendromecon rigida bush poppy Burns, Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A2 CEQA 
Deschampsia cespitosa subsp. 
holciformis tufted hairgrass Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Dicentra formosa 
Pacific bleeding heart, 
bleeding heart Forest, Redwood Forest, Miscellaneous 

A1? CEQA Dichelostemma volubile 
twining brodiaea, snake 
lily Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2S3(CEQA) 
G2G3 Dirca occidentalis western leatherwood Forest, Riparian, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A1 CEQA Dudleya cymosa subsp. cymosa spreading dudleya Rock, Tallus, Scree, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Dudleya farinosa 
bluff lettuce, powdery 
dudleya Rock, Tallus, Scree 

A2 CEQA Echinodorus berteroi burhead Freshwater Marsh 

A1 CEQA Eclipta prostrata false daisy Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Ehrendorferia chrysantha golden ear-drops Burns, Open Dry Slope, Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Elatine brachysperma waterwort Freshwater Marsh, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Elatine californica waterwort Freshwater Marsh 
A2 CEQA Elymus elymoides var. elymoides squirreltail Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Elymus stebbinsii 
Stebbins' wheat grass, 
Parish's wheat-grass Chaparral, Open Dry Slope, Forest 

A2 CEQA Elymus xhansenii Hansen squirreltail Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA 
Emmenanthe penduliflora var. 
penduliflora whispering bells 

Burns, Chaparral, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Scrub  
(Coastal or Interior), Serpentine or Serpentine- 
derived soils, Sand, Sandstone 

A1 CEQA Eragrostis mexicana subsp. virescens Orcutt's eragrostis Riparian, Sand, Sandstone, Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Ericameria arborescens golden-fleece Chaparral, Forest, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Erigeron petrophilus var. petrophilus rock daisy 
Rock, Tallus, Scree, Serpentine or Serpentine- 
derived soils 

A2 CEQA Eriogonum angulosum 

angle-stem wild 
buckwheat, angle-
stemmed eriogonum Sand, Sandstone, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA 
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. 
foliolosum 

leafy California 
buckwheat, California 
buckwheat Open Dry Slope 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G5T2 Eriogonum luteolum var. caninum Tiburon buckwheat 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils 

A2 CEQA Eriogonum luteolum var. luteolum 

golden-carpet wild 
buckwheat, golden 
carpet 

Gravel, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils,  
Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Eryngium armatum 
coastal button-celery, 
coast coyote-thistle Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
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A2 CEQA Eschscholzia caespitosa tufted poppy Chaparral 

A1 CEQA 
Euonymus occidentalis var. 
occidentalis burning bush Riparian 

A2 CEQA Festuca elmeri Elmer's fescue Riparian 

A2 CEQA Fraxinus dipetala 
California ash, flowering 
ash Chaparral, Woodland, Miscellaneous 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Fritillaria agrestis stinkbells Alkali Areas, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G2 Fritillaria liliacea fragrant fritillary 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils, Vernal Pool 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G5T3 Galium andrewsii subsp. gatense 

phlox-leaf serpentine 
bedstraw, serpentine 
bedstraw 

Chaparral, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived  
soils, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Galium trifidum subsp. columbianum trifid bedstraw Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Gaultheria shallon salal Forest, Redwood Forest 
A2 CEQA Gilia achilleifolia subsp. unknown California gilia Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Gilia capitata subsp. unknown blue field gilia Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Githopsis diffusa subsp. robusta southern bluecup Burns, Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Glaux maritima sea-milkwort 
Alkali Areas, Salt Marsh, Miscellaneous  
Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Glyceria leptostachya 
narrow manna grass, 
Davy's mannagrass Freshwater Marsh, Riparian 

A2 CEQA Glyceria xoccidentalis western manna grass Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Helenium bigelovii Bigelow's sneezeweed Brackish Marsh, Freshwater Marsh 

A1 CEQA 
Helianthella californica var. 
californica California helianthella Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2(CEQA) 
G2 Helianthella castanea Diablo helianthella 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Woodland 

A2 CEQA Hesperevax acaulis var. ambusticola fire evax Burns, Open Dry Slope, Miscellaneous 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Hesperevax caulescens hogwallow starfish Vernal Pool 

A2 CEQA Hesperolinon californicum California dwarf flax 
Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Rock, Tallus,  
Scree, Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils 

A1x CEQA Hesperomecon linearis 
narrow-leaved 
meconella 

Dry Wash, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Heterocodon rariflorum heterocodon Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Heterotheca oregona var. scaberrima Oregon goldenaster Dry Wash 
A1x CEQA Hoita orbicularis round-leaved psoralea Riparian, Miscellaneous 

*A1x 

1B.1 
S2(CEQA) 
G2 Hoita strobilina Loma Prieta hoita Chaparral, Woodland 

*A1 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G1 
CE 
FT Holocarpha macradenia Santa Cruz tarplant Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A1 CEQA Holozonia filipes whitecrown, holozonia Dry Wash, Riparian 

A1 CEQA Horkelia californica var. californica California horkelia 
Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub  
(Coastal or Interior) 
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A2 CEQA Horkelia californica var. elata tall horkelia Riparian, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1? CEQA 
Hosackia oblongifolia var. 
oblongifolia narrow-leaved lotus Freshwater Marsh 

A1 CEQA Hosackia stipularis var. stipularis stipulate lotus Chaparral 

A1 CEQA Hypericum scouleri 
Scouler's st. john's wort, 
Scouler's St. John's wort Freshwater Marsh, Riparian 

A2 CEQA Iris douglasiana Douglas iris Miscellaneous 

*A1 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Iris longipetala coast iris Miscellaneous 

*A1x? 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G1 Isocoma arguta Carquinez goldenbush Brackish Marsh 

A2 CEQA Isoetes howellii Howell's quillwort Miscellaneous Wetlands 

*A2 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G1 Juglans hindsii 

northern California 
black walnut, Northern 
California black  Riparian 

A2 CEQA Juncus articulatus subsp. articulatus jointed rush Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Juncus oxymeris pointed rush Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Juncus phaeocephalus var. unknown brown-headed rush Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Kopsiopsis strobilacea California ground-cone Chaparral, Sand, Sandstone, Woodland 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G5T2 Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii 

delta tule pea, Delta tule 
pea Brackish Marsh, Freshwater Marsh 

A2 CEQA Layia chrysanthemoides smooth layia Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 
A2 CEQA Layia gaillardioides woodland layia Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

A1x CEQA Layia glandulosa white layia Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Layia hieracioides tall layia Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Lepidium dictyotum alkali pepper-grass Alkali Areas 
A1x CEQA Lepidium oblongum wayside pepper-grass Miscellaneous 

*A1 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Leptosiphon acicularis 

bristly leptosiphon, 
bristly linanthus 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Woodland 

*A1 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Leptosiphon grandiflorus 

large-flowered 
leptosiphon, large-
flowered linanthus 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Gravel,  
Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Sand, Sandstone 

A1 CEQA Leptosiphon liniflorus 

flax-flowered linanthus, 
flax-flowered 
leptosiphon 

Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland,  
Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA 
Leptosiphon pygmaeus subsp. 
continentalis 

pygmy linanthus, pygmy 
leptosiphon Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Leptosyne stillmanii Stillman's coreopsis 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils,  
Woodland 

A1 CEQA Ligusticum apiifolium Pacific lovage 
Coastal Bluff, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

A2 CEQA Lilium pardalinum subsp. pardalinum leopard lily Freshwater Marsh, Riparian 
A1 CEQA Limnanthes douglasii subsp. douglasii meadowfoam Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Limosella acaulis southern mudwort Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Lithophragma bolanderi Bolander starflower Miscellaneous 

A1? CEQA Ludwigia hexapetala 
uruguayan primrose-
willow, ludwigia Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Lupinus affinis lupine Miscellaneous 
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A2 CEQA Lupinus arboreus yellow bush lupine Coastal Bluff, Coastal Strand, Sand, Sandstone 
A1 CEQA Lupinus luteolus butter lupine Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Lupinus variicolor bluff lupine 
Coastal Strand, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Malacothrix floccifera woolly malacothrix Burns, Chaparral, Woodland, Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Meconella californica California meconella Rock, Tallus, Scree 

*A2 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G2G3 Meconella oregana Oregon meconella Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Miscellaneous 

A1? CEQA Melica bulbosa onion grass Forest, Rock, Tallus, Scree 

A2 CEQA Mentzelia lindleyi Lindley's blazing star 
Rock, Tallus, Scree, Scrub (Coastal or Interior),  
Woodland 

*A1 

3.2 
S3.2?(CEQA) 
G3 Micropus amphibolus 

Mount Diablo 
cottonseed, Mt. Diablo 
cottonweed 

Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Rock, Tallus, Scree 

A1x CEQA Micropus californicus var. subvestitus slender cottonweed Open Dry Slope, Miscellaneous 
A1x CEQA Microseris bigelovii coast microseris Coastal Bluff, Coastal Strand, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Microseris campestris San Joaquin microseris Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Vernal Pool 
A2 CEQA Microseris elegans elegant microseris Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Vernal Pool 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Microseris sylvatica sylvan microseris Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland 

A2 CEQA Mimulus douglasii Douglas monkeyflower 
Chaparral, Gravel, Rock, Tallus, Scree,  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Minuartia californica California sandwort 

Chaparral, Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or  
Perennial), Rock, Tallus, Scree, Sand, Sandstone,  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils 

A2 CEQA Minuartia pusilla 
annual sandwort, least 
sandwort Chaparral, Forest 

A2 CEQA Moehringia macrophylla 
large-leaved sandwort, 
big-leaf sandwort 

Forest, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

*A1 

3 
S3?(CEQA) 
G4T3Q Monardella antonina subsp. antonina 

San Antonio hills 
monardella Chaparral, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Monardella douglasii 
fenestra monardella, 
Fenestra monardella 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Monardella sheltonii Shelton's monardella 
Chaparral, Forest, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Serpentine  
or Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G5T2 Monardella villosa subsp. globosa robust monardella Chaparral, Woodland 

*A1 

1B.2 
S2S3(CEQA) 
G2G3 Monolopia gracilens 

woodland 
woollythreads, 
woodland monolopia 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Serpentine or Serpentine-derived soils, Woodland 

A1x CEQA Montia linearis linear-leaved montia 
Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub (Coastal  
or Interior), Woodland 

A2 CEQA Morella californica wax myrtle Forest, Redwood Forest, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 
A2 CEQA Myosurus minimus subsp. minimus common mouse-tail Freshwater Marsh, Vernal Pool 

A1 CEQA 
Navarretia leucocephala subsp. 
leucocephala 

white-flowered 
navarretia Vernal Pool 

A1 CEQA Navarretia viscidula sticky navarretia 
Freshwater Marsh, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Sand, Sandstone, Vernal Pool 

A2 CEQA Orobanche vallicola California broom-rape Forest, Woodland 
A1 CEQA Oxalis oregana redwood sorrel Redwood Forest 

A1 CEQA Oxalis pilosa hairy wood-sorrel 
Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub 
 (Coastal or Interior) 

270_Robertson_Jean

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 702



 

 
23 

A2 CEQA Papaver californicum fire poppy Burns, Woodland 
A1 CEQA Pediomelum californicum indian breadroot Chaparral, Woodland 
A2 CEQA Penstemon heterophyllus var. purdyi foothill penstemon Chaparral, Forest, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 
A2 CEQA Pentachaeta alsinoides tiny pentachaeta Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 
A1 CEQA Pentachaeta exilis subsp. exilis meager pentachaeta Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Perideridia oregana yampah 
Open Dry Slope, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Woodland,  
Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Petasites frigidus var. palmatus 
western sweet coltsfoot, 
coltsfoot Riparian, Redwood Forest 

A1 CEQA Petunia parviflora wild petunia Dry Wash 

A2 CEQA Phacelia divaricata divaricate phacelia 
Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Woodland 

A1 CEQA Phacelia douglasii Douglas' phacelia Sand, Sandstone 
A1x CEQA Phacelia egena phacelia Chaparral, Riparian, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Phacelia malvifolia stinging phacelia Gravel, Sand, Sandstone 

A2 CEQA Phacelia ramosissima branching phacelia 
Open Dry Slope, Dry Wash, Grassland (Annual  
or Perennial), Miscellaneous 

A1x CEQA Phalaris angusta narrow canary grass Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass Riparian, Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1x CEQA Phalaris californica California canary grass Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland 
A1 CEQA Phalaris lemmonii Lemmon's canary-grass Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Pinus attenuata knobcone pine Burns, Chaparral, Forest, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Pinus coulteri Coulter pine Chaparral, Forest 

A2 CEQA Piperia elongata 

chaparral orchid, wood 
rein-orchid, elongate 
piperia Forest, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G3 Piperia michaelii Michael's rein-orchid Forest, Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

A1 CEQA Piperia unalascensis 
Alaska piperia, slender-
spire orchid Forest, Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

*A1x 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G3T2Q 

Plagiobothrys chorisianus var. 
chorisianus Choris' popcornflower 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

*A1 

1B.1 
S1.1(CEQA) 
G1Q 
CE Plagiobothrys diffusus 

San Francisco 
popcornflower 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Plagiobothrys tenellus 
Pacific popcornflower, 
slender popcornflower Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Plagiobothrys undulatus 

wavy-stemmed 
popcornflower, coast 
allocarya Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Plantago maritima Pacific seaside plantain Salt Marsh 

A1x CEQA Platanthera dilatata var. leucostachys 
white-flowered bog-
orchid Freshwater Marsh, Riparian 

A2 CEQA Plectritis congesta subsp. congesta sea blush Coastal Bluff, Woodland 
A2 CEQA Poa howellii Howell's bluegrass Chaparral, Rock, Tallus, Scree, Woodland 

A1x CEQA Pogogyne douglasii 
Douglas' beardstyle, 
Douglas pogogyne Vernal Pool 

*A1 

2.2 
S1(CEQA) 
G4 Polemonium carneum 

Oregon polemonium, 
great polemonium Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Polygala californica California milkwort Chaparral, Forest, Redwood Forest 
A1 CEQA Polypodium scouleri leather-leaf fern Coastal Bluff, Miscellaneous 
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A1 CEQA Polystichum californicum California sword fern Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA 
Polystichum imbricans subsp. 
imbricans rock sword fern Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Potentilla anserina subsp. pacifica Pacific silverweed Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1? CEQA Prosartes smithii large-flowered fairy bell Forest, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Prunella vulgaris var. lanceolata selfheal 
Forest, Riparian, Woodland, Miscellaneous  
Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Pseudognaphalium biolettii Bioletti's cudweed Open Dry Slope, Sand, Sandstone 
A2 CEQA Pseudognaphalium microcephalum white everlasting Chaparral, Open Dry Slope 

A1 CEQA Psilocarphus chilensis 
round woolly marbles, 
round woolly-marbles Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Quercus chrysolepis 
maul oak, canyon live 
oak, shrubby canyon oak Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A2 CEQA Quercus durata var. durata leather oak 
Chaparral, Serpentine or Serpentine- 
derived soils 

A1 CEQA Quercus garryana x dumosa Oregon oak x scrub oak Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland 

A1 CEQA Quercus garryana x durata 
Oregon oak x leather 
oak Chaparral, Woodland 

A2 CEQA Quercus palmeri Palmer's oak Rock, Tallus, Scree 
A2 CEQA Quercus parvula var. shrevei island scrub oak Chaparral, Woodland 
A1 CEQA Quercus xjolonensis blue oak x valley oak Forest, Woodland 

*A2 

4.2 
S3.2(CEQA) 
G4 Ranunculus lobbii Lobb's aquatic buttercup Vernal Pool, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA 
Ranunculus occidentalis var. 
occidentalis western buttercup 

Grassland (Annual or Perennial), 
 Woodland 

A1 CEQA 
Ranunculus orthorhynchus var. 
bloomeri Bloomer's buttercup Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1x CEQA 
Ranunculus orthorhynchus var. 
orthorhynchus 

straight-beaked 
buttercup 

Forest, Miscellaneous Wetlands,  
Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Ribes amarum bitter gooseberry Chaparral 
A1 CEQA Ribes aureum var. gracillimum golden currant Riparian, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Ribes quercetorum 
oakwoods gooseberry, 
oak gooseberry Chaparral, Woodland 

A1 CEQA Ribes speciosum 
fuchsia-flowered 
gooseberry Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior) 

A2 CEQA Rorippa curvisiliqua yellow cress Freshwater Marsh 
A1 CEQA Rorippa palustris subsp. palustris marsh yellow-cress Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Rosa nutkana subsp. nutkana Nootka rose Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Rubus spectabilis salmonberry Riparian 
A2 CEQA Rumex californicus willow dock Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Rumex crassus willow dock 
Coastal Bluff, Coastal Strand,  
Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Rumex fueginus golden dock Brackish Marsh, Salt Marsh 
A2 CEQA Rumex transitorius willow dock Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Sagittaria latifolia arrowhead Freshwater Marsh 
A2 CEQA Salix scouleriana Scouler's willow Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Sambucus racemosa var. racemosa red elderberry Riparian 

A1x CEQA Sanicula arctopoides 
footsteps of spring, 
yellow mats Coastal Bluff 

A2 CEQA Sanicula laciniata coast sanicle 
Chaparral, Scrub (Coastal or Interior),  
Woodland 

A1x CEQA Scoliopus bigelovii 
fetid adder's tongue, 
slink pod Redwood Forest 

A2 CEQA Scutellaria californica California skullcap 
Scrub (Coastal or Interior), Woodland,  
Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Selaginella bigelovii spike-moss Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Senecio hydrophilus 
water ragwort, alkali-
marsh ragwort, alkali- Miscellaneous Wetlands 
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marsh butterweed 

A2 CEQA Sesuvium verrucosum 
western sea-purslane, 
sea-purslane Alkali Areas 

A2 CEQA Setaria parviflora 
knotroot bristle grass, 
perennial foxtail Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Sidalcea diploscypha 
fringed checkerbloom, 
fringed sidalcea Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Woodland 

A1 CEQA Sisyrinchium californicum golden-eyed-grass Freshwater Marsh 

A1? CEQA Solanum xanti purple nightshade 
Forest, Scrub (Coastal or Interior),  
Woodland 

A2 CEQA 
Spergularia macrotheca var. 
macrotheca 

large-flowered sand 
spurry 

Alkali Areas, Coastal Bluff, Rock, Tallus,  
Scree, Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1 CEQA Spiranthes porrifolia western ladies' tresses Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A1 CEQA Spiranthes romanzoffiana hooded ladies' tresses Coastal Bluff, Freshwater Marsh 
A2 CEQA Stachys ajugoides bugle hedge nettle Miscellaneous Wetlands 

A1? CEQA Stachys bullata California hedge nettle Open Dry Slope, Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Stephanomeria elata stephanomeria Open Dry Slope 

*A2 

1B.2 
S2.2(CEQA) 
G2T2 

Streptanthus albidus subsp. 
peramoenus 

most beautiful jewel-
flower 

Chaparral, Open Dry Slope, Grassland  
(Annual or Perennial), Serpentine or  
Serpentine-derived soils 

*A1 

2.2 
S1S2(CEQA) 
G5 Stuckenia filiformis subsp. alpina 

slender-leaved 
potamogeton 

Freshwater Marsh, Riparian, Miscellaneous  
Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Stylocline gnaphaloides 
everlasting neststraw, 
nest-straw Sand, Sandstone, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA 
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum var. 
hesperium marsh aster 

Miscellaneous, Riparian, Miscellaneous  
Wetlands 

A2 CEQA Tetrapteron graciliflorum hill sun cup 

Open Dry Slope, Grassland (Annual or  
Perennial), Scrub (Coastal or Interior),  
Woodland 

A1x CEQA 
Thermopsis californica var. 
californica 

santa ynez false-lupine, 
false-lupine 

Chaparral, Grassland (Annual or Perennial),  
Woodland 

A2 CEQA Thysanocarpus radians ribbed fringe pod Miscellaneous 
A1 CEQA Tolmiea diplomenziesii pig-a-back plant Riparian 
A1 CEQA Trianthema portulacastrum horse purslane Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Trifolium barbigerum bearded clover Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Trifolium lilacinum Gray's clover Miscellaneous 

A1 CEQA Trifolium macraei 
Macrae's clover, double-
headed clover Sand, Sandstone, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA Trifolium olivaceum olive clover Miscellaneous 
A2 CEQA Trifolium wormskioldii cow clover Miscellaneous Wetlands 
A2 CEQA Triglochin striata three-ribbed arrow-grass Salt Marsh 
A2 CEQA Trillium ovatum subsp. ovatum white trillium Forest, Redwood Forest 
A2 CEQA Triodanis biflora Venus' looking-glass Burns, Miscellaneous 

A2 CEQA 
Triphysaria versicolor subsp. 
faucibarbata smooth owl's-clover Grassland (Annual or Perennial) 

A2 CEQA Trisetum canescens tall trisetum Forest, Miscellaneous 

A1x CEQA Vancouveria planipetala 
redwood ivy, inside-out 
flower Forest 

*A2 

2.3 
S2.3(CEQA) 
G5 Viburnum ellipticum oval-leaved viburnum Chaparral 

A2 CEQA Vicia hassei slender vetch 
Grassland (Annual or Perennial), Scrub  
(Coastal or Interior) 

A1 CEQA Viola adunca subsp. adunca western blue violet Forest 

A2 CEQA Viola glabella 
stream violet, smooth 
yellow violet Forest, Riparian 
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A1 CEQA Viola sempervirens 
evergreen violet, 
redwood violet Redwood Forest 

NOTE: Some of these plant species are only known from the area historically and have not been reported 
for quite some time. It should not necessarily be assumed, however, that they no longer exist here as they 
may be on private land or hard-to-reach areas where surveys have not been done for a long time, if ever. In 
recent years, several plant species have been rediscovered in the East Bay that had not been reported in the 
area since the late 1800’s or early 1900’s.  
 
Dates indicated for historical species in the species name column refer to the last known record in the 
Alameda-Contra Costa Counties area, not necessarily the area described in the title. 
 
 
Explanation of Ranks 
 
*A1 or *A2: Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered 
statewide by federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS. 
  
A1x: Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated 
here. 
 
A1: Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. 
 
A2: Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting other important 
criteria such as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or 
threatened habitat, etc. 
 
A1?: Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear if they actually occur here. 
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Appendix B 
 

EBCNPS Comment Letter RE: Notice of Intent for the Environmental 
Impact Statement on FEMA–2010–0037, Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, 

East Bay Hills, CA. October 2010 
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California Native Plant Society 
East Bay Chapter 

Conservation Committee 

October 1, 2010 
 
Office of Chief Counsel, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, 500 C Street, SW., 
Room 835, Washington, DC 20472–3100 
 
RE: Docket ID: FEMA–2010–0037, Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills, CA 

 
Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
The East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (EBCNPS) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Notice of Intent for the Environmental Impact Statement on 
FEMA–2010–0037, Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills, CA.  The California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit organization of more than 10,000 laypersons, 
professional and academic botanists organized into 33 chapters throughout California. The 
mission of the CNPS is to increase the understanding and appreciation of California's native 
plants and to preserve them in their natural habitat through scientific activities, education, and 
conservation. 
 
The East Bay Chapter of CNPS (EBCNPS) has been involved with protecting and conserving 
native plant resources in the East Bay Hills for some 47 years now.  These East Bay Hills are rich 
with native vegetation and rare and unusual plants that often are found nowhere else in the two-
county East Bay area.  The East Bay Hills are home to a large number of endangered, threatened, 
and locally rare plants which could be affected by fuels management projects.  EBCNPS wants to 
ensure that the EIS will address potential impacts to these plants.  Appendix A provides a list of 
CEQA protected A-ranked plants, or plants that are locally rare, including federally listed and 
state listed plants.   
 
We recognize that there is a frightening wildfire potential each fall for some residents 
living in the East Bay Hills. This potential exists because of the combination of extreme 
weather events (Diablo winds), the pattern of residential development in the hills, the 
proximity of flammable homes to fire-prone vegetation, and the lack of adequate 
preparation to the urban infrastructure, including defensible space [excerpted from our 
paper, “Managing the East Bay Hills WUI to Preserve Native Habitat and Reduce the Risk 
of Catastrophic Fire”, Appendix B]. 
 
This paper, co-authored with Sierra Club and Golden Gate Audubon, was submitted to the East 
Bay Park District during their Fuels Management EIR process.  We believe that it is applicable to 
this project and helps provide insight and information from three environmentally motivated 
organizations.  In addition to providing this paper and other letters to responsible parties, 
EBCNPS continues to be in contact with landowners and land managers in the East Bay Hills, 
including the City of Oakland and EBRPD, helping ensure that the fuels management plans for 
these hills will not negatively impact native vegetation.  In fact, in many cases we’re working 

·· East Bay Chapter – California Native Plant Society – P.O. Box 5597, Elmwood Station, Berkeley, California 94705 
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EBCNPS Conservation Committee  
 

 

together to produce a win-win situation wherein both fuel reduction goals are met while native 
plant habitat is maintained and even improved in some situations.   
 
EBCNPS supports many of the concepts presented in the Sierra Club (SC) letter (Norman 
LaForce, September 12th, 2010) submitted during this project scoping process.  EBCNPS has 
been working assiduously with a number of local conservation groups, including the Sierra Club, 
Golden Gate Audubon Society, Friends of Sausal Creek, and the Claremont Canyon 
Conservancy, to help identify resources and educate the public and decision-makers about the 
ecological value of these resources.  We firmly agree with the second (2) point in the SC letter 
that the EIS needs to be grounded in “verifiable wildfire science, reliable resource 
protection/management science, and expert opinions”. 
 
The role of FEMA, as a potential funder of these wildfire reduction plans, should be to review 
the documents submitted not only for the quality of the project presented, but also for the 
foundation upon which the proposals were written.  We hope that FEMA would uphold grantees 
to an extremely high standard and require the projects to explicitly state their assumptions and 
the background information they have used to inform the proposed project.  Although we 
understand that all of the projects highlighted in the scoping session (e.g., City of Oakland, 
University of California, EBRPD) have already submitted proposals, we believe that it is not too 
late to assess the quality of these projects for the following parameters: 
 

1. What type of fuel model is used to create the recommendations for fuels treatment?  Is the 
model generalized from another area or is it based on vegetation found in the East Bay 
Hills and on an understanding of local weather phenomena? 

 
2. Was the project proposal written with a demonstrated knowledge of the site-specific 

natural resources and land conditions for each project?  Did the project proposal team 
include an ecologist, biologist, and botanist in order to help ensure that the project will 
not create additional impacts to the environment?  Was vegetation mapped at the 
appropriate scale for each project?  Since many projects will occur on a small scale, it 
should be required that vegetation is mapped to the standards of the Manual of California 

nd
Vegetation – 2  Edition, so that resources and impacts to resources can be assessed at the 
proper scale. 

 
3. Do the proposals mention that they are working in “living landscapes”?  Do these 

proposals take into account the fact that the living environment will “respond” to the 
changes proposed in each fuels management plan?  The response of a living landscape to 
perturbation isn’t always easy to predict, therefore, does the proposed project include a 
number of possible scenarios that will occur 1, 5, and 10 years after the initial fuels 
treatment?  Does the project proponent have access to stable funding that will be able to 
deal with costs of additional contingencies (i.e., erosion, invasive species spread, etc.) 
that might arise after the FEMA funds are spent?  How are these additional funds to be 
spent if everything proceeds as planned? 

 

East Bay Chapter – Comments on FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction NOP 2 

270_Robertson_Jean

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 709



EBCNPS Conservation Committee  
 

 

4. Does the project proponent offer a clear and complete maintenance and monitoring plan 
that will be initiated once the initial treatment is concluded? 

 
5. Each project should have an approved Environmental Impact Report, or similar duly 

prepared legal document, that has been properly noticed to the public and approved by the 
proper agencies.  The completion of the environmental review process, by the applicant, 
should be a requirement before any project commences. 

   
6. What is the track record of the applicant to finish projects as proposed?  Since all of the 

applicants have some history with fuels management work, how will past performance be 
assessed for each applicant? 

 
7. Does the applicant have an informed program for contending with weed and invasive 

species that may colonize the site after fuels treatment? 
 

8. Does the applicant have a technical advisory committee that would be helpful when 
potential problems arise with fuels treatments or follow up monitoring? 

 
General Considerations 

 
FEMA’s EIS is required to consider all potential impacts that may occur from the act of FEMA 
funding fuels reduction projects in the East Bay Hills.  Given the history of fire in the East Bay 
Hills, fear is a strong motivator for action that will help minimize the risk of catastrophic fire.  
Although we agree that FEMA should act as quickly as possible, it does serve public safety or 
our ecological heritage to act too quickly without considering the long-term consequences of this 
scale of environmental manipulation.  There are many associated impacts that could be 
exaggerated with a poor fuels management plan, including but not limited to, flooding, erosion, 
deterioration of water quality, deterioration of habitat for native flora and fauna, increased land 
slides, and most importantly, increased risk of fire.  We hope that FEMA clearly understands its 
responsibilities if a fuels project has unintended consequences. We would like the document to 
clearly outline FEMA’s actions after a project is approved, from contracts to reporting to follow-
up and enforcement. 
 
FEMA’s EIS should include information on cumulative impacts to habitat.  Since this project 
will fund several million dollars of fuels work in the East Bay Hills, we believe that the funder of 
this work should be required to take a landscape scale perspective of the greater proposed project 
area.  In this case, it seems likely that almost all of the impacts will fall upon a relatively small 
area – the Berkeley and Oakland “Hills” areas where the urban areas are carved into steep hills 
and lie adjacent to wildlands (parks, preserves, watershed lands).  EBCNPS asks that the EIS 
clearly state the acreage of each habitat type that will be affected and what  habitat types will 
replace these.  We request that vegetation mapping be done at a fine scale and that vegetation be 
reported as a vegetation type in accordance with the Manual of California Vegetation - 2nd 

Edition. 
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FEMA’s EIS should include an impact analysis on the increase of the spread of invasive plants 
from the proposed action. In addition, to help minimize the potential of increasing weed 
invasion, we hope the EIS will clearly outline Best Management Practices as mitigation for all 
grantees and contracts and enforce penalties if those BMPs are not implemented as agreed.  At 
least two mechanisms, with regard to invasive species spread, will be at play when a fuels 
reduction project is undertaken.  First, the actual act of bringing in machinery for fuels treatment 
purposes poses a risk to the site.  The equipment may be contaminated with seeds or vegetative 
plant parts from another site and deposit weeds that were previously not known from the 
immediate site.  Second, the process of soil disturbance is one of the major factors in increasing 
weed populations, as well as introducing new colonizers.  Barren soil or soil that has been 
disturbed by machinery or mechanical tools is more likely to be colonized by invasive species 
than soil which remains intact.  Most of our invasive plants thrive in disturbed soils, and fuels 
management work therefore provides a vector by which weeds can spread.  In some cases, the 
implications of increased weed biomass can be significant.  Many weeds are extremely 
competitive and produce large amounts of biomass that crowd out native plants.  As a result, 
often the weeds can be as great or greater a fire hazard than the native vegetation that was 
managed for fuel load.  EBCNPS believes that this scenario needs to be addressed in the EIS and 
FEMA should be clear about monitoring requirements over the course of 2-5 years to ensure that 
this will not be the outcome of the proposed projects.  We believe FEMA should require annual 
project reports for 3 to 5 years and require that the grantee make these reports easily available to 
the public.   
 
FEMA’s EIS should require monitoring for all projects that it approves and funds.  As stated in 
the above points, monitoring will help ensure that projects are compliant with FEMA standards, 
and even more importantly, that environmental conditions have not been degraded for resources, 
people, or wildlife at the cost of fuels management.  Although FEMA has clearly stated that its 
funding cannot go towards monitoring and follow-up activities, it should require that an agency 
has matching funding at a rate of 1:3 or 1:4 for monitoring and follow-up activities that are 
needed for a successful project.  Projects that lack monitoring and follow-up often produce less 
desirable results and can negatively impact the project site.  FEMA’s EIS should clearly state that 
the funding for any approved project has the appropriate matching funds (at a reasonable ratio) so 
that monitoring and follow-up tasks can make FEMA-funded projects successful and accountable 
to the community in which they take place. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the above comments. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
with questions at (510) 734-0335. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Lech Naumovich  
Conservation Analyst 
California Native Plant Society 
East Bay Chapter 
conservation@ebcnps.org 
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APPENDIX A: CEQA protected A-Ranked Plants known from the East Bay Hills 
 

East Bay Chapter – Comments on FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction NOP 5 
 

East Bay  

Rarity  

Rank          Species Name                 Common Name       Habitat      

A1 Acer negundo var. 
(var. californicum 
common) 

unknown   
is  the most 

box-elder Riparian 

A2 Adiantum 
jordanii is 

aleuticum  (A. 
more common) 

five-finger fern  Riparian 

A1 Agoseris apargioides 
apargioides 

var. seaside agoseris  Forest; Grassland; Scrub; Sand 
Sandstone 

or 

A2 Allium falcifolium sickle-leaved onion  Rock, Tallus or Scree; Serpentine 
A2 Alnus rubra  (A. rhombifolia 

is more common) 
red alder  Riparian 

A1 Ammannia coccinea long-leaved ammannia  Riparian areas; Misc. Wetlands 
A1x Amsinckia 

(historical-
douglasiana 
1938) 

Douglas' fiddleneck  Dry Open 
Scree 

Slopes; Rock, or Tallus 

*A2 AMSINCKIA LUNARIS bent-flowered fiddleneck Grassland; Woodland; Misc. habitats 
A1 Anisocarpus madioides 

(Madia madioides in Jepson 
Manual) 

woodland madia  Forest; Redwood Forest; Woodland 

A2 Apiastrum angustifolium wild celery  Chaparral; Scrub 
A2 Arctostaphylos 

ssp. glandulosa 
glandulosa Eastwood manzanita  Chaparral 

*A1 ARCTOSTAPHYLOS 
PALLIDA 

pallid manzanita Chaparral; Sand or Sandstone 

A2 Asclepias speciosa 
californica is more 

(A. 
common) 

milkweed  Misc. habitats 

A2 Aster lanceolatus 
hesperius 

ssp. marsh aster  Riparian 
habitats 

areas; Misc. Wetlands; Misc. 

*A1 ASTRAGALUS TENER 
VAR. TENER 

alkali milk-vetch Alkali areas; Grassland; Vernal Pools; 
Misc. Wetlands 

A1x Atriplex patula  ssp. 
(historical-1897) 

obtusa spear saltbush  Alkali areas 

*A1 BALSAMORHIZA 
MACROLEPIS VAR. 
MACROLEPIS 

big-scale balsamroot Grassland; Serpentine 

A1x Calamagrostis nutkaensis 
(historical-18??) 

Pacific reed grass  Coastal Strand; Freshwater 
Forest; Redwood Forest 

Marsh; 

*A2 CALOCHORTUS 
UMBELLATUS 

Oakland star-tulip Chaparral; Scrub; Woodland 

A1 Calycadenia multiglandulosa sticky calycadenia  Rock, Tallus or Scree; Scrub 
A2 Camissonia graciliflora hill sun cup  Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Scrub; 

Woodland 
A1 Carex brevicaulis short-stemmed sedge  Rock, Tallus or 

Sandstone areas 
or Scree; Sand 

A2 Carex densa dense sedge  Misc. Wetlands; Misc. habitats 
A1 Carex deweyana 

leptopoda 
ssp. short-scaled sedge Misc. Wetlands; Misc. Habitats 

A1 Carex dudleyi Dudley's sedge  Misc. Wetlands 
A1 Carex globosa round-fruited sedge  Misc. habitats 
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A1x Carex 
1939) 

gracilior (historical- slender sedge  Forest; Grassland; Misc. 
Misc. habitats 

Wetlands; 

A2 Carex multicostata many-ribbed sedge  Misc. habitats 
A1 Carex obnupta slough sedge Misc. Wetlands 
A1 Castilleja 

ambigua 
ssp. ambigua Johnny-nip Coastal Bluff; Grassland 

A2 Castilleja subinclusa 
franciscana 

ssp. Franciscan Indian paintbrush  Chaparral; Scrub 

A2 Ceanothus thyrsiflorus 
thyrsiflorus 

var. blue blossom; California-lilac Misc. habitats 

A1 Chorizanthe polygonoides 
var. polygonoides 

knotweed spineflower  Gravel; Sand or Sandstone 

A2 Chrysolepis 
minor 

chrysophylla var. golden chinquapin Chaparral; Forest; Sand or Sandstone 

A2 Cirsium quercetorum brownie thistle Grassland; Woodland 
*A1 CLARKIA FRANCISCANA Presidio clarkia Serpentine 
A2 Clarkia purpurea ssp. 

(ssp. quadrivulnera is 
common) 

viminea 
more 

large godetia  Misc. habitats 

A1 Clintonia andrewsiana red clintonia  Redwood Forest 
A2 Collomia heterophylla varied-leaved collomia  Rock, Tallus or 

Sandstone areas 
Scree; Sand or 

A2 Corallorhiza maculata fma. 
maculata (forma immaculata 
is more common) 

spotted coralroot   Forest; Woodland 

A1 Corallorhiza striata (C. 
maculata is more common) 

striped coralroot    Forest; Woodland 

A1 Coreopsis stillmanii Stillman's coreopsis  Chaparral; Grassland; Serpentine; 
Woodland 

A1 Cryptantha micromeres minute-flowered cryptantha  Chaparral; Woodland 
A2 Cryptantha muricata prickly cryptantha   Rock, Tallus or 

Sandstone areas 
or Scree; Sand 

A2 Cryptantha torreyana Torrey's cryptantha     Dry Open Slopes; Forest 
A2 Cyperus erythrorhizos red-rooted cyperus  Riparian 
A2 Deinandra 

corymbosa 
corymbosa 

corymbosa ssp. 
(Hemizonia 
in Jepson Manual) 

coast tarweed  Coastal Bluff; Grassland 

A2 Dendromecon rigida bush poppy Burns; Chaparral; Scrub 
A2 Deschampsia 

holciformis 
cespitosa ssp. tufted hairgrass  Misc. Wetlands 

A2 Dicentra formosa bleeding heart  Forest; Redwood 
habitats 

Forest; Misc. 

A1? Dichelostemma volubile(?) twining brodiaea  Scrub; Woodland 
*A2 DIRCA OCCIDENTALIS western leatherwood Forest; Riparian; Scrub 
A1? Disporum 

hookeri is 
smithii(?) (D. 
more common) 

large-flowered fairy bell  Forest; Woodland 

A2 Echinodorus berteroi burhead Freshwater Marsh 
A2 Elymus glaucus ssp. jepsonii 

(ssp. glaucus is more 
common) 

blue wildrye Grassland 

A2 Elymus X hansenii Hansen squirreltail  Grassland 
A1 Eragrostis mexicana ssp. Orcutt's eragrostis  Riparian areas; Sand or Sandstone 
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virescens areas; Misc. habitats 
A2 Ericameria arborescens golden-fleece Chaparral; Forest; Woodland 
A2 Erigeron petrophilus 

petrophilus 
var. rock daisy  Rock, Tallus or Scree; Serpentine 

*A1 ERIOGONUM LUTEOLUM 
VAR. CANINUM 

Tiburon buckwheat Grassland; Serpentine 

A2 Eriogonum 
luteolum 

var. luteolum golden carpet Gravel; Sand or Sandstone; Serpentine 

*A2 ERODIUM 
MACROPHYLLUM 

round-leaved filaree  Grassland; Scrub 

A2 Festuca elmeri Elmer's fescue  Riparian 
*A1 FRITILLARIA LILIACEA fragrant fritillary Grassland; Serpentine; Vernal Pools 
*A2 GALIUM ANDREWSII 

SSP. GATENSE 
serpentine bedstraw Chaparral; Serpentine; Woodland 

A1 Gaultheria shallon salal  Forest; Redwood Forest 
A2 Githopsis diffusa ssp. robusta southern bluecup Burns; Misc. habitats 
A2 Gnaphalium bicolor Bioletti's cudweed Dry Open Slopes; Sand or Sandstone 
A2 Gnaphalium canescens 

microcephalum 
ssp. white everlasting  Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes 

*A2 HELIANTHELLA 
CASTANEA 

Diablo helianthella Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland 

A2 Hesperolinon californicum California dwarf flax  Grassland; Rock, 
Serpentine 

Tallus or Scree; 

A1x Hierochloe occidentalis 
(historical-198? but not seen 
since) 

vanilla grass  Forest; Redwood Forest 

A2 Hoita macrostachya California hemp  Freshwater Marsh; Riparian 
A1x Hoita 

1936) 
orbicularis (historical- round-leaved psoralea  Riparian areas; Misc. habitats 

*A1x HOITA STROBILINA 
(HISTORICAL-1865) 

Loma Prieta hoita Chaparral; Woodland 

A2 Hordeum jubatum foxtail barley Misc. habitats 
A1 Horkelia californica 

californica 
ssp. California horkelia  Grassland; Scrub 

*A1x HORKELIA CUNEATA 
SSP. SERICEA  
(HISTORICAL-1894) 

Kellogg's horkelia Grassland; Scrub; Sand or Sandstone 

A1 Hypericum 
scouleri 

formosum var. Scouler's St. John's wort  Freshwater Marsh; Riparian 

A2 Iris douglasiana Douglas iris  Misc. habitats 
A1 Iris longipetala field iris  Misc. habitats 
*A2 LATHYRUS JEPSONII 

VAR. JEPSONII  
Delta tule pea Brackish Marsh; Freshwater Marsh 

A2 Layia gaillardioides woodland layia Scrub; Woodland 
A1x Layia glandulosa (historical-

1983 but not seen since) 
white layia  Sand or Sandstone 

A2 Layia hieracioides tall layia Misc. habitats 
A1x Lepidium 

oblongum 
oblongum var. 
(historical-1937) 

wayside pepper-grass   Misc. habitats 

A1 Ligusticum apiifolium Pacific lovage Coastal Bluff; Grassland; Scrub; 
Woodland 

A2 Lilium pardalinum ssp. leopard lily  Freshwater Marsh; Riparian 
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pardalinum 
*A1 LINANTHUS ACICULARIS bristly linanthus Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland 
A1 Linanthus liniflorus flax-flowered linanthus  Scrub; Serpentine; Woodland; Misc. 

habitats 
A2 Lithophragma bolanderi Bolander starflower Misc. habitats 
A2 Lomatium caruifolium 

caruifolium 
var. caraway-leaved lomatium Grassland; Vernal Pool; Misc. habitats 

A1 Lotus stipularis var. stipularis stipulate lotus  Chaparral 
A1 Lupinus affinis lupine  Misc. habitats 
A1 Lupinus bicolor 

tridentatus (var. 
more common) 

var. 
umbellatus is 

miniature lupine Misc. habitats 

A1 Lupinus variicolor bluff lupine Coastal Strand; Grassland; Sand 
Sandstone 

or 

A2 Madia elegans ssp. vernalis 
(ssp. densifolia is more 
common) 

common madia Grassland 

A1x Meconella linearis 
(historical-1983 but not seen 
since) 

narrow-leaved meconella  Dry Washes; Grassland; Sand 
Sandstone 

or 

*A2 MECONELLA OREGANA Oregon meconella Grassland; Misc. habitats 
A1? Melica bulbosa 

bulbosa(?) 
var. oniongrass  Forest; Rock, Tallus or Scree 

*A1 MICROPUS AMPHIBOLUS Mt. Diablo cottonweed Dry Open Slopes; Grassland; Rock, 
Tallus or Scree 

A1x Micropus californicus var. 
subvestitus (historical-1930) 
(var. californicus is more 
common) 

slender cottonweed  Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats 

A1x Microseris bigelovii 
(historical-1891) 

coast microseris Coastal Bluff; Coastal Strand; Sand 
Sandstone 

or 

A2 Mimulus douglasii Douglas monkeyflower Chaparral; Gravel; Rock, Tallus 
Scree; Serpentine; Woodland 

or 

A2 Monardella 
douglasii 

douglasii ssp. Fenestra monardella Chaparral; Grassland; Serpentine; 
Woodland 

A1 Monardella sheltonii Shelton's monardella  Chaparral; Forest; Rock, Tallus 
Scree; Serpentine; Woodland 

or 

*A2 MONARDELLA 
SSP. GLOBOSA 
is more common) 

VILLOSA 
(ssp. villosa 

robust monardella Chaparral; Woodland 

A1 Monolopia gracilens woodland monolopia  Chaparral; Grassland; Serpentine; 
Woodland 

A2 Myrica californica wax myrtle Forest; Redwood Forest; Scrub 
A2 Oxalis albicans ssp. pilosa hairy wood-sorrel  Chaparral; Grassland; Scrub 
A1 Oxalis oregana redwood sorrel Redwood Forest 
A1 Perideridia oregana yampah  Dry Open Slopes; Rock, 

Scree; Woodland; Misc. 
Tallus or 
habitats 

A2 Petunia parviflora wild petunia  Dry Washes 
A2 Phacelia divaricata divaricate phacelia Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland 
A2 Phacelia tanacetifolia tansy phacelia Gravel; Sand or Sandstone 
A1x Phalaris 

1912) 
angusta (historical- Narrow canary grass Misc. Wetlands 
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A2 Phalaris arundinacea reed canary grass Riparian areas; Misc. Wetlands 
A1x Phalaris californica 

(historical-1943) 
California canary grass Grassland; Woodland 

A1 Phalaris lemmonii Lemmon's canary-grass  Misc. habitats 
A2 Pinus attenuata knobcone pine Chaparral; Forest; Sand or Sandstone 
A2 Piperia elongata elongate piperia Forest; Scrub 
A1 Piperia unalascensis Alaska piperia  Forest; Scrub; Woodland 
*A1x PLAGIOBOTHRYS 

CHORISIANUS VAR. 
CHORISIANUS (historical-
1890) 

Choris's popcorn flower Chaparral; Grassland; Scrub 

*A1 PLAGIOBOTHRYS 
DIFFUSUS 

San Francisco popcorn flower Grassland; Misc. Wetlands 

A2 Plagiobothrys tenellus slender popcornflower Misc. habitats 
A1 Polypodium scouleri leather-leaf fern Coastal Bluff; Misc. habitats 
A1 Polystichum californicum California sword fern Misc. habitats 
A1 Polystichum 

imbricans 
var. imbricans rock sword fern Misc. habitats 

*A1 POTAMOGETON 
FILIFORMIS 

slender-leaved potamogeton Freshwater 
Wetlands 

Marsh; Riparian; Misc. 

A1 Prunella vulgaris var. 
lanceolata (var. vulgaris 
more common) 

is 
selfheal Forest; Riparian; Woodland; Misc. 

Wetlands 

A1 Psilocarphus tenellus var. 
globiferus (var. tenellus is 
more common) 

round woolly-marbles Vernal Pools; Misc. Wetlands 

A1 Quercus parvula var. shrevii island scrub oak  Chaparral; Woodland 
A1 Ranunculus orthorhynchus 

var. bloomeri 
Bloomer's buttercup  Misc. Wetlands 

A1 Ribes amarum bitter gooseberry Chaparral 
A1 Ribes speciosum fuchsia-flowered gooseberry  Chaparral; Scrub 
A2 Rorippa palustris 

occidentalis 
var. marsh yellow-cress Misc. Wetlands 

A1 Rosa nutkana var. nutkana Nootka rose Misc. habitats 
A2 Rumex maritimus golden dock Brackish Marsh; Salt Marsh 
A2 Rumex salicifolius 

denticulatus 
var. willow dock Misc. Wetlands 

A1 Sagittaria latifolia arrowhead  Freshwater Marsh 
A2 Salix scouleriana Scouler's willow Misc. Wetlands 
A1 Sambucus 

racemosa 
var. racemosa red elderberry  Riparian 

A1x Sanicula arctopoides 
(historical-19??) 

footsteps-of-spring  Coastal Bluff 

A2 Sanicula laciniata coast sanicle Chaparral; Scrub; Woodland 
A1x Scoliopus bigelovii 

(historical-18??) 
fetid adder's tongue; slink pod Redwood Forest 

A2 Scutellaria californica California skullcap Scrub; Woodland; Misc. habitats 
A2 Spergularia 

macrotheca 
var. macrotheca large-flowered sand spurry Alkali areas; Coastal Bluff; Rock, 

Tallus or Scree; Misc. Wetlands 
A1 Spiranthes porrifolia western ladies' tresses  Misc. Wetlands 
A1 Spiranthes romanzoffiana hooded ladies' tresses Coastal Bluff, Freshwater Marsh 
A1? Stachys bullata(?) (S. California hedge nettle  Dry Open Slopes; Misc. habitats 
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ajugoides 
common) 

var. rigida is more 

A2 Stephanomeria elata stephanomeria Dry Open Slopes 
*A2 STREPTANTHUS 

ALBIDUS SSP. 
PERAMOENUS 

most beautiful jewel-flower Chaparral; Dry Open Slopes; 
Grassland; Serpentine 

A1x Thermopsis macrophylla var. 
macrophylla (historical-1929) 

false-lupine  Chaparral; Grassland; Woodland 

A2 Thysanocarpus radians ribbed fringe pod Misc. habitats 
A1 Tolmiea menziesii pig-a-back plant  Riparian 
A2 Trifolium macraei double-headed clover Sand or Sandstone; Misc. habitats 
A2 Trifolium wormskioldii cow clover Misc. Wetlands 
A2 Trillium ovatum ssp. ovatum white trillium Forest; Redwood Forest 
A2 Triodanis biflora Venus' looking-glass Misc. habitats 
A2 Triphysaria versicolor 

faucibarbata 
ssp. smooth owl's-clover  Grassland 

A2 Trisetum canescens tall trisetum Forest; Misc. habitats 
A2 Tropidocarpum gracile slender tropidocarpum Alkali areas; Grassland 
A1x Vancouveria planipetala 

(historical-1898) 
inside-out flower  Forest 

A2 Vicia hassei slender vetch Grassland; Scrub 
A1 Viola adunca western blue violet  Forest 
A2 Viola glabella stream violet Forest; Riparian 
A1 Viola sempervirens evergreen violet  Redwood Forest 

NOTE:  Some of these plant species are only known from the area historically and have not been reported for quite 
some time. It should not necessarily be assumed, however, that they no longer exist here as they may be on private 
land or hard-to-reach areas where surveys have not been done for a long time, if ever. In recent years, several plant 
species have been rediscovered in the East Bay that had not been reported in the area since the late 1800’s or early 
1900’s.  
 
Dates indicated for historical species in the species name column refer to the last known record in the Alameda-
Contra Costa Counties area, not necessarily the area described in the title. 
 
 
Explanation of Ranks 

 
*A1 or *A2:  Species in Alameda and Contra Costa counties listed as rare, threatened or endangered statewide by 
federal or state agencies or by the state level of CNPS. 
  
A1x: Species previously known from Alameda or Contra Costa Counties, but now presumed extirpated here. 
 
A1:  Species currently known from 2 or less regions in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. 
 
A2:  Species currently known from 3 to 5 regions in the two counties, or, if more, meeting other important criteria 
such as small populations, stressed or declining populations, small geographical range, limited or threatened habitat, 
etc. 
 
A1?:  Species with taxonomic or distribution problems that make it unclear if they actually occur here. 
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APPENDIX B: Green Paper on Fuels Management in the East Bay Hills 
 

Managing the East Bay Hills Wildland/Urban Interface to  
Preserve Native Habitat and Reduce the Risk of Catastrophic Fire 

 
An Environmental Green Paper- March 27, 2009 

 
Sierra Club, California Native Plant Society, Golden Gate Audubon Society 

 
This paper has been prepared by the San Francisco Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club (Sierra 
Club), East Bay Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and the Golden Gate 
Audubon Society (Audubon) to document our point of view about how best to meet the twin 
goals of managing the urban wildland interface to enhance and preserve habitat for native 
plants and wildlife species while reducing the threat of catastrophic fire at the interface. 

This topic is of timely importance because of the pending release of the environmental 
review documents being prepared by the East Bay Regional Park District, FEMA grants for 
vegetation management, and other agency documents that are to follow. This paper 
contains the major guiding principles, which are further elaborated on in the attached 
background paper and appendix. 

It is important to note at the outset that we embrace an Integrated Fire Management (IFM) 
approach to this issue. An IFM approach addresses the total scope of fire hazard both from 
problems with the human infrastructure and those from wildland vegetation. 

We apply this theme at both the landscape level as well as at individual sites, whether they 
are homes at the interface or public parks and open space. While the human infrastructure 
including roads, water supply, defensible neighborhoods, etc., is expensive to maintain or 
improve, only well-planned infrastructure can assure safety from catastrophic fire.  Without 
that fundamental understanding, vegetation management projects are doomed to fail in 
meeting the twin goals of fire safety and conservation of native habitat. 

 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

Background 

We recognize that there is a frightening wildfire potential each fall for some residents living 
in the East Bay Hills.  This potential exists because of the combination of extreme weather 
events (Diablo winds), the pattern of residential development in the hills, the proximity of 
flammable homes to fire-prone vegetation, and the lack of adequate preparation to the 
urban infrastructure, including defensible space. 

Natural wildfire in wildland areas can be viewed as an event without serious consequences 
to humans, but at the wildland/urban interface where man has altered natural conditions, it 
can lead to a disaster. There are natural cycles that are unavoidable that we must pay 
attention to, prepare for, and be ready to respond to appropriately and sometimes quickly.  
As an example, during the 21st century the East Bay Hills will not be lucky enough, even 
with exceptional fire fighting, to get by with zero uncontrollable wildfires and zero extremes 
in weather. Diablo winds in the fall months are the key environmental factor for extreme fire 
behavior, and it will be impossible to know the exact location, source, and timing of an 
ignition that will transform high winds into a raging wildfire. 
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During some Diablo Wind wildfires there will not be enough firefighters, fire trucks, 
helicopters, or aircraft to save every house or even control the fire until the winds slow. 
Unlike “normal” fires that can be fought, to a certain extent on the ground, Diablo Wind fires 
prevent the placement of firefighters on steep slopes or other hazardous locations due to 
the speed of wind-driven fire.  Under these circumstances, quick evacuation and 
homeowners insurance will be the only protection for residents who have lost property. 

Recent reports compiled by firefighters and researchers in “lessons learned” from other 
catastrophic wildland/urban interface fires in California have shown that the most important 
factor in preventing homes from burning in wildland fires is hardening of structures and the 
creation of defensible space.  Conversely, unprepared residential areas will likely not be 
saved during a wind-driven wildfire and will contribute to the rapid spread of wildfire into 
adjacent residential areas as happened during the 1991 Oakland/Berkeley Tunnel Fire. 

The 1995 Hills Emergency Forum Plan did not receive full acceptance from the 
environmental community because it contained insufficient field collected data to support 
the designations of fuel characteristics of our local vegetation, did not take into account the 
importance of conserving native habitat, and did not include a legally required 
environmental document along with the Plan.  

 
The 1995 HEF Plan recommended that public agencies and large acreage landowners 
create and maintain two different types of areas managed for fuel reduction in the East Bay 
Hills. The first are the ridgetop fuelbreaks that were begun after the freeze of 1972 by 
removing freeze damaged eucalyptus to achieve a 300’ wide zone of managed vegetation 
where firefighters could attempt to stop a fire that started in wildland areas to the east, 
before it could race over the ridge into residential areas. The second type of management 
was created after the 1982 Blue Ribbon Report and the 1995 HEF Plan. The 1982 Report 
recommended fuelbreaks designed to provide a minimum of 100 feet of managed 
vegetation (including what the homeowner is required to do for defensible space) at the 
wildland/urban edge.  The 1995 HEF Plan recommended fuelbreaks within a 500 foot study 
area, that in itself became controversial and confusing, designed to provide an area of 
managed vegetation with less than eight-foot flame lengths at the wildland/urban edge 
where firefighters could safely work to protect homes. 

 
The Sierra Club, CNPS, and Audubon have not been satisfied with the Park District’s 
approach for maintaining its fuel-managed areas. We know that fuelbreaks constitute a 
combined area of more than 20 miles and 500 acres, often covered by weedy species, 
mowed below 4” of height, or over-grazed by goats, with little concern about species or 
habitat values.  Also several eucalyptus management, thinning, or conversion projects exist 
that need attention. We are concerned that the Park District’s consultants and its staff have 
yet to articulate a clear vision about how they intend to maintain these areas while favoring 
and increasing the percentage of native plants over weedy, fuel-rich non-natives. 

The debate about wildfire risks attributed to non-native eucalyptus trees has been a 
controversial topic for years. In our opinion, there is ample evidence to show that eucalyptus 
and pine trees in dense unmanaged groves are both a wildfire threat and an environmental 
dilemma that requires attention.  Non-native eucalyptus and pine groves can exceed 120’ in 
height and can be prone to dramatic fire behavior. When wind- driven wildfire reaches tree 
crowns, flames above 150’ can be expected with burning embers blowing downwind well 
beyond one half mile.  The capacity to spot new fires that overwhelm firefighting forces 
during Diablo Wind conditions means these species must receive high priority for treatment. 
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Selected and representative quotes, articles, and reports that provide additional information 
and perspective about the fire hazards and the environmental dilemmas posed by 
eucalyptus and pine plantations in the East Bay Hills can be found in the Background to the 
Environmental Green Paper. 

 

 

Recommendations and Solutions 

In our opinion, decisions about how best to manage our east bay hill vegetation on the 
wildland side should be based on the twin goals of reducing the risk of catastrophic fire and 
maintaining the fragile native habitat found in the wildland/urban interface. To accomplish 
these goals, agencies should formulate well-conceived plans that integrate natural resource 
sciences and fire science. 

All plans to reduce vegetation on the wildland side must be site specific, taking into account 
a range of critical variables that result in an individual profile for each site.  We do not 
endorse generic fuel prescriptions because they do not take into account the unique threats 
and values of each site.  In order to accomplish the twin goals of reducing the risk of 
catastrophic fires and of maintaining sustainable native habitat, agencies must recognize 
that effective management of live fuels is a subset of sound land management (and not the 
other way around) primarily because of the high degree of variability of living landscapes. 

We urge the Hills Emergency Forum (HEF) and its member agencies to prepare updated 
mapping systems for the East Bay hills that identify wildland plant communities in site-
specific detail as well as the type and density of vegetation intermixed with home 
landscapes. 

Native vegetation communities, including our native woodlands, are generally below 40’ in 
height, and are less prone to unmanageable fire behavior. These communities are 
comprised predominantly of plants that are native to the East Bay and form more than 80% 
of today’s wildland vegetation in the hills. The recommended strategy for protecting 
residential areas from wildfire coming from native vegetation is to establish an 
understanding of the ecology and fire-behavior of the fuels site-specific to each individual 
wildland/residential edge, and then manage these edges to provide safe access for 
firefighters defending structures that are able to resist burning embers and to hopefully stop 
fire before it enters residential areas. 

As each agency prepares their individual plans and environmental documents, they will be 
required to address the cumulative impacts of wildland fire hazard reduction projects by all 
agencies. This will require active cooperation and long range planning by HEF member 
agencies. We will reserve our final opinion about how each agency handles these matters 
as we review their plans and environmental documents. 
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Enhancing and Preserving our Natural Environment 
While Reducing the Risk of Catastrophic Fire 

Background to the Environmental Green Paper 
 
 
This Background Paper has been prepared by the Sierra Club (Sierra Club), East Bay 
Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and the Golden Gate Audubon 
Society (Audubon) to document our positions on several of the issues that are important to 
us as we explore options for meeting the twin goals of enhancing and preserving native 
plants and wildlife while reducing the threat of catastrophic fire at the Wildland Urban 
Interface in the East Bay Hills.   
 
This topic is of timely importance because of the pending release of the environmental 
review documents being prepared by the East Bay Regional Park District, FEMA grants for 
vegetation management, and other agency documents that are to follow.  
 
We would have preferred working with and commenting on a single draft wildfire hazard 
reduction plan and environmental document for the East Bay Hills with a free exchange of 
ideas, concepts, and details presented to and discussed with experts and stakeholders who 
have been involved in these matters for the past 15-years. This would have provided for an 
Integrated Fire Management approach at all levels, both in content and process, and among 
all-important stakeholders.  This was the type of process that we expected after the Park 
District’s Temescal workshops of 2000, and is consistent with our understanding of how the 
Park District Plan/EIR/EIS should have been developed. With that understanding, we 
supported Measure CC in 2004 including the $10 million for District projects and a joint fire 
hazard mitigation plan that was to involve Hills Emergency Forum (HEF) agencies. 
 
Thus, we were disappointed that the HEF decided three years ago that each agency should 
proceed with individual plans and environmental documents. The East Bay Municipal Utility 
District and the University of California had already completed their Land Use Master Plans, 
with Berkeley, Kensington, and El Cerrito not contemplating plans for their residential areas. 
The next to emerge will be the Park District’s Plan/EIR that has been under development 
during the past two years. The consultant’s draft Plan is currently being reviewed by Park 
District staff that will recommend several changes in the draft, followed by a public review 
document that is nearing completion. We also understand that Oakland intends to prepare 
its plan and environmental document following completion of the Park District Plan/EIR. 
 
In our opinion, staff and consultants have developed the Draft Park District Plan in relative 
isolation instead of taking more time to "get specific" with recognized experts and 
stakeholders. True, there were four informational meetings at the Trudeau Center with 
consultant and staff presentations, and time for public comment. However, the District’s 
Plan/EIR process to date, has offered little detail, so it’s anyone’s guess about what will be 
in the draft documents soon to be released for public review. We have seen very little in the 
way of detailed resource information, and have not been informed about which federal 
agency the District will use to obtain required biological opinions necessary to make its 
Plan/EIR complete. In the event the draft, which we have not seen, requires substantial 
changes or additions, we support the use of additional Measure CC funds, District funds, or 
use of grant funds to complete a Plan/EIR document that will be useful and supported by 
the environmental community and other stakeholders. 
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In the meantime, the District has proceeded with fuels management based on very little 
oversight by its own stewardship department and with a FEMA EA that covered only 
federally listed plant and animal species.  The result has been fuels management executed 
without the benefit of clearly derived policy. 
 
Meanwhile the actual vegetation management projects taking place in some areas have 
been fraught with controversy. We also are aware that three Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) competitive grants have been awarded to the University 
(Strawberry and Claremont Canyons), to the City of Oakland (Frowning Ridge), and to the 
Park District (East Bay Hills Area) for fire hazard reduction projects. These grants will 
require three different project level FEMA Environmental Assessments. As with EBRPD, 
one of the consequences of this kind of haphazard approach has been the creation of de 
facto policy on the part of UC, the City of Oakland, and various stewardship groups in terms 
of on-the-ground management of vegetation.  These policies have not had the benefit of 
public, scientific vetting and in some cases have now found their way into federal policy.  
Without proper vetting, these activities have resulted in mixed results. 
 
It is important to note at the outset that an Integrated Fire Management approach means 
that the total scope of fire hazard (both from human infrastructure and from vegetation) will 
be considered as a first step, both in the wide scope of the East Bay Hills Wildland Urban 
Interface and in individual sites that are identified for some form of action.  While vegetation 
management is surely an important part of the total picture, it must not be the tail that wags 
the dog as it has been in the past, particularly after the ’91 fire.  While the human 
infrastructure including roads, water supply, defensible neighborhoods, etc., is expensive to 
maintain or improve, only well-planned infrastructure can assure safety from catastrophic 
fire. The National Firewise Communities program has made that clear. By its very nature, 
the living landscape involves far more variability and therefore attempting to manage it 
means a certain lack of predictability.  Without that fundamental understanding, vegetation 
management projects are doomed to fail in meeting the twin goals of fire safety and 
conservation of native habitat. 
 
It is clear to us that the approach taken by HEF agencies will result in duplication of effort as 
well as an understandable level of confusion as agencies work through fire hazard and 
resource management plans that address their unique situations.  However, in the spirit of 
moving forward, we offer the following guiding principles for consideration by agencies and 
others interested in these issues. 
 
GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
1. We recognize that there is a frightening wildfire potential each fall for some 

residents living in the East Bay Hills. Our local wildfire history suggests that there are 
different levels of risk faced by hill residents depending on their location. Of the 
approximately 30,000 homes in the hills, the actual number of homes that have been 
lost or families personally threatened by a wildfire has been relatively small. However, 
agencies and residents should not be apathetic because wildland/urban interface 
wildfires are becoming all to common during the past two decades, and global warming 
with its extremes of weather will make this century even more risky. 
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a) Too many homes were lost during the Berkeley Fire of 1923, the Fish Ranch Road 
Fire of 1970, and the Oakland/Berkeley Tunnel Fire of 1991. These three Diablo 
Wind Fires destroyed homes, took lives, and caused substantial property and 
economic damage, and played a role in massive weed invasion of East Bay Hill 
native habitat.  Seven other Diablo Wind Fires and many West Wind Fires have 
also occurred in the past along the 30-mile hill corridor without significant property 
loss, many before residential developments were fully extended into the hills. The 
above three Diablo Wind mega-fires destroyed a total of 3,600 homes during less 
than seven hours of rapid expansion for each fire. Wind driven fires can be 
impossible to control at the fire head, leaving firefighters to only work on a fires 
flanks until the winds slow.  The 1991 fire destroyed 700 homes in one hour, a 
total of 3,000 homes in seven hours, and 26 lives were lost, mostly during the first 
hour of the fire. 

 
b) Predictions about what might happen in the way of wildfire, weather extremes, and 

climate change during the 21st century should be part of the public discussions 
leading to agency planning processes that will ensure appropriate preparation for 
wildfire and appropriate planning for wise management of natural resources. As an 
example, during this century the East Bay Hills will not be lucky enough to get by 
with zero mega-fires and zero extremes in weather. Diablo Winds in the fall 
months are the key environmental factor, and it will be impossible to know the 
exact location and timing of an ignition that will transform high winds into a 
frightening wildfire. The events of the 20th Century suggest that it would not be 
unreasonable to forecast something like three Diablo Wind mega-fires, seven 
“normal” Diablo Wind fires, possibly as many as 150 “normal” West Wind fires, 
four El Nino events, four extended freezes, and four drought cycles that will all 
impact wildland vegetation and residential areas during the 21st century. Agency 
and homeowner preparation or lack of preparation will be directly related to the 
amount and extent of damage that these events can cause. 

 
2. Natural wildfire in wildland areas can be viewed as an event without serious 

consequences to humans, but at the wildland/urban interface where man has 
altered natural conditions, it can lead to a disaster. When wildfire is in control, all 
involved vegetation and residential areas that lie in its path can be taken back to an 
earlier stage, to start all over again. Wildfires are different in scope and impact than 
controlled burns, but their potential for weed invasion can be the same. Given the level 
of weed invasion that is directly related to disturbance--whether it’s fire or vegetation 
removal--, it is unlikely that native vegetation will re-set to “an earlier stage.”  Rather, we 
are likely to see an increase in weed invasion and a disruption of our East Bay Hill native 
habitat unless appropriate steps are taken to control invasive weeds. 

 
In the hills, wind driven wildfire will not distinguish between vegetation and unprepared 
residential structures. Virtually all development in the East Bay Hills occurred during a 
100-year period when agencies and homeowners did not understand or respect the 
potential wildfire danger created by Diablo Winds. The patterns of residential 
development combined with the hills unique natural features have increased the 
potential for home loss during wind driven wildfire. 
 

a) Roads are on steep hillsides, narrow, and usually congested. 
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b) Homes are in dense residential areas, mostly constructed of wood, and often 

surrounded by other potentially flammable homes and vegetation. 
 
c) Homes are on steep hillsides with limited access for fire fighters. 
 
d) Public agencies and large acreage landowners have allowed non-native vegetation 

to develop “unnaturally” with little maintenance, and with increasing levels of 
flammability. 

 
e) Above ground power lines are common in the hills and water supply for firefighting 

is less than desirable. 
 
These are all recognized aspects of unsophisticated residential development in the hills, 
in comparison with today’s standards. Public officials and fire safety activists, all to 
often, want to focus on fixing the “vegetation problem” without fixing the “residential 
problem”. Both need short and long term attention and fixing. 

 
3. During some Diablo Wind wildfires there will not be enough firefighters, fire trucks, 

helicopters, or aircraft to save every house or even control the fire until the winds 
slow. Unlike “normal” fires that can be fought, to a certain extent on the ground, 
Diablo Wind fires prevent the placement of firefighters on steep slopes or other 
hazardous locations due to the speed of wind-driven fire.  Under these 
circumstances, quick evacuation and homeowners insurance will be the only protection 
for residents who have lost property. 

 
a) We believe that cities and area fire departments must develop more reliable fire-

fighting strategies for combating Diablo Wind wildfire with more attention paid to 
identifying and expanding predetermined areas in both wildland and residential 
areas where wildfire might be stopped. 

 
b) Cities through their police departments must develop neighborhood evacuation 

plans, known to all residents and agencies, that recognize the potential for rapid 
spread of wildfire moving through hill residential areas with narrow and congested 
streets. 

 
c) Insurance is also necessary and critical for homeowners choosing to live in high-risk 

settings; however, having insurance should not be a reason for not appreciating 
and preparing for the actual risks being faced. 

 
It is surprising to hear some resident’s say they like the hills and their homes just the 
way they are, and that they accept the risk of wildfires.  This sentiment is not usually 
shared by most, but remains one of the more important concerns if it threatens future 
stability of fire hazard reduction efforts. If true and persuasive, further efforts in wildland 
vegetation management may not be supported during tough economic times, and less 
substantial efforts will result in marginal wildfire risk reduction benefit. If the status quo 
condition for the hills were followed, future fire losses for both large and small wildfires 
would be a matter for insurance coverage if it can be obtained. 
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Fortunately, residents have recently voted to support two significant measures that will 
improve their fire safety. Oakland’s Wildfire Prevention District and the Park District’s 
Measure CC have provided funding to address fire risks by two of the largest 
landowning public agencies in the hills. During these funding measures, the Sierra 
Club, CNPS and Audubon have supported strategic vegetation management 
programs in our neighborhoods, regional, and local parklands that reduce wildfire 
risks while conserving, recovering, and sustaining native habitats. 

 
4. Recent reports compiled by firefighters and researchers in “lessons learned” from 

other catastrophic wildland/urban interface fires in California have shown that the 
most important factor in preventing homes from burning in wildland fires is 
hardening of structures and the creation of defensible space.  We concur that the 
best way to protect homes from wildfire is for cities to make sure that all homes 
and all structures have 100’ of defensible space, and that homes can resist 
burning embers. We strongly encourage and support programs by agencies and 
homeowners on local and private lands that will protect homes from wildfire. The 
recently revised State Standards for defensible space and home construction can be 
relatively easy to inspect and achieve in rural areas, but not so easy in our densely 
occupied hill residential areas. Cities should determine how best to apply these 
standards for both individual homes and groups of homes, especially at the 
wildland/urban interface where property ownership is complex. 

 
Too often, homes are permitted and constructed within 15’ or less of the property line 
without enough space to comply with the intent of state law that homeowners should 
create and maintain their own defensible space. Cities must continue to ramp up their 
inspections to get compliance and continue their inspections even in times of economic 
difficulty. 
 
Further, building codes must be updated to cover the construction and maintenance of 
fire safe structures that can resist burning embers. Waiting 50 years for remodels to 
bring new codes into force is unacceptable. Unprepared residential areas will likely not 
be saved during a wind-driven wildfire, and will contribute to the rapid spread of wildfire 
into adjacent residential areas. 
 
As a very important matter of public policy, cities and counties should make sure that 
homes and other structures are not built within an indefensible distance from public-park 
and open space without appropriate mitigation, nor from the open space borders of 
other public lands. Cities should also prioritize for inspection and compliance those 
structures already located within an indefensible distance from public parklands.  Public 
agencies should not have to use their limited funds and staff resources to create and 
maintain defensible space for new homes constructed too close to park boundaries or 
other public lands. 

 
5. In our opinion, decisions about how best to manage our east bay hill vegetation 

should be based on the twin goals of reducing the risk of catastrophic fire and 
maintaining the fragile native habitat found in the wildland/urban interface. To 
accomplish these goals agencies should formulate well-conceived plans that 
integrate natural resource sciences and fire science. Very little of today’s East Bay 
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Hill wildland vegetation is truly pristine because of the dramatic landscape changes that 
have occurred during the past 200 years. Returning to the vegetation of 1800 or 1900 is 
not realistic or even remotely possible with today’s population of 2.5 million east bay 
residents and the extensive hill residential areas that were developed during the past 
100 years. 

 
Existing native plants and habitat are the result of the unique and complex history of 
plant species and habitat evolution in this geographical area. Most of today’s East Bay 
Hill public land vegetation (by counting numbers of species represented in that 
vegetation) is composed of “truly native” species. However, most of the plant 
communities, in their current locations and size, are relatively young and will continue to 
change. As change occurs, we believe that today’s natively-evolved local species and 
their tendencies to aggregate into recognized “native habitats” can persist very well if 
allowed and assisted by dedicated land managers. These persistent, recognized 
habitats will indeed not remain static, and will go through stages of succession, 
development and rebirth during the next 200 years. 
 
We know that “exotic” vegetation in the hills has experienced four major freezes that 
have killed or damaged eucalyptus trees, and that many fires have killed pine trees.  
Since the spread of both blue-gum eucalyptus and Monterey pines is assisted by fire, 
the presence of these trees pose a growing threat.  We also know that global warming 
will result in further extremes in weather that will make the 21st century even more risky. 
The best we can say at this point is that we do not really know how native-like wildland 
plant communities will respond in detail to future climate change.  However, we prefer to 
limit the possibilities to changes brought about by our natively evolved regional flora, 
and to not intermix or include species of distant exotic origins that will complicate the 
process and remain as potential fire hazards. 

 
6. Any and all fuels management plans must be site specific, not simply vegetation 

and fire risk specific.  In order to accomplish the twin goals of reducing the risk of 
catastrophic fires and of maintaining sustainable native habitat, agencies must 
recognize that effective management of live fuels is a subset of sound land 
management (and not the other way around) primarily because of the high degree 
of variability of living landscapes.  Each site is unique and is constantly 
undergoing multiple processes of change and evolution. Agency plans must be 
based on sound environmental concepts and not just the developing science of 
wildfire behavior in wildland/urban interface settings. This is the issue that caused 
us the most concern during the discussions following the 1995 HEF plan. We are not so 
sure about how much useful fire science there is that will really apply to our unique 
wildland/urban setting since to date very little science has been based on field collected 
data.  Instead, there has been heavy reliance on modeling which is subject to error 
based on sometimes-incorrect assumptions. 

 
We suspect that the Plan will be based on a combination of relevant local and statewide 
experiences with wildland/urban fire, and with some adapted fire science.  However, we 
doubt that it will take into account detailed field-collected data on the unique 
characteristics of our local vegetation types. The application of sound environmental 
concepts will be especially important for any vegetation management program 
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undertaken by the Regional Park District where informed knowledge about the 
environment must guide what it can and should do to reduce fire risks. 
 
Since 1995 we have consistently urged the Park District to seek solutions that will 
be effective with minimum impacts on the park environment in managed areas 
that are designed to sustain native habitat. We have also urged that a 
comprehensive Resource Management and Fire Hazard Reduction Plan be 
prepared, along with its legally required environmental document. 

 
7. We urge the HEF and its member agencies to prepare updated mapping systems 

for the East Bay hills that identifies wildland plant communities as well as the 
type and density of vegetation intermixed with home landscapes.  Since vegetation 
is a key factor in wildfire behavior, we should have accurate information about the type 
of vegetation that exists in both wildland and residential areas.  We do not currently 
have a good mapping system with data on the fire-prone vegetation that is intermixed 
with home landscapes. If we are expected to reduce the risks associated with wildland 
vegetation, we should definitely be reducing the risks of vegetation to be found in 
residential areas. 

 
The 1995 HEF Plan is the only mapping system (other than the Park District vegetation 
maps of 2006 that only cover Regional Parks) available today that attempted to describe 
the type of wildland vegetation found throughout the 18,500 acres of undeveloped 
property in the Oakland/Berkeley hills (the 1995 acreage numbers do not include 
wildland vegetation in Kensington to Richmond residential areas or Wildcat Canyon 
Regional Park). The Behave computer wildfire modeling of the 18,500 acres of wildland 
vegetation predicted that 43% would burn with flame lengths of 8’ or less that could 
theoretically be fought and controlled by firefighters on the ground.  The other 57% of 
wildland vegetation would burn with flame lengths between 9’ and 60’, with fire fighters 
unable to control wind driven wildfires in these areas until the winds abate. Polygons 
were developed for each plant community, and the summary acreage of each type of 
plant community is organized in this paper as follows: 

 
Acres Native-like Plant Communities (mostly natives by species count)  
4,100 Oak/Bay Forest- Mixed 
3,847 Grassland (mostly areas that are grazed) 
3,309  Dry North Coastal Shrubland 
1,418 Redwood Forest 
   918 Successional Shrubland 
   855 Oak/Bay Woodland- Mixed 
   332 Wet North Coastal Shrubland 
    79 Chaparral- Mixed 
    71 Riparian Forest 
    10 Oak Savannah 
14,940 Subtotal (81% of wildland vegetation) 
 
Acres Non-Native Plant Communities (dominated by trees with few species) 
1,379 Eucalyptus- 20-year old stump sprouts (now 30-years old) 
   859 Pine Forest- Mature 
   836 Eucalyptus Woodland- Mature 
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   233 Pine/Eucalyptus Mature, Mix 
   222 Eucalyptus- 5-year old seedlings (now 15-years old) 
     47 Pine Forest- Plantation 
      6 Acacia 
      6 Cypress 
      1 Other 
3,590 Subtotal (19% of wildland vegetation) 

 
This initial attempt to map and classify vegetation in the East Bay Hills has proved to be 
inadequate for the task because it did not accurately describe our diverse local 
vegetation types in site-specific detail, as well as for their individual and community fuel 
characteristics.  There are newer mapping and classification protocols developed by the  
State Vegetation Program of the California Native Plant Society and adopted by the 
National Park Service and other government agencies that can be utilized to map and 
describe the vegetation in these areas accurately. 
 
However, this is only one of several important factors to be taken into account when 
developing a management strategy for any given polygon.  Location within a watershed, 
slope, aspect, wind mapping (under “normal” and Diablo conditions), live fuel moisture 
field sampling, description of understory (not only of woodlands but of shrublands as 
well), soil type, soil moisture, utilization by wildlife, type and degree of weed invasion, 
and proximity to structures. These are the important factors that go into understanding 
how best to manage a given area. 
 
We are aware that the Park District’s mapping project for Hill parks between Lake 
Chabot and Wildcat Canyon (and all Measure CC Parks) was finished in 2006, and that 
fire modeling has been completed for these parks. We will be particularly interested in 
reviewing the data, mapping results, assumptions used, and the fire attributes for park 
vegetation.  We understand that the District’s 13,818 acres of hill park vegetation have 
been grouped into the following park plant communities, and we have organized these 
groups into two major classes as follows: 

 
Acres Native-like Plant Communities (mostly natives by species count)  
3,675 Oak/Bay Woodland 
2,439 Woodland Succession 
1,688  Grassland (mostly areas that are grazed) 
1,505 Shrubland 
1,022 Shrub Succession 
   474 Redwood 
   110 Willow 
     30 Riparian/Wetland     
11,034 Subtotal (80% of park vegetation) 
 
Acres Non-Native Plant Communities (dominated by trees with few species) 
1,862 Eucalyptus 
   363 Developed Park Areas and Turf 
   341 Pine 
     30 Mowed Annual Grass 
       5 Acacia 
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2,784 Subtotal (20% of park vegetation) 
 

It appears that the fuels management done by the HEF agencies and EBRPD to date 
has been conducted in accordance with the old Behave (flammap) fuel models that are 
untested at the wildland/urban interface.  If so, it has driven management decisions in 
ways that cannot support the goals of either achieving safer fuel loads or maintaining 
native habitat.  If the old classification of maintaining an 8-foot flame length in all 
vegetation is adhered to, very little but mowed or grazed annual grassland can qualify as 
“safe” to maintain.  The empirical result of following that prescription has often meant 
that the type conversion of native shrublands, such as Baccharis-dominated north 
coastal scrub, has created their replacement with fuel-rich French broom and light flashy 
fuels such as thistle, which also have poor habitat value. 
 
On the other hand, field-collected data, including sampling for live fuel moisture, might 
indicate that, in some instances it’s wiser to leave vegetation in place rather than to 
remove it.  One example would be to contemplate leaving Baccharis, which contains 
relatively high levels of moisture, in some sites where it acts as a green sponge, holding 
moisture within the plant as well as within the soil. 
 
It is critical that if fuel modeling is to be used, it contain accurate inputs from our local 
vegetation under differing conditions.  We do not know what the current models are that 
are being used to inform the conclusions of the EIR or what information is being used as 
input to the models. 

 
8. The 1995 HEF Plan did not receive full acceptance from the environmental 

community because it contained insufficient field collected data to support the 
designations of fuel characteristics of our local vegetation, did not take into 
account the importance of conserving native habitat, and did not include an 
environmental impact report as required by state law. However, the 1995 HEF Plan 
identified the specific wildfire threats faced by homeowners in the hills, and 
recommended a mitigation program for agencies and private property owners based on 
the following concepts. 

 
a) The Plan recommended that homeowners fully comply with state law that currently 

requires a minimum of 100 feet of defensible space surrounding structures, and 
that all homes in high risk areas should be constructed or renovated and 
maintained to resist burning embers. 

 
b) The Plan recommended that public agencies continue maintenance of ridgetop 

fuelbreaks, and create a new type of managed area at the residential edge, that 
will involve both public and private lands. The width for residential edge buffer 
zones has been a topic of ongoing controversy for the past 15 years.  Currently, 
most research suggest that a maintained zone of vegetation 100’ to 200’ from 
structures (including homeowner defensible space) is appropriate, depending on 
slope, type of vegetation, and site conditions.  These maintained areas will not 
necessarily stop all wildfires, but will be essential for providing safe locations for 
firefighters defending homes at the wildland/urban interface. 
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c) The Plan recommended that public agencies and large acreage land owners 
manage or convert their eucalyptus and pine groves to reduce the chance of 
burning embers being blown into residential areas. 

 
9. The 1995 HEF Plan recommended that public agencies and large acreage 

landowners create and maintain two different types of areas managed for fuel 
reduction in the East Bay Hills. The first are the ridgetop fuelbreaks that were begun 
after the freeze of 1972. These fuelbreaks were created along the west boundary of 
regional parks with some sections along Skyline and Grizzly Peak Boulevards on city or 
other agency lands.  Ridgetop fuelbreaks were created by removing freeze damaged 
eucalyptus to achieve a 300’ wide zone of managed vegetation where firefighters could 
attempt to stop a fire that started in wildland areas to the east, before it could race over 
the ridge into residential areas.  Public agencies that currently manage ridgetop breaks 
are now creating even wider resource management areas that are intended to look 
“natural on the ridge” without strict adherence to width criteria, usually with a roadway as 
the primary anchor line. 

 
The second type of management was created after the 1982 Blue Ribbon Report and 
the 1995 HEF Plan. The 1982 Report recommended fuelbreaks designed to provide a 
minimum of 100 feet of managed vegetation (including what the homeowner is required 
to do for defensible space) at the wildland/urban edge.  The 1995 HEF Plan 
recommended fuelbreaks within a 500 foot study area, that in itself became 
controversial and confusing, designed to provide an area of managed vegetation with 
less than eight-foot flame lengths at the wildland/urban edge where firefighters could 
safely work to protect homes. 
 
While there is no mystery about the reason for reducing live fuels when residential areas 
are located at the edge of large public parks or other areas of dense natural-like 
vegetation, there is as yet no clear understanding of what management should be on 
specific sites since prescriptions have been generic or non-existing.  Nonetheless, most 
park agencies are using some form of vegetation management on public lands at their 
residential edge to reduce the chance of wildfire moving from public lands into 
residential areas. 

 
10. The Sierra Club, CNPS, and Audubon have not been satisfied with the Park 

District’s approach for maintaining its fuel-managed areas. We know that 
fuelbreaks constitute a combined area of more than 20 miles and 500 acres, often 
covered by weedy species, mowed below 4” of height, or over-grazed by goats.  
Also several eucalyptus management, thinning, or conversion projects exist that 
need attention. We are concerned that the Park District’s consultants and its staff have 
yet to articulate a clear vision about how they intend to maintain this interface while 
favoring and increasing the percentage of native plants over weedy, fuel-rich non-
natives. This topic will be a subject for further comment and focus by our members and 
experts during agency Plan/EIR processes. 

 
From the Park District’s perspective, focusing vegetation management efforts in the 
immediate area adjacent to homes means that larger areas of native-like park 
vegetation can remain unaffected. Most of the required District fuelbreaks are already in 
place with missing sections to be identified in the Plan/EIR.  However, because very little 
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attention has been paid to maintaining healthy native habitat, these sections will need to 
be reviewed for site-specific sustainable practices as part of the vegetation management 
plan. 
 

a) New fuelbreaks recommended for park grassland areas are either currently 
grazed or are on sites where brush succession has yet to occur. Continued 
grazing or mowing should be sufficient to maintain relatively narrow areas of 
grassland as fuelbreaks.  Maintenance to reduce exotics and to increase native 
flora that will be sustainable should be the prime objective, so close attention 
must be paid when using goats or personnel unfamiliar with both exotic and 
native vegetation. 

 
b) Shrublands are another matter requiring intensive management of wider fuelbreak 

widths when shrub species are retained because of their potential flame heights 
and rate of spread. Prescriptions usually call for shrub “islands” with about 30% 
of shrub cover (with retained shrubs pruned at four feet in height and cleared of 
flammable wood debris), with 70% open areas that are usually mowed. An 
alternative option for existing shrubland areas is to convert to a narrower 
fuelbreak width of grassland with regular mowing in the spring and summer. 

 
c) Oak/bay woodlands are a relatively fire-safe plant community, with periodic 

clearing of ladder fuels being the only maintenance near homes. 
 
d) In areas of non-native vegetation, conversion to the adjacent native-like plant 

community can be the best solution with over seeding of local ecotypes of native 
grasses and associated flora when soils are disturbed or left bare during 
conversion. 

 
e) However, many of the District’s earlier fuelbreaks involved a more destructive 

conversion during logging of eucalyptus and pine groves in the 1970s, followed 
by 30-years of mowing or goat grazing resulting in weed problems and broom 
invasion.  These areas will require a different approach to re-establish natives, 
and a maintenance program that will pay attention to the removal of weedy 
plants and to increase the overall percentage of natives. 

 
11. Non-native eucalyptus and pine groves can exceed 120’ in height and can be 

prone to dramatic fire behavior. When wind drive wildfire reaches their crown, 
flames above 150’ can be expected with burning embers blowing downwind well 
beyond one half mile.  The capacity to spot new fires that overwhelm firefighting 
forces during Diablo Wind conditions means these species must receive high 
priority for treatment. Non-native plant communities in the hills are today’s remnants of 
the tree planting efforts of two Oakland businessmen who forested the hills for future 
residential development and for hardwood lumber production. Frank Havens and Borax 
Smith formed the Realty Syndicate in 1895 to sell lots and homes to new residents who 
would also buy tickets to ride their trains.  They launched a massive tree-planting 
program to beautify their 13,000 acres of hill land, and a few years later Havens formed 
the Mahogany Eucalyptus and Land Company to plant gigantic plantations of blue gum 
eucalyptus on his privately owned water company lands to meet the state’s growing 
demand for hardwood lumber. Both enterprises could not be repeated today, but have 
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created increasingly significant environmental impacts that residents and agencies must 
now address that will be increasingly expensive in the future. 

 
We have used “non-native” as the appropriate term for describing Havens bluegum (and 
redgum) eucalyptus trees from the Island of Tasmania Australia, and for describing 
pines and cypress from the coastal regions of central California. It is not only the 
“appropriate term” to use, but it carries broadly significant meaning in terms of the 
impacts these non-native species created and continue to present to the locally-evolved 
native biodiversity.  It is not sufficient to consider these several non-native species as 
isolated occupants of the land. They each have large contextual, negative impacts that 
must be factored into any equation regarding protection and preservation of native 
resources in areas of locally diminished open space acreage. 
 
Non-native eucalyptus and pine are some of the most dense and flammable plant 
communities in the hills.  Un-maintained eucalyptus groves can have 400 to 900 trees 
per acre with fuel ladders into the canopy and 30 to 100 tons of flammable fuel on the 
ground. Wind driven wildfire in these groves can be expected to produce flame lengths 
and ember throws that will quickly overcome firefighters and significantly reduce 
evacuation time for homeowners. 
 
Unmaintained pine groves are also extremely flammable with deep needle duff on the 
ground and dense pine seedling growth within and around the grove. The presence of 
Monterey pines intermixed with native coastal scrub also provides a source of tinder that 
contributes to crown fires since the needle duff can be ignited by embers and can burn 
off the live fuel moistures of species like Baccharis. 
 
The recommended strategy for eucalyptus and pine groves is to manage or remove 
trees and groves that are close to residential areas that could throw burning embers 
long distances (including over fuelbreaks, natural barriers, and manmade barriers) into 
residential areas. 

 
12. Native-like vegetation and our native woodlands are generally below 40’ in height, 

and are less prone to unmanageable fire behavior.  Native-like plant communities 
form 81% of today’s wildland vegetation in the hills comprised of mostly plants 
that are truly native to the East Bay. The recommended strategy for protecting 
residential areas from wildfire coming from native-like vegetation is to establish an 
understanding of the ecology and fire-behavior of the live fuels site-specific to each 
individual wildland/residential edge, and then manage these edges to provide safe 
access for firefighters defending structures to hopefully stop fire before it enters 
residential areas. 

 
Most areas offer a range of small to large acreage (sometimes in a mosaic and 
sometimes as a single type community) of grassland, shrubland, oak/bay woodland, or 
redwood forest. These plant communities are rather young, achieving their current 
location, size, and form as a result of both human impacts and plant succession over the 
past 200-years. Photos at the turn of the 20th century show the hills dominated by 
grasslands (many of which were maintained by cattle grazing) with smaller areas of 
shrubs, oaks, redwoods, and riparian vegetation. 
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Recent research involving the analysis of phytoliths concluded that the historic plant 
community for well over 1000 years was baccharis-dominated coastal scrub.  Thus, the 
jury is still out in terms of extent and distribution of the true historical vegetation types. 
 
The density and distribution of today’s native-like plant communities in the hills are 
unique to the 20th century and provide excellent habitat for wildlife and other species 
that make up today’s diverse ecosystems. At many locations there are also endemic 
animals, birds, or plants that have legal standing.  These listed species require individual 
monitoring, protection, and careful management. 
 
Each native-like plant community behaves differently in wind-driven fire.  Grassland fires 
are flashy and move quickly, but are relatively controllable. However, they provide a 
faster means of ignition and spread of fire into other vegetation, particularly upslope. 
Shrubland fires can also move quickly and some shrubs can produce flame lengths 
above 30 feet and, once ignited, are more difficult to control.  Unfortunately, there has 
been little research into the important factors that affect ignition in the unique and 
various East Bay Hill shrub communities and they are thus far poorly understood.  
Because of the lack of specific field-conducted studies that would help elucidate both 
the ecological and fuel-related behaviors of individual species and shrub communities, 
they have been collapsed into the generic category of “brush,” assigned fuel 
characteristics from other more fire-prone species, and been targeted for aggressive 
fuels management. Fire in native woodlands produces lower flame lengths but can also 
crown and produce burning embers under extreme conditions. 

 
13. The debate about wildfire risks attributed to non-native eucalyptus trees has been 

a controversial topic for years. In our opinion, there is ample evidence to show 
that eucalyptus and pine trees, in dense unmanaged groves, are both a wildfire 
threat and an environmental dilemma that requires attention. Individuals who love 
eucalyptus trees aggressively defend the tree, arguing that it has been naturalized to 
this area, it provides habitat for wildlife, and it is not an unusual fire threat. Narratives 
about both the threat and the environmental dilemma can be found in the statements, 
articles, papers and reports contained in Appendix A. 

 
14. We are most concerned with the process by which decisions will be made about 

the most flammable and potentially controversial plant communities in today’s 
parklands. We don't endorse generic options but favor site-specific analysis that 
is grounded in the best possible science.  In practice, that means that any one 
given eucalyptus or pine grove will be managed for its unique characteristics to 
achieve fire safety, conversion to native plant habitat, or made safe for public use.  
However, the threat factor is now relatively clear and can’t be denied. 

 
15. The subject of eucalyptus and pine grove management remains controversial 

among people of good will.  In the interim, the Sierra Club, CNPS, and Audubon 
offer the following statements for consideration when reviewing agency plans 
and environmental documents. 

 
a) Agencies and private landowners should focus their efforts on removing 

eucalyptus and pine groves on or near the high ridges and on leeward slopes 
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(West facing) above homes to allow these spaces to convert to native-like 
vegetation that is less prone to spectacular wildfire behavior. 

 
b) Eucalyptus areas that were logged between 1972 and 1974 should be revisited to 

remove all 30-year old stump sprouts and seedlings that will not form good park 
woodlands, and to allow these areas to convert to native-like vegetation. 

 
c) Groves that are thinned to retain mature eucalyptus trees should keep 30 to 50 

trees per acre with shrubs removed and ground fuel maintained at less than two 
tons per acre. However, everyone should understand that single-age stands do 
not usually make good permanent park forests because the stand will eventually 
reach its natural stage of decline and become a hazard that should be removed.  
At that time conversion to native-like vegetation should take place. 

 
d) When eucalyptus and pine trees are removed, the areas they occupy should be 

managed to convert without planting new trees and shrubs to a fire-safe native-
like vegetation that blends with and expands adjacent plant communities. The 
type of replacement vegetation and any required maintenance depends on site 
conditions and the type of plant community desired. 

 
When a healthy understory of oaks, bays, and associated trees are present 
under the eucalyptus or pine canopy, they should be saved during logging and 
allowed (without additional tree planting) to become the replacement tree 
canopy.  
 
When an understory of native trees is not present (especially on ridge tops and 
dry slopes), grassland and shrubland plant communities should be allowed to re-
establish and succeed by appropriately controlling broom, thistle, and other 
invasive, fuel-rich species.  Native shrubland will sometimes reestablish after the 
eucalyptus canopy is gone if invasive weed species are held in check.   
 
When there is sufficient native grass cover and/or seedbank in areas to allow for 
establishment of good quality grasslands, these can be carefully restored and 
managed by grazing or mowing to prevent re-succession of shrublands.  
However, in the absence of a native grass seedbank, weeds will dominate the 
resulting “grassland”.  In this case, re-succession by native shrubs can help 
restore quality habitat. 

 
e) Thinning young eucalyptus woodlands of suckers and sprouts to create a 

temporary managed grove is less desirable and may be untrustworthy on our 
steep and windy hillsides when the goal should be to convert to native 
vegetation. Thinning eucalyptus and waiting 30-years for native plant 
establishment under the canopy will allow ladder fuels to become established, 
and repeated costly logging projects will double environmental impacts. 

 
f) We support efforts to keep mature eucalyptus trees in groves that can be thinned 

and maintained as a mature tree canopy for existing and future recreational 
activities, or as a historic tree grove to be retained pursuant to a park’s adopted 
Land Use Plan. 
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g) We will be particularly interested in the policies that guide when to thin and retain 

a grove, and when to achieve a conversion to native-like plant communities that 
are appropriate to the site.  As an example, for a grove with 300 trees per acre, it 
might be short sighted to take out 250 trees per acre to keep a grove when 
conversion to native vegetation could achieve multiple goals.  This would be 
especially true for areas in parks where native vegetation should the objective. 

 
h) In all cases, logged eucalyptus stumps must be treated and killed to prevent 

sucker growth. 
 
i) Control of weed species such as broom, euphorbia, and eucalyptus seedlings is 

essential during all maintenance and conversion projects. 
 
j) Non-native trees (such as eucalyptus and pine) that are small but will become 

large and are not part of the designed park landscape should be removed at the 
earliest time possible to keep costs low, minimize resource damage, and allow 
native-like vegetation to develop as soon as possible. 

 
k) Tree removals (logging) can be very controversial, and the immediate appearance 

of logged areas can be dramatic, triggering public protest from people who have 
not responded during the planning process but are motivated to speak out once 
logging begins.  Often the public is unaware of the costs and tradeoffs of large-
scale projects such as logging. As a result, tree-logging projects must be made 
to be very visible during the entire public process. Before logging projects are 
presented to the Board for approval to seek bids, staff should ensure that the 
tree project has specific Plan/EIR clearance with a notice posted in the park 
before the Board meeting and “left posted” until project completion. After the 
Board approves a contract, District managers and Board members must be 
ready to support the tree removal project through to the end. After the contract is 
awarded and the work begins (sometime months later), experience has shown 
there will always be a member of the public who sees what’s happening, pleads 
to save trees, and will lobby to stop all work.  

 
16. As each of the East Bay Hills Emergency Forum agencies prepares their 

individual plans and environmental documents, they will be required to address 
the cumulative impacts of wildland fire hazard reduction projects by all agencies. 
This will require active cooperation and long range planning by HEF member 
agencies. The HEF will need to provide sufficient coordination to make sure that 
potential cumulative impacts are clearly described, and that significant cumulative 
impacts can be avoided. We urge all agencies to consult with their legal advisors for 
guidance in developing plans that will address the cumulative impact issue. Of course, 
we will reserve our final opinion about how each agency handles these matters as we 
review their plans and environmental documents. 

 
a) Agencies should commit that cumulative impacts will be avoided while converting 

high-risk eucalyptus and pine groves to native vegetation, and that they will 
consider their projects to be self-mitigating projects that complete the work 
begun in 1973/74.  Most of the involved public agency acreage was logged after 
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the 1972 freeze. The removal of multiple stump sprouts and dense seedlings in 
already logged areas is ongoing work that needs to be completed. Sprouts and 
single age stands of seedlings are unsuitable for forming safe and healthy 
woodlands. 

 
b) Agencies should commit that cumulative impacts will be addressed and avoided 

by their projects, when considered separately or together, and that they will 
involve relatively small acreage dispersed along a 30-mile long wildland corridor 
that totals more than 18,500 acres of similar vegetation 

 
c) Agencies should commit that cumulative impacts will be avoided by their projects 

that are coordinated on lands separated by time and space from other agency 
projects. Coordination will be used to ensure that work will be scheduled over a 
reasonable period of time, and that there will be no cumulative impacts from 
overlapping work on the same or adjacent lands. 

 
d) Agencies should commit that cumulative impacts will be avoided when their 

projects are coordinated to have sufficient distance between projects by others in 
location and time, and ensure that there will not be significant cumulative 
unmitigated impacts on common resources such as wildlife and keystone habitat. 

 
e) Agencies should agree that they will not allow vegetation management projects to 

have a significant cumulative impact on sensitive species or habitat because of 
existing environmental regulations that will be followed, and because of the 
biological opinions and mitigations that will be required by state and federal 
resource agencies. 
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Appendix A 
 
The following quotes, articles, and reports provide additional information and perspective 
about the fire hazards and the environmental dilemma posed by eucalyptus and pine 
plantations in the East Bay Hills. 
 

a) In March of 1973, H.H. Biswell, Professor of Forestry and Conservation at the 
University of California, Berkeley made this prophetic statement. “When 
eucalyptus waste catches fire, an updraft is created and strong winds may blow 
flaming bark for a great distance. I think the eucalyptus is the worst tree 
anywhere as far as fire hazard is concerned. If some of that flaming bark should 
be blown on to shake roofs in the hills we might have a firestorm that would 
literally suck the roofs off the houses. People might be trapped”. 

 
b) James Roof, Director of the Tilden Botanic Garden, in his detailed paper of 

February 1973, made observations about the areas wildfire risks, about 
eucalyptus tree risks and impacts on native flora, and offered his 
recommendations following the freeze of 1972. 

 
c) Professor Robert Stebbins, Professor of Zoology at UC Berkeley and the curator 

of the UC Museum of Vertebrate Zoology has been a long-time advocate for 
retaining eucalyptus groves because of the habitat they provide for local wildlife 
especially amphibians and birds, and prepared several papers on this subject 
during the 1995 HEF plan review period.  

 
d) The Temescal EIR Advisory Group in 2000, listed the following guidelines for 

eucalyptus and pine forests: “Eucalyptus Forest – This introduced forest 
community is highly controversial because of the extreme fire behavior that it can 
generate and because a significant number of native species that have adapted 
to it.  It is a high priority for management, particularly in areas where it has the 
potential for involvement in wildland fires.  Management plans must also take 
into account impacts on those species that have adapted to Eucalyptus.  A 
number of native raptor species including the Turkey Vulture, Red-tailed Hawk 
and Great Horned Owl seem to prefer Eucalyptus to native forests in a variety of 
circumstances.  Nest and roost trees should be identified and accommodated 
with appropriate buffers, where feasible, in fuel-break planning. Monterey/Bishop 
Pine Forests – This transplanted California native plant community occurs in 
dense stands and as individual specimens in several areas within the study area.  
Although less widespread than Eucalyptus, these coniferous forest species are 
also preferentially used by native raptors including the Golden Eagle.  As with 
Eucalyptus, nest and roost trees should be identified and accommodated with 
appropriate buffers, where feasible, in fuel break planning.” 

 
e) The Vegetative Management Plan for the Eucalyptus Freeze Affected Areas in 

the Berkeley-Oakland Hills was prepared to guide the efforts of agencies working 
to reduce the potential for wildfire after the freeze of 1972. The Plan was 
prepared after the hills were declared a disaster area by the State’s Governor, 
and was adopted before the California Environmental Quality Act was amended 
to include public agencies. 

East Bay Chapter – Comments on FEMA Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction NOP 30 
 

270_Robertson_Jean

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 737



EBCNPS Conservation Committee  
 

 

 
f) The Ubiquitous Eucalyptus article, by Bill O’Brien in the fall 2005 BayNature 

magazine describes the history of eucalyptus trees in the East Bay as well as 
statements and opinions by local “experts” about both positive and negative 
aspects of eucalyptus trees. 

 
g) Respect for the flammability of our hill’s dense eucalyptus groves is common 

knowledge among local fire chiefs.  Fire departments have not been willing to 
use prescribed fire (with prescriptions set for when fire control is theoretically 
possible) to reduce the flammability of groves by clearing the 50 to 100 tons of 
ground fuel that can be found under unmaintained eucalyptus groves. Fires in 
native-like vegetation will not burn well in the hills during most of the year, but 
fires under eucalyptus with its shredding bark and oily leaves can move to the 
treetops during almost any season.  Professor Biswell tried unsuccessfully, in the 
1970’s to establish prescribed fire as a local maintenance practice in eucalyptus, 
as is done in Australia. Regional Park Fire Chiefs have wavered, and remain 
unwilling to use this technique even today because of the risk of escaped fire, 
and because of smoke impacts on the air basin. 

 
h) The 1995 HEF Plan (in its final Report and Technical Appendices) determined 

that eucalyptus and pine trees and the burning embers that they can produce in 
a wind driven wildfire are an important factor in the wildfire risks faced by hill 
residents. 

 
i) Javier Trelles, and Patrick J. Pagni UC Berkeley Professors analyzing the role of 

wind patterns during the 1991 fire, described the Sunday morning fire start as 
follows. On October 20, at 6:00 a.m., the normal weather pattern was interrupted 
as winds in excess on 10/ms arose from N 35 degrees E and the relative 
humidity dropped below 10%. This strong, dry convective current began to 
dramatically lower the moisture level of the previously soaked burn area of the 
Saturday fire. The ambient temperature climbed to 90 degrees. The few embers 
that remained buried overnight were by 10:45 a.m. spotting to new areas of dry 
fuel. Between 11:15 and 11:30 a.m., extremely rapid fire spread in windward 
direction overwhelmed fire crews called in to help. The initial brand material 
came primarily from Monterey pine, Pinus radiata. About 650 meters from the 
fire origin, the fire engaged a 35-meter high stand of Eucalyptus globules that 
quickly became an inferno releasing copious brands. Once structures became 
involved, the shakes and shingles they liberated further exacerbated the flaming 
brand problem. 

 
j) The East Bay Hills Oakland-Berkeley Fire that was investigated by J. Gordon 

Outlay. His report was conducted under contract to the United States Fire 
Administration, Federal Emergency Management Agency. The following excerpts 
are taken from his report. 

 
“Fire has been a part of the history of the Oakland-Berkeley Hills area 

throughout its history. As with many other marine climates, fuel moistures 
are such that during most periods, fires do not cause dramatic damage but 
rather help maintain a balance of fuel types and reduce fuel loads. The 
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native flora and fauna had adapted correspondingly with the natural 
occurrence of fire in the area.” 

 
“Additionally, the introduction of vegetative species which are not native to the 

area has dramatically impacted fuel loading. This is particularly true of the 
introduction of eucalyptus. Fuel accumulations in some areas under 
eucalyptus plantations have been estimated between 30 and 40 tons per 
acre. Monterey Pine was also introduced into the area and contributed 
significantly to the fuel loading.” 

 
“Additionally, eucalyptus is susceptible to freeze damage, as occurred in 1972, 

when large numbers of eucalyptus were killed due to an extended period of 
below freezing temperatures, and again in December of 1990. The dead 
trees and limbs added a significant amount of dry fuel in the area. Also, 
eucalyptus sprouts back from the stump and this sprouting after freezing or 
after logging operations has also increased fuels in some areas.”  

 
“Between 1986 and 1991 most of California experienced drought conditions. 

This situation was recognized as creating more and more critical fire risk 
conditions each year. The unprecedented drought was accompanied by an 
unusual period of freezing weather, in December of 1990, which killed 
massive quantities of the lighter brush and eucalyptus.” 
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Appendix C 
 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
For Cooperative Vegetation and Habitat Mapping and Classification 

June 1, 2000 
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M E M ORANDUM OF UNDERST ANDING  
For Cooperative Vegetation and Habitat Mapping and Classification 

June 1, 2000  

I . Preamble 

In keeping with the policies and principles of the California Biodiversity Council, the signatories mutually 
agree by this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to establish a cooperative vegetation and habitat mapping 
initiative which will facilitate statewide joint data collection and processing, establish common mapping and 
classification standards across all ownership, and provide timely response to both State and Federal information and 
analytical requirements. 

I I . Background 

Vegetation is among the most important characteristics of California's natural environment. Vegetation 
provides food and shelter for the State's terrestrial animal species, aids in the maintenance of aquatic habitats and is 
the larger community that supports our many unique plant species. Vegetation acts as a filter for the state's 
watershed lands, provides valuable forest products, economic benefits, and recreational opportunities to the citizens 
of California. High quality data are critical for the preservation, management and risk assessment of California's 
ecosystems and the vegetation upon which we all depend. 

Agencies involved in this MOU have intermingled responsibilities and often produce vegetation, habitat 
maps and classification systems in their ongoing activities in different ways. Such maps help to pinpoint habitat and 
species likely to be affected in any given planning area by management decisions. They also provide critical 
information necessary to identify and prioritize vegetation and habitat conservation activities. Coordinating efforts 
across the state will improve the efficiency in the use of public funds to meet our shared responsibilities. This 
combined effort will improve access to data, provide greater consistency in how data are developed, and meet the 
on-the-ground needs of field staff. A statewide effort to facilitate more standardized mapping, and classification of 
vegetation and habitat will produce more compatible data across administrative boundaries. 

I I I . Goals, Strategies and Objectives 

The goals of this MOU are to establish and maintain statewide vegetation and habitat data layers of known 
accuracy in compliance with the National Vegetation Classification System (NVCS). 

The strategies consist of collaboration with data sub committees, and others in the following areas: 

- Sharing of and access to vegetation information and technical expertise. 
- Identification and implementation of classification and mapping priorities, including accuracy assessments. 
- Cost sharing and/or in-kind services to implement identified priorities.  

Specific objectives include: 

- Develop common standards for data content, data capture methods, field procedures, accuracy assessment 
and documentation. 

- Complete a hierarchical vegetation classification system adaptable to varying goals of the 
signatories and improve vegetation and habitat classification and crosswalks between systems 

- Complete and maintain a vegetation map of all public and private lands in California on a regional basis 
through interagency cooperative efforts as the basis for vegetation inventories and assessments of habitats, 
including detection of changes.  
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I V . Principles of Agreement  
 

Agency staffs agree to participate in a Core Group to coordinate implementation of the goals and objectives of this 
MOU. Agency staffs also agree to communicate through periodic meetings of the Science Coordinating Committee  
for Vegetation.  
 
 

V . Authority  
 

This MOU does not modify or supersede existing statutory direction of the signatories.  
 
 

VI . Modifications  
 

This Memorandum is to remain in effect until modified by the parties in writing. It is negotiable at the 
option of any of the parties.  

 
 

V II . Termination  
 

Any party may terminate their participation in this MOU at any time when all parties are notified in 
writing.  

 
 

VII I . Non-Binding Obligations  
 

This MOU is a declaration of policy and represents the intent of the parties in principle only. It is not  
binding on the parties. In the event the parties to this MOU desire to formalize the principle intent of this MOU, they  
will enter into a fully integrated agreement at a later time.  
 
 

I X . Completion Date  
 

This MOU is effective for each participating agency upon signature date shown below.  
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
For Cooperative Vegetation and Habitat Mapping and Classification 

Sccrctar)' for Rc!iourL·es 
The Resources Agency 

Andrea E. Tuttle 
Director 
California Department of 

Forestry and Fire Protection 

Director 
California Department of 

Fish and Game 

rad Powell 
egional Forester 

Pacific South\vest Region 
USDA Forest Service 

Date_ qlp_Q{i_Q__ 
~ r· '::: 

~-~~~;:;~;;;;:::==~-
Mid -Pacific Region 
Bureau of Reclamation 
U.S. Department of the Interior 

Date <J- 7 - OD 

 c::u..u~W
Al Wright \ 
Stale Director 
Burenu of Lnnd Managc1ncnt 
U.S. Dcparttncnt of the Interior 

Date -:J-\ <.' •~ 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
For Cooperative Vegetation and Habitat Mapping and Classification 

ii__ 
Rusty Areias 
Director 
Departn1cnt of Parks and 

Date !/;f@o __ _ 

Manager 
California/Nev · 
U.S. Fish and 

Date 

Reg) Gomes 
Vice President -- Agriculture and Natural ResourcP.s 
University of California 

Date )...,[,. 0 I 

Susan Britting 
President 
California Native Plant Society 

Date 
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From: Jonathan Robinson
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Acacia Cuttings
Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 10:00:22 AM

Hello,
 
The Acacia tree is a very valuable wood and is widely respected in the Hawaii region as Koa wood. 
I am raising my hand to take possession/purchase/etc., for the Acacia wood and would be
interested in learn what I might need to do to take possession of the wood, if the directives were to
cut down the lovely tree.
 
I urge the region NOT to cut down, but if it is to distribute the lovely wood to people who are
interested like myself….
 
Regards,
 

Jonathan Robinson
Optimal Intelligence, Inc.
CAPI #: 27655
CAPS #: 1109
877.700.6474 x100 m
650.537.1000 c
808.791.8377 f

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic message, including any attachment(s), is intended only for the person
or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message or an agent responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, please notify
the sender immediately by replying to this message and then delete the original message and any copies of it
from your computer system. Any use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this message and/or any of
its attachments (if any) by unintended recipients is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
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From: phila rogers
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Comments on Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills, CA, draft EIS
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:20:13 PM

My name is Phila Rogers, I am a naturalist living for 62 years in the Strawberry
Canyon watershed.  I write about natural history subjects for the Lawrence Hall of
Science website ("Local Nature Stories").  I co-lead bird trips at the UC Botanical
Gardens and participate in the annual Audubon Christmas Count. I have written
extensively about Strawberry Canyon over the years for various publications.  I am a
retired science writer from Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory.

What follows is a brief summary of my concerns about the DEIS (My original long
document was lost today on the internet).  I am restricting my comments to
Strawberry Canyon

The DEIS fails to document the safety of widespread herbicide use in a sensitive
watershed.

I question why only one approach to fire mitigation is proposed..  A far less
draconian approach was taken by Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory in their
recently completed vegetation management program (see http//www.lbnl-
cag.org/content/10024/preview.html).

The likelihood of some slash from the heavy mulching with eucalyptus chips is likely
to wash into Strawberry Creek during winter rainstorms and cause flooding
downstream.

There is no mention that eucalyptus produce summer-long fog drip watering other
vegetation and helping to maintain the water table.  Eucalyptus is a habitat for a
variety of birds -- raptors for nesting and perching, and passerines who feed on
blossom nectar.

No realistic thought is given to the landscape which will follow the clear cut.  Most
likely candidates are exotic species like the highly invasive and flammable French
broom.  Will eradication call for the use of more toxic herbicides like Garlon?

The DEIS provides no calculations on the impact on global climate change by the
wholesale destruction of trees.

I am particularly concerned about the future of the UCB Ecological Study Area --
approximately 300 acres -- that were set aside in the 1960 which were to remain
undisturbed for research and teaching.  The blue and white signs are posted in the
area and at trail heads prohibiting the removal of plants or animals.  The DEIS has
failed to address the fate of these protected areas with clear cutting and the heavy
use of herbicides. 

The DEIS is a seriously flawed document which fails to consider the value of
Strawberry Canyon to walkers, joggers, bird watchers and all those who value a
touch of wildness so accessible to the Berkeley Campus and the surrounding urban
communities.
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-- Phila Rogers
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Laurie Rolfe
2116  Jefferson Avenue

Berkeley, CA 94703
T 510-849-0305

laurierolfe@yahoo.com
www.synergyii.com

www.nativeorganic.com

June 14, 2013

To Whom it Concerns

U.S. Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA)
P.O. Box 72379
Oakland, CA 94612-8579

Re: Draft EIS on proposed Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction, East Bay Hills, California
By email:   EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov 

I have lived in Berkeley for over twenty years and I work in the East Bay as well.  Only recently 
have I learned about the plans to cut thousands of trees and use hazardous chemicals to prevent 
regrowth in our hills, in an effort to reduce the risk of fire.

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD management projects in the hills is unac-
ceptable to me because it doesn’t consider the effects of these project plans on greenhouse gas 
emissions or on the resulting reduction of the carbon sequestration capacity of our forest envi-
ronment.  I’m hoping FEMA will retract the EIS and rework it to fully consider all the implica-
tions of cutting down so many tall trees and inhibiting growth with the use of herbicides.

I am not a scientist but I have worked for many years with an engineer of renewable resources 
(Synergy CA LP), taken Permaculture coursework at Merritt College and currently work with a 
US-grown, organic cotton textile contractor (Native Trading Corp.).  I have learned a great deal 
about holistic systems from this work.  I believe all parties to this EIS must consider solutions 
within a holistic framework.

For example, with Synergy CA LP I became familiar with the work of Ed Burton a Cal graduate 
in the 40‘s in chemistry and forestry.  Mr. Burton passed away in Oct. 2010 but left us a legacy of 
thoughtful and inventive methods and tools to deal with fire risk reduction and sequestration 
and the reuse of forest “debris”.  Please refer to information on his website which is active and 
tracked by Synergy CA LP;  Reinhold Ziegler R.E.   http://www.edburtoncompany.com
In particular please note his research and development of forest maintenance tools that can be 
remotely powered by solar energy and operated by semi-skilled labor.  This Cal graduate, with 
50 years of forest observation, developed safe, quiet and efficient tools for sustainable forest 
management and the reuse of “waste products” for energy production and sequestration that

1
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could fertilize selected regrowth.  UC has a Woody Biomass Utilization division that works with 
multiple agencies, organizations and businesses.  Their website says their projects are funded 
primarily by the US Forest Service Region 5 State & Private Forestry and the California De-
partment of Forestry and Fire protection.  I believe as their website states, “Woody biomass in 
forests is a huge potential resource in California.”  Lets not leave a wasteful and hazardous two 
feet of wood chips on the ground when we could selectively cull what’s necessary of the under-
story and make productive use of it.  http://ucanr.edu/sites/WoodyBiomass/about/

My experience at Merritt College, learning about Permaculture, showed me how “maximizing 
useful connections” in natural or designed landscapes can increase fertility and yield.  Though 
this education was not focused on forests, the benefits of the proximity of forests to agriculture 
(which includes people) is indisputable.  The people of the East Bay including everyone from 
the UC Berkeley Botanical Gardens to my small home with potted plants, benefit from the 
filtering, pollinating and stabilizing capacities of our hills, trees, fields, water resources and 
resident animals and insects.  As the stewards of all of this habitat, every applicant on this EIS 
should work together to insure that the benefits we all enjoy are not diminished for any special 
interests or short term assurances.  We are all connected.

More recently, in learning about the history of cotton production I can see why industrialization  
has lead to “dirty” cotton by requiring huge water, pesticide and herbicide inputs. Cotton, as 
well as grapes, tomatoes, fruit and nut trees are all sensitive to hormone-type herbicides like 
triclopyr (Garlon and Remedy) which is proposed for use by UC in the EIS.  There are, of 
course, negative consequences for people also;  to our eyes and skin, associated increase of 
cancer incidents, kidney damage and reproductive problems.  Parallel to the process of cotton 
growing, won’t the use of toxics to control natural reforestation encourage the proliferation of 
super bugs and invasive vegetation in addition to risking public health?  Surely UC can’t intend 
to build on every square foot of both canyons.  Will we need Monsanto Bt trees to replace what 
UC proposes to control with gallons of triclopyr or glyphosate?  

I just hope we can spend our taxes monies on real fire mitigation in the East Bay Hills in an 
effective and creative way.  I believe that is what our community expects and wants to be known 
for.

Sincerely yours,

Laurie Rolfe

2
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From: Rollam Group
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: No on funding of cutting down all the trees in the east bay hills
Date: Sunday, May 19, 2013 7:38:20 PM

IT is a terrible plan to cut down all the trees in the east bay hills but have no plan to replant. If  half
the money was used for replanting, maybe that would work but your plan is idiotic and no one wants
no trees and a bunch of herbicides instead of a nice park. I hope you do not give the funding.
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From: R. Romano
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Hills Conservation Network
Subject: Do not
Date: Wednesday, May 22, 2013 2:17:19 PM

I am extremely opposed to the proposed work in the FEMA draft EIS in this project, because of it does
not address the effect on Greenhouse Gas emissions.

I am surprised such an important economic model  and the ongoing work to reduce carbon emissions
was lacking in the report. There are externalities that need to be accounted for.

The analysis not only uses an inappropriate baseline, but also fails to adequately consider the loss of
ongoing carbon sequestration that will result from these projects. We ask that you retract the EIS and
rework it to fully consider all the Greenhouse Gas implications of cutting down 100,000 tall trees.

Additionally, the FEMA draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD projects is unacceptable as currently
written in that it does not adequately address the cost or the risks associated with the herbicide use
that is being proposed.  A better assessment is needed to study the implications of the expected
herbicide use not only to kill eucalyptus trees, but also the hemlock, broom, thistle, and poison oak that
will emerge as a result of the loss of shade canopy. 

I also object on the basis of lack of investigation of alternative mitigation methods.
 Less costly, and different, perhaps as effective methods should be evaluated and
measured in the EIS.  The EIS only purported there was 2 options: cut down 10,000
trees or do nothing. I was surprised by this lack of nuance.

Another issue is air quality resulting from the the work as it unfolds in the proposed plan. The EIS
should be reworked to fully consider all the implications of the proposed projects on air quality.

In summary, cutting down close to 100,000 trees is a terribly misguided policy in times where the rest
of the world is busy planting and conserving trees.  Al Gore would be horrified!

Please retract the EIS and conduct a proper study to address these concerns.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robert Romano

1345 Alvarado Road

Berkeley, CA 94705
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From: Thomas L. Rosenberg
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects
Date: Friday, June 14, 2013 10:38:31 AM

To whom it may concern,

The FEMA Draft EIS for UC, Oakland, and EBRPD vegetation management projects
in the hills is unacceptable because it fails to adequately address many aspects of
the environmental impact of the proposed action.

1) Carbon sequestration and air quality:  By cutting down the trees and soaking the
area in herbicides greenhouse gas emissions will increase from the loss of soil
carbon, the loss of carbon sequestration by the trees and their purification of the air
will be lost.  The EIA analysis also uses an inappropriate baseline.  We ask for the
EIS to be retracted and reworked to fully consider the greenhouse gas and air
quality impacts of cutting down 100,000 healthy trees.

2) RoundUp is not safe.  Applying tens of thousands of gallons of herbicide to kill
one species of trees will kill many other plants species, countless animals including
those with endangered habitat.  It will also poison the groundwater and the Bay for
decades to come.  It will also affect human health.  Dozens of studies around the
world have demonstrated the dangers of spraying RoundUp, especially in large
quantities.  This is environmentally justified and appropriate?  Hardly.  It will also
increase health costs for workers and citizens alike.

3) Creates more environmental hazards than it corrects.  The proposal does not
adequately analyze more reasonable alternatives for fire mitigation.  Once clearcut,
the regrowth would be primary succession of annual grasses (which were imported
by the Spaniards with their cattle), and shrubs which catch fire quickly.  The soil will 
also be unstable, causing more landslides and deep erosion during the rainy
seasons. This sediment will not only cause more expensive clean up during the rains,
make roads impassable but also further contaminant the Bay. A better way would be
to use a permaculture approach that works with what is there and changes it
SLOWLY over an extended period of time, protecting habitat, soil, air quality and
carbon sequestration.  Furthermore, the Fire Mitigation Model is completely flawed
because it is not based on an equilibrium state.  We request that the fire modeling
be reworked to compare the proposal to an equilibrium state.

4) Fiscally irresponsible. Fire mitigation is important.  To that we agree.  However in
times of austerity, it is irresponsible to spend money on poorly constructed initiatives
when that money could be spend much more effectively on much less destructive
and unnecessarily invasive fire mitigation efforts and on fighting fires that do occur
whether in Oakland/Berkeley or elsewhere in the West.

I look forward to a thoughtful and comprehensive response,

Thomas L. Rosenberg
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From: Mike Rowe (home)
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Tree Removal Proposal
Date: Monday, June 10, 2013 11:41:30 PM

Greetings,

I object to the mass removal of trees in the East Bay hills as proposed in the draft 
EIS for Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction.  While the reduction of fire risk is obviously 
an important concern, the parks where these trees grow are more than a fire break.  
They provide the city dwellers who live in the surrounding community with a place 
where they can reconnect with nature.  

I understand that the eucalyptus is particularly flammable, and is a native of 
Australia that crowds out local trees.  But I would like to see many of the Monterrey 
pines spared.  Proponents of this plan claim that in five years no one will remember 
what all the fuss was about.  But it is obvious that it would be decades before slow 
growing oaks would replace these trees, and even then they will not be as 
impressive as what was cut down.

I would request that a solution that does not require clear cutting every last tree be 
adopted.  Such a plan could still dramatically reduce fire hazard.  Some things are 
more important than expediency.

Thank you for your consideration.

Michael W. Rowe
Oakland
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From: Mariana Ruybalid
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Marg Hall
Subject: Against Killing So Many Trees in such an Unhealthy Way
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2013 3:04:34 PM

FEMA, 

I am against killing so many trees in the Claremont Canyon. I am against
poisonous wood chips anywhere. I use an electric wheelchair so I couldn't
even go over the poisonous wood chips and I know that many homeless
people sleep in the canyon and those would poison these people as well
as the whole habitat for people and animals. 

Monsanto is a corrupt and evil company that has profited from starving
people all over the world. I oppose any project where Monsanto or any
other petrochemical company will profit. 

I live very close to the area where there are plans to poison the ground
and cold cut ancient trees. 

Mariana Ruybalid
www.marianaruybalid.com
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From: Ryan Bettilyon
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Outrageous East Bay FEMA Proposal
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 11:54:48 AM

I'd like to make a public comment regarding FEMA's proposal to cut down thousands
of Berkeley and Oakland area trees in the name of fire protection. After reading
through the details of the proposal (http://milliontrees.me/2013/05/09/nearly-a-half-
million-trees-will-be-destroyed-if-these-east-bay-projects-are-approved-revised/) I
find it ludicris that turning living trees into woodchips will somehow prevent fire.
This is absurd.

Cutting down these trees will reduce shade, increasing moisture evaporation,
increasing fire risk.
Cutting down these trees will reduce fog drip condensation which puts more
moisture into the soil and surrounding areas, further increasing fire risk.
Cutting down these trees and turning them into woodchips provides a dry mass of
combustible material on site - extremely dangerous conditions and a fire hazard in
and of itself.
Using herbicide to prevent the resprouting of these trees is an abhorrent use of
dangerous chemicals in natural areas near huge population centers.

As a Berkeley resident I am adamantly against this proposal. It is
outrageous, unconscionable  and will likely achieve the exact opposite of it's stated
goals by increasing the risk of fires while robbing the community of these precious
trees - a natural resource that can't be easily replaced.

Ryan Bettilyon
1540 Heast Ave. APT 4
Berkeley, CA 94703
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From: Carolyn Scarr
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: comment regarding proposal in East Bay Hills.
Date: Sunday, June 16, 2013 9:05:53 PM

Dear FEMA,
I have lived in the East Bay most of my life and am very familiar with 
the dangers of fire in our hills.

The proposed plan which supposedly reduces the fire risk in our hills 
is a very bad idea.
It doesn't make sense to leave two feet of wood chips in a significant 
portion of our hills.  This spreading of tinder from the 80,000 trees 
which are proposed to be logged doesn't make any sense.
Ten years of poisoning our hills with very toxic herbicides will be 
very dangerous to our basic health, poisoning the water running off 
our hillsides into the streams where our children and pets play, where 
birds and other animals drink.  Since the root systems of many of our 
creekside plants extend into the creeks, it seems highly likely that 
the poisoned creeks will result in the destruction of plant life in 
areas adjacent to them.  Has any study looked at the impact on the 
shoreline of the Bay?  We have seen the dead zones at the mouth of our 
rivers in the Gulf from agricultural effluents.  The same seems likely 
to happen here.

The impact on human health of these poisons must be considered.  We 
will become a medical hot spot for many deadly diseases, cancer, 
kidney damage, reproductive problems not to speak of the impact on 
children in the womb.
This being the case, we will also be deadly to the wildlife of our 
hills.

Taking down 80,000 trees all at once will increase the growth of 
grasses, poison oak and other inflammable low growing plants.  It is 
crazy to imagine that native oaks will move in quickly to repopulate 
the hills and restore them to the status quo ante before someone with 
another wild idea decided to grow eucalyptus for its timber value.

I am no great fan of eucalyptus, but I know that cutting down trees 
and planting new ones has to be a slow process, done with focused 
care.  I will compare the actions proposed to agribusiness and a true 
grooming of the forest to small scale family farming.   Our own 
agriculture department confesses to the fact that family farms are 
more  productive per acre and maintain the soil better than 
agribusiness.

We must learn to act in the scale that attends to details.  A clear 
cut of our hills followed by a chemical attack on the stumps is not 
forestry, it is not care of the land, it is not attending to the 
effects of the actions.

The nearly $6 million the University, the Regional Parks and Oakland 
are requesting from FEMA should be used to employ people to thin dense 
groves of trees, prune shrubs, plant and maintain new areas of native 
plants in carefully selected areas.  This plan will benefit many 
people with good employment rather than pouring our money into the 
coffers of the big chemical companies and manufacturers of heavy 
machinery.
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Please scrap your Draft Environmental Impact Statement are begin again 
starting with the premise that we need to respect the land and all of 
its inhabitants and recognize them as part of the circle of life.  Let 
the circle be unbroken.

Sincerely yours,
Carolyn S. Scarr
1340 Ada Street
Berkeley, CA 94702
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From: LJ Speakup
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Public comment on the destruction of east bay trees
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 4:59:15 PM

I second these comments so articulately submitted by anger writer

The EIS posits a choice between only two alternatives: do nothing, or remove all the
eucalyptus and Monterey pine. And so the community appears to have divided:
those advocating wholesale acceptance of the FEMA proposed project, and those
advocating no action. This circumstance, which flows from legal error so gross as to
invite FEMA to withdraw the DEIS and proceed properly lest one of the interested
advocates prosecute a worthy legal challenge, represents a regrettable disservice to
the community. As I frequently advise my clients and my students, in the face of
extremes your challenge is to find the third way. FEMA must develop and implement
the third way of selective tree removal. 

This writer accepts the reality that eucalyptus and other exotics pose a fire threat in
the Claremont and Strawberry Canyon areas. This hazard must be moderated to the
greatest degree balanced with other considerations. At the same time, this writer
believes that stands of eucalyptus and Monterey pines within the two canyons form
an important element of the historic and evolving landscape. One need only consult
paintings from the California plein air school to comprehend that these trees have
for a century formed a recognizable part of our region's environment and ecology.
Just as the law recognizes that few absolutely natural watercourses remain in the
state, such that we treat the changed water resource as "natural" for regulatory
purposes, so should these trees be understood as earning recognition as part of the
landscape that we view and in which we recreate.  

Totalitarian elimination of this heritage landscape should be no more pursued than
would we pursue elimination of other exotics, for example the striped bass from the
Delta, or the post-McClaren vegetation in Golden Gate Park. And yet, action must be
taken to improve both the fire security and visual access in these two canyons. Not
all environmental conflicts lend themselves to beneficial resolution of competing
values, but this one does. On rewrite the authors of the EIS will have the
opportunity to honor the philosophy of Immanuel Kant and Isaiah Berlin, that all
values are relative. 

A thinning of the exotics to preserve the most prominent trees, while removing
concentrations that pose environmental risk and actually detract from the views of
both hikers and observers, should be developed as a third alternative. For example,
the prominent row of Monterey pines atop the north ridge of Claremont Canyon
provide a visual landmark to users of the canyon and to those from afar; these
should be maintained. Similarly, the landmark eucalyptus inside the elbow of the
second switchback on the Claremont Canyon trail -- that is, the switchback that
overlooks the Golden Bear soccer field -- would be unthinkable to destroy. Selective
thinning will leave these untouched, while promoting the health of the remaining
forest and improving visual access from points along the trails. Shade and habitat
will be preserved. This worthy example is the one followed by UC Berkeley a few
years ago in Strawberry Canyon, and which now forms the preferred method of fuel
reduction within the Tahoe National Forest. 

The EIS is fatally flawed by deliberately avoiding the development of this alternative,
instead including a partial clearance as a variant and part of the proposed project.
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This fallacy enables the decision-makers to avoid independent consideration of a
partial-clearance alternative on its own, and more regrettably, from conducting the
legally-required comparison of that alternative to both project and no action. The
present EIS enables the decision-maker to avoid the legal necessity of identifying the
alternative, other than no action, that is environmentally favorable; that strikes at
the heart of NEPA. 

Finally, the EIS fails to stand as a joint EIS/EIR, and thus cannot serve the state-law
actors (UC Berkeley and EBRPD) whose approvals to carry out the project also
require environmental documentation. This error is also more than academic, in that
not only must those local agencies make use of an EIR, but they must formulate and
adopt enforceable mitigation measures more potent than those required by NEPA;
and prior to that, consider alternatives that are capable of attaining most, if not all,
of the project objectives, which a thoughtfully-designed thinning project can
accomplish.

Sent from Joel Schipper's iPad
415-215-9644
Joel Schipper
146 Swiss Ave
San Francisco CA 94131
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From: Susan Schmerling
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Plans for clear-cutting of trees in Berkeley and Oakland
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 7:13:09 PM

I was most distressed to read just this evening about FEMA's plans to fund the clear-
cutting of 85,000 trees in Berkeley and Oakland, with so little time allowed for public input on
these plans. The trees in Strawberry and Claremont Canyons do not constitute a "hazard." On
the other hand, the planned use of highly toxic herbicide to prevent the growth of non-native
vegetation once these trees have been cleared is a very real hazard. I hope you will reconsider
this short-sighted plan.

Regards,
Susan Schmerling, Ph.D. 
 

Susan Schmerling
sschmerling@sbcglobal.net 
512.517.1910
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From: Peter Schorer
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org
Subject: An alternative to cutting trees in Berkeley Hills
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 12:22:16 PM

Instead of cutting all those beautiful trees, you should at least make the experiment of hiring
college students and others to patrol the most fire-prone areas, seven days a week. during fire
season.  Each patrol-person would have a cell phone and a number to call if he or she spotted a
fire or a possible fire.  You could offer a bonus for each day no serious fire occurred in the patrol-
person's area.  You should in particular ask residents of these fire-prone areas to set aside a few
hours a week for these patrols.  You should also try this in Southern California as well. 
 
I am one of an ever-growing number of residents of the East Bay who are outraged at your plan to
cut all those trees.  At the very least you owe it to the public to try the above patrol idea FIRST.
 
-- Peter Schorer
    2538 Milvia St.
    Berkeley, CA 94704
    510-548-3827
 
 

 287_Schorer_Peter 

East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 764

mailto:peteschorer@gmail.com
mailto:EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:inquiries@hillsconservationnetwork.org


From: Peter Schorer
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Do not cut down East Bay trees!
Date: Friday, May 17, 2013 10:49:56 AM

Sometimes it is hard to believe the level of stupidity that government agences are capable of.  Your
plan to cut down thousands of trees in the San Francisco East Bay is an example.
 
Let's get to the heart of the matter: you want the public to believe that FEMA is "doing something"
about the unending problem of fires in California, mainly Southern California.    What you SHOULD
be doing, but which is much less of an attention getter, is put into effect, in Southern California
especially, measures to reduce the number and severity of fires, beginning with some of the
regulations that were implemented after the Oakland/Berkeley Hills fire in the early 90s, e.g.,
establishing ordinances, and enforcing them, that
 
all brush within a specified distance from each house is to be cleared;
strongly discouraging or making illegal, shake roofs;
improving access roads.
 
In addition, you could:
 
institute round-the-clock patrols of particularly fire-prone areas.  College students could be hired
to do this, and given bonuses on the days that no severe fire breaks out in their area;
Significantly increase  aircraft patrols.
 
Why the fuck are you planning this outrageous tree-cutting in the East Bay when we have nothing
like the fire risk that exists in Southern California?  Why do you insist on being like the village idiot,
who lost his watch on First St. but is looking for it on Second St. because there is more light (in this
case, more public attention).  The measures I described above will probably not make it into the
newspapers, and so will not give the public reason to believe that FEMA is "doing something".  But
cutting down thousands of trees! Well, FEMA cares…
 
We are going to do everything in our power to stop you bastards.  Your plan is an embarrassment.
Shame on you. 
 
-- Peter Schorer
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Peter Gray Scott 1047 Alvarado Road 
Berkeley, California 94705 

architect Phone or Fax 510•843•3082 

FEMA 9June 2013 

P.O.Box 72397 

Oakland, Ca 94612-8579 Re: EIS, Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 

East Bay Hills 

I am writing In support of the EIS with modifications. 

The EIS as written has major flaws, however - as a survivor of both the 1970 and 1991 fires in the hills - I 
am strongly in favor of reducing the risk of fire and ignition. The problem wlth the EIS as It stands is that 

it will increase, rather than reduce risk; this Is particularly true of UC's proposal, and potentially true of 

Oakland's proposal, depending on clarification. Certainly UC's protocol must be modified, or deleted. 

I am a charter member of the Claremont Canyon Conservancy (CCC), and although It claims to speak for 

the whole of its membership, it certainly does not speak for me and many others. 

I have studied the Issues extensively, talked with fire experts, and at the end of this comment, I will 

propose a detailed ALTERNATIVE. My alternative is not very different from EBRPD's proposed 
treatments, and If UC and Oakland are simply required to conform to EBRPD's specifications, that would 

be a worthy outcome. 

Following the 1991 "Tunnel Fire/' my wife and I instigated the Grand Jury Investigation of that fire. 

Following Tom Klatt's (UC) initial project In Claremont Canyon, across the canyon from our rebuilt home, 
we were sufficiently outraged that we joined in forming the Hiiis Conservation Network (HCN). I 

participated in negotiations with Asst Fire Chief John Swanson concerning modifications to EBRPD's ten

yearwildfire hazard mitigation plan, and I've conferred with the Hills Emergency Forum. 

A!; written in the EIS, Oakland's proposed treatment appears to be the same as UC's, but when I 
challenged Asst Chief Leroy Griffin on this point, he said to me "No, we're not doing that. We would not 
be crazy enough to do what Tom Klatt is doing." But until I see that assurance in writing, my comments 

about UC's plan will have to apply to Oakland's as well. 

Comment #1: As residents of the East Bay hills, and fire survivors, we support efforts to reduce the risk 

of ignition and fire in the wildland-urban Interface (WUI). Based on factual evidence, expert advice and 

extensive research, we believe that much of the currently proposed vegetation management projects in 

the EIS will not only fail to reduce the risk, but will actually increase fire hazard in the hf/ls. 
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Comment #2: The EIS proposes to eliminate all alternative methodologies except "the proposed action" 

and "no action," essentially saying "take it or leave it." This is bizarre, since the basic purpose of an EIS Is 

to explore and compare reasonable, viable alternatives - and reasonable, viable options DO exist. 
However, FEMA has explicitly stated that it can require modification [of the proposed actions] as a 

condition of funding, and "modification" - by means of an added alternative - is what we suggest. 

This is an EIS that cries out/or an alternative to the proposed action, because, in addition to falling to 

reduce risk, the protocols proposed by UC and the City of Oakland are so prosaic and simplistic that they 

would inevitably involve brutal, unmitigated - and unnecessary-- damage to the environment. In 

addition, it does not make sense to propose two entirely different methodologies- EBRPD's and 

UC/Oakland's - to treat what Is basically the same risk in similar environments. 

Comment #3: The EIS, as written, presents a number offundamental problems: 

a. FEMA's Mitigation Policy MRR-2-08-1 lists "Ineligible Wildfire Activities." The list includes 
"projects to address ecological issues," "projects for prescribed burning or clear-cutting," and 

"projects for maintenance activities." Such Ineligible actions are proposed by the EIS. 

b. The stated intent of the actions proposed is to alter the vegetation so that its flame length 

characteristic Is reduced to less than 8 feet. The proposed "treated" plant environment 

absolutely fails to achieve this goal, short term or long term. See.pages 5 - 6. 

c. Standards for adequacy of an EIS state: disagreement among experts does not make an EIS 

inadequate, but the EIS should summarize the main points of disagreement among experts and 
make o goad faith effort at full disclosure. This EIS fails to meet this standard, most notably in 

its discussion of eucalyptus and "non,natrve" species. See pages 10-11. 

d. The EIS cites numerous studies and Informed recommendations as support for its proposed 

methodology, but then proposes actions that are clearly not what those studies and 
recommendations said. For example, the EIS clalms support of the Hills Emergency Forum (HEF) 

but proposes treatments that are contrary to its recommendations; the EIS bibliography lists the 

Vesta Project as a reference, but incorporates none of its Important fire behavior Information. 
See pages 8-9. 

e. Much of the proposed methodology is similar to vegetation management projects already 

completed In the East Bay hllls, but the EIS ignores or misstates negative outcomes of those 

projects. We can readily see for ourselves that those "treated" environments have destroyed 

habitat, and created dried-out, eroded, weedy blighted areas; they are not more fire safe, and 
still have undecomposed chips on the ground after more than five years. 

Comment#4: The EIS fails to respond to comments submitted following the UC's EA, fails to respond to 

comments in the November, 2010 Scoping Report, and fails to comply with specific and detailed 
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directions provided by FEMA to UC and the City of Oakland in April and November, 2008, and February 

2009. 

The primary reason FEMA required the EIS was that UC was refusing to respond to fundamental 
questions concerning the viability of the actions proposed In Its EA, such as: Will the treated 
environment be more fire safe than the environment It replaces? How will the replacement vegetation 
be created and maintained? FEMA needed to be assured that UC's project would, in fact, reduce fire 

risk, and not be just a "native plant restoration," which FEMA Is not allowed to fund. UC has been 

obdurate and unresponsive: its methodology in the current EIS is essentially unchanged from its original 

proposal, conceived nearly ten years ago. 

Comment#S: In general terms, we endorse EBRPD's proposed actions because: 

• the development process for its plan was more thorough and sophisticated (alternatives were 

considered) 

• the plan was improved during its development, In response to comments and Input 

• the environmental impacts will be smaller 

• the actions more dosely follow the recommendations of fire experts - so the project has a 

chance of actually reducing the risk offire. See pages 3 - 4. 

****:ti****** 

Reducing potential vegetation fuel 

The fundamental premise of the proposed vegetation management is that reducing the quantity of fuel 

(fuel load) in the wlldland will reduce the risk of fire, and reduce the severity of the fire. The question is, 

what type offuel should be the target of the reduction? This Is what the experts say; 

(Hills Emergency Forum) "Grassland flames con reach lengths ranging from 12' to 38' that could 
overwhelm suppression forces. The more critical concern for this vege!atlon type is the rate at 
which grassland fires can spread and the ease of ignition. This is one of the most dangerous 
types of fires ... 

(Hills Emergency Forum) "All brush communities have fire behavior and flame lengths of 14'. 

North mixed chaparral and dry North coast scrub can reach flames in excess of 69'. 

(Hiiis Emergency Forum] "None of the pine forest plantations currently represent a hazard as for 
as flame lengths and crowning are concerned. Monterey Pine forests in the study area ore not 
essential for any known species of special concern (sic) that would suggest spet:ial management 
requirements. Aesthetically however, these forests are dominant In the landscape, with strong 
community support . .. It is important to maintain canopy closure where possible to reduce 
invasive species ofter treatment. It Is anticipated that treatment may occur on a 3 to 5 year 
basis. 
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(Hills Emergency Forum) '7heforests with closed canopies and relatively little surface fuels 
represent very/ow hazards. Ignition potential is moderate . .. 

(Hills Emergency Forum) "{Eucalyptus] Ignition potential ... is directly related to the depth of 
litter and amount of dead materials on the ground. It is anticipated that eucalyptus forest will 
need {ground fuel) treatment every 2 ta 3 years." 

(Carole Rice] "Surface fuels are key to understanding fire hazard potential. (reference: 

MacKenzie (Stine), 2005] 

(Carole Rice) "Discussion of crown fuels, along with removal of dominant and co-dominant trees 
rather than surface fuels Is a faulty direction and target. 

(ca role Rice) "There Is little fustij/cation In terms of fire hazard reduction for targeting larger 
trees. 

(Carole Rice) "The desired crown bulk density could be achieved by taking more trees of smaller 
diameter." 

{Carole Rice) "The focus of treatment should be an surfece fuels rather than crown fuels. 
(reference: Agee & Skinner, 2005) 

(Olrole Rice) 'The linkage between large trees (over 12" DBH) andfire hazard Is not based on 
science. 

(Carole Rice) "Several arguments counter that specified fuel objectives can be reached through 
treating surface fuels, then ladder fuels. 

(Carole Rice) "Where thinning is followed by sufficient treatment of surface fuels, the overall 
reduction in expected fire behavior and fire severity usually outweighs the changes in fire 
weather factors such as wind and fuel moisture. (reference: Weatherspoon, 1996] 

(Carole Rice) "Reducing crown bulk density in these stands with crown thinning alone did not 
substantially change potential fire behavior or effects. (reference: Graham et al, 2004) 

(Carole Rice) "Intense surface fires are necessary to maintain a crown fire. 

(Project Vesta) "There is very little published data to demonstrate a direct relationship between 
rate of spread and fuel load . .. . their relationships were obtained /ram fires of very low Intensity 
and there is //ttle evidence to suggest that this relationship holds true for fires of high Intensity. 

(Project Vesta) usurjace fuel layer- /eat twig and bark of the overstory and understorv plants . . 
. this layer usually makes up the bulk of the fuel consumed and provides the most energy 
released by the fire. 

(Project Vesta) "This result supports the proposition that the near surface fuel contributes 
strongly to the length of/lames and . .. Is the layer having the most influence on fire spread. The 
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relationship between surface fuel load and rate of spread has been accepted in previous fire 
behavior guides. (reference: MacArthur 1962, 1967; Peet 1965; sneeuwjagt & Peet 1985, 1988) 

(Project Vesta) "A smooth-barked euca/ypt has a Fuel Hazard Score of zera." 

(FEMA / OES) "Resist the urge to cfeor or do onyth/ng radiool. Ma/main canopy closure to 
reduce weed invasion.'' 

(Sandy Kerr) "Wild/Ire danger of eucalyptus sprouts is overrated -they are green. 

(Sandy Kerr) "Conversion to grassland is a mistake; it dries out in the high fire season, so 
becomes a higher fuel load. 

(Sandy Kerr) "Heavier fuel cannot be ignited unless fine fuels are present; therefore fuel 
reduction Is typically managed with lighter fuels. 

(Sandy Kerr) ''.At equal windspeed, gross fires spread ten times faster than forest fires." 

Summary: The consensus among these experts is strong: the most effective fuel reduction to reduce fire 

ignition, fire Intensity and fire spread, and to avoid crown fires, is to reduce flashy grass fuel, ground 

fuel and ladder fuel, especially fine and dry fuel. If simply reducing the "fuel load" is the goal, taking out 

the large trees might superficially appear to be the most direct solution ... but that won't reduce risk, 

and It ignores the facts that large trees are difficult to Ignite, and even when they "burn," less than half 

of the tree-fuel Is actually consumed. 

Clearly, UC's and Oakland's proposed action to cut up and scatter tree limbs on the site is insane: it 

increases the likelihood and probable severity of a fire, since it adds to the ground fuel and dry fine fuel. 

Similarly, trees with low-hanging llmbs- bays, acacia and madrone, for example -- provide a built-in fire 

ladder. 

"'*•******* 

Flame length 

The flame lengths for various vegetation types are listed in the 1995 Vegetation Management 

Consortium (VMC) report, and repeated in the EIS. The estimated lengths are generalized and 

approximate because each vegetation type is a mix of species, and much depends on specific 

environmental conditions. However, the EIS slates that It assumes a wildfire condition, with a 22mph 

wind, and Ignition during the hot, dry autumn/ire season, so we can expect the flame lengths would 

approach the high end of the range. 

Grasslands: short grass flame length 2' -10'; tall grass 12' -38'; ignition potential: "most 

e>ctreme hazard rating" 
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North coastal scrub: wet flame length 14' -32'; dry flame length 14' -69'; ignition potential: 

high hazard 

Successional scrub (includes oaks and bays): flame length 14' -32'; ignition potential: high 

hazard 

Exotic shrubs (broom, acacia): flame length 15' -18'; ignition potential: moderate 

Mature eucalyptus forest (7' spacing): flame length 6' - 21'; Ignition potential of litter: highest 

hazard; ignition potential of tree and leaves: not listed 

Second growth eucalyptus (l-5 year old) forest: flame length 7' - 31'; ignition potential of litter: 

highest hazard; ignition potential of trees and leaves: not listed 

Monterey pine forest: flame length 2' -16'; ignition potential: highest hazard 

Mi•ed Hardwood forest (70% canopy): flame length l' -34'; ignition potential: moderate 

Redwood forest (75' -150' tall): flame length 2' -7'; ignition potential: low (e•cludes litter) 

Riparian forest (bordering creeks): flame length 2' - 5'; ignition potential: low 

The EIS Is vague concerning the character of the plant environment following the proposed treatments, 

and it is afso vague about what the schedule of maintenance would be. In forests, EBRPO plans to 

remove selected tall trees, and the treatments mention the development of the existing understory of 
oaks and bays; on open hlllsldes, EBRPD proposes grasslands with "islands" of brush, or "oak- bay 

savannalls." UC and Oakland propose clear-cutting tall trees, leaving who-knows-what for the future 

environment. UC has no funding or plan for continuing maintenance. 

From this description, we would e•pect the post-treatment East Bay hills to be a combination of 

grassland, North Coast scrub, successional scrub, mixed hardwood forest and, in some EBRPD areas, 

widely spaced eucs. On a red flag day, the flame lengths in that environment wilf not meet the stated 

criterio of B' maximum. 

VMC's recommendations for maintenance vary from yearly for grasslands, 2 - 3 year cycle for forests, 

and 5-7 year cycle for shrubs. EBRPD has plans and funds for maintenance, but do UC and Oakland? 

The US Forest Service provides a chart rating the fire risk for a list of various wildland environments, 

comparing tile risk before and after treatment. This chart is highly misleading because the "after 

treatment" rating is based on the conditions the day after treatment. This Is a fundamental error, and 

this is how the EIS can claim that the post-treatment flame length ls less than B'- The "after 

treatment" rating should be based on the conditions several years after the treatment, when the 

surviving plants and trees have had a chance to develop. For instance, If there is a maintenance cycle 

for the regrown forest, the risk rating should be judged the day before maintenance is due. 
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The EIS includes a "Chart ES-3, Summary of Potential Effects," that is Intended to compare the 

environmental impacts of the proposed actions with the "no action" alternative. The "no action" 
comparisons repeatedly refer to the impact if a wildfire occurred. This Is not a legitimate comparison. 

From AEP's 2009 EIR Guidelines: "The "no project" shall discuss the eKisting conditions at the time the 
notice of preparation Is published .. ," and not be based on a speculative condition (fire). If the 

assumption of a fire is In one alternative, It must be in both alternatives. Given the flame length 

discussion above, a wildfire In the post-treatment environment would be just as disastrous, and have 

similar environmental Impacts, as a wildfire in the "no action" environment. 

Significant omissions 

We note that the EIS fails to mention key environmental issues: 

• Fog drip and humidity in the understory: these Ignition-inhibiting factors depend on 
preservation of the canopy, which would argue for maintaining tall trees. 

• Fuel, especially fine fuel, drying out in the high fire autumn season, increasing fire risk. This too 
argues for maintaining the evergreen shade of tall trees. 

• Wind breaks: Diablo winds raking the East Bay ridges are certainly a factor In wildfires. We 

need windbreaks, yet the proposed actions include removing the tall trees from the ridgelines, 
based on theoretical and unsupported fears of ember casting (seep. 8 -9). 

• Sudden Oak Death {SOD): Conversion of the hills to an environment dominated by oaks and 
bays appears to be playing Russian roulette. With the disruption of vegetation mamigement 
activities that encourages the spread, the disease-transmitting bays would have a perfect shot 
at the remaining oaks, and no one knows how to stop the spread. We've witnessed the SOD 
effect in the hills south of Carmel Valley, and it is not pretty. Grass, brush, bays and dead oaks is 

an ideal recipe for a disastrous conflagration. 

• The Jogging and removal work proposed for Claremont Canyon includes three new 12' wide 
access roads, with switch-backs and turn-arounds, on the steep slopes of the canyon. The 

necessary earthwork, cuts and new retaining structures, would be major, yet the EIS provides 
no drawing, no performance specification, no discussion oferosion or aesthetic Impact. 
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Fire behavior 

In terms of the discussion of predicting fire behavior, we believe the EIS proposal to use Flam Map and 

BEHAVIOR is deficient, because they do not represent the latest and most appropriate prediction tools. 

They are based on artlflcial tests and artificial (and Incomplete) parameters. The Project Vesta study 

would be a better source: Vesta appears In the EIS l>ibliography yet the EIS makes no reference to its 

findings. The reasons we favor Project Vesta are: 

• It is a more recent study. 

• It was performed In the fleld, with real fires (104 fires were set and observed In detail by 

experts) with real measurements and observations, rather than contrived experiments in a 
lal>oratory, with theoretical calculations. 

• The test fires were conducted In eucalyptus groves. 

*********** 

Spotting potential 

The EIS provides this justification for cutting tall trees: because of their height, they loft embers ahead of 

the fire front, spreading the fire. While there Is no doubt spotting occurs during a WUI wildfire, 

identifying the tall trees as the source Is not supported in the EIS by any evidence or scientific study. 
Typically, firebrands are not released from the tops of trees: 

(Project Vesta) "Firebrands are flaming or glowing pieces of fuel, including fruit, cones, twigs or 
bark, that ore transported ahead of the fire-front . . . the burning firebrand is entrained into and 
lofted by the convection column and then released at same height downwind .. , Most 
firebrands burn out within the convection column. A firebrand lofted within the convection 
column may be carried ta a considerable height before falling out and descending to earth. If 
the burnout time of tile firebrand is longer than its flight time, it w/11 land alight o may start a 
spatfire. If its flight time is longer than its burnout time, It wfll not be allght when it lands and 
will not start a spCJtfire. 

(Project Vesta} "Most flakes of Jarrah (eucalyptus) bark appeared to be only 1 or 2 mm thick and, 
because they WCJu/d burn out quickly, would probably be effective firebrands to a few tens of 
meters. 

(Project Vesta) "All spot fires that did occur . .. were overrun by the main fire while they were 
small and did not have any effect in increasing the rote of spread of the main fire. 

(Project Vestal "lofting CJ/ firebrands is dependent on flame height, along with cCJnvectian 
currents and velocity." 

In my own experiments with eucalyptus bark and leaves, this is what I discovered: 
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1. In response to claims that euc leaves are prone to flying significant distances because of their 

arrow-like shape, I tested leaves of various species in strong (fan-driven) winds, starting from 

both flat and suspended positions. The results: leaves that are lightweight and have a lot of 

surface area - like tanoak or maple leaves -- fly furthest; needles hardly fly at all; the slightly 

boomerang-shaped euc leaves spiral and flutter around, and are just as likely to fly backwards. 

2. Burnout time of a full-size green euc leaf is no more than 30 seconds (it tries to self extinguish) 

and shorter for a dry leaf (because It Ignites more quickly) but in either case the residue is the 

frailest ash, not capable of staying intact, much less flying anywhere. 

3. Burnout time for a 4" x 30" strip of bark was 54 seconds; the residue falls apart, but theoretically 

could have been capable of sustaining an ember for that period. Strips of bark are litter, usually 

on the ground or in the crotch of the tree, but not near the crown. If the bark lofted in the 

convection column for 20 seconds, then flew In a straight line in a 22 mph wind at 35% 

efficiency, Its range as a firebrand would be about 210'. This data appears to confirm Project 

Vesta's findings ("a few tens of meters"), considering that a straight-line flight path is unlikely. 

This also disputes the claim In the EIS (5.2) that spotting from trees In 1991reached2000'. 

The point is: these real, physical tests do not support claims that "tall trees" create spotting at great 

distances. Since, In the case of the 1991 Tunnel fire, the conflagration was primarily a structure fire, 

burning houses within the first ten minutes, the long-distance spotting that occvrredwas actually 
caused by bits of structures, not trees. In that WUI fire, the fire started in brush and quickly spread to 

houses; then the homes set fire to the trees, not the other way 'round. 

A pilot of a fire-fighting aircraft reported seeing a flaming sheet of plywood 2000feet fn the air. 

It should be noted that in the 1991 fire, the only instance of crown fire in eucalyptus was in the groves at 

the foot of Hiiier Highlands, where the firestorm rolling down the hill was a full blown structure fire, 

consuming twenty times the fuel of a wlldland fire, burning at a rate of a residence every 11 seconds. 

Elsewhere, tall trees resisted crowning while the understory burned past, leaving the tall eucalypts 

intact where everything else was consumed. 

It is significant that in FEMA's 98 page report on the 1991 Tunnel fire, which includes a minute-by

minute recap of the fire's progress, there is not a single mention of eucalyptus. 

In the Mayors' Task Force Report composed immediately after the 1991 Tunnel fire, the "Policy 

Recommendations" stated: uvo not target specific species, such as Blue Gum Eucalyptus or Monterey 
Pine for eradication or exemption from tree regulation policies. Existing stands of pine and eucalyptus 

must be regularly maintained, and debris processed to substantially reduce susceptibility to fire." 

Two years later, in the VMC "Fire Hazard Mitigation Program and Fuel Management Plan for the East 

Bay Hills" (called "the most capable analysis of the fire problem"), the treatment for the Mature 
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Eucalyptus Forest recommended: "Maintain canopy closure to prevent understorY development; 
Management of fuel laad: Do not convert. Manage as mature Eucalyptus grove to maintain fuel load 

. and eliminate vertical continuity; Remove all trees under 12" DBH ... " These recommendations are to 

some degree incorporated into EBRPO's proposed methodology, but are completely Ignored In UC's and 

Oakland's protocol. 

EBRPD's proposed actions also employ "selective" logging rather than clear-<:uttlng or eradication. 

EBRPD will: cut the low-hanging limbs, reduce small (ladder) fuels, limit the chips on site to 4"-6" and 

remove the logging debris from the site, and protect streams; UC and Oakland should incorporate these 

actions Into their plans. 

*********** 

Eucalyptus forest 

The lesson of the Angel Island fire: Prior to 1996, in recorded history, Angel Island had never had a 

wildfire. The 740 acre island had a healthy 86-acre eucalyptus forest with trees up to a century old. In 

'96, all but 6 acres of the eucs were removed. Did the clear cut make the island more fire safe? Fires 

broke out in '04 and '05, and then, in October '08, a massive 304-acre wildfire swept over the slopes 
where the euc forest had been. What refused to burn? The six acres of remaining eucsl 

Historically, the old evergreen forest had protected the Island by Intercepting the bay fog, providing a 

cool and moist understory; the brush and grass that replaced the trees was far more susceptible to 

Ignition and wildfire. The Angel Island conflagration should be a lesson and an embarrassment to 

advocates of deforestation in the name of fire prevention. 

Similarly, the 1991 Tunnel fire and the later Broadway Terrace fire should have Informed the community 

about the fire-resistance of eucalypts. Because the bark and evergreen leaves are difficult to Ignite, 

because there are few low-hanging limbs, the fire typically swept past the trees in the understory, 

leaving the lower trunks only superficially charred. Tall eucs survived where everything else - oaks, 

bays, houses, cars- burned. Eucs were nowhere near the Ignition of the '91 fire, yet the Press and some 

poorly informed people erroneously clung to the myth that eucs were to blame. 

"As we have already seen, many trees are highly fireproof, like redwoods and eucalypts ... " 

(The Tree, A Natural History of What Trees Are; Colin Tudge, 2006) 

One of the persistent myths Is that eucs "explode," implying that they shatter and send flaming bits in all 

directions. The fact, described in Colin Tudge's book: when eucs are heated, they outgas a fine oil 

vapor, and at a certain temperature that vapor flares. , . but the tree doesn't come apart or even 

necessarily ignite. It is far less dangerous than the torching of a bay or pine, for that does consume the 
tree and send embers flying, 
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We discuss the myths because the EIS frequently refers to eucalypts as "fire-prone," "fire-promoting" or 

"flammable." No scientific evidence or credible study Is presented in the EIS to support this assertion. A 

careful reading of published comparative lire ratings-the US Forest Service's, for Instance- reveals that 

the euc's fire rating concerns the litter on the ground, not the tree Itself. Yet the litter under oaks and 

bays Is not included in oak I bay fire ratings or discussed In the EIS. It should be ... 

From "Managing Fire in Oak S.avannahs" (Savannah Oak Foundation): "Oak leaves and fitter burn 
much more readily than litter and leaves of other hardwoods . .. tend ta be drier thon other 
hardwood species, making them more flammable. Oak leaves curl more than other hardwoods'. 
Thi> puts the fire up off the ground making It capable of spreading more effectively. Thus oak 
leaves are more flammable and more capable of 'carrying' a pre. Oak leaves are thicker . .. 
giving them greater resistance to decomposition and longer life spans In the leaf litter. Oak 
leaves contain tannin which makes them more resistant to decay . . _ thus the amount of 
burnable material on the oak forest floor Is greater than that of other tree species." 

Bay laurel leaves contain twice as much oil as euc leaves. That's why we cook with them. 

"Despite the presence of volatile alls that can produce a hot fire, leaves of blue gum eucalyptus 
are classed as intermediate In fire resistance when green, and juvenile leaves are highly 
resistant to flaming." ("Eucalyptus"· National ~ark Service) 

****"'***""*"'*"' 

Native plants and fire 

All of the proposed methodologies described in the EIS Include removal of "non-native" species and 

"conversion" of the plant environment to "native." Consideration of "native"' or "non-native"' should 

have no place in a project intended to reduce the risk of fire, for several reasons: 

1. "Native" is not a scientific descriptor. It is subjective and arbitrary; it is a political term 

employed to define approved or "good" plants v. non-approved or "bad" plants. 

2. 1'Native" (or not) has nothing to do with reducing the risk of ignition and ftre. 0 Good" species 

like bays, poison oak, madrone, buckwheat and baccarls are just as flammable as "bad" species 

like eucalyptus or acacia. From a fire's standpoint, fuel is fuel. "There is no consensus on the · 
flammability of many plants, even the species recommended Of fire resistant." (VMC, Fire Hazard 
Mitigation Program, 1995) 

3. Consideration of "native" species has no business In an EIS based on fire mitigation potentially 

funded by FEMA, because FEMA, by its own policy, Is not permitted to fund conversion or 

restoration of the plant environment. If the "native" -related work were purged from the EIS, 

which it should be, there wouldn't be much left of UC's and Oakland's proposals. 
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4. If the proposed plant environments ("Native forest of bay, oak, maple, buckeye, hazelnut;" 

"brush and grassland;" "annual grassland and north coastal scrub;" ''co_yote brush and sage;" 
"successional grassland") would, in fact, be less prone to ignition and fire, the "conversion" 

might be defensible ... but that is clearly not the case. Every one of those environments is the 

type that promotes surface fuel and near-surface fuel, the very conditions that the experts say 

promotes fire spread and fire Intensity. As one expert said: "This is just trading one fire 
environment for another." 

The converted environment would produce fires that Ignite quicker, burn hotter, travel and 

change direction faster, and occur far more frequently. The statement In the EIS that "the oak

bay savannah is at the low end" of the fire rating scale is unsupported and untrue. Historians 

note that when the East Bay hills were the "oak - bay savannahs" of centuries ago, fires ripped 

tnrough the hills nearly every year -compared to 20-plus year Intervals now. 

The EIS also includes statements that have no basis In fact, such as: the native plant 
environment will have "less fuel," and will be more fire resistant because it is "naturally 

healthier , .. " 

5. Clearly, the inclusion of the "native" plant Issue Is the result of consistent, long-term lobbying by 

the claque of nativists -the Native Plant Society, a local Sierra dub leader, the Audubon Society 

- who want to replant the hills. To some degree, the claque is encouraged by people who 

harbor a passionate, irrational hatred of eucalyptus. But to those of us who nave gone through 

at least one conflagration, and have worked ever since to avoid another, their clamoring rs 

insulting, ignorant and inappropriate. 

6. The conversion proposals also claim that eucalypts are "invasive." This assertion is unsupported 

by evidence, studies or expert testimony, and the EIS avoids any discussion of whether "native" 

trees are invasive. This is not the "good faith" full disclosure the EIS is supposed to provide. 

"If the natural history record is incomplete, there Is no reliable ecological or biological 
method that con distinguish between aliens and natives. Futhermore, it Is unclear how 
long a species needs to be established In o location before it is considered native. Is a 
species "naturalized" in 100 vears, 1000 years, or 10,000 years? The distinctions are 
arbitrary and unscientific." (Jonah H. Peretti, U. California) 

"What I find particulorly depressing about the "native plants only" argument Is that it 
ends up denying the inevitability of ecological change. Its underlying assumption is that 
the plant and animal communities that existed in North America before the Europeans 
arrived can and should be preserved. The fact that this pre-Columbian environment no 
longer exists - and cannot be recreated-does not seem to matter . .. Implicit in the 
proposals that call for the control and/or eradication of Invasive species Is the 
a~umption that the n11tive species will return to dominance . .. thereby restoring the 
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"balance of nature0 
• •• {they] view succession as un orderly process leading to the 

establishment of a "climax" or steady-state community that, in the absence of 
disturbance, w11s capable of maintaining itself indefinitely. I refer to this as the Disney 
11ersion of ecology .. . •(Peter Dei Tredici, Harvard, 2004) 

The EIS refers the "emergence" of the oaks and bays, etc, following removal of the tall tree canopy, yet 

no plan for planting or maintainance Is presented. Does this "emergence" automatically, magically 

happen? Is this, as the Harvard professor says, the Disney ecology? We know that the redwoods 

planted and carefully watered by the Claremont Canyon Conservancy have struggled, and the survival 

rate is low. This issue, how the post-treatment landscape would come into being and be sustained, was 

one of the questions following the EA to which UC never responded. 

**•*****"'***• 

TI ming of treatments 

The UC proposal states that "fn general, work would be conducted from August through November .. ," . 

Considering that every major fire In the hills since 1905 {eKcept one in December that was caused by a 
downed power line) has occurred during the autumn months, this sounds like a foolhardy idea. It would 

be more prudent to complete work before September, during cool, foggy summer months and prior to 

the flashy fuel drying out. 

Speaking of the sixteen previous fires, the EIS concerning the Strawberry and Claremont Canyon projects 

implied that those areas were at imminent risk because large fires had repeatedly burned there. This 

clearly untrue because the exfstfng trees are at least 80 years old. 

**********"'* 

Environmental Impact/ mitigation issues: 

My comments above are focused on fire hazard issues, but the EIS should equally address 

environmental impact issues, wfth viable alternatives for mitigation of negative Impacts. I'll 1'1t others 
more knowledgeable than me discuss the details, however I do have some observations. In general, the 

EIS underestimates impacts and, because it fails to explore viable alternatives, responds to each Issue in 

a simpllstic, take-ft-or-leave-it fashion that merely confirms the only action presented. 

• Herbicides: The proposed application actions fail to note thatUC's current mode Includes 

multiple unannounced spray applications, by uncertified I ab or, without posted warnings -to 

discourage weedy fuel that quickly grows after canopy Is removed. This fs contrary to the "best 

practices" promised by UC. 

Our alternative, because it cuts fewer tall trees, would reduce the amount of painted herbicide; 

and because it retains canopy, would reduce the need for sprayed herbicide. 

The EIS fails to mention that the proposed h erbicldes will reduce the fire resistance of the trees 

that remain. 

290_Scott_Peter 



Peter Gray Scott 510-843-3082 p.15 
East Bay Hills Final EIS Appendix R - Page 781 

14 

• Habitat: The EIS pays much attention to endangered species, but is relatively sllent concerning 

animal and bird life In the canopied forest. It fails to discuss secondary Impacts, such as: when 

raptors are decimated, populations of their prey explode (rats. voles, snakes, rabbits, etc.) 

• Water quality and runoff: The EIS does not adequately discuss herbicides' impact on ground 

water and creek I bay water quality, and its impact on humans I animals. 

• Air quality and pollution absorption: Reducing the population of large trees wlll provide less 

absorption I filtering of urban air. 

• Soils, erosion: Wholesale conversion from rooted trees to grass and brush will reduce soil 

stability, and will change the water table level. Leaving large cut-down trunks on the ground is 

not a recognized or effective erosion mitigation ... and is truly ugly. 
The EIS failed to mention mitigation of the considerable earthwork required for a 12' wide road 

carved into the steep slopes of Claremont Canyon, "with switchbacks and turnarounds." This 

road Is also a major aesthetic degradation. 

• Carbon, global warming: This large, important and complicated subject is Inadequately 

addressed, and completely distorted by the erroneous assumption of the effects of a supposed 

wildfire in the "no action" option. 

• Aesthetic: The comparative photo views before and after cutting are completely Inconclusive. 

The EIS emphasizes the views outward from the hills, but underestimates the short- and long

term aesthetic damage when looking toward the hills. The EIS fails to discuss the aesthetic 

degradation imposed on hikers and runners who use trail system through the forests. 

Community support: The Claremont canyon Conservancy has erroneously claimed widespread 

community support for the proposed deforestation, but the recent public hearings conducted by 

FEMA demonstrated there is considerable support for alternative treatments, or no treatment. The 

EIS should completely ignore the "support" of nativists - Native Plant Society, Sierra Club, Audubon 

Society- because theirs is a different agenda that does not relate to -and actually sabotages - fire 

risk mitigation. 

The Alternate Treatment (proposed) 

To reduce the risk of ignition and wildfire in the East Bay hills, all forested areas should be treated 

similarly, whether they are on EBRPD's property, or UC's or Oakland's. Plant and tree removal shall be 
species neutral. 

The overall Intent of the treatment is to reduce the fuel load, focusing on ground fuels, dead and dry 

fuels, and fine (less than 3") fuels -- the fuels most likely to ignite, most likely to spread the fire, most 

likely to cause long flame lengths, and most likely to cause crowning. Reduction of the tree fuel load 

shall be llmlted by the Guidelines listed below. 
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To discourage understory weed growth, and preserve humidity and cooler temperatures at near-ground 

levels, the existing tree canopy shall be mostly preserved. 

To discourage erosion and preserve ground moisture, a 2" layer of duff will remain In place; otherwise 

all litter, dead vegetation and cuttings and downed trunks shall be removed from the site. 

Ladder vegetation shall be removed: tree limbs up to 8' or 1/3 of height above the ground; remove 

closely spaced brush, shrubs and small trees; remove, dead wood on and In the trees that remain. 

Trees that are too closely spaced (see guidelines) shall be removed. Dead trees shall be removed, 

except for a few selected snags that provide habitat for raptors, etc. 

Guidelines for the post-treatment forest: 

• Preserve a minimum of 70% of eucs over 24" DBH, 60% of pines and other species over 24" DBH 

• Preserve a minimum of 50% of all trees between 12" and 24" DBH 

• Preserve a minimum of 25% of all trees between 6" and 12" DBH 

• Any tree less than 6"DBH may be cut, as necessary to avoid a fire ladder and provide for spacing 

• Spacing: for trees over 12" DBH: 20' for eucs, 30' for pines and other species 

• Fuelbreaks: all fuel removed except mowed or grazed 4" grass; width depends on topography 

Viability and environmental impact: 

• Compared to the treatments proposed in the EIS by UC and Oakland, the environmental impact 

ofThe Alternate Treatment will be dramatically reduced, primarily because the fuel to be 

removed Is lighter and smaller scale, and because fewer large trees will be cut, trimmed and 

dragged across the site. 

• The Alternate Treatment will require dramatically less application of herbicides, both 

immediately and long-term. 

• The Alternate Treatment will involve dramatically less environmental impact In terms of soil 

disturbance and erosion, water and air pollutlon, noise, disruption of habitat, carbon release. 

• The Alternate Treatment will be a more efficient use of funds, In terms of delivering more fire 

risk reduction per dollar. 

• The Alternate Treatment will result In less dramatically aesthetic damage, short and long term. 

Note that the Alternate Treatment has alreadv been suc~essfully tested, in 2009, by EBRPD at its 

mid·canyon site in Claremont Canyon. The following Is the description of the treatment for a 

eucalyptus forest written by EB RPO Assistant Fire Chief John Swanson in August 2008: 

"Phase 1: 
a. Where they are a component of ladder fuels, we'll remove fallen branches and accessible dead 
foliage in tree canopies. We'll also break up any 'Jackpots" or concentrations of fallen branches 
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that could contribute to torching. We'll consider the need to remove dead foliage on the forest 
floor; however the existing ground cover may be needed to provide soil protection . .. 

b, For most trees with a diameter of 6" or greater, we will remove tree limbs wi1hin 6to10 feet 
off the ground. we will also prune desirable retention trees less than 6" dbh up to a height not 

to exceed 1/3 of their total height. 

c. We wl/I evaluate trees less than 6" dbh for removal. Many wf// need to remain to meet the 
species diversity objective ... Those we choose not to remove, we will prune as described . .. 

d. Where they are a component of ladder fuels Into desirable retention trees, we'll remove 
shrubs, chaparral, grasses and poison oak. We will evaluate the need to remove them elsewhere 
on the site. 

e. We w/11 consider the need to rake and remove ground debris from the steep slope /mmedfately 
above Claremont Blvd after the tree removal there is complete. There may be considerable 
ground disturbance as a result of tree removal, and existing ground cover may be needed to 
protect soils from upcoming winter rains . .. 

Immediately after completion of Phase 1, we will be pleased to walk through the site with you to 
discuss the next phase . .• • 

The "next phase" consisted of selecting which of the remaining trees would be removed, based primarily 

on spacing and retention of canopy. In fact, other than along the edge of the Claremont roadway, very 

few trees needed removal, so the environmental Impacts and use of herbicides were minimized. 

Following the Claremont mid-canyon project, we requested an accounting of the cost of this treatment, 

because it was obvious that it was far less expensive than the standard methodology -for Instance, 

compared to UC's treatments accomplished just up the road in Claremont and Gwin Canyons-but 

EBRPD has not released the figures. Mid-canyon phase one treatment was completed Jn a matter of 

days, without the need for logging roads or heavy equipment, and therefore required no erosion 
control. I twas interesting that although the understory ground fuel (leaves and litter) under the 
eucalyptus had not been maintained, it was minima I (about 2" thick) and the EBRPD Fire Chief stated 

that he would not want any less of It because of potential erosion on the steep slopes. 

••••••*****• 

End of comments 

Signed: Peter Gray Scott. dated 

290_Scott_Peter 



From: Scott Wachenheim
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Proposed alternatives to UCB"s project plans (REVISED)
Date: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 9:37:02 PM

  To:  FEMA  IX (  Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction East Bay Hills           Projects 
)    P.O. Box   72379, Oakland, CA  
94612-8579 

   From: Scott Wachenheim, Berkeley, 
California

  re:      Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction 
Projects, East Bay Hills 

 June 12,  2013          REVISED 
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE PLANS

This letter submits revised needed 
alternatives  to the "Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction" Projects ( East Bay Hills)  
applied for by UCB, the  City of  
Oakland,  and the EBRP (4/2013) .  THE 
UNDERLYING PROBLEM  is that  
canyon hillsides covered with flammable  
non-native vegetation,  such as 
Eucalyptus and Monterey Pines, have 
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been  developed with narrow winding 
streets, closely built houses, and UCB 
structures that may lack  defensible 
surrounding space. This is complicated 
by  UCB's plans to continue to add 
buildings and facilities in Strawberry 
Canyon. Fema states,  "The projects 
would reduce the amount of vegetation 
available to fuel wildfires. However, the 
projects  need revision because they do 
not adequately address how defensible 
space and fuel zones could be utilized,  
both to preserve wildlife in open space 
areas and to help protect lives and 
property in built areas.  They do not 
use a longer time frame to reduce CO2 
loss.

Revision of  UCB's projects in 
Strawberry Canyon, Claremont Canyon 
and Oakland's project in Frowning Ridge  
is needed to create fuel zone guidelines 
and procedures that define  defensible 
space where agency  lands border 
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properties with built structures.  For 
example,  within 50 feet of a building or 
significant structure all fuels would be 
removed  other than  ornamental and 
food gardens (Zone 1).   Removal would 
be timed around nesting and migration 
times of birds, newts, amphibians, 
reptiles, Western Pond Turtles, etc.   
Zone 2 would extend approximately 50-
200 feet from buildings and significant 
structures. In this zone fuels would be 
reduced by thinning and pruning 
horizontally and vertically .  All agency 
land  greater than 200 feet from buildings 
would be managed as  a gradual 
transition zone back to native plants 
(Zone 3). These fuel zones have proven 
effective in all fire severity zones. 
(FEMA).    

Outside of  the defensible zone , more 
than 200 feet from buildings, NON -
NATIVE TREES IN SMALL AREAS 
(e.g.. 1 acre at a time) WOULD BE 
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THINNED, PRUNED, or cut.  Then the  
small areas would be replanted  with 
natives  including bunch grasses,   
annuals,  live oak trees and redwoods, in 
appropriate  habitats. The process would 
be timed to allow the native trees, plants 
and wildlife to re-establish  and   re- 
adapt to the changed environment.  
LOCAL JOBS would be created for 
ongoing maintenance over a five-ten year 
period, such as removing unwanted 
resprouts. This would replace the need 
for and use  of toxic herbicides which 
would not be permitted. Maintenance 
workers  would also care for the planted 
saplings of redwoods and oak trees. 
Local homeowners and UCB would be 
trained to maintain the defensible zones.

Compared with the proposed projects, 
this revision would avoid many potential 
problems  by maintaining CO2 levels 
through the living trees, eliminating CO2 
loss if the trees were cut down over a 
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short period of time and further loss 
through the two foot deep mulch, 
eliminating  herbicide use, displacing  
fewer wildlife (including nesting raptors, 
owls); producing less impact on the UC 
Botanical Gardens and its pond  with  
breeding California Newts and Western 
Pond Turtles,  better quality hiking, 
biking, jogging, concerts, education 
programs, other public use, and less 
impact on the Strawberry Creek and 
Claremont Creek watersheds.  Money 
saved by eliminating the vast clear -
cutting would be used to pay the workers 
who will be restoring the native ecology. 
I urge you not to turn your back on this 
winning plan for every being.
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From: Seth Kauppinen
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: Rescinding my previous comment.
Date: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 11:18:23 AM

Hi there,

I submitted an incredulous, irate comment about the Easy Bay Hazardous Fire Risk 
Reduction plan a few days ago, after reading some very misleading descriptions of 
the project. My comment was premature; as the facts of the plan have become 
know to me, I've found myself in substantial agreement with its goals and methods. 
If the comment are a matter of record, please remove mine, and replace it with this 
one:

I'm a biologist, and resident of the East Bay hills. After reading the proposed 
Hazardous Fire Risk Reduction plan for the region, I believe the measure offers a 
valuable opportunity to simultaneously reduce fire risk and promote native 
vegetation, in a way that minimizes risk of herbicide contamination and other 
project-related landscape impacts. If the project requires volunteer labor, I'd be 
happy to help. 

Thanks,
Seth

Seth Kauppinen
Department of Integrative Biology
1005 VLSB, MC 3140 
University of California, Berkeley
Berkeley, CA 94720

Cell: 508.274.1974
skauppinen@berkeley.edu

"It is remarkable how long men will believe
in the bottomlessness of a pond without 
taking the trouble to sound it." 
-Henry Thoreau
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From: Don Shaffer
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Cc: Jennifer Bensadoun
Subject: Comments on the Draft EIS for East Bay Hills
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 12:48:15 AM
Attachments: E1F131FC-342C-4639-9690-0B10635C0FD4[232].png

To Whom It May Concern,

As a resident of Claremont Canyon (240 Stonewall Road, Berkeley, CA, 94705), and as a member of the
Claremont Canyon Conservancy, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed EIS and
related issues.

My comments are brief: I support the plan for preventing catastrophic wildfire as proposed, with one
significant distinction. It would be my great preference to see all the blue gum eucalyptus removed on
UCB land in Claremont and Strawberry Canyons, but I would prefer to keep the monterey pines and
acacia trees intact.  The eucalyptus seem to be the real problem.

I am aware of the opposition to the plans for significant tree removal, but the fact is that the eucalyptus
– in particular – should never have been planted here in the first place.

Again, I appreciate all the hard work that has led up to this final stage in the process.
If possible, please include me in any correspondence related to this matter.

All the best,
Don

Don Shaffer
President & CEO
RSF Social Finance
1002 O'Reilly Avenue
San Francisco, Ca 94129
Direct: 415-561-6177
Main: 415-561-3900
Fax: 415-561-3919
www.rsfsocialfinance.org<applewebdata://3E9D22DF-0120-44F2-9C9B-
07B92CF003B2/www.rsfsocialfinance.org>

Cres Van Keulen
Executive Assistant
cres.vankeulen@rsfsocialfinance.org
Direct: 415-561-6155

[Email_Signature_Image]
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From: Judi Sierra
To: EBH-EIS-FEMA-RIX
Subject: EB Hills EIS draft
Date: Monday, June 17, 2013 6:27:58 PM

I am opposed to the UC  portion, including clearcut instead of thinning in this East Bay hills
draft plan. I am a senior citizen and have run in Strawberry Canyon daily since 1982. In
addition I have pretty good birding skills .My early morning observations include roosting
and nesting habitat the tall trees have provided for at least 2 pairs of Great Horned Owls, 1
pair of Red-tailed hawks and one pair of Red-shouldered hawks and at least one Northern
Pygmy Owl. Seasonally each spring Olive-sided Flycatchers (a declining species), Pacific
Coast flycatchers, Western Wood pewees arrive and stay throughout the summer
(presumably breeding) and use the Monterey pine as well as eucalyptus to perch and fly
catch, from. On foggy days the drip from these trees is quite noticeable creating a muddy trail
and contributing to fire preventing moisture.
 
In addition I don’t think years of spraying is conducive to a healthy watershed or wildlife
environment . (Not to mention canyon users and their dogs)  Tributary and Strawberry creek
waters flow through the campus and to the San Francisco  Bay.
 
UC Berkeley has begun cutting down large Pines and oaks along the fire road and dumping
them down the hillside. How does this reduce the fuel load? This only reinforces my belief
that suppression is not their prime interest.
 
 
The Oakland-Berkeley Mayors' Firestorm Task Force Report concluded that “the spread of
the fire was mostly due to the radiant heat generated by burning houses. A burning house has
a sustained radiant heat transmission of 2,500-3,000 degrees. The spread of the fire was not
due primarily to burning trees — eucalyptus or any other species.” Angel Island is a prime
example of how well clear cutting works for fire suppression.
 
Judi Sierra
north Oakland, CA
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