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Date of Hearing:  June 22, 2021 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY 

Mark Stone, Chair 
SB 332 (Dodd) – As Amended May 24, 2021 

As Proposed to be Amended 

SENATE VOTE:  38-0 

SUBJECT:  PRESCRIBED BURNING OPERATIONS: GROSS NEGLIGENCE  

KEY ISSUE: SHOULD THE LEGISLATURE PROVIDE IMMUNITY TO A PERSON WHO 
WOULD OTHERWISE BE LIABLE FOR FIRE SUPPRESSION OR OTHER COSTS 
RESULTING FROM A PRESCRIBED BURN, EXCEPT WHEN THE BURN IS 

CONDUCTED IN A GROSSLY NEGLIGENT MANNER?  

SYNOPSIS 

Fire has always been present in California landscapes, whether occurring by lightning strikes or 
used by Native American tribes to preserve certain useful plants and prevent larger fires. 
Prescribed burns have clear ecological benefits, such as creating habitat, maintaining natural 

and sustainable forest density, and assisting in the regeneration of certain species of plants and 
trees. Prescribed burning also reduces surface fuel, which decreases future wildfire intensity. 

However, despite the benefits of prescribed burns, the historically predominant fire management 
policy in California has been to suppress all fires. This long-held policy has resulted in 
overstocked forest stands with unhealthy levels of vegetation density.  

The crucial role of prescribed fires has gained renewed attention in recent times, particularly as 
a resource for future mitigation of wildfires. The state recently approved a statewide 

programmatic Environmental Impact Report to streamline and improve vegetation treatment, 
including authorizing more prescribed fire, across the state and has provided for clear 
certification standards of “burn bosses” and presumptions of due diligence in such burns when 

properly permitted. Additional resources have also been committed through the Governor’s 
budget. However, one large barrier to prescribed burns that this bill addresses is the issue of 

liability for property damage when prescribed burns are carried out. Proponents of this measure 
contend that due to the existing liability structure, it is nearly impossible to obtain adequate 
insurance to conduct a controlled burn. Accordingly, this bill provides that a person is not liable 

for fire suppression or costs associated with a prescribed burn if all conditions are met as 
provided, unless the prescribed burn was conducted in a grossly negligent manner. The author 

proposes to add amendments clarifying that the person conducting the prescribed burn has to 
obtain written consent from either the landowner or the governing body of a Native American 
tribe in order to carry out a prescribed burn. Further the author is proposing amendments to 

define “cultural burns” and “cultural burn practitioner.”  

This bill is supported by a coalition of groups, including utility workers, the California 

Department of Insurance, California Forestry Association, and the Karuk Tribe and has no 
known opposition. Should this bill pass this Committee, it would subsequently be heard by the 
Assembly Committee on Natural Resources. 
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SUMMARY: Provides that no person is liable for any fire suppression or other costs recoverable 
for a prescribed burn if specified conditions are met, unless the burn is conducted in a grossly 

negligent manner. Specifically, this bill:   

1) States that the Legislature finds and declares that in order to meet fuel management goals, the 
state must rely on private entities to engage in prescribed burning for public benefit. 

2) Provides that no person is liable for any fire suppression or other costs resulting from a 
prescribed burn if all the following conditions are met: 

a) The purpose of the burn is for wildland fire hazard reduction, ecological maintenance and 
restoration, cultural burning, silviculture, or agriculture. 

b) A person certified as a burn boss reviewed and approved a written prescription for the 

burn that includes adequate risk mitigation measures. 

c) The burn is conducted in compliance with the written prescription. 

d) The landowner has provided specific consent for the burn. 

e) The burn is conducted in compliance with any air quality permit. 

f) Cultural burns conducted by a cultural fire practitioner are exempt b) and c). 

3) Provides that the specified conditions in 2) do not grant immunity from fire suppression or 
other costs to any person whose conduct constitutes gross negligence.  

4) Provides that nothing in 2) affects the ability of a private or public entity plaintiff to bring a 
civil action against any defendant. 

EXISTING LAW:    

1) Requires the State Fire Marshal to develop a curriculum for a certification program for burn 
bosses, who possess authority to engage in a prescribed burning operation and to enter into 

the necessary contracts related to a prescribed burning operation. The curriculum shall 
provide for the initial certification as well as the continuing education of burn bosses. (Public 
Resources Code Section 4477 (a).) 

2) Requires the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) to develop a 
training program for prescribed fire users to certify professionals in any agency or 

organization as burn bosses. CAL FIRE shall certify these individuals to a common standard. 
States the intent of the Legislature that the department use its discretion to ensure that burn 
bosses are thoroughly qualified to engage in prescribed burning operations prior to issuing 

certifications. (Public Resources Code Section 4477 (b).) 

3) Provides for the creation of prescribed burn agreements and the provisions to be included in 

such agreements. The law also provides for the contractual apportionment of liability and the 
purchase of liability insurance. (Public Resources Code Section 4475 et seq.)  

4) Authorizes a person, firm, or corporation, or a group or combination of persons, firms, 

corporations, or groups, that owns or controls brush-covered land, forest lands, woodland, 
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grassland, shrubland, or any combination thereof within a state responsibility area to apply to 
CAL FIRE for permission to utilize prescribed burning for specified public purposes. (Public 

Resources Code Section 4492.) 

5) Requires CAL FIRE, upon receipt of an application, to inspect the land in company with a 
permit applicant to determine whether a permit shall be granted, to prescribe the manner in 

which the site for the prescribed burning shall be prepared, and to require any precautions to 
be taken by the applicant as may be considered reasonable to prevent damage to the property 

of others by reason of the burning. The precautions shall, if deemed necessary, include the 
advance preparation of firebreaks and the firefighting equipment and personnel desirable to 
conduct the prescribed burning. (Public Resources Code Section 4493.)  

6) Permits CAL FIRE to issue to an applicant a burning permit that shall specify the site 
preparation requirements and required precautions to be exercised prior to and during the 

burning. The issuance of a permit by the department does not relieve the permit holder from 
the duty of exercising due diligence to avoid damage to property of others in conducting the 
burning of vegetation as authorized by the permit. However, compliance with a permit issued 

pursuant to this article shall constitute prima facie evidence of due diligence. (Public 
Resources Code Section 4494.) 

7) Provides that any person who personally or through another willfully, negligently, or in 
violation of law, sets fire to, allows fire to be set to, or allows a fire kindled or attended by 
him to escape to, the property of another, whether privately or publicly owned, is liable to the 

owner of such property for any damages to the property caused by the fire. (Health & Safety 
Code Section 13007.)  

8) Provides that any person who allows any fire burning upon his property to escape to the 
property of another, whether privately or publicly owned, without exercising due diligence to 
control such fire, is liable to the owner of such property for the damages to the property 

caused by the fire. (Health & Safety Code Section 13008.)  

9) Provides that any person who negligently, or in violation of the law, sets a fire, allows a fire 

to be set, or allows a fire kindled or attended by that person to escape onto any public or 
private property, is liable for the cost of investigating and making any reports with respect to 
the fire and other administrative costs. (Health & Safety Code Section 13009.1.)  

10) Provides that every person is responsible, not only for the result of their willful acts, but also 
for an injury occasioned to another by the person’s want of ordinary care or skill in the 

management of their property or person, except so far as the latter has, willfully or by want 
of ordinary care, brought the injury upon themselves. (Civic Code Section 1714 (a).) 

FISCAL EFFECT: As currently in print this bill is keyed fiscal. 

COMMENTS: Prescribed burning is the controlled application of fire to the land to reduce 
wildfire hazards, clear downed trees, control plant diseases, improve rangeland and wildlife 

habitats, and restore natural ecosystems. Sometimes called a controlled burn or prescribed fire, 
prescribed burning is one of the most important and cost-effective tools used to manage wildfire 
risks today. As catastrophic wildfires continue to be a growing concern in California, the need 

for increased prescribed burning to reduce hazardous fuels has become essential. Resistance to 
the use of prescribed fire is strong among many private land managers and trained and certified 



SB 332 
 Page  4 

burn bosses, however, despite the advantages it offers for maintaining fire-prone ecosystems. 
Often, managers who are aware of the benefits of using prescribed fire as a management tool 

avoid using it because of fear of liability for fire suppression costs if a controlled burn were to 
escape. These suppression costs dissuade property owners from undertaking prescribed burns 
altogether, notwithstanding their value, benefit and safety. In support of this bill, the author 

writes:  

SB 332 applies gross negligence protection for burn bosses, property owners, cultural burners 

and individuals supervised by burn bosses from fire suppression costs resulting from fire 
suppression costs due to the occurrence of a prescribed fire. Encouraging more use of 
prescribed fire than currently occurs in California is the goal of SB 332. 

Prescribed fire is typically done or supervised by a burn boss who is qualified to plan, 
organize, and execute controlled burns. Prescribed fire is the controlled application of fire to 

the land to reduce wildfire hazards, clear downed trees, control plant diseases, improve 
rangeland and wildlife habitats, provide cultural values and restore natural ecosystems.  
Prescribed burning is one of the most important and cost effective tools used to reduce 

wildfire risk. 

California has suffered more than $148 billion in wildfire losses over the last decade and it is 

paramount that we employ every effective tool to reduce the frequency, intensity, and scale 
of future wildfires. Experts tell us California should be treating a minimum of 500,000 acres 
with prescribed fire each year. However, California struggles to burn a fraction of this 

amount, while other states, such as Florida, which have gross negligence standards for 
prescribed fire, burn as much as 2 million acres a year. 

There are several factors that hinder more prescribed fire in California, but chief among them 
is fear of liability from fire suppression costs. The concern over fire suppression costs 
encourages the practitioner and landowner to avoid using prescribed fire, and this is counter 

productive to getting more land treated. 

Under the provisions of SB 332 a burn boss, cultural burner and landowner would only be 

liable for fire suppression costs if they acted in a grossly negligent manner. However, if they 
followed all the conditions of the burn permit, the burn boss is trained and certified according 
to a state prescribed training program, the landowner consents to the burn and the burn 

follows air quality directives, there is no negligence on the part of the burner, his/her 
supervisee, the land owner or cultural burner. 

Background on wildfires in California. During 2017 and 2018, California experienced the 
largest fires ever recorded in its history. In 2017, over 1.3 million acres burned in high-severity 
wildfires and over 10,000 structures were destroyed. In 2018, over 1.8 million acres burned and 

over 22,700 structures were destroyed. These record-setting wildfires were in part fueled by 
drought, an unprecedented buildup of dry vegetation, and extreme winds. Compounding matters, 

climate change, warmer spring and summer temperatures, reduced snowpack, an epidemic of 
dead and dying trees, and the proliferation of new homes in the wildland urban interface have 
magnified the threat and placed substantially more people and property at risk than in preceding 

decades. (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Community Wildfire Prevention 
& Mitigation Report, (Feb. 22, 2019), available at http://www.fire.ca.gov/media/5584/45-day-

report-final.pdf.) However, in 2020, California broke the records set in 2017 and 2018, 
documenting the most destructive wildfire season in history. CAL FIRE reported that in 2020 
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alone, there were over 9,000 wildfires in the state that burned more than 4.2 million acres. 
Despite 2020 being a record-setting year, CAL FIRE recently reported that the state has already 

seen a 26 percent increase in wildfire activity compared to the same time period in 2020. Further, 
the agency has also seen a 58 percent increase in acres burned compared to last year. (California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Stats and Events, (June 17, 2021), available at 

https://www.fire.ca.gov/stats-events/.) 

Currently more than 25 million acres of California wildlands are classified as Fire Hazard 

Severity Zones (FHSZ) which means they are under very high or extreme fire threat. This 
growing threat is in part due to decades of fire suppression that have disrupted natural fire cycles. 
Further, California’s forest management efforts have not kept pace with these growing threats. It 

is estimated that as many as 15 million acres of California forests need some form of restoration. 
(California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Community Wildfire Prevention & 

Mitigation Report, supra.)  As wildfire threats have worsened over the last few years, there has 
been a shift in focus on wildfire response, preemptive fire prevention, and vegetation 
management to reduce fire severity, and contain erratic wildfires.  

Background on prescribed burning. Prescribed burns are a planned application and confinement 
of fire used to achieve any of the following: prevention of high-intensity wild land fires through 

reduction of the volume and continuity of wild land fuels; watershed management; range 
improvement; vegetation management; forest improvement; wildlife habitat improvement; and 
air quality maintenance. (Public Resources Code Section 4464.) These burns are low-intensity 

fires that are either intentionally lit or allowed to burn in specified weather conditions according 
to a preapproved plan, known as a burn plan. The ultimate goal of a prescribed burn is to reduce 

the occurrence and intensity of future wildfires. 

One third of California’s land is covered by forests. Ten million of those 33 million acres are 
owned by individuals, the great majority of which own less than 50 acres. One hundred twenty-

nine million trees have died since 2010 due to drought and bark beetle infestations; and as of 
2018, the United States Forest Service reported that six to eight million acres of California land it 

manages were in need of immediate thinning and restoration. Prescribed burns have become a 
highly cost-effective and beneficial land management tool that could aid in this needed 
restoration.  

In California, most prescribed burning happens on federal lands. CAL FIRE oversees prescribed 
burns on private land through its Vegetation Management Program (VMP). VMP has been in 

existence since 1982 and has averaged approximately 25,000 acres per year since its inception. 
Currently approximately 50,000 acres a year in California are treated with prescribed fire, with 
90 percent of burns occurring on public land. (California State Senate Committee on Insurance, 

Wildfires and Insurance: Emerging Issues, (Mar. 11, 2021), at 13-14, available at 
https://sins.senate.ca.gov/sites/sins.senate.ca.gov/files/wildfires_and_insurance._emerging_issue

s_background_3.11.21.pdf.) 

The Legislature has made clear that prescribed burning and wildland resources management 
planning serves an important public purpose. In order to train more certified prescribed fire 

experts and increase the acreage treated with prescribed fire annually, the Legislature passed SB 
1260 (Jackson), Chap. 624, Stats. 2018, which mandated CAL FIRE to create a burn boss 

certification curriculum, authorized a burn boss certificate holder to contract with CAL FIRE to 
conduct prescribed burns, and to apply for a prescribed burn permit on behalf of an individual or 
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corporate landowner. Further, CAL FIRE is required to certify burn bosses to a common 
standard and to use its discretion to ensure that burn bosses are thoroughly qualified to engage in 

prescribed burning operations prior to issuing certifications. The growing emphasis on using 
prescribed burns was mirrored in the Governor’s budget proposal this year. (Kurtis Alexander, 
Newsom's budget calls for investment in prescribed fire to combat catastrophic blazes (Jan. 8, 

2021) San Francisco Chronicle, available at https://www.sfchronicle.com/california-
wildfires/article/Gov-Newsom-s-budget-calls-for-investment- in-15856612.php.) The proposal 

includes $512 million for landscape-scale vegetation projects, including prescribed burning. 
Further, the United States Forest Service has changed its stance, now noting the benefits of 
prescribed burns. According to the Forest Service, “more prescribed fires mean fewer extreme 

wildfires and further progress towards restoring our ecosystems that benefit from fire.” (United 
States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, Prescribed Fires, (Jun. 17, 2021), available at 

https://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/sierra/landmanagement/?cid=stelprdb5442511.) 

The cultural and historical uses and benefits of prescribed burning. Historically, many Native 
American tribes used low-burning fires to clear out the underbrush, making it easier for humans 

and animals to move through the trees. This practice promoted new growth where old decaying 
plant matter had been charred away. The benefits of these burns include new stalks from burnt 

back vegetation, greater fruit yields in successive years, and stopping of the fastest growing 
plants from choking out other vegetation. After controlled burns, forests were more spaced out 
and less likely to burn down in the event of a natural fire. Further, water levels in nearby rivers 

and streams rose after fires reduced plant life that was absorbing groundwater. The frequency 
and extent of historic cultural burns varied, as did the areas that got burned, leading to the 

formation of “environmental mosaics” — complex patchworks of varied habitats that boasted 
high biodiversity and were cultivated for various foods, medicines and materials. These fires 
kept the ecosystem healthy and provided for many Native American Tribes. (Alexander Sherer, 

California is burning wrong — listen to native tribes and burn it right, Berkeley Political 
Review, (Nov. 5, 2020), available at https://bpr.berkeley.edu/2020/11/05/california- is-burning-

wrong-listen-to-native-tribes-and-burn- it-right/.) 

"Good Samaritan" and Related Immunities in Existing Law. Under traditional tort doctrines, a 
person has "no duty to rescue" or come to the aid of another person in need; however, once a 

person decides to act, he or she must do so with a reasonable standard of care. Critics of this rule 
claim that it creates a perverse disincentive, because the person who callously ignores another in 

need will suffer no legal consequences, while the person who engages in the more socially 
desirable behavior of helping another will be liable if something goes wrong, causing additional 
damage. As such, California, like many other states, has enacted several statutes intended to 

encourage individuals to come to the aid of their fellow human beings in certain situations – to 
be, that is, "good Samaritans." These statutes invariably take the form of granting immunity for 

any harm that the good Samaritan causes while voluntarily rendering emergency care. At the 
same time, in order to discourage the overzealous interloper (who might do more harm than 
good), these statutes typically offer only a "qualified" immunity – that is, while the person is not 

liable for damages caused by ordinary negligence (the standard threshold for finding liability), he 
or she is still liable for damages caused by "gross negligence" or willful, wanton, or intentional 

misconduct.  ("Gross negligence" generally requires a reckless disregard for the safety of others.) 
In addition, the Legislature has generally provided immunity only to persons who do not act for 
compensation.   

https://bpr.berkeley.edu/2020/11/05/california-is-burning-wrong-listen-to-native-tribes-and-burn-it-right/
https://bpr.berkeley.edu/2020/11/05/california-is-burning-wrong-listen-to-native-tribes-and-burn-it-right/
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Examples of existing immunities include California's general "good Samaritan" statute, which 
provides that any person who renders emergency medical or non-medical assistance at the scene 

of an emergency, and who does so "not for compensation," is not liable for harms caused by 
rendering such assistance unless the harm is a result of the person's "gross negligence or willful 
or wanton misconduct." (Health & Safety Code Section 1799.102 (b).) Similarly, a statute that 

seeks to encourage persons to obtain cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR) training provides 
immunity to a trained person who renders CPR at the scene of an emergency, who is not liable 

for damages that results from his or her acts or omissions, unless his or her conduct constitutes 
gross negligence or is provided in exchange for compensation. (Civil Code Section 1714.2.) 
Similar statutes, with similar immunities and limitations on compensation, have been enacted to 

encourage the emergency, uncompensated use of AED defibrillators, epinephrine auto-injectors, 
and opioid antagonists, among others. (Sections 1714.21, 1714.22, 1714.23.) Various 

professionals, including nurses, police officers, and emergency medical technicians who provide 
emergency services while off-duty, or in addition to regular duties, are also granted qualified 
immunity. (See e.g. Health & Safety Code Sections 1799.102 (a), 1799.103, 1799.104, 1799.106, 

and 1799.107, and Business & Professions Code Section 2727.5.)  

Immunity in the context of prescribed burns. In varying states across the country there are three 

prescribed burn liability standards for both smoke impacts and damage from a fire. These 
include: strict liability, simple negligence and gross negligence. Strict liability places the burden 
of restitution for damages from the fire on the burner, regardless of any and all actions taken by 

the burner to avoid damages. Simple negligence, the standard typically applied in California, 
requires the complainant seeking legal action to prove damages and the proximate cause of the 

damages was negligence by the burn boss. The gross negligence standard requires the 
complainant to show the damage resulted from the burn boss having a conscious and voluntary 
disregard for the need to use even reasonable care. In most states where gross negligence applies, 

there are typically statutorily prescribed fire standards and certification requirements that a burn 
boss must follow in order to receive the benefit of the higher threshold for liability (gross 

negligence) so that burning outside of those standards would result in the application of simple 
negligence.  

It should be noted that in California the exposure to liability of burn bosses is partially limited by 

provisions from SB 1260 that provide that compliance with a CAL FIRE permit constitutes 
prima facie evidence of due diligence. (Public Resources Code Section 4494 (b).)  

This bill. Despite past policy efforts to encourage prescribed burning, various barriers to the use 
of prescribed burning are cited as impediments, including a lack of experienced practitioners, the 
ability to get permits, limited periods during which appropriate conditions exist, air quality 

concerns, and liability issues. This bill aims to address the liability surrounding utilization of 
prescribed burning.  

The bill provides that no person is liable for any fire suppression or other costs resulting from a 
prescribed burn if all the following conditions are met: (1) The purpose of the burn is for 
wildland fire hazard reduction, ecological maintenance and restoration, cultural burning, 

silviculture, or agriculture; (2) A person certified as a burn boss reviewed and approved a written 
prescription for the burn that includes adequate risk mitigation measures; (3) The burn is 

conducted in compliance with the written prescription; (4) The landowner has provided specific 
consent for the burn; and (5) The burn is conducted in compliance with any air quality permit. 
The bill exempts cultural burns conducted by a cultural fire practitioner from specific conditions, 



SB 332 
 Page  8 

such as needing a written prescription from a burn boss. This bill further clarifies that meeting all 
the listed conditions does not grant immunity from fire suppression or other costs to any person 

whose conduct constitutes gross negligence.  

Proposed author amendments ensure that the burner gets written permission or approval from 

a landowner or governing body of a Native American tribe to burn and makes other technical 

amendments. First, the author seeks to clarify that the burner needs to obtain written permission 
to burn from a landowner or the governing body of a Native American tribe. This amendment 

further protects individuals from potential liability by requiring documented permission to burn 
and not just consent. Accordingly, paragraph (5) of the Civil Code Section 3333.8 is being 
amended to read: 

 (5) The landowner has provided specific consent for the burn burner has a landowner’s 

written permission or the approval of the governing body of a Native American Tribe to 

burn. 

Finally, the author proposes to define the meaning of “cultural burn” and “cultural fire 
practitioner” in subdivision (e) and (f) of Civil Code Section 3333.8 to read: 

(e) “Cultural Burn” means the intentional application of fire to land by Native American 

Tribes, tribal organizations, and cultural fire practitioners to achieve cultural goals or 

objectives, including for subsistence, ceremonial activities, biodiversity, or other benefits. 

(f) “Cultural Fire Practitioner” means a person associated with a Native American Tribe 

or tribal organization with experience in burning to meet cultural goals or objectives, 

including for subsistence, ceremonial activities, biodiversity or other benefits. 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: This bill is supported by a coalition of environmental, utilities, 

and forestry organizations. In support of the bill, California Climate & Agriculture Network 
(CALCAN) writes: 

While controlled burns can create short-term smoke impacts, they often mitigate the risk of 

large, catastrophic fires which cause significantly higher health, ecological, and economic 
impacts. Many tribes in California have used controlled burns to steward fire-adapted 

landscapes for thousands of years. However, despite the scientific consensus around 
prescribed fire, the acreage subject to controlled burns has remained stable or actually 
decreased in the past two decades. 

While less than one percent of prescribed fires escape their intended burn area, concerns over 
potential cost recovery for fire suppression if a burn escapes nevertheless disincentivize the 

application of prescribed fire. As a result, practitioners engage in fewer burns and/or smaller, 
less-complicated burns. SB 332 would relieve prescribed fire practitioners, who meet certain 
conditions described in the bill, of cost recovery for fire suppression unless they were acting 

in a grossly negligent manner. 

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION: 

Support 

American Forest Foundation 
Arcata Fire District 
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Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA) 
Butte County Fire Safe Council 

Butte County Resource Conservation District 
Cache Creek Conservancy 
California Association of Resource Conservation Districts 

California Cattlemen's Association 
California Climate & Agriculture Network (CALCAN) 

California Department of Insurance 
California Forestry Association 
California Licensed Foresters Association 

California Rangeland Trust 
California State Association of Electrical Workers 

California State Grange 
California Wilderness Coalition (CALWILD) 
Center for Natural Lands Management 

Citizens for Sensible Forest Management 
Coalition of California Utility Employees 

Defenders of Wildlife 
Fire Forward 
Fire Restoration Group 

Forest Landowners of California 
Greenfield Ranch Association 

Humboldt County Prescribed Burn Association 
Humboldt Redwood Company LLC 
Institute for Sustainable Forestry 

Karuk Tribe 
Lake County Prescribed Burn Association 

Land Trust of Santa Cruz County 
Madera County Farm Bureau 
Mendocino and Humboldt Redwood Companies 

Mendocino County Fire Chiefs Asociation 
Mendocino County Prescribed Burn Association 

Mid Klamath Watershed Council 
Napa County Farm Bureau 
Napa County Regional Park and Open Space District 

North Carolina Prescribed Fire Council 
Northcoast Regional Land Trust 

Open Canopy 
Palmer Creek Association 
Peninsula Open Space Trust 

Penninsula Open Space Trust 
Personal Insurance Federation of California 

Post Wildfire Ohv Recovery Alliance (PWORA) 
Potter Valley Tribe 
Prometheus Fire Consulting 

Property Casualty Insurers Association of America Dba Association of California Insurance 
Companies 

Resource Conservation District of Monterey County 
Round Valley Indian Tribes 
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San Benito County Farm Bureau 
San Joaquin Forest Products 

San Luis Obispo County Cattleman's Association 
Sanctuary Forest INC. 
Santa Lucia Conservancy 

Save the Redwoods League 
Shasta County Air Quality Management District 

Sierra Business Council 
Sierra Forest Legacy 
Siskiyou Catllemen's Association 

Sonoma County Regional Parks 
Sonoma Land Trust 

Southern Humboldt Fire Safe Council 
Stackhouse Guide Service 
Tehama Conservation Fund 

Tehama County Cattleman's Association 
The Buckeye Conservancy 

The Watershed Research and Training Center 
The Wildlands Conservancy 
Trinity County Resource Conservation District 

University of California 
Upper Salinas-las Tablas Resource Conservation District 

W. M. Beaty & Associates, INC. 
Watershed Research & Training Center 
Wine Institute 

15 Individuals 

Opposition 

None on file  

Analysis Prepared by: Nicholas Liedtke and Mary Soliman / JUD. / (916) 319-2334


