
CARCD JFC Meeting Notes 

Wednesday, November 30, 2022, 8:30 a.m. - 12:00 p.m. 

Paul Mason-Vice Chair brought the meeting to order at 8:35.  

Paul Mason – Framing today’s discussion. RCDs are often thrown various projects, but don’t necessarily 

have organizational or staff capacity for them.  

Forestry and Natural Resources Career Mentorship Program-Allison Erny 

• Serves 7 universities 

• Founded by students of color at UC Berkeley 

• Prepare students for entry into the workforce 

• Have to be enrolled in a Forestry program and within two years of graduation 

• Offers professional development, career panels, financial assistance, and interactive workshops 

Review of Sophia/CARCD RCD capacity survey – Sierra Riker, CARCD, and Paul Mason 

• 33 RCDs responded 

• Average of 2-3 staff dedicated to forestry 

• 27 of 33 have forestry programs  

• Map of RPF on staff RCDs 

• Chipping programs, fire recovery work, cost share programs (NRCS, FSA, CFIP, RCPP) 

• 2 RCDs have their own cost share programs  

• Some have difficulties with RPF access, RPF is not fully dedicated to their RCD 

• Bottlenecks – learning needs, CEQA permitting/wood disposal options, focusing on early needs 

(FSC establishment) 

• Those who don’t have forestry program – staff and funding, not much forested are in district, no 

technical staff with expertise 

• Lack of RPF applicants, staffing  

• High contractor rates – standard arborist doing 15 acres of fuels treatment 

• Dianne suggests those who need forestry training to come to a forestry challenge event for a 

crash course in forestry/networking opportunities 

• There will be more opportunities to discuss workforce development later in the conference 

• There is a potential for certified arborists to take on some of the work, but can be too expensive 

for larger projects 

• One RCD flew an RPF position but no one applied 

State and Policy Leadership Perspectives 

Jason Wells – North Bay Forestry Improvement Program, Sonoma RCD 

• Used prop 68 funded block grant from CAL FIRE to recreate incentives program (modeled on 

EQIP and CFIP) 

• Funding funneled thru 501c3 non profit – rebuild North bay. This is how they move around grant 

rates capped at 12% for cal fire grants 

• Adapted after learning positives and negatives of the above programs 



o Common complaint is how long it takes to get reimbursed from state 

• RCD holds $200K to front money to avoid the reimbursement delay issue for private landowners 

o Looking to expand this cap to $500,000 

• 2 rounds of funding dispersed per year 

• Ranking criteria are unique 

• Program is in Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and Sonoma counties 

• Staff turnover has been an issue with implementing this program 

• Accepted 87 LO applications over 4 batching periods (estimate that they received 150 

applications) 

• Collaborative, multi-landowner projects are encouraged  

• No requirement to have RPF involved, but they heavily recommend it 

• Forest Management Plan funding is encouraged, Los should work with RPF to do this 

• Is this program additive to other cost share programs, or are you replacing the other programs? 

o Replacing 

• Flat rate payment system – RCD came up with guestimates on average costs in the area. 

Payment rate intended to cover 60% of the cost, but rates are higher than both EQIP and CFIP 

rates. 60% has been a good estimation so far 

o CAL FIRE/RCD did not want landowners profiting from this by combining two cost share 

programs, but that has not yet been an issue 

o Example – have come in after EQIP lop/scatter to create piles and burn. Use NBFIP to 

follow up from EQIP practices 

• Archaeology has been an issue, Jason cannot use arch certification due to staffing capacity for 

CAL FIRE archaeology  

o Have discussed hiring an archaeologist in-house for this program 

• This is all done under a CEQA NOE. CNDDB and botany assessments for each project. If ground 

disturbance is proposed, need archaeology coverage 

• How many practices are there?  

• Is this program reaching disadvantaged communities?  

o Jason has defined it based on prop 68 maps. Census designated block defined as 

disadvantaged per that map but may not be reflective of who is being helped. Mostly 

older white people receiving assistance 

• John Hemshaw – pile burning on arch sites not acceptable to archaeologists. If piles are 4x4, 

does this generate enough heat in the winter to harm archaeological resources? Can we put 

pressure on arch community to give smaller pile size to burn without arch survey? 

o Jason can determine if something is exempt from CEQA or not. CAL FIRE’s website has a 

temperature threshold for archaeological damage – we would need to do a study for a 

small pile. Jason is comfortable determining this impact under his RPF license.  

• Paul – this program is opportunistic for those who seek it out. Will serve folks who already know 

they need to manage their property, but doesn’t get us to landscape-scale fire risk reduction.  

o How to reach areas that don’t have active landowners and advocates? 

o As RCDs, we are limited by those who want to work with us. When looking at landscape-

scale, how can we do minimum type of mechanical management to get us to prescribed 

fire management scheme 

o Community building is important. Talk to your neighbors! 



• John Hemshaw – NBFIP landowner perspective. John has applied on behalf of multiple 

landowners. Program can be competitive. A lot of landowners don’t know about the program, 

learned thru forest stewardship program through UCCE. Actual reimbursement rates did not 

reach 60% for many landowners. Using arborist/tree worker rates is problematic. Landowner 

education on the need for forest health is important – recent fires have raised awareness. Some 

have had successful projects! 

• Cap rate is higher, pay 60%, CAL FIRE cap rate is lower, but will pay up to 90% 

Mark Fenstermaker, PPG 

• We are facing a budget deficit 

• Bond funding comes with limitations 

• There is currently a lot of general fund appropriated, or scheduled to be appropriated, which 

changes rules around indirect costs.  

• State will be examining indirect costs in the coming year 

• Legislative bodies don’t fully understand RCDs and what they do, Mark advocates for RCDs at 

the state level 

• Greenhouse gas reduction fund is upcoming funding source, these have reduced funding 

limitations 

Keali’i Bright, CA Dept of Conservation 

• Believes long term funding for forestry is relatively safe, with some variations along the way 

• May be a backlog of making projects happen on the ground now that so much $ is being 

dispersed 

• Massive goals for forest acres to treat, not enough actors and systems to make it happen. Need 

for scale-ups on all levels. Want to have projects shovel-ready 

• Large sum of $ in allocations in the beginning of 2023. Regional block grantees should have 

more $ to disperse in early 2023.  

• Govt is trying to level up to empower RCDs to meet these lofty statewide goals! 

• Comments: division 9 legislation is in place to support RCDs to do this work. We need to build 

off of existing legislation with programmatic approaches. Need large-scale partnerships to make 

this function.  

Dan Sooy CAL FIRE Forest Health Grants 

• Next solicitation starts next week, ends in February 

• There is an emphasis on southern California for this round of funding due to lack of funding 

funneled there in recent years 

• Humboldt RCD has received requests to be lead agency for CAL FIRE grants. RCD needs to see 

more clarity to grantees that they need to find a lead agency, hard to do this with no funding. 

Grantees need to think early about lead agencies 

Open discussion 

• Management plans (FMPs) for property is a stopgap 

o Mention of the committee creating a workshop on how to get these done 



o Kim already has a forest workshop series 

• AB 1717 proposal is going to double project cost 

o Caltrans district 3 planning costs is $17,000/acre 

o RCD work is already considered public works due to a recent legislative ruling, which 

may increase costs without AB 1717 

▪ Interest in CARCD to look into it 

• Need to be thinking at the watershed level - current funding is for individual landowners 

o Need 8,000 - 15,000 acre planning 

o RCDs could help landowners tier to it 

o Avenues: stewardship plan, identifying projects, using Cal VTP 

o Need to make sure to get to the most needed projects 

• RCDs can look into Firewise communities as an incentive to participate 

o Landowners understand insurance and other discounts better than reducing fire 

severity danger 

• Need more facilities to handle wood debris 

o Depends on days you can burn 

o Can the wood be repurposed? 

• Staffing/retention issues 

• Archaeological surveys 

• Ensure that state is working with agencies with accountability, staffing, etc.  

Operational Resilience in Wester US Frequent-Fire Forests – Ryan Thompkins, UCCE 

• 30% of timber capacity in 1906 

o Can’t impact topography and weather, need to manage fuels 

o Drought + forest densities = fire severity 

• The problem is bigger than just wildfire - it’s ecosystem-wide 

• We will be judged just as past land managers 

o “We lost the system due to well-intentioned but misguided conservation policy.” 

• We need to be thinking about vegetation type conversion 

• Between 35-60% is high stand growth/maximum stand productivity 

• Think of resilience as relative stand density, which provided: 

o Competition metric 

o Ecological thresholds for treatment efficacy and longevity 

o Characterizes habitat requirements for large tree development 

• We currently manage understories rather than overstories 

• Practice/policy is not aligned with restoration goals 

• RCDs are on the frontline of landowner outreach and education 

o Need to prep staff to have difficult conversations about removing trees 

• Need to change the value system of our staffing 

o Value those doing the work, and need to create a career in RCDs rather than a stepping 

stone 

• Need to continue education into our careers - science changes regularly 

 



The Forestry & Natural 
Resources Career 

Mentorship Program

Funding for this project provided by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s Business and Workforce Development Grants, with support from the 
above organizations. 

Allison Erny, Program Manager
Placer Resource Conservation District



Mission and Goals

Increase recruitment and retention of 
young professionals in the Forestry 
and Natural Resources workforce

Support traditionally underrepresented 
college students, particularly those who 

identify as women, Black, indigenous, people 
of color, and/or LGBTQIA

Prepare students for entry into 
the workforce through 

personalized mentorship



Participating Schools ‘22 – ’23 Academic Year

Future Participants?



Students

3%

28%

11%

7%12%

7%

32%

Bakersfield College

Cal Poly Humboldt

Cal Poly San Luis Obispo

College of the Redwoods

Reedley College

Shasta College

UC Berkeley



19%

8%

6%

16%
10%

6%

5%

30%

Consulting

Federal Agency

Non-Profit

Other

Private Industry

Retired

Special District

State Agency

Mentors



What does the Program offer?

Financial assistance for 
students to travel to 

forestry-related 
conferences or to visit 

their mentor for a field trip

Career Panels 
highlighting successes 
of different groups of 

natural resource 
professionals

Interactive workshops on 
Diversity, Equity, 

Inclusion, and Justice

Professional Development –
Resume workshop, mock 

interview panel, and LinkedIn 
Learning Access





[My mentor] has gone out of her way to provide me with 
various opportunities and potential connections. I am 
very happy that she is my mentor and that I was able to 

participate in this program. 

- Mentee, 2020



I could have benefited from this 
program as a student. It fills a hole in 
the academic curriculum, which is 
not necessarily focused on exposing 

students to a variety of potential career 
paths and assisting students in taking 
steps to explore those opportunities.”

- Mentor, 2020



Questions?

Funding for this project provided by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s Business and Workforce Development Grants

Allison Erny
Forestry Mentorship Program Manager

allison@placerrcd.org

mailto:allison@placerrcd.org


RCD FORESTRY CAPACITY SURVEY 
SUMMARY

Presentation for Joint Forestry Committee

Nov 30th, 2022

S o p h i a  L e m m o – F o r e s t  P r o g r a m  M a n a g e r  – C A R C D

E m i l y  R o g e r s – F o r e s t  P r o j e c t  C o o r d i n a t o r - C A R C D

S i e r r a  R i k e r  – P r o j e c t  C o o r d i n a t o r / F o r e s t r y  F e l l o w  – C A R C D / S N A



• 33 RCDs responded to the survey

SURVEY RESPONDENTS 



SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Amador RCD

Butte County RCD

Calaveras County RCD

Coarsegold RCD

Contra Costa RCD

Eastern Kern Co. RCD

El Dorado & Georgetown Divide RCD

Feather River RCD

Glenn County RCD

Honey Lake Valley RCD

Humboldt County RCD 

Inland Empire RCD

Lake County RCD

Mariposa County RCD

Mendocino County RCD

Napa RCD 

Placer RCD

RCD of Santa Cruz County

RCD of Tehama County

San Mateo RCD

Santa Cruz RCD

Shasta Valley RCD

Siskiyou RCD 

Solano RCD

Sonoma RCD

Tahoe RCD

Trinity County RCD

Tulare County RCD

Tuolumne County RCD

Upper Salinas - Las Tablas RCD

Western Shasta RCD

Yolo County RCD

Yuba County RCD



• 27 have active forestry programs

• 2 lack forestry programs

• 3 hope to start one soon

Active Forestry Programs



How many staff at your RCD directly work on 
the forestry program?

Average of 3.2 staff

*ED’s and staff who help with forestry often 
included

Forestry Program Staffing



How many staff at your RCD directly work on 
the forestry program?

Average of 3.2 staff

*ED’s and staff who help with forestry often 
included

Forestry Program Staffing

*this included seasonal staff 



• 9 have an RPF on staff or on the board

• 11-12 contract with RPF

• Some identified limited access as a 
constraint

• At least 2 said they had supervised 
designees working towards the 
exam

• At minimum 10 don’t have an RPF

Registered Professional Forester Access 



• 9 have an RPF on staff or on the board

• 11-12 contract with RPF

• Some identified limited access as a 
constraint

• At least 2 said they had supervised 
designees working towards the 
exam

• At minimum 10 don’t have an RPF

Registered Professional Forester Access 



• Fire risk reduction projects 

• Fuel breaks, defensible space work, fire-wise 
community coordinator, PBA 

• Chipping programs (6)

• GNAs 

• Fire Recovery Work 

• 2 EFRTs

• Cost Share Programs

• NRCS TA

• TA for EQIP/CFIP/FSA’s EFRP/RCPP

• 2 RCDs small landowner cost-share programs

“Flagship” Forestry Programs

Most common funding source listed was CAL FIRE grants



Areas Engaged

Reforestation

Fuels 
Management

FMPs for cost 
share …

Removal of 
hazard trees

Other fire 
recovery

NRCS related 
TA

FSC Work

PBA work

Regional 
assesment 

and planning



Bottlenecks for RCDs with Forestry Programs

Long-term funding/capacity support/flexible funding
Staffing
RPF Access
Permitting
Implementation funding
public perception



• RCD’s who identified as starting to establish a program:

• Learning needs of their area; establishing a program from start

• Navigating tree removal permitting, wood disposal option

• We are just in our second year and focusing on FSC and County FSC establishment

Bottlenecks for RCDs currently without a Forestry Program



• RCDs who said they do not have a Forestry Program:

• Staff and funding 

• Very little forested area in our district, especially under private ownership. 

Long trucking distances

• We lack any sort of fundamental forestry and fuels reduction expertise. As 

District Manager, I've been actively trying to recruit a new board member 

with that expertise in hopes that they might be able to steer us in that 

direction. 

• Recruiting qualified in-house professional forestry or fuels reduction talent –

tied to lack of funding, and lack of local housing.

Bottlenecks for RCDs currently without a Forestry Program



● Fuel removal (dead tree replacement, chipping, biomass 
utilization, other programs from chipping for landowners)

● TA and FA for private landowners
● Staff expertise (RPF (funding for hours underneath), burn boss, 

etc)
● Community outreach (high school ed, etc)
● Prescribed burning/PBA development
● Post-fire Recovery
● Biochar, curtain burners, and cultural resource burns
● Wildlife and noxious weeds
● Lead agency support 
● Green forest health projects

Unfunded Projects



Thank You – Questions?

Sophia Lemmo
Sophia-lemmo@carcd.org

Emily Rogers
Emily-rogers@carcd.org
Sierra Riker
Sierra-riker@carcd.org

CARCD website

mailto:Sophia-lemmo@carcd.org
mailto:Emily-rogers@carcd.org
mailto:Sierra-riker@carcd.org
https://carcd.org/


OPERATION RESILIENCE IN WESTERN US FREQUENT-FIRE FORESTS: 
WHAT IS FOREST RESIL IENCE & HOW DO WE RESTORE IT?

Ryan Tompkins, RPF #3108
Forester & Nat. Res. Advisor
UC Cooperative Extension
Plumas, Sierra, & Lassen 

retompkins@ucanr.edu

Plumas National Forest 

Malcolm North
UC Davis/USFS PSW

Alexis Bernal
UC Berkeley

Brandon Collins
UC Berkeley/USFS PSW

Scott Stephens
UC Berkeley

Rob York
UC Berkeley



“SUPPRESS ION OF THE  YOUNG GROWTH HAS  ALWAYS  BEEN ONE OF  THE  SER IOUS  RESULTS  
OF  F IRES…THE LAND DOES  NOT C ARRY MORE  THAN 35  PERCENT OF  THE  QUANTITY OF  

T IMBER IT  I S  C APABLE  OF  SUPPORTING”  (LE IBERG 1902 )

Plumas National Forest 



20 TH CENTURY STORY OF  CHANGE :
B E A R  C R E E K  G U A R D  S TAT I O N  C I R C A  1 9 1 1

Plumas National Forest 



20 TH CENTURY STORY OF  CHANGE :
B E A R  C R E E K  G U A R D  S TAT I O N  2 0 0 5

Plumas National Forest 



21ST CENTURY SHIFTS IN DISTURBANCE REGIMES:
AL IGNMENT OF DROUGHT WITH LANDSC APE  LEVEL  FOREST DENS ITY  &  FUELS
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Lights Creek in 2018, eleven years 
after 2007 Moonlight fire

Lights Creek after the 2021 Dixie Fire reburn

21ST CENTURY STORY OF CHANGE:
LOSS  AT THE  LANDSC APE  LEVEL
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Vegetation Type Conversion:  Shifts in alternative steady states 
driven by ecological hysteresis



RESISTANCE VS. RESILIENCE:

Resistance: Measure of persistence, focuses on minimizing change to a specific stress: ex. fuels reduction

Resilience: Measure of adaptability, focuses on retaining an ecosystem’s essential structure and composition to a 
range of stresses or complex of disturbance interactions (e.g. climate, drought, insects, and fire)



RESILIENCE 
STUDY DESIGN

Utilized1911 Forest Inventory data from Stanislaus & Sequoia 
National Forests (Collins et al. 2015 & Stephens et al. 2015)

• Total of 644, Quarter-Quarter sections covering over 24,000 acres

• Belt transects 1-2 chains x 20 chains

• 5-10% sample intensity

• Trees > 6.0 inches

• Canopy Covers 12-28% for forested stands

2011 forest conditions assessed with USFS F3 data: FIA, FVS, & 
FastEmap.  (Huang et al 2018)

Examined 3 Forest Types based on historical data

Pine Mixed Conifer > 50% pine

Xeric Mixed Conifer ≤ 50% pine & ≤ 50% fir 

Mesic Mixed Conifer > 50% fir



1911

2005



ECOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE OF RELATIVE STAND DENSITY:
CHARACTERIZ ING COMPETIT ION &  GROWTH

i.e. “Carrying capacity”
a.k.a SDImax

Stand Density Index (Reinecke 1933)

From Powell, 1999
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Drew & Flewelling 1979 & Long 1985

From Powell, 1999

-3/2 Self Thinning Law (Yoda 1963)



Free of Competition
(a.k.a. Free Growth)

Full Site Occupancy
(a.k.a. full competition)

Onset of Competition
(a.k.a. partial competition)

Zone of Imminent 
Mortality !!!!!

R E L AT I V E  D E N S IT Y  
E C O L O G I C A L  

T H R E S H OL DS  O F  
C O M P E T I T IO N



SHIFTS IN THE COMPETITIVE ENVIRONMENT
RELATIVE  DENS ITY  AS  A  RES IL I ENCE  METRIC

In historic Forests (1911):  73-85% of stands were below full occupancy (free of competition or partial competition)

In contemporary Forests (2011): 82-95% of stands were in full competition or in the zone of imminent mortality


		

		Pine MC

		Xeric MC

		Mesic MC



		A) Absolute SDI



		

		1911

		2011

		1911

		2011

		1911

		2011



		SDImetric

		206 

(123-267)

		535

(433-655)

		275 

(175-370)

		551

(462-668)

		378 

(247-483)

		632

(575-674)



		SDIenglish

		83 

(50-108)

		216

(174-265)

		111 

(71-150)

		223

(187-270)

		153 

(100-196)

		256

(233-273)



		B) Relative SDI (% of SDImax)



		Mean

(Range)

		23

(14-30)

		59

(48-73)

		25

(16-33)

		50

(42-60)

		28

(18-36)

		46

(42-50)



		C) % of Relative SDI Observations In Each Competitive Benchmark



		Free

(<25% SDImax)

		64

		4

		58

		9

		44

		0



		Partial

(25-34% SDImax)

		21

		6

		21

		9

		29

		5



		Full

(35-59% SDImax)

		14

		42

		20

		57

		27

		95



		IM

(>60% SDImax)

		<1

		48

		0

		25

		0

		0









HOW LOW RELATIVE STAND DENSITY PROMOTES RESILIENCE:
QUANTIF IED METRIC  FOR DEF IN ING LARGE  TREE  HAB ITAT REQUIREMENTS

• Fires limiting competition from onset of regeneration 

• Low stand density minimizes competition for resources (e.g. WATER!)

• Low competition maximizes individual tree growth & vigor
• Resistance to drought, insects, & disease
• Adaptations with greater resistance to wildfire 

• Low densities of large drought/fire resistant trees are 
the “backbone” of resilient dry mixed conifer forests

Relative Stand Density Provides:

• Competition Metric

• Ecological thresholds for 
treatment efficacy & longevity

• Characterizes habitat 
requirements for large tree 
development

Plumas National Forest 



SO WHAT? MANAGEMENT & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
TARGETS  B ASED ON COMPET IT IVE  ENVIRONMENT 



MANAGEMENT & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
LOW RELATIVE  DENS IT IES  PROMOTE  HETEROGENE ITY( i . e . ICO pa t te rn , mu l t i - a ge , sh ade  i n to l e r an t s )  

Sierra San Pedro Martir:  
32 TPA Relative Density ~23%
Murphy et al. 2021. Forest Ecology and Management.



MANAGEMENT& POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
R E S TO R AT I ON O F  B OT H  S T RUCT UR E  +  P RO C E S S  I S  C R I T I C AL  TO  R E S TO R AT I ON  O F  E C O L O G I C AL  F U N C T I ON

Structure only:  Mechanical thinning… …low intensity burn in Dixie Fire

Relative Density ~30%



MANAGEMENT& POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
R E S TO R AT I ON O F  B OT H  S T RUCT UR E  +  P RO C E S S  I S  C R I T I C AL  TO  R E S TO R AT I ON  O F  E C O L O G I C AL  F U N C T I ON

Structure only:  Mechanical thinning …Intense burning conditions in Dixie Fire

Relative Density~48% 



MANAGEMENT& POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
R E S TO R AT I ON O F  B OT H  S T RUCT UR E  +  P RO C E S S  I S  C R I T I C AL  TO  R E S TO R AT I ON  O F  E C O L O G I C AL  F U N C T I ON

Process only:  RxFire 3 times in 20 years Structure + Process:  Thinning & Gap Harvest + 1 RxFire

Relative Density~76% Relative Density~34% 



WHAT DOES RESILIENCE LOOK LIKE IN THE FUTURE?
Bernal et al. 2022; Environmental Research Letters

Historical (1911-1936) Future (2040-2069)

Low tree densities (low end of NRV)

Historical (1911-1936) Future (2040-2069)

Higher Pine Dominance

Historical (1911-1936) Future (2040-2069)

Supports <25% of current AGLB



MANAGEMENT& POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
PRACTICE  &  POL ICY I S  NOT WELL  AL IGNED WITH RESTORATION

20th century conservation biology constructs may not be well aligned with 21st century disturbances
• Half a century of forest Policy (NFMA & CFPR) focused on stocking retention
• Perhaps “understocking” is the desired condition for restoration because it promotes large trees!

Federal Policy: 2004 SNFPA management direction may not attain stated goals 
• Widespread wildlife habitat average minimum canopy covers >40-50% do not promote large tree resilience
• Standard management guidelines preclude restoration of low-density conditions



THANK YOU!

Ryan Tompkins, RPF #3108
Forester & Nat. Res. Advisor
Plumas, Sierra, & Lassen 

retompkins@ucanr.edu
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