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Court ruling finds flaw in plans for San 
Bernardino National Forest, other woodlands

Management plans for the San 
Bernardino National Forest and 
three other Southern California 
woodlands failed to properly take 
into account legal protections 
for endangered species, a federal 
judge has ruled. 

Marilyn Hall Patel, a judge for 
California’s northern district, 
ruled Monday that  federal 
agencies responsible for analyzing 
foresters’ plans violated the 
Endangered Species Act by not 
producing statements regarding 
how endangered species could be 
accidentally harmed or killed. 

Ileene Anderson, a biologist with 
the Center for Biological Diversity, 
said the upshot of the case is 
that the forest plans should have 
included guidelines to protect 
endangered species. 

“They didn’t say you can do this, 
but you can’t do that because it 
will lead to the extinction of a 
species,” Anderson said. 

Endangered species living in 
the San Bernardino National 
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Forest include the peninsular 
bighorn sheep, peregrine falcon 
and cushenberry buckwheat, she 
said. 

The Center  for  Biological 
Diversity and other environmental 
groups filed the lawsuit leading to 
Monday’s ruling. 

The forestry plans, adopted in 
2005, lay out broad guidelines 
for the management of the San 
Bernardino, Angeles, Cleveland 
and Los Padres National Forests. 
For example, the plans lay out 
where camping is or is not 
allowed. 

U.S. Forest Service spokesman 
Jason Kirchner said Wednesday 
foresters believe the plans are 
“fundamentally sound” and 
officials were still figuring out 
the full meaning of the court 
decision. 

“For the most part right now, 
we’re going to be looking at it to 
see if there are any impacts,” he 
said. “I don’t know of any projects 
that have been canceled.” 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
and National Marine Fisheries 
Service were responsible for 

analyzing the management plans 
to determine how endangered 
species may be affected. The 
agencies considered how forest 
activities could affect more than 
40 species. 

Patel wrote in her ruling that the 
agencies concluded endangered 
species were not likely to be 
jeopardized by the policies laid 
in the plans, but the plans did not 
nullify the possibilities of species 
being hurt or killed. 

The Forest Service and other federal 
agencies listed as defendants 
argued that considerations to 
protect endangered species 
from accidental harm, called 
“incidental take statements” in 
environmental law, would not be 
required until specific projects 
were being considered within 
forest boundaries. 

Patel gave both sides 21 days to 
write up their responses to her 
ruling. 

The Associated Press contributed 
to this report.


