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1 Response to Comments 

1.1 Introduction 
Consultation and coordination with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (the Tribe) have 
been conducted during the development of the PWP and are expected to continue during the 
development of projects to be authorized under the PWP (refer to Section 1.3 and Exhibit C of 
the PWP for a summary of the consultation processes). The PWP was revised to reflect input 
from the Tribe received after Board of approval for the PWP on September 18, 2025. Changes 
made to the PWP since Board approval are reflected in the PWP document as friendly 
modifications via grey highlighted strikethrough for removals and grey highlighted underline 
for additions. The page numbers and sections referenced in the responses to comments in this 
document refer to the version of the PWP with the strikethrough and underline friendly 
modifications included. 

1.2 Public Comments 
The Draft Public Works Plan (PWP) was circulated for a 6-week review period from July 18, 
2025 to August 29, 2025. Email notice of the availability of the Draft PWP was sent to 273 
interested members of the public and relevant agency or government contacts as well as 7 
media agencies and libraries. These included the Marin Independent Journal, Community 
Media Center of Marin, Point Reyes Light, Point Reyes Free Library, Stinson Beach Free Library, 
Bolinas Free Library, and Inverness Free Library. Hard copies of the Draft PWP were provided 
to the Point Reyes Free Library, the Stinson Beach Free Library, the Bolinas Free Library, the 
Inverness Free Library, and the Marin Wildfire Prevention Authority (Marin Wildfire) office. A 
public meeting was held on August 5, 2025 at the Dance Palace Community & Cultural Center 
in Point Reyes Station. A presentation was also given to the Marin Conservation League on 
August 14, 2025. Materials provided during the public comment period and the public meeting 
are available here: https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-
and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan.  

1.3 Comments Received 
Marin Wildfire received 29 organization and individual letters from the public as well as 
comments from 13 individuals during the public meeting on the Draft PWP. The commenters 
are listed in Table 1.2-1. In addition to these letters, approximately 9,921 form letters were 
received. These are summarized in Section 1.4.4.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan
https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan


RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
1-2 

Table 1.2-1 Comment Letters 

Letter Commentor Letter Date 

Organization   

A-1 Tomales Bay Forest Keepers 8/4/2025 

A-2 Western Alliance for Nature 8/26/2025 

A-3 Watershed Alliance of Marin 8/27/2025 

A-4 Tomales Bay Foundation 8/28/2025 

A-5 Marin Conservation League 8/28/2025 

A-6 Inverness Ridge Association 8/28/2025 

A-7 Ecologically Sound Practices Partnership 8/28/2025 

A-8 ENVIRO-SPORTS Productions, Inc. 8/29/2025 

A-9 Fire and Environment Resilience Network 8/29/2025 

A-10 Marin Audubon Society 8/29/2025 

A-11 TreeSpirit Project 8/29/2025 

Individuals   

B-1 Suzanne Gooch 7/21/2025 

B-2 Loura Richmond 8/3/2025 

B-3 Robert Raven 8/4/2025 

B-4 Karin Lease 8/4/2025 

B-5 Lonna Richmond 8/4/2025 

B-6 Andy Bunnell 8/5/2025 

B-7 Kris Cedar 8/5/2025 

B-8 Susan Dent 8/8/2025 

B-9 Cheryl Higgins 8/14/2025 

B-10 Steve Merlo 8/25/2025 

B-11 Jinesse Reynolds, Tim Walch, Barbara Bogard, Nancy Okada, 
John Fernsell, Sharon Farrell, Abby Cunningham, Susan Hopp, 
Jean Harris 

8/27/2025 

B-12 Carolyn Hintz 8/29/2025 

B-13 Christopher Anthony 8/29/2025 

B-14 Cheryl Cormia 8/29/2025 

B-15 Ginny Felch 8/20/2025 
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Letter Commentor Letter Date 

B-16 Yarrow Schley 8/22/2025 

B-17 Karin Lease 8/29/2025 

B-18 Abby Cunningham 8/29/2025 

Public Meeting   

C-1 Andy Bachich 8/5/2025 

C-2 Nancy Binzen 8/5/2025 

C-3 Karin Lease 8/5/2025 

C-4 Ken Levin 8/5/2025 

C-5 Jack Gescheidt 8/5/2025 

C-6 Kris Cedar 8/5/2025 

C-7 Andy Bunell 8/5/2025 

C-8 Fionna Mitchell and Gordon Mitchell 8/5/2025 

C-9 Abby Cunningham 8/5/2025 

C-10 Sashia Achilles 8/5/2025 

C-11 Emily Bartlett 8/5/2025 

C-12 Jennifer Howard 8/5/2025 

C-13 Felix Chamberlain 8/5/2025 
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1.4 Response to Comments 

1.4.1 Comment Group A – Organizations 

Comment Letter A1: Tomales Bay Forest Keepers 
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Response A1.1 
The PWP is meant to provide a single document that establishes a framework for 
comprehensive planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities that would otherwise trigger 
the need for individual Coastal Development Permits. Proposed projects under the PWP may 
include mastication or use of other mechanical tools or removal of dead and dying limbs of 
trees or use of herbicides. Specific effects of any individual project will be disclosed in the future 
environmental compliance documents, which will include a discussion of cumulative impacts 
across the PWP Program Area as applicable. Refer to Response A3.5 for information regarding 
greenhouse gas emissions and carbon sequestration.  

Projects proposed under the PWP would not create new roads. The types of projects and 
activities that would be proposed under the PWP are described in Section 3.4 Types of Projects 
and Activities to be Covered.  

The commentor states that thousands of gallons of herbicides would be applied within the 
Coastal Zone. As described in the PWP, herbicides would only be applied to target invasive and 
non-native species when other methods of treatment are not feasible. Herbicides would be 
applied in a targeted manner, and the amount of herbicides used would be limited. The Coastal 
VTS requires herbicide use to be avoided to the maximum extent feasible and may only be used 
if such treatment activities are the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and 
would not result in significant adverse impacts to sensitive ecological resources.  



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
1-6 

Comment Letter A2: Western Alliance for Nature 
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Response A2.1 
All projects proposed under the PWP and funded by Marin Wildfire would be designed to be 
consistent with Measure C. Page 3-34 of the PWP states that projects include “necessary fire 
resiliency objectives”, which indicates that fire resiliency is essential to all projects. Direct or 
indirect ecological benefits are not a requisite objective and would be achieved “to the greatest 
extent feasible” (page 3-34). Refer to page 3-31 for a diagram of the types of treatments that are 
specifically proposed. All forest health projects, which are described as ecological restoration 
projects on pages 3-31 and 3-32 of the PWP, would address wildfire resiliency objectives 
through the following: moderating uncharacteristic wildland fuel conditions to reflect historic 
vegetative composition, structure, and habitat value; and the removal of weedy and invasive 
species and the removal of diseased vegetation, with an emphasis on moderating 
uncharacteristic fuel build-up due to the deprivation of natural fire regimes. These projects 
would continue to reduce wildfire risk in accordance with the language in Measure C. Note that 
other project types listed, such as wildland-urban interface (WUI) fuel reduction and fuel 
breaks, may also address forest health objectives indirectly but would primarily address 
wildfire risk. Studies have shown that fuel reduction activities can have beneficial effects on 
understory vegetation, species richness, invasive species reduction, and native plant 
communities (Dodson et al. 2008). Vegetation treatments can be beneficial for fuel reduction as 
well as facilitating stand structure resilience to wildfires (Stephens et al. 2012). Understory 
species diversity and richness can increase following prescribed burn and vegetation thinning 
treatments (Dodson et al. 2008; Odland et al. 2021). 
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Response A2.2 
The PWP was developed in coordination with Marin County, fire agencies, technical advisors, 
scientists, the California Coastal Commission (CCC), California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (California State Parks), and other partners. Future projects would also reflect the 
input from these agencies and partners where necessary. Furthermore, over the last 5 years, 
Marin Wildfire has worked with its member agencies to conduct more than 40 different projects 
across Marin County. Because of this experience as well as Marin Wildfire’s ongoing 
coordination with additional agencies, partners, and technical advisors, Marin Wildfire has the 
capacity and expertise to conduct projects that increase wildfire resiliency and promote forest 
health.  

Response A2.3 
Marin Wildfire’s mission is to lead “the development of fire adapted communities using sound 
scientific, financial, programmatic, ecological practices, vegetation management, community 
education, evacuation and warning systems with the support of its member and partner 
agencies.” The project types and analysis contained in the PWP—including WUI fuel reduction, 
fuel breaks, and ecological restoration—reflect this mission and, by extension, the language in 
Measure C in Marin County.  

Response A2.4 
As discussed in Response A2.1, all projects and project types that would be proposed through 
the PWP would clearly address wildfire risk but would also address forest health objectives 
because the two goals are overlapping rather than mutually exclusive.  

Comment Letter A3: Watershed Alliance of Marin 
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Response A3.1 
The PWP does not preclude implementation of home hardening and defensible space through 
other programs and projects. Marin Wildfire understands that no single tool will resolve high 
wildfire risk in Marin County and therefore pursues a multi-pronged approach to wildfire 
resilience that incorporates large-scale home hardening and defensible space inspections, grants 
(particularly to support work in Zone Zero), and chipper services; public education; alerts and 
evacuations; and other programs in addition to targeted vegetation management activities. 
Refer to the Marin Wildfire website for information about other types of projects and programs 
similar to those identified by the commenter (https://www.marinwildfire.org/). Furthermore, as 
discussed in Response A3.2, the PWP is based on the most recent, widely-accepted literature 
regarding wildfire risk and the influence of vegetation treatments on this risk. Several useful 
case studies and peer-reviewed studies are available on the Marin Wildfire website 
(https://www.marinwildfire.org/collaborations/science-and-research). 

Response A3.2 
The determination that treatments referenced in the PWP would achieve the purpose of 
reducing wildfire risk and severity is supported by a substantial amount of research. A 
comprehensive meta-analysis shows that surface fuel treatments have a large and substantial 
effect on fire behavior, including reductions in canopy volume scorch, scorch height, and 
reductions in flame length (Martinson and Omi 2013). Residual tree diameter – the retention of 
large trees with the removal of smaller ones and surface fuels – is a primary predictor of 
treatment effectiveness, which is a typical strategy for projects proposed by Marin Wildfire. 
Under both modeled conditions and in analysis of real wildfires, reducing surface fuels 
followed by prescribed fire and/or pile burning have been shown to reduce flame lengths and 
burn severity (Moghaddas et al. 2018). Shaded fuel breaks specifically reduce surface and 
ladder fuels while retaining upper canopy and large trees (Low et al. 2023), and surface and 
ladder fuels are a driving force of severe wildfire as crown fires require heat and fuel sources 
from surface fires to be sustained (Thomas and McAlpine 2010). Shaded fuel breaks have been 
shown to reduce wildfire char, improve post-burn vegetation health relative to untreated areas, 
and decrease probability of torching (i.e., crown fire) of trees (Baijnath-Rodino et al. 2023; Low 
et al. 2023). Although thinning of the understory may marginally increase wind turbulence in 
the understory itself, it does not affect turbulence in the canopy (Russell et al. 2018) and open 
wind speed at 10 meters above canopy height is generally predictive of wildfire rate of spread 
(Cruz and Alexander 2019). General reductions in fuel loading, decreases in probability of 

https://www.marinwildfire.org/
https://www.marinwildfire.org/collaborations/science-and-research
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torching, and associated lack of increases in canopy wind speed would decrease the risk of 
severe wildfire such as a crown fire. Furthermore, fuel breaks can occur in concert with other 
treatments, such as defensible space and home hardening, to reduce fire severity and structure 
loss (U.S. Forest Service 2014). A more recent meta-analysis of 220 research papers concludes 
that treatments that include a reduction in surface fuels (i.e., thinning and removal of surface 
fuels via prescribed burning, pile burning, or manual/mechanical removal) reduce wildfire 
severity within treated areas by over 60 percent on average (Davis et al. 2024). 

Response A3.3 
As discussed in Response A2.1, projects would include “necessary fire resiliency objectives” 
while forest health projects would also be achieved “to the greatest extent feasible.” Page 3-2 of 
the PWP states that “while forest health projects are explicitly designed to directly improve both 
ecosystem health and the provisioning of other essential ecosystem services, fuel reduction 
projects should, where practicable, also be designed to directly improve ecosystem conditions 
(e.g., removal of exotic invasive plant species, management that mimics natural disturbance 
regime).” As further described in Response A2.1, the two goals of fuels reduction and forest 
health are not mutually exclusive and vegetation treatment projects can result in benefits to 
forest health. Furthermore, fuel reduction projects that cannot be designed to directly improve 
or restore ecosystems or ecosystem processes are expected to provide indirect ecosystem 
benefits by reducing the severity of future wildfires on ecosystems and the ability of those 
ecosystems to recover more quickly. Refer to pages 3-3 through 3-5 of the PWP for additional 
information on the approach of the PWP for balancing fuels reduction and forest health 
objectives. As noted on page 3-2 of the PWP, fuel reduction projects are designed based on the 
latest science to improve resiliency and emulate the effects of and allow for the opportunity to 
reestablish historic fire regimes. 

Response A3.4 
Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project once proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (Board of Forestry) final Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the California Vegetation Treatment Project (CalVTP) 
or a different environmental compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects 
considered through the PWP, such as to soil health and wildlife, will be disclosed in future 
environmental compliance documents. Section 6.3 provides the list of activities required prior to 
approval of each individual project which includes additional notification of nearby 
landowners and other interested parties which will provide the specific acres and rationale for 
each project as requested in the comment. 

Note that all projects proposed under the PWP would be subject to the Coastal Vegetation 
Treatment Standards (Coastal VTS) in Exhibit A and the CalVTP Standard Project Requirements 
(SPRs) in Exhibit B.  
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Response A3.5 
As discussed in Response A3.4, specific environmental effects of projects considered through 
the PWP will be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. For projects 
considered through the CalVTP PEIR, the CalVTP PEIR concluded that annual GHG emissions 
generated under the CalVTP would be potentially significant and unavoidable as part of the 
CalVTP PEIR’s conservative analysis. Proposed projects, whether considered through the 
CalVTP or another compliance pathway, may affect carbon sequestration and the appropriate 
compliance document would disclose any of these effects to greenhouse emissions and carbon 
sequestration as relevant.  

Marin Wildfire notes that wildfire risk in Marin County is “very high” or “high” as documented 
by the Fire Hazard Severity Zones in the Local Responsibility Area, as identified by the State 
Fire Marshal (Marin County 2025). Furthermore, the “coast is particularly vulnerable to 
catastrophic wildfires due to historic development patterns in [WUI] areas, departure from 
natural fire return intervals, long response times for first responders, strong winds, and 
resource management patterns“ (page 2-3). Refer to pages 2-1 through 2-4 of the PWP for a 
discussion of the purpose and need as it relates to the PWP.  

In addition, Marin Wildfire notes that there is evidence that treatments can improve carbon 
sequestration in forests. Recent research indicates that vegetation treatments improve carbon 
sequestration in remaining forests (Zhang et al. 2024) and that both younger and older trees 
increase growth rates after thinning (Marshall 2013; Latham and Tappeiner 2002). Even after 
considering the removal of thinned material as a loss of carbon, plots accumulate live tree 
carbon stocks similar to pre-treatment levels within 6 to 10 years and thinned stands accumulate 
aboveground live tree carbon at a faster pace (Mantgem et al. 2025). In addition, because future 
projects would reduce wildfire risk, they would reduce the likelihood of a severe wildfire 
burning carbon stocks in areas beyond any one specific project site. 

Response A3.6 
Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project once proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental 
compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP, 
such as the likelihood of type conversion from a proposed project, will be disclosed in future 
environmental compliance documents. Furthermore, Coastal VTS 7.a.iii requires project 
proponents to “maintain vegetation cover and composition to comply with the standards 
(membership rules) set forth in the online edition of the Manual of California Vegetation (MCV) 
to avoid unintended habitat conversion; and provide for an appropriate mosaic of native plants 
by age, size, and class that support the specific habitat being treated” (page A-3).  
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Response A3.7 
As discussed in Responses A3.6 and A3.4, specific environmental effects of projects considered 
through the PWP, such as the likelihood of type conversion from a proposed project, will be 
disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. Changes to erosion rates, invasive 
species, and habitat fragmentation would also be disclosed in these documents and would be 
reduced through use of measures described in Exhibits A, B, and C of the PWP.  

Response A3.8 
The PWP allows the consideration of targeted herbicide application to address resprouting of 
invasive species when other methods are not feasible due to their costs, effectiveness, or 
potential environmental impacts. As discussed by the commenter, Coastal VTS 7.h states that 
herbicides “shall be avoided to the maximum extent feasible and may be used only if such 
treatment activities are the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative, while still 
achieving project objectives, and will not result in significant adverse impacts to sensitive 
ecological resources (e.g., when used to control of invasive species)” (page A-5). The treatment 
specifications and associated effects of this herbicide use will be disclosed in the future 
environmental compliance document. Marin Wildfire may, for example, dab herbicide onto a 
cut eucalyptus stump consistent with other land management agencies in Marin County to 
reduce regrowth. Section 6.3 provides the list of activities required prior to approval of each 
individual project, which includes additional notification of nearby landowners and other 
interested parties. 

Response A3.9 
The comment regarding the CalVTP PEIR legal challenge is noted. For informational purposes 
and as stated on the Board of Forestry webpage, on June 30, 2025, the Court of Appeal held that 
substantial evidence did not support the Board of Forestry’s findings that the CalVTP would 
avoid adverse effects of native chaparral and coastal sage scrub type conversion, including a 
potential increase in flammability of non-native grasses invading project sites after treatments. 
The appellate court remanded the case back to the Superior Court with directions to grant the 
writ and describe requirements for an adequate analysis of type conversion and its adverse 
effects. The appellate court also directed the Superior Court to decide if any specific vegetation 
treatment projects should be suspended pending the analysis directed by the writ. The Board of 
Forestry is preparing an update to the CalVTP Program EIR. With the current CalVTP PEIR 
Update underway, the Board of Forestry is planning to incorporate analysis directed by the writ 
into the PEIR Update, as stated on the following webpage: https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-
programs/calvtp-homepage-and-storymap/calvtp-update. The Court has further directed that 
proposed CalVTP projects that would treat chaparral or coastal sage scrub may not proceed 
while the CalVTP PEIR Update is underway, except for certain critical safety projects falling 
within a limited set of treatment categories described on the Board of Forestry website. For 
proposed projects, until the CalVTP PEIR Update is complete and the writ is discharged, the 
2019 CalVTP PEIR may not be used for CEQA compliance for proposed vegetation treatment in 
chaparral or coastal sage scrub, with certain exceptions for specific categories of treatment the 
Court found to be severable from the writ’s prohibitions (i.e., treatment may not proceed in 

https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-programs/calvtp-homepage-and-storymap/calvtp-update
https://bof.fire.ca.gov/projects-and-programs/calvtp-homepage-and-storymap/calvtp-update
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chaparral and coastal sage scrub except as provided in the specific, limited allowances directed 
in the writ and listed below). 

The court’s decision only applies to projects being carried out under the CalVTP and relying on 
the CalVTP PEIR (i.e., projects in or adjacent to SRA for which a PSA and Addendum would be 
prepared). The ruling does not prohibit or limit all fire fuel reduction projects that may be 
carried out in sage scrub or chaparral. Additional environmental analysis documentation may 
be used to review and authorize proposed projects, such as a categorical or statutory exemption, 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report.  

Comment Letter A4: Tomales Bay Foundation 

 

Response A4.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  
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Comment Letter A5: Marin Conservation League 
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Response A5.1 
Sections 6.3 and 6.4 of the PWP detail the process for reviewing and authorizing projects under 
the PWP, including development of a Project Specific Analysis or similar compliance document, 
preparation and submittal of Notice of Impending Development (NOID), CCC review of all 
prepared materials at a scheduling public hearing, and subsequent determination of consistency 
with the PWP. Refer to those sections for additional information on the review process.  

Response A5.2 
Prescribed burning, including pile burning and broadcast burning, as well as herbicide 
application are included as activities that may be used to implement projects and meet project 
goals and objectives. Refer to Response A3.8 for a discussion of herbicide applications.  

Response A5.3 
Section 6.5 summarizes the monitoring requirements for projects considered through the PWP. 
Marin Wildfire would provide monitoring reports in accordance with the requirements (i.e., 
SPRs and Mitigation Measures) of the CalVTP PEIR or similar compliance document. 

Response A5.4 
The project review process for projects reviewed under the PWP will include a variety of 
opportunities for public engagement through comment periods, public meetings, and Marin 
Wildfire Board of Directors meetings. Updates on the PWP process will be provided at the 
project website here: https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-
and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan. Future projects with specific environmental compliance 
documents will be posted on the Marin Wildfire website as well.  

Marin Wildfire conducts a variety of education and outreach activities such as tabling at events 
or leading public field trips to project sites, identifies future projects in their annual work plans, 
and has regular meetings of the Marin Wildfire Board of Directors that the public can attend as 
well as other committees.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan
https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan
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Comment Letter A6: Inverness Ridge Association 
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Response A6.1 
Page 2-4 of the PWP has been revised to state “[e]arly consultation and/or coordination among 
applicable parties including Coastal Commission staff, Marin Wildfire staff, registered foresters 
or qualified professionals, fire agencies, local landowners and land managers, Firewise 
committees and local communities, and the Tribe.”  

Project Standard 7 on page 4-5 of the PWP has also been revised to state “Firewise committees 
shall also be engaged to the extent feasible.” 

Response A6.2 
Page 3-37 of the PWP has been revised to state “Marin Wildfire, including member agencies, 
will work with local landowners, CAL FIRE, technical advisors, fire safe councils, Firewise 
committees, the Tribe and any other interested California Native American Tribes, and local 
communities, Coastal Commission staff, Marin County planners and other partners to prioritize 
and develop projects that will be implemented over the life of this PWP.” 

Project Standard 7 on page 4-5 of the PWP has also been revised to state “Firewise committees 
shall also be engaged to the extent feasible.” 
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Comment Letter A7: Ecologically Sound Practices Partnership 
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Response A7.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  
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Comment Letter A8: ENVIRO-SPORTS Productions, Inc. 

 

Response A8.1 
The PWP analyzes approximately 44,210 acres where potential future project activities could 
take place in the Coastal Zone. Future project activities would include targeted treatment in 
small portions of the program area. Other areas within the Coastal Zone are in the process of 
being treated, such as through the Coastal Fuel Reduction Network project (available at: 
https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/coastal-fuel-reduction-network-project). Refer to the 
Marin County website for projects in the West Marin zone for other projects that may occur in 
the Coastal Zone: https://www.marinwildfire.org/projects-by-location?tab=westmarin.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/coastal-fuel-reduction-network-project
https://www.marinwildfire.org/projects-by-location?tab=westmarin
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Additional areas on lands within the Coastal Zone owned or managed by the National Park 
Service (NPS) may be treated under separate project proposals and environmental compliance 
documents because projects on federal land or with a federal lead agency can continue to 
comply with the Coastal Zone Act through coordination with the CCC’s Federal Consistency 
Office in San Francisco. 

Response A8.2 
As discussed in Response A8.1, additional areas on lands within the Coastal Zone owned or 
managed by other entities such as the NPS may be treated under separate project proposals and 
environmental compliance documents. Marin Wildfire and its member agencies collaborate 
with NPS staff to support work on federal lands through other regulatory pathways. Lands 
owned or managed by the NPS are not included in the PWP program area and therefore this 
comment is beyond the scope of the analysis.  

Response A8.3 
Refer to Response A8.2 for a discussion on project activities on NPS lands.  

The PWP covers the Marin County’s Local Coastal Program jurisdiction area, the Mount 
Tamalpais State Park, and a small portion of Tomales Bay State Park. As discussed on page 3-7 
of the PWP, “California State Parks is a major land manager partner for the PWP but will not 
fund, implement, or maintain any projects under this PWP. Any projects proposed by Marin 
Wildfire and member agencies under this PWP that overlap with State Park lands would 
require coordination with State Parks during planning, implementation, and maintenance.” 

Response A8.4 
The comment in support of the PWP is acknowledged. Marin Wildfire will continue to pursue a 
multi-pronged approach to wildfire resilience that incorporates large-scale home hardening and 
defensible space inspections, grants (particularly to support work in Zone Zero), and chipper 
services, public education, alerts and evacuations, and other programs in addition to targeted 
vegetation management activities.  

As discussed on page 2-4, Marin Wildfire would also engage in “[e]arly consultation and/or 
coordination among applicable parties including Coastal Commission staff, Marin Wildfire 
staff, registered foresters or qualified professionals, fire agencies, local landowners and land 
managers, Firewise committees and local communities, and the Tribe” for approval of 
individual projects submitted under the PWP. 
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Comment Letter A9: Fire and Environment Resilience Network 

 

 

Response A9.1 
Marin Wildfire understands that no single tool will resolve wildfire risk in Marin County and 
therefore pursues a multi-pronged approach to wildfire resilience that incorporates large-scale 
home hardening and defensible space projects and programs, grants (particularly to support 
work in Zone Zero), chipper services, public education, alerts and evacuations, and other 
programs in addition to targeted vegetation management activities. As is documented on the 
Marin Wildfire grant matching program webpage 
(https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/home-hardening-matching-grant-program) and 
resident grant webpage (https://www.marinwildfire.org/resident-info/resident-grants), a 
variety of grants are available to assist with home hardening and defensible space to residents 
of Marin County. Approximately 37% of Marin Wildfire’s fiscal year 2025-2026 budget is 
allocated to home hardening and defensible space inspections, grants, and other programs and 
43% is allocated for vegetation management, including staffing, environmental compliance and 

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/home-hardening-matching-grant-program
https://www.marinwildfire.org/resident-info/resident-grants
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monitoring, as well as vegetation management along evacuation routes and adjacent to 
communities. Refer to the chart below for the overall budget allocations by goal for fiscal year 
2025-2026. This support for home hardening and defensible space is higher than the 10:1 ratio 
suggested by the commenter. In addition, adjusting the proportion of funding for vegetation 
treatment projects relative to defensible space work is beyond the scope of this PWP.  

 

Response A9.2 
 Not all projects proposed under the PWP will include pile burning. For projects proposed 
under the PWP that do include pile burning, the effects of pile burning will be disclosed in the 
relevant environmental compliance document. In addition, projects would be required to 
adhere to SPR BIO-2 which requires biological resource training for workers and states that the 
“training will instruct workers when it is appropriate to stop work and allow wildlife 
encountered during treatment activities to leave the area unharmed and when it is necessary to 
report encounters to a qualified RPF, biologist, or biological technician.”  

Response A9.3 
Monitoring of all small mammal populations and invasive plants species in all potential PWP 
areas across Marin County is beyond the scope of this PWP and would not be feasible while still 
addressing the purpose and need of the PWP for efficient implementation to address risk of 
catastrophic wildfire. Refer to Response A9.4 for a summary of literature related to the effect of 
vegetation treatments on woodrats. Further analysis of specific effects to woodrats would be 
disclosed in project-specific environmental compliance documents. 

The dusky-footed woodrat is a Species of Least Concern in California, meaning that they are 
common and widespread within their range. Activities proposed by Marin Wildfire and its 
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member agencies include thinning understory vegetation; however, native grasses, forbes, and 
other small understory plants are not the target of removal and continue to provide cover for 
small animals after understory shrubs are thinned. Additionally, only a small fraction of the 
program area would be treated in any given year and throughout the lifetime of the PWP 
meaning there would be a variety of untreated habitat adjacent to project treatment sites at any 
one time.   

For monitoring of invasive plant populations, SPR BIO-9 requires the identification of invasive 
plants and noxious weeds as well as measures to prevent their spread. This includes the 
identification of “significant infestations of invasive plant species (i.e., those rated as invasive by 
Cal-IPC or designated as noxious weeds by California Department of Food and Agriculture) 
during reconnaissance-level surveys and target them for removal during treatment activities” 
(SPR BIO-9, pages B-17 and B-18). Specific treatments related to invasive plants, as well as any 
monitoring or maintenance activities for invasive plants, would be identified in future project-
specific environmental compliance documents.  

Response A9.4 
The dusky-footed woodrat is common and widespread within their range. Marin Wildfire 
continuously reviews the scientific evidence regarding how vegetation treatments may affect 
woodrats and, by extension, northern spotted owls. There have been no documented declines in 
woodrat abundance in project sites and Marin Wildfire relies on published research to inform 
expected effects to woodrats. Recent literature has found that removal of downed woody debris 
can adversely affect woodrat populations (Smyser et al. 2024) while other literature found that 
mammal abundance was observed to decrease with increased understory vegetative cover; 
which may be due to the species’ reliance on fungi and pine (Kalies and Chambers 2010). 
Preliminary research from Stanford University published in 2024 on the impacts of fuel 
reduction treatments on woodrats indicates that treatments may temporarily disturb some 
woodrats and result in abandonment of nests (approximately one-fifth of nests present in 
treatment areas were abandoned) but that the majority of nests abandoned were active again 
nine months post treatment (Gomez and Hernandez 2024). Because of the varied nature of 
expected project areas, there are likely to be undisturbed areas available adjacent to treated 
areas that would provide habitat for woodrats that are disturbed during treatment.  

 Research consistently finds that woodrats and spotted owls benefit from landscape 
heterogeneity (i.e., areas with a more even mixture of open, young, and mature forest of 
differing patch sizes; Kuntze et al. 2025; Kalies and Chambers 2010). Kuntze et al. (2023) 
specifically found that woodrat abundance was 2.5 times higher in owl home ranges with more 
heterogeneous mosaics that include young patches versus consistent mature forest. Hamm and 
Diller (2009) found that woodrat abundance is promoted by growth of understory vegetation 
but declines as the forest stand matures, which may be due to the change in the understory 
reducing available food, limiting suitable nest sites, and increasing predator vulnerability. 
Another study found that dusky-footed woodrats also tend to nest in highest densities in 
riparian areas (Bravo 2016), which are typically not targeted by the types of vegetation 
treatments that could disturb woodrats. 
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Recent research supports the assumption that heterogenous forests promote woodrat 
abundance as modeling found that woodrats were more likely to occupy sites with a greater 
quantity of canopy cover, understory cover, hardwoods, and smaller patches of young forest 
(Kuntze et al. 2025). Although vegetation treatments may reduce some components of woodrat 
habitat (e.g., understory cover), they would reduce the homogenous nature of vegetation in 
areas of high density currently common in the Coastal Zone of Marin County and would 
remove invasive species to allow native plants and shrubs to regrow. This would help facilitate 
the growth of existing trees, such as hardwoods, and small patches of young forest. Therefore, it 
is expected that there would be some beneficial effects of the potential future projects to 
woodrats. Additional specific effects to woodrats would be disclosed in project-specific 
environmental compliance documents.  

Because Marin Wildfire already engages in minimizing possible impacts to woodrats (including 
preservation of nests where feasible) and because woodrat nests are abundant in and around 
much of Marin County, requiring the counting and recording all woodrat nests in treated areas, 
preserving corridors of understory leading from the woodrat nest for at least 20 feet, and 
preservation of all nests is excluded from further consideration. 

Refer to Response A3.8 for a discussion of herbicide use.  
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Comment Letter A10: Marin Audubon Society 
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Response A10.1 
The PWP provides a framework for implementing a specific public works project or array of 
public works-related activities. This allows for increased consistency, reduced environmental 
effects, and more efficient implementation by providing boundaries on: a) the types of projects 
to be covered; b) the range of proposed activities; c) the measures that would be included to 
reduce effects of future projects; and d) and the approval process for future projects under the 
PWP. Future project-specific environmental compliance documents (e.g. Project-Specific 
Analysis, Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, etc.) will provide additional details on 
treatment methods, treatment locations, and the expected environmental effects.  

Response A10.2 
As discussed in other responses, the specific effects of projects to understory habitat will be 
disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. In general, projects proposed by 
Marin Wildfire focus on the following: 

• removal of much of the accumulated dead and down woody material (while 
leaving some for wildlife habitat such as "snags" that do not pose a hazard to 
nearby homes); 

• removal of non-native, invasive, fire hazardous vegetation (particularly French 
broom and other broom species as well as gorse); 

• pruning the lower branches of trees; and 
• thinning of fire hazardous native vegetation (such as small diameter, tightly 

packed trees or diseased trees) where necessary. 

Note that the entirety of the understory is generally not removed and that treatments promote 
an appropriate mosaic of native vegetation types that support diverse native floral, faunal, and 
fungal assemblages.  

Pages 3-2 through 3-5 of the PWP summarize a variety of literature on the effects of vegetation 
treatments on understory biodiversity. This includes that understory species diversity and 
richness can increase following prescribed burn and vegetation thinning treatments (Dodson et 
al. 2008; Odland et al. 2021) and that fuel reduction treatments that open the forest canopy to 
provide increased light to the understory can increase understory production and diversity 
similar to the effects of low- to moderate-intensity fires (Bartuszevige and Kennedy 2009). 

Marin Wildfire also notes that “untreated” areas do not represent the conditions that have 
historically occurred in California. Forest structure in California over the past 50 to 100 years 
has generally shifted to be denser, with less large trees and more small trees (McIntyre et al. 
2015). At the same time, landscapes have become more homogenous: forested areas in northern 
California and Marin County specifically have expanded while herbaceous plant communities 
and shrublands have reduced in size, which reduces the pattern of mosaiced vegetation that 
occurred previously (Startin 2022; Fertel et al. 2023). This altered landscape has also altered 
public perception around what a “healthy” or “normal” landscape looks like, including 
quantity and distribution of understory vegetation. In addition, according to the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, "[t]he removal of natural fire from an ecosystem can lead to 
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excess fuel buildup and changes in vegetation composition, which can increase the risk of 
uncharacteristically large high-severity fires" (California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2025). 

CalVTP SPRs would be included in all projects to reduce effects to nature resources, such as 
SPR BIO-5 which requires projects to have treatment activities designed to avoid type 
conversion where native coastal sage scrub and chaparral are present.  

Response A10.3 
Refer to Response A9.2 for a discussion of burn piles and measures that apply to reduce the risk 
of wildlife species that may use burn piles as habitat. 

Response A10.4 
Delineation and mapping of wetland and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) will 
occur during the environmental compliance process for future site-specific proposed projects. 
The delineation and mapping ESHA across the approximately 44,210-acre PWP Program Area 
is not necessary because no specific project treatments are proposed on the ground as part of the 
PWP. Future environmental compliance documents will define what treatments are proposed to 
occur as required to identify effects to these resources. In addition, defining these areas 
generally requires reconnaissance surveys, which would be incorporated as part of future 
project-specific analyses. 

Note that CalVTP SPRs (Exhibit B) as well as Coastal VTS (Exhibit A) apply concurrently and 
contain a variety of measures to reduce effects to wetlands and ESHAs. As required by Coastal 
VTS 7.b, proposed projects would “limit treatment activities within wetland boundaries to those 
that would restore ecological benefits to the wetlands or would maintain wetland habitat 
quality while improving surrounding ecosystem.” Marin Wildfire acknowledges that as stated 
in Coastal VTS 7.c, “[f]or Fire prevention projects, additional vegetation removal may be 
allowed if maintaining such vegetation consistent with project ecological goals would result in 
an unacceptable fire risk to existing structures and infrastructure, and the removal is the 
minimum necessary to protect existing structures and infrastructure.” However, it is expected 
that this would only occur near to existing structures (such as within 100 feet of houses or 
infrastructure) and that any such additional removal shall be clearly explained and identified in 
the PSA or equivalent document.  

Measures to specifically address wildlife species and habitat are included in SPRs BIO-10 
through BIO-12.  

Response A10.5 
The Coastal VTS represent a significant collaboration between Coastal Commission staff and 
technical advisors and Marin Wildfire over the past many months to develop a set of agreed 
upon vegetation treatment standards. These standards reflect up-to-date science and policy 
regarding vegetation treatments, wildfire risk, and habitat retention. Modifying these standards 
is beyond the scope of this analysis. Marin Wildfire notes that while the two items are 
prioritized distinctly in the Coastal VTS, they are often the same objective during treatment (i.e., 
thinning and removal of dead and dying invasive plant species).  
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As noted by the commenter, the Coastal VTS requires some snags to be retained for wildlife 
shelter. In addition, while all snag retention is not required, Marin Wildfire-funded core 
projects, including future PWP projects, typically retains some snags in project areas for habitat 
for wildlife provided that the snags retained do not present a hazard to nearby structures 
(generally homes) or evacuation routes. Any specifications regarding snag specification would 
be provided in the future environmental compliance document.  

Response A10.6 
The row for northern spotted owl in Table D-2 has been modified to state that northern spotted 
owl “[p]refers old growth and coastal redwood forests with large snags, open space beneath the 
canopy, and heavy woody debris accumulation on the forest floor but also uses oak woodlands 
with similar characteristics.” 

Response A10.7 
The row for California clapper rail in Table D-2 has been removed and the row for California 
ridgway rail has been updated to state “Low potential. Last documented CNDDB observation 
in 1994. Suitable habitat exists in the program area.” 

Response A10.8 
The projects proposed under the PWP would be required to comply with the Coastal VTSand 
CalVTP SPRs and Mitigation Measures that include measures to avoid impacts to wildlife 
species. SPRs BIO-1 and BIO-2 require a data review and reconnaissance level survey prior to 
treatment as well as a biological resource training for workers to identify work practices 
necessary to implement biological SPRs, respectively. SPR BIO-10 requires surveys for special-
status wildlife and nursery sites, which could include northern spotted owl, if SPR BIO-1 
determines suitable habitat for special status wildlife. SPR BIO-8 requires projects to prevent 
loss or type conversion of habitat and vegetation types that define ESHA, or loss of special-
status species that inhabit ESHA. In addition, SPR BIO-12 requires the protection of common 
nesting birds, including raptors, including pre-treatment surveys, establishment of appropriate 
buffers around nest sites, and modification or deferral of treatments to avoid disturbance of 
active nests. Modifying the time period for biological surveys required by the CalVTP is beyond 
the scope of the PWP.  

Response A10.9 
Refer to Response A9.4 for a discussion of woodrats and woodrat monitoring.  
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Response A10.10 
As discussed in A10.8, the projects proposed under the PWP would be required to adhere to 
Coastal VTS and CalVTP SPRs and Mitigation Measures. Future project-specific environmental 
compliance documents will identify special status species of concern that could occur in the 
specific project site proposed and would identify anticipated environmental effects to these 
species.  

Response A10.11 
Refer to Response A5.3,Response A9.3, and A10.8 for a discussion of monitoring and survey 
requirements. Note that SPR BIO-9 includes the identification of “significant infestations of 
invasive plant species (i.e., those rated as invasive by Cal-IPC or designated as noxious weeds 
by California Department of Food and Agriculture) during reconnaissance-level surveys and 
target them for removal during treatment activities” (SPR BIO-9, pages B-17 and B-18). SPR 
BIO-1 also requires a data review and reconnaissance level survey prior to treatment. SPR BIO-
10 requires surveys for special-status wildlife and nursery sites, which could include northern 
spotted owl, if SPR BIO-1 determines suitable habitat for special status wildlife. These surveys 
would document the existing conditions (i.e., presence/absence) of various species of concern.  

Response A10.12 
The PWP was available to review and comment on for a 6-week period as required by Cal. 
Code Regs. Tit. 14, § 13515. Materials that were discussed and/or presented on during the public 
meeting were available and remain available for the public to review on the project website 
located here: https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-
resilience-public-works-plan. The availability of these materials as well as the public comment 
period in general provide the opportunity for all members of the interested public, including 
non-West Marin residents and organizations, to participate in the PWP process.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan
https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/draft-marin-county-forest-health-and-fire-resilience-public-works-plan
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Comment Letter A11: Tree Spirit Project 
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Response A11.1 
Analysis of the compliance of the CalVTP with the California Environmental Quality Act is 
beyond the scope of this PWP. Refer to Response A3.9 for a discussion of the current status of 
the CalVTP PEIR.  

As disclosed in the PWP, the PWP “provides a planning framework to review and authorize 
individual vegetation management projects in Marin County over the next 10 years or until 
dissolution of Marin Wildfire, whichever occurs sooner, using principles, strategies, and best 
management practices that align wildfire risk reduction planning with the protection of coastal 
resources” (page 1-2). The PWP does not authorize implementation as suggested by the 
commenter. It ”creates a clear and agreed upon process for approval of individual projects 
submitted under the PWP” and therefore future environmental compliance documents will 
analyze and authorize specific projects across the PWP Program Area as required by CEQA. 
The PWP itself does not authorize any projects. Refer to Chapter 6 of the PWP for a summary of 
this approval process.   

Response A11.2 
Refer to Response A3.2 for a discussion of the effectiveness of vegetation treatments in reducing 
wildfire risk and severity.  
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Response A11.3 
As disclosed on page 3-5 of the PWP, future projects would “primarily [focus] on removal of 
invasive and non-native, fire hazardous vegetation, removal of dead and dying vegetation, and 
limbing up of native trees to mimic conditions that might have existed if wildfires were allowed 
to occur.” Future project specific environmental compliance documents will disclose specific 
project locations and the specific treatments and vegetation removal that would occur.  

Marin Wildfire notes that vegetation treatments can benefit native forest species through the 
removal of invasive species like broom to help prevent the establishment of an invasive plant 
fire cycle, which can create a self-perpetuating decline of native species (Brooks et al. 2004; 
Chambers et al. 2019). Additional activities would likely also address the buildup of unnatural 
densities of vegetation that has occurred after exclusion of wildfire and cultural burning on the 
landscape. In these cases, vegetation management acts as a fire surrogate to bring landscapes 
closer to what they would have been before colonization and fire suppression policies. 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife states that ”[t]he removal of natural fire from an 
ecosystem can lead to excess fuel buildup and changes in vegetation composition, which can 
increase the risk of uncharacteristically large high-severity fires" (California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 2025). 

Treatments would promote an appropriate mosaic of native vegetation types that support 
diverse native floral, faunal, and fungal assemblages. Refer to Response A10.2 for a discussion 
of the departure of current vegetation conditions for historical conditions.  

Response A11.4 
Refer to Response A3.2 for a discussion of how vegetation treatments influence wildfire risk 
and severity.  

Lesmeister et al. (2019) indicates that thinning in wet, dense forests may increase fire behavior; 
however, the study area occurred in northwestern California and southwestern Oregon where 
the annual precipitation ranged from 1,500 to 3,000 millimeters (59 to 120 inches) and elevation 
range from approximately 1,800 to 5,500 feet above mean sea level. In contrast, most of Marin 
County (as part of the San Francisco Bay hydrologic region) receives an average of 20 to 25 
inches of rain per year and elevation ranges from 0 to approximately 2,500 feet above mean sea 
level at Mount Tamalpais. This represents a different and much drier and lower ecosystem type 
(California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) 2019, page 3.11-8). 
Lesmeister et al (2019) concludes that in the driest forest types, fire exclusion converts open 
forests with grassy understories to dense forests with high fuel loads, and the increased fuel 
continuity can result in larger patches of high-severity fire than would have occurred 
historically. Other research indicates that this process is occurring in Marin County and 
therefore the PWP Program Area, as shrub and forestland has decreased as forests have 
expanded and herbaceous plant communities and shrublands have decreased (Startin 2022; 
Fertel et al. 2023). As a result of this transition, fuel loading and associated fire risk has 
increased across the PWP Program Area.  
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The treatments that would be proposed would primarily involve thinning of understory 
vegetation and small or hazard trees in a predominantly young forest (where treatments occur 
in woodland or forest communities) thereby retaining canopy cover, which would reduce 
wildfire risk without changing the character of the forest stands (i.e., from closed to open). This 
is supported by research referenced in the Lesmeister et al. (2019), which showed that on Forest 
Service-managed lands that included thinning smaller trees (less than 20 inches), prescribed 
fire, and otherwise no active management, these practices resulted in forests with more 
resilience to high-severity wildfire as opposed to management on private lands, which had a 
management objective to produce revenue through commercial timber production (Charnley et 
al. 2017). 

Response A11.5 
Refer to Response A3.5 for information regarding greenhouse gas emissions and carbon 
sequestration.  

Response A11.6 
Refer to Response A3.1 and Response A9.1 for a discussion of the multi-pronged approach that 
Marin Wildfire takes to wildfire resilience. As discussed in those responses, Marin Wildfire 
supports home hardening and defensible space initiatives throughout Marin County. Refer to 
Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 for relevant literature that Marin Wildfire has reviewed as 
part of the PWP process that document the effectiveness of vegetation treatments at reducing 
wildfire risk and severity. Future project-specific environmental compliance documents will 
review and consider additional applicable and up-to-date literature to support the conclusions 
drawn in those documents.  

Refer to the Marin Wildfire website for additional information on organization governance, 
budget, and processes: https://www.marinwildfire.org/.  

Response A11.7 
Refer to Response A2.1 and Response A3.3 for a discussion of the overlap of the goals of forest 
health projects and fuels reduction projects.  

Response A11.8 
Refer to Response A3.4 for a discussion of the disclosure of project-specific effects to soil health 
and wildlife.  

Response A11.9 
Refer to Response A3.5 for information regarding greenhouse gas emissions and carbon 
sequestration.  

Response A11.10 
Refer to Response A3.6 for a discussion of the disclosure of project-specific risk of type 
conversion.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/
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Response A11.11 
As discussed in Response s A3.6 and A3.4, specific environmental effects of projects considered 
through the PWP, such as the likelihood of type conversion from a proposed project, will be 
disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. Changes to erosion rates, invasive 
species, and habitat fragmentation would also be disclosed in these documents and would be 
reduced through the use of measures described in Exhibits A, B, and C of the PWP.  

Response A11.12 
Refer to Response A3.8 for a discussion of herbicide use.  

Response A11.13 
Refer to Response A3.9 for a discussion of the CalVTP PEIR legal challenge. 

1.4.2 Comment Group B – Individuals 

Comment Letter B1 – Robert Raven 

 

Response B1.1 
The comment in opposition to cutting trees and bushes is acknowledged. Please see Response 
A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk. For work beyond 100 
feet of structures, proposed treatment areas would generally be wider than 100 feet on a slope 
where burning vegetation preheats upslope vegetation and creates more intense, faster moving 
wildfires, therefore necessitating a wider treatment area. Additionally, Marin Wildfire is 
working with experts to model locations where fire would move the fastest across the landscape 
due to vegetation, topography and wind. These are called fire pathways and may be 
recommended for future projects. Coastal Commission staff may recommend project locations 
to improve forest health while also reducing wildfire risk. Therefore, flexibility in terms of 
project width is needed when developing an overall project area in which future projects would 
take place. Recent research supports Marin Wildfire’s efforts and has shown that fuel treatments 
across landscapes (including beyond 100 feet of structures) reduce the negative outcomes of 
wildfires such as a structure loss and, importantly, enhance suppression opportunities (Jain et 
al. 2021). Alcasena et al. (2022) specifically found that a combined landscape and home ignition 
zone treatment scenario resulted in the highest reduction in structure loss. 
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Comment Letter B2 – Karin Lease 

 

 

 

 

 

Response B2.1 
The meeting on August 5, 2025 was not a hearing. It was a public meeting on the draft PWP 
which is required as part of the PWP process. The public review period was 6 weeks as is 
required by the PWP process from July 18 to August 29, 2025. The first decision on the PWP will 
occur at the Marin Wildfire Board of Director’s meeting on September 18. All meetings 
regarding the PWP have been made public as noted in Section 1.2 and have been made public 
on the Marin Wildfire project website and their calendar.  
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Response B2.2 
Chapter 2 of the PWP does not discuss the cause of the Mount Vision fire because it is beyond 
the scope of the PWP. The PWP in Section 2.1 acknowledges that much of the native vegetation 
species and communities of coastal Marin County have adapted to tolerate or, in some cases, 
require fire to propagate. The PWP does not address fire suppression efforts or treatments. The 
PWP is meant to provide a single document that establishes a framework for comprehensive 
planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities that would otherwise trigger the need for 
individual Coastal Development Permits. Section 3.5 of the PWP provides a description of the 
range of activities that could be proposed under the PWP. 

Response B2.3 
Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project, once proposed, to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s Final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental 
compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP will 
be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. This includes additional review of 
the specific habitat where the vegetation treatment would occur, including potential 
reconnaissance survey to support the environmental review.  

Response B2.4 
Please refer to Response B2.3. 

Response B2.5 
Please refer to Response A3.2 regarding the scientific literature supporting the PWP. 

Response B2.6 
Please refer to Comment A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. 

Response B2.7 
The comment’s opposition to managing forests is acknowledged.  

Comment Letter B3 – Lonna Richmond 

 

Response B3.1 
The commenter’s support for home hardening is acknowledged. Please refer to Response A9.1 
for information regarding funding for home hardening. 
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Response B3.2 
Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures. 

Response B3.3 
The commenter’s opposition to killing forests is acknowledged. The PWP would not kill forests. 
Please see Section 3.5 of PWP for the range of proposed activities.  

Comment Letter B4 – Andy Bunnell 

 

Response B4.1 
Please see Section 1.2 for information regarding public outreach. All meetings regarding the 
PWP were published on the Marin Wildfire website both on the project-specific page as well as 
on the calendar.  

Response B4.2 
The start of the Mount Vision fire is beyond the scope of the PWP.  

Response B4.3 
Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project, once proposed, to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s Final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental 
compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP will 
be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. This includes additional review of 
the specific habitat where the vegetation treatment would occur, including potential 
reconnaissance survey to support the environmental review. 

Response B4.4 
Please refer to Response A3.2 regarding the scientific literature supporting the PWP.  
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Response B4.5 
Please see Section 1.2 for information regarding public outreach. The PWP was drafted in 
consultation with staff from the CCC, Marin Wildfire and its member agencies, and major land 
management agencies including (California State Parks over a period of several years. The 
public outreach process is dictated by the PWP process and in addition, each project proposed 
under the PWP will have additional public outreach as required.  

Comment Letter B5 – Kris Cedar 

 

Response B5.1 
The commenter’s opposition to use of mechanical equipment and herbicides is acknowledged. 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. 

Comment Letter B6 – Susan Dent 

 

Response B6.1 
Please refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 regarding vegetation treatment and forest 
temperature. 

Response B6.2 
The comment in opposition to the PWP is acknowledged. Please refer to Response A9.1 for 
information regarding funding for home hardening. 

Response B6.3 
This comment is beyond the scope of the PWP.  
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Comment Letter B7 – Cheryl Higgins 

 

Response B7.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  

Comment Letter B8 – Steve Merlo 

 

Response B8.1 
The comment is acknowledged. The support for mechanical vegetation removal is 
acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter B9 - Jinesse Reynolds, et  al 
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Response B9.1 
This letter is the same as the letter provided by Watershed Alliance of Marin. Please refer to 
Response A3.1. 

Response B9.2 
Please refer to Response A3.2. 
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Response B9.3 
Please refer to Response A3.3. 

Response B9.4 
Please refer to Response A3.4. 

Response B9.5 
Please refer to Response A3.4. 

Response B9.6 
Please refer to Response A3.5. 

Response B9.7 
Please refer to Response A3.6. 

Response B9.8 
Please refer to Response A3.7. 

Response B9.9 
Please refer to Response A3.8. 

Response B9.10 
Please refer to Response A3.9. 

 

Comment Letter B10 – Carolyn Hintz 

 

Response B10.1 

The comment opposing vegetation management is acknowledged. Please see Response A3.2 for 
information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and Response B1.1 regarding 
vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures. Please refer to Response A3.2 and Response 
A11.4 regarding vegetation treatment and forest temperature.  
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Comment Letter B11 – Chris Anthony 

 

 

Response B11.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  
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Comment Letter B12 – Cheryl Cormia 

 

Response B12.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  

Comment Letter B13 – Ginny and Will Felch 

 

Response B13.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  

Comment Letter B14 – Yarrow Schley 

 

Response B14.1 
The comment is acknowledged in support of the PWP.  
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Comment Letter B15 – Suzanne Gooch 

 

Response B15.1 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. The PWP 
is meant to provide a single document that establishes a framework for comprehensive 
planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities that would otherwise trigger the need for 
individual Coastal Development Permits. Section 3.5 of the PWP provides a description of the 
range of activities that could be proposed under the PWP. Impacts to vegetation would be 
addressed at the project-specific level. 

Comment Letter B16 – Louna Richmond 

 

Response B16.1 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. The PWP 
is meant to provide a single document that establishes a framework for comprehensive 
planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities that would otherwise trigger the need for 
individual Coastal Development Permits. Section 3.5 of the PWP provides a description of the 
range of activities that could be proposed under the PWP. Impacts to vegetation would be 
addressed at the project-specific level. 
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Comment Letter B17 – Karin Lease 

 

Response B17.1 
Please refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 regarding vegetation treatment and forest 
temperature.  

Response B17.2 
Animal agriculture, burning fossil fuels, and development are beyond the scope of the PWP 
which focuses on vegetation management within the coastal zone as it is a permit process.  

Response B17.3 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  

Response B17.4 
The comment is acknowledged. The PWP is meant to provide a single document that 
establishes a framework for comprehensive planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities 
that would otherwise trigger the need for individual Coastal Development Permits. Impacts to 
wildlife would be addressed at the project-specific level.  
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Comment Letter B18 – Abby Cunningham 
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Response B18.1 
The commenter’s opposition to the PWP is acknowledged.  

Evacuation routes are a large part of the projects implemented by Marin Wildfire. Information 
regarding the West and Southern Marin Zones Coastal Evaluation Routes Projects can be found 
on the Marin Wildfire website at: https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/west-marin-
evacuation-route-core. 

Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  

Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures.  

Response B18.2 
Please refer to Response A3.2 regarding the determination that treatments referenced in the 
PWP would achieve the purpose of reducing wildfire risk and severity and the substantial 
amount of research supporting that determination. Projects proposed under the PWP do not 
include logging. Please see Response A3.9 regarding herbicide use. 

Response B18.3 
As discussed in Response A3.4, specific environmental effects of projects considered through 
the PWP will be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents, which would 
include review of noise, air pollution, and toxicity of emissions. As noted in Section 3.5 of the 
PWP, biomass disposal methods approved under the CalVTP include hauling, chipping and 
hauling, chipping and broadcasting, mulching using a tracked masticator, and pile burning. If 
biochar, bio oil, or biogas were proposed for any individual project, they would need to be 
analyzed under that specific project. 

Response B18.4 
One of Marin Wildfire’s primary goals is education and outreach, which will help reduce 
human-caused fires; however, fire is a natural part of California’s ecosystems and will continue 
to occur throughout the State. Please refer to Response B18.1 regarding evacuation routes and 
home hardening. The PWP does not identify specific vegetation management projects. Rather, it 
provides a planning framework to review and authorize future individual vegetation 
management projects in Marin County’s Coastal Zone. Each individual project will be reviewed 
under the PWP including for public safety risks.  

Response B18.5 
PWPs are drafted specifically to comply with CCC requirements in the Coastal Zone of 
California. PWPs are meant to provide a single document that establishes a framework for 
comprehensive planning, reviewing, and permitting of activities that would otherwise trigger 
the need for individual Coastal Development Permits (CDPs). The only feasible alternative to 
the PWP is an individual CDP for a specific project because it is a framework for a permit, not a 
specific project. Please refer to Response B18.1 regarding evacuation routes, home hardening, 
and defensible space. The projects proposed under the PWP would not include logging, 

https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/west-marin-evacuation-route-core
https://www.marinwildfire.org/project/west-marin-evacuation-route-core
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clearing, and/or substantially altering the structure of mature and old-growth forests. Section 
3.4 of the PWP describes the types of projects and activities to be covered under the PWP.  

Response B18.6 
Please refer to Response A3.9 regarding the CalVTP PEIR legal challenge. The commenter is 
correct that the PWP includes potential work in Bishop Pine forest. Any projects proposed 
within that habitat would review potential environmental effects of a proposed project under a 
separate and project-specific environmental review.  

Response B18.7 
The language included in this comment refers to Mitigation Measure GHG-2 of the CalVTP 
PEIR which includes biooil as one potential method to reduce GHG emissions caused by 
prescribed burns. It is not a required method. This PWP does not include treatment 
assumptions that would reduce canopy to 10%. Each individual project would propose site-
specific vegetation treatments based on the habitat and goals of that individual project.  

The PWP does not identify specific vegetation management projects. Rather, it provides a 
planning framework to review and authorize future individual vegetation management projects 
in Marin County’s Coastal Zone. Each individual project will be reviewed independently under 
the PWP with specific-project environmental review as recommended in this comment. Please 
refer to Response B18.1 regarding evacuation routes and home hardening. The CalVTP SPRs 
require monitoring the work of contractors.  

Response B18.8 
Section 5.2 of the PWP addresses the cumulative planning context of the PWP. The statement 
quoted in the comment was part of the introduction of the PWP to provide context for the 
overall PWP.  

Response B18.9 
The Greater Mill Valley Shaded Fuel Break is not within the PWP Program Area. The 
commenter is correct that Marin County as a whole has numerous documented northern 
spotted owl nesting sites and as noted in the table referenced, suitable habitat exists in the PWP 
Program Area so any individual project proposed under the PWP would complete additional 
environmental review, which would include review of any potential northern spotted owl 
nesting sites. Refer to Response A10.8 for a summary of survey requirements related to northern 
spotted owl.  

Response B18.10 
Lesmeister et al. (2018) provides a comprehensive overview of that status and threats to 
northern spotted owl habitat and population. This includes that vegetation treatments that 
remove canopy connectivity can reduce forest cover elements for spotted owls and their prey 
and that allowing shrubs and hardwood trees to develop in early-seral stands can benefit a 
variety of wildlife species associated with non-coniferous vegetation such as northern spotted 
owls. Lesmeister et al. (2021) also finds that thinning forest stands of all ages by increasing 
canopy base height, reducing crown contiguity and bulk density, and reducing forest fuels can 
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degrade the suitability of forests for nesting. Cormier et al. (2024), which is specific to Marin 
County, identified habitat loss (from urban development and fuels management) as one of the 
lowest relative threats but acknowledged that there may be trade-offs from vegetation 
treatments in terms of the reduction in wildfire risk to owl habitat in the long term versus 
potential adverse effects to habitat or prey from treatments in the short term. Cormier et al. 
(2024) also references various modeling exercises that have found that while fuels treatments 
may reduce suitable roosting and nesting habitat in the short term, they substantially reduce 
habitat loss from wildfire and that untreated areas retain the highest potential fire risk. Projects 
under the PWP would typically negligibly affect canopy connectivity because they would focus 
on the removal of understory material and not large, mature trees that provide canopy cover. 
Additionally, the CalVTP SPR BIO-1 requires surveys to identify and document sensitive 
resources and to assess the suitability of habitat for special-status plant and animal species, such 
as northern spotted owl. If an area is determined to be suitable, potentially occupied habitat for 
northern spotted owl, the area would be physically avoided or additional review and surveys 
would be conducted to determine presence/absence of the species, when appropriate to 
minimize impacts on the species. In addition, CalVTP MM BIO-2a requires that canopy be 
retained at a percentage preferred by the species in tree canopy areas where existing suitable 
foraging habitat is present.  

Based on research conducted to date, effects on northern spotted owl from the types of 
treatments included in the PWP are expected to be marginal in accordance with the conclusions 
above and that there could even be beneficial effects. Lesmeister et al. (2018) concludes that 
“disturbance processes (e.g., low- and mixed-severity wildfire, light to moderate thinning) that 
increase stand or landscape heterogeneity can have long-term benefits for spotted owls, as long 
as enough suitable forest cover for nesting and roosting remain within the territory.” As 
discussed previously, suitable forest cover in treated and non-treated areas would remain as a 
result of the incorporated CalVTP SPRs and MMs. The continued use of treated forested stands 
by northern spotted owls is supported by literature, as Irwin et al. (2015) found that spotted 
owls continued to use recently thinned stands. Marin Wildfire also notes that a consistent 
recommendation among this literature is to create a mosaic of structural conditions through 
multiple spatial scales to provide habitat for northern spotted owls post-treatment, which the 
proposed project would either maintain or improve. 

Although the applicability to northern spotted owl of studies related to California spotted owl 
(a subspecies of the northern spotted owl) are uncertain, the availability of research on 
California spotted owl responses to vegetation treatments may provide some insight into how 
northern spotted owls respond. Overall, the research indicates that vegetation treatments can 
have mixed effects, both positive and negative, depending on how treatments change stand 
characteristics. Research has found that owl foraging behavior is negatively influenced by an 
increase in forest canopy gaps but that even areas with high canopy gaps receive some level of 
owl foraging, indicating that even treatments that reduce apparent foraging habitat do not 
entirely preclude this foraging (Gallagher et al. 2019). Research has also found that California 
spotted owls select for higher canopy base height, lower ladder fuel density, and lower canopy 
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bulk density, which are the intended outcomes of the proposed project (Wright et al. 2023). 
Overall, recent modeled analysis of treatments and vegetation characteristics indicates that fuels 
reduction and forest restoration treatments are expected to benefit California spotted owls by 
improving the heterogeneity/mosaiced nature of forest stands and therefore improve 
nesting/roosting and foraging cover types (Jones et al. 2024; McGinn et al. 2025). 

Response B18.11 
Refer to Response A5.4 regarding project outreach.  

Response B18.12 
Refer to Response C6.1 regarding the before and after photos referenced by the commenter.  

Response B18.13 
Please refer to Response A3.9 regarding herbicide use. 

Response B18.14 
No deforestation of mature forest lands would be conducted as part of the PWP. Section 3.4 of 
the PWP describes the types of projects and activities to be covered under the PWP. 

Response B18.15 
Please see Response A3.2 regarding the determination that treatments referenced in the PWP 
would achieve the purpose of reducing wildfire risk and severity and a summary of the 
research supporting this statement. 

Response B18.16 
As noted in Section 3.5 of the PWP, biomass disposal methods approved under the CalVTP 
include hauling, chipping and hauling, chipping and broadcasting, mulching using a tracked 
masticator, and pile burning. If flammable material were to remain on site after treatment, 
specific parameters would be required to meet the CalVTP PEIR SPRs.  

Response B18.17 
Chapter 2 of the PWP does not discuss the cause of the Mount Vision fire and does not discuss 
the ecological result of the fire either positively or negatively. It discusses the loss of structures 
as a result of the fire in Inverness Park and that this loss of structures was destructive. The PWP 
in Section 2.1 acknowledges that much of the native vegetation species and communities of 
coastal Marin County have adapted to tolerate or, in some cases, require fire to propagate.  

Response B18.18 
As noted in Section 2.1 Marin Wildfire, in partnership with Marin County, member fire 
agencies, public and private landowners, technical advisors, the CCC, and other partners are 
leading a regional prioritization effort to identify, design, permit and implement multiple 
mission critical forest health and fuel load reduction projects within the Coastal Zone over the 
initial 10-year timeframe of this PWP. PWPs are meant to provide a single document that 
establishes a framework for comprehensive planning, reviewing, and permitting, allowing a 
suite of related activities that would otherwise trigger the need for individual Coastal 
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Development Permits to instead be analyzed as an integrated and coordinated system, thus 
expediting the permitting process and saving money through use of a comprehensive permit 
vehicle. As such, it does not address home hardening because home hardening does not require 
a Coastal Development Permit.  

Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  

Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures.  

Response B18.19 
As discussed in Response A3.4, specific environmental effects of projects considered through 
the PWP will be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents, which would 
include review of air pollution. As noted in Section 3.5 of the PWP, biomass disposal methods 
approved under the CalVTP include hauling, chipping and hauling, chipping and broadcasting, 
mulching using a tracked masticator, and pile burning. If biochar, bio oil, biogas, or biomass 
energy were proposed for any individual project, they would need to be analyzed under that 
specific project. 

Response B18.20 
Please refer to Response A3.5 regarding greenhouse gas emissions.  

Response B18.21 
The PWP does not include biomass projects. Section 3.4 of the PWP discusses the types of 
projects and activities covered under the PWP. 

Response B18.22 
The PWP in Section 2.1 acknowledges that much of the native vegetation species and 
communities of coastal Marin County have adapted to tolerate or, in some cases, require fire to 
propagate. The PWP does not include logging. While prescribed fire, cultural burning, and 
controlled wildland fire for wildfire risk reduction do not involve logging, broadcast burns, 
which may include cultural burns, are carried out with appropriate preparation, such as 
creating a fire line by removing fuels that will prevent the fire’s spread outside of the target 
area, or by using existing abiotic features, such as fire roads.  

The PWP acknowledges other nearby vegetation management projects in Section 5.2, 
Cumulative Planning Context. Logging is not proposed under the treatment activities for the 
PWP. Dead and dying or invasive trees may be removed on a specific project; however, the 
treatment for each individual project would be described in the environmental review 
document for that project. Each individual project would be required to comply with CalVTP 
SPRs which include protection for NSO and other wildlife, as well as other sensitive forests and 
native plants. Pre-implementation surveys for sensitive plants, wildlife, and nesting birds are 
required as part of these measures.  

Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  
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Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures.  

Response B18.23 
Compliance of projects proposed under the PWP with Bay Area Air District (BAAD) 
requirements will be disclosed in the future environmental compliance documents. The PWP is 
not a Project-Specific Analysis, as alluded to by the commenter.  



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
1-83 

Marin Wildfire also notes that BAAD Regulation 2, Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic Air 
Contaminants is unlikely to apply to vegetation treatment projects due to low emission levels. 
Air curtain burning, kiln burning, carbonators, and other forms of incineration are regulated 
under BAAD Regulation 5, which requires the preparation of a Smoke Management Plan 
(BAAQMD 2019). Similar to pile burning and broadcast burning, a Smoke Management Plan 
would be submitted to the BAAD at least 30 days in advance of an air curtain burning, kiln 
burning, or carbonator use in accordance with BAAD Regulation 5 for open burning. 

1.4.3 Comment Group C – Public Meeting 

Comment Letter C1 – Bachich 

 

Response C1.1 

NPS lands are not included in the PWP program area. This comment is outside of the scope of 
the PWP.  
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Comment Letter C2 – Binzen  
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Response C2.1 

Marin Wildfire acknowledges the statements quoted from some of California’s indigenous 
communities. Marin Wildfire works with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria and other 
indigenous communities of the areas where work is ongoing, as required by the appropriate 
environmental compliance process, to ensure they are aware of the projects and have an 
opportunity to coordinate on any proposed methods of work. Marin Wildfire has consulted and 
coordinated with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria on the PWP and requested input 
on the methods and treatments. Refer to Section 1.3 of the PWP for a summary of tribal 
consultation and to Exhibit C for the Tribal Cultural Resource project standards.  

Please see Response A3.9 regarding The Chaparral Institute and fire ignitions.  

Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures.  

Comment Letter C3 – Karin Lease 
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Response C3.1 
The types of projects and activities that would be proposed under the PWP are described in 
Section 3.4 Types of Projects and Activities to be Covered. Please see Response A3.2 regarding 
the determination that treatments referenced in the PWP would achieve the purpose of 
reducing wildfire risk and severity and a summary of the research supporting this statement. 

Response C3.2 
Please see Response A3.9 regarding herbicide use.  
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Comment Letter C4 – Levin  

 

Response C4.1 
The commenter is correct that the PWP does not determine which specific acres or projects 
would be treated as the PWP is a framework for comprehensive planning, reviewing, and 
permitting projects. Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and 
authorizing each individual project once proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with 
the Marin Wildfire’s Forest Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the 
Coastal Zone that is carried out pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s Final PEIR for the CalVTP 
or a different environmental compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects 
considered through the PWP will be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. 
Section 6.3 provides the list of activities required prior to approval of each individual project 
which includes additional notification of nearby landowners and other interested parties which 
will provide the specific acres and rationale for each project as requested in the comment.  

Response C4.2 
The types of projects and activities that would be proposed under the PWP are described in 
Section 3.4 Types of Projects and Activities to be Covered and do not include clear-cutting trees. 
Please see Response A3.9 regarding herbicide use. 
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Comment Letter C5 – Jack Gescheidt 

 

 

Response C5.1 

Please see Response A3.2 for information on how vegetation treatments reduce wildfire risk and 
Response B1.1 regarding vegetation treatments beyond 100 feet of structures and the 
determination that treatments referenced in the PWP would achieve the purpose of reducing 
wildfire risk and severity and a summary of the research supporting this statement. 

Response C5.2 
Please refer to Response A3.1 regarding home hardening.  

Comment Letter C6 – Cedar 
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Response C6.1 
The commenter did not reference which specific project she described in Fairfax and Marin 
Wildfire has completed limited work in that area so is not able to respond directly to the effects 
of the project Ms. Cedar referenced. The before and after photos shared with the community 
during the presentation represent recent and varied Marin Wildfire work and are typical of 
what would be completed under the PWP. Additional details and photos of recent work 
completed by Marin Wildfire are available on the website at 
https://www.marinwildfire.org/vegetation-management. Marin Wildfire regularly organizes 
fieldtrips to visit worksites and invites the interested public to participate and ask questions.  

https://www.marinwildfire.org/vegetation-management
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Response C6.2 
Please refer to Response A.1.1 regarding loss of biodiversity and the role of vegetation 
management.  

Comment Letter C7 – Andy Bunnell 
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Response C7.1 
As noted in Section 3.3, the program area for the PWP is approximately 44,210 acres. This is the 
total area where work could occur; however, the acres of work completed would be much 
smaller than the total acres and would undergo additional environmental review for each 
proposed project prior to implementation. The types of projects and activities that would be 
proposed under the PWP are described in Section 3.4 Types of Projects and Activities to be 
Covered. Details and photos of recent work completed by Marin Wildfire which would be 
similar to what would be proposed under the PWP are available on the website at 
https://www.marinwildfire.org/vegetation-management. 

Response C7.2 
Please refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 regarding vegetation treatment and forest 
temperature.  

Response C7.3 
As noted in Section 3.5 of the PWP, biomass disposal methods approved under the CalVTP 
include hauling, chipping and hauling, chipping and broadcasting, mulching using a tracked 
masticator, and pile burning. The method used to dispose of biomass would depend on each 
projects proposed vegetation treatments, access to existing, nearby roads, and other project-
specific details. If chipping and broadcasting were used as a biomass disposal method for a 
project, fuel load would be taken into consideration when planning the individual project.  

Comment Letter C8 – Fianna Mitchell 

 

https://www.marinwildfire.org/vegetation-management
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Response C8.1 
As noted in Section 2.2 of the PWP, the Marin coast is particularly vulnerable to catastrophic 
wildfires due to historic development patterns in Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) areas, 
departure from natural fire return intervals, long response times for first responders, strong 
winds, and resource management patterns. One of Marin Wildfire’s primary goals is education 
and outreach, which will help reduce human-caused fires. Fire is a natural part of California’s 
ecosystems and will continue to occur throughout the State.  

Response C8.2 
Pile burning, if done incorrectly, can start fires. However, pile burning with careful planning, 
including coordination with the local air district, can be a safe and effective way to address 
excess biomass. Section 3.5.1 of the PWP describes the requirements needed prior to pile 
burning. Additionally, each project-specific environmental analysis would review the potential 
effects of pile burning, if proposed as a vegetation treatment method, and require measures to 
reduce any potential effects, including the risk of fire starts.  
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Comment Letter C9 – Abby Cunningham 
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Response C9.1 
Please refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 regarding vegetation treatment and forest 
temperature.  

Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project once proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s Final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental 
compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP will 
be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. Section 6.3 provides the list of 
activities required prior to approval of each individual project which includes additional 
notification of nearby landowners and other interested parties which will provide the specific 
acres and rationale for each project as requested in the comment. 
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Response C9.2 
As noted in Section 3.5 of the PWP, biomass disposal methods approved under the CalVTP 
include hauling, chipping and hauling, chipping and broadcasting, mulching using a tracked 
masticator, and pile burning. If air curtain burners were proposed for any individual project, 
this tool would need to be analyzed under that specific project.  

Response C9.3 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  

Response C9.4 
Marin Wildfire held an in-person public meeting in Point Reyes because the PWP process 
requires a meeting on the PWP to be held within the Coastal Zone to provide opportunity for 
public comment by the communities who would be most impacted. Additional comment may 
be provided at the Marin Wildfire Board of Directors Public Meeting in San Rafael in person or 
virtually.  

Please refer to Section 1.2 regarding outreach conducted by Marin Wildfire for the PWP. 
Additional outreach is required for each individual project proposed under the PWP as 
described in Chapter 6 of the PWP.  

Response C9.5 
Chapter 6 of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual 
project once proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest 
Health and Fire Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out 
pursuant to the Board of Forestry’s final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental 
compliance process. Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP will 
be disclosed in future environmental compliance documents. This includes additional review of 
the specific habitat where the vegetation treatment would occur, including potential 
reconnaissance survey to support the environmental review.  

Response C9.6 
Please refer to Response A1.1 regarding use of herbicides. As noted in Section 3.5 of the PWP, 
biomass disposal methods approved under the CalVTP include hauling, chipping and hauling, 
chipping and broadcasting, mulching using a tracked masticator, and pile burning. If biochar 
were proposed for any individual project as a biomass disposal method, it would need to be 
analyzed under that specific project. 

Response C9.7 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening.  
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Comment Letter C10 – Achilles 

 

 

Response C10.1 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. Chapter 3 
of the PWP describes the types of projects and activities that would be covered under the PWP 
and the range of proposed activities.  

Response C10.2 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. Chapter 6 
of the PWP describes the procedures for reviewing and authorizing each individual project once 
proposed to confirm whether it is as consistent with the Marin Wildfire’s Forest Health and Fire 
Resilience PWP for vegetation treatment in the Coastal Zone that is carried out pursuant to the 
Board of Forestry’s final PEIR for the CalVTP or a different environmental compliance process. 
Specific environmental effects of projects considered through the PWP will be disclosed in 
future environmental compliance documents. 
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Comment Letter C11 – Emily Bartlett 

 

 

Response C11.1 
The commenter’s support for the PWP and associated roadwork is acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter C12 – Jennifer Howard 

 

Response C12.1 
The commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged.  
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Comment Letter C13 – Felix Chamberlain 

 

Response C13.1 
Please refer to Response A9.1 for information regarding funding for home hardening. 

The commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged. 
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1.4.4 Form Letters 
Approximately 9,921 form letters were received. Minor variations were present among a 
minority of the letters, but all provided comments on similar topics. An example form letter is 
provided below alongside responses to the comments within the letter.  

 

Response D1.1 
Refer to Response A3.1 and Response A9.1 for a discussion of the multi-pronged approach that 
Marin Wildfire takes to wildfire resilience. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
1-102 

Response D1.2 
Refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 for relevant literature that Marin Wildfire has 
reviewed as part of the PWP process that document the effectiveness of vegetation treatments at 
reducing wildfire risk and severity. 

Response D1.3 
Refer to Response A3.4 for a summary of the project process that would disclose site-specific 
effects to wildlife species. Note that all projects proposed under the PWP would be subject to 
the Coastal VTS in Exhibit A and the CalVTP SPRs in Exhibit B.  

Response D1.4 
Refer to Response A3.2 and Response A11.4 for relevant literature that Marin Wildfire has 
reviewed as part of the PWP process that document the effectiveness of vegetation treatments at 
reducing wildfire risk and severity. 

Response D1.5 
Refer to Response A3.1 and Response A9.1 for a discussion of the multi-pronged approach that 
Marin Wildfire takes to wildfire resilience. 

Response D1.6 
Refer to Response A3.4 for a summary of the project process that would disclose site-specific 
effects to wildlife species. Note that all projects proposed under the PWP would be subject to 
the Coastal VTS in Exhibit A and the CalVTP SPRs in Exhibit B. 

Response D1.7 
The commenter’s support for home hardening and defensible space work is acknowledged. 
Refer to Response A3.1 and Response A9.1 for a discussion of the multi-pronged approach that 
Marin Wildfire takes to wildfire resilience. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
2-1 

2 Literature Cited 

Alcasena, Fermín, Alan A. Ager, Pedro Belavenutti, Meg Krawchuk, and Michelle A. Day. 2022. 
“Contrasting the Efficiency of Landscape versus Community Protection Fuel Treatment 
Strategies to Reduce Wildfire Exposure and Risk.” Journal of Environmental Management 
309 (May): 114650. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2022.114650. 

BAAQMD. 2019. “Compliance & Enforcement Policy & Procedures Open Burning Regulation 
5.” May 6. 

Baijnath-Rodino, Janine A., Alexandre Martinez, Robert A. York, Efi Foufoula-Georgiou, Amir 
AghaKouchak, and Tirtha Banerjee. 2023. “Quantifying the Effectiveness of Shaded Fuel 
Breaks from Ground-Based, Aerial, and Spaceborne Observations.” Forest Ecology and 
Management 543 (September): 121142. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2023.121142. 

Bartuszevige, AM, and PL Kennedy. 2009. Synthesis of Knowledge on the Effets of Fire and Thinning 
Treatments on Understory Vegetation in U.S. Dry Forests. Special Report no. 1095. Oregon 
State University Agricultural Experiment Station. 

Bravo, Benjamin. 2016. “Habitat Characterization and House Usage of the Dusky-Footed 
Woodrat at Jasper Ridge.” Stanford University. 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/319325554_Habitat_Characterization_and_Ho
use_Usage_of_the_Dusky-Footed_Woodrat_at_Jasper_Ridge. 

Brooks, Matthew L., Carla M. D’Antonio, David M. Richardson, et al. 2004. “Effects of Invasive 
Alien Plants on Fire Regimes.” BioScience 54 (7): 677–88. https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-
3568(2004)054%5B0677:EOIAPO%5D2.0.CO;2. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2025. “Science: Wildfire Impacts.” 
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Science-Institute/Wildfire-Impacts. 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2019. California Vegetation 
Treatment Program Final Program Environmental Impact Report. https://calfire-
umb05.azurewebsites.net/projects-and-programs/calvtp-homepage-and-
storymap/#:~:text=The%20California%20Vegetation%20Treatment%20Program,impleme
ntation%20of%20wildfire%20resilience%20projects. 

Chambers, Jeanne C., Matthew L. Brooks, Matthew J. Germino, et al. 2019. “Operationalizing 
Resilience and Resistance Concepts to Address Invasive Grass-Fire Cycles.” Frontiers in 
Ecology and Evolution 7 (June). https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2019.00185. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
2-2 

Charnley, Susan, Thomas A. Spies, Ana M. G. Barros, Eric M. White, and Keith A. Olsen. 2017. 
“Diversity in Forest Management to Reduce Wildfire Losses: Implications for 
Resilience.” Ecology and Society 22 (1): art22. https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-08753-220122. 

Cormier, Renee, Margaret Brown, Diana Humple, William Merkle, David Press, and Kristen 
Dybala. 2024. Vulnerability Assessment and Conservation Recommendations for the Northern 
Spotted Owl in Marin County, California. National Park Service. 
https://doi.org/10.36967/2303475. 

Cruz, Miguel G., and Martin E. Alexander. 2019. “The 10% Wind Speed Rule of Thumb for 
Estimating a Wildfire’s Forward Rate of Spread in Forests and Shrublands.” Annals of 
Forest Science 76 (2): 2. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13595-019-0829-8. 

Davis, Kimberley T., Jamie Peeler, Joseph Fargione, et al. 2024. “Tamm Review: A Meta-
Analysis of Thinning, Prescribed Fire, and Wildfire Effects on Subsequent Wildfire 
Severity in Conifer Dominated Forests of the Western US.” Forest Ecology and 
Management 561 (June): 121885. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2024.121885. 

Dodson, Erich Kyle, David W. Peterson, and Richy J. Harrod. 2008. “Understory Vegetation 
Response to Thinning and Burning Restoration Treatments in Dry Conifer Forests of the 
Eastern Cascades, US.” Forest Ecology and Management 255 (2008): 3130–40. 

Fertel, Hannah M., Brandon M. Collins, Jamie M. Lydersen, and Scott L. Stephens. 2023. 
“Vegetation Type Change in California’s Northern Bay Area: A Comparison of 
Contemporary and Historical Aerial Imagery.” Forest Ecology and Management 542 
(August): 121102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2023.121102. 

Gallagher, Claire V., John J. Keane, Paula A. Shaklee, H. Anu Kramer, and Ross Gerrard. 2019. 
“Spotted Owl Foraging Patterns Following Fuels Treatments, Sierra Nevada, 
California.” The Journal of Wildlife Management 83 (2): 487–501. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21586. 

Gomez, Bill, and Adriana Hernandez. 2024. Natural History Note: Camera Trapping Reveals the 
Impact of Fuel Reduction on Woodrat Nesting Behavior. Stanford University. 
https://jrbp.stanford.edu/news/natural-history-note-camera-trapping-reveals-impact-
fuel-reduction-woodrat-nesting-behavior. 

Hamm, Keith A., and Lowell V. Diller. 2009. “Forest Management Effects on Abundance of 
Woodrats in Northern California.” Northwestern Naturalist 90 (2): 97–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1898/NWN06-13.1. 

Irwin, Larry L., Dennis F. Rock, Suzanne C. Rock, Craig Loehle, and Paul Van Deusen. 2015. 
“Forest Ecosystem Restoration: Initial Response of Spotted Owls to Partial Harvesting.” 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
2-3 

Forest Ecology and Management 354 (October): 232–42. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2015.06.009. 

Jain, Theresa B., Ilana Abrahamson, Nate Anderson, et al. 2021. “Effectiveness of Fuel 
Treatments at the Landscape Scale: State of Understanding and Key Research Gaps.” 
JFSP PROJECT ID: 19-S-01-2. Boise, ID: Joint Fire Sciences Program. 65 p. 
https://research.fs.usda.gov/treesearch/63869. 

Jones, G. M., C. K. Stanley, M. Z. Peery, C. Maxwell, and K. N. Wilson. 2024. “Accelerated Forest 
Restoration May Benefit Spotted Owls through Landscape Complementation.” Animal 
Conservation. Https://Doi.Org/10.1111/Acv.12976., ahead of print. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/acv.12976. 

Kalies, Dr. Elizabeth L., and Dr. Carol L. Chambers. 2010. Guidelines for Managing Small 
Mammals in Restored Ponderosa Pine Forests in Northern Arizona. Working Paper No. 23. 
Ecological Restoration Institute. 
https://openknowledge.nau.edu/id/eprint/1313/7/KaliesChambers_2010_ERIWorkingPa
per23_ManagingSmallMammals.pdf. 

Kuntze, Corbin C., Jonathan N. Pauli, John J. Keane, et al. 2025. “Multi-Scale Forest 
Heterogeneity Promotes Occupancy of Dusky-Footed Woodrats in the Sierra Nevada.” 
Forest Ecology and Management 578 (February): 122412. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2024.122412. 

Kuntze, Corbin C., Jonathan N. Pauli, Ceeanna J. Zulla, et al. 2023. “Landscape Heterogeneity 
Provides Co‐benefits to Predator and Prey.” Ecological Applications 33 (8): e2908. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.2908. 

Latham, P., and J. Tappeiner. 2002. “Response of Old-Growth Conifers to Reduction in Stand 
Density in Western Oregon Forests.” Tree Physiology 22 (2–3): 137–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/treephys/22.2-3.137. 

Lesmeister, Damon B., Raymond J. Davis, Peter H. Singleton, and J. David Wiens. 2018. 
“Chapter 4: Northern Spotted Owl Habitat and Populations: Status and Threats.” In: 
Spies, T.A.; Stine, P.A.; Gravenmier, R.; Long, J.W.; Reilly, M.J., Tech. Coords. 2018. Synthesis 
of Science to Inform Land Management within the Northwest Forest Plan Area. Gen. Tech. Rep. 
PNW-GTR-966. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific 
Northwest Research Station: 245-299. 966: 245–99. 

Lesmeister, Damon B., Raymond J. Davis, Stan G. Sovern, and Zhiqiang Yang. 2021. “Northern 
Spotted Owl Nesting Forests as Fire Refugia: A 30-Year Synthesis of Large Wildfires.” 
Fire Ecology 17 (1): 32. https://doi.org/10.1186/s42408-021-00118-z. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
2-4 

Lesmeister, Damon B., Stan G. Sovern, Raymond J. Davis, David M. Bell, Matthew J. Gregory, 
and Jody C. Vogeler. 2019. “Mixed-Severity Wildfire and Habitat of an Old-Forest 
Obligate.” Ecosphere 10 (4): e02696. https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2696. 

Low, Kathryn E., John J. Battles, Ryan E. Tompkins, Colin P. Dillingham, Scott L. Stephens, and 
Brandon M. Collins. 2023. “Shaded Fuel Breaks Create Wildfire-Resilient Forest Stands: 
Lessons from a Long-Term Study in the Sierra Nevada.” Fire Ecology 19 (1): 29. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42408-023-00187-2. 

Mantgem, Phillip J. van, Micah C. Wright, and Jason Teraoka. 2025. “Effects of Restoration 
Thinning on Live Tree Carbon in Northern Secondary Coastal Redwood Forests.” Forest 
Ecology and Management 591. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2025.122817. 

Marin County. 2025. “Fire Hazard Severity Zone: Local Responsibility Area | Marin County.” 
April 16. https://www.marincounty.gov/departments/fire/fire-prevention-and-
investigation/fire-hazard-severity-zone-local-responsibility-area-0?language=en. 

Marshall, David. 2013. “Growth and Yield Considerations and Implications for Alternative 
Density Management Objectives and Approaches.” In: Anderson, P.D.; Ronnenberg, K.L., 
Eds. Density Management in the 21st Century: West Side Story. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-
880. Portland, OR: US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research 
Station: 217-217. 880: 217–217. 

Martinson, Erik J., and Philip N. Omi. 2013. Fuel Treatments and Fire Severity: A Meta-Analysis. 
RMRS-RP-103. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain 
Research Station. https://doi.org/10.2737/RMRS-RP-103. 

McGinn, Kate, Benjamin Zuckerberg, Gavin M. Jones, et al. 2025. “Frequent, Heterogenous Fire 
Supports a Forest Owl Assemblage.” Ecological Applications 35 (1): e3080. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/eap.3080. 

McIntyre, Patrick J., James H. Thorne, Christopher R. Dolanc, et al. 2015. “Twentieth-Century 
Shifts in Forest Structure in California: Denser Forests, Smaller Trees, and Increased 
Dominance of Oaks.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 112 (5): 1458–63. 
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1410186112. 

Moghaddas, Jason, Gary Roller, Jonathan Long, et al. 2018. Fuel Treatment for Forest Resilience and 
Climate Mitigation: A Critical Review for Coniferous Forests of California. Nos. CCCA4-
CNRA-2018–017. A Report for: California’s Fourth Climate Change Assessment. 
California Natural Resources Agency. 
https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2019-12/Forests_CCCA4-CNRA-2018-
017_ada.pdf. 



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

Marin County Forest Health and Fire Resilience Public Works Plan ● July 2026 
2-5 

Odland, M. C., M. J. Goodwin, B. V. Smithers, M. D. Hurteau, and M. P. North. 2021. “Plant 
Community Response to Thinning and Repeated Fire in Sierra Nevada Mixed-Conifer 
Forest Understories.” Forest Ecology and Management 495 (September): 119361. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2021.119361. 

Russell, Eric S., Heping Liu, Harold Thistle, Brian Strom, Mike Greer, and Brian Lamb. 2018. 
“Effects of Thinning a Forest Stand on Sub-Canopy Turbulence.” Agricultural and Forest 
Meteorology 248 (January): 295–305. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agrformet.2017.10.019. 

Smyser, Timothy J., Michael A. Hardy, Amy J. Davis, William L. Preston, and William D. Tietje. 
2024. “Downed Wood Removal Effects on Survival and Site Fidelity of Woodrats in a 
California Oak Woodland.” The Journal of Wildlife Management 88 (5): e22590. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.22590. 

Startin, Charlotte Rebecca. 2022. “Assessing Woody Plant Encroachment in Marin County, 
California, 1952-2018.” University of Southern California. https://spatial.usc.edu/wp-
content/uploads/formidable/12/Charlotte-Startin-thesis.pdf. 

Stephens, Scott L., James D. McIver, Ralph E. J. Boerner, et al. 2012. “The Effects of Forest Fuel-
Reduction Treatments in the United States.” June. 
https://www.firescience.gov/projects/99-S-01/project/99-S-
01_bio201262606_Article_Stephens.pdf. 

Thomas, Peter A., and Robert S. McAlpine, eds. 2010. “How a Fire Burns.” In Fire in the Forest. 
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511780189.004. 

U.S. Forest Service. 2014. 2013 Mountain Fire Fuel Treatment Effectiveness Summary. Pacific 
Southwest Region, San Bernardino National Forest. 
https://www.fs.usda.gov/adaptivemanagement/reports/fbat/MountainFireFTE_110714_n
ewFinal.pdf. 

Wright, Marilyn E., M. Zachariah Peery, Jessalyn Ayars, Brian P. Dotters, Kevin N. Roberts, and 
Gavin M. Jones. 2023. “Fuels Reduction Can Directly Improve Spotted Owl Foraging 
Habitat in the Sierra Nevada.” Forest Ecology and Management 549 (December): 121430. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2023.121430. 

Zhang, Hailong, Shirong Liu, Jinyuan Yu, Jiwei Li, Zhouping Shangguan, and Lei Deng. 2024. 
“Thinning Increases Forest Ecosystem Carbon Stocks.” Forest Ecology and Management 
555 (March): 121702. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2024.121702. 

 


	1 Response to Comments
	1.1 Introduction
	1.2 Public Comments
	1.3 Comments Received
	1.4 Response to Comments
	1.4.1 Comment Group A – Organizations
	Comment Letter A1: Tomales Bay Forest Keepers
	Response A1.1

	Comment Letter A2: Western Alliance for Nature
	Response A2.1
	Response A2.2
	Response A2.3
	Response A2.4

	Comment Letter A3: Watershed Alliance of Marin
	Response A3.1
	Response A3.2
	Response A3.3
	Response A3.4
	Response A3.5
	Response A3.6
	Response A3.7
	Response A3.8
	Response A3.9

	Comment Letter A4: Tomales Bay Foundation
	Response A4.1

	Comment Letter A5: Marin Conservation League
	Response A5.1
	Response A5.2
	Response A5.3
	Response A5.4

	Comment Letter A6: Inverness Ridge Association
	Response A6.1
	Response A6.2

	Comment Letter A7: Ecologically Sound Practices Partnership
	Response A7.1

	Comment Letter A8: ENVIRO-SPORTS Productions, Inc.
	Response A8.1
	Response A8.2
	Response A8.3
	Response A8.4

	Comment Letter A9: Fire and Environment Resilience Network
	Response A9.1
	Response A9.2
	Response A9.3
	Response A9.4

	Comment Letter A10: Marin Audubon Society
	Response A10.1
	Response A10.2
	Response A10.3
	Response A10.4
	Response A10.5
	Response A10.6
	Response A10.7
	Response A10.8
	Response A10.9
	Response A10.10
	Response A10.11
	Response A10.12

	Comment Letter A11: Tree Spirit Project
	Response A11.1
	Response A11.2
	Response A11.3
	Response A11.4
	Response A11.5
	Response A11.6
	Response A11.7
	Response A11.8
	Response A11.9
	Response A11.10
	Response A11.11
	Response A11.12
	Response A11.13


	1.4.2 Comment Group B – Individuals
	Comment Letter B1 – Robert Raven
	Response B1.1

	Comment Letter B2 – Karin Lease
	Response B2.1
	Response B2.2
	Response B2.3
	Response B2.4
	Response B2.5
	Response B2.6
	Response B2.7

	Comment Letter B3 – Lonna Richmond
	Response B3.1
	Response B3.2
	Response B3.3

	Comment Letter B4 – Andy Bunnell
	Response B4.1
	Response B4.2
	Response B4.3
	Response B4.4
	Response B4.5

	Comment Letter B5 – Kris Cedar
	Response B5.1

	Comment Letter B6 – Susan Dent
	Response B6.1
	Response B6.2
	Response B6.3

	Comment Letter B7 – Cheryl Higgins
	Response B7.1

	Comment Letter B8 – Steve Merlo
	Response B8.1

	Comment Letter B9 - Jinesse Reynolds, et al
	Response B9.1
	Response B9.2
	Response B9.3
	Response B9.4
	Response B9.5
	Response B9.6
	Response B9.7
	Response B9.8
	Response B9.9
	Response B9.10

	Comment Letter B10 – Carolyn Hintz
	Response B10.1

	Comment Letter B11 – Chris Anthony
	Response B11.1

	Comment Letter B12 – Cheryl Cormia
	Response B12.1

	Comment Letter B13 – Ginny and Will Felch
	Response B13.1

	Comment Letter B14 – Yarrow Schley
	Response B14.1

	Comment Letter B15 – Suzanne Gooch
	Response B15.1

	Comment Letter B16 – Louna Richmond
	Response B16.1

	Comment Letter B17 – Karin Lease
	Response B17.1
	Response B17.2
	Response B17.3
	Response B17.4

	Comment Letter B18 – Abby Cunningham
	Response B18.1
	Response B18.2
	Response B18.3
	Response B18.4
	Response B18.5
	Response B18.6
	Response B18.7
	Response B18.8
	Response B18.9
	Response B18.10
	Response B18.11
	Response B18.12
	Response B18.13
	Response B18.14
	Response B18.15
	Response B18.16
	Response B18.17
	Response B18.18
	Response B18.19
	Response B18.20
	Response B18.21
	Response B18.22
	Response B18.23


	1.4.3 Comment Group C – Public Meeting
	Comment Letter C1 – Bachich
	Response C1.1

	Comment Letter C2 – Binzen
	Response C2.1

	Comment Letter C3 – Karin Lease
	Response C3.1
	Response C3.2

	Comment Letter C4 – Levin
	Response C4.1
	Response C4.2

	Comment Letter C5 – Jack Gescheidt
	Response C5.1
	Response C5.2

	Comment Letter C6 – Cedar
	Response C6.1
	Response C6.2

	Comment Letter C7 – Andy Bunnell
	Response C7.1
	Response C7.2
	Response C7.3

	Comment Letter C8 – Fianna Mitchell
	Response C8.1
	Response C8.2

	Comment Letter C9 – Abby Cunningham
	Response C9.1
	Response C9.2
	Response C9.3
	Response C9.4
	Response C9.5
	Response C9.6
	Response C9.7

	Comment Letter C10 – Achilles
	Response C10.1
	Response C10.2

	Comment Letter C11 – Emily Bartlett
	Response C11.1

	Comment Letter C12 – Jennifer Howard
	Response C12.1

	Comment Letter C13 – Felix Chamberlain
	Response C13.1


	1.4.4 Form Letters
	Response D1.1
	Response D1.2
	Response D1.3
	Response D1.4
	Response D1.5
	Response D1.6
	Response D1.7



	2 Literature Cited

